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June 19, 1995 

Honorable A1 ton Cornella 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Streel,, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thanks to your latest request for additional data f:rom the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), the Base Closure Commission will 
have an opportunity to approve a more cost-effective, lower risk 
alternative to DLA1s ill-advised recommendation to disestablish 
the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC). 

The attached COBRA analysis requested by the Commission 
dramatically shows that the most cost--effective, least-risk-to- 
readiness option is to maintain the BKAC 1993 decision. I 
believe that you and several of your colleagues had acknowledged 
early in the process tliat the considerable and admitted risk to 
military readiness should be avoided if a compelling and economic 
argument could be made. The latest DLA COBRA run makes that 
compelling argument and presents the Commission with the 
ammunition to reject the DLA-recommended disestablishment and 
mass item migration strategy that I feel we both believe is 
inherently flawed. 

Using the data analysis submitted by DLA Headquarters to 
your staff, the BRAC 1993 option, as 1 proposed from the outset, 
provides a more cost-effective option than DLA1s original 
recommendation. The BKAC 1993 alternative: 

* involves substantially less risk to readiness than the 
mass item migrat'ion in DLA1s recommendation. 

* provides for $122.7 million in net present value - -  
$3.4 million more than DLA1s recommendation. 

* incurs one-time costs of only $2.5 million - -  $140 million 
less than DLA's recommendation. 

* maintains the synergy gains a.ccrued by DISC and the Navy's 
Aviation Supply Office (which would be permanently lost in 
DLA1s recommendation). 

* sustains the expertise of the best ICP workforce in DLA. 

* negates community impact anvwh- - -  Columbus, Richmond or 
Philadelphia. 
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Clearly, DLA's -1 data shows that the BRAC 1993 option is a 
Win-Win solution for force readiness and operational economy. 

The validated DLA data, as well as the qualitative arguments 
previously discussed with you, and synopsized in the attached, 
are compelling and incontrovertible. The only prudent course of 
action at this time is to reject the IILA proposal and aclopt the 
amended BRAC 1993 option which has now been proven to be the most 
cost-effective and reatliness-supporti~re solution. DLA tiill still 
be able to regroup the management of its items, but in a more 
sensible manner and timeframe outside of the BRAC Droce:;s. 

I hope you will be able to champion this position with the 
Commission. I appreciate your insight; and recognition of the 
issues and perseverance in pursuing the full disclosure of facts 
in the this important matter. 

R srg BERT A .  BORSK p 
Member of Congress 

R A B / ~ ~ V  
Enclosure 

cc: 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Gen. J.B. Davis, USAF (RET) 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (RET) 
Commissioner MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (RET) 
Commissioner Wendi Louise Steele 
Mr. Robert Cook, BRAC staff 
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ADVANTAGES OF BRAC-93* 
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June 30, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!;, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STICELE 

The Honorable Robert A. Borski 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Borski: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), 
Philadelphia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information y ~ u  
provided on DISC, Philadelphia, was wefblly considered by the Commission in ndcing its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi-astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this f i c u l t  and challenging 
process. 

A1 Comella 
Commissioner 
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Mr. Frank A.  Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure arid Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

Eslclosed please find a report I recent.1~ received from the Sumter 
Base Defense Committee reassessing the BRAC 1995 recommendation to 
redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) . I think you will find 
t h e i r  analysis to be a good argument for not relocating the ACS from 
Shaw AFB, SC to Mountain Hame AFB, ID. f i r themre ,  the Air Forate has 
decided not to establish a large training range near Mountain Holm A m ,  
which was the underlying rationale for their proposed redirect. I would 
be interested in hearing your thoughts on the matter when you get a 
chance, and would appreciate it if you would pass this report to 
appropriate members on the comission. 

The Sumter Base Defense Co~ssion's analysis indicates that the 
Air Force incorrectly ran BKAC 95 COBRA computations comparing M;:LCON 
requirements for a squadron against an element size unit. In the 
proposed force structure fox FY 1 9 9 6 ,  the 726th ACS will be reduced to 
an Air Control element. The estimated MILCO1r7 cost for a element sizc 
unit building is $5 million ($3.5 million less than a squadron 
building). Therefore the COBRA analysis for relocation of the 72Clth ACS 
represents an erroneous conclusion. 

In addition, much of the operational requirement rationale used by 
the k r  Force was based on i-ncomplete inputs from when the 726th ACS was 
in temporary assignment stat:us. Once the 726th ACS was permanently 
assigned t o  the  363rd Fighter Wing [now the ;!Oth Fighter Wing] to 
support the wing's mission i.n the Southwest Pmia region, the unit has 
been able to maintain a combat ready status. 

The 726th ACS currently has the capability to provide radar 
coverage of local training a.reas from Shaw, A F B .  The element can 
illuminate significant portions of Warning Areas 177 and 161 abov,~ FL 
130 to the limits of its radar coverage. In an effort to iwrove their 
capability, the 726th ACS developed an HQ/ACC-approved plan to l i n k  
Jedburg, SC FAA radar coverage to Shaw AFB, thus expending the radar 
coverage below FL 130. HQ/ACC directed the plan be held in abeyance 
until the 1995 BRAC process is completed. To fully evaluate the '726th 
ACS capabilities, the HQ/ACC-approved plan should be considered. 
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In sumnary, I believe you w i l l  find that the conclusions of the 
Sumter Base Closure Committee to  retain the 7'26th ACS at Shaw AFB to  be 
sound. Significant cost savings could be rea~lized i f  t h e  726th ACS was 
evaluated as an element and remained at: Shaw AFB. Thank you for your 
kind attention to  t h i s  matter, and I look forward to hearing your 
thoughts on t h i s  report. 

Respectf ul.ly, 

Member of Congress 

JMSj: td 
Enclosure 
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Mr. Frank A. Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

Enclosed please find a report I recently received from t.he Sumter 
Base Defense Committee reassessing the BRAC 1995 recommendation to 
redirect the 726th Air Cc~ntrol Squadron (ACS) . I think you will find 
their analysis to be a good argument for not relocating the ACS from 
Shaw AFB, SC to Mountain Home AFB, ID. R~rthermore, the Air Force has 
decided not to establish a large training range near Mountain Home AFB, 
which was the underlying rationale for their proposed redirect. I would 
be interested in hearing your thoughts on the matter when you get a 
chance, and would appreciate it if you would pass this report to 
appropriate members on the commission. 

The Sumter Base Defense Commission's: analysis indicates that the 
Air Force incorrectly rarl BRAC 95 COBRA cc~mputations comparing MILCON 
requirements for a squadron against an element size unit. In the 
proposed force structure for FY 1996, the 726th ACS will be reduced to 
an Air Control element. The estimated MILCON cost for a element size 
unit building is $5 million ($3.5 million less than a squadron 
building). Therefore the COBRA analysis for relocation of the 726th ACS 
represents an erroneous c!onclusion. 

In addition, much of the operational requirement rationale used by 
the Air Force was based on incomplete inputs from when the 726th ACS was 
in temporary assignment status. Once the 726th ACS was permariently 
assigned to the 363rd Fighter Wing [now the 20th Fighter Wing] to 
support the wing's mission in the Southwe~st Asia region, the unit has 
been able to maintain a combat ready status. 

The 726th ACS currently has the capability to provide radar 
coverage of local training areas from Shaw, AFB. The element can 
illuminate significant pcrtions of Warning Areas 177 and 161 above FL 
130 to the limits of its radar coverage. In an effort to improve their 
capability, the 726th ACS developed an HQIACC-approved plan to link 
Jedburg, SC FAA radar coverage to Shaw AF'E3, thus expending the radar 
coverage below FL 130. HQ/ACC directed the plan be held in abeyance 
until the 1995 BRAC process is completed. To fully evaluate the 726th 
ACS capabilities, the HQ/'ACC-approved plan should be considered. 
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In summary, I believe you will find that the conclusions of the 
Sumter Base Closure Committee to retain the 726th ACS at Shaw AFB to be 
sound. Significant cost savings could be realized if the 726th ACS was 
evaluated as an element and remained at Shaw AFB. Thank you for your 
kind attention to this matter, and I look forward to hearing your 
thoughts on this report. 

Respect fully, 

Member of Congress 

JMSj: td 
Enclosure 
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TELEPHONE 
(803) 773-3371 
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TO: Mr. Frank .A. Cirillo, Jr., Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission i 

1700 N.Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FROM : Mr. Thomas R, Olsen, Execi~tive Director 

DATE : June 9, 1995 

SUBJECT: Reassessment of the BRAC 95 Recommenda1:ion to 
Redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) 

The Sumter Base Defense Committee (SBDC) reviewed the 
recommendation of the 1995 Departmexlt of Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Report to the C:ommission regarding the 
recommendation to redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron 
(ACS). It was determined that the recommendation of the 1993 
BRAC Commission should not be changed and that the 726th ACS 
should be retained at Shaw AFB, South Carolina. 

The attached report presents rationale and data to support 
the SBDC recommendation not to change the 19513 BRAC 
Commission recommendation to assign the 726th ACS to Shaw 
AFB. The report highlights positive rationale regarding 
Military Value, Costs and Manpower, Return on Investment, 
Economic Impact, Community Support and Environmental Impact 
for the retention of the unit. 

Thank you for considering this report. We hope it will. assist 
you in your delibera.tion on retaining the 726th ACS at Shaw 
AFB . 
Sincerely, 

Thomas R. Olsen 



SUMTER BASE DEFENSE COMMITTEE 
REASSESSMENT OF THE BRAC 95 RECOMMENDATION 
TO REDIRECT THE 726TH AIR CONTROL SQUADRON (ACS) 

I. PURPOSE: To reassess the recolmendation to redirect the 
726th ACS from Shaw AFB, SC to Mountf3in Home 
AFB, ID. 

11. BACKGROUND: 

A. The 726t:h Air Control Squadron (ACS) was 
temporarily relocated from Homestead AFB, FL to 
Shaw AFB, SC in the aftermath of Hurricane Andrew. 
The 1993 B'RAC Commission agreed with the Secretary ' 
of Defense recommendation to permanently assign the 
726th ACS to the 363rd Fighter Wing [now the 20th 
Fighter Wing (FW)] at Shaw AFB. 

B. On March 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense 
recommended a change to the 1993 BRAC co~mission 
recommendation regarding the 726th ACS. The Sec Def 
recommended that the 726th ACS be redirected from 
Shaw AFB to Mountain Home AFB, ID. The stated 
justification is to provide adequate radar coverage 
of training airspace to support training mission 
and sustained combat readiness. 

C. As a result of Air Force! proposed force structure 
downsizing for FY 1996, the 726th ACS will be 
reduced tot an Air Control Element. The assigned 
personnel will be cut from 241 to 123. 
Commensura.tely, the vehicle and equipment 
assignment, will be cut in half to approximately 100 
pieces. When the BRAC 95 COBRA computations were 
run, the data unfavorably compared MILCON 
requirements for a squad.ron against an element 
sized unit.. 

D. Much of the operational requirements rationale used 
by the 1995 BRAC must have been based on incomplete 
inputs from when the 726th ACS was in temporary 
assignment status and does not reflect the impact 
of unit initiatives to facilitate and provide for 
adequate unit training to support combat readiness. 
The 20th FW operational plans integrate the 726th 
ACS to support the Wing's mission, specifically 
focused on the USCENTAF mission in Southwest Asia 
(Persian Gulf) region. According to verbal 
responses from 20th FW/726th ACS personnel, the 
unit is able to maintain combat ready,status. 



111, FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

A. Mission Requirements: 

Recognizing the challenges to meeting training 
requirements, the Wing and Squadron, in 
coordination with HQ 9th Air Force (AFI and HQ 
Air Combat Command (ACC), has aggrtzssively 
pursued initiative to provide adequate radar 
coverage of available training airspace in 
order to provide required training capability 
from both on-base and deployed locations. 
Since Warning Area 177 (W-177) and Warning 
Area 161 (W-161) east of Shaw AFB (adjacent to 
South Carolina Atlantic Ocean coastline) ' 
provide the nearest and largest 'training 
airspace, the wing/squadron have installed 
remote radio comrnuni(cation relay capability on 
Charleston AFB, SC at the Gator Communications 
Site. This installed capability allows the 
726th ACS to maintain radio contact for 
control of aircraft operating within W.-177 and 
W-161 from Shaw AFB. 

The 726th ACS currently has the capability to 
provide radar coverage of local training areas 
from home station (Shaw AFB). The squadron can 
illuminate significant portions of W-177/W-161 
above FL 130 to the limit of its radar 
coverage. The Wing/Squadron have developed an 
HQ ACC approved plan to link Jedburg,. SC FAA 
radar coverage to Shaw AFB to expand the radar 
coverage below FL 130 to improve training 
throughout the area. HQ ACC directed the plan 
be held in abeyance until the 1995 BRAC 
process is completed. Additionally, the units 
radar and communication can provide coverage 
for t.raining in the Gamecock Alpha, Charlie, 
Delta and India Military Operating Area (MOA) 
near Shaw AFB. 

3. Realistic training can be conducted at 
several deployed 1oc:ations in South Carolina: 
1) Fl.orence Regional Airport, 2) Myrtle Beach 
Jetport and 3) North Field Auxiliary. Other 
deployed locations c:ould be available at Fort 
Bragg/ Pope AFB, NC and Seymore Johnson AFB, 
NC for training in Gamecock Alpha MOA. An 
alternate operating location at Fort Gordon, 
GA cc~uld provide coverage of Bulldog MOA and 
Hunter Army Airf ield/Fort Stewart, (;A could 
provide coverage of Bulldog MOA, Fort Stewart 
MOA, W-74, W-133, W-134, W-132A and W-161. 



4. The 20th FW (F-16/A-10) conducts local 
training in W-177, W-161, Gamecock MOAs 
(A,C,D,I) and Bulldog MOA. However, aircraft 
from other Air Force, Navy, Marine, Army and 
Air National Guard units also conduct training 
missions in these sane training areas. The use 
of this airspace by other DOD unit:; offer 
multiple opportunities for the 726th ACS to 
conduct training and participate in joint- 
servilce training prolgrams on a regular basis. 
A widie variety combat aircraft conduct 
training in these areas, to include, PI-6, AV- 
8, A-10, F-14, F-15, F-16, F-18, B-52, C-130, 
C-141, C-17, E-3A, KC-10, KC-135 and P--3. 

b 

5. In 1994, 7356 aircraft sorties utilized 
W-177/W-161 of which 4910 (67%) aircraft 
sorties originated from Shaw AFB and other 
South and North Carolina bases. When aircraft 
sorties conducting training in Gameclock and 
Bulldog MOAs are included, the total sorties 
available for radar surveillance and control 
equal 24,849. Over 77% (19,082) of these 
sorties were generated from Shaw AFB and other 
South and North Carolina bases. Therefore, the 
training opportunities for keeping the 726th 
ACS combat ready were abundant and probably 
exceeded the sorties available to an air 
control unit assigned to any other base. 
Similar sortie coun1:s are expected for 1995 
and beyond. 

B. FACILITIES,: 

The 726th ACS is currently operating from 
semi-permanent facilities in the northeast 
portion of Shaw AFB. These facilities do not 
adequately support the unit operations, 
maint.enance and administrative requirements. 
Prior to March 1, 1995, a new $8,500,000 
combined operations and maintenance building 
was programed and at 100% design, awaiting Hq 
ACC approval to invite contractor bids for 
construction. The building was designed for a 
squadron sized unit. The construction process 
as been placed on hold awaiting compl~etion of 
the 3.995 BRAC Commission process. 

2. In anticipation of ERAC Commission approval to 
relocate the 726th ACS from Shaw AFB, Hq ACC 
conducted site surveys and planning for the 
move. In accordance with BRAC procedures and 
COBRA analysis, the MILCON (building/facility) 
requirement was identified to meet mission 



requirements for an Air Control Element sized 
unit. The estimated MILCON cost for this 
building is $5,000,000 ($3,500,000 less than 
a squadron building). With the programed unit 
downsizing, the MILCON cost for cons.truction 
at Sh.aw for a similar sized building could be 
the same. Therefore,, the COBRA analysis for 
the relocation of the 726th ACS represents an 
erron.eous conclusion by comparing MILC.ON for a 
squadxon requirement against those needed for 
an el.ement sized unit. 

C. CONTINGENCY AND MOBILITY: 

Currently, the 7;!6th ACS(ACE) i fully ' 
integrated into Contingency Plans in support 
of the mission requirements of the 20th FW and 
HQ 9th AF/USCENTAF. The unit is also available 
for worldwide deployment in support of U. S . 
military commitments in any regional crisis. 
However, the unit is optimally positioned for 
rapid deployment to Southwest Asia (Persian 
Gulf) or to Europe (NATO) via airlift from 
Shaw AFB/Charleston AFB or sealift from the 
Port of Charleston, SC. 

2. The 726th ACS(ACE) is fully equipped and 
trained to meet mobility requirements and for 
operations in an austere combat environment. 
Deployment training to alternate operating 
locations in South Carolina and in support of 
CONUS-based exercises allow the unit to 
maintain full combat readiness. 

D.  COST AND MANPOWER: 

1. A review of the COBRA Realignment Sununary for 
the realignment/red:irection of the 726th ACS 
from Shaw AFB, SC to Mountain Home AFB, ID 
identify the following concerns: 

a. It appears that cost comparisons were 
made on the full size squadron at Shaw 
AFB vs a much smaller unit, an element, 
which would be about one-half squadron 
size, at Mountain Home AFB. 

b. Greater cost savings could be realized if 
the 726th ACS was downsized to an element 
and remained at Shaw AFB. The MIILCON cost 
would be the same at either base, down 
from $8,500,000 to $5,000,000 (a savings 
of $3,500,000). 



c. The PERSONNEL cost savings real.ized by 
downsizing the 726 from a squadron to an 
element, for the period 1996 through 
2001, would reimain at $1,352,000. The 
savings would be the same Shaw AFB as at 
Mountain Home AFB. 

d. The MOVING expenses of $1,214,377 
(composed of Military Moving $1554,849, 
Freight $348,528 and One-Time Moving Cost 
$211,000) could be saved by keeping the 
unit at Shaw AFB. 

e. The OTHER expenses (Environmental 
Mitigation Costs and One-Time Unique b 

Costs) of $1,650,000 could be saved by 
keeping the unit at Shaw AFB. 

f. The OVERHEAD expenses (Program Planning 
Support) of $31,307 could be saved by 
keeping the unit at Shaw AFB. 

2. A total savings of $7,747,684 could be 
realized if the 726th ACS was downsized to an 
element (726th ACE) and retained at Shaw AFB 
vice moving to Mountain Home AFB. A 
comparative analysis of the two options 
indicated an overall cost avoidance of 
$2,895,684 (Moving, Other and Overhead Costs) 
by retaining the unit at Shaw AFB. 

a. Total Savings Analysis: 

MILCON $3,500,000 
PERSONNEL 1,352,000 
MOVING 1,214,377 
OTHER 1,650,000 
OVERHEAD 31,307 

TOTAL $7,747,684 

b. Total Cost Avoidance: 

MOVING $1,214,377 
OTHER 1,650,000 
OVERHEAD 31,307 

TOTAL $2,895,684 



E. RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 

The total (estimated One-Time Cost of NOT reltocating 
the 726th ACS could be $5,000,000 (MILCON Cost). 
The net of all costs and savings derived fyrom NOT 
implementing this move is a savings of $2 ,, 747,684 
vice $2,300,000. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are not chlanged, $0.23 million, with 
an immediate return on investment. The Net Present 
Value of the costs and savings over 20 years should 
remain close to the projected $4,166,000 in the 
COBRA summary. 

F. IMPACT: 
6 

A decision NOT to implement the redirection of the 
726th ACS(ACE) would result in a potentiall saving 
of 163 jobs (126 direct jobs and 37 indirect jobs) 
over the 1-996 to 2001 period in the Sumter, South 
Carolina Metropolitan Statistical Area (0.3 percent 
of the economic area). Environmental impact from 
NOT implementing the proposed action should remain 
minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

G. COMMUNITY: 

A decision NOT to implement the redirection of the 
726th ACS(ACE) will not impact the support provided 
by the Sumter community for the Air Force mission 
at Shaw AFB. The Sumter community will continue to 
improve cooperation and support for Shaw AFB. 

SUMMARY : 

The retention of the 726th ACS(ACE) at Shaw AFB is 
operationally sound and will represent a siqrnif icant 
saving to the Air Force and the DOD. Since the unit has 
developed positive initiatives to correct training and 
combat readiness concerns, the unit does not need to be 
disturbed at a time when its combat ready capability 
could be needed to meet worldwide U.S. military 
commitments. The cost of not moving represents a 
significantly increased saving over the proposed 
savings. Therefore, it does not seem prudent to change 
the recommendation of the 1993 BRAC Commission. KEEP 
THE 726TH ACS(.RCE) AT SHAW AFB. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Do not change the recommendation of the 1993 BRAC 
Commission regarding the assignment of the 726th Air 
Control Squadron (ACS) to Shsw AFB, South Carolina. 



1. Recommendation,; Homestead A,FB, Florida, 726th Air 
Control Squadron; Department of the Air Force Analysis 
and Recommendations (Volume ) ,  DOD Base Clo!;ure and 
Realignment Report to the Commission; February 1995; 
page 55. 

2. COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 ) ~  Data as of 
08:59 05/05/1995, Air Force, 726 ACS, 2 pages; with 15 
Reports, Data as of 08:59 05/05/1995. 



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

UNCLASSIFIED 

, ' 'HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 
726th Air Control Squadron 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of theA993 commkion regarding the 
relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homestead AFB to Shaw AFB, 
South Camlina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFI3, Idaho. 

Justification: The 726th ACS was permanently assigned to Homestead AFl3. In the 
aftermath of Hunicane Anchw, the 726th ACS was t e m p d y  moved to Slhaw AFB, as the 
hrst available site for that In March 1993, the Secretary of Defense rtctmxnended the 
closure of Homestead AFEl and the permanent beddown of the 726th ACS at Shaw AFB. 
Since the 1993 Commission agreed with that nxmmmkion, c q a h c c  has shm that6 ' 
Shaw AFB does not provide adequate radar covexage of training airspace neded to support 
the training mission and sustained combat readiness. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated onetime cost to implement 
recommendation is $7.4 million. Thc net of all wsts and savings during the kmplementation 
period is a savings of $23 xdion. ~nnua.1 reaming savings after ixuplanenlation are $0.23 
million with an immediate mmn on investment. 'The net present value of the: costs and 
savings over 20 years is a savings of $4.6 million. 

Impact: This action affects tempomy relodons resulting from prior BRAC 
recommendiuions. Assuming no economic ~~, this recammendation a d d  result in 
a potential reduction of 163 jobs (126 direct jobs and 37 indirect jobs) ova the 1996 to 
2001 period in the Sumter, South Carolina Metropitan StatisW Area whic:h is 0.3 
perccnt of the tconomic area's employment Environmental impact f b m  this action is 
minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

UNCLASSIFIED 



COgM W U I G I ( Y M T  S U U U R Y  (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 6 )  - Peg* 112 
Data As O f  08:59 05/05/1995, Roport C r a a t d  09:23 05/03/1985 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 U S  
Sconario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORfQS\COY-AUOT\SS-726.C8R 

, Std F c t r s  F i  1e : C: \ C O B ~ \ a F P O R T 9 S \ R E o a E u O \ F I ~ L . S F F  

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1997 
ROI Year : I m e d i a t e  

NPV i n  ZOlS($K): -4.166 
1-Timecost(%):  7,896 

Mat Costs (#) Constant 
1996 -.-- 

Mi lCon -8.000 
Parson 0 
Ovorhd 18 
Yoving 21 1 
Missio 0 
Othor 51 0 

1 OTAL -7,261 6.333 -229 -229 -229 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 13 0 0 0 
En 1 0 110 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 

-. Civ 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 123 0 0 0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-270 
4 2 
0 
0 

b 
0 

-229 

I ~ u r a r y  : .------- 
Yova 728 ACS t o  Mountain Home 



COBRA REALICY(YN1 S U Y W I Y  (Q)BRA ~5 .08)  - P-a 212 
Data A. Of 08:SQ 0510511995. aopsrt C r u t o d  W:23 05/09/1045 

Oepartmant : A i r  Forco 
Option Paeka~a : 726 
Scmario F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COY-AUDT\SS-726.M)R 

': Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORT~5\RE(XWEW0\F1IIALLSFF 

Costs (SU) Constant Ool lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  --.- 

Mi lCon 500 4,500 
Parson 0 453 
Ororhd 18 153 
Lbv i ng 21 1 1,003 
Yiss io 0 0 
Other 510 1,140 

TOTAL 1.239 7.249 607 607 607 607 

Sorings ($to Constant 
1996 -. - - 

Y i  [Can 8.500 
Person 0 
Ororhd .O 
Yov i ng 0 
Y iss io  0 
Othar 0 

Do l l a r s  
1997 .--- 

0 
723 

0 
193 

0 
0 

TOTAL 8.500 916 836 836 836 836 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

453 
154 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



MET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Oetr AS Of 08:59 05/0511995. Report Created 00:23 05/W/1995 

Department : Ai r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ICS 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\WSRA\REPORT95\QY-AUOT\SS-726.C8R 

\ Std F c t r r  F i  Lc : C:  \WBRA\REPORT95\RECI)LIEND\FIML.SFF 

Cost (S) -.-.--- 
-7.261.110 
6,333.296 

-228.612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.612 
-228,612 
-228.612 
-228.612 
-228,612 
-228.612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228.61 2 
-228.612 
-228,612 
-228,612 
-228,612 

Atd j us tad Cost (S) -------.-.------ 
-7.163.283 
6,080,748 

-213,621 
-207,904 - 202.339 
-196,924 
-191,653 
-186,524 - 181,532 
-176.673 
-171.945 
- 167.343 
-162,864 
-158,505 
- 154.263 
-150.134 
-146,116 
-142,205 
-138.399 
-134,695 



TOTAL OWE-TIE COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 08:SS 05/05/1005. Report c r e a t d  09:23 0510911995 

Department : A i r  Forco 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i lm : C:\W~RI\REPORT~~\COY.AUOT\~S-T~~.CBR \, Std Fc t rs  f i l e  : C : \ ~ R I \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E ~ W N O \ F I N A L . S F F  

( A l l  values i n  Do l la rs )  

category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

Mi l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Fmi ly Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construct ion 

Porwnna 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  Lian Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  N u  Hi res  
El iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemp l o p e n t  

l o t 8 1  - Personnel. 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

cost -.-- 

W v i  ng 
C i v i l i a n  Wv ing  
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
Onb-Time Wv ing  Costs 

To ta l  - Yoving --. 
\ Other 

CUP / RSE 0 
-U( Lnv i ro tuen ta l  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 510.000 

O n e - T i n  Unique Casts 1.140.000 
TotaL - Other 1,650,000 ____.__.__.__*_____-------------------------- .------------- .- . . .------------ .--  
Tota l  One-Tire Costs 7,895,684 __._____--___.-_.-_-------------.-------.-----.-.--------------.-------------- 
One-Time Savings 

Mi L i ta ry  Construct ion Cost Avoidanc:es 8,500.M#3 
F u i  l y  nousing C o s t  Avoidances 0 
Mi L i ta ry  Uoving 193.1110 
Land Sales 0 
One-T in  Uoving Savings 0 
Environmentat M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .-_--__--._._-----.---*---..--.--.--..---------.-----------*--.---.----.------- 

Tota l  One-Tire Savings 8,693,110 _-__-_--_._.__-_.---_________-~-~..~..~-~---~-------------.----~--.------------ 
~ ~ t a t  Net One-Time Costs - 797,426 



TOTAL MILITARY COHSTRUCTIO(( ASSETS (COBRA 6.00) 
oat. AS of 08:59 05105119%. Report  C r u t o d  m:23 051os119% 

Dopartsent : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Sconario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O Y - . A U O T \ S S - ~ ~ ~ . C ~ R  

',% Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\MBRA\REPORT9S\RECCWEnO\FIMAL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  f K  

Base Name --..----- 
YWNTAIU HOME 
w r  ----------.---------------- 
Tot.1s: 

Tot. 1 
M i  lCon - - - - - -  

5,000 
0 

. * - . - m e - -  

5,000 

Land 
Purch 
.--.* 

0 
0 ..---------. 
0 

r o t a  1 
Cost 

- * - - -  

' 5.000 
-8.500 - - - - - - - - -  
-3.500 



PER-NEL SUYURY REPORT (COaRA 6 .08 )  
Data As of a : 5 9  05/05/1995. Report Creatod 09:23 05/09/1995 

Dqmrtment : A i r F o r c e  
Option Package : 726 *CS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COY-AUOT\SS-726.C8R 

'\ S td  F c t r s  F i  (e : C: \COBRA\REPORT9S\REa;UENOlFlNAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUYURY FOR: WNTAIN HOYE, I0 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students Ci:i l i ans  
--------.- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

350 2.824 0 496 

PERSONNEL REALIGNLIEWTS: 
From Base: SHAW. SC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ZOO1 To ta l  .-.- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - .--- -.-- .---- 
O f f i c e r s  0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ct v i  li ans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 0 0 0 0 123 

TOTAL PERSONNEL RULIGNYENTS ( I n t o  YWHTAIN W. ID): 
1896 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Totat - - - -  . - - - - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 13 0 0 0 0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C l v i  l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 0 0 0 0 123 

EASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  ----.-.--- - - - - - - - - - -  

363 2,934 0 496 

---. PERSOWEL S W Y  FOR: SWU. SC 

, M E  WeUUTIOEl (FY 1896, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
a- 

) 
' Of f  i c o r c  En l i s ted  Students C l v i  l l ans  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: Y)UMTAfN mu€, 

1996 ---. 
O f f i c e r s  0 
E n l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

I 0  
199; 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGWMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 13 
E n l i s t e d  0 110 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 0 
TOTAL 0 123 

SASE POPUUTION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students ---.------ 

0 

2001 To ta l  

C i v i l i a n s  



TOTAL PLRSONNEL IVACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)  
0.1. As of 08:59 05/OS/1895. R w r t  Croated 09:23 OS/O~/~QQS 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : 726 X S  
S w n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~S\COY-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTH\RECOLEMD\FINAL.SFF 

.--- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear Ly Ret i rement* 10.00T 
Regular R e t i  r e w n t *  5.00L 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.002 
Civs  Mot Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder)  
C i v i l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  Avai l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Ret i recnnt  1O.OUX 
R q u l a r  R e t i r w n t  5  -00% 
C f v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.002 
C i v r  Mot Moving (RIFs)*+ - 
P r i o r i t y  Plac-ant# 60. OUX 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai  t ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  r e r s i n d e r )  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGMING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Uoving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
M w  C i v i l i a n s  H i r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C i v i  L ian Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMEMTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAM RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PUCEYENTSX 0 0  0  0  0  0 0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN MEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

E a r l y  R a t i r w e n t s ,  Regular Ret i remJnts ,  C i v i  l i a n  Turnover, r n d  C i v i  l i a n s  Not 
. . V i  [L ing t o  Move a r e  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi 1.r. 

' + The Percentage of  C i v i l i a n s  Mot W i l l i n g  t o  b v e  (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from - b a t e  t o  base. 

0 Mot a l l  P r i o r i t y  P laceaent r  i n v o l v e  a Permanent Change o f  S t a t i o n .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.001 



TOTAL APPRWRIATIOUS OETAIL REPOFIT ( a R A  v 5 . W )  - P.00 113 
Data A. of M:59 05/05/1995. Report Crsutmd 09:23 QSlWltOOS 

O e p a r t n n t  : A i r  F o r m  
Op t ion  Package : 726 ACS 
St .na r io  F i l e  : C:\mBRA\REWRT95\CWI-AUDT\SS-726.C8R ' S t d  F c t r r  F l  l a  : C: \EOBRI\REPORT95\RECMEWD\FINAL.SFF 

OWE-TI* COSTS 
..---(a)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
YI LCON 
F r  Housing 
Land Purch 

Obu 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  RIF 
C j v  R e t i r e  

C I V  UOVIWG 
Per D i w  
POV Y i  Let 
M a e  Purch 
)(Ht 

Y i u  
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FRE1 GUT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic Les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemp Lopen t  
Of HER 

P r o g r n  PLan 
Shutdown 
N w  H i r e  
1-Time Move 

UIL PERSOUMEL 

Per D i m  
POV Mi L a  --- HnG 
Y i s c  

OTHER 
El i .  PCS 

OTHER 
NAP I RSE 
Env i  ronmentr l 
Info Manage 
1 - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL WE-TIYE 

T o t a l  
- * - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (CmRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Peg* 213 
Oat8 As Of ai8:59 05/05/1995. Report  c;roatod 09:23 M/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRI\REPORT95\CCY-AU0T\SSS726.CBR 

'. S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RL~NO\F I I (AL .SFF  

RECURRINGCOSTS 
-.--.(%)--.-- 
FAY HOUSE OPS 
CWI 

RPYA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 
W U S  
Caretaker 

NIL  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa Lar y 
En( Salary 
House A l l w  

OTMR 
Miss ion 
M t t c  Recur 
Unique Other 

rOTAL RECUR 

Beyond Tota 1 

TOTAL MST 1,239 7.249 60 7 60 7 607 607 

ONE - T I N  SAVES 

CdUSTRUCTION 
MI LCQN 
F u  Housing 
om 
1-1 ime Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving - , OTMR 
Land Sales 

. Environmental  - - 1-1 ima Othor 
TOTAL ONE-TI# 

Tota 1 - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(a)----- 
FAM noUSE of's 
08u 

R P U  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary  
CHUPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
M u s e  A 1 lor 

OTHER 
Procuremant 
Miss ion 

Tot. L -.--- 
0 

Beyond --.--- 
0 

Yisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRXATIOWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 313 
Data A8 Of 00:59 M/OS/l995. R.port Created 09:23 05/09/1995 

D e p r t w n t  
Option Package 
Scenario F i  l e  

y8 Std F c t r r  F i  l e  

: A i r  Force 
: 726 RCS 
: C:\COBRA\REPORTBS\a)U-AUDT\SS-726.C8R 
: C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\RECXWENO\FIWAL.SFF 

Tota 1 - - - - - ONE-TI# NET - - - - - ($#o - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
F u  Housing 
w 

C i v  Ret i r lRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTtER 
W / RSE 
Envi ronenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL OWE -TIYE 

RECURRING NET ---.- ($)o -.-- - 
FCJL MUSE OPS 
ow 
RPW 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

W U S  
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 S81ary 
House A1 lw 

) OTnER 
: P r o c u r m n t  

w M i n i o n  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  -.--- 
0 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



PERSONNEL. SF. RPUA, AN0 60s DELTAS (CMIRA vS.W,) 
Data As Of 08:59 05/05/1995. Report Created 09:ZJ 05/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Force  
Optfon Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORf95\CW-AUOT\SS-726.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i  La : C:\WBRA\REPORT95\RECOYNO\FIHAL.SFF 

Base 

I... - - - -  
W N T A I N  HOLlE 
suw 

Personne 1 
Change Zmange 
- - - - - -  - - - . . - - -  

123 32 
-123 -2Z 

RPYA($) EOS(f) 
Change XCh)ange ChgjPer Change %Change ChgIPer 

RPYhBOS(S) 
Change ZM~ange ChgIPer - - - - - -  - - . ----  - - - - - - -  
154.431 1% 1,255 
-112.631 -11 916 



RPYA/M)S CHANCE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data AS o f  08:59 05/05/1895. Report C r u t o d  09:23 05/09/1995 

Department : A i r  Forcm 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORTQS\COY.AUOT\SS-726.CBR 

'\ Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C: \WBRA\REPORf95 \RECC~~O\F INU.SFF 

~ e t  Change(%) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total  Beyond -----.-------- - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - -  - -. - - - - -  --.-- --.--- 
RPYC. Change 0 0 14 14 14 14 58 14 
BOS Change 0 140 2 7  27 27 27 249 27 
Mousing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 d 0 
-------------_..__-.----------------.-..---.---------------------..------.----- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 140 42 42 4 2 42 307 42 



INPUT MTA REPORT (COBRA vs.oa) 
oat. AS of 08:59 05/05/1995, RIpor t  Created 09:23 051~5911995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 KS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COU-AUOT\SS-726.- 

, Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORl95\RE(~NO\FInAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO IIIFORMATION 

Yodel Year One : FY 1996 

Yodel does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdwn: No 

S u a r y :  
- * - - - - - -  

Move 728 ACS t o  Mountain Home 

Rea Lignnent 
Realignment 

INWT SCREEN TW - DISTANCE TABLE 

F r a  Baw: 
- - - - - - - - * -  

YWNTAIN #WE. ID 

To Base: 

SMW, SC 

INPUT SCREEU THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from $ H A W .  SC t o  YOUNTAIU W .  ID 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C tv i  l i a n  Pos i t fon t :  
Student Posi t ions:  
Y i u n  Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
MI L t t r r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 

-. - - -.r )(ravy/*cia 1 Vehic Let: 

Totat O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C iv i  l i a n  Employaas: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Mot W i l l i n g  To Yove: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avr i  1: 
Tota l  Base Faci Lities(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  V t U  (SlYonth): 
E n l i s t e d  VtU ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate (S1O.y): 
F re igh t  Cost (S/TonlMile): 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
2.402 m i  

RPM Non-Payrol l  (WlYear): 
C a u n i c a t i o n s  (*/Year): 
BOS Hon-Payrol l  (tK/Vear): 
EOS P a y r o l l  ( S l y e a r ) :  
F u i  l y  Housing (WIYrar )  : 
Area Cost Factor:  
CWWUS In -Pa t  ($ /V is i t ) :  
W U S  Out -Pat ( S l V i r i  t )  : 
CWWUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

W e w n e r  Assistance P r o g r u :  
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - P.ge 2 
~ a t a  AS of M:59 OS/OS/1995, R ' m r t  C r u t d  0 9 ~ 2 3  051mli9s5 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 AOS 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORfQS\aW-AUDT\SS-T26.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RE#wENO\FINAL .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORYA'TION 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tot* 1 E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Eqloyees:  
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Y i  1 F u i  l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Uove: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  AvaiL: 
E n l i 8 t . d  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
T o t a l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i w  Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

RPYA Won-Payroll (=/Year): 
C m u n i u t i o n s  (%/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  (%/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ( t K I Y u r ) :  
Family Housing (#/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
W U S  In-Pat  (SIVisf t ) :  
CIlNeUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
W U S  S h i f t  t o  M i c a r e :  
A c t i v i t y  Cod.: 

IUPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYNAUIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance P r o g r u :  
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n f o r u t i o n :  

N u e :  Y)UNTAIN CIOY, ID 

1 - T i n  Unique Cost ($lo: 
1-Time Unique Save ( W ) :  
1 - T i n  Uoving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Uoving Savo ($lo: 
Env Won-Mi lCon Reqd(%) : 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (#): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (W) :  
Y1.c Recurr ing Cost(%): 

--- Y ~ K  Recurr ing Save(%): 
. . ..) ~ m d  ( + ~ u y / - s a ~ r )  (s): 

: Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown ~ c h . d u l e  ( t )  : 
Yf lCon Cost Avoidnc(#): 
F u  Housing Avoidnc(%): 
P r o c u r r e n t  Avoidnc(%): 
W U S  In -Pa t ien ts IYr :  
W U S  Out-PatientslYr:  
F a c i l  ShutDwn(KSF): 

nu.: ! M A W .  SC 
1996 ---. 

1-Time Unique Cost (a): 0 
1 - T i n  Unique Save (SK): 0 
1 - T i n  Uoving Cost (%): 0 
1 - 1  ime Moving Save ($70: 0 
Env Mon-Mi LCon Reqd(%): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (%): 0 
A c t i v  Mission S8ve (#): 0 
M i u  Recurr ing Cost(#): 0 
Y i u  Recurr ing Save(#): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (a): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdwn Schedule ('Z) : 0% 
Yi  LCon Cost Avoidnc(Q0: 8,500 
F a  Housing Avoidnc(%): 0 
Procurwent  Avoidnc(%): 0 
OULPUS In -Pa t ien ts lY r :  0 
W U S  Out -Pa t ien tdYr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDorn(USF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
-..-- - - - -  ---. - - - -  

1 ,'I40 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

00% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F u i  l y  Housing Shutown: 

lg97 1998 1-9 2000 - - - -  - - - -  .*-- 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
1 om 0% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc F m i  l y  Housing ShutOwn: 

0 
0 

20.m 
AFMO 
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Data As Of 08:59 05/05/1995, Report created 09:23 MIO9/1995 

Oepartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : 726 ACS 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R ~ ~ ~ \ C O Y - A U O T \ S S - ~ ~ ~ . C B R  

' Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \ C D B R A \ R E P ~ T ~ S \ R E ~ N D \ F I N A L  .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

N u e :  MOUNTAIN HOME. I D  

Descr ip t ion  Ca t eg NCW M i  (Con Rehab M i  LCon Tota l  Cost(%) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -.-------- -.-----.---- .---.--------- 
726 ACS FACILITY OTHER 26,900 0 5.000 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Uarr led: 7 6 . m  
Percant E n l i s t e d  Uarr ied: 66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Yi [Con: 80. O M  
O f f i c e r  SaLary(S1Year): 78.668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7.073.00 
E n l i s t e d  SaLary(S1Yaar): 36,148.00 
En1 E M  w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unwp toy Wt ($/Week) : 174 .OO 
Unaplof lent  EL ig ib i  l ity(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary(S1Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.OOX 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00X 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39. OEC 
SF F i  Le D e e :  F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

R P W  Bui ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS 1nd.x ( R W I  vs populat ion) :  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) -- Program Managrent Factor:  1O.WX 
Caretaker Abin(SF/C.re) :  162.00 
t lo thba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
AVO Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avo F u i l y  Ouarters(SF): 1,320.00 
ffPDET.RPT I n f  Lation Rates: 
1986: 0.00% 1997: 2.902 1998: 3.0UX 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.001 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Sorvice: 60.001 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.002 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Casts (S): 28.800.00 
C i v i l i a n  Nw H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114.600.00 
H a e  Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.002 
Yu HOM Sala Reimburs(S): 22.385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Y.x Home Purch Reimburs(S): 11,191.00 
C i v i  Lian W e a n i n g  Rate: 64.00% 
HAP H a e  Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
M P  H a e w n e r  Receiving Rate: 5.002 
RSE H a e  Value Reirburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Hasowner Receivi~ng Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. Nw Mi lCon l a s t  : 
I n f o  Unagement Account: 
YilCon Design Rate: 
Mi [Con SIOH Rate: 
Mi LCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi [Con S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

UateriaLlAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off F u i  Ly (Lb): 14.500.00 
mG Per En1 F u i  l y  (Lb): 9.OW.00 
) I K ; P e r Y i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6.400.00 
nnG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  mG Cost ($1100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Y isc  Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack b Crate(S1'ron): 284.00 
M i  1 L igh t  Vehic Le(S/Yi 1.) : 0.43 
thavy/Sp.c Vehicle(SlMi Lo): 1.40 
POV Reimbursemont(S/Yile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/PerslTour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS CostES): 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost(S): 5,761.00 
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Dopartmont : A l r  Force 
Option Package : 726 A'CS 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O ~ R I \ R E P O R ~ ~ ~ \ ~ - A U D T \ S ~ - I ~ ~ . C ~ R  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ R E ~ N D \ F I I U L . S F F  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - UILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Catogory UY S/UY Catogory UY S/UY - - - - - - - -  
Mori zonta l  
Waterfront 
A t r  Op.rat ions 
Oparat ional 
A& in is t ra t i ve  
School Bui [dings 
h l n t o n a n c o  Shops 
k c h e l o r  Quar ters  
Iri Ly Quarters  
*.red Storage 
Ofning Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
E u n i c a t i o n s  F a c i t  
h l p y a r d  Y.intenarica 
RDT L E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
h u n i t i o n  Storage 
b d i c a l  Faci l i t i o s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

- - - - - - - -  - -  . - - - -  
other (SF) 0 
Opt ional  Category 8 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category C ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory D ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory E ( ) 0 
Opt ional  &togory F ( ) 0 
Opt lonal  &togory G ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory H ( ) 0 
Opt ional  C a t q o r y  I ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y J  ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory U ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory L ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category U ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Catogory N ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt iona lCa togoryP ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Opt ional  Category R ( ) 0 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMldlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F?il;;;z r ~ f e ~  i?& XiTLSf 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

,q ,. -. - r + c i 4 5 &  /9/9/4R/ h .  '-:.-, .'- 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 

June 24,1995 

-- - 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!I, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STIEELE 

The Honorable John Spratt 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dew Representative Spratt: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Mr. Frank C:iriUo, Air Force Team Leatier, concerning 
the 726th Air Control Squadron at Shaw Air Force Base. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I: can assure you that the iafbrmation you 
provided on the 726th Air Control Squadron was carefidly considered by the Comnission in 
making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military Mastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflticult ancl challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
t 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

Prepare Reply for 

P r e p  Reply for Staff Diredor's -: P r e p  LxmCt R e s ~ w  

ACTION: Offer Chmmats and/or SUgg* 



TO: Senator Alan J. Dlxcln 

Chairman 

Defense Base Closirre & 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore St 

Suite 1425 

Ad~ngton, VA 22209 

Phone (703) 696-0304 

(703) 696-0550 

06/19/95 ---- ---. - 

b"mber of pages lnduding cover sheet 4 

IzROM: Jim Casey 

President 

Team Con'xpts 

13539 Smallwood Lane 

Chantilly, \ /A 22021 

I Phone (703) 378-5333 

Fax Phone (703) 3784325 

I REMARKS: [XI ~ r ~ e n t  [J For your review n Reply ASAP 0 .Please Comment 

Sir, 
I was asked to provide you with the following information: 

1) The Commission staff is currently reviewing a proposal to consolidate NAVSEA 
Headquarters Engineering Directorate (NAVSEA 03) with the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center (NSWC) - Philadelphia. This proposal reduces the rnilitaly 
construction required to beddown the NAVSEA at either White Oak or the 
Washington Navy Yard, eliminates redundant manpower billets, and produces 
yearly recurring savings of $13+ million. This proposal (or variations of it) will 
produce savings and increase military value and effectiveness. 

2) The attached paper highlights key points of the NAVSEA 03 proposal (atch 1) 
A copy of proposed wording that would endorse the NAVSEA 03 proposal was 
forwarded to the Commission Staff at their request (atch 2). 

P=- Attachments ( 2 )  

1 ) NAVSEA 03 paper 

2 )  Draft endorsement wording 



9WPOFtT PtULADELPHIA RFCOMMENDATION TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSEA 03 WITH NPWC-PHILADELPHU 

The City of PhllsdclphrP hu submitted a proposal to the BRAC Commission which msonuncnds 
consolidating N A V S M  H e d q m t m a  Enpnaring Diroctc~atc (NAVSEA 03) with h e  Naval Surfice 
W a r f a  Canter (NSWC)-Philadclphia dcbschment. Tbe cost savings and military knefits of consolidatmg 
NAV3EA 03's 650 cmployces with NSWC-Philadelphia's 1600 cmploycca and massive frlciliv 
~&rrtrucnrre (valued at o v a  $750 million) rnalre thls p r o p s 1  a "win-win" for the Navy and rhc raxpbycr 

The substential mission overlq, bchreen NAVSEA 03 and NSWC-Philadelphia mcws thnr 
wacan.pr  duplication can be clhinartd: 

o The cowlidation u111 ,yield manpower savings of  at Icast 36%. 

o The Navy's own rtudies have found that dupiicauon c x i s ~  between NAVSEA 03 and NSWC- 
PhiLdelphsa, and r a c o n d  saparrt~ng NAVSEA engineering Fmm Head~partas and 
moving i t  to the field 

o Manpower savings arc crnpirically proven: previous coruolijalions of NA'VSEA 03 functions 
with NSWC-Philadelphia b e  dcmonsmted at lcasr a 40% consolidation t&t. 

Military construction costs a d d  to rehabiljtolc the Washinyon Navy Yard (or \Wte Oak) to 
rccommodare NAVSEA 03 will not be needed. NSH'C-Philadelphia can accommodate NAVSEA 03 
in existing space, withorn military c o n . ~ t i o n  expendtturcs. 

this as-effective proposal rcsulb in $13.24 mtlhon in recurring savings, and a total 20-year savings 
of $165.88 millicm In cornpasison, moving N A V S U  03 to tbe Wuhlngton Navy Y d  with the r t s t  
of NAVSEA Hordqusrten (8s p r o p o d  by DoD) v~clds only 5559.000 in rrcurrinp savings and S 10 
mill~on over 20-ye-. 

Comlidarion of NAVSEA 03 wich NSWC-Pbiladelpti~a will improvc the operat~onal radimq of the fleet 
bv : 

Strcamlinlng the acquisition and dcveloptntnt cycle for Navy macbiueq systems. 

Providing cndlc-totgave support for mrchmay systems in one ccntrol I d o n ;  and 

Integrating NAVSEA 03's lifecycle managcrnmr mponsibili~ies with NSWC-F%iladelptua1~ FWTBtE 
d In-Service Enp;lrrrmny mponribilities w ~ l l  resul t  in a more respanaive and cost-affective prcduci 
fbr rha fleet. 



SUPPORT PIULADELPHIA RECOMMENDATION 'TO 
CONSOLIDATE NAVSE.4 03 WITH NSIVC-PHILADELPHLA - Continued 

Highly-nspcctsd current and forma Navy offic~els. such as former Secrctariev of the Navy John F Lclunm 
and Sun O'Kceh, have acrivcly engaged in developing the NAVSEA 03 proposal. Both strongly 
support coruoljdating NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-PhiladeIphta. 

C Q.fnrnisiPp Action Ned 

The Navy's own studies support Philadelphia's NAVSEA 03 txmolidation propour, and ~vmgn~u h t  

NAVSEA 03 u a lap- .ad distinct part of NAVSE4 H c ~ d q w e n  which can be m u d  to thc field 
wrbout rdvcrscly ~aapuXmg NAVSU.  Headquarter3 )lowever. aa fonner Secretary of thc Navy John F 
Lchmm strttd in his testimony before chc BRAC Commission, the Convnander of N A V S i h  " r u l l  y needs 
[the BRAC Commis~ion) to mandate a topdown priority cut " 

FOIQU Sacretary Lchman also rnainfaincd, anii du! Navy in a letter rn Congmmman Weldon hm since 
c o d m a d ,  that the Navy aimply overlmkcd the opporhmity to comlidatc NAVSEA 03 un iu 
reoomrnendruono to the Commission. If NAVSEA 03 had been consickred part of the Technical Ccntzr 
alcgory, Lehmu, stated, the proposal to conwlidntc NAVSEP, 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia muld have bccn 
promincutly featured on the &\y's BKAC '95 list. 

If h e  BRAC Cornmimion docs not act on Phiidclptua's propcnal, a ~ d  ~nmcad realigns all of L A V S E A  
Hudqrrartcta to Whim Oak or tbc Waslungton Navy Yud,  the Navy is highly unlikely to overn.de the 
B fUC dacis~on by Mar rcaligntng any significant pm of NAVSEA Hcedguartcrs c.g N.4VSEA 03, at a 
later dote. T h s  would be pmmvcd  u e violation of the BRAC p r m s .  



PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO DOD RECOMMENDATION BECAR3INQ THE 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS C O W D  (NAVSEAI , ARLINOTgN, VA 

~ea-dction (OPTION #1) : 
Change the  receiving s i t e  specified by t h e  1993 Commieeion for 
tho rel~cacion of the Naval Sea 3y6terns Command f rom White O a k ,  
Maryland t o  the Waehlr.~gton Navy Yard, except for t h e  Enginamring 
Directorate (NAVGEA 03.). Coneolidatr NAVSEA 03 w i t h  the IQaval 
Surface Warfare Canter/Carderock Dlvi~lon-Philadelphia a i l c a .  

R m c - - t i o n  (OPTION 12) : 
Marntain White Oak, MT) as  the  r ece iv ing  s i t e ,  as specified by the 
1993 Cornlesion for t h e  relocation of the Naval 9aa Systalna 
Command, except for the Engineering Directorate (NAVSE4 03) . 
Conuolidate NAVSEA 03 w i t h  the Naval Surface Warfare 
Csnter/Carderock 31vision-Philadelphia e l t e .  

J~ltificrtionr 
The continuing decline i n  force levels shown i n  t h e  FY2COl Force 
Structure P l a i ,  coupled with the e f f ec t s  of t h e  National 
Ferformanca Review rerrul: i n  f u r t h e r  r e d u c t i o n s  of parson;nel i n  
administrative activities. Given the substantial mititoion overlap 
between NAVSEA 0 3  and NSWC-Philadelphia, unnecessary duplication 
can be eliminated by c!onaolidating these two activltiao. Thie 
change in rcce iv~ng  a i t e o  e l imina tes  substantial expend i t l~ t ea  
~therwimr required to rehabilitate either White Oak or t h ~ n  
Washington Navy Yard i-n order to a~com~modrto NAVSEA 03. 'Th18 
change in receiving s i tes  a l s o  decseaeae annual operating 
expenditures for  NAVSEA 3 3 ,  ae the operating cowto would :w lower 
at NSWC-~hiladelphia than at either White Oak or the Washlng~on 
Navy Yard. 

Return on Invo~tmmt: The  t o t a l  estimated one-time coat :to 
consolidat6 NAVSEA 03 with NSWC-Philadelphia i s  $12 million. 
Annual recurring eavinga a f t e r  irplementctior, are $ 1 3  mil . l lon  
w i t h  an immediate return on inveetmsnt expected. The n e t  p r e s e n t  
valua of the coets and savings over 20 yeare ie a savings of $ 1 6 6  
m i l l i o n .  



ocui~lent: Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE:ALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

I OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN [ FYI [ ACTION [ INIT 11 COMMISSION MEMBERS 1 FYI 1 ACTION 1 INIT 1 
CHAIRMAN DMON 

STAFF DIRECM)R 

EXECUTZVEDIRECMlR 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

MILITARY EXECUTIVE 

COhXNUSSIONER CORNELLA 

COhXNaSSIONER COX 

COMhfISSIONER DAVIS 

COMhIISSIONER KLING 

C O M n ~ O N E R  MONTOYA 

C O M n ~ O N E R  ROBLES 
- 

DIR.ICONGRESSI0NAL LIAISON 
I I I I I 

I I 
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

I 

DIR.lINFORMATION SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
n I 

Prepare Reply for Ch?hmYr's Sgdum jl/,. :nu-c Reply f o r ( h n d & w s  J i  

Repare Reply for Staff Director's S i e  PrepareDirectRespwx 

ACIION: Wer Comments d o r  Suggesbioar 

a i l  Date: ___I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STA.TES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: AFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Comrriissioner Cox's Questions During Visit to Former Carswell AFB 

The following is the Air 'Force response to a qut:stion posed by Commissioner Cox to 
301st Fighter Wing (AFRES) personnel during her recent site visit to Naval Air Station Ft. 
Worth, Joint Reserve Base, Carswell Field (NAS Fort Worth). 

STATEMENT: What portion of your operations are joint? 

RESPONSE: The former Carswell AFB became Naval Air Station Ft. Wc~rth, Joint 
Reserve Base, Carswell Field (NAS Ft. Worth), on October 1, 1994. NAS Ft. Worth, with the 
Navy as host, was designed to be and is a true Joint operation. NAS Ft. Worth is imd will be the 
home to Reserve and Guard units from the Air Force, Navy, Army, and Marine Corps. These 
interactive operations at NAS Ft. Worth are the first of'their kind in forging joint reserve force 
combat cohesiveness. The 301st Fighter Wing (Resenre) has been the keystone of NAS Ft. 
Worth since its inception, and i!; fully integrated into the joint environment created by NAS Ft. 
Worth. 

/JP. BLUME, Jr.,Maj Gen, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 
Realignment and Transition 



Doctunent Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE.ALIGNMENT COMMIS!SION 1 

E~lX.uTlvE CORRESPONDENCE T ~ C K I N G  SYSTEM (ECTS) # 4 176Ll \qn \ '7 

ORGANIZATION- 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCU- 6- \ y ~  5 \ > &zw\q r??efltcac 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN 
-- 

CHAIRMAN DIXON 

STAFF DIRECIWR 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

' SECRETARIAT 

CHlEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECIYlR OF TRAVEL C-C- 
DIR-/INFORMATION SERVICES t Z k  

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA I I I 
C O ~ O N E R  COX I I I 
COMMISSIONER DAMS 

COMMSSIONER IUING 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA 

COMMISSIONER R O B E  

REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

=+-+-+- 
CROSS SERVICE TEAM IEADER 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 1 Prepare RW for C3minnm's S g d u m  1 
1 ;pare Reply for c o m d s k m r ' s  S i i  

Prepare Reply for S@ff Diredor's Sgnahm pnP= DhX¶ R e s ~ m  

ACIION: Offer (hmments and/or Suggedhm 



REPLY TO 
ATlEKnON OF 

lune 16, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and ! 

Realignment Commission 
I 
I 

1700 North Moore Street I 

Suite 1425 
I 

I 

ATTN: Mx Brown ! 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 I 

I 

Dear Mr. Brown, 
I 

I 

As requested, the following coordinated response is provided with regard to the increase 
active duty population in the Denver, Colorado area and its possible impact on the DoD 
recommendation to close Fitzsimons A r d y  Medical Center (AMC) 

I The Army has become aware of a plan to move approximately 1,500 add:itional active duty 
DoD personnel into the Denver area. ~ h b  suppon plans for this move are currently being worked 
by the U.S. Air Force. The Air Force wil be the host for this increase in personr~el. They support 
the DoD recommendation to close the ~itzsimons AMC even in light of this change. 

The Ofice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health AfFairs) (OASD(HA)) has 
conducted n review and provided a letterlthat addresser the situation ( enclosed). They have 
concluded that some type of ambulatory Lare facility will be required in the Denver area to meet 
the member's primary care needs, ~ o w e k r ,  they will not require any inpatient l~ospital facility 
They continue to support the closure of bitzsimonn AMC 

Despite this increase of active dviy population, the Army, Air Force and OASD (HA) 
continue to support closing Fitzsimons hy Medical Conlmand 

I : JOHN B. NERGER 
Director / The A m y  Basing Study 



d I 
OFFICE OF THE ASSIST, NT SECRETARY OF DFFENSE 

WASH~NGTO:N. DC 20301-1200 

I 
I 

I 

MEMORANDUM FOR OFFICE OF THE ~ S D  (ECOlrlOMIC SECmlTY) 
ATTN: D I R E ~ R ,  BASE CLOSURES 

SUBJEC'E Increased Active Duty ~ o ~ u l a ~ i ~ n  -- Projectiou--Denver, Colorado 

I 
I 
I This o&cc has become aware of plans to relocate approximately 1,500 additionzll active duty 

military personnel into rhc Denver, ~ a l o n d i  area. Given the Sscwtary's rccommcn~datioda. to 
close Fitzsimmons A n n y  Medical Center, S ~ C  concerns have beeo raised regarding the 
availability of health care servicc.3 for these personnel. 

I 

Health care suppon for the projected n<tivc duty population in the Denver area will most 
Likely include some type of ambulatory w e  Facility to meat the member's primary care 
rcquircmenls, but mll not requirt: operation of m inpatient hospital lacsty. The unanticipated 
additional acrive duty prcscncc i n  thc Denvcr area does DO< howcvcr, dtcr our support for thc 
Secretary's recnrnme~dation to close Fifzsbpnons Army Medical Center. 

The point-ofcontact for additional infdrmatbn is L T C  Richard A. Jones, (703) 614-47P5. , 

Ah #7h - I +.+. C cc a T  11nr 1 
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BARBARA BOXER 
CALIFORNU 

COMMllTEE ON ENVIRONMENT 
AND PUBLIC WORKS 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING. 
HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 

DEPUTY WHIP 

HART SENATE OFFICE BlJlLDlNG 
SUITE 1 12 

WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-0606 
(202) 2 2 4 3 5 6 3  

June 19, 1.995 

The Honorable Alan Di.xon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

1700 MONTGOMERY STREE7 
BUlTE 2 4 0  

SAN FRANCISCO. CA 84 1 1 i 
(4 15) 4 0 3 4 1 0 0  

2250 EAST IMPERIAL HIGHWAY 
SUITE 646 

EL SEGUNDO. CA 90246  

626 8 STREE 
SUITE 090 

SAN DIEGC. CA 92 1 0 1  
(810) 238-3804 

2300TUlARE STREFT 
SUITE 130 

FRESNO. CA 9372 1 
1209) 487-6109 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

An urgent rna t t ey  has come to my attention. 

Recent ~ i r  Force statements about Onizuka Air Force Base 
have been inconsistent and contradictory. As a reeult, the Air 
Farce has developed a serious credibility gap. They have changed 
their story about their satellite control needs and capabilities 
three times in six months. As the Commission enters i ts  final 
days of deliberation, I urge you to consider our national 
security needs carefully and not b a ~ e  a decision to realign 
Onizuka on the basis of the Air Force's constantly fluctuating 
policy directives and ever-changing cost estimates. 

As you know, the Air Force in January 1995 reported a 
requirement for a redundant satellite control switching facility. 
However, the current plan--presented in the Air Force's3 BRAC 
recommendations--favors the replacement of t h e  switch at Onizuka 
and calls for the deployment of an upgraded communications system 
in lieu of t h e  dual node system. Although that system is still 
in the early stages of development, the Air Force prom:ises that 
when fully deployed, it will reduce the risk of failure from 
moving to a single node satellite control system. 

In an earlier briefing, the Air Force assured Com~nissioner 
Rebecca Cox that the upgrade would be available in 1997. 
However, in sworn testimony before the Commission last week, 
Major General Jay Blurne told Commissioners that the 
communications upgrade would not be available until 2032 at the 
earliest. This s t r i k i n g  difference must not go unnoticed by 
Commissioners. 

PRlNTLD ON RKnCLKD PAPER 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
June 19, 1995 
Page 2 

If the realignment of Onizuka AFB is completed by 1997, but 
the communications upgrade is unavail-able until 2002, there will 
be a dangerous five year window during which our satellite 
operations will be jeopardized and our intelligence c a p a b i l i t i e s  
will be reduced. Furthermore, 2002 i.e the earliest that the 
communications upgrade will be 0perat:ional. That date may slip 
by two, five, or even ten years. During any additional delay 
period, there will be a clear degradakion of our national defense 
and intelligence capabilities. 

The Air Force has argued that the necessary backup may be 
achieved through reassignment of Falcon AFB personnel to Onizuka,' 
should problems develop with satel1it:e control following the 
realignment of Onizuka. However, such an option is clearly not 
viable, because the mothballed Onizuka facility would quickly 
become obsolete as system modifications are made at Falcon and 
not Onizuka. Modifications are necessary on a continuing basis 
to match technological advances and maintain network availability 
to an evolving group of network users. Incompatibilities between 
an operational and a mothballed system would render the latter 
useless as a backup. 

1 appreciate your consideration of my concerns on this 
important iseue. 

cc: Commissioner Rebecca C o x  
Commissioner A1 Cornella 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMkllSSlON 
1 7 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. U!3AF (RET) 

June 24,1995 S. LEE KUNG RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEBI, JR., USA (RFT) 
WEND1 LOUISE STILELE 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Onhka Air Force Base. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure process and welcome your tmmments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its Einal deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Oniaika Air Force Base was carefblly considered by the Commission. in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi-astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult ar~d challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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Mike Ward 
Mernbn 01 COngtW 

Third DbtrKt Kmtuckr June 19, 1995 

Ms. Madelyn R. Creedon 
General Counsel, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Creedon, 

I write regarding the draft recommendation language which may 
be adopted by the Defense Base Closure: and Realignment Commission 
with regard to the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, 
~ouisville, Kentucky. 

The Naval Gun Center of Excellencze privatization proposal 
offered by the City of Louisville and Jefferson County, Kentucky, 
e n v i s i o n s  that, the Gun Weapons System Ehgineering functions, which 
are considered by the Department of the Navy to be inherently 
governmental functions, would remain in place at the Louisville 
facility. Thi .8  aontinuod governmental mnginoering funct ion is 8 
key concept in the Navrl Gun Cantor of Exomllenam progoaal. 

I understand that the Commission has been advised that General 
Service Admini-stration regulations and decisions may prevent or 
impede the use of leased space on a former federal facility to 
accommodate this engineering function. Therefore, I strongly urge 
that the Commission recommendation include language whic:h is 
sufficiently flexible to give the De~~artment of the N a v y  the option 
to retain ownership of a building, or of such ap8ae 8s required, to 
aocommodate aontinued core gun eyatems engineering funations to 
support the private Naval Gun Canter of Ex~ellonae expeoted to bo 
established a t  t h e  mike of the Naval Burfaaa Warfare Ceater, crane 
Division, Louisville, Kantuaky. 

Thank you for your attention to my concerns on this matter. 

sincerely, 

Mike Ward 
Member of Congress 

cc: Alex  Yellin 
Jim Owsley 
Brian Kerns 

Reom 218. Faderel Eulldlno 
800 Dr. Martin Luther King. Jr Place 
Loulauille. Kantucrv 40202.22~2 

16M) Wg).618 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMIvllSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 30,1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!:, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Mike Ward 
United States House of Representatives 
Washinson, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Ward: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Madelyn C:reedon, the commission's General Counsel, 
concerning Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Crane Division, Louisville, Kentucky. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases undet 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ilformation you 
provided on NSWC, Louisville,, was caremy considered by the Commission in nldking its 
recommendations to downsize ,the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d icul t  and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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BUD SHUSTER 
~ T H  DISTRICT. PENNSYLVANIA 

&ongre$$ of tfie Wniteb atate$  
Boue'e of aepres'entatibee' 

June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I know that the decision for the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission regarding 
Army depots is coming down to a number of terribly-perplexing questions, one o-F which is: What 
is the right balance between cost savings, which is critically needed to maintain readiness, and 
surge capacity, which is equally important to defense readiness and sustainrtbility? The real 
question is: How much insurance, if any, can our Nation afford in Army depots? I believe that the 
answer is becoming more clear. 

Your Commission has heard compc:lling arguments for the retention of either Letterkenny Army Depot 
or Red River Army Depot, or both, to meet critical surge requirements. New and additional 
information has now come to light to help clarify this issue. 

Attached are three charts recently prepared by the A r m y  (Logistics) that accuratelly portray the true 
capacity of various depots and the impacts that various BRAC recommendations wc~uld have on Army 
depot-wide capacity utilization. In other words, how full are Axmy depots presently, how full are they 
under the possible scenarios now being reviewed, and what is the best option to meet surge 
requirements while eliminating maximum excess capacity? I have attached three short point papers 
to address the Army charts that will be critical to your review. 

Once again, thank you for your atlention to this matter. I would welcome any comments or questions 
regarding these charts and associated point papers. 

A 

With kind regards, I remain 

BUD SHUSTER 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
1214 OLDTOWN ROAD. SUITE #4 

CLEARFIELD, PA 16830 
PHONE: (717) 264-8308 PHONE: (814) 765-9106 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
2188 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D C  20515-3809 
PHONE: (202) 225-2431 

IDISTRICT OFFICE: 
RD 2. Box 711 

ALTOONA, PA 16601 
PHONE: (814) 946-1653 



PEACETIME CAPACITY UTILIZATION OF ARMY MAlNTENAFlCE DEPOTS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. FY 99 workload without closures would have ANAD at 55% and 

RRAD at only 46% capacity utilization. 

CONCLUSION: Excess capacity and the redundant 

capability in the Ground Combat Vehicle depots (ANAD and 

RRAD) indicate a closurelconsolidatic~n is warranted. 

2. LEAD has strong capacity utilization into the future 

despite the errors in FY 98 and 99 wtorkload which 

projected ceased (LEADIFMC) Paladi~n operations. 

A. High capacity utilization rates substantiate 

funded out-year missile workload of 1.5 mmh. 

6. Projected Paladin out-year workload corrects 

capacity utilization to the 90% range. 

3. If the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; realign LEAD) is 

implemented, a depot-wide 108% capacity utilization rate 

will result. The DoD recommendation creates a shortfall 

and cripples surge capability. 



With no BRAC 95 closures, - .  projected utilization percentages are as follows 
(based on a 40-hour week): 

If RRAD closes and LEAD is reallgnea per u~ DIW 

capacity utilization in FY99 for the remaining three dervrP vvI I I  wb - 
I I V V , V  nnoA nf - a  pi - -..-. l r r~nt lv  nroiected total capacity of ANAD, CCAD, and I UHV,  

- - - J  1- 

based on 40-hour woik week. 

76% of maximum potential capacity A .. of . ANAD, _ -!I- 

a 40-hour week. (Maximum 
achieved if all existing empty space werl 



CHART!!! 
PROJECTED WARTIME 

CAPACITY UTILIZATION OF ANY MAINTENANCE DEiPOT 

1. Due to past Army depot closures, a flull wartime surge woultl stress 

the present depot system capacity utilization rate to 135%. 

2. The implementation of the DoD recommendation (close RRAD; 

realign LEAD) will exacerbate the problem. The maximum potential 

capacity at remaining depots would reach 141 %. 

NOTE: Maximum depot capacity is a ]planning figure. It is not an 

achievable, sustainable, or prudent real-world business plan. It 

prevents any flexibility in plan-t operations or production line 

alterations due to emerging requirements. 





CHART !lJ 
PROJECTED CAPACITY UTILIZATION UNDER SELECTED SCENARIOS 

IMPORTANT POINTS: 

1. An unacceptable FZY99 108% capacity utilization rate results from the DoD 

recommendation (close RRAD and realign LEAD). 

2. The realignment of LEAD increases TlOAD capacity utilization to  an 

unacceptable rate of 1 18% in FY99. 

3. The closure of only RRAD produces an optimal 93% capacity utilization at 

ANAD; the RRAD action does not further stress the depot system at any 

other site. 

CONCLUSION: The correct solution for maximizing surge capability while 

minimizing budget expense and excess capacity is retain LEAD and close RRAD. 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CbiAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. LlSAF (RET) 

June 30, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN IF. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bud Shuster 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Shuster: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD). I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on LEAD was wefUXly considered by the Commission in making its recmmmendations 
to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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I 
PAUL S. SARBANES 

MARYLAND 

3 0 9  HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 2 0 5 1 0  

202-224-4524 

United %;tam Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 14, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Di.xon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing in response to the letter that sevelral members 
of the Pennsylvania (longressional Delegation sent to you on April 
5, 1995 supporting the realignment of functions from the Annapolis 
Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center to Philadelphia. 
The letter contains misleading statem.ents and misrepresentations of 
fact that cannot go unchallenged. 

First, the Pennsylvania Delegation members a.ssert that 
consolidating Annapolis' activities in Philadelphia will advance 
military readiness. This statement i.s simply without biasis in fact 
or experience! On th.e contrary, mil.itary readiness and value will 
suffer for the folloaving reasons: 

a) loss or dispersal of the lnighly educated, talented and 
experienced team of scientists and researchers at Annapolis who are 
unmatched in terms of patents, publications and professional 
accomplishments. In fact, a large part of the savings that the 
Navy anticipates by consolidating Arinapolis to Philadelphia comes 
from reductions in personnel. The in-service engineerfing staff at 
Philadelphia does not have comparable technical capabilities in 
developing new and innovative solutions to meet future fleet 
requirements; and, 

b) loss of two unique Annapolis facilities - -  Deep Ocean 
Pressure and Submarine Fluid Dynamic!; - -  and the importcant R&D work 
conducted in them, due to the vlery high cost of moving or 
replicating them in Philadelphia. 

Second, the memk~ers of the Pennsylvania delegat ion cite lower 
overhead costs" in Philadelphia as a rationale for moving the 
Annapolis detachment to Philadelphia. What their letter fails to 
mention however is th.at the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard - -  which is 
in the process of closing - -  is, in effect, currently subsidizing 
NSWC Philadelphia. Af ter the shipyard closes, these "subsidies" 
will be lost and overhead rates will almost certainly increase 
significantly. 

Third, the Pennsylvania letter asserts that Annapolis1 Non-CFC 
facilities and research can be moved to Philadelphia "...with 

PRINTED ON RECYCLEI) PAPER 



little or no schedule interruption and can be accomplished for $2 
million, not $10 million as claimed by Annapolis. " Tk.e fact is, 
the significant schedule impact and $:LO million cost of moving Non- 
CFC R&D to Philadelphia are real and were certified by glJ levels 
of the Carderock Division and NAVSEA, in response to questions from 
the Navy1 s Base Structure Analysis Committee. Certified answers to 
questions also clarified the reasons for adverse effects of any 
move on the Non-CFC R&:D program and why the facilities at Annapolis 
would require dup1ic:ation elsewherle to achieve the program's 
environmental goals, albeit in a delayed schedule. Moreover 
contrary to Mr. Nemfaltos' June 8th letter, the Navy can:not abandon 
~SWC/Annapolis early ( 97- 98) to maximize closure "savings", and 
simultaneously claim Annapolis R & D operations can continue to 
completion in 2001 to justify "elimi:nationU of R & D people. 

Fourth, the return on investment claimed by the Pennsylvania 
Delegation simply quotes DoD1 s recon~mendation to the Commission, 
and ignores significant certified cost data and over-estimated 
recurring savings which we shared with you in our April 17, 1995 
letter. We refer you back to this letter for more detailed 
information. Contrary to the Pennsylvania Delegat ion' s cost 
savings assertions :€or consolidation, the breakeven point is 
actually 19 years, not 1 year, and it would actually cost -55.6 
million, not provide $175.1 million in savings over a 20 year 
period. 

Finally, in terms of economic impact, the Pennsylvania 
Delegation also claims that the Philadelphia area has suffered a 
disproportionate share of job losses, and that moving the Annapolis 
function to Philadelphia would in someway attract more businesses 
to the Philadelphia shipyard site. This, of course, would be 
offset by loss at another, an equivalent decrease in employment and 
loss of technical business to the Annapolis area. Not withstanding 
the fact that a gain at one site will always be offset by a loss at 
another, the State of Maryland as a whole would be very hard-hit in 
the projected downs.izing or possible elimination o:E executive 
branch agencies in the future. There is no apparent incentive to 
move a healthy, well funded organization such as NSWC Emnapolis to 
another state to cre;;te jobs at the expense of Maryland. 

In summary, the arguments presented to you by the E'ennsylvania 
Delegation in their April 5, 1995 letter are not supportable by 
certified data or substantiative facts. A dispassionate evaluation 
of all the data available, coupled with information gained through 
visits to the NSWC Annapolis site can only lead us to the 
conclusion that c1os:ure of this site will result in substantial 
loss in military value, irreplaceable loss of essential technical 
personnel and facilities, delay in introduction of lower cost, more 
capable technology into the fleet, and a net increase in the cost 
of the Navy's machinery R&D programs. 

We appreciate your attention to our concerns and urge you to 
contact us if we can provide any additional information regarding 
the Annapolis site of-NSWC. 



With best regards, 

United States Senator 

a- 

Member o ngress 

* 

Robert Ehrlich 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMkllSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, U!IAF (RET) 

July 7, 19958 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F.  MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 
. $ I . ;  3!1d6hzL8.~: 

United States Senate 
> 1 ..I,.. .,q s& 1q.-21 P 

Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Paul: 

Thank you for your letter of June 14 challenging information provided to the Commission 
by members of the Pennsylvania. Congressional delegation concerning the Naval Slurface Warfare 
Center (NSWC) Annapolis. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome 
your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its fird deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NSWC Annapolis was carefblly considered by the Commission in malking its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE,ALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
I 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TMCKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

ORGANIZATION: 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS I En I A m O N  I INIT 

COMMXSSIONER CORNELLA L I  
COMMXSSIONER COX 

EXECUTIVE D1RECM)R COMMXSSIONER DAVIS 

GENERAL COUNSEL 1 I I I COMMWSSIONER KLING 1L.c I I 
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMWSSIONER MONTOYA C- 

I I I I I 

1 7 -  \ 

COMMWSSIONER ROBLES L- 
I 

DIR.ICONGRESSIONAL LIAISON ('v- COMMKSSIONER SlEELE - I 
DIR.ICOMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

EXECUTIVE !SECRETARIAT --t 
DIRECIYIR OF R & A 

NAVY 'I'EAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM IEADER I I I 
r&mR!A',"z,"CER I 1 1 1 I N T E R A G E N & ~ & ~ I / L ~ I ~  

CROSS ,SERVICE TEAM IEADER 

DIR.IIMFORMATION SERVICES I I I I 1 
TYPE OF ACTION RJ@UIRED 

Reparc Reply for ChPirmur's Signature Repare Reply for Commirsiooer 

Reparc Reply for Staff Dirrdor's Signaturr RepareDirectResporw 

ACTION: Offer Cuumcnts a d o r  Suggestions FYI 



PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

:I09 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20610 

202-224-4524 

Nnited States ,Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 14, 1995 

Commissioner Josue Rc'bles, Jr. 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

As you know, under DOD1s 1995 Base Closure and Realignment 
process, the Army has proposed clclsing the Savanna Army Depot 
Activity and re1ocat:ing the U.S. Army Defense Ammunitzion Center 
(USADACS) to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. It is my 
understanding that this relocation will require over $21.3 million 
in MILCON costs for new school facilities. Before the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission begins its final deliberat ions on the 
22nd of this month, I wanted to draw your attention to a proposal 
to relocate USADACS that would require minimal const:ruction and 
achieve significantly higher savings. 

It has been brought to my attention that over $20 million in 
savings could be achieved by reloclating the U.S. Army Defense 
Ammunition Center and School (USADACS) at Indian Head Division 
(IHDIV) , Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) . Under a prior BRAC 
decision, the Naval School, E:icplosive Ordnance Disposal 
(NAVSCOLEOD) , currently a tenant of FJSWC-Indian Head, is slated to 
be moved to Eglin Air Force Base in FY 1 9 9 7 / 9 8 .  By utilizing the 
facilities that currently house NAVSCOLEOD, the Army has a unique 
opportunity to achieve additional cost savings,, increase 
efficiency, and still maintain its control over the school. 

In addition, re:Location of USAIIACS at IHDIV would allow for 
significantly increased synergies with the Technical Center for 
Explosive Safety and the Naval Ordnance Center. As you may be 
aware, under the direction of NAVORDCEN, the Tech Center functions 
as manager of the curriculum used at USADACS. It is my 
understanding that collocation of tlne Ammunition School at IHDIV 
would provide a significantly upgraded and streamlined j oint cross - 
service energetics program, and substantially reduced TDY costs. 
You may also be aware that Indian Head already housc2s one tri- 
service tenant, the :Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technology 
Division. 

I have encloseti a point paper which further tietails the 
synergies and savings generated by this proposal. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



In light of the potential benefits I have outlined, especially 
in this time of scarce resources and tight budget constraints, I 
urge you to closely consider this proposal and ask that the 
Commission use its broad authority to give the Army the flexibility 
it would need to review alternatives to the proposetl McAlester 
relocation site after the BRAC process is completed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 



PROPOSAL: Reloate U.S. Army Defense Ammunition Cmm and School (US ADACS), 
Savanna, Illitlois, to the Indian Head Division, Naval Smface WnrFare Ccater 
(IHIITV, NSWC), Indian Head, &hyland. 

+ The Army has recommended that BRAC 1995 close the Savanna Army Depol: and 
relocate USADACS to thr3 McAlester Army Am~nunition Plant, O k l a .  

+ A tenant of the Indian H d  Division, the Naval School, Explosive Ordnance :Disposal 
(NAVSCOLEOD), will relacate to Edin AFB, Fllorida, in FY 1997/1998. 

4 The classrooms and other support facilities used by NAVSCOLEOD will be available for 
USADACS should it wisll to relocate to the Indian Head Division 

e Relocation of the USADACS to MDrV instead af McAlester will result in sa17ings of 
over $2 1.3 mi1lic)tl in MII,CON required to reloc~tc at McAlester AAP. 

4 Facilitia which would be available at the Indi i  Head Division include 79 buildings with 
over 1 49,000 df of ~ v e / c I ~ s r 0 0 m / ~ x i n g  space. W1th minor modi.htions, 
this space can provide 300 personnel with multiple classroom; 75 acres of laid art 
available for practical training; and five starage nlagazines are available for u:re by 
USADACS. A combined Bachelors Q- ancl galley was mnstructed in 1990; this 
facility can accommodate 250 transient personnel. 

The Indian Head Division is located approximately 25 miles south of Waahingtm D.C., 
providing easy access to three airports, major roads, rail, and the Pentagon, 

Wo&g the. USADACS to the Indian Head Division would e n h e  tti-service 
cdnsolidation efforts, with synergism of  omm man missions. From a BRAC standpoint, this 
relocation will enhance desired cmss-service cbnsolidation by locating USADACS with another 
activity that shares common misRions and offers increased efi~iencies by sharing unique 
energetics (explosives, propellants, pyrotechnics) expertise and facilities resident at tlle MDIV- 

The mission of USADACS is munitions training, logistics engineering, explo:sive safety, 
d a d h r h t i m  W D ,  technical assistance, and career management. The mission of the Indian 
Head Division is to ensure the operational readiness of U.S. and Allied form by providing full- 
spectrum technical capabilities required to rapidly transition any energetic product fi l~rn concept 
through production, to operational deployment. IHDIV's energdc ~8pability hcludcs: RDT&K 
acquisition; mari-uf'acturing technology; manufacturing, industrial base, fleet and optxational 
support. The IHDIV is also host to other large Commands. The Naval Ordnance Center 
(NAVORDCXN) established its headquaram at IHl3Z.V in 1993. NAVORDCEN manages fleet 
ordnance logistics (bullets, mines, missiles, etc.). The Naval Explosive Ordnance Disprxlal 
Technology Division (NAVEOCbTECHDIV) is a tri-service activity responsibly for cleveloping 
render-safe and disposal procedures for U.S. and foreign ordnance, to evaluate foreigp and enemy 
ordnance, and to conduct research to design and develop explosive ordnance disposal tools, 
equipment, techniques, and evaluate items produced by other activities. 



Inclusion of USADACS at lHC)r;V would continue efforts to consolidate energetic activities at 
Indian Head: 

• 1973 - Joint Logistics Co-d directed ti-service program consolidation c 9  carb-idge 
actuated devicedpropellant actuated devices (CADPAD) at ladim Head Division 
[CAD/PAD used in a i r m  escape systems, frrc suppression systems, unergtrrcy releast 
~ystems, and in n u m m  other DOD weapon sysMitems). 

b 1988 - Navy assigned the Naval Explosives Development Enginwing Groug at the Naval 
Weapons Station (NWS), Yorktown, to lndian Head Division. 

P 1993 - Navy tmmfmmd all explosive loading fhm NWS, Yorlaown, m Indian Head 
Division. 

b 1993 - BRAG transferred Navy explosive development and undmater warhthd 
development from White Oak to Indian Head Ditision. 

b 1993 - Naval Ordnance Center established at Indian Head Division. 

Army decision to relocate USAJ)ACS to Mullester made without knowledge of 
availability of facilities and i a f r ~ t c u m  at the Indian Head Division. BRAC 1995 rflm 
additional opportunity to continue reasonable energetics t~nsolidatian efEorts at Indian Head 
Division. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMhdlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ~ b , , ~  - 

,;QX$F4 -& , ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
*-rl . . -,;, 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, U!IAF (RET) 

June 24, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STISELE 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Savanna Army Depot and the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Indian Head Division, Maryland. I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. 1 can assure you that the idormation you 
provided on these facilities was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infiatstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult mi challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Major General Jo.me Robles, Jr., USA (ret .) 
Commissioner 

JR: cw 
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HAROLD E. FORD 
9m DISTRICT;FENNESSE~ 

COMMITTEES: 
WAYS A N 0  MEANS 

167 N o n r n  MAIN STREET 

f EDERAL OFFICE BUILDING. SUITE 369 

MEMPHIS, TN 38103 
(901) 544-4131 

FAX: (901) 544-4329 

June 15, 1995 pg3:.-;3t: ." , 

vp"$q - i l  

y c *  " +- ." 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with Memphis Mayor W. W. 
Herenton and myself on June 1, 1995 regarding Defense Distribution Depot Me:mphis 
(DDMT). 

I understand and appreciate the difficult job that you face in determining the fate of military 
installations around the nation. 'The necessity to downsize the infrastructure of cur armed 
forces while maintaining the highest military readiness and ensuring our national security is a 
challenge that we all take seriou~sly. 

In recent correspondence, testimony and meetings with other Commissioners, we have 
focused on what we maintain are substantial deviations by the Department of Defense and the 
DLA from Force Structure requirements and the eighl: criteria set forth in the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act. Most significantly, we believe that DOD did not fully consider 
the military value implications of closing DDMT. Your continued attention to these points is 
most appreciated. 

Again thank you for meeting with us, and I look forward to working with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 

&& / 
HAROLD FORD 1 
Member of Congress 
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ORGANIZATION: 
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JIM CHAPMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

COMMITTEE: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 
VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT 

AGENCIES 

PDae'bington, BaC 20515-4301 
June 19, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the commission enters into the last week prior to votinq, I want to 
share with you some important information about Red River and Anrliston Army 
Depots . 

Recalling that prior to BRAC '95, the Army has closed 5 of its 10 depots 
and now recommends closing two more, I want to bring your attention to a 
proposal by the Commanding General of the Industrial Operations Command (IOC). 
This alternative is consistent with the Win,-Win proposal that I have briefed 
to each of you at your Red River site visits and the Dallas regional hearing 
on April 19. 

Last year, at the request of Major General Dennis Benchoff, Red River 
and Anniston developed detailed downsizing plans to reduce excess capacity and 
costs. Red River's plan identified facilities available for industry use in 
performing above core wo:rkload, reduced base operations and indirect costs. 
The plan produced a projected savings of $37 million annually. hniston 
developed a similar plan identifying projeczted savings of $70 million 
annually. General Benchoff approved the plans, but they have not been 
implemented. The combined projected savings of $107 million annually do not 
reflect any personnel cost reductions resulting from reduced future workload. 

The Army BRAC proposal for Red River's closure projects an annual 
savings of $129 million. The TABS office now admits this figure includes 
savings from workload reductions that have nothing to do with B R K .  The 
Army's original plan for downsizing will provide substantial savings while 
still preserving the facilities and skills necessary to meet wartime 
requirements. If projected workload reductions are included, the savings 
swell from $107 million per year to an amount significantly higher than the 
Army's BRAC recommendation purportedly yields. 

The downsizing plan will also avoid the upfront Army cost of closure 
that we estimate to be $160 million. Also saved under this plan would be the 
upfront closure costs of over $300 million from the recommended closure of the 
co-located DLA facility. 

In addition, retaining the DLA facility -- even as a stand alone depot - 
- will provide a more cost-effective solution to the problem of Defense 
Logistics Agency storage shortfall than would the retention of any other stand 
alone or co-located DLA depot in the central United States. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



Page 2 
Chairman Dixon 

I hope that you will keep these facts in mind as you begin your final 
deliberations. It is clear the Army can actually save more money by 
downsizing Anniston and RRAD to core and closing LEAD than they project would 
be saved under the current BRAC recommendation. If I may provide any 
additional information, please do not hesitate to let me know. 

r of Congress 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ~~b.,:? ;-". . I-nAy,;i&5~6&ZYk/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: F U a  ~Q;SI 3 ..?a r a i i ~ l  
A L C O R N E L U  -r 
REBECCA COX 

d S 0 6  2 0 5 4 ~  
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE!3, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jim Chapman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Repr-ve Chapman: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning Red River Army Depot (RRAD) and 
D e f m  Distri'buton Depot Redl River (DDRT). I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its find deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irformation you 
provided on RRAD and DDRT was caretidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's rnilitaq hhstmcture. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. 

S i e l  y, 
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COMMITTEE ON - APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES. 

LABOR HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

EDUCATION AND RELATED AGENCIES 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS. EXPORT 
FINANCING AND RELATED PROGRAMS 

M A J O R I T Y  W H I P  A T  L A R G E  

WASHINGTON OFFICE. 

1424 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 15 
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The Honorable Allan Dixon 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

222 MAMARONECK AVENUE 

SUITE 3 10 
WHITE PLAINS, N Y  10605 

(9 14) 428-1707 
FAX (914) 328-1505 

1500 CENTRAL PARK AVENUE 

YONKERS, N Y  10710 
(914) 779-9766 

June 9, 1995 S U N Y  MARITIME ACADEMY 

AT FORT SCHUYLER 

Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing on behalf of Mr. Eugene Kelty, Jr., Chairperson 
of Community Board 7 in Queens, New York, regarding the Board's 
opposition to the preliminary closure designation for Fort Totten 
in Queens. Enclosed is a copy of Mr. Kelty's correspondence 
which details the Board's specific co.ncerns. 

Community Board #7 represents on'e of the largest districts 
in the City of New York. It is my understanding that F ~ r t  Totten 
houses the largest reserve in the nation - the 77th Army Reserve 
Command. The 6,500 reservists at Fort Totten and the more than 
250,000 residents in the surrounding community have developed a 
symbiotic relationship over the years. The closure of .Fort 
Totten will not only displace the personnel, programs a:nd 
ancillary units at the base, but would also have a significant 
impact on the local co:mmunity. 

I would appreciate your informing me of the status of plans 
to close Fort Totten and giving serioils consideration to 
Community Board 7's op:position. 

Please direct your response to my White Plains Disizrict 
Office. Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. 

Member of Corigress 

NML: js 
enclosure 
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Claire Shulman 
Borough President 

Terrie Moran 
Director Community Boards 

Communitv Board 
Borough of~ueens  

Bay Terrace, GJllegti Point, Bsechhunt, Flushing, 
Malba, Queetnsborough Hill and Whitestone 

45-35 KlSSENA BLVD., FLUSHING, NY 
(71 8) 359-2800 

Fax: (71 8) 463-3891 

Hon. Allan Dixon 
Chairman Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Eugene T. Kelty, Jr. 
Chairperson 

Regina Colletta 
District Manager 

May 4, 1995 

RE: FORT TOTTEN - 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

This is to advise you that Community Board #7 Queens opposes the preliminary 
closure designation for Fort Totten in Queens. 

Presently, this is the home of the 77th Army Reserve Command - the largest 
reserve in the nation. The dislocation of approximately 6,500 reservists, who 
live, work or train at Fort Totten will impact on the economy of the local commun- 
ity. Community Board #7 is one of the largest community boards of the 59 boards 
in the City of New York with a population of well over 250,000. Corr~munity Board 
#7's district encompasses 16 public schools, 4 junior high schools, 1 high school, 
17 private and parochial grammar schools, 2 private and parochial high schools, 
2 special schools for the handicapped, 7 public libraries, 3 major hospitals, 
and 63 park locations. Transportation is easily accessible with 23 bus lines, 
Long Island Railroad, #7 subway station, Throggs Neck & Whitestone Bridges, a 
major airport and nearby expressways and parkways. Shopping is conveniently 
located throughout our district. 

It is apparent with ail the ammenities, as stated above, it would not be 
in the best interest of the personnel, programs and ancillary units to relocate 
this base. Moreover, the Fort Totten base has provided a very good working 
relationship with the surrounding communities. It is our belief that this base 
would flourish even more than it does now, once any threat of closure is removed. 

Our office is willing to work with your office (BRAC) in providing additional 
documentation or testimony. Your careful consideration of these remarks will be 
greatly appreciatedand we lclok forward to hearing from you regarding this im- 
portant matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eu z e  T. Kelty, 
Chairperson 

See over for ccfs 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) --  - . . 

June 20, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN 1RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!3. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Eugene Kelty, Jr. 
Chavperson 
The City of New York 
Community Board 7, Borough of Queens 
45-3 5 Kissena Boulevard 
Flushing, New York 1 1355 

Dear Mr. Kelty: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Fort Totten, New York. I certainly appreciate 
your interest in the fiiture of Fort Totten and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the infornution used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the additional 
information you have provided, concerning the potential economic impact on the local community 
fiom the closure of Fort Totten, will be considered by the Commission as we conc:lude our review 
and analysis of the Secretary of 'Defense's recommendation on Fort Totten. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMhllSSlON 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, UlSAF (RET) 

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEII, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STIEELE 

The Honorable M. Lowey 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Lowey: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a letter fiom your constituent, Mr. 
Eugene Kelty, Jr., in support of Fort Totten, New York. 

The Commission has responded directly to Mr. :Kelty and I can assure you that the 
information he has provided will be considered by the C'ornrnission during our review and analysis 
of the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Fort 'Totten, New York. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d icul t  and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515 

June 16, 1995 

3 $ *  , , ,.* t,..q Commissioner Rebecc:a G. Cox - " 2 
,- ~ Defense Base C1osur:e and , . I \ .  

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for traveling with me yesterday 
to visit the Red River Defense Complex. I 
appreciate your taking the time to see our 
people in action. 

Although as you know the effort to defend 
Red River Army Depot has been the primary 
thrust of our case to the Commi!;sion, there 
are significant issues in question beyond the 
scope of Red River's maintenance mission. 
Specifically, the distribution area served by 
the Defense Distribution Depot, Red River, 
Texas contains over 50% of all CONUS U.S. 
troops. In fact, lover 80% of DDRTis customers 
are outside the KRAD fence. Ft:. Hood, the 
worldis biggest military base is a bigger DDRT 
customer than is RRAD. Clearly, this is a 
mission that is much more than merely a co- 
located distribution depot as DLAts analysis 
has portrayed it. 

As the Commission begins its final 
deliberations and votes, I hope you will bear 
these facts mind. Please let me know if I may 
provide you any addition mation. With 
warm regards, I am 

Member of Congress 



CONGRESS (3F TIAE UNITED STATES 

H O U S E  C>F REPRESENTATIVES  

WASHINGTON,  D.  C. 20515 

June 16, 1995 
&,:t'>f? i'f _::' jr'.. P~ *2 

Commissioner James B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commi.ssion 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Ariingtcn, tTA 22209 

Dear General Davis: 

I want to let you know how much I 
appreciate your taking the time to visit the 
Red River Defense C:omplex yesterday. It was a 
great day, and I am grateful to you for taking 
the time to see our outstanding depot in 
act ion. 

General, as a military man, you can 
readily recognize the value of this complex to 
our nation's defense. We simply cannot afford 
the destruction of Red River's knowledge base 
and highly-developed skills that 'are critical 
to meet the Army's warfighting reiquirements. 

As you observed yesterday, the Army's 
proposal would amount to "eating your seed 
corn." That approach is wrong, and we should 
not let them do it.. 

Please know t-hat I remain ready, willing 
and able to assist you in any way I can as the 
Commission begins its final deliberations. I 
wish you well as the BRAC completes this 
difficult but important With warm 
regards, I am 
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UNITED STATES SENATE 

WASHINGTON, D. C .  
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH * .  

V'' - , NORTH CAROLINA June 14, 1995 yZ 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

Thank you for taking time our of your 
busy schedule to meet with me this past 
Tuesday. 

As we discused, the ~ / ~ - 1 8  squadrons 
are vitally important to Cherry Point. I 
am convinced that as you become more 
familiar with Cherry Point, you will agree 
that it is the best site for these 
aircraft . 

It is obvious that Oceana has a 
multitude of environmental problems that 
would be compounded by the additional 
squadrons. 

I greatly appreciate your work for 
the Commission. 



ocul~lel-t Separator 
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THE GOVERNOR 

June 15, 1995 

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlii~~tsn.,  VA 220C)Q 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for taking the time out of what I am sure is a busy schedule to talk with me 
today. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss Pennsylvania's military bases as you prepare to 
determine the future of these fine installations. 

As we discussed, Pennsylvania is no stranger to the base closure process. Since 1988 we 
have lost over 13,000 jobs, and if this year's recornmentlations are approved we will have 
sacrificed close to 17,000 jobs in the name of military down-sizing. Pennsylvania is one state 
with only 2.3% of our nation's defense positions, yet we have been tapped for over 11% of the 
total cuts. Clearly, we have paid more than our fair share. 

Despite the disproportionate burden that Pennsylvania has borne in this prctcess, we still 
boast some of the best military facilities in the country. As governor, I am proud of these bases 
and very concerned about the effect that your decisions will have on our Commonwealth To 
reiterate from our conversation, I ask that you keep in mind these thoughts as you evaluate each 
one of Pennsylvania's bases: 

Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Time and time again, Tobyhanna has proven itself to be an indispensable component in 

our national defense scheme. No facility does more ground communications and (:lectronics 
(GCE) maintenance than Tobyhanna, and none do it better. Tobyhanna should be the 
Department of Defense's GCE interservice supercentel-. Moving this workload to Tobyhanna 
would save the Armed Forces over $SO million a year and eliminate excess capacity at that 
facility. If the 1995 Commission is serious about cross-servicing and all its benefits, I submit to 
you that the consolidation of electronics depot mainterlance at Tobyhanna is a necessary 
initiative. 

Letterkenny Army Depot 
The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Act clearly states that tactical-rrlissile 



maintenance be consolidated at Letterkenny. The work is already in progress, the investment of 
time and money has already been made, and new people have been hired. The 1993 directive 
makes even more sense now then it did then, because of all that has been invested. Letterkenny 
was and still is the best place for tactical missile maintenance interservice consolidation and I 
urge to stand up for your predecessors and reaffirm their decision. 

Fort Indiantown Gap 
As you know the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the United States Amy share a 

unique partnership at Fort Indiantown Gap. It is a partnership that has served both Country and 
Commonwealth well, and it my deepest and sincerest hope that this partnership will continue for 
many years to come. Fort Indiantown Gap makes an invaluable contribution to the readiness of 
our Armed Forces. It is a bare bones, no frills base that trains soldiers, airman and .marines as 
well and as efficiently as any base in the country. 

The Defense Industrial Supply Center - DISC 
If you are looking for a shining example of innovative management techniques that have 

turned an organization around, you need not look fUrther than the Defense Industrial Supply 
Center. Back orders and turn around times have plummeted during the last two years at this 
Inventory Control Point, because of sound management decisions and superior workforce 
dedication. Please carefully evaluate the decision to "disestablish" DISC to insure the rights of 
these quality men and women who work there are protected. 

Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit - NASEU 
Naval Air Technical Service Facility - NATSF 

NASEU and NATSF are two quality operations that should remain on the Aviation 
Supply Office (ASO) compound in Philadelphia. Most of the work that is perfornled at these 
facilities is dependent on the synergy that has developed between them and ASO. To move these 
operations to California would simply add transportation costs, disrupt operations and probably 
result in no savings. I urge you and your fellow Commissioners to reject this recommendation. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center - Philadelphia (NSWC) 
I ask that the commission support the DOD recommendation to move NSWC-Annapolis 

to NSWC-Philadelphia. This move would save the Navy $14.5 million per year and be an 
important anchor as plans for the conversion of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard are developed. 

NAVSEA 03 
The City of Philadelphia has submitted a proposal to the Commission recommending the 

consolidation of NAVSEA 03 (Crystal City, VA) with NSWC-Philadelphia. I support this 
proposal and would encourage the Commission to take a solid look at the City's plan which has 
the potential to generate tremendous cost-savings by creating a central location fbr cradle-to- 
grave support for machinery systems. It would create a true center of excellence and all the 
benefits associated with it, without additional military construction expenditures. 

Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station (ARS) 
In a recent letter to the Commission, the Honorable Sheila E. Widnall, Secretary of the 

Air Force, indicated that the O'Hare Air Reserve Station be closed in lieu of the Pittsburgh 



station. The Pittsburgh ARS has proven itself to be one the best in the United Statr:~ Air Force. 
Its capabilities are difficult to duplicate and its dedicated reservists would be impossible to 
replace. Please support the Secretary's change to close only one C-130 air reserve station - 
0 'Hare. 

Charles E. Kelly Support Center 
The Army has reconsidered its position on the Charles E. Kelly Support Center. The 

hardworking men and women of the Kelly Support Center provide an invaluable service to our 
men and women in uniform in Western Pennsylvania. I support this change and ask that the 
Commission accept the Army's new position. 

I appreciate your indulgence as I addressed each base being reviewed by your 
Commission. As you can see the list is quite long. 

Chairman Dixon, I wish that you could have had the opportunity to visit Pe:nnsylvania. 
You could have seen, first hand, our world-class workforce in action, observed our top-notch 
management and felt the tremendous pride we have for our military bases. I am certain that 
your colleagues who did visit the Commonwealth can attest to the tremendous facilities that call 
Pennsylvania home. 

Thank you again for your time this afternoon and please contact me any time you would 
like information about any of our military facilities. 

With best regards, I remain 

Yours truly, 

Tom Ridge 
Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 u:;, .- : - r;! i~Qs6fl78k/ - 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, U!BAF (R-) 

June 24,1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!;, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STILELE 

The Honorable Tom Ridge 
Governor, CommonweaIth of Pennsykmia 
OfEce of the Governor 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 

Dear Governor Ridge: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning each of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's 
military installations under consideration by the Defense Base Closure and Realigment 
Commission. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome :your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ulformation you 
provided on these installations was wedidly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diGcu1t and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER 

ALBANY 12224 
GEORGE E. PATAKI 

GOVERNOR 

June 6, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It was my pleasure to testify once again before the 
Commission on June 3, 1995 in Boston, Massachusetts on behalf of 
the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Base (NFARB), which is home to the 
914th Airlift Wing. I would like to take this opportuinity to 
mention a few of the exceptional qualities that exist at the 
NFARB . 
- The NFARB is the premier C-130 base. The 914th was called 

to duty in Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti. It was th,z only C- 
130 unit activated for Operation Desert Storm. 

- The 914th Airlift Wing is combat tested and has been 
recognized for exceptional performance. No other Air Force 
Reserve C-130 Unit has received a higher ranking during the 
last nine years. 

- Recruiting at the NFARB would suffer if it were to shut down 
because reservists cannot make a quick trip to companion 
installations like many of our competitors. 

- NFARB has no air traffic encroachment problem. It also has 
more fuel storage, more on base quarters and is located 200 
miles closer to Europe than any of the competing 
installations. 

- New York has been hit hard by base closures in re.cent years. 
Since 1969, New York has lost 40 military facilities and 
70,000 jobs. The 1993 round of base closures cost New York 
10,000 Department of Defense (DOD) jobs. We lost a greater 
percentage of our military and civilian personnel than any 
other state except South Carolina. 

The DOD wants to keep this base open, the Air Force wants to 
keep this base open, and the community wants to keep this base 
open. This is a team effort supported by Senator D'An~ato, 
Senator Moynihan, and Congressman LaFalce. I understand that you 
need to make a fair decision based on a level playing field. I 

ca printed on recycled paper 
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am confident that when you consider the facts listed above, as 
well as the testimony from the June 5th hearing, you will agree 
that NFARB is an irreplaceable component of our national defense 
and should remain in western New York. 

Very truly yours, 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable George E. Pataki 
Governor 
New York State 
Executive Chamber 
Albany, New York 12224 

June 21, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, U'SAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLESI, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STICELE 

Dear Governor Pataki: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Magara Falls Air Reserve 
Station (ARS), New York. I am pleased that you were able to participate in the  ommi mission's 
June 3 regional hearing in Boston. 

As you may know, at the Commission's May 1 0 meeting in Washington, I).C., I issued the 
enclosed statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participoltion. As you 
can see fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affkcting any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on .Air Reserve 
Stations that could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Reserve Station. I want there to 
be no chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of cny official 
duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Niagara Falls AR6; will be fblly 
and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I have sent your letter to each Conmissioner and 
to the Commission stafF for their review. I can assure you that the information yc~u have provided 
will be caremy considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military 
hfhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d icul t  and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 
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L U I E S  -1.' G E m E 3 I E 3 ,  I BELIEVE THIS IS TIE .U'PROPRLATE TIME 

TO SlxKE -4 BEUEF ST.4TEbIEYT R E G W I 3 G  BMES ON wHlCE I X.WE 

RE CUSED MYSELF FROM P-iRTTCIPATION. 

I T W.G STY PRLVILEGE FOR 12 YEXRS TO SERPX THE CITIZICXS OF 

ILLNOIS .AS .AS ELECTED 0FFICLA.L. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SE3VED IN 

ST-ATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, MY RELATIONSHIP WTTEI THE PE:OPLE OF 

MY HOME ST-ATE IS -4 SPECLU OPiE OF W'ZIICH I -1CIf tXRY PROLD. 

AT THE SAME Tl3IIE, HOWEVER, I DO YOT WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOCI) THE WORK OF TEIS COhl3ZISSION. I WISH TO INSCXE THAT 

THERE IS YO CHXYCE OF EMCV AY -1.YCE OF LOSS OF T;MPARTUUTY 

IN THE PERl?OR%WYCE OF .MY OFFICIAL DC"LIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE &MYSELF FROM P.ARTICIPATION IN 

-1YY PART OF THE BASE CLOStXE PROCESS TEUT AFFECTS -1YY DLLEiOIS 

I N S T . U T I O N ,  5x3 TBOC'GH SECH A RECL-SAL IS YOT R E Q L . : D  BY THE 

ETHICS STATIXES GOVERY C'S. 



HOWEVER, THOSE STATUTES QQ REQUIRE RECUSM, WHEX ltYY 

COMMISSIONER BLIS A DIRECI' FIlYItYCLU, NITREST THAT COULD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE CLOSERE OR W G ~ I E , Y T .  I FIND MYSELF GY SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE MCblY PROPOSAL TO DISEST-ABLISE ITS A W I I O N -  

TROOP c0mw.i. 

SO I WILL RECESE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AWb ON itYY 

OTHERS THAT IMAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAYING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE ST-AFF 

PRESGYTATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE UNlT. 
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BILL BRADLEV 
NEW JERSEY 

'United Statetr Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3001 

June 2, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 

COMMITTEES: 

FINANCE 

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

SPECIAL COMMllTEE ON 
AGING 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to present you with a report prepared by the independent accounting 
firm Coopers & Lybrand, summarizing their findings with respect to the costs and savings 
associated with the proposed closure of the Military Ocean Terminal at Bayom:. As the 
report indicates, the Army has substantially underestimated the costs the Federal Government 
would incur as a result of the proposal, while at the same time overestimating the savings 
associated with the action. 

According to this report, rather than producing a net present value savings of $90 
million over 20 years as the Army asserts, the proposed closure of MOTBY will actually cost 
nearly $30 million. Moreover, the Army underestimated by a full 100% the on(:-time costs of 
closure. We are pleased to learn that the Army's latest COBRA correctly adjusted estimated 
personnel savings. As a result of the adjustment, the Army now concedes that eliminating 
MOTBY's one-of-a-kind capabilities would only save the Army $8.5 million per year. The 
new COBRA still fails, however, to compensate for the glaring omissions described in this 
report. 

We believe the report speaks for itself, and will serve as one piece of a compelling 
case against the recommendation to close MOTBY. The Army's cost analysis provides 
another example of the way in which this recommendation was based upon incorrect premises, 
incomplete analysis, and an insufficient understanding of the unique contribution that MOTBY 
makes to our national defense. 

Thank you for taking the time to review this important report, and to shere it with the 
other members of the Commission. We look forward to having the chance to testify before 
the full Commission on behalf of Bayonne on Tuesday, June 13. If you have any questions 
regarding this report or any other aspect of MOTBY, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Bradley Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senator United States Senator 



Coo ers  rand facsimile (202) 296-8931 
(202) 296-8933 

Coopers & Lybrand L.L.P. 
a professional services firm 

Financial Advisory Services 

May 4, 1995 

1800 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 
20036-5873 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
73 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Bradley: 

In accordance with the request of representatives in Bayonne, New Jersey, Coopers & 

Lybrand L.L.P. is pleased to submit this report summarizing our findings regarding issues 

affecting cost and savings calculations presented as justification by the United States Department 

of the Army ("Army") for the recommendation to close Military Ocean Tenninal, Bayonne 

("MOTBY"). An identical report is being sent to Senator Lautenberg. 

As you know, the recommendation, submitted to the Secretary of Defense as part of the 

1995 round of military base closures and realignments, includes relocation of the Military 

Transportation Management Command ("MTMC") Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the 

traffic management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouith, New Jersey. 

A number of current tenants at Bayonne MOT would be relocated to other bases, however, an 

enclave would be retained for the Navy Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, the Navy Resale and 

Fashion Distribution Center and the National Archives. 

Our analysis focused on testing and, where necessary, revising inputs to the Cost of Base 

Realignment Actions ("COBRA") model submitted to the Defense Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission ("BRAC"). Our revised COBRA analysis indicates that the Army substantially 

underestimated both the one-time and recurring costs associated with cllosing MOTBY, 

leasing commercial storage facilities, and creating a stand-alone enclave fctr Navy tenants 

and the National Archives. As a result, the COBRA analysis submitted to BRAC grossly 

overstates the 20-Year net present value savings associated with this action and presents an 

Coopers & Lybrand L.L.P. a registered l~mltetli Iat~ility partnersh~p, is a memher firm of Coopers & Lybrand (Internat~onal) 
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unrealistically short return-on-investment time frame. The following table compares the results of 

the revised COBRA analysis based on our findings with output from the COBRA analysis 

submitted to BRAC. 

NOTE: Positive dollar figures reflect costs. Negative dollar  figure:^ reflect 

savings. 

The revised COBRA analysis indicates that rather than producing a net present 

value savings of $90.0 million over 20 years, the proposed closure of MOTBY will actually 

result in a net present value cost of $28.8 million over the same period. 0:ne-time costs of 

closure will be more than double the $44.1 million estimated by the Army in its original 

BRAC submission. Annual recurring savings after the base closes are  estiinated to be less 

than half the $10.1 million included in the Army COBRA submission. Our  findings 

indicate that it will take over 30 years for the Army to recoup the costs necessary to close 

MOTBY and create a stand-alone enclave for selected tenants. 

Original 
Submission 

-90,058 

44,103 

-10,064 

;!003 
(5 Years) 

The revised COBRA Realignment Summary Report and Input Data Report are provided 

as attachments to this report. The following paragraphs detail our findings and describe the 

revisions made to COBRA inputs. 

Revised 
COBRA 

28,806 

89,090 

-4,832 

2028 
(30 Years) 

D 

COBRA Output 

20-Year Net Present Value ($,000) 

One-Time Cost ($,000) 

Net Recurring Annual Savings ($,000) 

Return-on-Investment Year 

d- 
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ISSUES RELATED TO THE ORIGINAL MOTBY COBRA ANALYSIS 

Additional Ca~ital  Costs 

There will be substantial capital costs associated with creating a stand-alone e:nclave for Navy 

tenants and the National Archives. These include extending lines to, and connecting with local 

water, sewer, and power systems, demolishing several existing buildings to create open storage 

for the Navy's Military Sealift Command ("MSC") flat rack equipment, and modieing and 

repairing buildings that will remain in the enclave. MOTBY engineering personinel estimate that 

these costs will total $29.0 million. These capital costs were not included in the original COBRA 

analysis submitted to BRAC. We have added the $29.0 million as a military construction 

("MILCON") requirement for Bayonne in the revised COBRA analysis. 

Permanent Change of Station ("PCS") Costs 

The regulations governing PCS changed in September 1994. Personnel with an 

involuntary PCS that increases their commute more than 10 miles are eligible for PCS, housing 

assistance, and related services. The COBRA does not account for this; the software was 

designed based on previous regulations pursuant to which PCS was triggered by a change of 

station of 50 miles or more. Fort Monmouth is 42 miles from MOTBY. 

To force the COBRA software to account for costs related to the new regulations, the 

input for the number of miles between MOTBY and Fort Monmouth was changed from 42 to 50. 

While this action will slightly overstate moving costs of household goods for realigned personnel, 

this effect is minimal compared with the correct calculation of PCS costs as specified by the new 

regulations. The impact of the new regulations on the MOTBY closure scenario is an increase in 

one-time costs of an estimated $14.5 million. 
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Non-Tem~orarv Storage of Household Goods 

A secondary mission at MOTBY is non-temporary storage of household goods as part of 

the Department of Defense worldwide personal property program. MOTBY stores an average of 

20 million pounds of household goods at any given time. Data submitted in response to Total 

Army Basing Study ("TABS") data calls for MOTBY indicate that, based on Amy commercial 

storage costs for the Northeast region, the cost of storing these household goods in commercial 

facilities will total an estimated $5,232,000 annually. 

If shipments of additional household goods to MOTBY cease beginning in 1996, base staff 

estimate that approximately four million pounds of goods will remain when the facility is closed in 

1998. In response to the TABS data call, MOTBY staff estimated the cost to relocate these 

goods to a commercial storage facility to be $1,521,240. This one-time cost and the $5.2 million 

annual storage costs discussed above have been included in the revised COBRA at~alysis. 

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS 

The following additional issues related to creation of an enclave at Bayorme arose during 

our research: 

Engineering staff at MOTBY indicated that the master planner for 

the Garrison Bayonne, the activity charged with maintaining the 

physical facilities at the base, has been working on utility 

privatization without success. Local utility companies reportedly do 

not wish to take over systems at the base leaving open as issues the 

costs and logistics of providing ongoing management and 

maintenance of existing systems to serve the enclave. 
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+ Sensitivity analyses run using the COBRA model indicate that BO!; 

(base operations) and RPMA (real property maintenance)  cost;^ 

associated with operating the enclave could total more than $1 1 

million. These costs would be shifted from the Army to the entity 

charged with operating the enclave, most likely the Navy. 

SUMMARY 

The movement of an extensive industrial facility such as MOTBY will invariably have 

unforeseen costs associated with the action. The MOTBY closure scenario is cornplicated by the 

introduction of major variables including the elimination of government port functions and the 

proposed reliance on private sector capacity, as well as the proposed creation of an enclave for 

tenants too costly to move. Our analysis indicates that the costs of the proposed ~lction have been 

understated by almost $45 million. Similarly, uncaptured recurring costs will reduce annual 

savings to less than $5 million. 

CONDITIONS OF OUR WORK 

Our analyses are based on estimates, assumptions and other information developed from 

our knowledge of the industry and other factors. Some assumptions inevitably will not 

materialize and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur; therefore, actual results will 

vary from those presented in our analyses. Except with regard to BRAC policies and procedures, 

we did not ascertain the legal and regulatory requirements applicable to the PI-oject, including 

zoning, other state and local government regulations, permits and licenses nor any environmental 

or ecological matters. We have not evaluated management's effectiveness, nor are we responsible 

for fhture lobbying efforts and other management actions upon which actual results will depend. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (CC'BRA v5.081 - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 1037 05/04/1995. Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optlon Package : POI-5 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Startlng Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 2028 (30 Years) 

NPV rn 2015 ( $ K i  : 28,806 
l-Tlme Cost ( $ K i  : 89,090 

Net Costs (SK) Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - -  

36.253 
-3,969 

556 
1,613 
8,790 
374 

Total Beyond 

MilCon 22,687 
Person 0 
Overhd 918 
Movlng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 23,605 43,617 

Total 
- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 5 
En1 0 3 
Civ 0 185 
TOT 0 193 

PCPITIONS REALIGNED 
Iff 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
c1v 0 
TOT 0 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
CLOSE BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL, TRANSFER MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 
EASTERN AREA COMMAND TO FORT MONMOUTH AND THE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PORTION OF 
THE 1301ST MPC TO FORT MONMOUTH. ENCLAVE NAVY TENANTS AND NATIONAL ARCHIVES 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department :AF'.MY, 
OptLon Package : Pol-5 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant 
1996 
.--- 

MilCon 22,687 
Person 0 
Overhd 918 
Movlng o 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
1997 
- - - - 

36,253 
502 

1,716 
1,613 
8,790 
374 

Beyond 

TOTAL 23,605 49,247 

Savings ( S K I  Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 0 5,630 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/33/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optlon Package : Pol-5 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CER 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

BAYONNE, NJ 
FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 
BASE X, US 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - - . - 
Closes in FY 1998 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary : 
. - - - - - - - 
CLOSE BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL, TRANSFER MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 
EASTERN AREA COMMAND TO FORT MONMOUTH AND THE TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PORTION OF 
THE 1301ST MPC TO FORT MONMOUTH. ENCLAVE NAVY TENANTS AND NATIONAL ARCHIVES. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 

BAYONNE, NJ 
BAYONNE, NJ 

To Base: 

FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 
BASE X, US 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

T-ansfers from BAYONNE, NJ to FORT MONMOUTH. NJ 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civllian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) : 

Transfers from BAYONNE, NJ to BASE X, US 

Offlcer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civllian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 

. * 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 

: Mil Llght Vehic (tons) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons) : 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 

50 mi 
1,340 ml 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Option Package : Pol-5 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFCRMATION 

Name: BAYONNE, NJ 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
M11 Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Houslng Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Unlts Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 

Total Officer Employees: 416 
Total Enlisted Employees: 505 
Total Student Employees: 406 
Total Civilian Employees: 7.34; 
Mil Families Living On Base: 100.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Offlcer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

T :a1 Base Facilities(KSF) : 4,474 
Ctf~cer VHA ($/Month) : 441. 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 261 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 118 
Frelght Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: BASE X, US 

Total Officer Employees: 752 
Total Enlisted Employees: 4,208 
Total Student Employees: 1,121 
Total Civilian Employees: 2,709 
Mil Families Living On Base: 55.0% 
Civllians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 6,091 
Officer VHA [$/Month) : 178 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 132 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 101 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll i$K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activlty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Famlly Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of :0:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department :ARMY 
Optlon Package : POI-5 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CRR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name : BAYONNE , NJ 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1-Time Movlng Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK) : 0 
Actlv Mission Cost (SKI : 0 
Activ Mission Save (SK) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK) : 0 

Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facll ShutDown(KSF) : 4,454 

Name: FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 

.- 
1 'ime Unique Cost (SKI : 
1 rime Unique Save (SK) : 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Actlv Misslon Save (SK) : 
Misc Recurrlng Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 

Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fasll ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: BASE X, US 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
-: 1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 

1-Tlme Movlng Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Movlng Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Actlv Mission Cost (SKI : 
Acciv Mission Save ($K) : 
Misc Recurrlng Cost (SK) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 1,521 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 Cl 0 

8,790 8,790 8,790 8,790 
0 0 CI 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 CI 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% Cl % 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 C 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0 % 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Houslng ShutDown: 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
0% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Perc Family 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optlon Package : POI-5 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BAYONNE. NJ 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenarlo Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
Er Scenario Change: 
C,v Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change(No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BAYONNE, NJ 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SK) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  .---- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Enclave OTHER 0 0 29,000 

Name: FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SIC) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
GEN PURPOSE ADMIN ADMIN 130,000 0 0 

. . EASTERN AREA HQ PLUS DOCUMENTATION SUPPORT PORTION OF 1301ST MPC. 
. WAREHOUSE STORA 23,400 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : POI-5' 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF~DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Marrled: 77.00% 
Percent Enllsted Married: 58.50% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 67,948.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,717.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 30,860.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 5,223.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary ($/Year) : 45,998.00 
Civllian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 388.00 
A7.a Famlly Quarters (SF) : 1,819.00 
AF'DET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1j96: 0.00% i997: 2.80% 1998: 2.90% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priorlty Placement Serflce: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs (5) : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ 1  : 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price($) : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Relmburs($) : 11,191.00 
Civillan Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 59.00% 
Info Management Account: 15.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 10.00% 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 6.00% 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 7.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 24.00% 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

Materlal/Assigned Person(Lb1 : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M11 Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate (,$/Ton) : 

Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile) : 
POV Reimbursement ($./Mile) : 

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ($1 : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( 5 )  : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 

. . Operational 
-: Administrative 

School Buildings 
Malntenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Famlly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dlnlng Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Malntenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

m S /UM 
- - - - - -  
(SY) 38 
(LF) 0 

(SF) 130 
(SF) 119 
(SF) 106 
(SF) 104 
(SF) 108 
(EA) 46,227 
(EA) 96,040 
(SF) 6 0 
(SF) 180 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 139 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 

category 
- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LABS (RDT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PRODUCTION FAC 
PHYSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2+2 BACHQ 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optlonal Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM s/m 
- - - - - -  
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 100 
(SF) 12 8 
(EA) 19,140 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 10:37 05/04/1995, Report Created 15:38 05/03/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : Pol-5 
Scenario File : c:\cOBRA\MOTBYREV.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

REDUCED THE FACILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE CLOSED BY THE QUANTITY BEING USED BY THE 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES, AND NAVAL TENANTS, AS FOLLOWS: 

NATIONAL ARCHIVES SUBTOTAL 243,488 SQ FT 

NAVAL SEALIFT COMMAND SUBTOTAL 239,591 SQ FT 

ALSO HAS 871,200 SQ FT OPEN STORAGE 

NAVAL RESALE SUBTOTAL 65,184 SQ FT 

NAVAL SEA SYSTEM SUBTOTAL 20,000 

TOTAL STORAGE/WAREHOUSE FACILITY SQ FT ENCLAVED 572,063 SQ FT 

N A W  SEALIFT PERSONNEL ASIP ADJUSTED PER BSAT INPUT DOWN: 1 OFF,8 ENL.52 CIV 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F .  MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert Menendez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Menendez: c i d ~ ~  
~ ' ~ ' G F (  -3c(2, 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Marine Ocean Terminal, Bayonne 
(MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militaq bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irlformation you 
provided on MOTBY was carefilly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difllcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMCtllSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN ft MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 28,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE,S. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bill: 

CjfJ--&% \C(-%Ql 
Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine: 

Terminal, ~ a ~ o n n e  (MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irformation you 
provided on MOTBY was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMrvllSSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN IL MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine Ocean 
Terminal, Bayonne (MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure p r a m  and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on MOTBY was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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Commissioner Cox: 

It is my understanding that, even now, the Bergstrom group 
continues to a t a t e  that BRAC must honor some "promiee" or 
"conunitment" . From CIUL meeting i r l  F o r L  W o r ' t l r ,  I k n o w  you feel 
like the promise issue goes away a f t e r  1 9 9 6 .  

Jusiz in case you need ffurther verification, the attached City of 
Austin brochure is very revealing. This brochure was used as 
Auetin's official fact sheet for the M a y  1993 Airport nond 
election. 

Of special note: 

Page 1: No mention of r e se rves  in ballot language 
rage 3: "why convert Bergstrom?" because 'f...lang b e e n  

considered first-but out o f  reach- choice f o r  Austin's 
new airport". 

Page 5: Austin saves $328M by choosing the Bergstrom site. 

It had nothing to do with the Reserves. 

Page 6: "When will the Air Force Leave?" 
"Reserve u n i t s  may continue to use Bergstrom until 
their final location decision is made by the federal 
government". 

It is interesting to note t h a t  this is the only place 
that reserves are mentioned in the entire s i : x  page f a c t  
sheet;. 

As you can see from this Austin publication, the C i t y  2nd voters 
w e r e  certainly not relying on the Reserves for either the 
l oca t ion  or des ign  of their new airport. W e  know from official 
Austin documents that the airport design was not altered to 
arcomndate the reserves. In other  w o r d s ,  t h e r e  was no reliance on 
the reserves. 



PROPOSITION 
Tne ma haquedyasked quesoonr about c o w  &mslum h Fom Ease to Austin's new mumapal mp~n 

On May I, Austin voters will have the o p p o w t y  to approve the City's use of airport revenues to 
convert FJergstmm Air Force Base to the new city airport Reposition Olr on the 'ballot asks 
voters: 

/- 

Should the Austin City Coundl be authorized to issue up to $400 W o n  of airport 
systems revenue bonds to construct a new municipal airport at Bergsbono Air Force ,I 

Base; such bonds  hall be pyable solely born lirplrt system revenues and not from $- 

property taxes or sales taxes and Robert MueUer Municipal Airportwill no longerserve 
as an airport after the opening of the Bergstrorn site? / 

i 
Registered voters within the city limits are eligible to vote. Following im answers to questions 
most frequently asked about the new airport pldr~ Fur mom information, please call the City 
Election Hotline, 495-7676. 

Q. Why does Austin need a new airport? 
A. The existing airport b d t  in pastureland in 

1930, was sitting in the middle of 
lleighborhoods by the late Sixties. Many 
events and mom than one airport vote have 
occurred over these past two decades: 

Q Neighborhoods have grown up 
around Mueller. A study 
incorporating 1990 census data shows 
that noisc dec t s  at least 29,000 
people, 10,600 homes, seven schooIs, 
39 c h d e  and eight community 
fa'cili'ties. 

0 In the past 20 years, passenger 
demand has doubld to more than four 
d o n  passengas just last year. Cargo 
grew by 39 percent in 1992, surpassing 
projections for the year 1997. 

require acquisition of land in 
smundmg neighborhoods. 

0 Vehicular traffic going; tu and from 
MueLIer must use coruwcbr s&$ which 
wem never designed to meet c u m t  
needs. 

0 To make Mueller large enough to 
accommodate projected needs would 

- I-. 

I 
Q Local and state officiaL have urged the 

city to relwate the airport 

~prlr' 1 993 
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a Ln 1991 the federal government 
announced it  was closing 
Bergstrom as an air base and 
that the facility would be 
transferred to the City of Austin. 

O In 1991, airport revenues and 
Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) grants p a ~ d  for sound 
insulation for three of Mwller's 
neighboring schools to alleviate 
the noise impact. Although the 
schools are pleased with the 
results, the homes, churches and 
other build~ngs around Mueller 
did not qualify for grant 
assistance. 

What u bout Bergslrom neighbors? 

Q. How would noise and traffic 
affect the  Bergstrom 
neighbo;hoods? 

A. There is no debating that airports 
bring noise. But the Rergstrom 
conversion is planned with that fact 
in mind. 

a Mueller Airport is surrounded 
by densely populated 
neighborhoods. The area 
surrounding Bergstrom Air 
Force Base 1s less populated. 

1 

The Bergstrom site, more than 
four tinres the size of Mueller, is 
mostly surrounded by open 

I 
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spaces, Consequently, a Ekrgs trom 
airport would be located a near m e  
tenth as many people as presently 
reside adjacent to Vueller. 

Sound insulation to reduce the impact 
for those who already live and work 
near Bergs trom is incl uded in cost 
estimates for the master plan 

And, state law allows the city to use 
zoning authority to allow only 
compatible use development around 
the new airport. 

0 Sound insulation of' homes, xhools, 
churches and comn~unity facilities 
already known t~ te in the n o w  
impact area is h d e d  in the new 
i4rp0r.t plm. The plan provides $11 
million for sound mitigation A 
federally required Environmental 
Impact Statement GEE) wdl allow 
community input an the sizk and 
scope of sound instrldtion efforts. . 

0 Federal law dictates all commercial 
dircraft, such as those using the new 
airport, bh by quieter 
Stage 3 engine types by the year 
2000. These planes are quieter than 
military aircraft that flew in and 
and out of Bergstrom and quieter 
than some commerciaf types now 
using Mueller. 

0 A traffic analysis prepared by the 
City Depdrtment of Planning and 
Development projieck that 
neighborhoods wiill not experience 
significant impact from cars, trucks 
and other vehicles; using the new 
alrport 

The analysis fomasb vehicles will access 
the new airport from I-lighway 7l (Ben 
White Blvd.) and State Highway 183. The 
passenger terminal design separates 
arriving and departing passenger traffic ' 
to avoid much of the congestion currently 
at Mueller. 

I 
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Directional traffic signs and other 
control methods will help prevent 
neighborhood traffic congestion. 
Neighbors in the Bergstrorn area 
will have ongoing opportunities to 
help identiv traffic problems and 
$011.1 tions. 

Neighbors in Montopolis, Del Valle 
and other areas will have many. 
opportunities to get involved in the 
development process to address 
potential impacts on the 
neighborhoods. Programs such as 
the Good Neigli bor Progrmrr, recently 
approved by the City Council, will 
involve neighborhoods in 
d'esigning traffii solutions and in 
the sound mitigation program. 

The noise con tour information 
describes average noise effects. What 
wi l l  the planes sound like when 
they are overhead? 
Airport planners, such as those 
designing the new airport a t  
Bergstrom, project sound effects in 
averages - called Dny/I\rigl~ t Average 
So~tnd Leuel or Ldti. Those average . 
sour~d levela describe what levels of 
sound people will hear, on average. 
This approach considers a person's 
proximity to airport runways, 
types of planes daily using the 
runways and trekuency of events. 
The FAA, Housing and f i b a n  
Developmcnt (HUD) and other 
federal agencies recognize the Ldn 
system of averaging as the standard 
when considering the effects of 
airport noise. 

Sound impacts are traced on airport 
area maps to allow planners to see 
who and what will be affected by 
airport noise. 

The maximum nuernge sound to 

people within the Bergstrom contours 
would be much like dlaytime city 
traffic sound. 

Due to sparse Bergstrorn area 
development. the base size and the d u a l  
runway desigr~ existin); neighborhoods 
will not hear the maxirrrum sound levels 
emanating from the nutways. In 
addition, sound insulation funding is 
includd in the new airport maser plan 
for adjacent residences and public 
buildings. 

Q. Will there be a curfew a t  Bergstrom - 
as at Mueller- that limits the times of 
day planes will fly? 

A. Fedcral law prohibits airports from 
enacting airplane curfews. But Mueller 
h a s  had a voluntary flight curfew since 
1981, with w h c h  airlines have 
cooperated. The City .will seek a 
voIun tary curfew agreement for the 
new airport at Bergstrorn. 

Why convert Bergsirom? 

Q. Why convert Bergstrom? Why not 
build the airport in ]Manor ae was  

planned? 
A. Bergstrom has long heen considered 

the first - but out of reach -choice for 
Austin's new airport, Ln 1942, when 
Mayor Tom MilIer and the City 
Council sent $542,0001 to the U.S. War 
Department to purch,ase the Bergstrom 
land, they anticipated the site would 
become the City's new airport when i t  
was no longer needed as a military 
base. 

In 1976, and again in 1981, the City 
asked thc military to allow joint use of 

Bergstrom as a comm~ercial and 
military airport B u t  Ihc renditions for 
joint use proved insurmountable. 

I 
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I 
Bergstrom Air Force Base was 
not available as an option during 
the 1987 airport election. 

When the City was pursuing 
development of a new airport in 
Manor, the federal government 
cut back on nlilitary installations 
and decided to close Bergsbrom 
as an  air base. Since the City had 
initially bought the land for the 
military's use, the federal 
goverrunent agreed Austin could 
have it back. This September the 
City will fully own a 2,940-acre 
air base that includes a 12,250 
foot runway and other 
foundation airport facilities. Lf 
the City develops the base as an 
airport, an additional 322 acres 
will be.acquired from the federal 
government free of charge. 

The City Council resolved in 
1991 to convert &rgstr.urn tu Lhe 
new airport if i t  was: 
O affordable 
o environmentally suitable 
Q economically advantageous. 

All preliminary financial and 
enviro~mental analyses show that 
~ergsborn meets the three criteria. 

Q. Why is the City. doing an EIS 
when the Air Force is already 
doing one? Why do the 
projected noise contours differ? 

h Federal law dictates the US. Air 
F o ~ e  prvpare an environmental 
impact statement as i t  closes any 
base. Also, federal law requires a 
separate EIS before any federal 

, money can be contributed to a 
project such as the new airport The 
FAA and the City are jointly 
preparing this second EIS. 

The Air Force used a different model 
than the City's consul tant'to project 
noise contours for a corrlmercial airport 
a t  Bergstrom. 

The air force model predicts sound 
contours based on military aircraft 
flying characteristicsra~her than on 
commercial aircraft flying 
charactersitics.'The City and FAA use a 
model that pririrmily corilsiders 
commercial aircraft flying patterns. 

The City has submitted its preliminary 
noise contours to the Air Force for 
considera tion in its final.ized EE.  

Q. What about hazardous ma terjals on 
the base? Who will clea~n them up? 

A. The ELS, pwpared by a consultant for the 
City, will accompany the Aw Force study 
to help ensure all EPA environmental 
requirements are met 

The federal base closure law dictates 
the federal government must pay to 
clean u p  all hazardous waste as i t  
closes bases around the country. The 
U.S. Air Force has released its 

I preliminary Environme~~tal Lmpact 
Statement and has identified initial 
sites for cleanup. The federal 
government also must pay for any 
additional sites the City may find 
during construction. 

Q. What happens to MueUer if Bergstrom 
becomes the new airpo~t? 

A, Proposition One approvcrs the use of 
revenue bonds to construct a new 
airport at  Bergstrom and: provides that 
Mueller will no longer serve as an 
airport. The City will collsider many 
options about how to us3 the Mueller 
property. Private and pu.blic use ideas 
have been proposed. 

I 
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Community participation will be 
solicited before a decision is made. 
Call the City Election Hotline, 
495-7676 to suggest ideas. 

Q. How much will i t  cost to convert 
Bergstrom to a municipal airport? 

A. The preliminary Master Plan 
projects the new airport's total cost 

will be $582 million The financial 
proposal calls for funding $400 
million through revenue .bonds and 
paying the balance from the FAA 
and other airport users, This bond 
amount compares to 1987 estimates 
of $1.1 billion to expand MrleUer 
and $728 million to build an airport 
at  Manor. 

Bond Estimate Comparisons 
17nn . -1 51.1 billion 

Bergstrom Manor Mueller 

Q, Will property taxes be used to pay 
for the bonds? 

A, Proposition One states that no 
property taxes or sales taxes will be 
used to repay the revenue bonds. 

Q, How will a new airport be 
fmanced? And will converting 
Ilergstrom affect my taxes? 

A. The new airport will be built and, 
just like Austin's existing airport, 
will operate on its own revenues. 
Airport 'revenues used to repay the 
bond-holders would include: 
0 Landing fees paid by airlines 
0 Rents paid by airport tenants 

Federal grants 
a A proposed passenger fee. 

The airport will use all these revenue 
sources to repay the bonds and to 
operate the new airpol-t. 

Q. What is. the Airport Master Plan? 
A. The Master Plan will be the city's 

guide for converting Bergstrom to a n  
airport The plan indicates what 
tachties will be needed on operung 
day and reserves space for facilities 
.and i&provements t h a t  will be 
needed in the future. It also includes 
a financial plan. The City Council 
reviewed the preliminary Master 
Plan in March 1993. Master Planners 
will present a final report to the City 

.I Council in April 1993. 

Q. Will the airport at Bergstrom offer 
the convenience of Mueller? 

A. While Bergstrom is nol: as centrally 
-located as Mueller, it will be 
accessible via expressways, not by 
stop and go connector streets like 
the current airport 

The new passenger terminal w~ l l  
separate arriving and departing 
passenger vehicular traffic to avoid 
congestion problems. lh addition, 
the new airport will have a parking 
garage in front of the terminal. 

Q. How long will i t  take to convert 
Bergstrom to an airport? 

A. Bergstrorn can open as the new 
Austin airport by 1998. Construction 
can begin when the Federal Aviation 
Administration approves the Master 
Plan and E l ~ v i r o l u n e r ~ ~ ~ l  Impdct 
Statement. 

Q. Why does the City s t i U  make 
improvemenfs at  Mueller if the 
airpart will move? 

A. Many airfield improvements, such as 
lighting and  signs, are necessary to 

April 1993 Page 5 I 
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1 
maintain safety and beet FAA 

I requirements. The City will also 
I 
I make minor improvements to 
I Mueller in order to manage 

increasing demand in passenger 
service areas. During the five years 
it takes to build the new airport, the 
City will modify Mueller only as 
necessary to meet safety 
requirements and improve passenger 
comfort and convenience. 

Q. When will  the Air Force leave? - 
A. The last active military flying unit left 

in Sep tern ber 1992. Reserve units 
m a y  continue to us&-- und 

' ' 

their final location decisio~i .made 
,- -2: _1?Y the f-overnrnenc~ransfer 

o f i - E a c & e  City is scheduled for 
September 30,1993. 

Q. Why not build a regional airport 
between Austin and Sap Antonio? 

A. Converting Bergstrom to Austin's new 
airport today does not exclude a 
future regional a~rpor t  for Austin and 
San Antonio. But the Federal Aviation 
Administration has determined that a 
regional airport is not feasible in 
Austin's foreseeable future, 

The FAA determination is based on 
several major planning pdr-ameters in 
the developnlent of a regional airport 
- distance between the two cities' 
central business districts, airline 
hubbing potential, surface access and 
potential for inlproved nonstop 
commercial service. 

Q. Where can I get more information? 
A. Call the City Elcctiorl Hotli~ze, 495-7676 for 

answers to questions, for additional 
materials or to book a speaker for your 
civic organization, neighborhood group 
or church Watch City Access Quuz~d 6 on 
Mondays, 630 p.m., for h e  axport 
d o n n a  lion call-in program. 

Early Voting April 12-April 2' ) 
1 at the following locations: 

Travis County Coui:thouse, 1000 
Guadalupe, first floor. 
Courthouse drive through location for 
persons with disabi:lities, 510 W: Tenth S t  
- the old credit unimon building, 
Westgate Mall, 452-1 Westgate Blvd., Suite 
128. 
Balcones Woods Shopping Center, 
11150 Research Blvd-, #203. 
Foodland Store, 114.8; Airport Blvd., 
Eastland Plaza. 
University of Texas, Flawn Academic 
Center, West Mall cbn the UT campus. 
HEB Shopping Center, 2400 S. Congress, 
#117, . 
Springdale Shoppir~g Center, 71 12-B Ed 
Bluestein Blvd. 
HEB Store, 2701 E. !%venth St, in  the 
Govalle Shopping Center. 
Oak Hill Plaza, 7010 W. Hwy. 71, #300. 

City Election Hotline 

495-7676 

City of Austln 
Department of Avlatlon 
3600 Manor Road 

Austln, Taxas 78723 

I 
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June 16, 1995 

Ms. Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1400 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Cox: 

I would like to thank you for taking the time to meet with 
me last month on the Secretary's recommendation to close the 
Military Ocean Terminal at Bayonne (MOTBY). 

During our meeting you raised several issues about the 
amount of material deployed through MOTBY, the necessity of 
current PPO's as they reflect the Air Force's ability to extend 
their initial thrust mission, and tenant costs. I would like to 
address these concerns at this time. 

First, regarding the issue about the quantity and type of 
material deployed from MOTBY during Desert Shield, I am attaching 
a breakdown of this information. While MTMC and the Army have 
continually stated that MOTBY was responsible for only 10% of the 
output during Desert Shield, you can see that that figure is low. 
As a percentage of square foot shipment, MOTBY accounted for over 
15%. 

MOTBY was second only to Jacksonville, Florida, in the 
amount of ships loaded and the percentage of materials shipped. 
And, as you can see, the Army deployed units from as far away as 
Washington state and Texas through MOTBY. Clearly, MCTBY is 
utilized for far more than just the 10th Mountain Division out of 
Ft. Drum. 

I believe that this information proves that the comments 
from the Army about MOTBY and its value are WRONG. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



Your next concern was the necessity of PPOs. The 48-hour 
time frame sought in PPOs is not an arbitrary figure. The 
mobilization/war planning timetables are set in place with the 
knowledge of the airlift capability and the need for immediate 
sealift. 

Officials in the Air Force Legislative Liaison, Programs 
Office, have stated that while the Air Force can meet the initial 
thrust mission requirement, with downsizing and the requirement 
for meeting the 2 MRC scenario, some in the Air Force would say 
that they were maxed out. In point of fact the entire case for 
the procurement of the C-17 has been the critical shortage of 
airlift. 

Additionally, the accepted theory among all Defense agencies 
is that the United States' involvement in future conflicts will 
be similar to the Iraq/Kuwait War. This means that MTMC will 
face even more resistance by commercial ports to enter into PPO 
agreements. 

Finally, on this point is the Bottom Up Review's (BUR) 
assumption that all sustainment would be via sealift. The 
commitment to sealift is evident from the attached letter from 
Gen. Shalikashvile to Chairman Kasich stating that there are more 
pressing requirements than additional B-2 bombers; namely, the 
procurement of "two and refit of four urgently required Roll 
On/Roll Off ships." 

Lastly, with regards to your questions on enclaving costs, 
in the case of the Federal Records Center, they estimate a 
minimum of $5 million just to relocate. This figure does not 
include renovations at a new location or rent, which will 
absolutely increase in the New York/New Jersey commercial market. 
The Federal Records Center's Acting Director, Ms. Karen Lucas, 
has stated that GSA has thusfar identified no suitable federal 
site for a relocation so the government could face the enormous 
cost of new construction. And, due to the type of records 
retained at the Center, climate co:ntrolled areas are a 
requirement. 

The Military Sealift Command has estimated a Perrrlanent 
Change of Station (PCS) cost of $5 million. However, because 
they are unsure as to whether or not they remain at MCITBY or 
change homeports certain additional costs can only be assumed. 
If they remain at MOTBY, all CIVMARS (civilian mariners) from 
Norfolk would be placed TAD when attending the MSCLANT 
Firefighting School. If the MSC homeport changes, MSC! estimates 
a $28 million figure for relocating CIVMARS. If the clecision is 
made to change the homeport, COBRA algorithm would be used for a 
total cost of approximately $50 million. 



These costs would include basic personnel relocation and RIF 
costs, excluding salaries, benefits, cost of moving goods, etc. 
And, these cost estimates do not include the costs of moving the 
sea sheds, which have been estimated at between $13-30 million or 
the cost of new construction, if needed, at another homeport. 

I can not overemphasize my belief that the Army assumptions 
as to mission and cost with regard to MOTBY are wrong. The MOTBY 
mission is critical; and, if we seek to recreate it elsewhere, 
the costs will be enormous and the result will not be nearly as 
efficient to the mobilization/war fighting mission as .what we 
already have established at MOTBY. 

I hope that this additional information will clarify the 
additional questions you raised and that you will call me if I 
can provide any further information. 

~gmber of congress 

RM : kgk 
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PORT 

JACKSONVILLE.  FLORIDA 

SUNNY POINT MOT, NOFiTH CAROLINA 
WILMINGTQN, NORTH CAROLINA 
OAKLAND MOTBA, CALIFORNIA 
BEAUMONT, TEXAS 
LON0 BEACH, CALIFORNIA 
CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA 
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 
PORT HEUSEME, C6LIFORNIQ 
NEWPORT NEWS, V IREI IN IA  
CONCORD, CALIFORNIA 
MOREHEAD CITY, NORTH CAROLINA 
TACOMA, WASHINGTQN 
CHEATHAM 4NNEXp VIRDINIA 
EARLE, NEW JERSEY 
SOUTH ATLANTIC OUTPORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 
GULFPORT, MISSISSIPPI 
NORFOLK, VIRQINI6 
RQOSEVELT ROADS, PUERTCJ R I C O  

TOTALS 

NUMBER OF 
VESSELS PERCEI\ITAGE 

*NOTE: BAYONNE. NJ T I E D  FOR SECOND P L , A , C _ ~ - ~ ~ H  HOUSTON. 78- .--- 
* FlLTHOUGH BAYONNE LOFIDED 12.048% O F  THE TOTAL VESSELS LOPIDEE) , 

DURINB THIS  TIME YOU WILL NOTE THRT RAYONNE WAS SECOND ClNLY j 
T O  JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA.  

* USING THE TOTAL OF 17,019,208 SG! F T ,  MOTBY L O A D E D  &!,630,487 
6G FT OF CARGO, WHICH EQUATES TQ 15.43 X O F  THE TOTAL S C  FT 
OF ALL CAR00 SENT TO SAUDI. 

+ THESE TOTALS ALSO INCLUDE 306 PIECES OF COUNTERMINE 
MINESWEEPING EQUIPMENT FROM GENERAL DYNAMICS WARREN, H I  

* A TOTAL O F  7,894 SHORT TONS O F  PIPELINE SECTIONS FROM PUEBLO 
ARMY DEPOT PUEBLO CO, WERE LOADED AT MOTBY. (PIPE, 
COUPLINGS & NIPPLES 1 ""EXCLUSIVETQ_MOTBY" " 

* 130 M i  ABRAHMS TANKS LOADED A T  MOTBY, 60 OF THESE TANKS 
WERE RECEIVED I N  CfiMOUFLAQE GREEN 4 N D  WERE REPAINTED AT THIS 
TERMINAL WITH C.A.R.C.  P R I O R  TO SHIPMENT TO SAUDI. 



* LOADED S E V E R A L  A V I O T I O N  BN'S & EN6 FN'S 

* 124 UNITS WERE RECEIVED AND LOADED ~HROUGH MQTBY FOR 
DEPLOYMENT (DESERT SHIELD) .  SEE ClTTACHED SqEET 

* FIRST TO SECURE HELICOPTERS ON FLATRACKS TO BE LORDED INTO 
SHIPS CONTAINER SECTION 

* OVER 500 S TON CARGO TRUCKS WERE SHIPPED FOR RESUPPLY 
PURPOSEEi 

* TYPES OF  AIRCRAFT LOADED AT MOTBY FOR GULF WAR - BLACKHAWK, 
MEDXVAC, K I O W A  WAHRIER, COBRA & 6PACHE. 

* 475 MT OF CLASEi A "  13, & C AMMUNITfGrJ WERE iCiiiDED A T  MOl'R'! 
FOR OULF WQRo 

* APPROXIMATELY 2,000,000 3Q F T  O F  BTA5ING AREA WAS USED 
DURINB DESERT SHIELD. 

* 1902 R A I L  CARS WERE RECEIVED AT MOTBY FOR DESERT SHIELD 
* 

* 53 CONVOYS WERE RECEIVED AT MDTPY FOR DESERT SHIELD 

* PRTORlTY LOfiDED WATER PURIFICATION QURRTERNASTER 



DESERT SHIELD DEPLOYMZNT UNITS SERVED 

UNITS SERVED DURING DEPLOYflZNT OF DESERT SHIELD: 124 

BELVOIRE, VA FT MONMOUTH, NJ FT MEADE, MD 
FT DLX, NJ VINTJdlLL FARMS, VA J?T SHEDAN,  IL 
FT MDMNTOWN GAP, PA FT DRUM, NY FT KNOW, KY 
FT MCCOY, wi FT LEONARDWOOD, MO FT DEVENS, ~4 I 

FT LEE, VA FT BEN HARRISON, IN FT EUSTIS,VA I 
FT LEE, VA I 

UNITS -,It THAN 1 ST ARMY WHICH DEPLOYED THROUGH MOTBY: \ I  I 
FT LEWIS, WA 

t 

CARSON, CO FT HOOD, TX 
FT CAMPBELL, KY 

I I 

TINKER AF3, OK SAN ANTONIO, TX 
4 / 

BlRMlNGHAM, At TOOBLE DEPOT, UT ALBANY, GA ! 

ANNISTON DEPOT, AL GATESVILLE, TX MARYSVILLE,KS , 

I I. 1 1  * I 
EQUIPMENT RECEIVED IN SUPPORT OF TRE FOLLOWING STATE NATlOFAL GUARD: 

i 
! 

I !  

USPFO, WA 1 
I 

USPPO, co 
USPFO, GA I USPPO, CA 
USPPO, NE ' USPFO, NB 
USPFO, 'IX ' USPFO, FL 

USPPO WY 
USPFO, SD 
USPFO, KS 
USPFO, SC 



Legislative 

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20318-9999 

5 June 1995 

The Honorable John R. Kasich 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 2051 5 

Dear Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you for your letter concerning the House National Security 
Committee's recommendation to acquire two additional B-2 bombers. The 
Service Chiefs and Combatant Commanders have been consulted on this issue, 
and with us unanimously support the Secretary of Defense's position that there 
are more pressing requirements than the marginal increases in capab~lity offered 
by procuring additional B-2 bombers. 

The FY 1995 Heavy Bomber Force Study referred to in your letter is the 
most comprehensive, in-depth, quantitative analysis performed to date that is 
focused on the use of heavy bombers in the conventional warfighting role. The 
study concluded that the Department of Defense's planned bomber fol-ce can 
meet the national security requirements of two nearly simultaneous major 
regional contingencies for anticipated scenarios, and that procuring additional 
quantities of accurate guided munitions would be more cost effective than 
procuring more than 20 B-2s. The results of the Heavy Bomber Study argue 
favorably and soundly for the Department's planned program for heavy bombers, 
which calls for the procurement of 20 programmed B-2 bomber aircraft, the B-1 B 
conventional mission upgrade program, the B-52H conventional mission 
enhancement program and acquisition of modern conventional munitions. 

Though the Authorization Bill recommended by the House National 
Security Committee had many positive features, another proposal which will 
detract from readiness is of concern. It deletes $70M for the purchase of two 
and refit of four urgently required Roll OnIRoll Off (ROIRO) ships for the Ready 
Reserve Force (RRF). This requirement was stated in the 1992 Mobility 
Requirements Study (MRS), and validated by the recent MRS Bottom-.Up Review 
Update (MRS BURU). RRF ships are critical to our near-term ability to meet 
surge sealift requirements. Failure to acquire and refit the ships as proposed by 
the President's Budget means roughly one-sixth of the combat power (an Army 
armored brigade) needed in the initial surge forces would not be available in 



time. The acceleration of new sealift ship construction, as proposed by the 
House National Security Committee, will not start to resolve our current sealift 
shortfall for about 5 years. The Administration proposal would begin to impact 
that shortfall next year. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important issues. 
Please be assured that we support DOD efforts to modernize our forces in the 
most cost-effective manner possible that meet the national security requirements 
of the United States. 

Your continued support is appreciated. With best wishes, 

n Sincerely, 

Vice Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Copy to: Chairman and Ranking Minority 
House National Security Committee 



Documei~t Separator 
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GLEN BROWDER- 
3~ DISTRICT, ALABAMA 

C O M M I T T E E  O N  N A T I O N A L  SECURITY 

C O M M I T T E E  O N  T H E  B U D G E T  

June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2344 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D C  20515-0103 

(202) 225-3261 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

On April 11, 1995, the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources (MDNR) issued a draft air permit to Fort Leonard Wood 
for the Army Chemical School's fog oil training program which has 
been proposed to be moved to Missouri from Fort McClell-an, 
Alabama. 

The restrictive nature of MDNRts draft permit, which would 
not allow the Army to do the kind and extent of smoke training 
presently done at Fort McClellan, caused concern within the 
Army's chain of command. In response to a request from 
Department of Army Headquarters, on May 16, 1995, the Special 
Assistant to the Commandant at Fort McClellan, Lt. Col. Edward 
Newing, prepared a five-page memorandum concluding that. the draft 
permit restrictions "will create overwhelming degradation to 
chemical mission readiness." (Copy enclosed) The May 16 memo 
concluded that MDNRts permit would allow the Chemical School to 
conduct only 25% of training to standards, and it will 
"tragically cripple the capability to conduct smoke trainingM at 
Fort Leonard Wood. 

On Wednesday, June 7, 1995, MDNR issued a final fog oil air 
permit to Fort Leonard Wood. This final permit is ever. more 
restrictive than the earlier draft permit. The number of special 
conditions was increased from 24 to 37, and the use of such 
materials as kerosene (needed to operate when the temperature 
falls below 40 degrees Farenheit) and other vital smoke/obscurant 
sources is specifically prohibited. 

On Thursday, June 8, 1995, Brig. Gen. James Shane, Director 
of Management in the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, U.S. 
Army Headquarters, asked the U.S. Army Chemical School, Fort 
McClellan, to prepare an analysis of the impact of MDNR1s 
restrictive permit conditions on the Chemical Schoolts ability to 
do the fog oil smoke/obscurant training in Missouri. 

In response to General Shanets request, on Friday, June 9, 
1995, a Memorandum for Record was prepared by Colonel Robert 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CLAIR TALLADEGA TALLAPOOSA 



Page 2 

Coughlin, Director of Training for the Chemical School. A cover 
memorandum was prepared and attached by Colonel Harold Mashburn, 
Assistant Commandant of the Chemical School. The package was 
approved by Brig. Gen. Ralph Wooten, Chemical School Commandant, 
and sent through Army Training and Doctrine Command to the 
Department of Army Headquarters in Washington. (Copies enclosed) 

Col. Coughlin's three-page memo criticized MDNR's final 
permit for severely reducing the quantity of fog oil required to 
adequately train, and he concluded the permit will severely limit 
the Army's ability to conduct smoke training to standards. Col. 
Mashburn's two-page memo agreed that 'loperator and unit: 
proficiency cannot be effectively achieved under the restrictions 
of the MDNR permit and will result in significantly reduced 
survivability for U.S. Army forces on future battlefiel-ds." 
(Emphasis added) 

On Monday, June 12, 1995, in response to an inquiry from 
Congressman Glen Browder, Maj. Gen. John Herrling, TRATIOC Chief 
of Staff, wrote: "The smoke training permit issued by the 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources does not alloar the 
Chemical School to train as it currently does at Fort BtcClellan ... we at Training and Doctrine Command intend to work with the 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources to modify the smoke 
training permit, if necessary, to better accommodate chemical 
school training upon its relocation to Fort Leonard W ~ o d . ~  
(Emphasis added) (Copy enclosed) 

Thank you for taking the time to review this information. 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress United Sta 

United States Se 

Enclosures 

cf: Base Closure Commissioners 
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O@PARTM&T or nrr ARMY 
u.9. ARMY CHEMICAL Gnax 

FORT MCCCELUN, A W A  
uCLvm 
A m m m Q C  

ATZN-CM-SAC 16 May 95 

SUBJECT Review of Drafl Air Permit, Fort Lconarzi Wood $moka Training 

1, The purpoaa of thia memorandum is to provide comments on the subject docclmtnt per your 
request. More detailed comments art found at the enclosure. 

2, Th6 State o f  Missouri amoke permit restrictions, if implemented, will create ovcwholmtng 
degradrrtlon to Chemltd Missio~r rt~dlncss. The restrictions will cut back the minimum 
amount &annual fog oil use by 30%, The dally allowance for make tralning tln~e will be cut by 
75%. Aftor sMcnng thesc unacccptablo losses, it fhrther limits our Joint forcoa to smoke 
operations weather conditions which may mist only 60% of the yeat. The amoke p m i t  
virtually aliminstcs more then on6 smoke m n t  per day. The impact would bc violations (subject 
to fines) for 92 days whm two events ate trained, enothw 56 days when t h  evcw are trained, 
and  other 21 days when four scpnratc events are underway at ona tfme, Vdtowtd to stand, the 
Mig~ouri smoke p m t  aaow us to conduct roughly 25% of training to wandatd:~ thead 
rutrictlanr would kill both the U$ Army alld US Alr Force rmakc training. 

3. Duriq the Chemical Functional Area Apalysis on 3 I Oct 94, the Vice Chief ol'Staff 
challenged the Army to "take the laad on proactive involvement with agencies drafting 
environmental rtelatory requirements that impact an chemical training on Amy  ranga as, Pam 
on leadin8 t o w d s  the lwt re~ttictiv~ atamr6~ that provide the maximum trainirrg appommities. 
(Action ODCSOPS)'' 

4, Under Bass Realignment md Closure actiond, Fan Leanard Wood, unfbrtunatdy without 
coordlnUlon with the Chamical School, applied fpr a ~moke permit and varlmce, The Miuoud .. 
smoke permit restrictions will inadverteotly squash the VCSA's goal and tm@call!r crippla rha 
capability to canduct smoke training. One o f  tha mast stunning rs~trictiolu o f  this1 permit is the 
loaa of tapablllty to train with smoke hand grenades, vehicular amoke gramidas, scnokc pts, 
infhred dtfedtina menadtq dot control agents, and large area infiatad obscuranta. The Rearruc 
Component amaka training at the Chamical Schaot would also ba a casualty. 

3, Eyou hrvc qudonr regarding rhir quick asxssmcnt of thc smoke and obranants hw 
ptaasa call mu, RSN 865-6228 or cornmereid 205448-6228 or Fax 865-6786. 

Encl 

Special Assistant to the Commandant 



1. pg 1, titlo Fort Wood provided you a d r d  dr parait. Sines tht iuue i j  now at tho 
d a n c e  hearing etrgr, whuc ia the "flnaI'Y Conaiddng the impact thb hu 011 Chemical 
Miasion Area trriniog, wo need to see the r e 4  t b i ~ ~ .  

2. p8 1, title The basis fur pcnnisian i~ ro "construct a static and mobile foe; oil smoke 
tralnl~gfaclHr)l. This nomenclature is not de~ctiptivc of what the &my proposes to do, 
Could it be that Miarouri Clem Air laws do not cover field military training and ranges? 
The only "hcility" bding constructed i8 a storage area fat fog oil dnrms, Fort IWod will 
blaze toad networks through some wetland a r m  and possibly constmct some  observation 
towera ~hroughout the maneuver wea which is already dedicarcd.to .other type$ of  training. 
This curlour interpolation of  a smoke'adning aria ro a "BciIiry" dccoives the publlc w to 
what the PUtp6re of the p h t  is for. Sinca the permit wag gained without pul~lic 
commant, it would be difffcult for people to know what this is, Since the van'a:ncc doea 
require comment, perhaps they wiU understand smoke will not occur in what could 
reasonably ealIsd a fixed ficility. 

3, pg 1, title If M i u d  har authority fbr Title V of the Clean Air Act, it would seam 
I 

prudcnt ro mention the FedcraI statutes, beyond their laws. They atill must comply with 
Mcral atandards md mrore these activities, espeoially dtlrce it is 8 Federal inatadlation, 
m e t  rtuldtrd% This it@ footin$ is important and not just r carmetic touch. 

4. p~ 2, pwa 1, The anlrual throughput of only 65.000 gallons id unaccsptabla. Wc do 
not know how this figure was calculated, but it appear3 to ba aa average of sari., For$@ 
the averagaa ovsr a five year period. We cdculata training requirements on optrational 
tempo, currefit and projected. The projected consumption needs to be at least 36,000 
gallons per year which includos both the A m y  and Air Force course toads and training 
plans. Additidly, all US Army Chemical units (70% of the Chemical Carps) arc 
required to mobilize at the Chemical School. The patends1 ro emft must ba written into 
the permit, which as was cxplainod ta DNR previously would roughly double th.6 
d d o n d ,  

5, p8 2, para 2, The limit of 3,700 lbs during a 24 hour period i$ unaccepttibla, The 
Anny and Alr Force need more than one hour per day on many occaslo~. A9 stated In 
the cover Iettur tha number of two, three, ssnd f ~ u r  events pcr day is critics1 to wain@ 
loads. If not adjusted, this limitation will cur out 75% of our training capability. 
Additionally, LbM ig UQ mention of other typa of ~bswnntg uSCd by the Chemical 
Schoal. Smoke hand grenades (vatbur colon), vehicle grenade$ (red phosphoruc and 
braas flaku]. HC mokc pot$, safsr moke pots (terapphrlic acid), and lsrge area i d ~ f e d  
obscurant materids are essential portions of training and qualifying chemtcal sot~dian. 
T h i ~  permit oxcfudes this type snloko, 



6. pg 2, prra 3 The PMlO less than 2,bOQ lbr per hour cannot wer be mot. Btm though 
droplet sizes average about one mi~on,  wc would violate this limit evtry time we turn s 
gencratgr on, drive thmugh dust, or ure~infrarcd obscunnta (by dc11gn greatc than 10-24 
microm in siza). IR obicusati~n is a critical skin to countermwure memy 1R taraet 
acquisition dmicos. It is not possible to simulate this sensar/obscuration phenomenon at 
this time. It ia a learned behavior at the institution81 level, 

7, pg 2, para 5 Report& of violations appear3 to be tw sbw. At Iot of d n m w  could 
ensur unlea~ a mora rapid mcthodolo~ is adopted. fhir permit need3 to adjust threshold 
limits beyond 65,000 gdlons per y e 4  to at least the combined i o U  of c u m  <and 
projected training loads (we couId live with A ba~e  bones af 95,000 ga!/yr). Scaling back 
twain8 by 30% i s  unacceprable ro readness 

8. pg 3, pan 7 How will the QAPP plan dfect the "osm" the Chemical 3~11gol and Ait 
Forca Pisasta Prqpzucc!n#$ Technical Training'? The QA plan must be coordjnrrted with 
patentid users. 

9,  pg 3, para 8 Someone nccds to calculate the volurninaw tcreofd keeping cclats. Who is 
the Pmitee: Fort Woad p&onnel or the Chunlcal School? Haw is Fort Wood going 
to implement tMs7 Why is anly fog ail record Iteepiag ncctssaryl Other obfiw~rants need 
to be tallled a d  conm%utc to the entire atmoqhephch load. The emissions ftam rho diesel 
engines of HMWWVs and APCs as well at the MOeAS powering the smoke generators 
are aout-ces, Doe4 thig add to the poundap allowed poi day? Other military v~ehicular 
trehing, automobiles, etcclrical generators, cawtcuction rqulpmcnt, railroad acAivitics, on 
Fort Wood apparently nead to be part ofthe daily total as welL 

9. pg 4, para 13 What equipment should be wed or is avrilabIe for MET data'? Who 
collects it? lfsoldicrs and airmen are to do this who c~ ' f f c s  them and when, !low often? 
Calculation of mixing height is of pcuticular concern, from where i s  it measuredl and haw 
doos it apply to each site and lsngth of plume. 

10. pg 4, para 14 Limitations on bpefarionr How often (par month) do thesr conditionr 
exist? Need to go beck at leaat 5 yem to see if we are handcufPcd by artificial restraints. 
This has the potential, when ~crglstically c d m b i i  with rductlon in annual ~ijallorw 
aJlowabIe and only one hout per day ~ould abaolutaIy shut down mokr, trY'niqg. 

1 I .  pg 4, para 15 I do Mn u n d n a ~ d  how 8 mta agency c#l dictate tho forec~tillg lead 
clmu, They atablirh r 4ta11dud ad now mt to tell the Army how to suck q ~ s ,  This 
State a8cncy is really beyond their authority to tcll ur how to manage comp1ianc;e with 
atandtuds. 



12. p# 4, para 16 Doas thir mean MElT condition4 (sir stability and wind direction) are to 
be conrinuoualy monitoted/rnca~~~ed or jugt before the event. Need to wall~atc ths 
percent of tirnc wirld directions and speeds are unfavorable, Qdck ree'wsnc(s hdicatos 
untkverable conditiom d a t  around 35% of tho time, The only available wind rose is 
twmty yam old. 

13. pg 5, para 1 6 ~  lftha Dlrector is  meant to be the Director of D M ,  thil present3 an 
intere~ting 1-1 rituation for the Army, This blanket authorhy seems to bc a cat~h-all 
phraac which allows the Director to unlalornlly terminate Atmy emok~ optra,tl~n$, Thts is 
obsutd, tf pernit vlaIetions occur, enforce it, but the airactor ~hauld have no legal baia 
terminas emoke for "to be determinod" reasons. Perhap3 thia is the place where an insert I 

can state tho Director mbht be overruled by [he EPA or other Federal Agenoits. The88 
mysterious powers of the Director place the Amy at risk and Bould be eliminated. 

14, pa 6, para 23 Wd would be automatically in violation if tried to mainbin currant 
training krols, The air quality madclbg ttandards need to be addrused in this document, 
Air models used by the EPA are not a3 speciflc for cloud dynamic3 and conci!fltcation aar ' 
tho onos autablished by the Anny (formally the Atmtpheric Scierrca Laboratory). EPA 
modda use hdusmal chemical sack ernlddions and trsnsfa~e that to smoke generator 
8ourw1 mma ofwhich ara mobile. No known BPA model is an accurate representation, 
The Combined Obscuranr Madel for B~ttfefleld Induced Contaminant$ (COM3XC) is the 
worlds bait madd and thould be used, apecieislly since it ig possible to model all typu of 
obgcurant~, n ~ t  just f o ~  oil. Othcr saurces are the Joint Technical Group for Munition4 
Effecti~cn(~ss-Smake and Aerosols Group as~edsment report8 which have tailored smoke 
munitions end generators for the past ten yean. If we ara goiog to use models, wa ilrauld 
do it correctly. 

1s. pa 6, para 24 Injury 10 plants and animal life have not been thoroughly documented, 
Siem Club and others note (quite accuratrty) the Army analysts pn subjective and most 
are inconctuslve. The Army canno avoid the challenge that specific tests h a w  not been 1 done at Port Wood or Fort McClal an, Army references cite known ytudiej which treat 
flora and frmna with about 5,000 tjmea the amount that might be expected from Anny fog ! 
oil oparatiana, I intultivety believe it is aah, one cannot measure the dawnwit~d 
dcpositkn, but it is hard to avoid the criticism that it has to go 30m6wh~n. The warjt 
case ij a cha l lo~o  of fag oil spifl~gc at the generator sites. Part Wood will mi~tigats t h i ~  
with their Tn'nstdlatlon Spill Contlngancy PIan. It is dimcult to ~tttribute dlrect or 
approximate damage to plants axtd animals if no base line is mailable. Haw does the other 

to allow thtsc in the air permit, What is different about fog oil? Urlreasonabla enjoyment 
of life is another nebulous tern, Smoke by its very nature may be considcrcd tl nuisance 

1 
ob~curants Gact plants and animal97 D'NR has tho Army assessment d~ta ,  buit chaae not I 

and 1R ob~curentr are ddmd a nuis~ce dust. I see big problems here. It is r log81 tarpit 
which placa the sntlre art o f  3moke acneration for the survival o f  fighting hrcies at 
trmandous rijk. I 



16. pa 7, Attachmat A Thmr four $itas have not been measured. Tho ooty data which 
exist1 rt Fort Wood i~ measured &om the airtlerld. Historical wind data is ancient, 
Can~tdrrla the relation of  aprciflcity requlrcd to c0qpI.y with this pennit, microclfmedc 
studios should be performed at each of these sltcj, As sated in Fott McClalan's 1993 
Smoke Report (but rajected by Fort Wood) seasod wfnd patterns and apeeds limit smoka 
training # these sites because of the potential for offpost migration or inte&!renca with 
othw poat activities, Consarvativa estimates ate that berwcen 25-50?! of thti time, smoke 
operations wjll be limited. Stnce we use smoke 250 days of the year, finher arosion of 
trainin# opportunities are wnain. Bxclude the non trafn~able terrain, avaidanca of  
endan~ered spaien arcns, small pondq wetlands, impact artas, the in6maus mil l i~n dal1u 
hob area, cantonment area, standoff diatmca between the installatton baunclasy and 
smoke areas, tho major thoroughfare bisecting thc installation, the bombing range and 
t harcr is legs space than it appears. The bottomtine is that weather i s  one of tl~a most 
limiting fwtors of all, Wo can schedule clam.$, tang% bcations, but we cannot dchcdulo 
Motha Nature. From someone 4 t h  over twenty yaws of sm~kc generator ctxpsrfsnce I 
in tsU'ing you thlj dmoke permit i s  a di~wittr for the fbture of the Army's smoke pmgram. 

** T O T A L  P R G E . O O 6  ** 



U.S. ARMY CHEMICAL SCHOOL 
FORT MCCLELLAN, ALABAMA 36205-tit120 

M E M O W U M  m u  C O W j E R ,  TRFDOC. XTTN: ATCS-OR, FORT 
M O N R 3 5 ,  VIRGm 2365.1-5000 

SUL~JECT~ Review of Missouri Departmect of N a t u r a L  Resouzcss 
(MDNR) Permit 

1. This memorandum forwards a review of the ,XDNR P e r m i t  f o r  
smoke t r a i h g  at F o r t  L e o m i  Wood and preseats the V.S. ~ r m _ v  
Chedcal  School's assessnerit or' its -act on smoke t ra i l ing 
(zttached) . 
2. The capzbilit-- to train saldie-rs and leaders to ef'fectively 
eaploy  smoke is &solutely esssncial to hzny readiness end 
operations. Combat development stuciies shcw large a r e  smoke, 
whert properly used, povides  combat corulraari8ers a 30% increase in 
~ ~ i v a b i l i t y  and eve3 greater force protection gercerr tages in 
defeating long rmge anti-tank fires. This capa.bF1Fiyy is 
grovided by the chemical off icers  , nonconmzissioned aEZicers, ets?d 
soldiers who receive smokz t r e l n k g  at tie U.S. b x n y  Chemical 
School under Training and DoccrLe Command approved Programs Of 
Instr~ction which define the tasks, conditions, and skandards fo 
branch qualification. 

3 .  Currently, smoke trainkg f o r  the Army mad Ahz Forcze is 
effectively conZuc ted at Fort McClellan. The Alabama Deparbent 
~f EZlvirorm~tal Managenexat i s  f u l l y  informed of ;-he smoke 
training program and has conciuded that this t r g k i n g  does not 
require an a i r  germit for smoke ogeretions (enclosure 6 of 
attachment) , 

4 .  NBC def ense/smoke cnployment subject matter e x p a t ! ;  have I 
reviewed the &a%t Missouri Department of  Natural Resources Air f 
Pe-mit  and have concluded thac It w i l l  severely limit the abilFt$ 
to conduct smoke training to standards. Cgerator and unit: 
proficicficy caraot be effec t ivellf  achieved mder the res t r i c r i o n  
or' the D N R  3emi.t and ; ~ i l L  r a z - ~ l ~  i n  s i~n i -F icmt ly  reduced 
su,--;F-jabili=-./ f o r  U. 2 .  . ;m ry  f z rces  on Eu~cre baz=:ef+ei&. 
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.. SUBJECT: Review of H ~ S S O U ~ ~  Department 02 Natural R6souces 
(-1 .permi.t 

5 .  Point  of Contact for the issue is the undersigned, 
( 205 )  848-5265 or DSN 865-5265.  

..- 
FOR THE COMMANDER: 

1 Atch 
as Colonel, CM 

Assis tant  Commandant 

CF: 
Commander, U.S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard 'Wood, 

A?"I!N: ATZT-CG, F o r t  Leona~d Noad, MO 65473-5000 



. ATZN-CMN . 
1 ..'*....,,... 

9 June 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD I 
SUBJECT: Review of Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Penmit 

-- 
1. The U.S. Army Chemical School reviewed the 7 Jun 95 Missouri Department ofNatural 
Resources Air Permit for fog oiI at Enclosire I in light of potential impacts on snnoke training. 
Smoke training is an integral part of all Chemical Corps professional development courses taught 
at the Chemical school. Ail branch qualification smoke training for chemical of3c:ers (74A), : 

Chemical NCOs (54B), and Tnitial Entry soldiers (OSUT). This training is conduc:ted in j 

accordance with the tasks, conditions, and standards contained in relevant TRADOC approved 
Programs of Instruction. I 
2. The pennit would impose 37 special conditions on the conduct of smoke training ,at Fort 
Leonard Wood. These special conditions vary in their impact on the effectiveness of smoke 
training from severe to minor. Only the most severe restrictions will be addressed in succeedins 
paragraphs due to time constraints imposed on this analysis. 

3. The Permit caps annual consumption of fog oil at 65,000 gdons per year. The FY 96 
consumption of fog oil is estimated to be 123,562 gallons by the Active Army and Air Force 
(Endosure 2), Baed  on empirical data that includes the impact of weather, low student show 
rates, and optimistically lower average fog oil consumption rates, this estimate mqy be as low as 
99,888 gallons. The proposed annual permitred quantity of fog oil (65.000 gallon!;) then 
represents a loss of between 47.4% wd 34.9% af training time at the macro level. Additionally. 
the FY 96 projected requirement does not include Reserve Component usage iactors (Enclosure 
3) because of the uncertainty associated with their availability ro train at Fort Leonard Wood. By 
way of comparison, 93.800 gallons were used in FY 94 and 11 6.350 gallons were used in IT 93 
at Port McCieflan. ; 

4. The 1MDNR Permit establishes a daily limit of 3.700 pounds (500 gallons) of fo,g oiL Our 
reGew of FY 96 schedule of training events (Enclosure 4) shows 190 days of smoke training. 
The proposed restriction would be exceeded on 154 of 190 training days. A review of multiple 
smoke event training days shows 83 days where more than one event would need' to take place. 
On 78 of these 83 mdtiple smoke h i n g  days, the limit of 3,700 pounds (500 gallons) would be 
exceeded. Our greatest concern is for the One Station Unit Training (OSUT) smoike training 
rquirements. One platoon of OSUT soldiers consumes 1.050 gallons of fog oil in one afternoon 
of hands-on training. This results in 0.42 hours (25 minutes) of actual operating time per student. 
Under the proposed restrictions, the training would need to be cot by one-haif to meet the Iimit 
assuming this is the only smoke training event occuning that day. 

5: The MDNR Permit creates a limit of PM- I0 elnissions not to exceed 2.600 pounds per hour. 
Considering n 70% suspaision rare of  Fog oil dropleis. this equates lo approximately I0 
generators runnins Ibr one hour. I t  is not clear to us how the Missouri Depal-tmcnl of Natural 

06-14-95 03:31PM P 
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ATZN-CMN . 
SUBJECT: Review'of Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Pamit 

Resources wiU interprtt this standard. If the maximum limit ofgenerators running at one time is 
indeed limited to only ten generators, then 8 of the I 1 types of smoke training events would be 
degraded. If the PM-I 0 emissions standard is an average rate, then no single sn~oke training 
event would be degraded, assuming our current smoke training hours are not compressed. 

6. The MDM.Perrnit specifies that only the M3A3 smoke generator may be wed for training. 
The M3A3 smoke generator is obsolete and has been for six years. It was replaced with ~JI array 
of syseems as show at enclosure 5. At present, chemical soldiers train on M3 A4 (static), MI57 
(HMMWV), and M 1059 (mechanized) generator systems. By the end of 1997, the Chemical 
School will train soldiers to opemte a minimum of four separate systems. These additional 
systems in the inventory will increase fog oil requirement by 43,000 gallons annually. 

1 
7. The MDNR Pemit specifically prohibits the use of graphite or brass to change o; enhance : 

! 
obscurant effectiveness. This prohibition eliminates our ability to train with multispecbal i 
obscurants, a significant modernization the Army has spent millions of dollars to achieve. Both : 
the MSG and M58 smoke senerator systems (with turbine generarors) were designed to 
specifically add infrared (graphite) obscurants to the fog oil for larse area obscur-ation. This 
MDNR Permit will allow neither system to be used at Fort Leonard Wood. 

8. Appendix A of the Permit recommends that the number of smoke training days be Iimited to 
135 days annually. This artificial limit will compress the trainins now conducted over 190 days 
and hrther increase the number of multiple smoke event days. This in turn, incrt?ases the need t 
exceed the 3,700 pounds per day emission standard. 

9. Training degradation caused by limitations on the nu~nber of trainins days are further 
exacerbated by the limitation that oniy one training event may rake place at one time. The penni, 1 
does allow multiple training events in a day, but no simultaneous smoke traininy ,missions. This . 

combination of limitations will create a scheduling nightmare. The best time for making smoke is 
during inversion conditions, specifically prohibited by the Pentlit. Add variable wind conditions . 
which will lead to canceflations and effective smoke traininy indeed becomes a severe challenge. 1 
10. Record keeping. repotring, monitoring and modeling requirements are excessive and costly. 
Meteorological monitoring requirements begin one hoia prior to an event and enti one hour afie 
conlpletion of an event. The trained meteorologisr required by the pennit or his staff must 
measure and record (every GO seconds) air ~emperature. pressure, relarive humidiity, armospheri 
stability. mixing l~eight. wind speed. and wind direct ion. If the n~eteorology sysrern malfunction 
for two consecutive minutes, the smoke training must stop. If oieteorological parameters cited 
above go out of tolerance for three consec~~rive nii~~ufes. tnirrin tnust stop. The permittee Jnus 
also run a (nonstandard Amy) predictive conlpi~~er niodel (TACSMK) prior to smoke training 
events. Finally, a certified llleteorological forecast tt~i~st be obtairled less tllarl two llours prior r 
any stnokt event t11at fbrecasts favor.nble nearlicr co~iditions Ibl. rlic pl.ojectccl smoke period. 

, 
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SUBJECT: Jbview of Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) Permit 

11. The State of Alabama dots not currently require U.S. Army ChernicaI School or Fon .- 
McClelIan to submit an air permit for fog oil. While Federal guidelines exist, each Stare has I 

primacy for enacting or enforcing guidelines. Currently, fog oil training requirements are not ' 

limited by State of -4labama restrictions (Encl 6). i 
12. In coadusion, the MDNR Permit would severely reduce the annual and daily quantity of fog 
oil required to adequately train soldiers in smoke tasks. In order ra approach the proposed 
limitations, either hands-on training for OSUT soldiers and junior officers will need to be 
significantly reduced or the number of generator systems trained would need to be reduced. One 
way to avoid degradation of smoke training requirements would be to rquesr s~odification ofthe 

I 
. . 

I 
draft air permit allowing 170.000 gallons of fog oil per year (projected use plus :modernized 
systems demand) and an increase to 1,700 gallons of fog oil per day. In order tcr provide 
flexibility while still respecting environmental quality, no limit should be placed on the annual 
training days or hours within a smoke training day. Finally, meteorological mea!;urement, 
recording, predictions, and simulation requirements must be reduced to realistic levels. 

v ' COL, CM 
Director of Training 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEAWUMrUIS UNmD STAlES MW TRAYlNQ ANO WClRNI COUYAND 

WtCL OF THE CHIEF W HAW 
FORT YONROL, VlRQMU ZjBt-Wa) 

June 12, 1995 
REPLY TO 
A r t P m O N o f  

Operations Directorate 

Honorable Glen Browder 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-0103 

Dear Mr. Browder: 

This is in response to your correspondence to the Chemical School questing an 
assessment of their ability to conduct smoke training at Fort Leonard Wood under the air 
permit issued by Missouri. 

The smoke training permit issued by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
does not allow the Chemical School to train as it currently does at Fort McCllellan, but this 
should not preclude the Chemical School from accomplishing its smoke training mission. We 
understand the challenge of moving the training mission and maintaining the established 
environmental standards at Fort Leonard Wood. Headquarters Training and Doctrine 
Command, in conjunction with the Chemical School, is reviewing the smoke training program 
to assess overall effectiveness and determine modifications which could allow them to operate 
within the established guidelines, all of which we feel can be accommodated. We are 
committed to ensuring that courses and tasks will achieve the required military occupational 
specialty qualifications. 

Increased environmental concerns and regulations nationwide are causing the Army to 
seek alternative training methodologies in order to protect the environment. The Chemical 
School is already aggressively pursuing the use of computer simulations to teach the smoke 
planning process to officers and non-commissioned officers, thus reducing the requirement for 
field training. Additionally, we at Training and Doctrine Command intend 10 work with the 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources to modify the smoke training permit, if necessary, 
to better accommodate chemical training upon its relocation to Fort Leonard Wood. 

Programs of Instruction are routinely reviewed and modified for relevancy and 
changing conditions to ensure units are provided with trained soldiers. The Czhemical School 
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provides individual training in an institutional environment. Modifications to Chemical School 
training should not impact unit readiness. 

Sincerely, 

(yf+ John P. Herrling 

Major General, U. S. Army 
Chief of Staff 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMCdlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON.  CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Browder: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, U!sAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI  
MG JOSUE ROBLESi, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STl IELE 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston Axmy Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult ancl challenging 
process. 

Sincerelv. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMlVlSSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE S T R E E T  SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CIiAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LlSAF (RET)  

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN 1:. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston Army Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on rnilitaqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carehlly considered by the Commission ui making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMrdlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  ti-IAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Howell: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI  
MG JOSUE ROBLELi. JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STIIELE 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston , 9 n y  Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was careklly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult ancl challenging 
process. 

Sincerely. 



ocument Separator 
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GLEN BROWDER 
3D DISTRICT, ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE O N  NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE O N  THE BUDGET 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2344 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 2051W103  

(202) 225-3261 - 
DISTRICT OFFICES: 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

June 16, 1995 PHONE: (334) 745-6221 

Defense Base Closure and Realiqnment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, suite-1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We have been closely following the testimonies before your 
Commission and have observed that two questions contin~e to 
surf ace : 

1. Does Anniston Army Depot have the capacity to 
accommodate the consolidated ground combat vehicle work 
recommended to transfer from Red River and Letterlcenny 
Army Depots? 

2. Should the Army place "all its eggs in one basketH 
by consolidating the maintenance of ground combat 
vehicles at Anniston Army Depot? 

The question of capacity has been addressed during 
Commission testimony by the Army Chief of Staff and the Secretary 
of the Army and during a site visit to Anniston by Lt. Gen. John 
Coburn, Deputy Commander, Army Materiel Command, with 
Commissioner Josue Robles. These three Army leaders have 
confidently stated Anniston Army Depot has the capacity to 
maintain the Army ground combat vehicle fleet in both peacetime 
and mobilization/wartime. 

The uall-the-eggs-in-one-basketll question is legitimate but 
it is counterproductive to an Army striving to stretch scarce 
funds to provide the defense readiness our nation deserves. 
Consolidation continues to be one of the primary sources of 
dollar savings as the Army downsizes. This is evidenced by the 
Army's past consolidation of helicopter repair at Corpus Christi 
Army Depot and ground communication maintenance at Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Clommission 
also recognized the merits of consolidation by recommending to 
maintain all DOD tactical missile systems at Letterkenn.~ Army 
Depot. All branches of the Armed Forces and past Base Closure 
Commissions have embraced the proven concept that consolidation 
of similar operations saves money. 

Concerns have been expressed that a catastrophe at Anniston 
Army Depot could eliminate the Army's ability to support its 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST. CLAIR TALLADEGA TALLAPOOSA 
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combat vehicle fleet. If a disaster occurred at Anniston Army 
Depot, other sources of repair would be temporarily available 
until Anniston were back on line. The Lima (Ohio) tan.k plant is 
operating and has some capacity to handle maintenance ~verflow if 
Anniston were disabled; skilled personnel from Annisto:n could 
augment the existing private sector armored vehicle inlfiustrial 
base; and the public sector has the same but limited capabilities 
at the Marine Corps depots in Barstow, California, and Albany, 
Georgia. 

Such a disaster scenario would become critical only after a 
conflict, which, as General Sullivan has noted, is the time of a 
depot's true surge. 

The Army readiness gained by efficiencies and cost savings 
of consolidation more than offset the benefits of buying an 
expensive insurance policy to guard against the remote chance of 
a disaster at Anniston. Army leaders are convinced the risk of 
an Anniston catastrophe is preferable to the certainty of 
inferior weapon system maintenance and modernization caused by 
lack of defense funds. 

Army and Department of Defense authorities are confident 
Anniston Army Depot can support maintenance of the consolidated 
ground combat vehicle fleet during peace and wartimes isee 
enclosed chart). Adequate capacity remains in the public/private 
combat vehicle industrial base even if a disaster occurred at 
Anniston. 

Thank you for your consideration of this very important 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
- 

Member of Congress United stat& Senator 

Richard Shelby 
United States S 

Enclosure 

cf: Base Closure Commissioners 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN lRETl 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEIELE 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston sirmy Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult anld challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston  by Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the id'ormation you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Chairman 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMM'ISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Howell: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 16 and 19, concerning Anniston Army Depot 
(ANAD) and the Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the infinnation you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 



ocuiiiei~t S eparator 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 206 10 

202-2244524 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

June 19, 1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore Street 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am enclosing a summary and supporting data from the 
Montgomery County community's final analysis of the cost to 
relocate the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) headquarters to 
NSWC White Oak versus the Washington Navy Yard. Since our meeting 
on June 13th, we received additional data from the Navy which the 
community has analyzed. 

According to the community analysis, which I believe is very 
sound and carefully documented, it will cost $ 6 0 . 2  million more to 
move NAVSEA to the Navy Yard than to White Oak. Tke recurring 
savings for operating NAVSEA at the Navy Yard are at most $3.8 
million if not less, which means that it will take at least 16 
vears to realize a return on investment. 

The recurring savings for operating NAVSEA at the Navy Yard 
are at most $3.8 million if not less, which means that it will take 
16 vears to realize a return on investment. Even this recurring 
savings figure would be less if the COBRA factored in operating 
efficiencies that would occur at White Oak if: 

1) the key facilities now at White Oak remain open, and 
2) the more than 400  SEA 08 employees are moved to the Navy 

Annex. 

I further believe that non-quantifiable factors such as White 
Oak's superior quality of life and expansion potential should be 
taken into consideration to offset any marginal recurring savings 
at the Navy Yard. 

I appreciate your attention to these significant new findings 
and urge you to reaffirm the BRAC 1993 decision to move NAVSEA to 
White Oak and to maintain the key facilities there. This would 
also enable SPAWAR to stay in the National Capital Region by moving 
to the Navy Yard. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Thank you for your consideration of my concerns as you make 
your final decisions. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMhlISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - _\ ', ;zf 2 "-'; "! .;T'c;N 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . -.- 
703-696-0504 ., j -- $!xi6 8 1 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, U!BAF (RET) 

June 21, 1,995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEli, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STIZELE 

The Honorable Paul Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Paul: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of an analysis prepared by the 
Montgomery County, Maryland, community concerning the cost and savings associated with the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation to change the receving site of the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA) from White Oak, Maryland, to the Washington Navy Yard. I appreciate 
your strong interest in the future of NAVSEA and I welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult 2nd challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 





TfIE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 4 5~\u%% 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN I FYI I ACIION I INlT I COMMISSION MEMBERS I I M  I ACTION I INIT 
-- 

CHAIRMAN DMON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA 

Sr'AFF DIRECM)R / COMMISSIONER COX -- 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR v COMMISSIONER DAVIS -- 
GENERAL COUNSEL COMMISSIONER KLING 

MLLITARY EXECUTIVE I I I I 
COMMISSIONER ROBLES (5 

1 
DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON COMMISSIONER !mlELX (I" 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT 

-- 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DEUEIUR OF TRAVEL 

I -  
REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

I 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 1 L /  I I 
CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER m+ 

DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES I I I I I I I 
TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

w 

SubjedlRemarLs: 

~ ~ P T ~ - ' \ E - \ ~  No f u\\oe-=k CUu\cy 3~*p&&-,s 
='%-~QP\w '?Ha-t . ~ ~ \ [ 5 5 ( o ~  aF *MIL  OLE&- -- 
\ F Q ~ \ N ~ L ~  .CGw @,d;70-twq Q - G ~ P W C C ~  . @ q  

COcMrnE&cthL ' ( > G ~ ~ -  ~ ~ P P D I ~ - ~ ~ v u G  O R 7 A  \%CLIIOCVL) 

l / ' m  

Prepare Reply for Cb =I, 's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Sipmiwe 

ACTION: Offer Camnents and/or Suggestions 

Prepare Reply for t Z m m k h d 8 1  Sipatwe 

PrepareDirrdResponsc 



ROBERT MENENDEZ 
1 3 ~ ~  DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 

COMMITTEE O N  TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
AVIATION 

WATER RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 
WESTERN HEMISPHERE AFFAIRS 

DEMOCRATIC WHIP AT LARGE 

June 19, 1995 

1730 LONGWORTH HOUSE 0.0. 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

911 BERGEN AVENUE 
JERSEY CITY, NJ 07306 

1201 ) 222-2828 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am disturbed that the Secretary of the Army has made 
statements to the Commission on Jurie 14, 1995 which claimed that 
the Army recommendation to close MOTBY was the product of "over a 
year's worth of painstaking analysis, informed military judgment 
and comprehensive oversight and review." I have enclosed two 
memorandum which have exhaustively examined the total lack of 
documentation for the MOTBY recommendation. 

There are 14 boxes of information in the BRAC library on the 
depot issue. There is nothing which supports the assu.mption that 
the mission of the MOTS can be totally replaced by commercial 
ports. In fact the only materials in your library are directly 
contradictory. That is sworn testimony from civilian experts on 
port matters who state that the civilian port capacity does not 
equate with availability or capability to move outsized and 
specialized military cargo on a time sensitive basis. The 
Commission is entitled to better information on which to make an 
informed decision. I hope the material which I have assembled 
will help you to make that decision. I believe that this 
information proves that the comments from the Army about MOTBY 
and its value are WRONG. 

According to the attached breakdown of port activity, while 
MTMC and the Army have continually claimed that MOTBY was 
responsible for only 10% of the output during Desert Shield, you 
can see that figure is low. As a percentage of square foot 
shipment, MOTBY accounted for over 15%. 

MOTBY was second only to Jacksonville, Florida, in the 
amount of ships loaded and the percentage of materials shipped. 
And, as you can see, the Army deployed units and from as far away 
as Washington state and tanks from Texas through MOTBY. Clearly, 
MOTBY is utilized for far more than just the 10th Mountain 
Division out of Ft. Drum. 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 



Similarly, suggestions that MOTBY can be closed and the 
mission handled by MOTSU, Sunny Point, SC is another example 
which sounds plausible but breaks down under scrutiny. MOTSU has 
serious limitations as a port because of dredging problems; 
wharfs which can only load a very limited type of ship; 
inadequate bridge and roadways unable to support the weight of 
the 70 ton MI tank and explosive blast arcs which prevent cargo 
from being staged less than . 3  to 1.6 miles from piers without 
warehouses. [Please see the Supplemental Memorandum fcr complete 
information. (black binder)] 

I can not overemphasize my belief that the Army assumptions 
as to mission and cost with regard to MOTBY are wrong. The MOTBY 
mission is critical. If we seek to recreate it elsewhere, the 
costs will be enormous and the result will not be nearly as 
efficient to the mobilization/war fighting mission as what we 
already have established at MOTBY. 

I hope that this additional material will address any 
questions you raised and that you will call me if I can provide 
any further information. 

Sincerely, 
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JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 
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I..10USTONg TEXAS 
BUNNY P O I N T  MOT, NORTH CAROLINA 
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 
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NUMBER OF 
VESSELS PERCENTAGE 

*NOTE: BAYONNE. NJ T IEU FOR SECOND PCFI&E-FITH HOUSTON. 'LX_ 

* ALTHOUGH BAYONNE LOADED 12.048% O F  THE TOTAL VESSELS L(3ADEb , 
DURING THIS TIME YOU WILL NOTE THQT BAYONNE WhS SECOND ONLY j 
TO JACKSONVILLE,  FLORIDA. 

* USING THE TOTAL OF 17,019,208 SQ F T ,  MOTBY LORDED E!,630,487 
SQ FT OF  CARGO, WHICH EQUQTES TO 15.45 % O F  THE TOTAL 88 FT 
O F  n L L  CARGO SENT TO SAUDI.  

* THESE TOTALS ALSO INCLUDE 306 PIECES OF COUNTERMINE 
MINESWEEPING EQUIPMENT FROM GENERAL DYNAMICS WARREN, HZ 

* A TOTAL O F  7,854 SHORT TONS OF PIPELINE SECTIONS FROM PUEBLO 
ARMY DEPOT PUEBLO GO, WERE LOADED AT  MOTBY. (PIPE, 
COUPLINGS & NIPPLES 1 ""EXCLUSIVF TO M.0TBY " ' I  

I 
* 130 M i  F\BRAHMS TANKS LOADED AT MOTBY, 60 OF THESE TFINK8 

WERE RECEIVED I N  CAMOUFLAQE GREEN aND WERE REPAINTED A 7  T H I S  
TERMINAL WITH C.A .R .C .  PRIOR T 0  SHIPMENT TO SAUDI. I 



* LOADED SEVERAL AV1ATION BN'S & ENG PH's 

* 124 UNITS WERE RECEIVED AND LOADED THRCJUGH NOTSY FOR 
DEPLOYMENT (DESERT SHIELD).  SEE ATTACHE3 S'iEET 

* FIRST TO SECURE HELICOPTERS ON FLRTRACKS TO BE LOADED ]:NTO 
SHIP8 CQNTAINER SECTION 

* OVER 500 5 TON CARGO TRUCKS WERE SHIPPED FOR RESUPPLY 
PURPOSEEi 

* TYPES OF  AIRCRAFT LOADED AT MOTBY FOR GULF WAR - BLACKHAWK, 
MEDXVAC, KIOWA WAKRIER, COPRA & APACHE. 

* 475 MT OF CLA88 A ,  B, L C fiMMUNITION WERE LOADED AT MOTBY 
FOR QULF WAR. 

* APPROXIMATELY 2,000,000 SQ FT O F  STABINO AREA WAS USED 
DURINO DESERT SHIELD. 

* 53 CONVOYS WERE RECEIVED AT MOTBY FOR DESERT SHIELD 
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Legislative 

CHAlRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON. 0.C. 203169999 

5 June 1995 

The Honorable John R. Kasich 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you for your letter concerning the House National Security 
Committee's recommendation to acquire two additional B-2 bombers. The 
Service Chiefs and Combatant Commanders have been consulted or1 this issue, 
and with us unanimously support the Secretary of Defense's position that there 
are Inore pressing requirements than the marginal increases in capat~ility offered 
by procuring additional B-2 bombers. 

The FY 1995 Heavy Bomber Force Study referred to in your letter is the 
most comprehensive, in-depth, quantitative analysis performed to dale that is 
focused on the use of heavy bombers in the conventional warfighting role. The 
study concluded that the Department of Defense's planned bomber force can 
meet the national security requirements of two nearly simultaneous rrlajor 
regional contingencies for anticipated scenarios, and that procuring additional 
quantities of accurate guided munitions would be more cost effective than - 
procuring more than 20 B-2s. The results of the Heavy Bomber Study argue 
favclrably and soundly for the Department's planned program for heavy bombers, 
which calls for the procurement of 20 programmed 8-2 bomber aircraft, the 6-1 B 
conventional mission upgrade program, the €3-52H conventional mission 
enhancement program and acquisition of modern conventional munitions. 

Though the Authorization Bill recommended by the House National 
Security Committee had many positive features, another proposal which will 
detract from readiness is of concern. It deletes $70M for the purchase of two 
and refit of four urgently required Roll OnIRoll Off (RO/RO) ships for the Ready 
Reserve Force (RRF). This requirement was stated in the 1992 Mobility 
Requirements Study (MRS), and validated by the recent MRS Bottom-Up Review 
Update (MRS BURU). RRF ships are critical to our near-term ability to meet 
surge sealift requirements. Failure to acquire and refit the ships as proposed by 
the President's Budget means roughly one-sixth of the combat powel- (an Army 
armored brigade) needed in the initial surge forces would not be available in 



time. The acceleration of new sealift ship construction, as proposed by the 
House National Security Committee, will not start to resolve our current sealift 
shortfall for about 5 years. The Administration proposal would begin to impact 
that shortfall next year. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these important Issues. 
Please be assured that we support DO0 efforts to modernize our forces in the 
most cost-effective manner possible that meet the national security requirements 
of the United States. 

Your continued support is appreciated. With best wishes, 

n Sincerely, 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Copy to: Chairman and Ranking Minority 
House National Security Committee 
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h. REMARKS 

Bayonne Military 0cea.s Terminal was selected Wr closure in accordance with the dimaxes of ~ h c  
Army Stationing Strateby's Operational Blueprint as follows: I . I I - Suficient commercial pon capacity i s  available on each coan to supporr rhe power p~.ojectian 
requirements o f  the National Military Strategy. - There is n o  operational requirement ro retain military pons whose primary.capabilities can be 
duplicated at a commercid pon 

- Military pons that ra i s e  unique military rsquiroments such aa shippiy live ammunition must be 

1 Rsscwe Component Impact: 
I - RC units located on the ins~allation. None 

I - RC units receiving suppon f r o n ~  the insrallarion. None 

- Requiremtnt for an RC enclave. None 

- Cons associated wirh the RC enclave. N/A I 
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DEPLOYMENTS . 

DESERT SHIELD 1 

' I  
UPHOLD DEMOCRACY 



1 
I 
I . 24 HOUR RECEIVING I 

I 
I 

m SAFE HAVEN I . ADEQUATE COVERED AND UNCOVERED STAGING SPACE ' 1 

AVAILABLE i I 1 

FAST SEALIFI SH~P HOMEPORTED BAyONNE 
J ? 9 

. I=J,S\U ~CCESSIE~LE FROM L O W i  NGHWAyS AND fWILvdCIS 1 I . LOCATED CLOSE TO A~RPORTS 
I ,  

EXPERIENCED PERSONNEL (CIVILIAN CONTmcToR) I a m 
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; I, I ioCmR LPN S ~ S ~ E M I L ~ S E L  WK\ N G CAPABIL~T~~SIS(;PNNERS 



1 FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVlCESi 
4 

m MULTI FUNCTlONAL AGENCY - FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES, HAZMAT RESPONSE. EMS, 
RESCUE, CONFINED SPACE RESCUE. WATER RESCUE - MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT WITH BAYOHNE AND SURROUNDING 
COMMUNITIES 1 

OPERATIONAL 24 HOURS-365 DAYS A YEAR . ONLY MARITIME FIREFIGHTERS IN HUDSON COUNTY 
b FULLY OPERATIONAL-COMPLETE 

RESCUUFIREFIOHTINGIHA~RDOUS RESPONSE EQUIPMENT . NEWLY RENOVATED FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES FACILIN. 

TOTAL COST 2 MILLION . TRAINED FIREFIGHTERS BY FEDERAL. STATE AND COUNTY 
I ,  

AGENCIES . CONDUCTS NJ FlRE COLLEnE STATE AND LOCAL FIRE FIGHTERS 1i 1 1 
I ,!I TRAINING 

PROVIDE AVAILABLE COURSES TO ALL STATE AND LOCAL 
I! I? 

' 1 ,  
li 

I I AGENCIES - CONDUCTS DISASTER DRILLS 
I 1 )  

' ! 

= COOP TRAINING TO OFFSET BOTH FEDEMLANO MUNICIPAL I I 
I BUDGETS . PROVIDE INSTRUCTORS FOR C I N  RECRUIT CLASSES. I . € .  . !MWS 1 

OF LIFE. : ~ E H I C L E  EXTRACTION . BRIEF RECRUITS ON BURN FACILITY . PROVIOEBAYONNE AND INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES BREATHABLE AIR, 
SAVING THE ClW OF BAYONNE THOUSANDS OF DOLIARS. 24 
HOURS 385 DAYS EITHER ON SCENE OR AT THE MlLrARY OC;l%N 
TERMINAL STATION 

= TRADE FIREFIGHTING DEVICES ON RECIPROCAL BASIS SAVI~NG 
I 1  

THE CITY OF BAYONNE ADDTTIONAL DOI-LARS 'I . BACK UP AMBULANCE SERVICE FOR THE CITY 01; BAYONNE ! , 



. O E P A R ~ F N T  OF DEFENSE POLlCE FORCE 
I 

. CL09ED (NSTALIATION 
, ~ ~ E ~ T I ~ N S  R R v  CONFINED BY SECURIfl FENCE 
MANNED BY DOD POLICE) . p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~ ~ ~  \DENTIFICPTION EXGLUsNE FOR CARG'3 
QPER~,TIONG AREA PERSONNEL - ROVING 000 POLICE PATROLS . $ E C U R \ ~  VI)AREHOUSE EQUIPPED INTRUSION 
S ~ ~ E M ,  3 VIEDO MONITORS AND 24 MOUR POL1GE 

I SWElLLANCE 
, AT GATE, NERREST AVAIMBLE SAFE HA'iEN 

APPROX~MATECY 300 MILES . SECURE PIERS: MOST RECENTV( PRoVlDED REFUGE To lVY0 
VESSELS ~ ~ ~ R O ~ R ! ) \ T E D  BY ~MMIGWION AND wTwL'U'T'oN 
SERVICE (INS). GOLDEN VENTURE AND CAf'i DENNY . G E ~ E N I ~  c A R ~ 0  WAREHOUSES WITH S E C U R I ~  CRIBSTo I 

PREVENT ACCESS 70 PILFERABLE ITEMS 
, S~CUR(V  WAREHOUSE CERTIFIED '0 ACCEPT SECUR1*' 

SHIptNTS TO INCLUDE CLpSSIFlED, PROTECTED SENSlTlvE* AND 
E)~JLOSNES. 
SECURITY CRi8 WITHIN TtiE S E C U R ~  W A R E ~ O ~ ~ ~  T%ONS 1 1  

SAFEG"I\RD HOUSE HOLD GOODS SHIPMENTS OF - I ,  . SUPPORT DETACHMENT M t m R Y  POLICE WHEN I I 
NECESSARY il 
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E<CLUSNE LAW ENFORCEMENT DEPARTMENT 
I 

1 I . FULLY FUNCTIONAL POUCE DEPARTMEW . MUTUAL p,\D AGREEMENT WITH SURROUND~NG COMMUN'T'CS 
MAN SPECLAL fq3CTlON TEAM. FULLY EQUIPPED 

~ELECOMMLJNICP.TION CENTER TO iNCLuDE NClC AND 911 
CAPABILITIES 
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SATtLLflE W N I N G  PROGMM 

, I , IJ~ECT\VES AND MILITARY POLICE INVESTIGATORS ON 'ITE , 
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~ROV~DING ON-SITE "FIRST RESPONDER' TO 
cOMMUNITES 

.24 HOUR SURVEIUANCE FOR SECURln WAREHOUSE AND I/ 

HAVEN ZONE I :I 'i 
I . wWPON9 ROOM 

E l 

I I ! B  
I 

I I 
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RECREAT~ON L 

AVA\~BILI'TY OF BARRACKS AND LODGl 
FOR SUPERCARGOES~PSA . A&ESS TO MAINTENANCE BAY FOR 
MECHANICAL REPAlRS 
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'- OF A S S I G N D  ~ L - T -  SUPPORT Q F " ~ O ~ L  3 .  WHAT 1s 
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1 
THE FOLLOWING RESERVE UNITS TRAINED AT THE 1301s~ 
MPClHQ EASTERN AREA LOCATED AT THE MILITPkRY OCEAN 

TERMINAL, BAYONNE, DURING FY 94: 

q30qST HAD 5 MA'S 
/ i 1 

I ; 

MTMCEA HAD APPROXIMATELY 50 IMA'S 
I 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMIMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, C:dAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. {JSAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~,  JR.. USA IRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine Ocean 
Terminal, B a y o ~ e  (MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its h a l  deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on MOTBY was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsii the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



T H E  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A U N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. LJSAF ( R E T )  
5. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RETI  

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~ ,  JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S"EELE 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bill: 
i ti--% R 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine 1 
Termi~I,  ~ a ~ b n n e  (MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on MOTBY was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON,  C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  i R E T )  

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLEIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WENDI LOUISE s r E E L E  

The Honorable Robert Menendez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Menendez: q~cQA-3cjk.i 
Cc5-CG45 -3~( i ,  

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the Marine Ocean Termid, Bayome 
(MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its f d  deliberations on military bases under, 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assue you that the information you 
provided on MOTBY was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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DAVID E. SKAGGS 
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COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

1124 LONGWORTH BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. D C  20515 

(202) 225-2161 
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WESTMINSTER. COLORADO 80030 

(303) 650-7886 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE. JUSTICE, 
STATE AND THE JUDICIARY 

CHAIRMAN. DEMOCRATIC STUDY GROUP 

UNITED STATES INTERNET: SKAGGS@HR.HOUSE.GOV 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
June 19, 1995 r;,, - 

L 

t , .: 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, 15th Floor 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I realize you have received a great deal of informatiori about the 
importance of Fitzsimmons Army Medical Center to our national 
defense, to the active duty and retired military persorinel in the 
region it serves, and to the regional economy. That in why I 
want to take this final opportunity to make a personal appeal to 
you underscoring the impact closing Fitzsimmons would have on the 
many people I represent who use its services. 

I know from talking to my constituents when I go home and from 
the volume of urgent letters I have received on this subject that 
many people in my district genuinely rely on the servicles that 
Fitzsimons provides. Many people who gave a career of service to 
the United States military retired to the Denver area 
specifically because of the excellent care they knew th.ey would 
get at Fitzsimmons. And of course, you've seen the map that 
dramatizes the enormous area beyond Colorado that depends on 
Fitzsimmons. Its closure would be a great hardship to these 
people and would uproot many lives. 

Thank you for considering this appeal on a matter that means a 
great deal to me. 

Sincerely yours, 

DES: dtk 

David h ' d  E. Ska ‘s&fy 

Printed On Recycled Paper 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERII: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David E. Skaggs 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Skaggs: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Fitzsimmons Army Medid Center, 
Colorado. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the ulformation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be weklly considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diffiault and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additiorlal 
information to bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



oculllellt S eparator 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  !STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Costs for Rome Laboratory Closure 
- .-.--- '.- 

During the June 14 hearings, Commissioner Cox mentioned a staff estimate of $1 18 
million for closure of Rome Laboratory, New York. Although the Air Force has not been 
provided with the basis for this estimate, I understand such factors as the availability of the 
commissary building for renovation, the Fort Monmouth fabrication shop capabilities, and the test 
site fabricatiodmodeling shop remaining in place influenced your cost analysis. Apparently, the 
Commission has received information that there will be no new commissary at Han~scom AFB, and 
concluded that new construction for the Rome Lab activities will be required. In addition, the 
staff believed that an additional requirement for a fabrication shop at Fort Monmouth exists. 

This information is incorrect. I have personally been in contact with the Defense 
Commissary Agency, and have been assured that a new commissary is being planned for Hanscom 
AFB in accordance with DECA policy of removing stores from warehouse type facilities. This 
will be completed in time to allow the old commissary's renovation into admidlab space. DECA 
is generating a memo (available early tomorrow morning) to this effect for the Cornmission. In 
the meanwhile, you may call General Beale, at 8-687-8717, for confirmation and fi~rther 
discussions. The use of the current Commissary is the preferred solution but is not a requirement. 
Sufficient square footage exists within Electronic Systems Center, Rome Lab, and Philips Lab to 
beddown Rome Lab, Rome, NY without the Commissary renovation but there would be some 
separation of fknctions that is not optimal. 

With regard to the Fort Monmouth fabrication requirement, I have also attached an 
updated April 27, 1995 memo from Fort Monmouth. Upon completion of BRAC 93 actions, Fort 
Monmouth fabrication shops can handle the additional mission requirements from Rome Lab. 
Thus, no additional construction will be necessary. 

The only other factor that we are aware concerns you is leaving the test site fabrication 
shop in place at Rome Lab. Our original cost analysis included a relocation of the fabrication 
shop, although under the terms of recommendation the test site activities would remain. 
However, our site survey determined that it would be best to not relocate it. We believe the test 
site fabricationfmodeling shop meets the recommendation criteria for remaining in place as a test 
site O&M operation. We saw no reason to relocate this asset to Newport (26 miles away from its 
present location) or elsewhere when its hnctions can properly be discharged in its current 
location. 



Based on the Commissioner's reference to a 3 1 year return on investment, I believe there 
may be other assumptions in the staffs analysis on which we can provide more information. We 
would appreciate an opportunity to examine these other assumptions. We have examined the 
presentation of the Rome community concerning the COBRA analysis for Rome Lab, and 
continue to have confidence that the Air Force estimate represents a realistic assessment of the 
fiscal aspects of the Rome Lab closure. 

I trust this information will be helpfbl. 

. BLUME, Jr. 
US AF 

/ Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Fort Monmouth Fabrication Shop Memo, 27 Apr 95 



r nn NU. YUU 3$ii YdUZ 

DEPARLVIENT OF THE ARMY 
~ ~ W U A R T € R S .  US ARMY COMMUNICAT~ONS*&~~ONIC$ COMMAND 

AN0 MONMOUfH I 

WPCY 70 FORT MONMOUW. NEW JERSEY 07703-5000 
A- OF 

. .. 

MEMORANDUM FOR ESJECXRONICS SYSTEMS CENTER, ATTN: Bob Lee  

SUBJECT: Fabrication Shop Capabilities at Fort Honmouth 

1. The fab~llcation shops a t  Fort Monraouth will have a total area of 
33,  940 SF of reconstmeted space in fa= adjacent buf1dl;ngs u n 
completion of BRAC 93. The woodwo~king and electric sho:ps wl 1 share P" 
one building, the shootmetal shop and welding and grinding areas share 
another, the machine shop and too l  czib are i n  a e h M  and the paint 
ahop is i n  the fourth building. 

2. A11 buildings will have a nev pad transformer and elortzical power 
will be fed undergxaund. Each building's heating, ventilation, 
exhaust and dust systems and air conditioning for offices will be new 
or reconstructed. Separate offices for the conputera oohil* the 
m i p e n t  w i l l  also be air conditioned. Each building wi:LI ham at 
least one mll -up  door with m h h u m  height of 13'8.. Saf13ty~ security 
and f L r e  regalations/codes will be strictly adhered to andl all 
reconstruction work will be accamplSshtnd within loaal and National 
Ccdes and Standards. 

3. The shops are presently support by 19 workezs ahd 4 cl>ntractors. L 

The sheetmetal and machine shops are equipped with camputdrr control 
capability. After reloaation, the shop facilities will have the 
capability t o  support any increased mission regairentents which may I 

result fxom the relocation of Rome Laboratory. 4 

4 .  Further informt ion  may be obtained from Patricia Corea, 
900-532-4801, DSN 992-4801 ,  corea@doim6.monmouth-army.mil. 

6. CECOM Bottom Line: THE SOLDIER. 



. .. . . . . 
01 NO1 133s ClNtJIdd03 WOtl3 9P : PTI S66T-CT-NW 
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SENT BY : O.ASD ( PSL I I /BCU : 6-19-95:  1 7 : 3 8 :  O.ASD tP&LI I/BCLI- 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3.300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3300 

June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignrnent Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1424 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Responses to Questions Raised at Do0 Hearing on June 14 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you on June 14. As the principal 
beneficiary of your Commission's decisions, we appreciate the fact that yolu again 
provided an opportunity for open comment. We hope that, as you consider 
alternatives, you continue your practice of frequent consultation and communication. 

During my testimony several Commissioners had questions that we could not 
answer on the spot. 

Closure Costs at Navel Surface Warfare Center Annapolis: Commissioner Cox 
asked me to comment on the personnel and equipment costs associated vvith the 
closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Annapolis. We have looked at 
the issue, and believe that costs were correctly taken into account. However, even if 
you include the Commission's estimate of increased cost, the benefits of closure 
continue to outweigh the costs of retention very substantially. 

In previous correspondence to the Commission, the Department of the Navy 
identified one-time closing costs that were not included in the COBRA analysis. These 
costs - -  disassembly, reassembly and calibration of relocated facilities ancl equipment -- 
were not included as one-time unique costs since they are already reflected in the 
continuing salary costs of the NSWC Annapolis employees prior to their termination. 
There was no evidence that this work would have to be performed by contract 
personnel. In the case of the  Environmental Non-CFC Facility, the current facilities 
were originally assembled by NSWC Annapolis personnel. If, however, during 
implementation, it is decided that some of this work should be performed )under contract 
rather than by in-house labor, these contract costs would be offset by additional salary 
savings resulting from an accelerated elimination of NSWC personnel. Even if there 
were additional costs, as Ms. Cox suggests, the resulting savings ar~d return on 
investment would still support the recommendation. 



SENT BY : OASD I P&L I I /BCLl 

Long Beach NSY & Shipyard Closure Costa: During our discussion of the 
recommended closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Commissioner Montoya 
asked about the costs we've experienced with previous shipyard closures. The Navy's 
BRAC 95 COBRA cost estimate for the Long Beach shipyard, a non nuclear-capable 
facility, is $75 million. This is significantly less than the COBRA cost estimates for 
Charleston, Philadelphia and Mare Island, but the Long Beach closure requires less 
construction, has fewer and smaller tenants to relocate, and involves a sigr~ificantly 
smaller personnel reduction. 

The table below shows the original COBRA cost estimates and the Fiscal Year 
1996 budget estimate for the closure of the three shipyards. The average cost has 
fallen from $21 8 million to $21 3 million since tho original COBRA estimate:;. 

$ Millions 
COBRA FY96 Budget Environment 

NSY Philadelphia $1 30 $232 
NSY Charleston 126 156 
NSY Mare Island 398 250 

In the case of the Philadelphia shipyard, the BRAC 91 COBRA analysis was 
based on the FY97 force structure (as required by law), which showed a significantly 
reduced civilian workforce at the shipyard by the end of FY97. The implerr~entation 
budget, however, is based on a larger workforce than that analyzed in COBRA. 
Consequently, one-time personnel costs are higher in the budget, but this increase is 
more than offset by the increased annual recurring savings shown in the budget for this 
action ($91 million per year in FY97 as opposed to $36 million In COBRA). 

The FY96 budget column excludes environmental cleanup costs which average 
$21 6 million per shipyard. The environmental costs associated with the Charleston and 
Mare Island shipyards are significantly higher than that of the Philadelphia shipyard 
because the former are nuclear capable, with the attendant unique cleanup 
requirements, and the latter (like Long Beach) is not. 

Cornparlt;on of BRAC Savings by Military Department: Finally, Commissioner 
Robles asked me to provide data on the Air Force's claim that it is responsible for 71 
percent of all BRAC savings. Our analysis shows that the Air Force contribution to 
BRAC savings during 1990 through 1999, as measured by net savings, ranges from 62 
to 79 percent, depending on various assumptions such as the use of consl.ant versus 
current dollars, and the inclusion or exclusion of environmental costs. The timing of the 
Air Force's closure schedule contributes to this higher percentage, because they closed 
a higher proportion of their total in the early rounds, and thus are reaping savings during 
the current period. 
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If we look at the savings estimates from all four rounds (including BRAC 95 as 
proposed), expressed in net present value using today's dollars, the Air Force 
contribution to net savings will be about one-fourth of the total. The attached exhibit, 
taken from the final presentation to the BRAC Review Group prior to the Secretary's 
decision, shows the estimated savings from all services. 

Although the Air Force's claim is generally correct with regards to net savings, I 
believe the more telling statistic to describe the Air Force portion of the Do13 savings is 
net present value. 

I hope this information will be useful. We look forward to continuing discussion 
as you make these difficult, but critical decisions. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment 



COMPARISON OF ORIGINAL COBRA ESTIMATES 
BRAC 88,91,93 AND 96 

(FY96 $Millions) 1 
Net Annual 1 

Army I1 - ~ i m e  Cost Cost(Sav8) Savings 20 yr NPV ] 
BRAC 88 1,544 (1 68) 370 (3,351 
BRAC 91 1,130 (81 5) 420 (2,308j 
BRAC 93 445 (1 47) 170 (1,134) 
BRAC 95 lA.uQ (984) fa 
TOTALS 4,259 (2,1 14) 1,638 (1 4,296) 

(7.503) 

BRAC 88 1 06 63 27 
44 1 

(274) 
BRAC 91 1,795 (21 7) (1,830) 
BRAC 93 4,339 (2,208) 1,464 (1 0,135) 
BRAC 95 1,238 G!zm m.5 I.tX2.a 
TOTALS 7,478 (5,134) 2,537 (20,767) 

Air Force 

BRAC 88 475 (253) 485 (3,456) 
BRAC 91 856 (1 ,018) 627 (4,077) 
BRAC 93 63 1 (867) 298 (2108 1 ) 
BRAC 95 1.047 Lua 3 3  LaL65!a 
TOTALS 3,008 (3,151) 1,773 (1 3,270) 

Agencies 
BRAC 93 
BRAG 95 
TOTALS 

SUM OF: -At  COBRA ESTIMATES 
AGGREGATED BY ROUND 

Net Annual 
1 -Time Cost Cost(Save) Savings 

BRAC 88 2,125 (358) 882 (7,081 ) 
BRAC 91 3.781 (2,949) 1,488 (8 ,2 1 4) 
BRAC 93 5,728 (3,319) 2,107 (1 4,974) 
BRAC 95 3.777 f3LM.a 1..7Q6 
TOTALS 15,412 (1 0,608) 6,334 

120.967'1 
(51,237) 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1 -3300 

ECONOMIC 
SECURITY June 19,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1424 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Re: Responses to Questions Raised at DoD Hearing on June 14 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you on June 14. As the principal 
beneficiary of your Commission's decisions, we appreciate the fact that you again 
provided an opportunity for open comment. We hope that, as you consider 
alternatives, you continue your practice of frequent consultation and comrnunication. 

During my testimony several Commissioners had questions that we could not 
answer on the spot. 

Closure Costs at Naval Surface Warfare Center Annapolis: Commissioner Cox 
asked me to comment on the personnel and equipment costs associated ,with the 
closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Annapolis. We have looked at 
the issue, and believe that costs were correctly taken into account. However, even if 
you include the Commission's estimate of increased cost, the benefits of closure 
continue to outweigh the costs of retention very substantially. 

In previous correspondence to the Commission, the Department of the Navy 
identified one-time closing costs that were not included in the COBRA analysis. These 
costs -- disassembly, reassembly and calibration of relocated facilities and equipment -- 
were not included as one-time unique costs since they are already reflected in the 
continuing salary costs of the NSWC Annapolis employees prior to their termination. 
There was no evidence that this work would have to be performed by contract 
personnel. In the case of the Environmental Non-CFC Facility, the current facilities 
were originally assembled by NSWC Annapolis personnel. If, however, during 
implementation, it is decided that some of this work should be performed under contract 
rather than by in-house labor, these contract costs would be offset by additional salary 
savings resulting from an accelerated elimination of NSWC personnel. Even if there 
were additional costs, as Ms. Cox suggests, the resulting savings and return on 
investment would still support the recommendation. 



Long Beach NSY & Shipyard Closure Costs: During our discussion of ,the 
recommended closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Commissioner Montoya 
asked about the costs we've experienced with previous shipyard closures. The Navy's 
BRAC 95 COBRA cost estimate for the Long Beach shipyard, a non nuclear-capable 
facility, is $75 million. This is significantly less than the COBRA cost estimates for 
Charleston, Philadelphia and Mare Island, but the Long Beach closure requires less 
construction, has fewer and smaller tenants to relocate, and involves a significantly 
smaller personnel reduction. 

The table below shows the original COBRA cost estimates and the Fiscal Year 
1996 budget estimate for the closure of the three shipyards. The average cost has 
fallen from $21 8 million to $21 3 million since the original COBRA estimates. 

$ Millions 
COBRA FY96 Budget Environment 

NSY Philadelphia $1 30 $232 
NSY Charleston 126 156 
NSY Mare Island 398 250 

In the case of the Philadelphia shipyard, the BRAC 91 COBRA analysis was 
based on the FY97 force structure (as required by law), which showed a significantly 
reduced civilian workforce at the shipyard by the end of FY97. The implernentation 
budget, however, is based on a larger workforce than that analyzed in COBRA. 
Consequently, one-time personnel costs are higher in the budget, but this increase is 
more than offset by the increased annual recurring savings shown in the b'udget for this 
action ($91 million per year in FY97 as opposed to $36 million in COBRA). 

The FY96 budget column excludes environmental cleanup costs which average 
$21 6 million per shipyard. The environmental costs associated with the Charleston and 
Mare Island shipyards are significantly higher than that of the Philadelphia shipyard 
because the former are nuclear capable, with the attendant unique cleanup 
requirements, and the latter (like Long Beach) is not. 

Comparison of BRAC Savings by Military Department: Finally, Commissioner 
Robles asked me to provide data on the Air Force's claim that it is respon:;ible for 71 
percent of all BRAC savings. Our analysis shows that the Air Force contrilbution to 
BRAC savings during 1990 through 1999, as measured by net savings, ranges from 62 
to 79 percent, depending on various assumptions such as the use of constant versus 
current dollars, and the inclusion or exclusion of environmental costs. The timing of the 
Air Force's closure schedule contributes to this higher percentage, because they closed 
a higher proportion of their total in the early rounds, and thus are reaping savings during 
the current period. 



If we look at the savings estimates from all four rounds (including ElRAC 95 as 
proposed), expressed in net present value using today's dollars, the Air Force 
contribution to net savings will be about one-fourth of the total. The attached exhibit, 
taken from the final presentation to the BRAC Review Group prior to the Secretary's 
decision, shows the estimated savings from all services. 

Although the Air Force's claim is generally correct with regards to rlet savings, I 
believe the more telling statistic to describe the Air Force portion of the DoD savings is 
net present value. 

I hope this information will be useful. We look forward to continuing discussion 
as you make these difficult, but critical decisions. 

Sincerely, 

f ~ o s f u a  Gotbaum 

Attachment 



COMPARISON OF ORIGINAL COBRA ESTIMATES 
BRAC 88,91,93 AND 95 

(N96 $Millions) I 
Net Annual 7 

Army 
BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

Air Force 
BRAC 88 
BRAC 91 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 

TOTALS 

Agencies 
BRAC 93 
BRAC 95 
TOTALS 

(1 - ~ i m e  Cost Cost(Save) Savings 20 yr NPV I 
1,544 (1 68) 370 (3,351 ) 

SUM OF ORIGINAL COBRA ESTIMATES 
AGGREGATED BY ROUND 1 

Net Annual 
I1 -Time Cost Cost(Save) Savings 20 yr NPV I 

BRAC 88 2,125 (358) 882 (7,081) 
BRAC 91 3,781 (2,949) 1,488 (8,21 4) 
BRAC 93 5,728 (3,31 9) 2,197 (1 4,974) 
BRAC 95 3.777 (3.982) 1.766 

15,412 (1 0,608) 6,334 
Gum 

TOTALS (5 1,237) 
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19 June 1995 

Memorandum for ltAdm Benjamin F. Montoya 

Subject: Closure and Realignment Naval Air Warfare Center, 
Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey 

Dear ~i a& 1 

This morning I received a call from Mr. Richard Rumpf, former 
Principal Deputy Asst SecNav for R&D,Acq~.~isition and acting 
ASN(RD&A) f o r  some interim periods. Dick Rumpf is concerned that 
the closure and realignment of the Lakehurst activity would split 
the carrier Launch and Recovery expertise---with ca,Capult arld 
arresting gear manufacturing personnel relocated to NADEP 
~acksonville and engineering and design personnel remaining at 
Lakehurst. Thus, severely damaging if not eliminating the benefits 
of "concurrent engineering developmsnt", i . e . , engineering design 
and development that fully consider8 manufacturing and maintenance 
from the very beginning of a designldevelopment p.cograrn, or 
upgrade/backfit program. 

In response to my questions, D i c k  said that NAVAIRSYSCOM,, including 
V ~ d m  B i l l  BoWes, had been opposed to this relocation of' pereonnel 
to Jacksonville during the Navy's BRAC 95 process, but they failed 
to prevail. 

As 1 understand the Navy and DoD recommendation on NAWC (a/c D i v )  
Lakehurst, it was to eliminate the command and euppork otructure 
and transfer (in place at Lakehurat) the carrier catapult and 
arresting gear facilities/equipment to NAWC P a x R i v e r  (a/c: D i v )  , its 
parent command. Manufacturing and associated epuipmenk and 
personnel would move from Lakehurst to Jacksonville Naval Aviation 
Depot. 

Admiral, although I know little of t h e  details of ca t .apul t  and 
arresting gear activities at Lakehurst, I had understood from 
reading the Navy and DoD recommendation that only those facilities 
and personnel required for catapult and arresting gear testing and 
fleet support would be retained at Lakehurst. Dick Rurnpf says "not 
so", He tells me, as stated earlier, it would discontinue the 
colocation of engineering personnel and manufacturing pe~:sonnel to 
the detriment of concurrent development. 

Ben, I know how pressed you and the o t h e r  Commissioners are  as you 
finalize recommendations, and I raise this issue only because I 
told Dick Rumpf that I would a n d  assured him you woultl look at 
it.(~elieve me, if I had a "silver bullet" I would fire it to get 
Point Mugu off the Commissionrs list.) 

I ' m  sure you'll be glad to get back to running the Public Service 



Company, r u n n i n g  f o r  Barbara Boxer's sea t ,  or any less 
controversial job than that of Commissioner. Hope you've had a 
chance to keep in touch with Jack Buffington---he i s  super and 
deserves a better fate than BRAC environmental cleanup with 
inadequate funds .  I s t i l l  owe you one for having him in Norfolk 
when I was there i n  1 9 8 7 / 8 0 .  

All best wishes. 

Sincerely, 

4 
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June 28, 1995 

Admiral Lee Baggett, Jr., USN (Ret.) 
1650 Copa de Oro 
LaJolla, California 92037 

Dear Admiral Baggett : 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Warfare Center CNAWC), 
Lakehurst. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NAWC, Lakehurst was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult zmd challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret .) 
Commissioner 
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June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

This letter addresses the determination by the Department of Defense that the ICBM 
missile field at Grand Forks, North Dakota should be closed. As the Commission knows, 
and as will be set forth below, this recommendation is fraught with issues relating to the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, its interpretation and implementation, and the expectations 
of the parties to that treaty. There should be little disagreement that arms coritrol policy 
should not be fashioned, and arms control agreements should not be unilaterally modified or 
reinterpreted, through the base closure process. Retaining the Grand Forks ICBM missile 
field is the only option that maintains the status quo as established under the ABM Treaty, 
and therefore entails no doubt that the Treaty has been held inviolate. 

DISCUSSION 

In its February 28, 1995 base closure and realignment recommendatio~ns, the 
Department of Defense made a conditional recommendation for realignment of Grand Forks 
AFB or, alternatively, for realignment of Minot AFB if the Secretary of Defense were to 
determine that ballistic missile defense concerns would preclude realignment of Grand Forks. 

The recommendation noted that "reduction in ICBM force structure requires the 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force." In essence, the recommendation left 
to the Secretary of Defense the choice between two North Dakota missile facilities, the 321st 
Missile Group at Grand Forks or the 91st Missile Group at Minot. The Secrletary would 
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have until December 1996 to deliberate upon these two options before rendering a final 
recommendation. ' 

On March 1, 1995 Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch testified before the 
Commission about the treaty issues surrounding closure of the Grand Forks missile wing and 
the need for interagency review over a period of time "to come to a proper judgment on it:" 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the question about the treaty implication of closing that 
missile wing at Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late in the 
process, after we received February 3rd or 4th the recommendation from the Air 
Force. In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it's not just a Del~artment of 
Defense matter. We have to get interagency views from others about the treaty 
implications. That's going to take some period of time. 

Transcript of Open Meeting at 58-59. 

Barely nine weeks after those words were uttered, the Deputy Secretary announced, 
via a one-page letter to Chairman Dixon, that the review had been completed, that "there 
will be no determination by the Secretary that would require retention of the missile group at 
Grand Forks," and that "[rlealignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the Sllst Missile 
Group is no longer a necessary alternative." The letter is devoid of any explanation or 
rationale. 

On May 30, 1995, Chairman Dixon forwarded four ABM-related questions from the 
Commission to Assistant Secretary of Defense Joshua Gotbaum. On June 8, the Assistant 
Secretary forwarded the Department's responses. The responses to the four questions total 
17 lines of text composed of simple declarations without significant rationale lor explanation. 

The Defense Department's failure to present any comprehensive and persuasive 
treatment of the ABM and arms control policy issues that accompany its recommendation 
perhaps only underscores the need for the Commission to undertake its own analysis and 

' The key elements of the February 28, 1995 conditional recommendation are set forth as 
follows: "Recommendatjon: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 321st Missile Group will 
inactivate, unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to 
retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary 
of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be I-ealigned and the 
9 1 st Missile Group will inactivate. " 
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review before formulating its recommendation to the President, for it is plain that the 
proposed Grand Forks realignment -- impacting the only American ABM site, which was 
constituted pursuant to a pivotal arms limitation treaty -- is replete with missile defense, 
treaty and foreign policy ramifications. 

"The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty is a fundamental element of U.S. 
arms control policy. * * * President Clinton has reaffirmed the U.S. commitrr~ent to the 
ABM Treaty. The Administration considers it indispensable to stability, to the START I and 
START I1 reductions, and to longer-term reductions in strategic offensive arms."2 U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact Sheet: The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (May 
25, 1994) at 1,3. The President's February 1995 policy paper, A National Security Strategy 
of Engagement and Enlargement at 15, cites U.S. initiatives to clarify and update the ABM 
Treaty as exemplifying "the Administration's commitment to maintaining the integrity and 
effectiveness of crucial arms control agreements." And just this month, Presidents Clinton 
and Yeltsin issued a Joint Statement from Moscow (May 10, 1995) declaring that "The 
United States and Russia are each committed to the ABM Treaty, a cornerstone of strategic 
stability. " 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny in testimony before the Commission (Illarch 30, 
1995), as well as the Senate Armed Services Committee (January 24, 1995),3 concludes, on 
the basis of almost twenty years' experience in arms control policy, that realignment of 
Grand Forks AFB would be a serious mistake because of the treaty implications, the missile 
defense consequences and the foreign policy ramifications. Among the critical points 
highlighted by Ambassador Rowny are that 1) since Grand Forks is the only .ABM site 
designated under the Treaty, realignment would perforce constitute a limitatisn of U.S 
ballistic missile defense options, 2) realignment of Grand Forks would be viewed as 
inconsistent with the Treaty and would undermine the Treaty expectations of Russia and the 
other affected states, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus, 3) any action perceived as 
inconsistent with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty would jeopardize other critical arms 

See Dana Priest & Thomas Lippman, ABM Treaty Under Attack as Relic of Cold War, 
Wash. Post, March 13, 1995, at Al, A4 ("The Clinton administration believes the ABM treaty 
is the linchpin to its arms control strategy. "); David A. Koplow, Constitutional Bait and Switch: 
The Executive Reinternretation of Arms Control Treaties, 137 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1353, 1367 
(1989) ("the ABM treaty has come to be recognized as one of the most success.fu1 and important 
arms control agreements"). 

Copies of Ambassador Rowny's statements are attached. 
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control agreements, including the START I1 treaty, and 4) realignment of Grand Forks 
would leave Washington, D.C. as the only allowable U.S. ABM site (a changefiver that is 
only permitted during a Treaty review year, the next such year being 1997) and would 
necessitate, under the Treaty and its protocols, the dismantling and destruction of any and all 
ABM components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars, all at 
enormous -- and unnecessary -- cost. 

Given the extraordinary gravity of the issues that overlay the realignme:nt decision 
flowing from Grand Forks' unique status as the only designated ABM site under the treaty, 
the Commission's final recommendation to the President must be based on an encompassing 
analysis of the kinds of concerns voiced by Ambassador Rowny, reflecting as they do, his 
intimate familiarity with arms control practice and policy. For the Commission's further 
consideration of Treaty-related issues that arise from the Grand Forks realignment proposal, 
following is a more detailed discussion of specific provisions of the Treaty anti the impact of 
the Grand Forks realignment. 

A. The ABM Treaty 

The Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Sclviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems was signed in Moscow on May 
26, 1972, and entered into force on October 3, 1972.4 Under the treaty, the lJnited States 
and the U.S.S.R. agree not to deploy an ABM system anywhere other than at two sites 
within each country. ABM Treaty, art. 111. Article III(a) of the treaty permkts each party to 
deploy one limited ABM system to protect its capital; Article III(b) permits an ABM system 
to protect an intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. Id. The treaty states 
that this latter deployment area must "contain[ ] ICBM silo launchers." Jd. The ABM 
Treaty is of unlimited duration. Id. at art. XV, f 1. 

Accompanying the ABM Treaty is a document entitled "Agreed Statements, Common 
Understandings, and Unilateral Statements Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missiles" (hereinafter referred to as "Accompanying Document"). Within the: "Agreed 
Statements" section of the documents, the parties state their understanding tha.t the two ABM 

Ratification of the ABM Treaty was advised by the United States Senate on August 3, 
1972. On September 30, 1972 and October 3, 1972, respectively, the President of the United 
States ratified and proclaimed the ABM Treaty. The United States and the U.S.S.R. exchanged 
Instruments of Ratification on October 3, 1972. 
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system sites within each country must be separated by no less than 1,300 kilometers from 
center to center. Within the "Common Understandings" section of the Accompanying 
Document, the U.S. delegation "notes that its ABM system deployment area for defense of 
ICBM silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand 
Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol (" ABM Protocol") further restricting 
the deployment of ABM systems.' Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM Protocol 
limits each party to one site only. ABM Protocol, art. I. The effect of the AIBM Protocol is 
to restrict the United States to maintain its choice of Grand Forks AFB as the ABM 
deployment area under Article I11 of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R.. is bound by 
its selection of Moscow. The protocol provides a single exception to these restrictions. 
Each party is allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article I11 
site not initially chosen. ABM Protocol, art. 11, 1 1. Each party may do so only once and, 
before initiating construction at the new site, must notify the other country according to the 
procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission and during a year in which the 
ABM Treaty is scheduled for review. Id. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, 
occurs at five-year intervals and the next review is scheduled for 1997. ABM Treaty, art. 
XIV, f 2. As Article 11, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol explains: 

[I]n the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to 
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deployment 
area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components 
in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article III(a) of the Treaty, 
and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM 
system and its components in the area centered on its capital and to deploy an 
ABM system or its components in an area containing ICBM silo launchers, as 
permitted by Article IIl(b) of the Treaty. 

The United States and the former Soviet Union have also negotiated agreements 
within the Standing Consultative Commission ("SCC"), established by Article XI11 of the 
ABM Treaty. Four such agreements relating to the ABM Treaty were declassified shortly 

The U.S. Senate recommended ratification of the ABM Protocol on November 10, 1975 
and on March 19, 1976, the protocol was ratified by the President. The na.tions exchanged 
Instruments of Ratification on May 24, 1978. The ABM Protocol was enterd into force on 
May 24, 1976 and subsequently proclaimed by the President on July 6, 1976. 
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before January 1993. & United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, &t 
-tndinq 
Consultative Commission (January 1993). One agreement in particular concerns procedures 
for the replacement or dismantling of ABM systems and is discussed below. 

B. Inactivating the 321st Missile Group Would Leave the United States Without a 
Legally Constituted ABM Site and Would Limit the United States to the Washington, 
D.C. Area as Its Sole Possible ABM Deployment Area in the Future 

By inactivating the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB, the United States would 
impose unacceptable limitations on the ballistic missile defense options to which it agreed in 
the ABM Treaty. Any suggestion that would allow the United States to inactivate the 321st 
missile group (or most of it) and still retain its ballistic missile defense option:$, is contrary to 
the text and spirit of the ABM Treaty and threatens its continued viability. 

A discussion of why some suggested alternatives to keeping the 321st Missile Group 
active should not be adopted follows. 

1. Grand Forks AFB and Washington, D.C. Are the Only Two Permitted 
Deployment Sites: The United States Cannot Unilaterally Designate a 
Different ABM System Deployment Area Consistent with the PLBM Treaty 

The ABM Treaty does not permit the United States to unilaterally designate a 
different ICBM launch site as an ABM system deployment area. Article III(b) permits each 
party to deploy an ABM system "within one ABM system deployment area * * * containing 
ICBM silo launchers." It has been suggested that this provision should be read to allow each 
party to change its chosen deployment area at will so long as only one Article III(b) ABM 
system is deployed at any given time. For at least two reasons, this construction must be 
rejected. 

First, there is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that either party ever considered 
such a construction before it was raised in this country as a purported way to' finesse the 
inactivation of the 321st Missile Group under the Commission process without affecting 
BMD options. On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, in the document acc:ompanying the 
treaty and with the understanding of the Soviet delegation, the United States 'designated 
Grand Forks AFB as its Article III(b) deployment area. That Grand Forks P,FB would be 
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the site was specifically stated as a Common Understanding of the parties to th,e ABM 
 treat^.^ Accompanying Document, 8 2(A). 

Second, there is ample support for the proposition that the "one ABM system 
deployment area" permitted by Article III(b) means one and one alone; the ABIM Treaty does 
not permit the United States to move its ABM system unilaterally from ICBM field to ICBM 
field. 

Significantly, when the ABM question was raised by the 1993 Commission, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. Boatwright) testified 
before the Commission on June 17, 1993 as follows: 

"If [Grand Forks AFB] is closed and all silo launchers are eliminated, the U.S. 
would have the right to relocate the U.S. ABM system to the nation's capital, 
not to another ICBM base or some other locarion." 

Mr. Boatwright's statement accurately summarizes the effect of the Treaty and its protocols. 

The 1974 ABM Protocol establishes Grand Forks AFB as this country's ABM 
deployment area but allows for a one-time reversal of this choice entailing deployment of an 
ABM system in the Washington, D.C. area. ABM Protocol, art. 11, 1 1. Neither the ABM 
Treaty nor any of its protocols contains any other procedure through which the U.S. or the 
U.S.S.R. may change its choice of sites for the deployment of an ABM system. 

Further to the point is the agreement negotiated in the SCC entitled "Supplementary 
Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction, 
and Notification Thereof, for ABM Systems and their Components of July 3, 1974" 
("Supplementary Protocol"). This agreement was signed in Geneva by representatives of the 
U.S. and U.S.S.R. on October 28, 1976. The Supplementary Protocol establishes 

It is true that the United States did not make its designation contingent on some Soviet 
representation that it would deploy an ABM system in some particular venu'e, but it is also 
irrelevant. Treaties are specialized agreements that do not require reciprocal or mutual 
obligations from each party to be binding. Koplow, supra, at 1408-09. Indeed, mutuality 
of treaty obligations has been described as "wholly unnecessary as a matter of law." Id. What 
is relevant is the mutuality of the understandinrrs. The Grand Forks designation was explicitly - 
stated to be a common understanding of the parties. 
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procedures governing the replacement, dismantling or destruction of ABM systems both 
within a deployment area and in the event either party decides to exchange deployment areas 
as permitted by the ABM Protocol. The Supplementary Protocol reads, in pat,  as follows: 

The Procedures shall apply to ABM systems or their components, when they 
are being replaced within a deployment area on the basis of Article VII: of the 
Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems of May 26, 1972, hereinafter 
referred to as the Treaty, as well as when a deployment area of an AB,M 
system or its components is being exchanged on the basis of the Protocol to the 
Treaty of July 3, 1974. 

Supplementary Protocol at 1(1) (emphasis supplied). 

Neither party to the ABM Treaty intended Article III@) to grant the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. free license to select which ICBM field to protect and to change their selections as 
many times as desired provided only that, at any given time, no more than one ABM system 
is deployed. If the United States inactivates the 321st Missile Group, it will have the sole 
option, consistent with the clear language of the ABM Treaty, of deploying a1 ABM system 
in the Washington, D.C. area and nowhere else. Moreover, as Ambassador Rowny has 
pointed out, the United States would be required to dismantle and destroy all ABM 
components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars. These 
consequences are also apparent from the Supplementary Protocol at section IV, entitled 
"Procedures for Exchange of the Deployment Area of an ABM System or its Components," 
where it is stated: 

Each Party may, at its discretion, completely dismantle or destroy the ABM 
system and its components in the area being exchanged, and thereafter deploy 
an ABM system or its components in the other area permitted in Article 111 of 
the Treaty and the Protocol thereto * * * . 

For the United States, "the other area" is Washington, D.C. The ABM Treaty 
provides no other alternatives. The ABM Protocol speaks only of a one-time reversal and 
deployment in the national capital area while the Supplementary Protocol establishes 
procedures for effecting this one-time reversal. The suggested regime permitting at-will, 
unilateral redesignation of our Article III(b) deployment area is clearly not part of the ABM 
Treaty, it is ultra vires and must be avoided. 
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Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ABM systen-IS to a single 
area "containing ICBM silo launchers." The United States, having selected Grand Forks 
AFB as that area, and having done so in writing with the approval of the U.S.S.R., is not 
empowered under the ABM Treaty to select a new site other than Washington., D.C. The 
ABM Treaty does not provide for such equivocation and would not counsel a unilateral 
reinterpretation of the agreement twenty-three years after it was signed. Indeed, it is a 
fundamental principle that each party to a treaty must interpret it in good faith. Vienna 
Convention of the Law of Treaties, art. 31 (opened for signature May 23, 1969); 
Restatement (Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of the United States 4 321 (1987). Were 
the United States to adopt a new and self-serving interpretation of an important treaty 
provision it would violate this principle at the expense of its credibility abroad. 

2. Retaining a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AI?B in Order to 
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the 
Intent of the ABM Treaty 

Included in the Department of Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB 
is the following: "A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be r'etained if 
required." The statement refers to Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an 
ABM system deployment area within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is 
that, by retaining "[a] small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy 
an ABM system there would also be retained. The June 8, 1995 Department of Defense 
response to questions posed by the Commission states further 

"All ICBMs will be removed from the silos. As for the silos themselves, as 
stated in our recommendation, a small number may be retained if required. 
The Department has not yet determined whether retention of a small number 
of silos will be required. Further resolution of this issue will not likely be 
necessary until the time comes to eliminate the silos." 

In this latest exposition of its position, the Department suggests that w.ith no ICBMs 
and with few silos, or even none, Grand Forks would still continue to constitute an ABM site 
as recognized under the Treaty. A Treaty analysis that could support this position is not 
provided. In truth, the position cannot stand because it requires an interpreta1:ion of the 
ABM Treaty that is plainly contrary to its history and purpose. 

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phriise "ICBM silo 
launchers" in Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested, that 
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the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-rr~issile ABM 
system to defend some tiny number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and no logistic 
support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their operational 
status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties' determination to allow each country to deploy 
an ABM system for the protection of an o~erational missile field? Intuition dictates the 
correct answer, as does resort to the text and history of the ABM Treaty. 

Article I1 allows that a treaty-compliant ABM site could be one at which some or all 
ABM components are "mothballed." But there is no similar provision regarding the ICBM 
missile field which, under Article III@), is to be associated with, and protected by, the ABM 
components. The obvious presumption is that the associated ICBM facility would be 
~perational.~ Thus, the Common Understandings note that Grand Forks will be the "ABM 
system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers." It would be utterly 
paradoxical to contemplate "defense" of an ICBM missile field that has been effectively 
abandoned. 

The most illuminating available history of the ABM Treaty are record!; of the Senate's 
consideration of the agreement. As a matter of U.S. constitutional law, "[dletermining 
whether the Senate formed a coherent view of a particular clause * * * is the essential 
inquiry" of treaty interpretation: 

[Olnce [the Senate's] understanding [of a treaty] has been shown to exist, there 
is no conceptual difficulty in assessing its legal status. The Senate's 
understandings and conditions, however evidenced, are fully binding upon the 
President once the treaty is 'made.' The Senate's view of the treaty, whether 
explicit or implicit, is an integral part of the treaty, and the President cannot 
proceed to ratification on any other terms. * * * In effect, the Senate gives its 
advice and consent to a particular treaty regime, not a blank check for any 
other type of arrangements * * * . 

Nevertheless, the June 8 letter of the Assistant Secretary responds to the query of the 
Commission as follows: "Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inactivated and all ICBMs 
are removed from Grand Forks Air Force Base, does Grand Forks Air Force Base remain an 
ABM site under the terms of the ABM Treaty? Response. We have determined that inactivation 
of the 321st Missile Group and removal of the ICBMs would not affect our right to retain an 
ABM system deployment area at Grand Forks." This conclusion is set forth without any 
explanation or Treaty analysis to support it. 
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Koplow, supra, at 1404-05 (emphasis in original). See also David Hodgkinsoti, The 
Reinterpretation of the ABM Treatv: Policv Versus the Law?, 21 W. Australia L. Rev. 258, 
274 (1991) ("The Senate's understanding of the treaty to which it consents is binding on the 
President. . . ." (quoting M. Bunn, Foundation for the Future 162-67 (1990) (ellipses in 
original))). 

The Senate's understanding of the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" is sub.ject to no 
doubt. The Senate understood the ABM Treaty to allow the deployment of Al3M systems to 
protect (1) each nation's capital and (2) an area actually containing an operational ICBM 
field. The following statements made on the Senate floor illustrate this point in no uncertain 
terms? 

Senator Byrd - "The ABM Treaty restricts the Soviet Union ancl the United 
States to two defensive networks each. One would shield a major offensive 
weapons site, and a second would be placed near each country's capital." 
(1 18 Cong. Rec. 26647 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Jackson - "Both we and they are permitted two ABM sites, one at our 
respective national capitals and one located so as to defend strategic offensive 
weapons. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26693 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Buckley (one of two Senators to oppose the Senate resolution advising 
the ratification of the ABM Treaty) - "The immediate objectives of the treaty, 
of course, is to limit antiballistic missile systems to nominal levds, where each 
side agrees to defend its national capital and one strategic missile site * * * ." 
(1 18 Cong. Rec. 26703 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Kennedy - "The only exceptions [to the prohibitions on deploying 
ABM systems] are made for a National Capital site and for the protection of a 
single ICBM site. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26763 (Aug. 3, 1972)); artd 

The House of Representatives appears to have shared the Senate's; interpretation. 
Representative Les Aspin, for example, noted that, under the treaty, "[elach [party] will limit 
ABM systems to two sites -- one in defense of its national capital, the other j.n defense of an 
ICBM field. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26344 (Aug. 1, 1972)). Similarly, Represe.ntative Michael 
Harrington had reprinted in the Congressional Record an article from the Lbefense Monitor 
adopting the same interpretation. (1 18 Cong. Rec. 23873 (June 30, 1972)). 
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Senator Fong - "[The ABM Treaty] [llimits each side to one AB'M site for the 
defense of its respective capital and one site each for the defense of an ICBM 
field. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26707 (Aug. 3, 1972)). 

The Secretary of State's contemporaneous analysis of the treaty likewise adopts the 
same interpretation of Article III(b): 

The heart of the treaty is article 111, which spells out the provisions under 
which each of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, one: in an 
ICBM deployment area, and one at its national capital. * * * 

The two ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will serve different 
purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM deployment area will1 
afford some protection for ICBM's in this area. ABM coverage at the national 
capitals will permit protection for the National Command Authority against a 
light attack, or an accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of 
missiles, and thus decrease the chances that such an event would trigger. a 
nuclear exchange. 

S. Exec. Rep. No. 28, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. 3 (1972) (emphasis supplied). 

Similarly, it was assumed during Senate hearings on the ABM Treaty that Article 
III(b) allowed for the deployment of an ABM system to defend missiles. See generally 
Strategic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings on S.J. Res. 241 and S.J. Res. 242 Before 
the Comm. on Foreign Relations of the United States Senate, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. (1972). 
The committee report, for example, contains references to the Grand Forks ABM system as 
designed "for the protection of Minutem[e]n," Id. at 232 (Statement of Donald B. Brennan, 
senior fellow, professional staff, Hudson Institute), and to "defend ICBM's." Id, at 408 
(Statement of Dr. Henry Kissinger). 

In short, the suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile 
Group except for some minimal number of gutted silo launchers cannot be squared with the 
clear meaning of Article III(b), and thus must be rejected. The Article III(b) A.BM system 
deployment area was meant to defend ICBM's, not empty silos. 

3. Only the ABM Components at Grand Forks Together With the Cirand Forks 
ICBM Missile Field Properly Constitute an ABM Site 
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It may be asked whether the ABM components at Grand Forks, considered together 
with another active ICBM missile field might constitute an allowable ABM site under the 
treaty. Article III(b) and the Common Understandings compel a negative answer. Article 
III@) permits an ABM system for the defense of ICBMs and requires that the protected 
ICBM missile field all the ABM components be within a radius of 150 kilometers: 

within one ABM system deplovment area having a radius of one: 
hundred and fiftv kilometers and containing ICBM silo 
launchers, a Party may deploy: ( I )  no more than one hundred 
ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars 
comparable in potential to corresponding ABM radars 
operational or under construction on the date of signature of the 
Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM 
silo launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each 
having a potential less than the potential of the smaller of the 
above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars. 

(Emphasis added.) 

Simultaneous with the signing of the ABM Treaty on May 26, 1972, the U.S. 
designated the location of its Article III(b) ABM site and this designation was incorporated 
into the Common Understandings that accompanied the Treaty. It was thus the: mutual 
understandin? of the parties that the U.S. site would be "centered in" the Grand Forks ICBM 
missile field:9 

2. Common Understandings 

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters 
was reached during the negotiations: 

A. Location of ICBM Defenses 

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 
1972: 

And in fact, all U.S. ABM system components were and are located within the Grand 
Forks Missile Complex. 
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Article I11 of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one 
ABM system deployment area centered on its national capital 
and one ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo 
launchers. * * * In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its 
ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo 
launchers * * * will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo 
launchers deployment area. 

There is simply no reading of these provisions, consistent with commorr sense, that 
could lead to any conclusions other than that it was the mutual understanding of the Parties 
1) that the center of the U.S. ABM system deployment areal0 would be physically located 
within the Grand Forks ICBM missile field and 2) that the ICBM facility the A,BM system 
was meant to defend was in fact the Grand Forks missile field in which it was specifically 
centered. 

The cluster of ABM components at Grand Forks is centered in the northern quadrant 
of the Grand Forks AFB Missile Complex. 

A suggestion that another missile field could be substituted for the Grand Forks 
missile field without doing violence to the ABM accords is completely untenable. First, it 
contradicts the obviously mutual understanding that the U.S. ABM system centered in the 
Grand Forks ICBM missile field was for the defense of that missile field, not some other. 
Second, it violates the geographical requirements of Article III(b): no other missile field 
meets the geographic requirements of the treaty. Third, the Common Understandings state 
that the ABM system "will be centered in the ICBM deployment area"; it is not enough that 
the ABM system be centered in what used to be the ICBM deployment area [LIZ., Grand 
Forks]; and it cannot possibly be "centered" in another missile field since it is not within 
another missile field deployment area at all. 

Because the shared intentions of the Parties preclude it, and because the geographical 
relationships established under the ABM Treaty prohibit it, the ABM componerlts at Grand 
Forks together with another ICBM missile field cannot in combination comprist: a properly 
constituted ABM site. Thus, deactivating the Grand Forks missile field and simply declaring 
another missile field to be the ABM associated missile field is not a viable treaty option. 

lo  An "ABM system," under Article I1 of the Treaty, includes all of any .ABM missiles, 
ABM launchers and ABM radars to be deployed. 
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CONCLUSION 

The proposed Grand Forks realignment has grave and unique ramifications, for U.S. 
defense options, for viability of the ABM treaty, for foreign policy and the future of arms 
limitation generally and for the costs of dismantling an ABM site in compliance with treaty 
obligations. There has been no suggested interpretation or alternative that adequately 
resolves these issues. For all of these reasons, Grand Forks AFB should not be realigned. 

Enclosures: as stated. 
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CHAIRMAN THURAIOLW AND MEPtIBERS OF THE COh!&IIlTEE: 

IT IS A PLEASURE T O  APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC 
MISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES. 

AS THE CHIEF START NEGOTIATOR UNDER PPSISIDENT REAGAN, SPECIAL 
ADVISOR TO SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOR AFGhfS CONTROL. MATTERS, 
ULWER BOTH PRESIDENTS REAGAN A h '  BUSH, Ah;D I N  bfY CAPACSTY AS THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STRATEGIC AR,AtfS 
LIMITATION TALKS (SALT 11) UiWER THE CARTER ADh.1IXISTWTION IT IS hfY 
CONSIDERED JUDGMENT THAT THE ABM TREATY OF 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL 

..:. :., ,:.... 
TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY ILWEREST, IS IN 

: .-.;. , . ._i .- . .:.a 

JEOPARDY OF BEING VIOLATED BY THE UNTED STATES. 

AEAI TREATY LILPLICATIOSS 

THE TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AkiERICA AND THE U N O S  
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIbfITATIOS OF ANTI-BALLISTIC 
hfISSILE SYSTEXIS (KEREINAFTER "ABZlf TREATY") M'XS STGXD IN hfOSCOW OX 
bfAY 26, 1972, A h 3  ENTERED ItCTTO FORCE OX OCTOSER 3, 1372. THE ABhf 
TREATY PROVIDES, AhlOXG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTION ON THE W h f B E R S  
OF AhTI-BALLISTIC hIISSILE (ABhf) DEPLOk'hfEhT A E A S  hIXI1'1TAIhTE:D BY THE 
T\1!'0 KATIOXS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY OXGIS.4LLY PEkhfITTED EACH SIDE 
TO HAVE OIVE LIhIITED ABhi SYSTEhf TO PROTECT ITS CAPITAL AhTlANOTHER 
TO PROTECT AN IhTERCOWIhTNTAL BALLISTIC hfiSSILE (ICBbf) LAUh'CH AREA. 

DURTXG THE h'EGOTIATIOXS OF THE AGREED STATEhfEhTS AND COhfhfOX 
UXDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOhIPANY THE TREATY, IT ISAS DECIDED THAT THE 
Uh7TED STATES ABhf SYSTEhf DEPLOYbfEhT AREA FOX DEFENSE OF ICBbf SILO 
LAUNCHERS "VtTLL BE CENTERED IN THE G R A D  F O X S  ICBSf SILO L44mCHER 
DEPLOYhfEf.TT AREA" AT GRAhQ FORKS AIR FORCE B.\SE (..\FB), HORTH DAKOTA. 

AT THE 1971 SUhlhlIT BlEETING BETkCZEN THE U.S. A h 3  THE u.s:s.R., THE 
NATIONS SIGNED THE PROTOCOL TO THE ABhI TREATY ("PROTOCOL"). THE 
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PROTOCOL'S EFFECT IS T O  RESTRICT THE UMTED STATES T O  ITS CHOICE OF 
GPAND FORKS AFB AS T H E  ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UlNDER AR??CI,E I11 OF THE 
TREATY. I N  RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PROVIDES: 

1. Each party shali bz limitzd at m y  one timz to a singlz arza o u t  of the two 
providd in Article I11 of the Trzaty for dtgloymcnt of anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) systems. 

2. Accordingly, except as pzrrnittzd by Aficle II of titis Protocol: thc: United States 
of America shalI not deploy an ABM systzn or its compontnts in the 
center& on its capital, as pzrrnittzd by Af tc l t  III of tit2 Trzaty. 

Protocol, Articlz I. 

TO ALLOW SOME FLEXIBILITY T O  THE NATIOXS, ARTICLE I1 OF THE 
PROTOCOL ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS OXIGINAL CHOICE OF AN ABM 
SITE. THUS, UNDER T H E  ABhf TREATY, THE UhTTED STATES IS ALLCItVED ONLY 
TO DISbfANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABbf SYSTEbf AT GRPIhTD FORKS AFB A h 9  
DEPLOY AN ABM SYSTEM IN THE WASHINGTOX, D.C. AREA. THE PROTOCOL 
DOES NOT ALLOW T H E  NATIONS T O  SELECT ABbf DEPLOYMENT AREAS 

... . ....... 
DIFFEREAT FROM THOSE DESIGNATED I N  THE CO>I;\IIOX AGREEbfECSTS TO THE 

! .:, . 
I .  . .. : .. . '  . .  . TREATY, Ahm CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RTGHT TO ALTERVATE B E W E E N  THE 

OXGINAL ABbf DEPLOYkfEhT AREA AND THE ALTERVATE SITE OVASHIXGTON, 
D.C.) "1LIAY BE EXERCISED OXLY ONCE." @XiPHASIS ADDED.) 

ACCORDINGLY, T O  THE EXTENT THE Uh7TED STATES DESIRES TO 
h1AIXTAIN THE ABILITY TO FIELD AN ABJf SITE AhTl STILL IEhf.L\IN IN 
COhfPLIAKCE b 7 T H  THE ABbf TREATY, RELOCATIOS OF THE AB3f 
DEPLOYhfEhT AREA FROhf GIt4h9 F O X S  AFB TO AX AREA OTHER TH.4K THE 
KL'ATIONAL CAPITAL AREA FP'OULD NOT BE ALLOiiZD.  

RUSSIA, Ah73 THE OTHER REPUBLICS OF THE FOXiiIER SOVIET UNON, 
HAYE AGREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERiilS OF THE ABJI TREATY. OVEF. THE PAST 
nY0 DECADES THE SOVIETS, A h D  NOW THEIR SUCCESSOXS, HAVE ElXPRESSED 
hllSGIVINGS THAT T H E  UNITED STATES IFXEhQS TO M'ALK AWAY FROXf ITS 
OBLIGATIONS U W E R  T H E  ABhf TREATY. THE FOXhfER STATES OF TI-IE U.S.S.R. 
HAVE CONSIDERED THE ABhf TREATY TO SERVE THEIR IATERESTS, FVHEREAS 
THE U.S. HAS COhfE T O  BELIEVE THAT THE ABLI TREATY, ESPECIALLY AS 
KAR?XOhTY DEFINED BY THE SOVIETS, HAS PTCEVEKTED THE UhTTE3D STATES 
FROhf DEVELOPING DEFENSES TO PROTECT ITSELF. 

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UMOS,  hfILITARY OFFICIALS . . ,  OF 
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RUSSIA AND THE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, UKPu41~W, KAZAKHSTAN, AND 
BELARUS, HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AbfENAELE TO AMENDING 
THE ABbl TREATY S O  AS TO PERMIT ALL PART7LS TO WORK JOINTLY T O  
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILE ATTACKS. 

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPhfEhT J W C H  THREATENS T O  
UNDERhfINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD RELATIONS THE U..S. AND THE 
FOELifER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISKED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 1995 
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES THROUGH THE DEFENSE BASE 
AND REALIGNMENT PROCESS. I AM CONCERNED THAT THE GRAND FORKS AFB 
b1ISSILE FIELD MAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POTEhTAL BASES T O  BE CLOSED 
OR REALIGNED. 

AT THE END OF 1994 I HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONSIDER THE 
RAbfIFICATIONS OF CLOSING GRAND FORKS AFB IN A LETTER TO GENERAL 
RONALD R. FOGLEMAN. AT THAT TIhfE I CONCLUDED TH.4T: 

"...closing thz milimy facilities at Grznd Forla, h'onh Dzliotr, would bz przjudicial to 
tht nationd security intzrest of thz Unicd S ~ t z s . "  

h.fY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT AKY P,CTIONS T O  D:[SMANTLE 
..- .. . .. . . .  ,. . .... ... .. THE GRAND F O K S  BALLTSTIC hlfISSILE FIELD COULD Uh-DERIlfINE THE ABbf 

- : , .. ,, . . . .. TREATY REGIhfEN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASOXS: 

b First, Russia and other rtpublics of the forntr  Sovi?: Union could considzr the 
closing of Grmd Forks a si;nd thzt thz Uni:eO Sk!es iniends unilzterdly to 
chmgz tht ABM Treaty. 

b Sxond,  it could szriously jcopudize pio;rtm for d:vzlopin,o m d  employing 
thatzr  and siratzgic mii-bdlistic systtns to 6:f'znd tit United Stztes, the 
dirsction in which we x e d  to be focusin; our sxurit); efforts. 

b Third, ctosins G r a d  Forks may 122d to 2 vio!xiori of the 1992 entndrntnts to 
ti72 blijsilz Dsfcnst Act of 1931, which P ~ O L . ~ & S  tila! dl s~ategic deknsts  must 
bz t r a y  compliant 2nd that t h t  ont pzrni:r:d silt n~s t  b? Grmd Forks. 

THE hfISSILE FIELD AT GR.4h'D FORKS AFB IS IhTRICATELY LIhXED T O  THE 
ABhf TREATY. IF  THE UhTTED STATES !ERE TO CLOSE GR433 FORKS BEFORE 
IT \IIfORKED OUT DETAILS WITH THE hVCLEAR REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER 
SOVIET UNION, IT COULD GIVE THOSE REPUBLICS GROUhVS FOX BELIEVING 
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THAT THE UMTED STATES WAS ATTEbIPTING TO CHANGE UMLATERALLY THE 
ABM TREATY RATHER THAN WORK JOINTLY TO A3fE:ND IT. 

MOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVEFITS IN THE BREAKAWAY 
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT H.AS PLACED ON 1J.S.-RUSSIAN 
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY T H E  U.S. T O  CLOSE GwD FORKS 
WOULD NOT OINLY FURTHER FRUSTRATE OUR ATIZMPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER 
HAkifONY ON A BROAD RANGE OF D E F E N S E / S E C W Y  ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD 
SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZE T H E  STABILITY OF THE OTHER FORMER SOVIET 
REPUBLICS W T H  NUCLEAR CAPABILITY. 

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAND FORKS IVILL IWlBIT, IF NOT ENTIRELY 
PROXIBIT, THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFEKSlVE SYSTEMS WHICH 
ENCObfPASS THE DEPLOYhIENT OF DEFENSES AT hfORE THAN O L E  SITE. 
hfOVING T O  ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE 
WITH THE RUSSIANS, AND POSSIBLY OTHER FOhifER REPUBLICS OF 'THE SOVIET 
Uh7ON. IN  OTHER WORDS, IT COULD COhlPLICAiE LOXG-RANGE; PLANS T O  
BUILD A NEW SITE A h D  EVEN PLANS FOR EVEhTUALLY ESTABLISHING A 
h1ULTlPLE SITE DEFENSE O F  THE UiNTED STATES. 

FURTHER, NOl3VITHSTAh'DING THE FACT TH.4T THE GRAND FORKS ABLM 
SYSTEhI HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SIXCE 1976, CLOSURE OF GRAND 
F O W S  WOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGHTS Of THE UNITED STATES 
UNDER ARTICLE 111 OF THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AN ABhf SYSTEM, IF 
REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE. 

FINALLY, IN THE FlISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF I93 1, THE COXGRESS SPECIFIED 
THAT THE DEVELOPAlEhT OF U.S. PROGRAhfS F 0 4  STRATEGIC DEFENSES hIUST 
BE "TREATY CObfPLIANT", THAT IS, THE UNTED STATES CAN PLAN T O  DEFEND 
OhTY ONE SITE. IN  THE 1992 AhlENDhfEi\TT TO THE b!ISSILE DEFENSE: ACT, THE 
COXG,PESS REPEATED ITS STIPULATIOS TH.4T P L A h X D  STRATEGIC DEFENSES 
BE "TREATY COlIPLIAhT",  AhTD FURTHER STATED TH.4T THE 0h'E PEhiIITTED 
SITE BE GEL4hTD FO*WS. THUS, ANY ACTIOS TO CLOSE GX4hD F O M S  AFB, AS 
PART OF A B,4SE CLOSURE EXERCISE, IClTHOUT RESOLUTION OF THE OPEN ABhf 
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. IN THE POSITION OF VIOLATING KOT 
OhTY THE ABhf TREATY BUT ALSO ITS 0\C% COh!PLI.4KCE STAEUiARI3S. 

IN SUbIhlARY, I Ah1 COWIXCED THAT CLOSING THE hfILITARY FACILITIES 
AT GR4h'D FORKS, NORTH D,I\KOTA, W'OULD BE A GKAF'E hIISTAKE. THE ABhf 
TREATY IiLlPLICATIONS O F  SUCH AN ACTION \IC'OULD BE SERIOUS CAUSE FOR 
CONCERN BY OFFICIALS OF THE FORiifER SOVIET UI\;ION, PREVEKT THE 
DEVELOPhIENT OF A S O U h 9  DEFENSIVE SSSTEXI TO PROTECT THE; UNITED 



AMBASSADOR EDWARD L. ROJYNY (LT. GFSU'., U.S.A., RET.) 

STATES AND PLACE THE UlWTED STATES IN THE POSITION OF POTENTIALLY 
VIOLATING ITS OWN LAWS. IN SHORT, TO CLOSE GRAm FORKS .AFB WOULD 
PUT THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECUEUTY AT RISK. 
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling,it is a pl, ~ a s u r e  to 

appear before you today to discuss the practical and legal affects of a decision to realign 

Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

As the Chief START negotiator under President Reagan, Special Advisor to 

Secretary of State Shultz for Arms Control Matters under both Presidents Reagan and 

Bush, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff Representatives to the Strategic Arms Lirrlitation Talks 
. .  . 2 .. . . . .....; 
. . .  - (SALT 11) under the Carter Administration, 1 feel compelled to express my grave concern 

over the Department of Defense's recommendation to inactivate the 321 st Missile Group 

at Grand Forks, North Dakota. By taking this course of action, the United States would 

unacceptable restrict its ballistic missile defence options and needlessly spend millions 

of dollars that could be saved if an alternative ICBM site wera inactivated. Some have 

suggested that the United States could finesse the ABM Treaty implications by leaving 

some minimal number of ICBM launchers at Grand Forks. This solution is unsatisfactory 

because it could undermine the ABM Treaty regimen as well as jeopardize efforts to 

consummate the START II Treaty. 

For nearly two decades I took part in, or was in charge of, negotiatiorls with the 

USSR on nuclear strategic issues. In 1982 1 was a member of the first five-y?ar review 



of the ABM Treaty and in 1987 was in charge of the second five-year review of the ABM 

Treaty. Based on my experience and continued contacts with officials of the Department 

of Defense, and members of the U.S. Congress, I am convinced that closure of the 

missile facilities at Grand Forks would be a serious mistake. 

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS 

One of my gravest concerns is that Grand Forks AFB might be realigned without 

serious consideration as to whether this action might limit our ballistic mi:ssile defense 

options under the ABM Treaty. This is not a matter to be taken lightly. As the 

Washington Post recently reported, "[tjhe Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty 

- - . .  . is the linchpin to its arms control strategy," I, too, am concerned about the damage that 
....',' . . '.. .: . . - .  . 

this contemplated action might inflict on the treaty. 

As you are aware, the Treaty Between the United States of American and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 

(hereinafter "ABM Treaty") was signed in Mosco~v on May 26, 1972, and entered into 

force on October 3, 1972. The ABM Treaty provides among other things, for the 

restriction of the numbers of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment areas maintained by 

the two nations. Article Ill(a) of the treaty permits each party to dsploy one limited ABM 

system to protect its capital; Article Ill(b) permits an ABM system to protect an 

intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. The treaty states that. this latter 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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deployment area must "contain [ I  ICBM silo launchers." 

On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both pariie.~ issued a nurr~ber of agreed 

statements and came to a common understanding on certain issues intricately related to 

the treaty. One common understanding reached by the parties concerned where the U.S. 

would deploy its Article Ill(b) ABM system. On this point, the U.S. Delegation stated, (and 

I quote), "that its ABM system deployment area for defenss of ICBM silo launders, located 

west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher 

deployment area." 

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ASM Protocol") further restricting 

..-. . . 
the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and 

, .' . 
- . , -  
-. . the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM 

Protocol limits each party to one site only. The effect of the ABM Protocol is to restrict 

the United States to maintain its choice the Grand Forks AFB as the ABM deployment 

area under Article Ill of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S R. is bound by its selection 

of Moscow. 

The protocol provides a single exception to tnosa restrictions. Each party is 

allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article Ill sit not initially 

chosen. Each party may do so only once and, before initiating constructiorl at the new 

sits, must notify the other country according to the procedure agreed to in the Standing 
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Consultative Commission and during a year in which ths ABM Treaty is scheduled for 

review. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and 

the next review is scheduled for 1997. As Article 11, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol 

explains: 

[Ijn the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to 

dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the 

deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or 

its components in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article 

Ill(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle 

or destroy the ABM system and its components in the area centered on its 

capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area 

containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article Ill)b) of the Treaty. 

1. Preserving a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AF8 In Order to 

Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM Systsm thsre Would Violate the Intent of 

the ABM Treaty 

I have heard the suggestion that preserving a small number of ICBM launchers at 

Grand Forks might satisfy the requirement of the ABlLl Treaty while allowing for the 

effective inactivation of the 321 st Missile Group. I am dismayed that the Department of 

Defense would entertain this suggested disingenuity. Yet, included in the ~ e ~ i a r t m e n t  of 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is the follovfing: "A small number 

of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required." The statement refers to 

Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an ARM system deployment area 

within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is that, by retaining "[a] small 

number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to dsploy an ABM system there 

would also be retained. The notion cannot stand, however, because it relies upon an 

interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose. 

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM 

silo launchers" in Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does i t  mean, as has been suggested, 

that the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile 

.. . ABM system to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and 
. . .  . . . .  
. . .  .. ' 

no logistic support and stripped of nearly every componsnt necessary to maintain their 

operational status? Or does the phrase reflect the pariies' deiermination to allow each 

country to deploy an ABM system for the protection of an operational missile field? 

Common sense and the history of the ABM Treaty point to this second meaning as the 

correct answer. 

Some of the most important and illuminating history of the ABM Treaty is contained 

in the records of the Senate's consideration of the agreement. The Senate understood 

the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" as used in Article Ill(b) of the treaty to refer to ICBM 

fields, not simply launchers. Statements made by a number of senators during 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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consideration of the ABM Treaty confirm this understanding, as do references in the 

Senate Foreign Relations Committee report. The Senate's understanding of the ABM 

Treaty became law when it voted for ratification. 

The suggested strategy of inactivating all compon2nts of the 321 st Missile Group 

except for some minimal number of silo launchers cannot be squared with the meaning 

of Article Ill(b) as ratified by the Senate that the ABM system deployment area was meant 

to defend an ICBM complex and not simply several ICBM launchers. 

Accordingly, to the extent the United States desires to maintain the ability to field 

an ABM site and still remain in compliance with the ABM Treaty, the suggested 

,.-.. ..... 
destruction of all but several ICBM launchers should be rejected. Further, not 

:*:: .' . . . . . I  , :-.' - - withstanding the fact that the Grand Forks ABM system has been on inactive status since 

1976, closure of Grand Forks AFB or reducing the number to only a few launchers would 

extinguish any reserved rights of the United States under Article Ill of the Treaty to 

activate a ABM system, i f  required in the future. 

2. The Suggested "Solution" Would Jeopardize United Statas Credibility 'With Russia 

and the Other Former Soviet Republics 

A related but independent problem concerns our credibility with the successors to 

the U.S.S.R. Russia, and the other Republics of the former Soviet Union h.ave agreed 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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to abide by the terms of the ABM Treaty. Over the past two decades the Soviets, and 

now their successors, have expressed apprehension that the United States intends to 

walk away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. Ths U.S.S.R. has considered the 

ABM Treaty to serve their interests, whereas the U.S. has come to believe that the ABM 

Treaty, especially as narrowly defined by the Soviets, has prevented the United States 

from developing defgnses which would protect i t  from a crippling first-strike. 

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, military ofi'icials of Russia and the other 

nuclear state, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, have indicated that they would be 

amenable to amending the ABM Treaty so as to permit all parties to work jointly to 

develop defenses to protect against ballistic missile aiiacks. If the United S1:ates were to 

realign Grand Forks with the intention that it could retain its ballistic missile defense 

options and before it worked out details with the nuclear republics of the former Soviet 

Union, it might well spark a belief that the United States was attempting to unilaterally 

change the ABM Treaty rather that work jointly to amend it. 

Realigning Grand Forks could alienats many of the members of the United States 

Senate and House of Representatives who have stzadfasily supported the ABM Treaty. 

In the Missile Defense Act of 1992, the congress specified that the developrr~ent of U.S. 

programs for strategic defenses must be "treaty compliani," that is, that the Ur~ited States 

can plan to defend only one site. In the 1992 amendment to the Missile Defense Act, the 

Congress repeated its stipulation that planned strategic defenses be "treaty (:ompliant," 

. . 
Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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and further stated that the one permitted site by Grand Forks. Thus, any action to close 

Grand Forks AFB, as part of a base closure exercise without prior consultation with the 

Congress and resolution of the open ABM Treaty issues would be consiclered by them 

to be a serious breach of faith and could jeopardize the National consensus on Arms 

Control. 

In summary, I am convinced that closing the missile facilities at Grancl Forks, North 

Dakota under the aforementioned suggested pretenses threatens to ur~dermine our 

credibility and should not be undertaken. 

START II TREATY IMPLICATIONS: 

In addition to ABM Treaty implications, no actions should be contemplated which 

jeopardize prospects for ratification of the START I1 treaty. The uncertainty .surrounding 

this treaty requires the retention of the 321st Missile Group. President Bush and 

President Yeltsin signed the START l l  Treaty on January 3, 1994, in Moscow; on January 

15, 1993, President Bush submitted the START II Treaty to the Ssnaie for its advice and 

consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when the Treaty will be ratified by the 

Senate. 

I agree with views of Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr. expressed recently before the 

Senate Armed Services Committee. Admiral Chiles counseled that, because of the 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
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uncertainty surrounding the ratification of START II, "VIS should allow the ratification 

process to take place [before we] draw down Peacekegper and Minuteman Ill" 

deployments. More significantly, Admiral Chiles noted that it will be difficult to implement 

START II unless we adhere to the ABM Treaty. On this point the Admiral stated: "I 

believe that without an ABM Treaty, we would not bs able to move to a START 11." 

Similarly, I believe that until the START I1 Treaty situation is ratified and all 

strategic allocations are determined, prudent planning requires the retention of the 321 st 

Missile Group, and good faith compliance with the latter and spirit of the A13M Treaty. 

COST ISSUES: 

A decision to inactivate the 321 st Missile Group would unnecessarily cost millions 

of dollars; dollars that could be saved were a different ICBM field chosen for inactivation. 

The missile field at  rand Forks is this country's navast and most modern installation. 

It is also the one ICBM field inextricable linked to ths ASM Trzaty. If the United States 

adopts the suggestion to redesignate its Article Ill(b) deployrnsnt area, the P B M  Treaty 

and its protocols would require us to dismantle to destroy any and all ABM components 

currently located in the Grand Forks area, including all ABIV launchars and r'zdars. 

I am distressed that this cost item has not, to this point, been taken into account. 

A fully informed decision regarding Grand Forks cannot be made without considering 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
(Lt. Gen., U.S.A., Ret.) 



these important items. Moreover, the failures to account for such costs violates the spirit. 

i f  not the letter, of Section 2925 (a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 

year 1994, which expresses the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of Defense 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
(Lt. Gen., U.S.A., Ret.) 

should consider all direct costs to Federal departments and agsncies when deciding base 

closure issues. 

. . 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Mr. George R. Schlossberg 
Kutak Rock 
Suite 1000 
1 101 Connecticut Avenue, N. W 
Washington, D.C. 20036-4374 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Mr. Schlossberg: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Grand Forks, North Dakota. t appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the idbrmation you 
provided on Grand Forks was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military i~astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this ditficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 16, 1995 GOVERNOR 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commssion 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing you on behalf of the employees of Defense Depot, Memphis Tennessee. 
Through many years of service to their country they have built an unparalleled record for 
timely supply support of this Nation's fighting men and women. 

I want to bring to your attention a factor I feel has been omitted from the discussions 
between you and the BRAC staff and the Defense Logistics Agency. 

There is no question that DLA must downsize in order to meet reduced requirements as 
our armed forces also downsize. We all understand and accept the need to do 1:his. While 
the DLA has no shortage of storage space, they do have a shortage of distributjion space. 
That is, buildings designed for the movement of goods, not merely the storage of goods. 
The actual utility of this distribution space includes augmenting civilian assets such as 
airports, road networks, railroads and the presence of a distribution industry base. 

Our combat forces cannot accomplish their missions through just the storage oi'supplies-- 
but only by receipt of those supplies. Defense Depot Memphis shipped twice as much 
tonnage as any other depot (including the Primary Distribution Sites) during Desert 
ShieldIStorm. In fact, DDMT a h  shipped 42% of DLA tonnage sent in support of the 
War. 

Three things made this performance possible: 

1) Design. DDMT is designed to receive and issue massive amounts of'supplies in 
emergency situations. DLA's internal study reveals the impact of faulty design at 
their east coast PDS: 

Many significant shipment delays were experienced at New 
Cumberland Army Depot (NCAD) as NCAD experienced 
gridlock. Customer service was compromised, the Commercial 
Carrier Industry was frustrated and inconvenienced as carriage 
underload delays were encountered. 

State Capitol, Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0001 
Telephone No. (6 15) 74 1-200 1 



2) Transportation Infrastructure. DDMT is complemented by civilian 
transportation assets including access to ports on three coasts; the world's number 
one cargo airport in terms of pounds of cargo distributed; rail and all vveather road 
access. DLA planners recognized the importance of this point in their report on 
operations Desert ShieldIStorm: 

Shipments of material from DLA activities west of the Mississippi 
River to the east coast CCP were both inefficient and expensive. 

3) Industry Infrastructure. The availability of a labor pool of trained ~Listribution 
workers enables DDMT to bring on second and third shifts to quickly go to 24 
hour operation. 

DDMT hired 900 experienced distribution workers within 21 days of 
receiving approval for Desert Shield augmentation. 

No other DLA depot demonstrates this capability as witnessed by their performances 
during Desert ShieldIStorm (Enclosure 1). I have also taken the liberty of including the 
assessment of DDMT by DLA's own professional staff planners (Enclosure 2) 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling visited DDMT and told us he found our arguments to retain 
DDMT persuasive. He needs your support. 

Sincerely, 
n &a Don Sundquist 



OPERATION DESERT STORM 

DEPOT LINES IN/OUT2 % 

DDMT 107,324 42 892,061 22 

DDRV 45,574 18 693,923 17 

DDMP 38,790 15 687,064 17 

DDRW 40,257 15 677,69 1 16 

DDOU 22,592 9 645,832 16 

DDCO 1,766 1 505,139 12 

TOTAL 258,303 100 4,101,710 100 

Source: DLA Support of Operation Desert Storm, August 1990-March 1991 
Assessment of Rail and Container Handling Capabilities at DLA Depots Study), 
30 Jan 91 
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Disadvantages 
Colurn b u s  

o Co-located,  Easy to Vacate At A Later Date o Obsolete  Facilities 
o Spread S o m e  OIH At Colurnbus Site o High RPM C o s t ,  Pos s ib l e  ;M.ILCON 

M e m p h i s  - - 
o Good Distribution Location Sllotlld Futurc o St,?:~c! A l o r ~ c ,  Could B e  CI Frobicni To. 

Dist Suppor t  Be  Req'd V a c ~ ~ t c  At  Latc ,  Date. 
o Great Facilities, B o t h  Storage & Operatioc~al. 
o Close  To Fed Ex, Could Play In Specialized 

Cus tomer  Support .  
o Hazardous Facilities 
o Great  Depot For  Backup  I f  Required During 

Contingency o r  Ca tas t rophe ,  
o May Be Needed To 

Suppor t  Cus tomer s  In 3 Day Scenar io  
o MIL Value # 3  Behind 2 P D S ' s  

Red River  
o Could Provide Suppor t  To Army For 

Serviceable End Items 
o Tenant To Lone Star, Easy To Vacate At Later Date 
o Could Take Ovcr Rubber  S h o p  For A r ~ n y  

o OKlahoma, San Antonio, Albany, and 
Antliston Can provide Army Suppor t  

o Not In a s  Good  Of A Location A s  
. Memphis to Suppor t  3 Day Deliverj 

o 65% of Wtises are L e s s  Than 30,000 S F  
More Costly To Maintain And Operate  



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Don Sundquist 
Governor 
State of Tennessee 
State Capitol 
Nashville, Tennessee 3 7243 -000 1 

June 28,1995 

Dear Governor Sundquist: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
Tennessee. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the idbrmation you 
provided on the Defense Distribution Depot Memphis was carefidly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infi-astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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Helmut Baxter 
530 Old Magnolia Trail 
Canton, Georgia 30115-8211 

June 14, 1995 

Ms. Marilyn K. Wasleski 
Senior Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, XI425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ms. Wasleski: 

Thank you for allowing us to brief you on employee concerns during your recent 
visit to the Defense Contract Management District South in Marietta, Georgia. 

As you know, of the three current Districts, ours is slated for closure, leaving 
an office in Los Angeles and Boston. I would like to add my voice to point out 
the recent news from Boston that the building housing the District office will 
be razed to make room for a convention center-sports megaplex. 

This event should trigger a new analysis of the three Districts. We feel that 
DLA underrated the continued trend of defense contractors moving to the sunbelt. 
At the same time our District has already significantly reduced staffing. DLA's 
analysis that District South is cheaper to close is not related to military 
requirements. 

It makes sense to keep three smaller, efficient District offices to cover the 
entire United States. Please delete DCMD South from closure at this1 time. 

Sincerely, 

~elmut Baxter 

Ph: (404) 590-6111 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Mr. Helmut Baxter 
530 Old Magnolia Trail 
Canton, Georgia 301 15-82 1 1 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Mr. Baxter: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Ms. Marilyn Wasleski of the Comrni~ision staff 
concerning the Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta, Georgia. I appreciate 
your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on the Defense Contract Management District South was carehlly considered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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Chapter of the National Aeronautical Association 
P.O. Box 996126 - Miami, Florida 33299-6126 

June 9, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman, 
and Commissioners, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Subject: Homestead Air Reserve Base 

Chairman Dixon and Commissioners: 

The members of the Greater Miami Aviation Association, both individual and corporate, represent 
all aspects of the field of aviation in the South Florida Region. Our interests includ,e both civilian 
and military aviation, the public and private sectors, airport sponsors and operators and users, 
both commercial and general aviation and the complete infrastructure required to support the 
industry. We are very concerned that the issue of closing the U.S. Air Force operation at 
Homestead is being revisited, and we strongly urge you to recommend retaining the Air Force 
Reserve and the Florida Air National Guard at HARB, and to expand the role of the Base to the 
extent feasible. 

Weather and the terrain have made Florida a mecca for aviation since its earliest da.ys. Since 
World War 11, the geo-political importance of its location has greatly expanded the area's 
importance to aviation, just as aviation has become key to the fhnction and purpose of the South 
Florida community. As a result of this evolution , today our area boasts a complete aviation 
support infrastructure, both equipment and people, in-place and hnctioning. 

In addition to its military significance, the Homestead Air Reserve Base and the Air Force 
Reserves stationed there are important to and benefit from the local civil aviation interests. Many 
reservists, including pilots and support personnel, work for airlines, maintenance bases, etc. 
located here in South Florida. The FAA's air traffic control system is designed for and well 
experienced in the dual use of the Florida airspace for both military and civilian operations. Also, 
the weather is conducive to flight training, and the many Military Operation Areas in the peninsula 
coupled with the airspace over the Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico enhance the 
opportunity for military operations and training out of the HARB facility. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman, 
and Commissioners, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
June 9, 1995 
Page -2- 

With the Southern Command relocating fiom Panama to the Greater Miami Area, the logistical 
role of the Homestead Air Reserve Base could be expanded and its importance to the Department 
of Defense significantly increased. Although defense policy matters are not within the role of 
GMAA, we do have an enlightened self-interest and a considerable degree of experience within 
the membership. 

Lastly, in support of retaining HARB and its military fbnction, it makes good fiscal sense because 
it will be a joint use facility with the airport maintained by civil aviation authorities (Dade County 
Aviation Department), and as civil aviation activities increase more of the operational costs will be 
assumed by the civil aviation users. 

We sincerely hope that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission wil.1 recommend 
maintaining the operation at Homestead Air Reserve Base. It is in the best interest of the 
community, the State and the Nation that you do so. 

Very truly yours, 

GREATER MIAMI AVIATION ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Charles ~ukoski,yresident 

cc: Honorable William Perry, Secretary of Defense 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMI4ISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 FI; - -  - - ' - - A -  +, 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 Y. I - .  . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN Fr MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!3. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST EELE 

Mr. Charles Bukoski 
President 
Greater Miami Aviation Association, Inc. 
Chapter of the National Aeronautical Association 
P.O. Box 996126 
Miami, Florida 33299-6 1 26 

Dear Mr. Bukoski: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Homestead Air Reserve Station (ARS), Florida. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Homestead ARS. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon rn 



Documelit Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGMMENT COMMIS:SION 

EXEC~TIV* COE-PONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 4 ~ 0 6 ~ ~ ~ ~  

TYPE OF ACTION R E Q U I .  
r . I 3 



CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS 
0 STEPHEN GOLDSMITH 

MAYOR 

June 15, 1995 

Mr. Jim Owsley 
Joint Cross Service Team Leader 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to meet with you on June 5, 1995, to discuss the City's 
public private partnership proposal for the Naval Air Warfare Center-Indianapolis. 

As I mentioned, we believe the recommended closure scenario offers no apparent gains in cost 
savings, efficiencies or military value that justify the cost of closure. Our proposal would 
significantly reduce the cost and disruption of closure, while allowing vital Navy programs to remain 
stable and save more money for the Navy and Department of Defense. 

I appreciate your willingness to work with us on a recommendation that would benefit tlhe Department 
of Defense, the Navy and the community. We are hopeful that the City will be provided a chance to 
implement this proposal. 

Per your request, we are in the process of drafting the appropriate language. Please don't hesitate to 
call me or Larry Gigerich at 317-327-3637 if you have any further questions or concerns. Thank you 
for your time and continued interest in our proposal! 

Yours t ly, 

A* 
Stephen Goldsmith 

cc: Larry Gigerich, Executive Assistant for Economic Development 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SUITE 2501, CITY COUNTY BUILDING 

200 EAST WASHINGTON STREET INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46204-3372 
(317) 327-3601 FAX: (317) 327-3980 TDD FOR HEARING IMPAIRED (317) 327-51885 
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CAFB 2000 
P.O.BOX1111 

Columbus, MS 39703-1 1 1 1 
(601) 328-0301 Fax (601 ) 328-0880 

June 14, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

During the Base Realignment and Closure Commission's visit to Columbus 
Air Force Base, a couple of questions were asked by Commission members. 
Although the Base and Community responded to these questions, I also want 
to reply in writing. 

QUESTION: In the 1991 data call, Columbus AFB indicated an trirspace 
encroachment problem with airline operations out of Memphis and Atlanta 
airline hubs. Do airline operations at Memphis and Atlanta ,airports 
currently present an encroachment problem, and if not, what changed 
between 199 1 and 19951 

RESPONSE: From May 1987 to March 1990 I was the Operationrs Group 
Commander at Columbus AFB. At times during this period we did have some 
encroachment by airline operations into and out of Memphis. This issue was 
worked directly with Memphis Air Traffic Control Supervisors. Tlrhrough 
discussions, both the Wing and Air Traffic Control developed a better 
understanding and appreciation for each others concerns, mission, and 
requirements. This interchange plus continual dialogue alleviated the 
encroachment problem during the remaining portion of my tour. 

QUESTION: Columbus only used its Military Operating Areas 4496 of the 
time. (12,528 scheduled hours, 5,542 hours used) Weather was listed as a 
factor for non-use 90% of the time. Why does weather have such a large 
effect on using the MOA; and is there sufficient airspace capacity for 
increased operations? 

ANSWER: Columbus has the capacity to train at least 408 pilots pler year. 
Currently the base is graduating approximately 150 pilots per year. It is 
intuitively obvious that the main reason for non-use is the airspace simply 
is not needed all the time from sunrise to sunset to train only 150 pilots. 
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It is incorrect to say that 90% of non-use is due to weather. To the best of my 
knowledge this question in the data call was miss-interpreted. It most 
probably was answered by considering "of the time the MOA was usable 
what were the reasons." 

Bases answered the "hours of usage" question differently. Since some bases 
included the time each individual sortie utilized part of the airspace, 
resulting in a usage figure higher than the scheduled figure. 

Note that bases also answered the reason for non-usage differently. 

Laughlin answered the reason for non-usage by stating "used by multiple 
aircraft, hence more hours used," or "used by multiple aircraft 
simultaneously." 

Reese answered for some MOAs by stating "weather and flying hours 
availability" with no percentages attached. This is because, when the 
question is interpreted correctly, there is no source documents available to 
indicate a percentage of non-use along with the assumed reasons. F43r other 
MOAs when use was greater than scheduled hours, Reese answere,d "MOA 
split into multiple training areas." 

Vance answered "Vance MOAs have multiple aircraft using the airspace at 
any given time, therefore, aircraft hours used is greater themi hours 
scheduled." "When weather does not permit use, control reverts to Kansas 
City ARTCC." In this case, even though hours used is greater tha:n hours 
scheduled, the previous statement indicates there are times of non-use. 

Bottom line - bases answered this question differently, thereforce direct 
comparisons of answers are not possible. 

The Data Call capacity figure for Columbus is 408, which was figured using 
current airspace data. Columbus does have the airspace availrible for 
increased operations. 

I hope the above explanations are helpful in your analysis. If we cirn be of 
further assistance please do not hesitate to contact CAFB 2000 at (601) 328- 
0301 or (601) 328-0509. 

Sincerelv, 

Paul H. Rowcliffe 
CAFB 200 Committee 



I THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISS~ON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAI' (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

June 29,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE1.E 

Mr. Paul H. RowclBe 
CAFB 200 Committee 
P.O. Box 11 11 
Columbus, Mississippi 39703- 1 1 1 1 

Dear Mr. Rowcliffe: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Lieutenant Colonel M e d  Beyer of the Commission 
stafT concerning Columbus Air Force Base (AFB), Mississippi. I appreciate your interest in the 
base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Columbus AFB was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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JUNE H. LUCAS committees: 
State Representative Family Services- 
67th House Distrid QCoIumbue: Ranking Minody Member 
Office (61 4) 466-3488 Judiciary & Criminal Justice 
FAX (61 4) 644-9494 43215 Energy 8, Environment 

Ohio Child Support Guidelines 
District Office Advisory Commission 
1435 Locust Street Women's Policy & Research 
Mineral Ridge, OH 44440 Commission 
(21 6) 652-7201 

June 15, 1995 

The Honorable Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 

*:,, $ %  

Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to strongly oppose the closing of the Youngstown Air Reverse 
Station. It is an integral part of the future development of the adjacent 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. 

The Reverse Station has become one of the area's largest single employers 
and its loss would have serious consequences. In fact, because of its 
recent expansion efforts and anticipated growth, the area has seen a 
number of local businesses are also planning expansion. 

The local community depends heavily on several key capabilities of the 
Reserve Station. Please consider the tremendous impact this would have 
the local and surrounding communities. 

Sincerelv. 

L~~~~ H. LUCAS 
State representative 
67th House District 

cc: Commander Bernard J. Pieczynski 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 2 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEC;, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STELELE 

The Honorable June H. Lucas 
State Representative 
Ohio House of Representatives 
Columbus, Ohio 432 1 5 

Dear Representative Lucas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Wimen Air 
Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission staff  and it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myselffiom participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Aii Reserve Station. I want thcre to be no 
chance of wen an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Youngstown-Warren ARS will be 
l l ly  and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the infonnation you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military hfktmcture. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 
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W I E S  .LW GEXTLE>IE,Y, I BELIEVE THXS IS THX .APPROPRLATE TDLE 

TO 3L4KE -4 BRIEF ST-ATELMENT REGARDCNG B.ASES 0% WHICH I H.AVE 

RECCSED MYSELF FROM P,ARTICIPATION. 
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. HOWEYER, THOSE STATtTES QQ REQUIRE RECUSAL &W 

CObf3LISSIONER HAS A DIRECT FINAVCLU, INTEREST TEUT CO-D BE 
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SO I WILL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AXED ON A i i  
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FUVIlYG SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW REU)Y FOR THE STAFF 

PRESINTATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE UIYIT. 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SU'ITER 

11M) CIVIC CENTER BLVD. 
YUBA CIPI. CALIFORNIA 95993 

June 12, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

$*&&$a*; .3;r-: * . j 177 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 wW! *w,~c?flr 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As Chairman of the Board of Supervisors for the County of Sutter in 
California, I am writing this letter to express the concerns of the 
constituents of my County to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission before their scheduled meetings on 22 June 1995. I 
respectfully request that your Commission strongly consider the 
importance of McClellan Air Force Base to its surrounding counties and 
communities before making any decisions. 

The value of McClellan to the national security of our Country is 
unquestionable. McClellans' organic treaty monitoring fac:ility, their 
neutron x-ray facility, their unique electronic warfare systems 
expertise and the many other specialized missions at McClel.lan are vital 
to our national defense. The process of duplicating or replacing any of 
these unique missions would be cost prohibitive. 

Closure of McClellan would be devastating to a community already reeling 
from the previous closures of two major installations in the local area. 
McClellan is located approximately 20 miles from the borders of Sutter 
County and a large number of our residents are employed at the Base. The 
payroll for these employees is approximately 10 million dollars. 
Closure of this installation would significantly affect our local 
unemployment rates that already reach seasonal highs of 17-20 percent. 
Loss of these dollars would also adversely affect the small. independent 
business typically found in rural towns. 

As your Commission enters into deliberations, please consider the 
importance of McClellan to the counties and communities that surround 
it, as well as its vital importance to our national defense. 

oan Bechtel 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 

CASEY KROON DISTRICT 1 COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR 
DENNIS NELSON DISTRICT 2 LARRY T. COMBS 
LARRY MUNGER DISTRICT 3 
JOAN BECHTEL DISTRICT 4 CLERK OF THE BOARD 
DICK AKIN DISTRICT 5 LONNA SMITH 

REGULAR MEETINGS ARE HELD TUESDAY OF EACH WEEK 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. Cl-[AIRMAN 

June 21, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST!EELE 

Ms. Joan Bechtel 
Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 
Sutter County 
1 160 Civic Center Boulevard 
Yuba City, California 95993 

Dear Ms. Bechtel: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the McClellan Aiu Force 
Base (AFB), California. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in 
a fair and objective manner. As you may know, the Commission recently received 
testimony on behalf of McClellan AFB during a public regional hearing in San ]Francisco, 
California on May 25, 1995. In addition, the Commission visited McClellan A)% on May 
22 and May 26, 1995 to examine, firsthand, the operations conducted at the base. The 
information gained during the hearing and base visit, in addition to all other so~uces of 
infoxmation provided to the Commission and pertaining to McClellan AFB, will be 
careMy scrutinized by the Commissioners and staffbefore a decision is reached afkdng 
the facility. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



Doc~ul~lel-t Separator 
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ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 19, 1995 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

The Army appreciates the opportunity to address a proposal presented to the BRAC 
Commission during the June 15, 1995, visit to Red River Army Depot. The Red River 
Community suggests it would be possible to retain Red River and save approximately $107 
million by downsizing instead of closing. 

This proposal compounds the problem of excess capacity, continues under utilization due to 
decreased workloads, and causes eventual rate increases. The Red River Community proposal 
presupposes the downsizing of Anniston Army Depot along with Red River Army Depot. In fact, 
over 65 percent of the community's plan depends on the downsizing of Anniston Army Depot, an 
action which is contrary to the Army's recommendation and one we cannot support . 

Supposedly, the community's plan is to size both Red River Army Depot and Anniston Army 
Depots to core levels. A key point of the proposal suggests the realignment of Anniston 
Army Depot by reducing the Depot's workload and personnel with the assumption that 
infrastructure would be proportionally reduced. As you are well aware, Amston , b y  
Depot is not on the Commission's list of installations being considered for realignment or closure. 
Therefore, this is not appropriate for consideration as part of the BRAC 95 proces,s. 

We recognize and support the value of reducing infrastructure and view the h n y ' s  
recommendations as a means to accomplish this goal. Let us share with you some 
thoughts on those areas where we are in sharp disagreement with the logic of the Red River 
Community plan. 

First, the proposal under-estimates the difficulty that the Army will face in providing support 
to non-core weapon systems. Many of these systems have been out of production for many years 
and the original manufacturer is no longer in life cycle sustainment. Non-core combat vehicles 
include the M728 Combat Engineering Vehicle, the Armored Vehicular Launched Bridge, the 
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M88 Recovery Vehicle, and the M55 1A1 Armored Recon Vehicle just to name a fkw. 
Historically, these are low volume, environmentally intensive programs which are difficult to 
execute and would be demanding and challenging for a private contractor to make i l  minimum 
profit. Even though these systems are designated as non-core, they are essential to the readiness 
of U. S. forces. 

The Army's recommendation to consolidate ground combat workload into Anni:jton Army 
Depot supports the concepts recommended by the Defense Science Board Task Force on Depot 
Maintenance Management (April, 1994). Consolidation of all ground combat vehicles at one 
organic depot should be viewed as a logical means to this end. The process should begin 
with the consolidation of all workload (core and non-core) followed by the transition of non-core 
to the private sector as opportunities become available. This will take advantage of savings 
associated with consolidation in the near term and provide for a smooth transition cpn non-core 
workload without impacting readiness. 

The Red River Community proposal states that the Army needs to retain two combat vehicle 
depots to meet mobilization and surge capacity requirements. As we have stated previously, 
comprehensive analyses have made it clear that Anniston Army Depot has more than adequate 
capacity to meet current and future (core and non-core) maintenance requirements without 
undue risk to readiness. Failure to consolidate operations will cause substantial under-utilization 
of capacity at both Anniston Army Depot and at Red River Army Depot. The 
underutilized capacity will translate into the Army being burdened to fund the cost of operating 
and maintaining excessive infrastructure rather than vital functions such as training, operations 
and support of the force. 

The Red River Community reduce-to-core proposal claims to have savings which approximate 
80 percent of those associated with the Army's BRAC recommendation with respect to Red River 
Army Depot. The savings claimed by the community are greatly overstated because they do not 
consider the cost of accomplishing the Army's non-core combat vehicle workload. The 
community proposes to reduce both Anniston Army Depot and Red River facilities and personnel 
to accommodate core workload and claims an annual savings of $107 million based on 2,600,000 
direct labor hours of annual core workload. The community proposal concedes that the Army's 
recommendation has an annual savings of $129 million based on 3,400,000 direct la.bor hours of 
core and non-core workload. Comparing the two plans, our recommendation saves; an additional 
$22 million and accomplishes 800,000 more manhours or workload than the Red River 
Community proposal. Using depot bid rates as a basis of evaluation, the value of p~zrforming the 
800,000 additional manhours of workload would be approximately $72 million annilally. Simply 
combining the stated differences, the annual savings of the Army recommendation would be 
approximately $94 million ($22 million plus $72 million) more than the Red River C:ommunity 
Proposal. 

The Red River Community plan also states that Red River Army Depot would develop 
relationships with industry to share non-core workload. It is important to note that Anniston 
Army Depot currently has multi-year programs with both General Dynamics Land Systems 
(GDLS) and United Defense Limited Partnership (UDLP) to co-produce major weapon systems 



up-grades, like the MIA2 Combat Vehicle, the Heavy Assault Bridge, and the Bree:cher Vehicle. 
Also, Anniston Army Depot is currently leasing the use of its test track to UDLP tcl test M113 
personnel carriers being up-graded at UDLP's Anniston, Alabama plant. Anniston is in the 
negotiating phases with GDLS and UDLP to use government facilities to accomplisth additional 
programs such as the FOX vehicle up-grade and the production of Marine Corps amphibious 
vehicles. A consolidated combat vehicle workload at Anniston Army Depot will serve to 
strengthen these partnering initiatives and provide new opportunities to hrther inte,grate the 
public and private industrial base. 

In closing, we believe the Commission gave a clear and unambiguous signal on 110 May 1995, 
when the Commission chose not to add Anniston Army Depot to the list of installations for 
possible realignment or closure. Yet, the effect of the Red River Community "dowinsizing plan" 
shifts 65 percent of the burden to Anniston Army Depot. However, the Army's current 
recommendations, which should not be modified, can be executed less expensively, save more, 
and have fewer impacts on readiness by first consolidating the maintenance of all ground combat 
workload at Anniston Army Depot. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Harnner, (703) 693-0077 

Acting Director 
The Army Basing Study 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

ATTENTION OF 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

June 19, 1995 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This response is provided to your request of June 15, 1995, concerning the cliirification 
of manhour data provided earlier for the Army's ground combat vehicle depots. 

The 12.8 million manhours represents the total knded workload whereas the 8.4 million 
manhours represent the wartime CORE workload as supported in our data call. However, 
included in the 8.4 million is approximately 700,000 hours of ground support and other, to include 
small arms, workload. Ground combat vehicle workload totals approximately 7.7 million 
manhours. 

Point of Contact for this action is Mr. Ron Harnner, (703) 693-0077. 

JOHN B. NERGER 
Acting Director 
The Army Basing Study 
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Adrninistratorfrreasurer 

June 8, 1995 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are writing to express our concern over the proposed relocation of Fort McClellan in 
Anniston, Alabama, home of the Nuclear, Biological, Chemical (NBC) Defense Center and 
the U.S. Army Chemical School to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

As you know, Fort McClellan is the only base in the free world that trains personnel from 
the U.S. armed forces, local governments, as well as our international allies in the handling 
of nuclear, biological, and chemical agents. In the wake of the chemical attack on the 
Japanese subway system and the Oklahoma City bombing, we firmly belieke that closure of 
this facility would send the wrong signal both to terrorists considering future attacks in this 
country as well as to American citizens concerned for their own protection in the face of 
these threats. Already Fort McClellan has received requests for technical assistance and/or 
training from the Port Authority of New York, the Chicago Police Department Bomb and 
Arson Section, the Federal Region IV, Regional Response Team from Atlanta, Georgia (in 
preparation for the I996 O!prnpics), the Arizona Department of Emergency Management 
(in preparation for the next Super Bowl in Phoenix) and the Argentina Ministry of Defense. 
We simply cannot afford the risk of allowing these requests to be delayed or go unanswered 
when the safety of American citizens is at stake. 

We understand from conversations we have had with officials from Anniston that if the 
closure of Fort McClellan moves forward, it would take from six to ten years for the NBC 
Defense Center to become fully operational at Fort Leonard Wood. Furthermore, we have 
also been informed that the permits necessary to move the facility may not be obtained (as 
was the case in 1973 when the army failed to move the facility to Abertleen, Maryland) 
forcing the Defense Department to move the facility off-shore and making it extremely 
difficult for local governments to get the critical assistance they need. In our judgment, we 
would be making a serious mistake if we were to interrupt for a moment the United States' 
ability to train its soldiers and local law enforcement officers in the handling of these 
dangerous substances. 
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In our view, the key role of Fort McClellan in providing training to combat terrorism is an 
important consideration for the BRAC as it studies DOD's recommendation to close the 
facility. On behalf of local officials from across the nation, we hope you will take into 
account the serious implications closure of this facility will have on the nation's cities. 

Sincerely, 

Chairman 
Calhoun County Commission 

Mayor David Dethrage 
City of Anniston 

- 

Mayor Joe Mundy 
City of Blue Mountain 

SLl #&./ 
Mayor Willie ~ a u d z  Snow 
Town of Hobson City 

,g!?QW* 
May r orge Douthit 
City of Jacksonville 

Mayor Joseph Roberson 
Town of Ohatchee 

Mayor Leon Smith 
City of Oxford 

Mayor Vera Stewart 
City of Piedmont , /-I 

Mayor William E!. ~ imbrok ih  
City of Weaver 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
Senator Howell Heflin 
Senator Richard Shelby 
Congressman Glen Browder 
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IN REPLY 

REFER TO 
CAAJ(BRAC) 

,wsTlrur,',& 
DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

HEADQUARTERS 
CAMERON STATION 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22304-6 too *:& a g 
?b 

Ir .- .., ,&@* 

Mr. Robert Cook 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cook: 

In response to your request, the enclosed chart has been updated to reflect the latest available 
information reflecting space at the DLA Distribution Depots. The Anniston Depot has been 
added so that you could see the availability of storage space at that location. 

Sincerely, 

1 Encl M.V. MCMANAMAY 
Team Chief 
DLA BRAC 
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FRED KORTH 
FRITZ-ALAN KORTH 

TELEFAX 
(202) 223-1878 

June 16, 1995 
Benjamin F. Montoya, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Ben, 

You may recall that when I assumed the position of Secretary of the 
Navy under President Kennedy, I was a resident of North Central Texas, 
specifically Fort Worth. It has come to my attention in the last couple 
of weeks that there is an effort by Austin to mitigate its loss of the 
294th Air Force Reserve Wing by encouraging the BRAC Commi.ssion to move 
the 301st Air Force Reserve Wing from Fort Worth to Bergstrom. Although 
I am not fully conversant with all the details of this particular issue, 
I have discussed this matter with a couple of individuals who I believe 
are quite knowledgeable. There is overwhelming support by. the military 
of the entire joint reserve base concept, which is being implemented in 
an excellent fashion at the Naval Air Station Fort Worth Joint Reserve 
Base Carswell Field in Fort Worth. There are substantial savings, but 
most importantly great improvement in readiness training. 

Congressman Pete Geren of the 12th District, which includes Fort 
Worth, has sent me some information on this matter. Congressman Geren 
is a very astute and knowledgeable congressman who is known for both his 
intelligence and his unimpeachable integrity. He strongly feels that 
the leaders of Austin have misled the BRAC Commissioners on a number of 
issues relative to the actions of previous BRAC Hearings and the 
military value of Carswell. It seems to me, however, that if the '93 
BRAC created this exemplary model reserve base that it makes no sense to 
start breaking it up. I don't know of any time when two cost centers 
have been less expensive than one cost center. I know for a fact that 
the military value of the joint reserve base concept and the physical 
facility at Carswell, including its air space, is tremendous. 

I just wanted to drop you a note on this matter and encourage you 
to strongly consider the position of Congressman Geren and the Fort 
Worth Chamber. I am also enclosing a couple of attachments which I hope 
are informative. As always, I hope everything is going well with you. 
Please give me a call the next time you are in Washington and I do 
appreciate your consideration of my comments on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

P.S. I know you are terribly busy, but would it be possible for 
Congressman Geren to visit with you, either in person or over the phone? 
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12 ~ u n e  1995 

General Jahn T. Chain, Jr., USAF (Ret) 
Executive Vice Presidenl 
Buriington Northern Railroad 
777 Main Street 
F o ~  Worth, Texas 76 1 02 

Dear Jack, 

Thank you for your letter regarding tbe proposed relocation of 
the 301 st Tactical Fighter Wing from Naval Air Station Fort Worth Joint 
Resenre Base to Bergstturn Air Reserve Base. 

The Joint Reserve Base now being created at Fort Worth with 
units fmm each of the Services and the Texas Air National Guard 
offers a prime opportunity to demonstrate the viability of joint basing. 
This concept holds great promise for streamlining our infrastructure 
and enhancing joint operational effectiveness. 

Concerning Bergstram ARB, the ClNCs, Chiefs of the Services, 
and I revleweU the Air Force proposal to close this installation as part 
of the 1995 base closure process and determined that it would not 
impair our ability to execute the national military strategy. 

Your views an this important issue ate greatly appreciated. Wlth 
best wishes. 

J O H I H A L K A S H V I L  airman 

of t e Jo~nt Chiefs of Staff 

TOT# P.B2 

TOTAL P .02 
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STATEMENT 

BY 

MINTER ALEXANDER, LT. GEN., USAF (Retired) 

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. It is an 

honor for me to be allowed to comment this morning in support of the 

decision by the Defense Department to leave the 301 st Fighter Wing at the 

FOR Worth JRB. I was a former commander at the old Carswell Air Force 

Base, which is now the JRB. I live in Virginia and, from there, I have 

watched with pride the~joint initiatives underway at the JRB, When I learned 

of the potential removal of the fighter wing and its Fw16s, I felt compelled to 
L 

travel here from Virginia and speak out, 

The progress that has been made by the Reserve Component in developing 

the JRB is impressive and represents an enormous gain for jointness. I 

spent the last portion of my career working in a joint environment and know 

the value of the contribution to jointness that the organizational structure 

being developed at the JRB will have. It is a wonderful concept and will lead 

the way in pioneering new frontiers in jointness among the servicesi. The 

recently published report from the Commission on Roles and Missions of the 
. -- - 
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Armed Forces gives a strong endorsement for increased joint training and 
L 

the type of activities that will be going on at the JRB. There we havot a rich 

mixture of forces with exciting new joint tactical training activities being 

planned and executed. We are seeing parochial service barriers broken 

down and efforts at commonality being established. There is daily 

interaction among the AF Reserve, Texas Air National Guard, Texas Army 

National Guard, Naval Reserve and the Marine Corps Reserve units. They 

are working together in joint tactical training and in the routine execi~tion of 

joint service support functions. This joint activity is building increased 

readiness for the gaining ClNCs in time of hostilities. That, really, is the 

L ultimate mission of the Reserve Component, to provide ready forces; for the 

war fighting CINCs. 

The removal of the 301st Fighter Wing and its F-16s from the JRB will be a 

step backward in jointness and result in a lessening of the total combat 

readiness of the forces at the JRB. Those of us who believe in joint~ness 

and how it improves our combat readiness must speak out in support of the 

JRB. 
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Let me turn now to recruiting. The 301st Fighter Wing has always enjoyed 
C 

the ability to recruit from the finest and best the country has to offer. The 

Fort Worth-Dallas Metroplex provides a population base of over 4 million 

within a 50 mile radius and a large aerospace and air transportatior) 

industry. A talented and skilled pool of pilots, technicians and other support 

personnel are readily available for recruiting by the 301 st as well as all of the 

other units at the Base. These units have been recruiting very succ:essfully 

in the past from this same growing population base. Recruiting in the 

metroplex is a major STRENGTH In favor of DOD's decision. 

L. The JRB's ground and airspace operations are not overcrowded. In 1993 

and 1995 the FAA fully supported moving NAS Dallas aviation units to Me 

Fort Worth JRB. The FAA stated that moving the Reserve units fro~rn Dallas 

to Fort Worth would improve safety and the entire airspace system. The. 

Navy, who has been controlling traffic at the Fort Worth JRB for the last two 

years, has stated that there are no airspace problems; specifically no 

airspace overcrowding or no arrival or departure delays ... and they dlon't 

expect any in the future. 
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As for ground operations, the JRB has the advantage of excess ramp and 
L 

hangar space. The Naval Facilities Engineering Command's survey shows 

that there will be sufficient space for bedding down a total of 186 aircraft 

without any additional ramp construction. 

The 12,000 foot runway will easily accommodate the planned 104 aircraft. 

Of those 104, twenty-four are Texas Army Guard helicopters which inormally 

will not use the runway. And, in fact, the runway is capable of handling three 

times the 71,000 runway operations that are expected each year. The need 

to divert aircraft from single runway airfields is rare, and in the case of the 

L JRB, Alliance Airport is located only 10 miles northeast. It has a published 

DOD approach and DOD fuel &tract to accommodate these occarlions. 1 

might add that the Fort Worth JRB has a 12,000 foot parallel taxiway that 

the Marine Reserve C-130 units plan to use as a practice assault strip. The 

taxiway also serves as an emergency landing runway. 

Fort Worth JRB has outstanding training areas and ranges. These were the 

training areas the 301 st used to prepare for its deployment to Operation 

Deny Flight, which is the UN's peace keeping efforts over Bosnia. No 

additional pre-deployment training at some other location was needed to 
L 

4 
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have the 301 st reach combat ready status. The unit deployed directly from 
C 

Fort Worth to Aviano, Italy, ready to immediately fly combat air patrol in joint 

operations with the entire spectrum of military units. 

Title 10 requires the greatest possible joint use of facilities by units of two or 

more Reserve components. I can think of no better example than the Fort 

Worth JRB in meeting this requirement of law. Not only are the facilities 

shared but there are new initiatives at commonality and mutual support 

being developed. An increasing number of support functions are being 

distributed among the various units at the base. Even at this early sltage of 

'L the development of its joint management of the base, the Navy estimates 

that if the 301st Fighter Wing is removed from the Fort Worth JRB that the 

Navy's annual costs for the operation of the base would be increased. 

Finally, from DOD's COBRA analysis, we know that there is a net cost of 

over four million dollars to close Bergstrom and a net cost of approximately 

21 million dollars to deactivate the 301st. That's a one time cost difference 

of over 16 million dollars. More importantly, there is an ongoing ann~ual 

savings of over four million dollars by keeping the 301 st and closing 

Berg strom. 
L 



C 
In summary, let me go back to my comments at the beginning. The key 

attribute of the Fort Worth JRB is its contribution to jointness and the 

resulting improvement in readiness. This is a wonderful initiative that should 

be encouraged and nurtured. Improvements in jointness across the 

Reserve Component can be realized from what we learn from the evolution 

of the JRB at Fort Worth. The DOD analysis shows that the Fort VVorth 

JRB remains the most cost effective location for the 301st Fighter Wing. It 

is clear to an old airman like me who believes strongly in jointness, that Fort 

Worth JRB is a bargain.,.not only is it more cost effective but the nation gets 

a better product. 

L 
Thank you Mr. Chairman. This concludes my comments. 

Now, I would like to introduce Col. Tommy Dyches. 
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THE GOVERNOR 
June 16,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street - Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22009 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Please find enclosed a copy of "Interservice Supercenters: The Pennsylvania Solution" for 
your review. This document expands on the ideas I presented to you at the Regional Hearing in 
Boston. I would encourage you to thoroughly evaluate this proposal and consider the many 
benefits that can be gleaned from interservice consolidation in Pennsylvania. 

As I stated to you in Boston, this plan is an opportunity for the Commission to not only do 
what is right, but to strive for many of the objectives that you have been charged with: reducing 
excess capacity, generating the optimum cost savings and assuring the readiness of the armed 
forces is not jeopardized. If interservicing, with its proven benefits, is going to be pursued, I 
submit to you that the "Pennsylvania Solution" is an essential initiative. This is a solid plan for 
our Armed Forces and I enthusiastically ask for your support. 

Thank you for time and consideration. 

With best regards, I remain 

Yours truly, - 
Tom Ridge 
Governor 





Letterkenny Army Depot 
Tactical Missile Interservice Supercenter 

The BRAC Act of 1993 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1993 clearly states that tactical 
missile maintenance be consolidated at the Letterkenny Anny Depot. 

This was the right decision then. There is  no reason to be reevirluating 
questions already answered. 

Missiles in Transition 

Since 1993, the arguments for tactical missile consolidation at ILetterkenny 
have only gotten stronger. 

13 of 21 missiles systems have transitioned there. 

$26 million BRAC dollars have already been spent and $100 million in 
additional equipment has transitioned to Letterkenny. 

72 experts have been hired and 3 construction projects have been 
completed. 

A DOD Inspector General audit verified that consolidation is  "within the 
projected cost estimate and on schedule." 

Letterkenny vs. Hill AFB 

Labor rates at Hill AFB are significantly higher than at Letterkerlny -- 
creating higher operating costs. 

Extensive facility upgrades would be needed at Hill to support 1:he missile 
workload. 

Costs to move missile work to Hill would be four to nine times greater than 
consolidation at Letterkenny. 

The decision to consolidate missiles at Letterkenny makes as anuch, if not 
more, sense in 1995 as it did in 1993. 



Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Ground Communications and Electronics Interservice 

I Supercenter 

Tobyhanna's Reputation 

Tobyhanna is  ranked first in military value among all Army maintenance 
depots. 

With over 40 years experience in GCE, Tobyhanna possesses a1 skilled, 
experienced and stable workforce to implement the consolidation of GCE 
depot maintenance. 

Tobyhanna already possesses the industrial capacity to absort~ DOD GCE 
maintenance work. 

As a single commodity depot, Tobyhanna is  specifically engineered for 
GCE workload which allows for managerial efficiencies. 

Tobyhanna vs. McClellan AFB 

I Tobyhanna is the Army's number 1 rated depot. McClellan is ra~ted sixth, 
dead last, among Air Force Logistics Centers. 

Tobyhanna's labor rates are 30140% lower than McClellan's. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot recently won five out of six bids for electronics 
workload in open bidding competition with the Air Force and private 
industry. 

The Army is  the primary user of GCE equipment and Tobyhannia is  the chief 
provider of  maintenance services to the Army. Accordingly, interservicing 
of GCE workload in the Anny and at Tobyhanna is more logical than 
consolidation in the Air Force and at McClellan. 



I What Others Are Saying: 

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council Ground Communicatil~ns- 
Electronics Study concluded that consolidating GCE workload at 
Tobyhanna offered the largest long-term savings and "is the most 
reasonable and prudent business decision for the DOD to make." 

The Joint Chiefs of  Staff Depot Maintenance Consolidation Stuldy 
concluded that consolidation of GCE workload in the Army provided the 
"greatest potential" for cost reductions and more flexibility to handle future 
changes. 

Coopers and Lybrand audited the Air Force and Army competitive 
programs and reported, "Tobyhanna surfaced as the most com~petitive 
depot studied," and called Tobyhanna the Department of Defen~se's best 
value. 

/ Moving McClellan - Tobyhanna vs. Air Logistics Centers 

I Should the Commission decide to close McClellan AFB, the grounds 
communications and electronics workload should not be distributed to  
other Air Force ALCs, but rather be interserviced at Tobyhanna. 

Annual Savings: 
$51.3 million by moving GCE from McClellan to Tobyhanna. 
$4.9 million by moving McClellan's GCE to other ALC's. 

(Sourn: 1993 Baoe C ~ m  ~~ shrd).J 

One Time Cost to Transfer Workload: 
$76.6 million to  move GCE workload to ALC's. 
$30.7 million to move GCE workload to Tobyhanna. 

(Souroe: lS93 Bese Cksunr - Shd)r) 

Bottom line: Greatest annual savings, lowest cost to move; cor~solidating 
Ground Communications and Electronics at Tobyhanna is the best 
decision. 



The Pennsylvania Interservice Solution 
Shorter Lines, Higher Readiness 

The vast majority of US troops deployed or stationed overseas are east of 
the Mississippi - halfway around the world. Recent history speaks for 
itself; Somalia, Kuwait, Haiti, the Middle East, Libya, Grenada and now 
possibly Eastern Europe. 

It is  essential that supply and communication lines to our soldiers be kept 
as short as possible. In order to keep readiness as high as porrsible in this 
regard, Pennsylvania is  the logical place to locate an intersewice 
supercenter. 

Missiles and radios must be repaired and returned to our troops as quickly 
as possible. Anything less places them at a lower level of readiness. 
Unlike California and Utah which are not close to our troops who depend 
on their depots, Pennsylvania is. 

Location, Location, Location 

Tobyhanna has the advantage of being less than two hours from two major 
seaports (New York and Philadelphia) and several major airporlts (Newark, 
Philadelphia, Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton). Moreover, T~byha~nna is 
centrally located on the National Highway System and major east-west, 
north-south rail lines. 

Letterkenny is equally well situated to reduce transit times becinuse of its 
location. The port of Baltimore and airports at Baltimore, Harri!sburg, 
Philadelphia and Washington are all short distances from the depot. 

The faster that depot items such as tanks, missiles and radios can get from 
the depot to the field has a calculable effect on readiness. Givt!n the 
proximity of Pennsylvania to these transportation hubs, it is  a logical and 
intelligent place to locate intersewice facilities. 

Existing Base to Build Upon 

Letterkenny and Tobyhanna have the facilities, location and work force to 
support interservice consolidation. Little or no military constru~ction would 
be needed to accommodate intersewice consolidation at these two bases. 



Interweaving Possibilities 

Having two intersewice depots geographically proximate to each other 
would allow the Army to explore possible savings through inte!rweaving. 

The two bases could be placed under one command. Core functions such 
as comptroller, personnel, and contracts could be combined at one 
location and reduce duplication of sewices. 

Such an arrangement exists at two other Pennsylvania bases: the Aviation 
Supply Office in Philadelphia and the Ships Parts Control Center in 
Mechanicsburg. Their money saving example could be used a:s model for 
Tobyhanna and Letterkenny. 

Resulting Efficiencies 

Having DOD missile and electronics interservice depots located close to 
each other would allow for the easy transfer of personnel, facilitated cross- 
training of staff, sharing of innovative procedures and techniques and 
surge reliance in times of need. 

The possibility of generating this significant component and end-item 
synergy is  only possible with Letterkenny and Tobyhanna. 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 2 1, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN I I  MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tom Ridge 
Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Office of the Governor 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 1 7 120 

Dear Governor Ridge: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of "Intersewice 
Supercenters: The Pennsylvania Solution." I appreciate your continued interest in the 
base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the irfonnation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional i n f o d o n  you have provided will be carefully considered by the C'ommission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military ~astructure. In addition, :[ have 
provided a copy of your proposal and letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficulit and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

HQ USAF/CC 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

Jose Robles, Major General, USA (Retired) ? .  yr,- .--i . -. 
Commissioner, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
17 North Moore St., Suite 124 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles 

During the Air Force hearing before the Defense Base <:losure and 
Realignment Commission on 14 June 1995, I stated the Air Force achieved 
71 percent of DoD savings from the first three BRAC rounds (1988, 1991, 
and 1993). You questioned the accuracy of this fact with Assistant 
Secretary of Defense Joshua Gotbaum in a subsequent hearing. Let me set 
the record straight. 

The 71 percent Air Force share is commonly accepted throughout 
DoD and comes from the "FY 1995 Budget Estimates" prepared by the OSD 
Comptroller and submitted to Congress in February 1994. The first three 
BRAC rounds are projected to save $6.6 billion DoD wide. The Air Force 
will achieve a significant share of the savings -- $4.7 billion -- due to our 
early commitment to the BRAC process. 

Savings throughout the department will balance out when all BRAC 
actions are completed. We have a proven track record and are proud of - 

our management success. I hope you will share this information with the 
Chairman and other members during sion's upcoming 
deliberations. 

General, U& 
Chief of Staff 
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Office of Senator Charles S. Robb 
154 Kussell Ofice Building 
Washington, D. (3. 205 1 0 

FAX 'TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET 

Date: June 20, 1995 I 
To: Cece C a m a n  

Re: Attached BRAC laizpuge I 
Sender: Scott Jones 

YOU S H O U L D  RECEIVE 2 IJAGE(S), INCLUDING THIS COVER SHEET. IF 
YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL THE PAGES, PLEASE GILL  (202) 2.24-8033. 

Cece: 

We would like to offer the attached language to bc included in the BRAC report this 
year. The purpose of this language is to give the Department of the Navy flexibility 
in responding to mandated relocations for facilities located within the National 
Capital Region. 'l'hese include thc activities at Clarendon Square and Cqrst.al City. 
'The 10-year Pentagon renovation schedule may not be able to accommodate all the 
activities scheduled to relocate there in the specified time frames. Interilrl moves can 
be extremely costly and are not funded through the normal process. 

Additionally, this language would give the Navy flexibility in moving into newly 
constructed facilities within the NCR if unexpected delays in c,onstructiorl occur or 
cost estimates become unreasonable due to unforeseen factors. 

Please let me know if you see any problen~s with this. 



The Commission is concerned with the cost-effectiveness of base closure and realignment 

actions, particularly with regard to interim moves associated with Commission directives to 

move certain Department of the Navy military functions from leased to governme~~t-owned spacc 

within the National Capital Region (NCR). Interim move costs incurred before permanent 

government-owned space can be occupied, are not calculated as part of COBRA analysis and 

may significantly increase the cost of the move and seriously disrupt the effectiveness and 

efficiency of the military command. Additionally, potential delays in constructing new facilities 

in the NCR could inadvertently delay moves from leased space to government-owried facilities. 

Because ol'these concerns, the Commission directs the Department of Defense to look at the cost 

effectiveness of remaining in existing locations in leased space until permanent relocation, as 

mandated, can be reasonably achieved. This action could avoid unnecessary interirn moves as 

well as give the Department the flexibility of moving into permanent quarters in the most 

efficient manner and avoid the reallocation of scarce budged funds for interim moves which are 

routinely unfunded. Should unforeseen delays or escalating costs occur in the renovation of the 

Pentagon, facilities at the Washington Navy Yard or other receiving sites, the Department of 

Defense is authorized to pursue other cost-effective options in government owncd or leased space 

within the National Capitol Region for the location of commands which would otherwise bc 

mandated to occupy permanent facilities at their ultimate location. 



Document S eparatol* 



THE DEFENSE BASE O S U R E  AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

E x E c m m c o m P o N D E N c E  TTUcKrnG SYSTEM (EcTs) # 45& %--a\ 
FROM: b ~ - \ s c e s  :, O~LE- TO: (c) 1 )(n 0- 

m: +~\1 \3& 'n3 
I 

- a ( A@.\ - - ~ H Q E \ Q V , A ~  
1 ORGAMZATION: ( ORGANIZATION: I 

pi-, TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
f / ' ) m ~ f m ~ .  - RepPreRcplyf** . , - 

R e p a r e R e p l y f a S a E D i r r d o r ' s ~  * p ~ r e ~ ~  

')( ACXION: O L T ~ ~ d ~ S u g g c s t i o m  vF FYI 



0Al.E BUMPERS 
ARKAIVSAt. 

WASHINGTON. U C  205 10 0401 

June  15, 1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
I700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

COMMITTEES 

APPROPHIATIONS 

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL HESOUhCFS 

SMALL BUEIFjES.6 

D e a r  Alan: 

It was a pleasure to t e s t i f y  before you and the Commission on 
behalf of Red River Army Depot and Fort Cha i fee  on Monday. I 
understand the difficulty of your job,  and appreciate all the 
work you and your staff have put into ~ ~ n i A e r s t : a n d i n ~  t h e  myriad 
issues involved. 

I want to make you and the rest of the Commission aware of the 
attached correspondence between Army Chief  of S t a f f  General 
Gordon Sullivan and me. As you can see, he cornrnits to retaining 
"ranges, range control buildings, impact and maneuver areas and 
minimal supporting structuresu at the  Fort Chaffee enclave. He 
ale0 says t h a t  units t h a t  c u ~ t o r n a r i l y  us43 the base will continue 
to conduct inactive duty training t h e r e .  

It seems to me chac t h e  Army Is now committed to leavins an 
enclave a t  Fort Chaffee t h a t  is very s i n ~ i l a r  to the one I 
proposed to the Commission. I f  so, I will do all that I can to 
help the Army implement it. Nevertheless, I a m  concernzd that 
the Army s t i l l  w a n t s  t o  c a l l  t h i s  a "cl~sure." 

o The Pentagon's recornmendatiol~ t-o flclosefl Fort Chaffee may 
lock the Army into keeping only a small enclave at that 
base, r ega rd le s s  of what t h e  Army wants. 1 have been cold 
that lawyers at FORSCOM and DCSOPS contend that th13 present 
wording of the recommendation leqally precludes es~ablishinq 
an enclave at Fort Chaffee t h a t  c a n  s a t i s f y  reserve 
component requirements. 

o It would be disingenuous to claim t h a t  a base that continues 
to o p e r a t e  62,000 a c r e s  o r  so  of marleuver area and ranges is 
uclosed." Nearby resldencs w i l . 2  kn.ow chac it is not closed, 
and the watchdog groupE that monitor tlie base closure 
process will know that it is not closed. I a m  sure that 
none of us want Fort Chaffee and  t h e  o t h e r  enclaved bases to 
be held up for public ridicule as "Phantom closures. 



Obviously, everyone involved in the BRAC process wants I-u take 
credit for vclosingl a large number of bases. However, it makes 
no senac to go forward with a recommendation that may fc~reclose 
the Army's own des ire~ l  because of imprecise wording. Therefore, 
I urgc the commis~l ion t.c> "realign" Fort Chaffee rather than 
tlclose" it. 

The following recommendation best describes what t h e  Army wants 
to do w i t h  ~ o r t  Chaffee: 

"Realign, with a reserve ~ n m p o n e n t  enclave that has minimum 
essential facilities, as well. a s  marieuver area, artillery 
ranges and bombinglstrafing ranges capable of supporting 
Inactive Duty Trainiriy (IDT) , Annual Trailling (AT) , and 
brigade-level maneuver training." 

The personal involvement of several members ot your staff, 
especially Ed Brown and Steve Bailey, has  been crucial to 
i l~irdifying t h e  Arm;.' E position cnnc~rning Fort Chaf fee. Please 
convey to them my appreciation for their splendid cooperation and 
assistance. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

DB : bpm 



UNITED STATES A R M Y  

THE CHIEF OF S T A F F  

J u n e  13.  1995 

Honorable Dale Bumpers 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 2051 0 

Dear Senator Bumpers: 

As requested, I would like to elaborate on the Army's recommendation to close 
Fort Chaffee, except for a reserve component training enclave. It is our goal to reduce 
our costs substantially by retaining only the minimum essential facilities necessary to 
conduct reserve training and disposing of the rest. 

Although it is premature to state unequivocally which property will be retained, 
we anticipate disposing of most of the infrastructure and possibly some of the training 
area. The reserve component enclave is necessary because it affords a capability 
which Cannot relocate at a reasonable cost ur wilhuut unacceptable degradation to 
training. The kinds of facilities that will be retained are ranges, range control buildings, 
impact and maneuver areas and minimal supporting str~lct~lres 

The Army intends to continue conduct~ng inactive duty training at Fort Chaffee 
for those units which customarily train there. We are currently analyzing the most cost 
effective methods for meeting the annual training requirements of the reserve 
components. 

I believe our  recorrlrnendation to close Fort Chaffee is sound. Thsnk you for 
your personal interest in and support of the Army. 

Sincerely, 

Gene f, United States Army 
ChJf Staff 



DALE BUMPERS 
ARKANSAS 

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

SMALL BUSINESS 

June 14, 1995 

G e n e r a l  Gordon Sullivan 
Chief of Staff of the Army 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Thank you so much for your letter dated June 13, 1995 a3out the 
A r r r ~ y ' a  p lans  to close Fort Chaffcc. It ha& done much t~ 
alleviate my concerns about the impact the plan would h,ave on t h e  
Arkansas National Guard and other e:Leinents of the Rese rve  
Component s . 

I a m  very pleased that "ranges, range control buildings, impact 
and maneuver areas and minimal supporting structures" will be 
retained at the Fort Chaffee enclave, and that units that 
customarily use the base will continue to conduct inactive d u t y  
training t h e r e .  I was a180 very pleased to hear Secretary West 
assure the BRAC Commission today t h a t  the Army w i l l  t r a : n s f e r  t o  
t h e  National Guard the funds required to operate the en.:laves at 
Fort Chaffee, F o r t  Indiantown Gap and Fort Picket. 

As I see it, the Armyi s position has  evolved considerably s i n c e  
early March. At that time t h e  Chief of t h e  Total Army 3asing 
Study (TABS) Office L u l d  The A d j u t a r ~ t  General of Arl-:ans.as and 
members of my staff and Senator Pryor's staff that the 'Fort 
Chaffee enclave would consist of only "a few buildings and small 
arms ranges, " that the enclave would definitely not include 
artillery ranges or maneuver area, a n d  t h a t  a n n u a l  t r n i : ? i n g  would 
d e f i n i t e l y  not be conducted at ,Fort:  Chaffee. 

The Armyis new position seems to be very c lose  to the 62,000 acre 
encla.ve thac I; proposed be I-eLai11t.d at C h a f  f ee  in m y  t e ; s t imony  to 
the BRAC Commission on June 12. This big enclave would allow all 
the units, including Arkansas' Air Guard, to coneinue all rheir 
training, including annual training, ar. Chaffee at a cos t  of $ b . r  
million. That is a savings of $5 milli,on more than t he  
Department will enjoy if it m u s t  send 1 1 n . i t s  3 0 0 - 5 0 0  milfzs to 
a l t e r n a t e  training bases a t  a cost of $11.9 million per year. 

I am concerned, however,, that, t h e  Army a t i l l  rccomrnend~ that: Fort 
Chaffee be "closedM rather rhan "realigned." Let me explain why. 

o It would be disingenuous t o  clalm tha t  a base t h a t  continues 
to operate 62,000 acres ur so of maneuver area and ranges  is 
"rlosed." Nearby residents will know that it is not closed, 
and the watchdog groups that monitor the base closi~re 



process will know that i t  is not closed. I am sure chac 
none of us want Fort' Chaffee and the other  enclaved bases to 
be held up f o r  puh1j.c , r i d i . c u l e  as "Phantom closures. " 

o Regardless of what the Army wants, t h e  Pentagon's 
recommendation tu "close" Fort ChafEee, as now w r i t t e n ,  m a y  
lock the Army into keeping only a small enclave at that 
base. I have been told that l a w y e r s  at FORSCOM and DCSOPS 
contend that the present wordlng ot the recommendation 
legally precludes establishing an enclave at Fort Chaffee 
that can satisfy RC r e q i - ~ i r ~ m ~ n f . s .  

Obviously, everyone involved in the BRAC process wants to take 
c r e d l t  for M~losing" a laxye liurnber of bases.  I i o w e v c r ,  it makes 
no sense to go forward with a recommendation that may f:oreclose 
the Army's o w n  desires because of wording. Therefore, 
I have proposed that the Base Closure Commission change t he  
recommendation about Fort Chaffee so t h a t  i c  reads as f!ollows: 

"Realign, with a reserve component enclave that has minimum 
essential facilities, as well as maneuver area, artillery 
rangea and bombingjstrafing ranges cdpable of supporting 
Inactive Duty Training (IDT), Annual Training (AT), and 
brigade-level maneuver training." 

This recommendation would result in exactly the same enclave as 
you have descr ibed and, a~ I said a.bove, t h e  cost savings to the 
Army would be $5 million g r e a t e r  than if major units must train 
elsewhere. 

Your personal involvement has been crucial to resolving this 
issue. I hope that you and Secretary WesC w i l l  now he1.p m e  
convince the Commission that realigninq Fort Chaffee is the best 
way of ensuring that the A r m y  will be a b l e  c u t  spending at t h e  
base while retaining an enclave that s a t i s f i e s  the training and 
readiness needs of the Reserve Components. Saving more money 
with no reduct ion in readiness  i s  a win-win situation. 

Thanks for your splendid cooperation and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

qcd-k! D a l e  B r l m p e ~ v  b9- 
DB : bgm 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, Ct4AIRMAN 

June 21,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN 15 MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dale Bumpers 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Dale: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendation 
to close Fort Chaffee. I appreciate your continued interest in the h r e  of Fort Chaffee 
and I welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be careWy considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. In addition, I: have 
provided a copy of your letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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NWAD 

Independent Aoserrrnent 

Mr. Pirie indicated in his testimony on NWAD that the Navy has a redundan~t independent 
analysis capability Does the staff have any information on tlle existence of that redundant 
capability? [lt does not sxiut. NWAD is unique--that's why it was rated "1 of 1" f ~ r  tnilitary 
value.] 

Admiral Bnorda, in his testimony, stated that the Naval Postgraduate School parforms 
asaensm~nts for the Navy. Is that twrsessrnent capability the same as that found at NWAD7 Is it 
engi~rttei-lng-based and operntlonally oricntd? [It is not. NPOS Is an academic institution--itb 
orientation is academic, not optrational.] 

Do there exist any potentid conflicts of  intercrrt at sty of the sites proposed to receive the 
NWAD functions? [Vary definitely--partiMIlgrly nt Crane, IL., and at China Lake, CA. At 
Monterey, the orientativn ofthe activity will gradually bhil? fiom being enyineering/13perational to 
acaden~ic/theorcticd. 

At hWAD, the Navy hns oo-located nieasurerncnt science (gauging), system engineering, 
quality assessment, and performance assesanent activities. This was done for a reason-these 
fijnctions are interrelated and there is a synergistic benefit to their co-location. Will this ayncrgy 
be retained under the proposed relocation plan'? [It will NOT. Invariably, this loss of synergy 
will add to costs and impair performance. J 

COBRA Cost/Savlngs E~tlniti tse 

The cvrmnu~uty has presontcxt a considerable amount of evidence that indicul-es the Navy 
relied 01, inwrnplete or inaccurate data in its COBRA runs for NWAD. Do you have any 
additional COBRA runs that take in to account the conununity'a concerns? [Staft~as two 

additional runs: 

I .  The first shows an ROI of 6 years by correcting just the errordomissions associa~ed 
with building a tluplicatc Warfare Asssaement Laboratory ( W G )  nt Monrcr~:y. 

2. The l~econd shows an ROI of 17 years when A L L  errors/ornissions are considered.] 

Note that the conununity baeed n~ust vfitv projtxtsd cuets on uctual, fact-of-life 
cstj~natcs. Thc Navy, on the othor hand, rcjectad these c~tirnates (which had bban ctx-tifled 
through tho Comrnander oFNAVSEAj, and choac instead to use "standard plnrlnit~g factors" 



These f~ctors  in n~any t x s t s  bear no retationst~ip tu the unique costs that must be paid in the 
event NWkO is moved. [Saa example attached. J 

Q: Did the Navy uae actual cost estimate!! in their analysis, or did they uee "standard 
planninl factors"? mavy used "standard planning factors".] 

Q: Did the Navy's analysis take In to nccoutlt ALL of the reasanably forestxable costs 
associated with buildins a duplicate WAL facility at Monterey? [It did not. Many  fact-of-life 
costs were onutted.] 

Q: Is there auffioient space nl Monterey for the conatruction ot'a duplicate 'WAL, wkh all 
required support facilities, including parking rpacc? (Appsrcntly tllere Is not.] 

Curnulathe Econornlc Irnpnct 

Secretary Dalton testifled that he co~isidered the overall economic impat to the 
Metropolitan St~tistical Area (MSA) when he chow not to recornnand NWAD for closure. How 
wvera has the economio impact of base clasure decisions been in this particular MSA? [10 of I 1 
bases in a 50 mile radius have been--01- are about to be--closed.] 

I .  The independent assessmerlt fbnctions performed at NWAD are essential lo fleet 
readiness. Moving (and dispersit~g) those hnctions will cornpronus4 the indeper~denc~ of the 
activity, destroy the synergy that currently exists, and ultimataly impair flmt readiness. 

2. Whw~ actual, fact-of-life cost estimates are considerad, it is apparent that e o  savir~ga 
will be achieved from closing t h i ~  faoility for 10 years or more. In fact, the Navy moly r~ever 
realize atry savings at all fiom this move. 

3. The Secretary of the Navy was cor'rwt i r ~  racognizing the savare economic impact 
rlrtitdy sustained in this MSA as a tcault of base closurc: decisions. 

4 .  It makes no sense to re-locate and disper,se the functions at NWAD when the projected 
savings arc so spacious and the adverse operational consequerlces are so certain. 



ISSUE: The Navy (BSAT) "lowballed" the cost estinlates for ieloca.ting the NWAI) hnctions. 

Fact: The BSAT arbitrarily rejected nurnmus ccr-tilied cost estimates submitted through 
NAVSEA that retlected actu a1 costs associated with moving the highly sophisticated and 
sensitive equipment locatled at NWAD. The BSAT, in t ~ l ~ t l y  instances, substituted "etandard 
planning factors" for them actual costs. If NWAD is forced to relocate, the Navy will have to pay 
actual G O S ~ ~  not "standard planning fhctors". [Remember the experience at MCAS El Toro.] 

Exampla: NWAD officials obtained a wst estimate to dicrwsamblt, package and reelssernble their 
sensitive gauging oquiyuncr~r. This equipment, uraiquc in the Navy, is mounted in some instances 
on bedrock, and some on 5-ton ~ranitd tables, [This is not your standard office equipment--one 
gauge is 28 feet long and weighs 8 tom; more than :30 gauges each way over 5 tone. apiece.] 
NWAD otHciale obtained an estimate to disasssmble, package, and raavsdntble this equipment: $2 
million. The BSAT rejected vjrhrsUy the entire estimate, replacing it with s ''~tandal~d planning 
fietor" for shipping equipment 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20350-1000 

20 June 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you for the opportunity to reiterate the Department of 
the Navy's position on the infrastructure capacity required to 
accomplish the undergraduate pilot training (UPT) mission. I 
stand by my original recommendation to close Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Meridian and realign NAS Corpus Christi in order to 
consolidate all Navy strike training in the Kingsville-Corpus 
Christi complex. I take this step reluctantly because NAS 
Meridian is a fine base in good condition and has enjoyed superb 
community support. Nevertheless, we cannot forego the savings 
from this closure in this time of declining budgets. 

At your request, we carefully reviewed our assessment of the 
infrastructure we need to support current pilot training 
requirements and to accommodate a potential increase in UPT in 
the event force sizing initiatives recently proposed were to be 
adopted. It is our opinion that through careful management of 
aircraft assets, personnel, and resources, the risk we face by 
single siting our T-45 training assets is acceptable. 

I trust the foregoing clearly articulates to the Commission 
the Department of the Navy's position regarding this base 
realignment and closure action. As always, if I can be of any 
further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
n 

hn H. Dalton 
of the Navy 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF  THE NAVY 

(INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1 0 0 0  NAVY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2 0 3 5 0 - 1 0 0 0  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you requested, we have reviewed the status of ou:r plans to 
homeport three nuclear powered aircraft carriers in San Diego, 
California. We have a sound, executable plan designed tzo support 
the scheduled arrival of USS JOHN C. STENNIS (CVN-74) in 
August 1998. 

As I am sure you are very well aware, San Diego has been the 
homeport for at least three Pacific Fleet carriers for over 
thirty years. And as you are also aware, our carrier force is 
gradually becoming an all nuclear powered carrier force. In 
fact, by the year 2003 all active Na.vy carriers homeport;ed in the 
United States will be nuclear powered. As such, we developed 
plans to accommodate this transition in all of our carrier 
homeports, including San Diego. I must emphasize that vre needed 
to make the necessary infrastructure improvements to support 
nuclear carriers regardless of this or any prior BRAC rounds. 

I am pleased to report that we are well on our way t:o 
completing the necessary changes at NAS North Island in San 
Diego. Over $260M of military construction money has been 
appropriated for berthing, harbor, and maintenance requirements. 
We have already held the public hearing on the Environmental 
Impact Statement and anticipate a Record of Decision in early 
December of this year. We have also requested the necessary 
permits to support the commencement of dredging operations in 
early 1996. I do not anticipate any problems since we have been 
granted numerous permits in the past including dredging at North 
Island pier Bravo in the past six months. I have attached a more 
detailed schedule along with more information on the con.struction 
projects for review by your staff. 

In closing, we are making the necessary changes in San Diego 
and elsewhere to accommodate the carrier fleet of the future. I 
understand that there have been some suggestions that we homeport 
the San Diego carriers in Long Beach and that we are providing 
specific responses to those proposals. Let me say that these 
proposals, if adopted, would, at a minimum, require the 
establishment of a new naval base infrastructure and the 



associated quality-of-life support. The Department of the Navy 
and the taxpayers cannot afford such a proposition. 

I trust this information satisfies your concerns. As always, 
if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely, ,, w2, 
ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR. 

Attachment 



NAS NORTH m. CVN HOMEPORTING IUQlJMNENTS 

Title Cnst w Finish 

Dredging of Turning Basin $18.8M Feb 96 May 97 
CVN Berthing Wharf $56.7M Feb 96 Sep 97 
CVN Berthing Wharf $54.8M Oct 98 Jul 00 
Dredge Channel $52.3M Dec 96 Dec 97 
Controlled Industrial Facility $42.5M Dec 95 Oct 98 
Ship Maintenance Facility $27.6M Nov 96 Oct 98 
Maintenance Support Facility $15.3M Dec 97 Dec98 

Environmental P r o g m  

EIS 

Draft EIS to Public 
Public Hearing 
Preliminary Final EIS 
Military Review Ends 
Final EIS 
Record of Decision 

Dredging Permits 

Request Permits 
Clean Water Permits 
Corps of Engineers' Dredge Permit 
Start P-549 Dredge of Turning Basin 

Complete 
Complete 
4 Aug 95 
14 Aug 95 
15 Sep 95 
5 Dec 95 

Complete 
10 Jan 96 
3 Feb 96 
22 Feb 96 







June 20, 1995 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1425 North Moore Street 
Suite 1426 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

During the last several months, the 91st Missile Group at 
Minot Air Force Base has received three awards which clearly 
establish it as the preeminent ballistic missile group in the 
United States. Because the Commission is currently evaluating 
ballistic missile bases, we are writing to detail the 91st's 
outstanding recent achievements. 

OMAHA TROPHY 

On the 25th anniversary of the establishment of the! Strategic 
Air Command (SAC), the citizens of Omaha, Nebraska presented the 
Omaha Trophy to the SAC Commander-in-Chief with a request that it 
be awarded annually to the outstanding wing in SAC. With the 
deactivation of SAC, the responsibility for awarding the Omaha 
Trophy falls to the Commander-in-Chief of the Unit.ed States 
Strategic Command (STRATCOM). 

Two such trophies are now presented annually - one to the 
outstanding aircraft operations wing supporting STRATCOM's mission. 
The second award, the ballistic missile unit Omaha Trophy, 
recognizes the best ICBM wing or fleet ballistic missile ,submarine. 

The 1994 ballistic missile unit Omaha Trophy was awarded to 
Minot's 91st Missile Group, or "Roughriders", as they are also 
known. This group was rated superior to the other three Minuteman 
missile bases, and all operational ballistic missile submarines for 
this award. 

The primary factor for nomination and selection for the trophy 
is a unit's overall performance while contributing to the STRATCOM 
mission. In nominating the 91st Missile Group at Minot., Colonel 
Frank G. Klotz, USAF Commander, cited the continued "absolute 
commitment to excellence" demonstrated by the group in the face of 
"reorganization, leadership changes and down sizing". 

minot civic center minot, north dakata 58701 (701) 857-4750 fax (7011) 857-4751 



Specific criteria include formal evaluation/inspection 
results, competition results, meritorious achieveme;nts/service 
award recognition, safety, mission/deployment exercise taskings, 
magnitude of responsibilities, and equipment conversions. The 
Roughriders were shown to have achieved the highest possible 
ratings on a Nuclear Surety Inspection, a "flawless Combat 
Capability Assessment", and "unequaled performance" at. the Space 
and Missile Competition. 

Another important factor in the selection of the winner of the 
Omaha Trophy is the alert rate which is achieved by the unit for 
the year. For the seventh year in a row, Minot's 91st Mi!jsile Group 
had the highest alert rate of all four major missile bases. The 
1994 rate was 99.5%. 

COLONEL LEE R. WILLIAMS MEMORIAL TROPHY 

Minot's 91st Missile Group was selected by the Commander-in- 
Chief of the 20th Air Force as the winner of the Colonel Lee R. 
Williams Trophy. The trophy is awarded to the outstanding missile 
wing in the Air Force Space Command (AFSPC). Space Commarld includes 
all four operational missile Minuteman I11 wings in its evaluation. 
The determining factor is the unit's overall performance in 
accomplishing its portion of the AFSPC mission. Factors in the 
selection include formal evaluation/inspection results, competition 
results, quality initiatives, meritorious achievements/service, 
safety, and other factors. 

COLONEL GEORGE T. CHADWELL MEMORIAL TROPHY 

This trophy is awarded annually to the ICBM maintenance 
organization which achieves the most superior maintenance record in 
support of its assigned mission during the previous year. Items 
included in the evaluation are: 

* weapons system performance 
* local or higher headquarters exercises/inspections 
* special programs 
* effective use of maintenance resources which maximize 

equipment repair capability and promote effective use of 
maintenance resources * innovative management actions improving mission 
capability, work environment, and support to personnel 
and community. 



The Air Force evaluation of its four missile bases amounted to 
a somewhat static analysis of factors such as geology, range, 
spacing, weather and maintainability. Another way to look at these 
missile fields is their proven record of operation. The award of 
these three trophies to Minot's 91st Missile Group clearly 
establishes this group as the finest Air Force ballistic missile 
unit. 

Sincerely, 

Orlin W. Backes Bruce Christianson 
Mayor Co- Co-Chair 
City of Minot Task Force 96 Task Force 96 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 j=)Ic" :' " 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,$k-.- - -  - 9x0420 SR/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Orlin W. Backes 
Mayor 
City of Minot 
Minot Civic Center 
Minot, North Dakota 5870 1 

Dear Mayor Backers: 

Thank you for your letter in support of Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota. I 
certainly appreciate you interest in the future of Minot Air Force Base and wr:lcome your 
comments about the awards received by the 91st Missile Group. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the idormation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be careMy considered by the Commission as we 
conclude our review of the nation's military inErastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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FRANK MASCARA 
2 0 T ~  DISTRICT, PENNSYLVA~A 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS COMMllTEE 
EDUCATION, TRAINING, EMPLOYMENT 

AN0 HOUSING 

June 20, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
The Defense Base Closure 

& Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

GSEENE COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING 
!)3 EAST HIGH STREET, RM. 303 

WAYNESBURG, PA 15370 
(412) 852-2182 

Tou FREE 
1-800-213-5570 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Since the announced Air Force closing of the 91 1th Airlift Wing at Pittsburgh 
International Airport on February 28, 1995, I have spent considerable time with the 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition analyzing information in order to put forth ,a fair 
analysis of the Air Reserve Station. I sincerely appreciate the time and interest that the 
BRAC Commission has spent concerning the C-130's bases throughout the country. 
Prior to your final deliberations, I would like to advance one final point. 

It concerns me that in all of the communication, correspondence and data which 
has been passed back and forth since the announced closing, the Air Force fails to 
recognize the facility they have at the Pittsburgh International Airport. It continues to be 
the Air Force's position that the reserve base at the Pittsburgh International Airport, does 
not have any excess capacity, nor robust capacity. It has been established by the 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition, that the 911th presently has the ability to handle five 
additional aircraft with no expansion necessary. That is without even recognizing that 
the Air Force was officially offered 30 additional acres of aircraft parking ramp space 
at the airport in 1994 by Allegheny County, and previously offered in a memo of 
understanding two years ago, well before the BRAC process began at a cost of one 
dollar per year. Understanding the Air Force has put off that decision until the 
conclusion of the BRAC process, somehow for the official record you would think that 
would have been acknowledged. Furthermore, in 1995 after the 91 1th was placed on the 
closure listing, Allegheny County offered an additional 47 acres of aircraft parking ramp 
space at no cost to the Air Force. I can understand how that offer may not be 
acknowledged by the Air Force, but I have difficulty understanding them ignoring the 
previous offer which was made prior to the BRAC process. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
June 20, 1995 
Page 2 

Although we have not been able to have the Air Force officially recognize the 
91 lth's Airlift Wing current and future capabilities, I am hopeful that point has been 
made to the Commission and its staff. Additionally, we believe the Air Force has failed 
to recognize the truly remarkable facility they have at Pittsburgh which is unique and 
unmatched by any other reserve unit in the country because of what the ahport has made 
available to the Air Reserve Staucli)such as the ability to handie simultaneous arrivals 
and departures, the ability to park almost any number of aircraft, the utilization of four 
runways now with one additional to be added in 1998, all at not cost to the Air Force. 

In closing, I would like to commend you; the Commission and its staff for the 
manner in which it has handled itself through these proceedings. I personadly appreciate 
having the opportunity to have presented a testimony to BRAC at the 91 1t.h visitation, 
the Regional Hearings in Baltimore and the Congressional Hearings in Washington, DC. 

Thank you for your considerations. 

/ Very truly yours, 

/g4Z4dwu-- Frank Mascara 

Member of Congress 

FM: smp 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CI-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 

~ . ~ - ,  
June 24 1995 9. LEE KLING 

RADM BENJAMIN I=. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank Mascara 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Represenhthe Mascara: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air R,eserve Station 
(ARS). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deh'berations on miliw bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS was c a r m y  considered by the Commi~sion in making 
its r e c o m o n s  to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challe13& 
process. 
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WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA CCDALITION 

1000 Beaver Grade Road, Moon Township, Pa. 15108 Phone - 269-7469 Fax - 269-7468 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

Enclosed please find our most recent point paper on the expansion capabilities available at the 91 1 th Airlift Wing at 
Pittsburgh International. Contrary to Major General Blume's June 7, 1995 letter to the BRAC comnission 
concerning expansion ofthe 910th Airlift Wing at Youngstown, Ohio, Pittsburgh has 77 acres of rarnp space now 
available to the Wing at no cost to the Air Force. This would allow the 91 1th the capabilities to take on an additional 
four aircraft at no new construction costs. 

We appreciate your efforts in reviewing the point paper, and thank you for your consideration 

Charles Holsworth 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition 

, .-:=z\ -. - 
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91 1th AIRLIFT WING RETENTION 



POINT PAPER ON THE 91 1 TH AIRLIFT WING EXPANSION CPLPABILITY 

It appears from Major General Blume's June 7, 1995 letter to the BRAC Commission on the 910th Airlift Wing expansion at 
Youngstown, Ohio that the Air Force still does not recognize the unlimited potential for expansion and increased operations 
available at Pittsburgh International Airport for the Air Force Reserve. 

There is no basis for the alleged limitations of the expansion capabilities of the 911th. 

t* Currently the base operates eficiently on 1 15 acres of land as part of the tremendous facilities 
comprising the Pittsburgh International Airport. 

** Yet according to Major General Blume's letter. the Air Force is calling for over %20M in 
construction just to enable another base to operate at  the present capacity of the 911th. 

** The 91 1 th at present has the ability to handle 13 aircraft without any expansion necessary. 

In the summer of 1994 Allegheny County, Pennsylvania offered to include 30 acres of additional ready ramp space to the 
present perpetual one dollar a year lease the United States enjoys for the 91 1th Wing Base. 

** This proposal became a formal offix in the Fall of 1994. 
** This offer is at no additional cost to the Air Force. 
** This is extremely valuable, concrete parking ramps and taxiways is adjacent to the 91 1 th ramp. 
** For two years the 9 1 1th has been parking planes there under an Allegheny CountylAir Force 

Memorandum of Agreement. 

The County has also offered an additional 77 acres offer, which makes the 911th'~ expansion capabilities unlimited. No 
military construction is needed to begin consolidated operations. No new costs would be incurred by thd: Air Force. 
Instead of closure, common sense, let alone good business sense. would say we should be adding to this Wing. 

The Reserve base now has totally unrestricted access to the airport's runways 

** The 91 Ith has the opportunity and capability to handle any configuration of current and fu~ure aircraft 
** There is a virtual seamless coexistence of the military and civilian airfield operations. 

The 91 Ith's access to the remarkable facilities of the Pittsburgh International Airport, is unique and unmatched by any other 
Reserve unit. 

The 91 1th has the ability to handle simultaneous arrivals and departures - h s  can not be said at a 
one runway operation. 

The 9 1 Ith is capable of parking almost any numbers of aircraft. 
The 91 1th is one of only two Air Reserve units considered able to do so. 
To do so else where would cost millions of dollars in just the laying of concrete alone and yc:t 
Pittsburgh is costing the Air Force nothing . 
There are four runways now, from 8,100 to 1 1,500 feet long and 213 of a football field wide. 
The 911th uses this for absolutely no cost. 
A 5th runway is going to be built in 1998 - at  no cost to the Air Force. 
Never would military operations cease here because of something like even a blown tire could 

cause on a one runway operation. 

The question still remains. . . Why does the Air Force plan, according to Major General Blume's letter, to spend millions of 
taxpayer dollars just to enable another base to be able to handle more aircraft like Pittsburgh already can, at  an area of 
not nearly the demographic recruiting potential of Southwest Pennsylvania? 



-- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .. 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

@26k34 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

June 21, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS. LISAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN I=. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Charles Holsworth 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
1000 Beaver Grade Road 
Moon Township, Pennsylvania 15 108 

Dear Mr. Holsworth: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Greater Pittrburgh Air 
Reserve Station (ARS), Pennsylvania. I have passed it along to my fellow Colnmissioners 
and the Commission staff and it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our 
evaluation of bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued thle enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can 
see from this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that 
may come before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air 
Reserve Stations that could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Rleserve 
Station. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiiility in the 
performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Greater Pittsburgh ARS 
will be hlly and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we coinclude our 
review of the nation's military in&astructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

m : m c  
Enclosure 
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L,U)lES .LW GE;YTLE,tEN, I BELIEVE THIS IS TKE .APPROPFLLATE TIME 

TO 5 L W  X BRIEF ST.ATE>EYT REGARDOiG BASES ON WHICH I ILAVE - 

I T W . S  3N PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERVE THE CITIZEXS OF 

ILLNOIS -4s .LY ELECTED OF'FTCLU.,. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED GY 

ST-ATEWID E OFFICES. CLEARLY, S N  RELATIONSRIP %TITI THE PlEOPLE OF 

1Zk' HOME ST-ATE IS -4 SPECLa ONE OF WHICH I .L\I VERY PROLD,. 

AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER I DO 3OT WISH THAT' REU.TIONSEIP 

EVER TO CLOUD THE WORK OF THIS COhl3IISSION. I WSH TO I3SZ.X =AT 

THERE IS NO CXXYCE OF EVEX AY -1YCE OF LOSS OF GMP..4RTLUUY 

N TEE PERFORTWYCE OF MY OFFICUL DC"IIES. 

FOR 'THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE ,MYSELF FROM PARTICIP.4TION N 

-1h'E' P-4RT OF TBE. B M E  CLOSL?ZE PROCESS TEAT .FFECTS .;LW ILLIXOIS 

nST-ULATION, EbXZI' THOKGH SGCH A REmSXL IS YOT REQLXIUZD BY THE 

ETHICS ST-AlTTES TEAT GOVEILY C'S. 



HOWEWR, THOSE STATtTES Pa REQUlRE RECUSAL WHEN AW 

COb~lISSIONER EM A DIRECT F T I Y A Y W  MTEREST TEAT COUtD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE CLOSURE OR REXlG;Y;LfE,YT. I MYSE1L.F KN SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVLATION- 

TROOP comlitw. 

SO I WILL RECVSE MYSELF ON lT3E ATCORI PROPOSAL, &XI) ON AW 

OTEERS THAT LMAY BE RELATED TO ATCOhf. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW REXDY FOR THE ST-W 

PRESF3TATION ON THE 0'- AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMWSSION (Mr Frank CirilIo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pen tagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Additional Data on Undergraduate Pilot Training Capacity Analysis 

As per Conlrnissioner Cox's question during the recent hearings concerning Air Force 
UPT capacity in the out years, the attached slides are provided. 

BLUME JR, Major General, US* 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transi tjon 

Attaclment: 
"Pilot Production Capacity Analysis" 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMJSSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Additional Data on Undergraduate Pilot Training Capacity Analysis 

As per Commissioner Cox's question during the recent hearings concerning Air Force 
UPT capacity in the out years, the attached slides are provided. 

. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
"Pilot Production Capacity Analysis" 









ARC Hiring Pool Critical in FY03 
Historically <50% of 8-15 year AD exits hired to ARC; 100% insufficient in FY03. 

Alternatives may require increased new pilot production. 

800 -, -.--., --- El 1 00% AD ex1 ts (81 5 YG) 
*** Hiring pool estimate developed 5m AD exits (815 YG) 
Rated Mgt Decision Support HSUPT programmed 1 
(RMDSS) inventorylloss projections I Prior senrice hire requirement 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl FY02 NO3 FY04 FY05 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A IR  FORCE 

2 0 JUN 1995 

h/EMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION (Mr Francis A. CirilIo, Jr.) 

FROM. HQ USAFIRT 1 "  

, 2. . .? , .%*+8*c= . . , 4,t.,-14.a 
SUBJECT. Administrative Change to Brooks AFB Recommendation 

This letter is to inform you of an adminstrative error in the recommendation for the 
clost~re of Brooks AFB, Texas. The recommendation directs the 68th Intelligence Squadron to 

I 

Kelly AFB, Texas The Air Force intent was always to relocate this unit to Medina Annex, San 
.- - -.. * --- 3 ,  

Antonio. This i n t m c h a n g e d .  ' 1 t 

Unfortunately, Medina Annex was believed to be annexed to Kelly AFB, when in reality it 
is properly Lackland AFB. To avoid cohsion,  we request that the language be changed to, "The 
68th Intelligence Squadron will relocate to Medina Annex, LacMand AFB, Texas." This is not a 
change to the recommendation, but rather an adminstrative correction. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

. BLUME, Jr. 

' Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

2 0 JUlY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
. ., , r.,*" _* I *';a? 1 

SUBJECT: Administrative Change to Brooks AFB Recommendation 

This letter is to inform you of an adrninstrative error in the recommendation for the 
closure of Brooks AFB, Texas. The recommendation directs the 68th Intelligence Squadron to 
Kelly AFB, Texas. The Air Force intent was always to relocate this unit to Medina Annex, San 
Antonio. This intent has not changed. 

Unfortunately, Medina Annex was believed to be annexed to Kelly AFB, when in reality it 
is properly Lackland AFB. To avoid confusion, we request that the language be changed to, "The 
68th Intelligence Squadron will relocate to Medina Annex, Lackland AFB, Texas." This is not a 
change to the recommendation, but rather an adminstrative correction. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

. BLUME, Jr. 
ajor General, USAF 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 
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GEORGLW. GEKAS 
17TH DISTRICT, PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

SUBCOMMIlTEES: 
CHAIRMAN-COMMERCIAL 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE LAW 

COURTS AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 

REPLY, IF ANY, TO: 

2410 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 205152817 

(202) 225-4315 
FAX 1202) 2254440 

El HARRISBURG DISTRICT OFFICE: 
SECOND FLOOR 

3605 VARTAN WAY 
HARRISBURG. PA 17110-9335 

(717) 541-5507 
FAX (717) 541-5518 connee' of eb LANCASTER COUNTY DISTRICT OFFICE: 

SUITE 102-A 
222 SOUTH MARKET STREET 

ELIZABETHTOWN, PA 17022-2447 
(7171 3674731 

maellington, B(a: 20525-3827 FAX 1717) 367-2 

LEBANON DISTRICT OFFICE: 
108 B MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

4W SOUTH 8TH STREET 

June 15, 1995 LEBANON. PA 17042-6794 (717) 273-1451 
FAX (7171 27S1673 

1 ;q -; 4wA*6?#<$' 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon ,. ' 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
. . . - -?-=a0 -3 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

In the course of the Commissionls hearing, the debate about .:he future of 
the Major Training Areas (MTAs) came into sharp focus. We want to take 
this opportunity to give our perspective on behalf of Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Our request has been and continues to be to take the Gap off the closure 
list. We insist on this particularly in light of today's exchange with the 
Army. The debate over the MTAs today clearly identified the confusion over 
a the Gap is on the list. The Army leadership stated they will I1enclaver1 
the MTAs and, further, that they will continue to fund them with federal 
money through the Army National Guard, requiring 85 to 95% oli their present 
operations. This evidences that there is little that will be accomplished 
by DOD1s recommendation, prompting the commissioners1 very appropriate 
question - -  "Why are these bases (i.e. the MTAs) even on the list?" 

understanding that the Commission fully accepts the high military value of 
Fort Indiantown Gap, we think that shifting accounts and moving federal 
responsibility serves little purpose. DOD1s recommendation t:o vclosew FIG 
should be rejected and the BRAC should not become bogged down in the detail 
of how the Army can accomplish what they now have in place in some other 
way. We again strongly recommend removing Fort Indiantown Gap from the 
list. 

Very truly yours, 

GEO E W. GEKAS s 
~emb%r of Congress 

TIM HOLDEN 
Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMlvllSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, Cl-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCACOX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!;, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STICELE 

The Honorable George W. Gekas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Gekas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your continued support for Fort Indialntown Gap. I 
appreciate your strong interest in the future of Fort Indiantown Gap and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infonnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our revierw of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult anti challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of setvice. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMlHlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 y+c. -- p -  - -  L- . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
. L  r * - 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN V. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!;, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Tim Holden 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Holden: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Fort Indiantown Gap. I appreciate 
your strong interest in the firmre of Fort ~ndantown Gap and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infornlation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided is beiig considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military hhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difticult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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r CHMLES S. ROBB 
VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
Russell Senate Office Building 

First and Constitution Avenue, NE, Room 154 
Washinaton, DC 20510 (United States; Senate 

(202) 224-4024 WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4603 

June 20, 1995 

Senator Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

COMMITTEES: 

ARMED SERVICES 

FOREIGN RELATIONS 

INTELLIGENCE 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 

Vice Chairman 
Democratic Policy Committee 

Dear Alan: 

My staff and I have been working closely with a group of SPAWAR employees who have 
prepared an enormous amount of data which counters the DoD proposals to move: this command 
to San Diego. I am very impressed with the level of detail and relevancy of this information 
which includes COBRA runs of alternatives that show keeping this organization in the National 
Capital Region offers significant savings over a move to the West Coast. 

This data has been presented to your staff and I understand that the Navy team is looking 
at it closely. I want you to know that I personally support the arguments that Citizens for a Strong 
Navy have made and urge that you and the rest of the Commission carefully consider their points 
as you make your final deliberations. 

Thanks for your support on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

Charles S. Robb 

State Office: 

Old Cltv H.111 
1001 ~ a a  Rroad Street 
R~chrnand. VA 23219 
18041 771-;'221 

Regional Offices: 

Dornjn~on Towers. Su~te  107 8229 Boane Boulevard 
999 Waterside Drive Suite t188 
Norfolk. VA 23510 Vienni~, VA 22182 
1804) 441-3124 17031 3562006 

Dorn~nlon Bank B u ~ l d ~ n g  Slgnet Bank Bulldcng Crestar Bank Buildtng 
Maln Street 530 Maln Street 310 Flrst Street SW, Swte 102 
Cllntwood VA 24228 Danv~lle, VA 24541 Roanoke. VA 24011 
I7031 926-4104 18041 791-0330 (703) 985-0103 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F ' - p - *  T ' " *  '- , ..*'.. 9j2-$S/R, "' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 \ ' -  - ' .  - , . -  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, ClrlAlRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LlSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN IF. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 

June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ST'EELE 

The Honorable Charles S. Robb 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Chuck: 

Thank you for your letter regard'ig the Space and Naval Warfme Systems 
Command in Arlington, Virginia. I recognize your continued interest in the bzlse closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional idonnation you have provided, as we11 as the information provided by the 
"Citizens for a Strong Navy", will be carefblly considered by the Commission cis we 
conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. In addition, I have provided a 
copy of your letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this Wcul~t and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Committee of Fiftv 
Post Office Box 877 SRB 
WAYNESVILLE. MISSOURI 65583 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: Ft. McClellan, Alabama 

Chairman Dixon, 

Thank you on behalf of our Nation for agreeing to serve on 
a very difficult and demanding commission to reduce excess 
military infrastructure while maintaining military readiness. 

The Army, State of Missouri and Citizen groups have d.one 
exactly what former and current BRAC commissions have 
instructed. Missouri has permitted the operation of the 
entire Chemical School. These permits were expedited. due 
to the window in which we were allowed to produce them 
(March 1 - June 22, 1995). The State of Missouri used all 
resources available and conducted an exhausted review' of the 
operation. The permits issued are comprehensive and will 
stand the test against any Alabama special interest clr 
opposition group. 

On Friday, June 16, 1995 St. Louis Circuit Court Judge Robert 
Dierker, Jr. denied a motion for an injunction against the 
Smoke Variance Permit. Missouri overwhelming supp0rt.s the 
move of the Chemical & Military Police Schools to Ft. 
Leonard Wood. The State and Citizens will defend against any 
action to the contrary. 

At the closing of Commissioner Kling's visit to Ft. Lleonard 
Wood a staff official accompanying with the visit stated he 
was surprised and pleased he had come and if he had not seen 
what an outstanding base Ft. Leonard Wood is he might have 
believed what he had been told during his visit at Ft. 
McClellan days earlier. 

For The Development, Expansion and Effectiveness of Fort Leonard Wood 



Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 
June 17, 1995 

I ask you to look through all the smoke screens and ploys to 
defeat this move by opponents stating this or that can't be 
done in Missouri. Look for the facts: 

1.) The Army stands behind the move. 
2.) It will save 45 million dollars a year in operational 

costs. 
3.) The move will repay the 259 million cost of the move in 

less than six years! 
4.) The DOD Budget will save in present value dollars $316 

million over the next 20 years. 
5.) Training and readiness will be improved with Engineer 

Chemical and Military Police Soldiers training together 
as they will fight on the battlefield. 

This move accomplishes all the goals of the BRAC Commission 
objectives: reduces excess infrastructure, saves Department 
of Defense scarce dollars and improves military readiness. - 

I urge you to vote for the recommendation to relocate the 
Army Military Police and chemical Schools to Ft. Leonard 
Wood, Missouri. 

Pritchard 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMtlrllSSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . - T :-' - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

June 21, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F: MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE!O, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STIEELE 

Mr. Keith W. Pritchard 
Chairman, Committee of F i  
P.O. Box 877 SRB 
Waynesville, Missouri 65583 

Dear Mr. Pritchard: 

Thank you for your letter regarding Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly 
understand your continued interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure :you that the 
additional information you have provided, concerning the proposed relocation of the Army 
military police and chemical schools to Fort Leonard Wood, will be careiklly considered 
by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's military infiastrulcture. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have additional information to 
bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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FROM: w hh%m 
DATE: -- 

RE: 
-- 

This fax transmission consists of this cover page and - .additional page;. 

If you do not receive all pages, or if there is a problem with the transmission, 
please contact me at (202) 225-3765. 
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THE 

Wirh jusr a few days lefr bejforc, rhe vote or1 rhe Navy's recornnrendarior~ to radicalty 
realign Nnvul Air Wu&re Cenfer ,4viarion Division ur Lakehurst New Jersey, if nuy be helpfill 
ro disc.11~~ the following crirical poinrs during your final deliberations. 

I .  Why did the Navy choose to "fence" and keep certain facilities 
operational at Lakehurst rather than close Lakehurst altogetlter? 

The record shows that as late as February of this year the Navy BSEC and BSAT - -  after 
attempting to close Lakehurst -- came to the undeniable conclusion that catapulr and arresting 
gear ensinrering and testing could not he performed anywhere other than Lakehurst. 'I'hrough 
the months of November, December and during the days preceding the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation, BSEC continued to cost out the replication of the catapulr and arresting gear 
functions at PAX River and China Lake. The Navy was forced to concede that these optlorn 
were unfit and too costly. 

2. is the decision to "fence" certain facilities at Lekehurst an inrprovement 
over the original proposal to close and move Lakehurst? 

No. The subsequent decision to "fence" mission critical testing facilities, yet strip and 
move inherently interdependent manufacturing and prototype components is a fall back 
alternative with insurmountable operational ramifications. On the one hand the "fencing" 
scenario underscores the importance of the world class, unique operation at Lakehursr. Yet on 
the other hand, the "fencing" scenario destroys the synergy, collocation and concurrent 
engineering which has made the Lakehurst mission indispensable for flight open~tions. 

By tearin2 apart the current Lakehurst facility and establishing three separate locations 
for carrier aviation work (NJ .  MD, FL), the "fence" scenario institutionalizes fbreseeable delays 
while equipment, personnel, and test parts are traveling to and from Florida. Furthermore, the 
fence scenario creates an inexcusable window of vulnerabilify for the fleer while new techniclam 
are soughc and 123 mega-machines are broken down, transkrred and reconfigured in 
Jacksonville, Florida. 

Additionally, the "fencing" scenario produces a containment area which encompasses 
more than half (I/;-) the current base acreage and yet still leaves three facilities, cn.tica1 to AI-RE 
~nanufacruring work. outside the fence. Meanwhile, other support facilities, such as fire 
stations, a hazardous waste facility, control tower, etc., have to be reconstructed inside the fence 
requiring new MILCON. 

3. Will the Navy be able to create three carrier aviation substations to do the 
work of one with as few people as they suggest? 

Unlikely. I t  is important to note that since 1989. in compliance with force reducr_loo 
plans, Lakehursr has continually reduced its manpower while increasing its production. The 
productivity ratio at Lakehurst is high and the collocation and concurrent engineering conducted 
by ALRE and SE engineers, lab technicians, and rnanufacrurers has resulted in an efficiency rats 



and success level impossible to replicate when workers are stationed in three separate states 

Furthermore, the separation of the Lakehurst mission and the creation of three separate 
carrier aviation points will result in the development of three mini-Lakehurst producrion, testirlg 
shops. The number of people currently envisioned in the scenario by [he Navy is insufficient 
to meet the labor demands of three manufacturing shops. 

4. The Navy says it wijl save money by eliminating jobs anld procuring 
private contractors to do the work. Wi// mission safety be as.sured in this 
proposal? 

No. For example, there are approximately 333 jobs that the Navy eluninates in the hopes 
of finding contractors in Maryland, Florida. andlor New Jersey to continue whai the Navy has 
defined as a mission critical assignment. What is alarming, is that the Navy wguld take such 
a leap and assume that there are private contractors capable of doing this work lo the standard 
required. 

Today, Lakehurst conuacts out 95 % ($412 + million) of their ALRE and SE hardware 
production work and 72% of all ~nanufacruring and engineering services. The work that  exisrs 
at the base today is the core work -- the minirnunl amount ~f resources needed for fleet 
emergencies. To suggest that there is a market out there consisting of private contractors who 
can do h s  work to safety specifications is to ignore the failure rate which exist03 when private 
contractors did these jobs in the past. 

Additionally. some of the work the Navy seeks to contract out i:; the contracr 
management itself. Surely, contract management, preparation and oversight are functions thar 
must stay in-house to ensure the integrity of the process. Havins contractors oversee contractors 
has been, here-to-fore, impermissible and contrary to good business sense. 

In a final analysis it is impossible for anyone to make the case that flight readiness and 
safety are improved or even remain the same when a textbook case of concurrt:nt engineering 
is torn apart and sent to 3 separate places around the country. 

Under the Lakehurst scenario, production will suffer; expertise will be lost; flight critical 
hncrions will be delayed: and the success and safety of the fleet will be jeopardized. 

What amount of savings can justify these risks? The BSEC's magic number - -  still 
indispute - -  is $37 rnillion/yr. Yet, disputed or not, when you realize that one lost aircraft will 
cost more than the $37 million savings alleged -- not to mention the life of one pilot -- you have 
to ask just how magical that number really is. 
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June 18,1995 

Commissioner Wendi Steele 
1700 North Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

On May 2 ,  1995, as part of BRAC1s Base Closure 
procedures, Commissioners Cornella and Kling visited the 
Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne, New Jersey (MOTBY). 
Commissioners Cornella and Kling were impressed at what they 
saw and heard. 

On that day, I gave a presentation of which 
Commissioner Cornella stated, he wished I could be present 
for BRAC1s final decision. Commi,ssioner Kling, on May 5, 
1995, at the Intrepid hearings asked me why I did not give 
my presentation of May 2. 

Enclosed please find a copy of that presentation, 
the heart of which is the closing, addressing Minimal Loss. 
Please take two or three minutes to read the true meaning of 
Military Value. 

Praying the Commission's decision is guided 
correctly, I am 



Recommendations - Department of the Army - 
BAYONNE IVlILITAKY OCEAN TEItMIlYAL 

NEW JERSEY 

Itecommendation: Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. 
Relocate the Military Transportation Management Command (MTMC) 
Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management 
portion of the 1301st Mqjor Port Command to Fort Monnroutlr, 
New Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Command, 
Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

5-1 1 

Justification: This Recommendation is supported by the 
Army's long range operational assessment. Tlre prirnory rnissiorr 
of Bayonrre is tlre slriprrrerrt of general bulk cargo, 11t lras no 
capability to ship bulk rrrurritio~rs: There are sufficient: 
commercial port facilities on the East and Gulf Coasts to support 
power projection requirements with a"~rin7~1ral losho operiitional 
capability. Bayorrne provides the Arrrry witlr few rrriliiary 

ports, 

Return on Investment: The total orre-tirrre cost to 
implement this recommendation is $44 million: The net of all costs 
and savings during the implementation period is a cost of $8 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 millio~n with a 
return on investment expected in five years. The net present value of 
the costs  and savings over 2 0  years is a savings of $90 million. 

5- 12 

Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,105 jobs (1,367 
direct jobs and 738 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-200 1 periiod in the 
Jersey City, N J  Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which 
represents 0.8 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommenda- 
tions and all prior-round BRAC actions in this area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential deczrease 
equal to  0.8 percent of employment in the area. Tlrere are 110 

known environmental impediments at  the closing or reczeiving 
installations. 



Minimal Loss 

Money (return on investment) 

Time - - Loss 

Readiness - - of 

Requirements - - American 

Resupply 

Lives 

Soldiers 

Lives 

The words "MINIMAL LOSS" that appear in 
BRAC'S recommendations to the Department of 
the Army seems, on the surface, to be of minimal 
gray context, but they are of extreme grave 
contents. 



If M/L is money - Then it 
contradicts 
return on 
investment 

If M/L is time - Then time loss 
can only equal 
the loss of 
American 
Soldiers lives. 

If M/L is readiness - Then if we are 
not properly 
prepared this 
can only equal 
the loss of 
American 
soldiers lives. 



If M/L is requirements - Then if the 
requirements 
are not all 
present this can 
equal the loss 
of American 
Soldiers lives. 

If M/L is resupply - Then if a 
soldier is 
waiting for 
tank support or 
bullets for his 
gun or 
bandages for 
his wounds this 
can only equal 
the loss of 
American 
soldiers lives. 



If M/L is lives - American soldiers 
lives, the true meaning 
of Military Value, then 
this Commission and 
the Department of the 
Army is really out of 
touch in what is 
happening in the world 
around us. 

We panic when a whale finds itself in a wrong 
channel, its path is chartered everyday by the news 
media and there will be countless millions of 
dollars insuring its safety. 

We are appalled when we,hear a gorilla's hand is 
being used for an ashtray or an elephant was killed 
for its ivory. 

We despise the maltreatment of animals being used 
in medical research. 

We get sick at the sight of a baby seal being 
clubbed to death. 

We spend hundreds of millions of dollars on the 
spotted owl and other endangered species. 

We will not dredge to protect the smallest of sand 
flies. 



To accept minimal loss when it comes to the 
American soldier, the very fiber of Military Value 
would be lunacy. 



WHEN GOD CREATED THE EARTH, HE 
ALLOWED NORTH AMERICA TO BE TI= 
LAST CONTINENT TO BE CIVILIZED. IN HIS 
INFINITE WISDOM, HE WAS ADDRESSING 
WORLD ASSURANCES. 

HEROD, HITL~R, STALIN, HESS, EICHMAN 
WERE NAMES NEVER TO BE ASSOCIATED 
WITH THIS GREAT COUNTRY. WE HAID 
WASHINGTON, LINCOLN, EISENHOWER, DR. 
MARTIN LUTHER KING, PEOPLE OF VISION, 
PEOPLE OF PEACE, PEOPLE WITH GREAT 
MILITARY AWARENESS. IT WAS AS 
THOUGH GOD LET THE REST OF THE 
COUNTRIES AROUND THE PLANET GO 
THROUGH THEIR TRIALS AND 
TRIBULATIONS AND THEN SAID, 
CHRISTOPHER, GO DISCOVER THE NEW 
WORLD. 

WE ARE A NATION THAT FROM THE 
VERY BEGINNING WANTED OUR 
INDEPENDENCE AND WOULD FIGHT 
ANYONE TRYING TO TAKE IT AWAY FROM 
us. 



GOD IN HIS GEOGRAPHICAL 
ARCHITECTURE GAVE MOTBY A JUMP ON 
THE ENTIRE NATION IN THE DEPLOYMENT 
OF SHIPS TO EUROPE AND THE PERSIAN 
GULF. THIS JUMP FIT RIGHT INTO HIS' 
SCHEME ALLOWING HIS GREATEST 
CREATION TO BE THE MOST POWERFUL, 
STANDING FOR STRENGTH AND 
INDEPENDENCE. WE CANNOT THROW THIS 
GIFT AWAY. 

THIS DAY JUMP, WHICH EQUATES INTO 
WEEKS, KEEPS AMERICA STRONG ANID 
PROTECTS OUR SOLDIERS' LIVES, YES OUR 
SOLDIERS' LIVES. THE TRUEST MEANING 
OF MILITARY VALUE. 

WAS IT SO LONG AGO, WE FORGET IN 
SOMALIA, ON OCTOBER 3,1993, A DEL,AY IN 
MAKING A DECISION ABOUT A TANK 
DIVISION ONLY HOURS AWAY, LED TO A 
NEEDLESS, BLOODY MASSACRE OF 
AMERICAN LIVES. 



NOW YOU ARE PROPOSING THE CLOSING 
OF MOTBY, WHICH IN TURN WILL DELAY 
THE DEPLOYMENT OF TRUCKS, 
AMBULANCES, HELICOPTERS, TANKS, 
AMMUNITION, AND WHATEVER IS 
INCIDENT TO SAVING OUR SOLDIERS' 
LIVES, BY WEEKS. 

I 

HEAVY HANGS THE HEAD OF THE 
PEOPLE WHO MAKE A DECISION THAT 
WILL LEAD TO THAT POTENTIAL PHONE 
CALL TO A SOLDIER'S MOTHER INFORMING 
HER, YOUR SON OR DAUGHTER FOUGHT 
GALLANTLY BUT WAS KILLED IN ACTION, 
KNOWING FAR TOO WELL WHAT REALLY 
ECHOES THROUGH .THEIR BRAIN AND 
PULLS ON THE DEEPEST PITS OF THEIR 
STOMACHS TO THE VERY SOUL OF THEIR 
BEING, DUE TO DELAYS, DUE TO DELAYS, 
DUE TO DELAYS!!! 

WHEN DID MILITARY VALUE BECOME 
MONEY AND THE AMERICAN SOLDIER: 
EXPENDABLE. IF PRIVATIZING AND 
DOWNSIZING IS THE STATE OF BEING 
EQUIVALENT WITH AN AMERICAN 
SOLDIER'S LIFE, THESE ARE SAD 
BEGINNINGS. 



THE COST AND MANPOWER 
IMPLICATIONS ARE INFINITE, BUT THE 
COST IMPLICATIONS OF OUR CHILDRENS' 
LIVES IS THEIR SILENCE FOREVER. 
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Recommendations - Department of the Army 

BAYOMYE MILITARY OCEAN TERRZI[NAL 
NEW JERSEY 

Recommendation: Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. 
Relocate the Military Transportation Management Command (MTMC) 
Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the traffic management 
portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth, 
New Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Command, 
Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

5-1 1 

Justification: This Recommendation is supported by the 
Army's long range operational assessment. The primary mission 
of Bayonne is the shipment of general bulk cargo. I[t has no 
capability to ship bulk munitions: There are sufficierlt 
commercial port facilities on the East and Gulf Coasts to su~pport 
power projection requirements with a minimal loss to operational 
capability. Bayonne provides the Army with few military 
capabilities that cannot be acco~nplislled at co~aa~nei~~cial 
ports. 

Return on Investment: The total one-time eos t to 
implement this recommendation is $44 million: The net of all costs 
and savings during the implementation period is a cost of $13 million. 
Annual recurring savings after implementation are $10 million with a 
return on investment expected in five years. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $90 million. 

5-12 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recomrnrendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,105 jobs (1,367 
direct jobs and 738 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 period in the 
Jersey City, N J  Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which 
represents 0.8 percent of the area's employment. 

The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommenda- 
tions and all prior-round BRAC actions in this area over the 
1994-to-2001 period could result in a maximum potential deicrease 
equal to 0.8 percent of employment in the area. There are no 
known environmental impediments at  the closing or receiving 
installations. 



RECOMMENDATIONS --DEPARTMENT OF THE .ARMY 

ON PAGE 5-1 1 AND 5-1 2 BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY, BAYONNE MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL FIRST 
APPEARS. 

THE COMMISSION BREAKS MOTBY DOWN INTO 4 
CATEGORIES: 

RECOMMENDATION 
4 rnSTIFICATION 
+ RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
+ IMPACT 

FIRST WE L001< AT RECONIh~lENDATIONS: 

+ CLOSE MOTBY OCEAN PORT OF THE 1301 ST MAJOR "PORT" 
COMMAND TO A "FORT" IN MONMOUTH, NJ. 

FROM A PORT TO A FORT, SEPARATING THE ON HAND FACTS 
AND REALITIES OF A COMMAND, THEREBY LOSING [TS 
ABILITY FOR IMMEDIATE CHANGE. 
1-FIRST HAND EXPERIENCE, TO THEORY OF HOW A 
MILITARY OPERATION SHOULD AND WILL PERFORM BUT 
NEVER DOES. 
2-CHANGING MILITARY VALUE ON PROPOSED PROCEDURE 
RATHER THAN THEOREM 
3-ON A HYPOTHESIS RATHER THAN AN AXIOM 
4-ON RISK RATHER THAN LIFE 
5-ON MONEY RATHER THAN S-E-N-S-E. 



NEXT IS JUSTIFICATION: 

THE PRIMARY MISSION OF BAYONNE IS THE SHIPMENT OF 
GENERAL BULK CARGO. IS THIS NOT THE WAY THE ENTIRE 
WORLD RECEIVES GOODS? THIS IS THE PRIMARY MISSION 
OF MOST PORTS, DURING PEACE TIME. BAYONNE !SHIPS 
EVERY POSSIBLE ITEM NEEDED FOR A G0VERNME:YT 
COMMUNITY FROM TOOTHPICKS TO MlAl TANKS, FROM 
FOOD TO AMMUNITION, FROM PATRIOT AND TRIDENT 
MISSILE LAUNCHERS TO SPACE SHUTTLE WINGS. 

THE VERY NEXT SENTENCE, "IT HAS NO CAPACITY 'TO SHIP 
BULK MUNITIONS." MOTBY HAS A CLASS C REGISTliATION 
AND SHIPS A AND B EXPLOSIVES WITH WAIVERS WHICH IS 
ONLY A PHONE CALL AWAY. WE HAVE SHIPPED 35:30 MTONS 
OF AMMUNITION. 

+ THE PARAGRAPH GOES ON TO SAY, "BAYONNE PROVIDES 
THE ARMY WITH FEW MILITARY CAPABILITIES THA.T 
CANNOT BE ACCOMPLISHED AT COMMERCIAL POR'TS." THIS 
IS TOTALLY UNFOUNDED. I ASKED THE ILA, MY 
INTERNATIONAL IF ANYONE HAD CALLED THEM FOR THE 
JUSTIFICATION OF SUCH A PROFOUND REMARK. TEEIR 
ANSWER WAS NO, THEY WERE NEVER CONTACTED. I 
ASKED VARIOUS COMMERCIAL SHIPPERS THAT I RUN INTO 
IN MY DAILY ROUTINE IF ANYONE CONTACTED THEM FOR 
THE JUSTIFICATION OF THE SAME REMARK. THEIR ANSWER 
WAS NO, NO ONE SPOKE TO THEM EITHER. ON MARCH 28, 
1995, I WAS AT A MEETING WITH JOHN PISANI, DIRECTOR OF 
THE PORT DEVELOPMENT FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION AND WHEN ASKED IF BRAC CONTACTED 
HIS OFFICE FOR THE JUSTIFICATION OF THIS POTENTIAL 
COMPROMISE OF NATIONAL SECURITY, AGAIN THE REPLY 
WAS NO. 



SO, I ASKED THE QUESTION. I WENT TO GLOBAL 
TERMINAL, A COMMERC-IAL PIER OPPOSITE MOTBY AND 
ASKED THE SHIPPING AND PLANNING CLERKS ALONG WITH 
THEIR SUPERVISlON ADVISORS TO DO A WAR SCENARIO 
FOR ME. HERE'S WHAT THEY CAME UP WITH. IT WOULD 
TAKE 3 1 DAYS, 24 HOURS A DAY, AT THE COST OF $.50,000 TO 
$60,000 A DAY TO FULLY READY FOR A MILITARY 
OPERATION. THIS WAS A SPRINGISUMMER SCENARIO 
FACTORING IN, NO RAIN OR HIGH WINDS. THIS IS WITH NO 
TRAFFIC AND PUTTING ALL CARGO TO AN ADJACENT PIER. 
NOW THE PIER IS READY, HERE COMES THE DIVISION AND 
THE PROBLEMS. A COMMERCIAL PIER IS NOT EXPEIIIENCED 
IN DRIVING MILITARY VEHICLES AND THERE ARE OVER 70 
DIFFERENT KINDS. MOTBY DOES THIS ON A DAILY BASIS, 
INCLUDING THE Ml A1 TANK, WHICH IS THE NEXT PROBLEM- 
--WEIGHT. 70 TONS OF IT!. . . IF IT IS NOT A RO-RO SHIP, 
COMMERCIAL GANTRIES ARE NOT EQUIPPED TO LIFT TANKS 
OVER THE TOP OR ONTO BARGES. MOTBY HAS A CFANE 
AND CREW ON TEE PIER EVERY WORKING DAY OF THE 
YEAR. THE NEXT PROBLEM IS HELICOPTERS. WE SHIP 
ATTACK, CARGO, OBSERVATION, UTILITY, AND MEP)IVAC. 
THERE ARE STATE, COUNTY AND CITY RESTRICTIONS ON 
LANDINGS, PLUS AN AREA NEEDED TO STAGE, STORE, AND 
SHRINK-WRAP THEM. COMMERCIAL PIERS DO NOT PROVIDE 
A SAFE HAVEN, SECURITY AND FIREHOUSE ON PREMISES. 
MOTBY IS JUST COMPLETING A RAIL SYSTEM THAT :RUNS 
ADJACENT TO WAREHOUSES AS WELL AS THE BERTHS - NOT 
AVAILABLE AT COMMERCIAL PIERS. EXPERIENCED 
LONGSHOREMEN, CHECKERS, CRANE CREW, LASHERS, AND 
CARPENTERS ARE AVAILABLE 24 HOURS A DAY, IF hEEDED, 
AS DEMONSTRATED IN DESERTBHIELD, DESERT SORTIE, 
HAITI AND SOMALIA. 

THE ABILITY TO STAGE AND RESTAGE, GIVING THE; 
MILITARY ALL THE OPTIONS NEEDED, ALONG WITH THE EASE 
AND ACCESS TO THE OCEAN IS WHAT ONLY MOTBY HAS. 



TO SUM UP, .JUSTIFICATION IN THIS CATEGORY W.4S A 
SEVERE, UNR.ESEAR.CHED MISJZJSTTCE TO MOTBY ANT) THE 
AMERICAN SOLDIER. 

+ REGARDING RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 

ONE TIME INVESTMENT 44 MILLION DOLLARS 
- ON THIS I WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS TWO ITEMS, 

SEA SHEDS $13-37,000,000.. 
HOUSEHOLD GOODS $12- 15,000,000 

...... IMPACT 

3% UNEMPLOYMENT ADDED TO NEW JERSEY'S HIGHElST - 
UNEMPLOYMENT AREA - HUDSON COUNTY. 

"NO KNOWN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPEDIMENT" 
$50-250,000,000 ENVIRONMENTAL REHAB 

$24,000,000 DREDGING 



BRAC 95 Selection Cridieria 
IN SELECTINGMILITARY INSTALLATIONS FOR CLOSURE OR 

REALIGNMENT, THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, GIVING PRIORITY 
CONSIDERATION TO MILITARY VALUE (THE FIRST FOC[R 
CRITERIA BELOW), WILL CONSIDER: 

Military Value 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the hnapaet 
on operational readiness of the Department of Defense's 
total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated 
airspace a t  both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements a t  both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including 
the number of years, beginning with the date of completion 
of the closure or realignment, for the savings to exceed the 
costs. 

I 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing' and potential receiving 
communities' infrastructure to support forces, missions and 
personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 



BRAC 95 --SELECTION CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

+ 1. IN CONSIDERING THE MILITARY VALUE, THE MISS [ON 
REQUIREMENTS ARE THE IMPACT ON THE OPERATIONAL 
READINESS, WHAT THE MISSION REQUIREMENTS ARE, ARE 
IN DIRECT PROPORTION OF IMPACT. WHERE THE MISSION IS, 
IMPACTS THE TIME FOR READINESS, BE THE MISSION 
EUROPE OR THE PERSIAN GULF, MOTBY'S GEOGRAPHY 
ALLOWS SHIPS TO ARRIVE A DAY SOONER TO IT'S MIIJTARY 
OBJECTIVE THAN ANYWHERE ELSE IN THE UNITED STATES. 

+ LET'S NOT BE CONFUSED BY A DAY SOONER ..... IN ORDER 
FOR OTHER BASES TO RECEIVE THE CARGO, IT MAY TAKE AS 
LONG AS 5 TO 7 DAYS BY RAIL TO BE UNLOADED ANT) 
RELOADED ON A SHIP, THAT NORMALLY TAKES LONGER TO 
LOAD THAN AT MOTBY, THAT NOW WILL SAIL TO IT'S 
MILITARY DESTINATION ARRIVING A WEEK OR TWO LATER 
THAN IF SHIPPED FROM MOTBY.. . ALL THIS WHILE THE 
AMERICAN SOLDIER WAITS AND WAITS. 

+ 2. THE CRITERIA DOES NOT APPLY, MOTBY HAS THE 
AVAILABILITY, LAND AND FACILITIES. FORT MONMOUTH 
HAS OFFICES AND NEEDS MORE MONEY TO BUILD MORE 
OFFICES! 

+ 3.  THE ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE. THIS IS KEY. BR4C 
FEELS THIS CAN BE DONE COMMERCIALLY. AS I EXPLdAINED 
BEFORE, THIS WOULD BE A TRAVESTY. NOT ONLY CAN A 
COMMERCIAL PORT NOT SUPPLY THE TOTAL FORCE, ISUT 
THEY WILL NOT SIJPPLY THE TOTAL FORCE. 



+ THE LAST WAR WE HAD WAS WORLD WAR 11. SINCE 
THEN, KOREA, VIET NAM, DESERT STORM, HAITI AND 
SOMALIA, AT BEST WERE ONLY POLICE ACTIONS. IF THE 
NATION IS NOT RETOOLING FOR WAR, WHY WOULD A 
COMMERCIAL PIER GAMBLE ON ITS BUSINESS? IF THEY 
WERE KNOCKED OUT OF THE BOX FOR SIX MONITIS OR A 
YEAR, HOW COULD THEY POSSIBLY COME BACK TO 
COMPETE? THE EAST COAST SHIPPING COMMUNITY IS AT 
A PREMIUM, ENGAGED IN INCREASING ACTIVITJ' FROM 
DAY TO DAY. MOTBY'S LAND MASS ALONG WITH ITS 
GEOGRAPHY HAS TkE TRUE ABILITY FOR ALL 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE FUTURE TOTAL FORCE. 

+ 4. IMPLICATIONS: THE COST OF A COMMERCIAL IPER, IF 
AVAILABLE, TO VACATE ITS PRESENT CARGO, STOF' ITS 
ORDERED INCOMING CARGO AND READY ITSELF FOR A 
MILITARY OPERATION WOULD BE CATASTROPHIC '4ND NEAR 
IMPOSSIBLE. SPOILAGE, LATE SHIPMENTS, LOST SHPMENTS, 
DAMAGE AND IRRECLAIMABLE GOODWILL WOULD CRIPPLE 

....... THE COMPANY FOREVER 

COMMERCIAL PORTS CANNOT POSSIBLY ACCOMPLISH WHAT 
IS DONE AT MOTBY DUE TO THE INEXPERIENCE OF l,ABOR, 
THE INABILITY TO DRIVE THE MANY DIFFERENT ARMY 
VEHICLES AND Ml A1 OR MIA2 ABRAMS TANKS, T ' l  
INCAPABILITY TO LIFT TANJKS AND RETRIEVERS, THE LAND 
MASS TO STAGE AND RESTAGE DIVISIONS WHICH IS VERY 
IMPORTANT IN DEPLOYMENT, THE RECEIVING OF AIVD 
SHIPPING OF HELICOPTERS, RAILROAD TRACKSA.LOlNGSIDE 
BERTHS AND ADJACENT TO WAREHOUSES, EXPERIENCED 
LABOR IN HAZARDOUS MATERIAL HANDLING, WAIVER 
RIGHTS TO SHIP CLASS A & B EXPLOSIVES AND AVIATION 
FUEL. A SECURE SAFE HAVEN (ESPECIALLY IN TOIIAY'S 
TERRORIST CLIMATE). .EASY ACCESS TO HIGHWAYS, 
RAILWAYS, AIRPORTS AND A STONE'S THROW TO TEE OPEN 
SEA. 



+ 5 & 8 ONE TIME COST OF $44,000,000 IS LUDICROUS. 
MOVING OR SHIPPING THE SEA SHEDS WILL COST $13-37,000,000 
20,000,000 LBS OF HOUSEHOLD GOODS TO BE SHIPPED, 

RECEIVED, AND STOWED $13-1 5,000,000....STORAGE $1.7 
MILLION 

ENVLRONMENTAL IMPEDIMENTS RANGE $50-250,000,000 

+ 6. ECONOMIC IMPACT WILL BE A DEVASTATION. MOTBY IS 
THE NUMBER ONE EMPLOYER OF THE CITY OF BAYONNE. 
THE ECONOMIC RIPPLES WILL DROWN THE CITY. 

+ 7. THE INFRASTRUCTURE IS IN PLACE AT MOTBY. IT NOW 
SUPPORTS FORCES, MISSIONS AND THE PERSONNEL. THE 
RECEIVING COMMUNITY IS ONLY OFFICE SPACE. 



ISEPARPENl' CF THE AR4Y 
-, TNWsFOIUlA!PI(3N TERMZMU; UNIT (1176th:) 

-, FIMimA 32226-3093 

-157 
Officer 

LW. S t a n  Lysick 
Universal Hari-l-irre C o r t ~ o r a ~ a ~  
Military Ocean -, Eapnnt? 
Bayonne, i\kw A-erse J 070~2 

Dear Mr. Lysick, 

The ll76th Transportation Tedna l  U n i t  wishes to thank Universal. I4ariti.m 
Corpration for i t 's  axperation and professionalism during our stay 'at  .the 
M i l i t a r y  Ocean l kmha l ,  ayonne, New Jersey, i n  support of -a*-i Desert 
Shield. 

The excellent service you and your staff  provided i n  coordinatixg the 
flaw and loading of equi-t through the termindl to reach our forces in the 
Middle East is ccarmendable. The flexibil i ty i n  the type of work gancg which 
you provided in response to the constant changing of vessel schedule:; and cargo 
arrivals enabled your role in Cesert Shield t o  be noteworthy and appreciated. 

Tlle officers of your mqxmy and the ILA mrkers you enploy exhibited 
a lriyh level of declicatian and @onnance wilich siginficantly m n t r y i t e d  
to  the success of the overall owat ion .  

Universal Marim Corporation has deservedly earned a "job ~ 1 . 1  done". 
I again thank you ancl all  of your a ~ l o y e e s  for the hE?Ip and coo$rszion 
you gave my unit during our stay a t  Bayonne Military Ocean Emina.1. 

Sincerely, 

CQY- dPM40 
Calvin S. P w l l  
Colanel, U.S. Army 
Ccmmnding 

wies Furnished: 

BG Smith, Cmmnder, MIWEA 
COL Andrean, Camander, m Y  



UNIVERSAL MARITIME SERVICE CORP. 

ONE BROADWAY. NEW Y0R.K. N. Y. ?0004. TEL: 212-269-5!21. TWX: 71 0-58 1-'592.: 

January 14, 1991 

Commander 
. . Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne 

ATTN: MTEA-BY-DC 
Bayonne, New Jersey 07002-5301 

Dear LTC Eyrne : 

It has been brought to OUL attention that there are members of the 
ILA work force who consider it their patriotic duty to actively 
participate in Operation Desert Shield in Saudi Arabia. 

In this regard, there are those individuals who would be willing to 
- -- so to the P-ersian Gulf to perform the stevedoring labor now being 

done by government personnel. This would enable the government to 
utilize these individuals in areas where civilian personnel cannot 
perform. 

Attached is a list of names of those individuals, currently 
employed in a stevedoring capacity at MOTEY, who are willing to go 
to the Persian Gulf. 

Please be aware that whatever your decision in this matter, the ILA 
will be available for whatever it can do to support Operation 
Desert Shield. 

Sincerely, / 

stan{ey Lysick 
Terminal Manager 

SL:vh 
Attach. 



* 

,OPERATION DESERT SHIELD f L A  VOLUNTEER L I S T  

Nick Furina 
Martin DiNicola 
Raymond Soriero 
Joseph Schettino I? 
Robert Kochanski 
Richard Wisniewski 
John Kenyon 
Harry Lupo 
Michael Benedetto 
Peter Patti 
Michael ~arolda 
William Hurley 
Eduardo Cangiano 
Joseph Stiso 

George Sheppard 
Richard Karczewski 
Peter Fiadini 
Anthony Senetore 
Patrick Ciaravolo 
Lloyd Beaver 
Thomas Russ 
Gerry Torello 
Joseph Torello 
Peter Libutti 
Carmine Vaccaro 
Anthony Orfanides 
Joseph Castelano 
Victor Russell 



DEPARTMENT OF M E  ARMY 
MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMANO 
HQ. MILITARY OCEAN TERMINAL. BAYONNE 

BAYONNE, NEW JERSEY 070026301 

January 17, 1991 

Office of the Commander . . 

Mr. Stanley Lysick 
'Universal Maritime Services Corp. 
Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne 
Building 43 
Bayonne, New Jersey 07002 

Dear Mr. Lysick: ' ii. 
I have received your letter concerning members of the ILA 

workforce volunteering for Desert Shield duty in Saudi Arabia on 
this, the sixteenth day of January nineteen hundred ninety-one, the 
two hundred fourteenth hour.past the deadline issued u:nder the U.N. 
resolution. 

As I sit here pondering an adequate response to t.his 
unsolicited, from the heart request, several thoughts come to 
mind. The first is the dedication, superlative effort, morale and 
Esprit De Corps shown, not only by the gentlemen whose names appear 
on the list, but by all the longshoremen here at the M.ilitary Ocean 
Terminal. The second is that, selfishly, I would hate, to lose the 
expertise and dedication to duty of these gentlemen from the 
terminal. Finally, I am sincerely overwhelmed at this magnanimous 
act of volunteering for what we pray will not be hazardous duty. 

By way of explanation, and as a practical matter, this 
terminal does not have a direct or indirect line to ccrntractors in 
Saudi. I shall, however, forward this letter to Mr. Joseph 
Madison, the Military Traffic Management Command Contracting 
Officer requesting that he further forward this to corltractors for 
the U.S. Government. 

As a Commander, it has always be my policy that when asked for 
help, to send the very best. It is so with this list of volunteers 
with whom it is my privilege to know and work. Whatever the 
outcome of this request I am personally and professiolnally proud to 
be associated with men of this calibre. May God be with us all in 
this time of crisis. 

Encl 
ns - 
Copy Furnished: 

BG Smith - CDR, MTMCEA 

u h -  
Charles M. Andrean 
Colonel, U.S. Army 
Commanding Officer 



Army Lt. Colonel Bill Byrne presents a plaque to Nicllolas V. Furina, 
lriribg agent for Universal Maritime at. the Military Ocean Terminal 
in Bayonne, at a recent dinner honoring members of tlre Inter- 
national Longshoremen's Association's Local 1588 for their work in 
loading military cargo for Saudi Arabia. 
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OFFICE OF: 

dOHN BOWERS * 
President 

International Longshoremen's Association 
AFL-CIO 

17 BATTERY PLACE, NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10004 TELEPHONE: (21 2) 425-1 200 

L 

February 8, 1991 

TO : All Vice Presidents and Locals 

Dear Sir and Brother: 

On January 31, I wrote to U.S. Defense Secretary 
Richard B. Cheney informing him that the ILA would, if 
invited, provide appropriate numbers of ILA members to 
perform longshore duties in various ports of Saudi ~rab'ia, 
the Emirates, and Kuwait during the current Operation 
Desert Storm. I was instructed to write to Secretary 
Cheney following a recent ILA Executive Council meeting 
in which a number of vice presidents expressed an in- 
terest in assisting the-U.S. Military during the war with 
Iraq. 

I am awaiting Secretary Cheney's response to my 
invitation. In the meantime, I would ask that L,ocal 
presidents compile lists of ILA volunteers and forward 
names to your respective International Vice President. 
They will, in turn, forward the'list of volunteers to me. 

Please convey my thanks and appreciation to the 
rank and file for the numerous expressions of patriotism. 
They have once again demonstrated that ILA also means 
"I Love America." 

Jbhn Bowers 
President 



MTEA-BY-C (385-10~) 1 :! APR 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR MOTBY Personnel, Universal Maritime Services, and 
Other Involved Personnel 

SUBJECT: Desert Sortie Redeployment Safety 

1. I am extending my sincere thanks for your contribu.tions to 
MOTBY1S fully successiu1m~ssion accomplishment during Desert 
Shield/~torm deployment of c'argo and troops to Saudi Arabia. 
Your enthusiasm, dedication and determination in the enactment 
of this missionls success were accomplished with a low 
accident/injury and property damage rate. 

2. We are now beginning the mission of Desert Sortie 
redeployment. The word llSortieN means the issuing of troops 
from a besieged place. We will not have many troops coming to 
Bayonne, but we will receive large quantities of their 
equipment, to be unloaded, staged, and forwarded to a home 
destination. Our goal is to ensure that this mission is 
performed in a safe manner, with no damage to equipment, and no 
injuries to our people. 

3. Letts show the same enthusiasm, dedication and determination 
with the Desert Sortie mission as with Desert Shield/Storm. We 
must be safety conscious, alert at all times, and follow all 
safety rules. 

4. Remember a successful mission is a safe one. 

aJuJ-4 -Mz 
CHARLES M. ANDREAN 
COL, TC 
Commanding 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . 

r . . l."l..-.-'* 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 wt,, .I ; ; ~ , > > ~ ~ ~ L & & & o ~ Y ; ~  1 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, LJSAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. John J. Angelone 
President, Local 1 588 
International Longshoremen's Association 
550 Kennedy Boulevard 
Bayonne, New Jersey 07002 

Dear Mr. Angelone: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of your presentation 
regarding the Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne, New Jersey. I certainly undtxstand your 
continued interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be careMy considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have additional infomltion to 
bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 
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BILL BRADLEY 
NEW JERSEY 

COMMITTEES: 

FINANCE 

Wnited Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3001 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON 
AGING 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As supporters of Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne (MOTBY), we are e:xtremely 
concerned about last-minute proposals to increase the scope of activities realigned away from 
MOTBY. We have become aware of the following two letters on the subject, copies of 
which are enclosed: 

(1) Letter dated June 13, 1995, from Assistant Secretary of the Navy Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 
to Chairman Dixon; 

(2) Letter dated June 14, 1995, from Secretary of Defense William J. Perry, to Chairman 
Dixon. 

Assistant Secretary Pirie requested that two Navy activities that would remain in an 
enclave at MOTBY under the current recommendation instead be moved to the Hampton 
Roads, Virginia area. Secretary Perry asked the Commission to modify the language of the 
current recommendation so that no enclave is retained at MOTBY. We strongly believe 
that these proposed changes in the Department of Defense's recommendation, made at 
this late date, violate both the spirit and the letter of the BRAC statute. 

The Department of Defense's recommendation for MOTBY states: 

Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transpoirtation 
Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the 
traffic management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Idonmouth, 
New Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Comrnaind, Atlantic, 
and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

- Base Closure and Realignment Re~ort ,  Department of Defense, March, 1995, 
Pages 5- 1 1 (emphasis added). 

The recommendation specifically requires an enclave to remain at MOTBY. We are 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 20, 1995 
Page 2 

unaware of any subsequent change that altered the Department's recommendation to retain an 
enclave at Bayonne. Accordingly, no one has had the opportunity to consider ihe issues 
raised by this late attempt to alter the recommendation, including the outside accountants 
retained by supporters of MOTBY. We have been told that a COBRA analysis consistent 
with the Navy's wishes has been requested, but no such COBRA analysis was available at the 
Commission offices as of June 19, 1995. 

The supporters of MOTBY cannot have a meaningful opportunity to contest a change 
in the Department of Defense recommendation when the change is made in the last week 
before the Commission begins its deliberations, and no COBRA data are availaible for 
review. Were the explicit language of the Department of Defense recommendation to be 
altered at this late date, it would be impossible for the affected communities to have adequate 
opportunity to provide input on this change. 

The BRAC statute is designed to ensure that the public has input into the base closure 
process, including any changes in the Secretary of Defense's recommendation. The statute 
specifically states: 

In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations 
made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the 
Commission-- 

. . . 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal 

Register not less than 45 days before transmitting its 
recommendations to the President.. . ; and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 

- Public Law 101 -5 10, Section 2903(d)(2)(C). (Emphasis added). 

These requirements apply to a change in the Secretary's recommendation~s, including a 
change that would "increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation 
recommended by the Secretary. " Id. at 2903(d)(2)(D)(iii). Unquestionably, eliminating the 
MOTBY enclave increases the scope of activities realigned away from the Bayo:nne site. 

Moreover, the spirit of the law is meant to ensure that any such actions will be 
announced to the public in sufficient time for input and comment. Even those MOTBY 
supporters who have become aware of this development have not had the opportunity to 
collect information, talk to experts, review the military's numbers, revise accounting 
analyses, and communicate with the Commission on the implications of this proposal. These 
steps simply cannot be talken in the time remaining. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 20, 1995 
Page 3 

We have followed the work of this Commission very closely since its establishment. 
No matter how hectic the pace, no matter the number of bases to be visited or witnesses to 
be heard, no matter how voluminous the inquiries, every effort has been made on your part 
to conduct this process in the fair, open, and public manner intended by the law. We 
congratulate you on this achievement, and on your recognition that the process is in some 
ways as important as the outcome. 

We urge you to prevent a last-minute short circuit of the BRAC process. The BRAC 
statute was carefully drafted and amended to set forth a statutory procedure that would instill 
confidence in the recommendations of the Commission. Please reject any effort by others 
that would disregard due process. 

Sincerely, f l  Bill Bradley 
United states Senator 

~r'hk R. Lautenberg u 
United States Senator 

Robert Menendez 
Member of Congress 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -1  000 

I 

1 4 JUN 1885 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Since I delivered the Department of Defense's base realignment and closure 
recommendations to the Commission in March, it has come to my attention that one 
significant change in the Army's list is justified. The Army has learned nevv information 
which makes the recommendation to realign one of its installations no longer 
supportable. I support removing the following recommendation: 

U w a v  Provina Ground. The Army recommended the realignment of Dugway, 
the relocation of some testing functions and disposal of the English Village base 
support area. Upon further consideration, the Army has determined that 
operational considerations no longer warrant relocating chernical/biological 
testing elements to Aberdeen Proving Ground and smoke/obscurar~ts testing to 
Yuma Proving Ground. Since testing must remain because of facility restrictions 
and permit requirements, the base operating support, including Eng~lish Village, 
should remain commensurate with the testing mission. 

In addition, the Army has new information that warrants minor modification to 
several other recommendations. I support the following adjustments to the original list: 

Caven Point. NJ. U.S. Armv Reserve Center. The Army recommended closing 
this facility and relocating its units to Fort Harn,i!ton, hly It has beer1 discovered 
that unanticipated new construction is required to execute the move. The minor 
savings from the closure do not justify this expense. This recommendation is no 
longer supportable. 

ve. WV. A r e a  Maintenance-. The Army rt3commended 
closing this leased site and relocating to Kelly Support Center, PA. We have 
since learned that construction of a new maintenance shop for this ~nission is in 
progress at the Wheeling-Ohio County Airport. With the project already 
underway, the recommendation is no longer viable. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
THE ASSIaTANl' LIECRETARY OF TH6 NAVY 

I (~NSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

1000 NAVY PENTAGON 
WASHINOTON. D.C. 20S30~1000 --. . - ---- 

The Honorable plan J, Dixon 
chairman, Defense Bass Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It ie my understanding that your staff has recently made 
inquiriee as to our views regarding the Department of the Army's 
(DOA) recommendation to close the ~ilitary Ocean Terminal in 
Bayonne, NJ and to retain the DON tenants in an enclave at the 
MOT site, particularly in light of DOAts latest analysis. 

Aer you may be aware, the two DON activities, the Military 
Sealift Command, Atlantic, and the law Resale Activi ty,  are 
quite small in size and if left in place would occupy a .mall 
part of a large activity. The DON bel.ieves that not only are 
there inefficiencies aasociated wikh the retention of these 
commands in Bayanne but also that retention of these activiticss 
in place would hinder any potential reuee plans. Further, the 
latest DOA COBRA analyses apparently show a greater aavings to 
the Department of Defense should the DON activities be moved 
elsewhere. Should you and your commis~ion chooae to approve the 
closure o f  MOT Bayonne, we would prefer that the Navy activitl-ea 
leave Bayonne, preferably to the Hampton Roads, Virginia area. 
There are some operational benefits that may also accrue with 
such a relocation along with greater aavings to the tax payera. 

I 

I trust this clearly presents the DON position. As alwaye, 
if I can be of any further assistance, please let me know. 

ROBERT El. PIRIE ," J R .  



BILL BRADLEY ' 

NEW JERSEY 

Wnited sates S ~ B ~ P  
WASHINGTON. DC :10610-3lM1 

ENERGY AND 
MTURAL RESOURCES 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON 
AGlNQ 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As supporters of Military Ocean Terminal Bayonne (MOTBY), we are e;ttremely 
concerned about last-minute proposals to increase the scope of activities realigned away from 
MOTBY. We have become aware of the fo1low1lng two letters on the subject. copies of 
which are enclosed: 

(1) Letter dated June 13, 1995. from Assistant Secretary of the Navy Robert B. Pirie, Jr. 
to Chairman Dixon; 

(2) Letter dated June 14. 1995. from Secretary of Defense William J. Perry, to Chairman 
Dixon. 

Assistant Secretary Pirie requested that two Navy activities that would remain in an 
enclave at MOTBY under the current recommendation instead be moved to the l-iarnpton 
Roads, Virginia - area. Secretary Perry asked the Commission to modify the language of the 
current recommendation so that no enclave is retained at MOTBY. We strongly believe 
that these proposed changes in the Department of Defense's recommendation, made at 
this late date, violate both the spirit and the letter of the BRAC statute. 

The Department of Defense's recommendation for MOTBY states: 

Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transportation 
Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquarters and the 
traffic management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monrnouth, 
New Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, 
and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

Base Closure and Reali~nment R e m ,  Department of Defense. March, 1995, 
Pages 5- 1 1 (emphasis added). 

The recommendation specifically requires an enclave to remain at MOTBY. We are 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 20. 1995 
Page 2 

unaware of any subsequent change that altered the Department's recommendation to retain an 
enclave at Bayonne. Accordingly, no one has had the opportunity to consider the Issues 
raised by this late attempt to alter the recornrnertdation, including the outside accountants 
retained by supporters of MOTBY. We have been told that a COBRA analysis consistent 
with the Navy's wishes has been requested, but no such COBRA analysis was available at the 
Comnlission offices as of June 10, 1995 

The supporters of MOTBY cannot have a meaningful opportunity to cortest a change 
in the Department of Defense rec:omrnendation when the change is made in the last week 
before the Commission begins its deliberations. and no COBRA data are available for 
review. Were the explicit language of the Department of Defense recommendation to be 
altered at this late date, it would be impossible for the affected communities to have adequate 
opportunity to provide input on this change. 

The BRAC statute is designed to ensure that the public has input into the base closure 
process, including any changes i11 the Secretary of Defense's recommendation. The statute 
specifically states: 

In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the recommendations 
made by the Secretary. the Commission may make the change only if the 
Commission-- 

... 
(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the F(5deral 

Regisrer not less than 45 days before transmitting its 
recommendations to the President.. . ; and 

(iv> conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 

- miblic Law 101-510. Section 2903(d)(2)(C). (Emphasis added). 

These requirements apply to a change in the Secretary's recommendatio~ls, including a 
change that would "increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military installation 
recommended by the Secretary. " Id. at 2903(d)(2)(D)(iii). Unquestionably, el iminating the 
MOTBY enclave increases the scope of activities realigned away from the Baycme site. 

Moreover, the spirit of the law is meant to ensure that any such actions will be 
announced to the public in sufficient time for input and comment. Even those .MOTBY 
supporters who have become aware of this development have not had the opportunity to 
collect mf0rmation. talk to experts. review the military's numbers, revise accounting 
analyses, and communicate with the Commission on the implications of this proposal. These 
steps simply cannot be taken in the time remaining. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 20. 1995 
Pase 3 

We have followed the work of this Commission very closely since its establishment. 
No matter how hectic the pace, no matter the number of bases to be visited or witnesses to 
be heard, no matter how voluminous the inquiries, every effort has been made on your part 
to conduct this process in the fair. open. and public manner intended by the law. We 
congratulate you on this achievement, and on your reco_enition that the process is in some 
ways as important as the outcome. 

We urge you to prevent a last-minute short circuit of the BRAC process. The BRAC 
statute was carefully drafted and amended to set. forth a statutory procedure that would instill 
confidence in the recommendations of the Comtnission. Please reject any effo~t  by others 
that would disregard due process. 

Sincerely. 

Bill Bradley W 
United States Senator 

d& Frank R . Lau tenberg 

United States Senator 

Robert ~enendez- w 
Member of Congress 



- -- .- - - -- -- -A - 
In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the reconlrnendations 

made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the change only if the 
Commission-- 

(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Feuleral 
Regisler not less than 45 days before transmitting ils 
recommendations to the President.. . ; and 

(iv> conducts public heatsings on the proposed change. 

Public Law 10 1-5 10, Section 2903(d)(2)(C). (Emphasis added). 

These requirements apply to a change in the Secretary's recommendations, including a 
change that would "increase the extent of a realigrlment of a particular military installation 
recommended by the Secretary. " Id. at 2903(d)(2)(D)(iii). Unquestionably. eliminating the 
MOTBY enclave increases the scope of activities I-ealiped away [rum 1 1 1 ~  Bayuulc: silt;. 

Moreover, the spirit of the Iaw i s  meant to ensure that any such actions will be 
announced to the public in sufficient time for input and comment. Even those MOTBY 
supporters who have become aware of this development have not had the opportunity to 
collect information. talk to experts, review the military 's numbers. revise accounting 
analyses. and communicate with the Commission on the implications of this proposal. These 
steps simply cannot be taken in the time remaining. 



WE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (sm.. Of--d/y ) 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Since I delivered the Department of Defense's base realignment anld closure 
recommendations to the Commission in March, it has come to my attention that one 
significant change in the Army's list is justified, The Army has learned new information 
which makes the recommendation to realign one of its installations no longer 
supportable. I support removing the following recommendation: 

av P r o v ~ w .  The Arrny recommended the realignment of Dugway, 
the relocation of some testing function:; and disposal of the English Village base 
support area. Upon further consideration, the Arrny has determined that 
operational considerations no longer warrant relocating chemical/biological 
testing elements to Aberdeen Proving Ground and smoke/obscurani:s testing to 
Yuma Proving Ground. Since testing must remain because of facility restrictions 
and permit requirements, the base operating support, inctuding English Village, 
should remain commensurate with the testing mission. 

In addition, the Army has new information that warrants minor modif~ication to 
several other recommendations. I support the, following adjustments to the original list: 

Cavm Point. N.1 1.S. &mv Rese~Etat&l.  The Army recomrnencled closing 
this facility and relocating its units to Fort Hamilton, NY. It has been discovered 
that unanticipated new construction is required to execute the move. The minor 
savings from the closure do not justify this expense. This recornmer~dation is no 
longer supportable. 

W V . W  . . . The Army mzommended 
closing this leased site and relocating to Kelly Support Center, PA. \We have 
since learned that construction of a new maintenance shop for this rr~ission is in 
progress at the Wheeling-Ohio County Airport. With the project already 
underway, the recommendation is no longer viable. 



I C Q ~ .  The Army recommended closing Ithis facilrty 
and relocating its Medical Equipment and Optical School and the Optical 
Fabrication Laboratory to Fort Sam Houston, Texas. DoD is evaluating a 
number of joint service training consolidation alternatives that coultl result in a 
decision to relocate the school elsewhere. Modifying the language of the 
recommendation so it does not specrfy the gaining location is desirable. 

.. The Arrny recommended realigning this fs~cilrty, 
eliminating the conventional ammunition mission and retaining an enclave for 
materiel storage. The Army will be unable to demilitarize all of the obsolete 
conventional ammunition by 2001. Modrfying the fanguage of the 
recommendation to pen i t  the retention of a conventional ammunil:ion 
demilitarization capability is desirable. 

. . *. Tecmlnal.~e Arrny recommended closin~g this facility, 
relocating the Eastern Area Command Headquarters and 1301st Major Port 
Command to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and retaining an enclave for existing 
Navy tenants. The Amy's Military Traffic Management Command is considering 
an internal reorganization which could result in the merger of their area 
commands at another eastern installation besides Fort Monmouth. Further, the 
Navy has indicated a preference for moving its activities. Modifying the language 
of the recommendation sb it does not specify the gaining location o r  retention of 
an enclave is desirable. 

I urge that you consider these recommendations in your final deliberations. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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The sonorable kdan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defmac Base Closure 
and Realignment Commieeion 

1700  north M o o r e  Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA ' 22209 
Dear C h a i r m a n  Dixon: 

It is my underetanding that your ataff has recently made 
inquiries as to our views regarding the Department of tke Lmy's 
( X A )  recommendation to close the ~ilitary Ocean Terminal i n  
Bayonne, NJ and to re ta in  the DON -,enants in an enclave at the 
MOT rite, particularly in light of DOAta latest analyaie. 

AB you may be aware, the two DON activities, the Military 
Sealift Command ,  Atlantic, and the Kavy Resale Activity, are 
quite small in size and if left in place would occupy a small , 
part  of a lama aat iv i ty ,  The DON believsta that not only are 
there inefficiencies aesociated with the retention of thesa I 
commands in Bayonne but a lso  that retention of thesa activities, 
i n  place would hinder any potential reuse plans. Further, t h e  
latest DOA COBRA a n a l p e s  apparently show a greater  esvings t o  
the Department o f  Defense ahouid the  DON activities bs moved 
elsewhere. Should you and your commieaion chooac to approve :he 
cloaure of MOT aayome, we would prefer that t h s  Xavy activ:tFes 
leave Bayonne, preferably to the Rampton Roads, Virginia area, 
There are B o r n e  operational. benefits t h a t  may also accrue with 
such a relocation along with greater eavings to the tax payerla. 

1 I , 
hie clearly presents the DON poaition. AS alwa!raIl 

any f u r t h e r  aasfscance, please let me know. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-896-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. ;JSAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLlNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLEIS. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Frank Lautenberg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine Ocean 
Terminal, Bayonne (MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure pra-xss and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on rnilitaqy bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ixlformation you 
provided on MOTBY was carehlly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military hhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difllcult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cw 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COWlMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. C:HAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERSI: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLIES, JR.. USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Bradley 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Bill: 

i (I-% Q 1 
Thank you for your recent letters of June 2 and 20, concerning the Marine 

Termid, Bayome (MOTBY). I appreciate your inter@ in the base closure pro(-xss and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on mi1ita.r~ bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the ixlfomxition you 
provided on MOTBY was c a r f l y  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military idfastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
(700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTlON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5.  DAVIS. 'JSAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 28, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLEIS. JR., USA (RET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEEL€ 

The Honorable Robert Menendez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Menendez: 9 ~ ~ ~ & - 3 3 l ; i  
c c 5 ~ ~ 5  -3cG, 

Thank you for your recent letters conumhg the Marine Ocean Terminal, Bayome 
(MOTBY). I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on milimy bases under. 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irfonnation you 
provided on MOTBY was carefblly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 





THE DEFENSE BASE CU)SURE AND REALIGNMENI' COMMXSSION 
? I  - 
EXECU~VE C O ~ N D E N C E  TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) x 

Uc5t Lobb&E.S5 
INSTALLATION (s) DL%IJ= r n ~  ( 4 L ~ ~ ; ~ m -  - 0 ~ ~ 4  

F R o M : A e E ~ 5 7 e e . , % \ ~ ~ 1 C  
&E9. ( ( 3 0  I 

ORGANQATION: 

I CHAIRMAN DLXON I I I 1 C O W O N E R  CORNELLA I t /  I I 1 

~ o : D ( x ~ ~  
TITLE: ( I IRLCWCV- ---I 
ORGANIZATION: 

- - -  - - 

:OMMISSIONER cox I, 
:OMMESONER DAVIS I./ 
' O ~ O N E R  MINC I /  

L.- 

OMMISSIONER MONTOYA L/ 

OhfMWIONER ROBIES LA 

OMMISSIONER SIElZJ3 i . ~  
I 

I I I 

DIILICOMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

DRUXXOROFRdrA 

EXECUTIVE QKIU3TARIAT AIRMYTEAMLEADER 

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

DEUXN3R OF AD-TION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

CEiIEF JTJNANCLAL OFFICER m G E N C Y  TEAM LEADER 

DIRECTOR OF TRAYEL CHOSSSERYICETeAMIEADW 

I I I I 1 

A TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
(I//YR--frC. * ~ ~ * p m n  - PrrPprr-forCI* . . cr's 2"- - I I - 

P r r p ~ r e R e p I y f ~ ~ D i r s d n ' ~ ~  PrrPprr-Rcrparr 

ACKTON*. Offer CommenlJ d o r  %ggcs&m FYI 

S u b j e d l R d :  



COMMllTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

mas'bington, ?Bl;a: 20515-3603 
June 20, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

201 POST OFFICE BUILDING 
P.O. Box 1607 
ADA, OK 74820 
(405) 43&1980 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Suite 1425 
17 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Under the FY 95 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commis;sion (BRAC) 
recommendations, the McAlester Army Ammunition Plant (McAAP) is slated 
to be the new home of the United States Defense Ammunition Center and 
School (USADACS) when its functions are moved from the Savanna Army 
Depot Activity (SVAD) Savanna, Illinois to McAlester, Oklahoma. It 
has come to my attention different entities have moved to obstruct the 
recommendation to move USADACS to McEAP, in favor of moving it to the 
Rock Island Arsenal in Rock Island, Illinois. I strongly endorse the 
BRAC plan to move USADACS to McAAP, and urge the Commissiorl to resist 
any efforts to change the current plans. 

Rock Island is not a more efficient alternative to McAAP. Indeed, it 
may be significantly more expensive to transfer and mainta.in USADACS 
at Rock Island. Furthermore, USADACS senior leadership strongly 
rejects the idea of not being located on an active ammunition facility 
because the teaching and engineering role they provide to the 
ammunition community must be done in an ammunition environmcznt . Since 
Rock Island is not an ammunition facility, but primarily a fabricator 
of metallic parts such as gun mounts, the proposition to move USADACS 
to Rock Island is nonsensical. 

As you know, a number of facilities wmere studied by the Department of 
Army, and the overwhelming recommendat~ion favored McAlester as the new 
home for the USADACS. Therefore, I once again strongly endorse the 
BRAC plan to move USADACS to McAAP, a:nd, urge the Commission. to resist 
any efforts to change the current plans. If I may be of assistance, 
please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 

Member of Congress 
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. THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 Fb-., .-. .- . .. , , ,. 

-4 _ . t -, 2 -:r 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

~ ? Y i : f i  i . 2  . 
703-(396-0504 

' 4~062~-31/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, LISAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill K. Brewster 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Brewster: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of  defense"^ 
recommendation to relocate the U. S. Army Defense Ammunition Center and Schcml OJSADACS) 
to the McAlester Army Ammunition Plant (W). I appreciate your strong interest in the 
future of MAAP and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the commission is thoroughly reviewing the infonmation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the: information 
you have provided is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of sewice. 

Sincerely, 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

309 HART SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

202-224-4624 

%nited B;tates Senate 
WASHINGTON, I)C 205 10-2002 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable James B. Davis 
Commissioner 
Base Closure and Realignment Com~nission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis: 

I am compelled to comment on Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Joshua Gotbaum's response to your question on the hypervelocity 
wind tunnel at NSWC White Oak during his testimony before the 
Commission on June 14, 1995. 

Mr. Gotbaum's response may have indicated that the Navy is 
solely responsible for the cost of operating the wind tunnel. I am 
advised this is not the case. 

The wind tunnel at White Oak is operated as part of the 
Defense Business Operating Fund. As such, customers pay their 
share of operating and maintaining the facility based on their 
actual use. In fact, for the period FY93-95, 75% of the cost of 
operating the wind tunnel - -  approximately $3.2 million per year - -  
was paid by the  alli is tic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) and 
contractors for the Army's Theater High Altitude Area Defense 
(THAAD) program. 

I also want to emphasize that the wind tunnel at White Oak is 
not duplicative of the wind tunnels at the Arnold Elngineering 
Development Center at Tullahoma, Tennessee. What makes the White 
Oak facility unique is its hypervelocity capability, that is, the 
ability to test conditions up to Mach 16.5. The capability of the 
Arnold wind tunnels is limited to Mach 10. If the White Oak wind 
tunnel is abandoned as the Navy has proposed, then we would lose 
our national capability to test missiles at high Mach speeds, short 
of investing tens of millions of dollars in the future to regain 
that capability. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



I strongly urge you to uphold the BRAC 93 decision to maintain 
the key facilities at White Oalc and to relocate the Naval Sea 
Systems (NAVSEA) Command from leased space in Arlington, Virginia 
to White Oak. 

I appreciate your attention .to these concerns. Please contact 
me if I can provide any further information regarding key 
facilities such as the hypervelocity wind tunnel at tke White Oak 
site of NSWC. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

cc: Chairman Dixon 
Commissioner Cornella 
Commissioner Cox 
Commissioner Davis 
Commissioner Kling 
Commissioner Montoya 
Commissioner Robles, Jr 
Commissioner Steele 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ; . -:;,-'-,:-r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 % ,  

I b . . .  , 
703-696-0504 .q@-62 0-1 ?A I 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 21,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. IWONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE:LE 

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your letter responding to testimony received by the Commission at 
the June 14 hearing tiom Assistant Secretary of Defense, Joshua Gotbaum, regarding the 
hypervelocity wind tunnel at the Naval Surface Warfare Center, White Oak, Maryland. I 
recognize your continued interest in the base closure and realignment process and 
welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure ycu that the 
additional i n f o d o n  you have provided will be caremy considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. In addition, I have 
provided a copy of your letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this di£Ecult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to cot1tact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

General James B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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LARRY COMBEST 
19TH DISTRICT. TEXAS 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE Btyourie of Sepreeentatibee 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 1 
I would like to thank you for your dedication and service on the 
Base Closure and Realignment commission. This will be my final 
presentation to you regarding my strong opposition to t:he 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Reese Air Force 
Base. 

I am completely convinced that the Air Force is going to need 
every single Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) base to 
adequately meet its training requirement in the future. While 
Secretary Widnall has continued her position that, in t.he short 
term, adequate capacity is available in the UPT category, there 
is no mistaking the Air Force's recent retreat from their ability 
to meet their training requirements in the years beyond. 2002, if 
Reese is closed. 

Air Force Chief of Staff Fogleman clearly admitted on June 14th, 
that if Reese is closed, the excess capacity would be so limited 
that, if any of the assumptions are incorrect, the Air Force will 
not have the necessary capacity. These assumptions are based on 
pilot retention rates, private sector airline hiring, complete 
integration of joint training and Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard pilot requirements. My understanding is that the 
Air Force's assumptions are dramat:ically understated in the years 
beyond 2002. This will result in a significant need for 
increased UPT capacity at the very time we are downsizing our UPT 
capabilities. 

Finally, the real travesty is that if we close an Air Force UPT 
base and force the other UPT bases to operate at or near their 
maximum capacities, we will create a work environment that is 
hazardous to flying safety, and one that will drive good 
instructor pilots out of the ~ i r  Force. I understand that a 
similar situation occurred in the late 1960s and early 1970s. 
The work environment at UPT bases could be a prime reason for a 
decrease in the pilot retention rate and thereby increase the 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
June 20, 1995 
Page 2 

need to train additional pilots, thus exacerbating the tenuous 
UPT capacity situation. 

Again thank you for your commitment, and I hope the attached 
white paper which goes into further detail will be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

XU? 
LC/rdl 
Attachment 

Larry copest 
I 



The Case for Overturning 
the 

Secretary of Defense Recommendation 
Regarding 

Reese Air Force Base 

rt is recognized that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC) process was established for the purpose of closing 
unneeded military bases. However, the BRAC process was also 
established to insure fairness and to consider challenges to the 
analysis which was used by the Department of Defense (IloD) in 
arriving at base closure recommendations. In fact, part of the 
BRAC Commission's mission is to ensure that needed bases are not 
closed due to faulty analysis. 

THE CASE FOR REESE AIR FORCE BASE (AFB): 

1. The whole premise for closing one Air Force Undergraduate 
Pilot  raining (UPT) base has been questioned by the chief of 
Staff of the ~ i r  Force. In testimony before BRAC on June 14th, 
General Fogleman said that he could only support the 
recommendation to close Reese AFB if a number of assumptions were 
made. Among them were: 

(a) the Joint pilot training initiatives, including the 
JPATS program, stayed on track toward full maturity; 

(b) the Air Force continued to have pilot bonuses and pilot 
retention did not decline; 

(c) there would be no great increase in airline pilot 
hiring; 

(d) there would be no great increase in pilot training 
requirements for the Air National Guard and the Air 
Force Reserve. 

General Fogleman then testified that he was concerned that after 
2002 there would be a significant increase in the pilot training 
requirement due to the needs of the Guard and the Reserve. 

Each of these assumptions is questionable and the assumptions on 
retention and on airline hiring are simply incorrect (see 
FAPA/FAA projections at Tab 1). Also, the Air National Guard and 
the Air Force Reserve requirement is projected to increase by 300 
per year in the year 2003, which is the equivalent of tbree- 
fourths of an Air Force UPT base's capacity. 



In sum, General Fogleman is concerned that if Reese AFB is 
closed, there will not be sufficient pilot training capacity in 
the outyears. He is constrained, however, by the declared DoD 
policy of seeking the closure of Reese AFB; and his own service's 
insistence that they are legally bound to only look out as far as 
their own Five Year Defense Plan (FYDEP) and not make ;projections 
beyond that time period. 

2. The official Air Force position is that if BRAC clnooses to 
keep Reese AFB open, then no Air Force UPT base should be closed. 
This demonstrates clearly the uncertainty the Air Force has with 
respect to pilot training capacity. 

3. It has been proven, beyond question, that the DoD/Air Force 
analysis regarding Reese AFB was flawed and inaccurate: 

o It contained substantial errors of fact: 

o shortchanged Reese AFB airspace 
o shortchanged Reese AFB training routes. 

o The analytical model contained mathematical and formula 
errors. 

o The model averaged Air Force and Navy functional scores 
for various missions indiscriminately instead of 
examining Air Force bases for Air Force missions only. 

o The model contained numerous analytical errors (i.e:, 
inappropriate weighting of factors, attrition, planning 
factors heavily weighted versus actual attrition; and 
the reconsideration of measures of merit already 
considered in criteria I1 through VIII). 

4 .  A fair analysis rates Reese AFB above other ~ i r  Force UPT 
bases : 

o 1991 BRAC Staff Analysis rated Reese AFB #2 (Laughlin 
129, Reese 125, Columbus 124, Vance 122 and Williams 

0 
90) 
1995 BRAC Staff Analysis (after formula error 
corrected) rated Reese AFB #3 (Laughlin 7.5, Columbus 
6.6, Reese 6.3, Vance 6.2 and Randolph 4.5) 



5. The DoD/Air Force analytical. model ignored or excluded 
important factors: 

o Lubbock International Airport excluded from analysis 
even though 44 percent of all operations are military. 
Reese received no credit for this invaluable auxiliary 
field. 

o Analytical model equated educational opportu:nities in 
Lubbock, (i.e., major university) with small 
undergraduate private college of less than 700 
students. 

o Analytical model equated housing which meets current 
Air Force Whole-House Standard with housing 100 percent 
of which does not meet the standard (i.e., Calumbus and 
Vance). All these bases received a satisfac1:ory 
rating. 

The question BRAC must answer is, should the Commissio~l ratify a 
recommendation which is based on flawed data and flawed analysis 
in an area where there is clearly uncertainty with the Air Force 
as to whether there is excess capacity or not. 

The ~ i r  Force appears incapable of admitting that they might have 
made a mistake, even though the Chief of Staff demonstr-ated his 
own anxiety with respect to the capacity question. 

There is clearly evidence to reverse the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close Reese AFB. The DoD/Air Force c:ase 
presented to BRAC was flawed and represents a significa~nt 
deviation from the DoD1s own requirement to perform an appraisal 
of a base's worth to the service and the nation by evaluating 
each of eight criteria fairly and honestly. Pilot training is an 
area so important to military readiness that BRAC should reject 
the recommendation to close Reese AFB. 

The chief of Staff has stated that he can only support the 
recommendation on assumptions that even he would admit are 
questionable. He then voices his concern about the years beyond 
the FYDEP ('I and goes on to explain that requirements for the 
Guard and the Reserve will increase in those out ears and, in 
fact, have increased already during the FYDEP ( 2 7 .  



As a C o n g r e s s m a n  and as a citizen c o n c e r n e d  about our  n a t i o n a l  
e e c u r i t y ,  I urge you, t h e  BRAC Commission, to reject t h e  
recommendation t o  a looa Reese AFB. 

( I )  Q ~ n m r 8 l  Toglera8n quote ft0m t h e  tl-anSctipt of t h e  June 14th DoD hearing, 
pago 122: "Wall, again,  1 t r i e d  t o  vary ca re fu l ly  c r a f t  my word. t he re ,  t h a t  
I t h ink ,  wi th in  t h o  FYDEP, wo w i l l  probably have t h e  aapac i ty ,  but it'. bared 
upan soma anmumptioor about doing bu8inasm d i f f e r a n t l y  thnn w e  do tadry ."  

( 2 )  Oanaral Foglaman quota from t h e  t r r n n c r i p t  of t h e  Junm 14th bob hearing, 
page 1231 "One of t h e  very aonorste  thing., though, t h a t  doe8 g i v e  me 
oaacern, and it f a l l .  . l igh t ly  o u t r i d e  t h e  PYDEP, i a  t h e  f a c t  that . ,  i n  o rde r  
to nus ta in  our  A i r  National Guard and our  A i r  Force Rmgonra u n i t s ,  today 
roughly 50 peraant  of a11 our  aviator^ t h a t  lmavm a c t i v e  duty m i p ,  up with t h r  
Air National  Guard and t h r  A i r  Forcr Roaerve; so t h a t  keepm t h e i r  rrquirmment 
f o r  i n i t i a l  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  lower. Thay arm n t a r t i n g  t o  s e e  mame d.rop-off i n  
those  nuarbarm and have, i n  f a a t  wi th in  t h e  FMEP, come i n  and rska~d  for 
a d d i t i o n a l  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  .lot.. Wa have bean ab le  t o  raaommodata thoso 
wi th in  t h e  ?YDEP. But, ia t h e  year  2003 and beyond, becaure we have bmen 
ptoducing 80 few p i l o t s  i n  thm e a r l y  1990r, i f  t h e  A i r  Re8srvm And t ho  Quard 
ware e l m  t o  a r p t u r e  100 percent  of a11 p i lo t .  l eav ing  a c t i v e  duty, they would 
not  bm ab le  t o  f i l l  t h e i r  cockpit., and they w i l l  have t o  aomm fox more p i l o t  
t r a in ing . '  



COMMERCIAL PILOT DEMAND 
(ANNUAL REQUIREMENT] I 

YEAR 

SOURCE: Future Airline Pilots Association (FAPA), Atlanta, Georgia - 1995 "Forecast of True Pilot Demand." See also, 
Federal Aviation Administration - "Pilots and Aviation Maintenance Technicians for the Twenty-First Century." 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

June 2 1, 1995 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Larry Combest 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Combest: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Reese AFB. I apprcxiate your 
strong interest in the future of Reese AFB and welcome your additional comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided, concerning Reese AFB and future capacity needs at Undergraduate Pilot 
Training bases, is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review and analysis of 
the nation's Undergraduate Pilot Training bases. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of as:sistance. 
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VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS O F  STAFF 

WASHINGTON. D C 2 0 3 1 8 - 0 0 0 1  

15 June 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

As the Chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (the 
Goldwater-Nichols originated, highest level military organization for 
requirements development), I am writing to express my strongest support 
for the recommendation by the Department of Defense to retain a core air 
refbeling wing at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota. 

DOD's recommendation is based on a thorough analysis of 
operational and fiscal considerations and is strongly supported by the Air 
Force and U. S. Strategic Command. 

Grand Forks AFB is ideally located and equipped to provide air 
refbeling support for both strategic and worldwide contingency operations. 
The refbeling wing at Grand Forks is critical for our strategic deterrent 
capability, and enables our nation to provide timely response to challenges 
across the conflict spectrum in the most cost-eff'ective way possible. 

I ask that you give carefbl consideration to the benefits of retaining 
the wing at Grand Forks as the Commission develops its recommendations. 
Its loss would be significant for our military operations. 

Admiral, IT. S. Navy 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
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June 2 1, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Admiral W. A Owens, USN 
Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Washington, D. C. 203 1 8-000 1 

Dear Admiral Owens: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your strong support for retaining the core air 
refbeling wing at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota. I appreciate having the 
benefit of your views on this important issue and I welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the iafomtion 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be careMy considered by the C'ommission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's militxuy infrastructure. In addition, I have 
provided a copy of your letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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UNITED STATES TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 
508 SCOTT DR 

IiCOTT AIR FORCE I3ASE IL 622256357 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realiqnment Comission 

2 0 NIAY 1995 

1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon 

The united States Transportation Corrmand (USTRANS(XXU1) is 
concerned with the potential addition of Oakland Amy Rase to the 
base closure list. As a I1keyn facility in our deployment 
infrastructure, we rely on this port as the only secure, DoD- 
owned facility on the West Coast. 

Gn the West Coast, its central location and extensive 
infrastructure make it an ideal strategic launching point for 
force deployments, especially to the Pacific theater, imd its 
proximity to DoD1s major sustainment hub at Sharpe, CA, provides 
for a rapid response m sustainment operations. It is only 30 
miles from the major armunition port at Concord; and only 60 
miles from our principal aerial port at Travis AFB. Lccated on 
the convergence of three major railroads and served by an 
extensive highway network, Oakland is also a natural deployment 
site for forces located in the interior of the United States. 

Request you carefully consider retaining this facility to 
ensure our abllity to carry out a full range of strategic 
mobility missions in support of national strategic objectives. 

V e r y  Respectfully 
/ 

KENNETH R. wn& 
Lieutenant General, U. S. Amy 
Deputy Comnander in Chief 
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&onpe$$ of the Wniteb Otates 
@ou$e of BqreSentatibeS 

@las&fngton, 33.C. 20515 
June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the Commission begins its final deliberations, we wanted to bring to your 
attention the latest information concerning the "realignment" of Onizuka Air Station as well 
as the closure of the Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station and the relocation of the 
129th Rescue Group (RQG). Overall, we believe that the Air Force's actions with respect 
to Onizuka have been disingenuous and, as a result, the BRAC Commission has been left 
without proper documentation indicating the true cost and nature of this recomnlendation. 
With regard to the 129th RQG, this move simply. does not pay for itself, and is, in fact 
opposed by the State of California 

A position paper is enclosed, but a few important issues need to be highlighted. 

Onizuka Air Station 

There is a clear lack of credibility on the part of the Air Force regarding the facts 
behind the Onizuka "realignment". In January 1995, the Air Force issued a policy directive 
which stated that a redundant switching capability with geographical separation is needed for 
satellite control. Yet the current plan for replacement of the switch at Onizuka calls for a 
new system of advanced design which is still in the RDT&E budget phase, and which will 
not be available for use before the end of the BRAC execution period. In testimony before 
the Commission on June 14, 1995, Major General Jay Blume indicated that the earliest that 
the new Communications Upgrade would be available is in the 2002-2004 time frame. Our 
best information indicates that such a long lead time for the creation of a new redundant 
capability will require at least that long, especially since development, acquisiticln and 
operational testing are required. 

The possibility of backing up the single node at Falcon AFB in the interim is not 
viable, inasmuch as the equipment left at the Onizuka facility would quickly lose relevance 
as system modifications are made at Falcon and not at Onizuka. Modifications are 
necessary on a continuing basis to match technological advances and to maintain network 
availability for an evolving group of network users. Incompatibilities between a.n 
operational and a mothballed system would render the latter useless as a backup. Even if 
the Onizuka facility were somehow maintained at the proper level of readiness, it is our 
understanding that the mere existence of a skeleton-crewed backup "switch" at Onizuka does 
not satisfy the redundancy requirements for the scenario where Falcon AFB sufiers 
significant structural damage and is unable to operate -- a full service Onizuka is necessary 
until the Communications Upgrade is fully available. 
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Separately, the Air Force admits that this action is intended as a closure, yet they 
offer the Commission a "realignment" COBRA model with a one-time cost of $121.3 
million; steady-state savings of $16.1 million per year; and a Return on 1nves.tment (ROI) of 
seven years. These moderately reasonable numbers are possible only because the Air Force 
has defined away the cost of moving Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center 
(AFMC) by calling it a non-BRAC action designed to "consolidate" space functions, yet the 
location of the receiving base for Detachment 2: varies. We believe that the reason that 
Detachment 2 was relocated outside the BRAC process was to reduce the costs associated 
with the current realignment proposal. According to the Air Force's "Single-Node 
Operations Study" conducted in 1994, the one-time cost of moving Det 2 is $,41.5 million, 
and the additional operating cost is $5 million. Including these figures into the COBRA 
model would produce a $162 million one-time cost for moving the 750th and Det 2, with an 
$11 million annual savings, and a very risky 15-year ROI. 

We recommend that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission reject the Air 
Force recommendation to "realign" Onizuka Air Station. The proposal does not make 
economic sense based on the Air Force analysis conducted for the Single-Node Operations 
Study. That study clearly indicates that the savings claimed by the Air Force simply do not 
exist. This realignment action is, in fact, a closure (to which the Air Force has admitted) 
and therefore all costs associated with realigning, relocating and disestablishin,g Detachment 
2 (AFMC), the 750th Space Group, and the Classified Tenants should be included. If not, 
the integrity, credibility, and correctness of the BRAC process will be compromised. 

Should the Commission be satisfied with the cost numbers provided by the Air 
Force, at the very least, we recommend that realignment of the 750th Space Group be made 
contingent upon the certification by an independent agency, such as the National Security 
Council, that the appropriate communications systems are in place to provide our Nation 
with required redundancy for the satellite control mission. 

129th Air Guard Station 

The Air Force's recommendation to close the Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard 
Station and relocate the 129th RQG was made on the basis of savings, not military value 
considerations or excess capacity. The cost figures, however, show very little savings to the 
Air Force for a relocation of the unit to McClellan AFB, and when costs to the federal 
government as a whole are considered, the closure never pays back. In addition, please see 
the enclosed letter from Major General Tandy K:. Bozeman, Adjutant General of the 
California National Guard, stating that he and Governor Wilson, "oppose the rnove of the 
129th to McClellan Air Force Base". 

We recommend that the 129th Rescue Group remain at Moffett Federal Airfield 
where it has greater operational space, more modern facilities, and where it functions as the 
anchor for the operations of the entire Moffett F'ederal Airfield. 
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Thank you again for your close attention to these important issues. We appreciate 
your service to the Nation as a member of the 1995 Commission and wish yclu well in your 
forthcoming deliberations. 

Sincerely yours 

NORMA 
Member 

Enclosures 

F m b e r  of Congress 
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ONIZUKA AIR STATION 

Background 

Onizuka Air Station is one of t w o  centers for U.S. military satellite 
operations. Onizuka units monitor and control on-orbit military spacecraft 
which support a wide variety of space programs from sites around the world. 
Onizuka Air Station is the home of units from separate commands which 
work together t o  ensure the health and status of Department of Defense 
satellites. The 750th Space Group, a unit of Air Force Space (:ommandl 
operates and maintains a worldwide network of nine satellite tracking and 
command stations. Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center, Air 
Force Material Command is the designated Department of Defense facility for 
space research, development, testing arid evaluation. A number of additional 
classified tenants utilize the facilities and capabilities of Onizuka Air Station. 
Together, these DOD units and classified tenants command and control the 
nation's most important space based national security assets. As host unit, 
the 750th Space Group is responsible for providing resources t o  operate and 
maintain the Onizuka Air Station facility and for providing administrative and 
support services t o  base units and tenants. 

Department of Defense Recommendation 

The Air Force recommendation is to  "realign" Onizuka AS. The 750th Space 
Group will inactivate and its functions will relocate t o  Falcon AFB, Colorado. 
Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center, (AFSC) will relocate t o  
Falcon AFB, Colorado. According to  the Air Force "some tenants w ~ i l l  remain 
in  existing facilities." All activities and facilities associated wi th  the 750th 
Space Group including family housing, the clinic, commissary, and base 
exchange will close. 

DOD Recommendation Unsupported A3 y The Facts 

The Air Force recommendation to  "realign" Onizuka Air Station is 
unsupported by reliable cost information from the Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG). Since the beginning of the BRAC process there have been at 
least six different versions of the BCEG COBRA cost estimates, the latest 
executed on May 3, 1995. In the coirrse of reestimating the cost of the 



Onizuka action, the BCEG has found it possible to  reduce the cost and 
payback time for the realignment action on each occasion. The first 
estimate, executed in December, 1994, included $290.6 million in one-time 
costs, but the latest estimate has reduced those one-time costs t o  $1 21.3 
million. It is difficult to  believe that a fair evaluation of costs over the six 
month period would only move the total cost figure in a downward direction 
by  a factor of 58%. 

Air Force 7994 Single-Node Operations Study 

The largest cost omission for the "realignment" of Onizuka AS is the failure 
of the Air Force t o  include the cost of moving the classified tenants who are 
not part of Space Command but will surely move following the departure of 
the 750th which is the host unit providing requisite operational, 
administrative and logistics support. In 1994 the Air Force Space (2ommand, 
in conjunction wi th  the Air Force Material Command and the classified 
tenants at Onizuka Air Station, conducted a study of the impact that would 
result from the closure of Onizuka with the objective of estimating the cost 
and operational risk. The Air Force twice denied in writing t o  Members of 
Congress that such a study had ever been done. The information the Air 
Force did not want revealed is devastating t o  i ts proposal t o  "realign" 
Onizuka. That information indicates the following: 

- The Air Force has intended t o  close Onizuka since at least 1994. 

- Thus, all the costs for moving Detachment 2 (AFMC) and the classified 
tenants must be included in the Air Force 1995 BRAC cost calculations 
because they result directly from the departure of the 750th. 

- The one-time costs for moving the tenants are $520 million. 

- The one-time costs for moving Detachment 2 are $41.5 million. 

- The total one-time costs for closure are $699 million. 

- The annual operating costs t o  AFMC increase by $5 million under a closure 
scenario. 

- The annual operating costs t o  the classified tenants increase by $ '1 0 million 
under a closure scenario. 

- The payback for the closure is estimated to  be 27.1 years. 



National Security lmplcations 

Because the ability t o  command and control our most important space-based 
national security assets is essential during war and peace, long-standing Air 
Force policy has been to  ensure a redundant capability for the functions 
performed at Onizuka. As recently as January, 1995 an Air Force Space 
Command policy directive reiterated the importance of having a 
geographically separate, redundant capability t o  access the nation's 
satellites. Prominent national security experts testified before the 
Commission expressing grave concern about losing this important backup 
capability as a result of the Air Force recommendation. 

The Air Force responds t o  these national security concerns by  agreeing that a 
backup, redundant capability is essential. To provide this capability, the Air 
Force is pursing development of a "distributed satellite control arc:hitectureW 
that is claimed t o  be based on commercial hardware, software and 
communications technology. Such an architecture for controlling satellites 
would depart from the current methodology in that it would employ a 
combination of dedicated USAF ground stations, as well as Army and Navy 
Space Command sites. The Air Force has claimed that this technology is 
"off-the-shelf" and will be ready t o  provide redundancy by 1997. The facts 
prove otherwise. 

Air Force budget documents dated February, 1995 for the operational 
development of the Satellite Control Network indicate that after alm~ost three- 
quarters of a billion dollars in research and develo~ment  spending th~rough the 
year 2001 the architecture will still not be complete. These documents 
clearly indicate that this is RDT&E spending and not procurement of  off-the- 
shelf items. Further, the documents indicate that even after 2001 the cost 
to  complete the system is "continuing." In testimony provided t o  the BRAC 
Commission on June 14, 1995, by Air Force Major General Jay Blume, 
Special Assistant t o  the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition, 
he testified that planned upgrades would be completed "sometime between 
the year 2002  - 2004." 

RECOMMENDA TION 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission should reject the Air Force 
recommendation to  realign Onizuka Air Station. The proposal does not make 
economic sense based on the Air Force analysis conducted for thle Single- 
Node Operations Study. That study clearly indicates that the savings 
claimed by the Air Force simply do not exist. This realignment action is, in 
fact, a closure (which the Air Force has admitted to) and therefore all costs 
associated with realigning, relocating and disestablishing Detachment 2 



(AFMC), the 750th Space Group, and the Classified Tenants should be 
included. If not, the integrity, credibility, and correctness of the BRAC 
process will be compromised. Additionally, serious national security 
implications are also associated wi th  the Air Force's proposed action, and 
the service has failed t o  properly respond t o  these concerns. Fu~rthermore, 
Air Force budget documents clearly indicate that the all-important redundant 
capability will not be available for the foreseeable future (and certainly not 
during the BRAC execution period) leaving the nation vulnerable t o  a loss of 
the ability t o  command and control vital space assets. 



MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD 
AIR GUARD STATION 

129TH RESCUE GROUP (RQG) 

Background 

The 129th Rescue Group of the California Air National Guard is 1:he anchor 
tenant at the Moffet t  Federal Airfield, providing security personnel, air traffic 
control, and crash and rescue services. These services are provided pursuant 
t o  a 1993  Memorandum of Agreement wi th  the NASA Ames Research 
Center negotiated in response t o  actions taken by  the 19193 BRAC 
Commission. The mission of the 129th is t o  locate and recover aircrews and 
personnel from enemy-held and friendly territories and seas. The unit 
currently has 3 1 8  positions, both military and civilian. The unit has been 
located at Moffet t  Federal Airfield since 1979. 

Department of Defense Recommendation 

DOD recommends closure of the Air Guard Station and the relocation of the 
129th Rescue Group t o  McClellan Air Force Base. DOD justifies this 
proposal based on savings claimed for alleviating the 1 2 9 t h ' ~  share of Base 
Operating Support costs incurred at Moffett Federal Airfield. As of May 
1995, estimated one-time costs for the closure were $1 8.3 million with the 
year t o  year savings rate estimated as $3.86 million. The Air Force COBRA 
prediction for return on investment is six years. 

Proposal Fails Economic Test 

The 1995 BRAC Commission has made a determination t o  test savings 
based on costs and savings from actions on a government-wide perspective. 
The proposed relocation of the 129th t o  McClellan does not meet this test in  
that it does not make sound economic sense. The costs t o  the federal 
government for operating Moffett Federal Airfield do not decrease w i th  the 
departure of the 129th, in fact, there is an increase. This increase is caused 
by the departure of the various 129th personnel providing air traffic control, 
security, crash and rescue services. NASA, as airfield manager, is not 
permitted t o  hire either state employees or new civil service employees t o  



replace these lost service personnel. NASA would be required t o  seek 
contract support at a higher cost than the current arrangement. The total 
increase t o  replace the relocatedleliminated personnel is $1.31 7 million, of 
which $500  thousand would be the [)OD resident agency share under the 
current cost-sharing arrangement. In addition, NASA would be required to  
pay the 1 2 9 t h ' ~  Base Operating Support costs of $1.460 million. The total 
increase t o  NASA and DOD resident agencies would be $2.777 million. 

The most important cost issue associated wi th  the proposed move of the 
129th is that j t  never pavs b a c k  Any savings claimed through a rrtduction in 
Base Operating Support claimed by the Air Force are merely costs shifted t o  
NASA. A t  the Commission's request, the Air Force executed a COBRA run 
wi th  all government-wide costs and savings included in the anal,ysis. The 
result for Return on Investment Year is ."never." 

Recommendation Fails Military Value Test 

The Air Force recommendation that the 129th be relocated t o  McClellan AFB 
was not supported by a military value analysis of the move. In fact, there 
are several limitations for the 129th at McClellan from a military value 
perspective. For example, the buildings currently housing the 1 i t9 th were 
built in the 1980's. Those t o  be used by the 129th at McClellan are 1950's 
vintage. The 129th currently occupies ,twice as much space at Moffet t  as it 
would be entitled t o  should it move t o  McClellan, a reduction of 220,000 
square feet. Finally, the 129th currently has access t o  hanger space at 
Moffett, but the available facilities at McClellan would only permit them the 
use of "nose docks" for the maintenance of aircraft. 

There is no improvement at McClellan for the 129th from a geographic 
perspective. The mission of the 129th could be performed from a number of 
locations, but McClellan has t w o  distinct disadvantages for a flying unit. 
First is the reduction in airfield operating hours relative t o  Moffett (8am t o  
10pm vs. 7am t o  I I pm). Second is an increase in Thule Fog which is much 
more common at McClellan and will hinder aircraft operations. 

Additionally, the Governor of California, in his capacity as the Comrnander-in- 
Chief of the California National Guard, has supported the retention of the 
129th RQG at Moffet t  Federal Airfield. Furthermore, in testimony at the San 
Francisco Regional Hearing on April 28, 1995, Colonel Monroe from the 
State Adjutant General's Office indicated that there was no operational 
necessity for the relocation and that the California National Guard supported 
the Governor's position. 



RECOMMENDA TION 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission should reject the Air Force 
recommendation t o  close the Air Guard Station and move the 129th Rescue 
Group t o  McClellan Air Force Base. The recommendation fails t o  make 
economic sense because there are no savings associated wi th  the proposed 
action, in fact, costs t o  the federal government will increase. The 
recommendation also fails the military value test, there being absolutely no 
operational need or benefits associated wi th  the move. In fact, there are 
several detrimental ramifications associated with this proposed relocation. 



DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND AIR FORCE 
DFFlCE OF AbJUThNT GENERAL 

CAUFORNIA NATIONAL GUnRD 
WOO POETHE ROAD - P..O. BOX 269101 

SACRAMENTO, CAUmRNIA 86826-0101 

June 14, 1995 

off ice qf Goverhment 
and ~owmunity Affairs 

Honorable Norman Y.  ine eta : : * , . ,  ,.. ,., --.. 
~eprese*tative in Congress -.,I. . . . r . ., 

' r.. I. 8 

1245 south Winchester Boulevard 4-' . , 
, a . P .. 

\ .- 
Suite 310 I .- -., _. . . . 

t J . & . .  
- a*." 

r . . . , , , .  j a '  San Jose, california 95128-3963 . .. 
..... I , .  . ., -. -...* ... ,. ... ..:.:' 

. . 
Dear Mr. Minata; 7. , , ! : . - ,; .. c;:a> . ! . ,  

!-I - .  , .;-./ -. ..-; 

Thank you for your May 26, 1995 inquiry regarding my gosijfion 
concerning the proposal ta move the 129th Rescue Group from 
Maffett Federal ~ i r f i e l d  to McClellan ~ i r  Force Base. T h i s  
l e t te r  will verify t h e  statements 9 made to you during our  
June 2 ,  1995 telephone conversation. Governor ~ilson's !position 
is that t h e  129th should remain at the Moffett Federal A i r f i e l d ,  
and 1 wholahearCedly support the Governorls position. 

While it is true that one af our A i r  National Guard 
commanders made statements to the contrary during the A p : c i l  26, 
1995 BRAC meeting, he did so because of being misinformed. This  
position has been rectified. I do not know of any ongaing 
efforts by members of t h e  Cali fornia  ~ a t i o n a l  Guard tlto undermine 
the Governor's clearly stated views.n If you have any evidence 
to the contrary, Z would certainly appreciate being informed, as 
such activities cannot and w i l l  not be condoned. 

It i s  importar~t to note  that although the Gover~~or a11d I 
oppose the move of t h e  129th to McClellan A i r  Force Base, the A i r  
Farce is still planning far the move to take place.  The Air 
Force, therefore, must change its recommendation if the proposed 
move is to be halted. 

Thank you again far your inquiry and Ear taking my tc2leghone 
c a l l  l a s t  week. It appears t h a t  you, Governor Wflsoh, and I are 
completely in-sync regarding the 129th remaining at M a f f a t t t .  

Sincerely, 

TANDY Xw BOZEMAN 
Hajot Ccncral 
The Adjutant General 

FROM NORM MINETA-SAN JOSE 





June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the Commission begins its finai deliberations, we wanted to bring to your 
attention the latest information concerning the "realignment" of Onizuka Air Station as well 
as the closure of the Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station and the relocaltion of the 
129th Rescue Group (RQG). Overall, we believe that the Air Force's actions with respect 
to Onizuka have been disingenuous and, as a result, the BRAC Commission has been left 
without proper documentation indicating the true: cost and nature of this recommendation. 
With regard to the 129th RQG, this move simply does not pay for itself, and is in fact 
opposed by the State of California 

A position paper is enclosed, but a few important issues need to be highlighted. 

Onizuka Air Station 

There is a clear lack of credibility on the part of the Air Force regarding the facts 
behind the Onizuka "realignment". In January 1995, the Air Force issued a policy directive 
which stated that a redundant switching capability with geographical separatiorl is needed for 
satellite control. Yet the current plan for replacement of the switch at Onizuka calls for a 
new system of advanced design which is still in the RDT&E budget phase, and which will 
not be available for use before the end of the BRAC execution period. In testimony before 
the Commission on June 14, 1995, Major General Jay Blume indicated that the earliest that 
the new Communications Upgrade would be available is in the 2002-2004 t b :  frame. Our 
best information indicates that such a long lead time for the creation of a new redundant 
capability will require at least that long, especially since development, acquisil.ion and 
operational testing are required. 

The possibility of backing up the single node at Falcon AFB in the interim is not 
viable, inasmuch as the equipment left at the Onizuka facility would quickly lose relevance 
as system modifications are made at Falcon and not at Onizuka. Modifications are 
necessary on a continuing basis to match technological advances and to maintain network 
availability for an evolving group of network users. Incompatibilities between an 
operational and a mothballed system would render the latter useless as a backup. Even if 
the Onizuka facility were somehow maintained at the proper level of readiness, it is our 
understanding that the mere existence of a skeleton-crewed backup "switch" at: Onizuka does 
not satisfy the redundancy requirements for the scenario where Falcon AFB suffers 
significant structural damage and is unable to operate -- a full service Onizukli is necessary 
until the Communications Upgrade is fully available. 
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Separately, the Air Force admits that this action is intended as a closul-e, yet they 
offer the Commission a "realignment" COBRA model with a one-time cost of $121.3 
million; steady-state savings of $16.1 million per year; and a Return on Investment (ROI) of 
seven years. These moderately reasonable numbers are possible only because the Air Force 
has defined away the cost of moving Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systenis Center 
(AFMC) by calling it a non-BRAC action designed to "consolidate" space functions, yet the 
location of the receiving base for Detachment 2 varies. We believe that the reason that 
Detachment 2 was relocated outside the BRAC process was to reduce the costs associated 
with the current realignment proposal. According to the Air Force's "Single-Node 
Operations Study" conducted in 1994, the one-time cost of moving Det 2 is $41.5 million, 
and the additional operating cost is $5 million. Including these figures into the: COBRA 
model would produce a $162 million one-time cost for moving the 750th and Det 2, with an 
$1 1 million annual savings, and a very risky 15-year ROI. 

We recommend that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission rejlect the Air 
Force recommendation to "realign" Onizuka Air Station. The proposal does rlot make 
economic sense based on the Air Force analysis conducted for the Single-Node Operations 
Study. That study clearly indicates that the savings claimed by the Air Force simply do not 
exist. This realignment action is, in fact, a closure (to which the Air Force h<as admitted) 
and therefore all costs associated with realigning, relocating and disestablishing Detachment 
2 (AFMC), the 750th Space Group, and the Classified Tenants should be included. If not, 
the integrity, credibility, and correctness of the BRAC process will be compromised. 

Should the Commission be satisfied with the cost numbers provided by the Air 
Force, at the very least, we recommend that realignment of the 750th Space Group be made 
contingent upon the certification by an independent agency, such as the National Security 
Council, that the appropriate communications systems are in place to provide our Nation 
with required redundancy for the satellite control mission. 

129th Air Guard Station 

The Air Force's recommendation to close the Moffett Federal Airfield .4ir Guard 
Station and relocate the 129th RQG was made on the basis of savings, not mili.tary value 
considerations or excess capacity. The cost figures, however, show very little :savings to the 
Air Force for a relocation of the unit to McClellan AFB, and when costs to the federal 
government as a whole are considered, the closure never pays back. In addition, please see 
the enclosed letter from Major General Tandy K. Bozeman, Adjutant General of the 
California National Guard, stating that he and Governor Wilson, "oppose the move of the 
129th to McClellan Air Force Base". 

We recommend that the 129th Rescue Group remain at Moffett Federal Airfield 
where it has greater operational space, more modern facilities, and where it fulictions as the 
anchor for the operations of the entire Moffett Federal Airfield. 
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Thank you again for your close attention to these important issues. We appreciate 
your service to the Nation as a member of the 1995 Commission and wish you well in your 
forthcoming deliberations. n 

Sincerely yours, 

ember of Congress 

Enclosures 
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ONIZUKA AIR STATION 

Background 

Onizuka Air Station is one of t w o  centers for U.S. military satellite 
operations. Onizuka units monitor and control on-orbit military spacecraft 
which support a wide variety of space programs from sites around the world. 
Onizuka Air Station is the home of units from separate commands which 
work together t o  ensure the health and status of Department of Defense 
satellites. The 750th Space Group, s unit of Air Force Space Command, 
operates and maintains a worldwide network of nine satellite tracking and 
command stations. Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center, Air 
Force Material Command is the designated Department of Defense facility for 
space research, development, testing and evaluation. A number of additional 
classified tenants utilize the facilities arid capabilities of Onizuka Air Station. 
Together, these DOD units and classified tenants command and c:ontrol the 
nation's most important space based national security assets. As host unit, 
the 750th Space Group is responsible for providing resources t o  operate and 
maintain the Onizuka Air Station facility and for providing administrative and 
support services t o  base units and tenants. 

Department of Defense Recommendation 

The Air Force recommendation is t o  "realign" Onizuka AS. The 750th  Space 
Group will inactivate and its functions will relocate to  Falcon AFB, Colorado. 
Detachment 2, Space and Missile Systems Center, (AFSC) will relocate to  
Falcon AFB, Colorado. According to  the Air Force "some tenants will remain 
in existing facilities." All activities and facilities associated wi th  the 750th 
Space Group including family housing, the clinic, commissary, and base 
exchange will close. 

DOD Recommendation Unsupported By The Facts 

The Air Force recommendation t o  "realign" Onizuka Air Station is 
unsupported by  reliable cost information from the Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG). Since the beginning of the BRAC process there have been at 
least six different versions of the BCEG COBRA cost estimates, -the latest 
executed on May 3, 1995. In the course of reestimating the cost of the 



Onizuka action, the BCEG has found i t  possible t o  reduce thc? cost and 
payback time for the realignment action on each occasion. The first 
estimate, executed in  December, 1994, included $290.6 million in one-time 
costs, but the latest estimate has reduced those one-time costs t o  $ 1  21.3 
million. It is difficult t o  believe that a fair evaluation of costs over the six 
month period would only move the total cost figure in a downward direction 
by a factor of 58%. 

Air Force 7994 Single-Node Operations Study 

The largest cost omission for the "realignment" of Onizuka AS is the failure 
of the Air Force t o  include the cost of moving the classified tenants who are 
not part of Space Command but will surely move following the departure of 
the 750th  which is the host unit providing requisite operational, 
administrative and logistics support. In 1994 the Air Force Space Command, 
in conjunction wi th  the Air Force Material Command and the classified 
tenants at Onizuka Air Station, conducted a study of the impact that would 
result from the closure of Onizuka wi th  the objective of estimating the cost 
and operational risk. The Air Force twice denied in writing t o  Members of 
Congress that such a study had ever been done. The information the Air 
Force did not want revealed is devastating t o  its proposal t o  "realign" 
Onizuka. That information indicates the following: 

- The Air Force has intended t o  close Onizuka since at least 1994. 

- Thus, all the costs for moving Detachment 2 (AFMC) and the classified 
tenants must be included in the Air Farce 1995 BRAC cost calculistions 
because they result directly from the departure of the 750th. 

- The one-time costs for moving the tenants are $520 million. 

- The one-time costs for moving Detachment 2 are $41.5 million. 

- The total one-time costs for closure are $699 million. 

- The annual operating costs to  AFMC increase by  $5 million under a closure 
scenario. 

- The annual operating costs t o  the classified tenants increase by $1 0 million 
under a closure scenario. 

- The payback for the closure is estimated to be 27.1 years. 



National Security lmplications 

Because the ability t o  command and control our most important slpace-based 
national security assets is essential during war and peace, long-standing Air 
Force policy has been t o  ensure a redundant capability for the functions 
performed at Onizuka. As recently as January, 1995 an Air Force Space 
Command policy directive reiterated the importance of having a 
geographically separate, redundant capability to  access the nation's 
satellites. Prominent national security experts testified before the 
Commission expressing grave concern about losing this important backup 
capability as a result of the Air Force recommendation. 

The Air Force responds t o  these national security concerns by  agreeing that a 
backup, redundant capability is essential. To provide this capability, the Air 
Force is pursing development of a "distributed satellite control architecture" 
that is claimed t o  be based on commercial hardware, software and 
communications technology. Such an architecture for controlling satellites 
would depart from the current methodology in that it would employ a 
combination of dedicated USAF ground stations, as well as Army and Navy 
Space Command sites. The Air Force has claimed that this teclhnology is 
"off-the-shelf" and will be ready to  provide redundancy by 1997. The facts 
prove otherwise. 

Air Force budget documents dated February, 1995 for the operational 
development of the Satellite Control Network indicate that after alrrlost three- 
quarters of a billion dollars in research and development spending through the 
year 2001 the architecture will still not be complete. These dlocuments 
clearly indicate that this is RDT&E spending and not procurement of off-the- 
shelf items. Further, the documents indicate that even after 200'1 the cost 
to  complete the system is "continuing." In testimony provided t o  the BRAC 
Commission on June 14, 1995, by Air Force Major General Jay Blume, 
Special Assistant to  the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and l'ransition, 
he testified that planned upgrades would be completed "sometime between 
the year 2002  - 2004." 

RECOMMENDA TION 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission should reject the Air Force 
recommendation t o  realign Onizuka Air Station. The proposal does not make 
economic sense based on the Air Force analysis conducted for the Single- 
Node Operations Study. That study clearly indicates that the savings 
claimed by the Air Force simply do not exist. This realignment action is, in 
fact, a closure (which the Air Force has admitted to) and therefore all costs 
associated w i th  realigning, relocating and disestablishing Detachment 2 



(AFMC), the 750th  Space Group, and the Classified Tenants should be 
included. If not, the integrity, credibility, and correctness of the BRAC 
process will be compromised. Additionally, serious nationel security 
implications are also associated with the Air Force's proposed action, and 
the service has failed t o  properly respond to  these concerns. Furthermore, 
Air Force budget documents clearly indicate that the all-important redundant 
capability will not be available for the foreseeable future (and certainly not 
during the BRAC execution period) leaving the nation vulnerable tlo a loss of 
the ability t o  command and control vital space assets. 



MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD 
AIR GUARD STATION 

129TH RESCUE GROUP (RQG) 

Background 

The 129th Rescue Group of the California Air National Guard is .the anchor 
tenant at the Moffet t  Federal Airfield, providing security personnel, air traffic 
control, and crash and rescue services. These services are provided pursuant 
to  a 1993 Memorandum of Agreement with the NASA Ames Research 
Center negotiated in response t o  actions taken by the 1993 BRAC 
Commission. The mission of the 129th is to  locate and recover aircrews and 
personnel from enemy-held and friendly territories and seas. The unit 
currently has 31 8 positions, both military and civilian. The unit has been 
located at Moffet t  Federal Airfield since 1979. 

Department of Defense Recommendation 

DOD recommends closure of the Air Guard Station and the relocation of the 
129th Rescue Group t o  McClellan Air Force Base. DOD justifies this 
proposal based on savings claimed for alleviating the 1 2 9 t h ' ~  share of Base 
Operating Support costs incurred at Moffett Federal Airfield. As of May 
1995, estimated one-time costs for the closure were $18.3 millior~ wi th  the 
year t o  year savings rate estimated as $3.86 million. The Air Force COBRA 
prediction for return on investment is six years. 

Proposal Fails Economic Test 

The 1995 BRAC Commission has made a determination t o  test savings 
based on costs and savings from actions on a government-wide perspective. 
The proposed relocation of the 129th to  McClellan does not meet this test in 
that it does not make sound economic sense. The costs t o  the federal 
government for operating Moffett Federal Airfield do not decrease w i th  the 
departure of the 129th, in fact, there is an increase. This increase is caused 
by the departure of the various 129th personnel providing air traffic control, 
security, crash and rescue services. NASA, as airfield manager, is not 
permitted t o  hire either state employees or new civil service employees t o  



replace these lost service personnel. NASA would be required t o  seek 
contract support at a higher cost than the current arrangement. The total 
increase t o  replace the relocatedleliminated personnel is $1.31 7 million, of 
which $500  thousand would be the DOD resident agency share under the 
current cost-sharing arrangement. In addition, NASA would be required t o  
pay the 1 2 9 t h ' ~  Base Operating Support costs of $1.460 million. The total 
increase t o  NASA and DOD resident agencies would be $2.777 million. 

The most important cost issue associated with the proposed move of the 
129th is that it never pays b a c k  Any savings claimed through a reduction in 
Base Operating Support claimed by the: Air Force are merely costs shifted t o  
NASA. A t  the Commission's request, the Air Force executed a COBRA run 
wi th  all government-wide costs and savings included in the analysis. The 
result for Return on Investment Year is "never." 

Recommendation Fails Military Value Test 

The Air Force recommendation that the 129th be relocated to  McClellan AFB 
was not supported by  a military value analysis of the move. In fact, there 
are several limitations for the 129th at McClellan from a military value 
perspective. For example, the buildings currently housing the 129th were 
built in the 1980's. Those t o  be used by the 129th at McClellan are 1950's 
vintage. The 129th currently occupies twice as much space at Moffet t  as it 
would be entitled to  should it move t o  McClellan, a reduction of 220,000 
square feet. Finally, the 129th currently has access t o  hanger space at 
Moffett, but the available facilities at McClellan would only permit them the 
use of "nose docks" for the maintenance of aircraft. 

There is no improvement at McClellari for the 129th from a geographic 
perspective. The mission of the 129th could be performed from a number of 
locations, but McClellan has t w o  distinct disadvantages for a flying unit. 
First is the reduction in airfield operating hours relative t o  Moffetl: (8am t o  
10pm vs. 7am t o  I lpm) .  Second is an increase in Thule Fog which is much 
more common at McClellan and will hinder aircraft operations. 

Additionally, the Governor of California, in his capacity as the Comrnander-in- 
Chief of  the California National Guard, has supported the retention of the 
129th RQG at Moffet t  Federal Airfield. Furthermore, in  testimony at the San 
Francisco Regional Hearing on April 28, 1995, Colonel Monroe from the 
State Adjutant General's Office indicated that there was no operational 
necessity for the relocation and that the California National Guard supported 
the Governor's position. 



RECOMMENDA TION 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission should reject the Air Force 
recommendation t o  close the Air Guard Station and move the 12!3th Rescue 
Group t o  McClellan Air Force Base. The recommendation fai1.s t o  make 
economic sense because there are no savings associated wi th  the proposed 
action, in fact, costs t o  the federal government will increase. The 
recommendation also fails the military value test, there being absolutely no 
operational need or benefits associated with the move. In fact, there are 
several detrimental ramifications associated with this proposed relocation. 
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DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF ADJUTANT GENERAL 

CAUFORNIA NAnDNAL GUARD 
MOO GOETHE ROAD - P.O. BDX 269101 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 85R26-Dl01 

June 1 4 ,  1995 

office of Government 
and community ~ffairs 

Honorable Norman Y. Mineta :., (. . . . . L. -LA.- 

~epresefitative in Congress . . . ... .,. -. ' r. 
1245  South Winchester Boulevard + .  , I' : 

C.  ' :' 
Suite 310 , ..- -., _ . . . 

: . I . , . .  
- ,".. 

San Jose, california 95128-3963 !..: .. . - a . . .. .... . . * 
..I. -. . I::: 

. . 
Dear Mr. Minetat -r ; ..,, z. ',: .- ,; - .- r.... .:I> 

! . ,  . ,. - T' , .: ' Y  -. ..-; 
Thank you tor your May 26. 1995 inquiry regarding my @os$.+ion 

concerning the proposal to move the 129th Rescue Group from 
Moffett Federal ~ i r f i e l d  to McClellan Air Force Base. This 
letter w i l l  verify the statements X made do you during our 
June 2 ,  1995 telephone conversation. Governor Wilson's ,position 
is that the  129th should remain at the Maffett Federal Airfield, 
and X wholeheartedly support the Gavernorls pasition. 

While it is true that one of our Air ~ational Guard 
commanders made statements to the czontrary during the ~ p : r i l  26, 
1995 BRAC meeting, he did so because of being misinformed. T h i s  
pos i t ion  has been rectified. I do not know of any ongaiing 
efforts by members of the ~alifornia National Guard "to undermine 
the Governorls clearly stated views.n If you have any evidence 
to the contrary, f would certainly appreciate being informed, as 
Such activities cannot and will not: be condoned. 

I '  

It i s  important to note that al.though the Governor arid X 
oppose the move of the 129th to McClellan A i r  Force Base, t h e  A i r  
Farce is still planning for the move to take place .  The Air 
Force, therefore, must change its recommendation if the proposed 
move is to be halted. 

Thank you again for your inquiry and for taking my telephone 
c a l l  l a s t  week. It appears that you, Governor Wilsah, and 1 are 
completely in-sync regarding the 129th remaining at Maffe.tt. 

Sincerely, 

FROM NORM MINETA-SAN JOSE 

TANDY K, BOZEMAN 
Major Ccncral 
The Adjutant General 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COhllMiSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!B: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 28, 1995 
- 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Norman Y. Mineta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Mineta: 

Thank you for your recent letters of June 20 and 21, concerning Onizuka Air Station and 
Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station (AGS). I appreciate your interest in the base closure cfl 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its .final deliberations on military bases under; 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Onizuka Air Station and Moffett Federal Airfield AGS was carefuy considered by 
the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COlHMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 28, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMltl F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBL.ES, JR., U S A  (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE ISTEELE 

The Honorable Anna Eschoo 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

&&3i37:::7 :2 ;; ..z ?L:;-,.i 

Dear Representative Eshoo: '-3 ~ . ~ i t t ! ; r F i  5-t57 Q- 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Onizuka Air Station and ~ o h ~ e n l  --- <-- 

M e l d  Air Guard Station (AGS). I appreciate your interest in the base closure ;process and 
welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases unde~ 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on Onizuka Air Station and Moffett Federal M e l d  AGS was carefully considered by 
the Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dBcult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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DEFENSE REALIGNMENT ADVISORS 
THE HOMER. BUILDING 

SUITE 410 SOUTH 
GO1 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W. 

WASH INCTON, D.C. 20005 

June 20, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BEN BORDEN 

FR: David Anderson 

RE: Fort Hunter Liggett 

Here is this information that we discussed this morning. Included are excerpt!; from a report 
by the Department of the Army USA Information Systems Engineering Commland 
(dated May 1995) on the cost of re-locating the TEC element from FHL to Fort Bliss. I 
have highlighted all of the cost that were not cansidered by the Army. I have also enclosed 
a copy of a revised COBRA run using these new Armv numbers. 

We have been arguing all along that the Army has drastically underestimated the cost of 
moving the TEC mission to Fort Bliss. We believe these number are more representative of 
the cost to move then the six million originally reported by the Army. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please give me a call at (202) 879-9460, if you 
have any questions (pager: 1-800-906-6035). 

A DIVISION OF R. DUFFY WALL 8 ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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DRAFT 

TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT/COST ESTIMATE 

BASP -1- ANb CrX)SURE 

KlRT HUNTER LIOOPIT, CA 

Prepared by 
Department of the A m y  

USA Information Systems Engineering Cammrnd 
Continental United States 

CUSAISEC-CONUS) 
~ o r t  ~ i t c h t e ,  MD 21719 

DRAFT 





COBRA CATEGORIES - ONE TIME _COSTS. 
CONSTRUCTION COBRA - TEC .FT RITCHIE 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION* 0 5,670,000 NA 

,TQTAL CONSTRUCTION - 0 >,670,000 NA 

PERSgNNEL 
CIVILIAN RIF 
C I V  EARLY RET 
CIV NEW H I R E S  
ELIMINATED MIL PCS 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

TOTAL PERSONNEL 

OVERHEAD 
PROGRAM .PLANNING SPT 
MOTHBALL SHUTDOWN 
TOTAL OVERHEW 

MOVING 
C I V I L I A N  MOVING 
CIV PPS 
MILITARY MOVING 
.FR.EzG~~T 
ONE-TIME MOVING COSTS 

TQ.TAL , MOVING 

OTHER 
HAP/RSE - 
TOTAL 

*AND RENOVATION, 

INFORMATION MISSION AREA 
CONTRACT OR PERSONNEL MOVE 
BET TRANSPORTATION 
PRINTING 

GRAND TOTAL 6,485 ,619  11.,29.3,800 24,623,750:: . 
(MINUS COBRA/TEC DUPLICATION OF $1,'522,4007 

-0NE.TIME COSTS = $4On88Or769-00, 

COBRA MODEL PROJECTS $6,485,619,00 ONE-TIME COSTS, 
TEC PROJECTS $11,293,800.00 OF WBICH $1,522,400.00 DUPLICATES 
COBRA DATA LEAVING $9,771,400.00 NEW ONE-TIME.COSTS, 
PORT RITCHIE, MARYLAND TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT/COST ESTIMATE OF 
THE INFORMATION MANAGEMENT AREA PROJECTS $24,623,750.) N&W 
ONE-TIME COSTS. 

THE GRAND TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS AS PROGRAMMED BY COBRA. PROJECTED 
BY TEC AND THE FT. RITCHIE COST ESTIMATE FOR INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
IS $40,880,769.00. THIS IS $34,395,150.00 MORE THAN CON'I'AINED IN 
THE COaRA ANALYSIS. 



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

~inakcial .  Management. A c t  ion Plan 
. . . . . . .  . . -- -.:_- *_ . . 

1. B a s e  funding'and one time recurring costs required to execute 
action are included for the following Budget activity 
descriptions: 

m i o t i o n  Status 

Family Housing 
Operations 
Bperation and Maintenance 
Civilian Severance pay 
Civilian PCS 
Transportation of Things 
Real Property Maintenance 
Program M a n a g e m e n t  (summary 
Historical Prese'rvation 
&. Cultural. Resources - 

.: 'Wher- itema: n&&. '--. .' .' 

1-Contractor personnel move 
2 -RET Transportation 
3 -Printing 

39 Total $3,525.41 

50 O t h e r  procurement 'above $25K NA 
60 Environmental Restoration NA 

( S U ~ V  of 61-62) 
61 Restoration NA 

... 62 Management of ~nvizronmentd NA 
Restoration 

2. 3ustification for each budget code follows: 

31. TEC is projected to have 25  civilians authorized.and on 
board under this action. Of the 25, it is estimated that S will 
separate with severance pay entitlements, Severance pay 
entitlements are estimated at $20K per employee for a to ta l  
estimated cost: of $1003. 

32, TEC is planning to relocate 20 civilians to P~rt B l i s s .  
R e l o c a t i o x i  costs, including -'DAIZSE, are estimared at $6S:K per 
employee for a total estimated PCS cost of S1.3M. 

33. Transportation of things is estimated,at $ 5 7 6 , 7 0 0 . 0 0 .  
Detail is contained in Annex D. 



P R G E .  005 

35. S u m m a r y  cost: total (35 thru 3 9 )  i s  $3 ,525 ,400  -0.0 -.---This 
includes : 

. .. . . . . . . . .  . . -  .. ... .............. - -..- ........ - -----. -- ---- - ..---. *... & -. .- .- 

a. HET Tr+nsportation- coota: ., $ 122. ,400.00  . . 
b- Contractor personnel PCS costs: $ 3 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 ~ 0 0  
c. Printing: $ 3 , 0 0 0 - 0 0  

Total : 3 , 5 2 5 , 4 0 0 - 0 0  . 

39. O t h e r  costs include those items as listed above. 

a .  These costs ($122,40OK) are necessary in  .the 
absence of a Heavy Equipment Transport WET) capability at F o r t  
Bliss and will be,required f r o m  the drite TEC becomes fully .... z , . . . - -  w . . . . . . . . . .  o2erat ioth-2 ~krough FY. 2 O O U  .' ' 

b. TEC is planning to transport 1 0  M r Z U  tank:s, S M3's, 
and t w o  M88 Recovery vehicles fo r  testing t w o  times per year. 

c. Estimated round trip cost per vehicle ( t r ~ i c e - ~ e r  
year) is $1.2K for a total annual es t imated  cost o f  $40.. 8K. 
Annual costs. include fiscal years 98 ,  99,  and 2000 for ir .  total.  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . recurring cost of $122;400.00.  ' -  . . 

. . . . . . .- 
. . . . . . .  

3. Other Annex costs: 

a. -ex A: NA 
b. Annex B: NA 
c: Annex C :  NA 
d. Annex D: $ 576 ,700 .0  0  TIC*+J~ wc TAT* 04 o c s*e** 2 lwsr . . 
e. Annex E: $5,  670, 000 .00  6ratr RCIIOV*TIO~ 2.. COAS-I:*- CJ 

f. AturexF: NA 
s. Annex G: NA 
G. Annex H: $ 100 ,000 .00  '(Severance Pay) 

$1 ,300 ,000 .00  ( C N  PCSj 
$ 1 2 2 , 4 Q O .  00 (HET t r w o r t a t i o n . )  
$3,400,000 - 00 (Contractor persomiel PCS) ' 

$ 3 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  (printing) 

T o t a l  : $ 4 , 9 2 5 , 4 0 0 . 0 0  

i. Annex I: NA 
NA . . j. Annex J: 

k. Annex K: NA 

T o t a l  costs: $11,172,100.00. ' (d + e + h total1 



MEMORANDUM FOR BEN BORDEN 

SUBJECT: Fort Hunter Liggett Moving Costs 

Our preliminary COBRA analysis, provided to the DBCRC (LtCol Bivins) on 2 June 
1995 was based on preliminat?, costing data obtained from LtCol McInmey, the 
Installation Commander. It showed a one-time moving cost of over $20 million and no 
return on investment! 

In its COBRA analysis, the Army closed all fhcilities at Fort Hunter Liggett even though 
the installation will remain open, staffed by a Reserve Command garrison of 157people. 
It also failed to include costs to move the TEC element to Fort Bliss and then to 
accommodate it there. Our analysis corrected these deficiencies. 

The Army also failed to account for known force structure reductions that will halve from 
409 personnel to 206 personnel) the size of the TEC element before it is  prolyammed to 
move. Indeed, by FY 1998, the TEC element will have only 25 civilians -- thus being far 
below the BRAC threshold. 

The DoD has publicly admitted that it cannot afford the one-time costs to close as many 
bases as it should. Penny-ante recommendations such as the Army's Fort Hunter Liggett 
recommendation magnify this problem. If the TEC element i s  to be moved, it should be 
funded by Service appropriations rather than by BRAC appropriations. What the Army 
i s  trying to do i s  subvert the BRAC process by getting the BRAC appropriartions to pay 
for what it should be funding itself. However, the DBCRC should send a clear signal 
that this was the intent of the BRAC process! 

The revised COBRA analysis is  based on the enclosed papers. These were extracted from 
the notes of the planning session conducted by the TEXCOM Headquarters on 30 May 
1995 to refine what the move will require and will cost. As you can see, it leads to over 
$37 million in one-time costs! These are the Army's own internal numbers ..- developed by 
those directing the TEC element -- rather than the numbers provided to the DBCRC by 
the Army TABS element. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:56 06/20/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHLB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 

ROI Year : 100+ Years 

NPV in 2015 ($K) : 34,882 

1-Time Cost ($K) : 37,404 

Net Costs (SIC) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 515 5,154 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 440 330 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 13,224 

TOTAL 955 18,708 19,461 

1996 1997 1998 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 2 
En1 0 0 16 
Civ 0 0 6 
TOT 0 0 24 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 

stu 0 
Civ 0 

TOT 0 

summary : 
- - - - - - - - 
Realign FHL. Move TEXCOM to Fort Bliss. 
Includes detailed data gained from official report of Army Technical 
Assessment / Cost Estimate meeting at Fort Richie on 30 May 1995. 
Includes full IMA account upgrade to include equip freq mod and repl, 
official estimate of facilities rehabilitation, equipment imovement, HET 
transportation costs at Fort Bliss, and contractor relocation costs. 
All of foregoing costs based on official Army estimates. 

2001 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S-Y (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:56 06/20/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHLB.CBR 
Std FCtrS File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 515 5,154 
person 0 o 
Overhd 440 330 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 13,224 

TOTAL 955 18,708 20,435 

Savings (SIC) Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

- - - -  
MilCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 0 0 974 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created ll:5(i 06/20/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHLB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: 
- - - - - " - " -  - - - - - - - - - 
FHL (Hunter Liggett), CA Deactivates in FY 1998 
Fort Bliss, TX Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - - 
Realign FHL. Move TEXCOM to Fort Bliss. 
Includes detailed data gained from official report of Army Technical 
Assessment / Cost Estimate meeting at Fort Richie on 30 May 1995. 
Includes full IMA account upgrade to include equip freq mod and repl, 
official estimate of facilities rehabilitation, equipment movement, HET 
transportation costs at Fort Bliss, and contractor relocation costs. 
All of foregoing costs based on official Army estimates. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - a - - - - - 
FHL (Hunter Liggett) , CA Fort Bliss, TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from FHL (Hunter Liggett), CA to Fort Bliss, TX 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 
Mil Light Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FHL (Hunter Liggett), CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA  on-payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (:jK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($,(Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (!$/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance : 
- - - - - - - - - 
1,633 mi 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:56 06/20/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHLB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: Fort Bliss. TX 

Total Officer Employees: 1,679 
Total Enlisted Employees: 9,853 
Total Student Employees: 2,196 
Total Civilian Employees: 4,132 
Mil Families Living On Base: 43.8% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 12,968 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 78 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 53 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 3 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications (SX/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/l!ear) : 
Family Housing (::K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat (::/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat I$/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assista.nce Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

Name: FHL (Hunter Liggett) , CA 
1996 
- - - -  

l-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 0 
l-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save (SIC) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 

Procurement Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 100 

Name: Fort Bliss, TX 
1996 
- - - -  

l-Time Unique Cost ($X) : 0 

l-Time Unique Save ($K) : 0 
l-Time Moving Cost ($K) : 0 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K) : 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Cost ($K) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save ($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 0 
Construction Schedule ( % )  : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( % )  : 0 % 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc ( $K) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 577 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0% 0% 
0 % 0% 0 % 0 % 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing !;hutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

13,224 11,400 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 3,403 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 122 12 2 122 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,677 1,677 1,677 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 
0% 0% 0 % 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:56 06/20/1995 

Department :  MY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHL~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: FHL (Hunter Liggett), 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change(No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: Fort Bliss, TX 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ($K) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
REHAB LABS OTHER 0 0 5,670 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 82.35% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 51.53% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 56,985.00 
off BAQ with Dependents($): 4,676.52 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 31,632.33 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($) : 3,541.32 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 26 
Civilian Salary($/Year): 43,706.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: fhl3.sff 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 114.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,600.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Invol'ving PCS: 100.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ )  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( $ 1  : 1,109.00 
Nat Median Home Price ( $ )  : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reirnburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimbulsse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Re:imburs ( $ 1  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate : 56.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Rej.mburse Rate: 19.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilC!on Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate!: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 03:25 05/15/1995, Report Created 11:56 06/20/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : FHL8 
Scenario File : A:\FHLB.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : A:\FHL3.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crat:e($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle! ($/Mile) : 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.09 
POV Reimbursement:($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 3.20 
Routine PCS ($/Pers/Tour) : 4,655.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $ )  : 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Communications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM 
- - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Labs 
Child care 
Production 
PT fac 
2+2 batch qtrs 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

FHL: 1-time unique costs for mothball = O?. Activity msn savings = ? 

(contract operational support). Facility shutdown in 1998 = IOOKSF or loon%" 

KSF? 

FBTX: 1-time unique costs 1998 = $10,00OK (reprogram TEC etpipt - -  250 unite 

B $40K each). 1997 = $7,437K (rehab reqmts to accept TEC: 1:EC=100KSF B FHL, 

ca 1/2=labs-50KSF x $175/SF x 85%). Activity men costa 1998-2001 = ?$ for 

contract operational support. Misc recurring costs 1998-2001: $1667K for 

RPMA/BOS/COMMO increase to support 206 TEC; ARMY Bliss data divided by Bliss 

population; $8137.62/body x 206. 
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June 20, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Clommission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the  Commission's final deliberations approach, I am wri t ing one last t ime t o  
strongly urge the  Commission t o  fully consider alternatives t o  the closure o f  Naval 
Air Station (NAS) South Weyrnouth, Massachusetts. I also wan t  t o  take this 
opportunity t o  address some disturbing inaccuracies provided t o  the Commission 
b y  the Navy last week w i th  regard t o  N A S  South Weymouth's ability t o  accept 
n e w  units. 

First, I wan t  t o  thank Commissioners Robles, Kling, Davis, and Cornella for their 
personal visits t o  the  South Weyrnouth facility. On behalf o f  the local communities 
and the Committee t o  Save Naval Air Station South Weymouth, I am grateful for 
the  amount of t ime and attention that  the Commission has given t o  a fair and 
thorough evaluation o f  the  Navy's recommendation. 

However, the Navy has recently prepared n e w  cost-analysis information for the 
Commission which, in our view, needs t o  be refuted. Last month  w e  proposed a 
scenario t o  the Commission tha t  would close N A S  Atlanta and relocate H-1 
helicopter and FIA-18 units t o  Weymouth. Additionally, a C-9 squadron wou ld  
remain in the  Atlanta area b y  moving over to  Dobbins Air Reserve Basa (ARB) -- at 
wh ich  NAS Atlanta is a tenant facility -- and a reserve P-3 squadron at: South 
Weymouth wou ld  be  transferred t o  NAS Brunswick. In our view, this scenario no t  
only provides a cost  savings at  least equal t o  the proposed closure of NAS South 
Weymouth, it preserves reserve air activities at bo th  Atlanta and Weyrnouth. I t  
also creates t w o  joint-facilities at  Dobbins and Brunswick. 

Last week, Mr .  Charles Nemfakos, Vice Chairman o f  the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee (BSEC), provided the Commission w i t h  t w o  COBRA (cost  0.f base 
realignment) scenarios similar t o  our proposal. In our view, Mr. Nemfakos' letter 
no t  only grossly overstates and misinterprets the operational obstacles t o  stationing 

THIS STArlONFAY PRINTED O N  PAPER MADE Or RECYCLEUI-18FRS 
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new units at NAS South Weymouth, it also inflates the associated costs a t  
Weymouth and ignores far greater problems at Atlanta. 

Mr .  Nemfakos states tha t  South Weymouth  is no t  a suitable location for F IA-18 
aircraft because o f  inadequate runway length, cold weather conditions, distance 
f rom maintenance facilities, and inadequate local training ranges. While w e  
recognize that, under ideal conditions, the  Navy wou ld  prefer to  have 8,000 foot  
runways at all i ts facilities, this is neither a requirement nor an impediment to  
tactical air operations elsewhere. Weymouth's 7,000 foot  runway is, under the  
Navy's o w n  guidelines, adequate for F/A-18 training and operations. In fact, the 
FIA-18's predecessor, the A-4, was successfully stationed at  South VVeymouth for 
many years. 

Mr. Nemfakos' claim that the  Navy must  acquire more than 200 acre:; o f  private 
and commercial property for the extension and clear zones no t  only is in  excess o f  
the  Navy's o w n  standards, it is  a gross exaggeration of the cost  o f  an extension 
project. The Navy's Six Year Plan for NAS South Weyrnouth includes t w o  projects 
(P-146 and P-400) wh ich  would lengthen runway 17 -35  t o  8 ,000 fee:: and acquire 
associated clear zones. These projects call for the acquisition of 49 acres of 
pr ivately-owned undeveloped land. I t  should be  noted at  this point tha t  the 
Commonweal th o f  Massachusetts has made $ 1 0 0  million i n  state funds available 
for improvements at military facilities. Therefore, any extension ultimately deemed 
necessary could be conducted at no  cost  t o  the  Pentagon. 

The Navy also chose t o  overlook encroachment difficulties at  N A S  Atlanta. The Air 
Force declared the Dobbins ARB'S infrastructure unsuitable for fighter missions of 
any kind. Additionally, the Navy's o w n  ar~alysis for Atlanta identifies more than 
$50 million in property it would be required t o  purchase t o  eliminate ":saturated" 
clear zones. 

The Navy's content ion that  FIA-18s should not  be stationed at "cold weather" 
facilities raises serious questions w i th  regard to  the perceived limitations o f  these 
aircraft and the combat readiness o f  their crews.  I t  is highly unlikely tha t  
operational situations requiring tactical air support wil l  conveniently occur during 
ideal weather conditions. Operations in North Korea, Bosnia, or o f f  t he  deck of a 
carrier in the  North Atlantic all present potential ly adverse weather coridit ions for 
wh ich  tactical air c rews should be adequately prepared. I t  should also be pointed 
out  tha t  weather at  NAS South Weymouth  has accounted for only 0.32 percent of 
cancelled operations. Additionally, I would imagine t ha t  the Navy's concerns 
would be v iewed w i t h  apprehension b y  the  Canadian Department o f  National 
Defense, whose F/A-18 squadrons fo rm the backbone of tha t  country's air defense 
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forces. The governments o f  Finland and Switzerland are also preparing t o  
introduce F/A-18 to  their armed forces. 1-he Navy's claims would probably also 
come as a surprise t o  the  F/A-18's manufacturer, McDonnel l  Douglas Corporation, 
which markets the plane as an "all-weather" f ighter. 

I t  is m y  understanding tha t  -- once necessary equipment is installed - -  the aircraft 
maintenance facility at South Weymouth will be able t o  adequately support these 
squadrons. The F/A-18's engines are manufactured at  the nearby General Electric 
plant i n  Lynn, Mass. This provides a local source for parts and technical 
assistance. Also, Navy maintenance facilities at NAS Oceana in Norfolk, V A  are 
available. 

There are several training and operating areas located near South Weymouth. 
These include local warning areas, Noman's Island target range o f f  Martha's 
Vineyard, Warren Grove range in N e w  Jersey, training areas at the Massachusetts 
Mil i tary Reservation on Cape Cod, and twl3 large Mil i tary Operating Areas (Condor 
and Yankee) in  northern N e w  England and N e w  York. All o f  these res.ources are 
wel l  wi th in aircraft operating distance o f  N A S  South Weymouth. 

Mr. Nemfakos' letter further asserts that  South Weymouth "has historically been an 
unacceptable locat ion for l ight attack helicopters ..." He goes on t o  claim that  a 
similar reserve helicopter squadron (HML-771) was recently deactivated at South 
Weymouth because o f  l o w  readiness. This statement is contradicted by the fact 
that  South Weymouth  has been a successful home for Marine Corps k8elicopters for 
more than 40 years. In fact, the Navy took  pains t o  note that  readiness was QOJ a 
factor when  it transferred HML-771 in 1994.  As detailed above, adequate training 
areas are available in close proximity to  South Weymouth. Additionally, both the  
Massachusetts and Rhode Island Air National Guard operated light attack 
helicopters in the  area. 

I have enclosed a copy of a letter f rom David K. Danner (LtCol, USMC-Ret.), t he  
former commanding officer of the  Marine Detachment at NAS South Vleymouth. I 
think you wi l l  f ind tha t  his insight and experience attests t o  the  capability o f  South 
Weymouth t o  accommodate n e w  helicopter and tactical air units. 

The Navy also indicates tha t  considerable n e w  construct ion would be ~~equ i red  at 
South Weymouth (including runway extension, hangars, barracks, mai7tenance 
facilities, and engine test  cells) t o  accommodate n e w  units. I think it should be 
pointed ou t  that, t w o  years ago, the  Commission unanimously agreed to remove 
NAS South Weymouth  f rom the Pentagon':; l ist o f  proposed closures. In doing so, 
the Commission found "several inconsistencies between the  COBRA arlalysis and 
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data call submissions regarding ... military construct ion for receiver bases. These 
inconsistencies tended t o  inflate savings and deflate costs in favor of the 
Secretary's recommendation." (1  993 Commission Report t o  the  President) W e  
believe that  this has occurred once again. 

As  noted above, acquisition o f  land for a runway extension and clear zones is no t  
required under the Navy's o w n  guidelines. A t  any rate, any such project would be 
subsidized b y  the  state o f  Massachusetts. Furthermore, the  Navy did n o t  apply 
similar encroachment-related acquisition costs t o  Atlanta. 

Wi th  regard t o  hangar and barrack space, N A S  South Weymouth  has historically 
accommodated up t o  four squadrons comprised o f  more than 40 mixed aircraft. 
Additionally, Navy requirements specify tha t  only 1 0  percent o f  a squadron's 
aircraft need t o  be physically housed in hangars at any one time. Harigar and 
associated apron space at the base can accommodate the additional squadrons 
under these scenarios w i th  no n e w  additional construction. South Weymouth also 
has adequate housing available for these units. 

In closing, I wan t  t o  again thank the  Comrnission for its tireless effort:; in reviewing 
the  national security merits o f  the  Pentagon's recommendations. In 1 9 9 3  the 
Commission voted t o  keep South Weymouth open. As I have stated in earlier 
correspondences t o  the  Commission, the Navy has, in my view, once again 
substantially deviated f rom i ts selection criteria in  targeting NAS South Weymouth 
for closure. Furthermore, in l ight o f  the issues raised above, i t  appears that  the  
Navy is  n o w  attempting t o  falsely portray that facility's capabilities. I, therefore, 
respectfully request that  the Commission give full consideration t o  alternatives t o  
the closure o f  NAS South Weymouth --  specifically the closure o f  NAS Atlanta. 

Thank you for your t ime and consideration. 

Wi th  kind regards. 

Enclosure 
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C O N G  STLIDDS - DC 

L E G 1  ST. SVS . BLrREALl 

132 Webb Street 
Weymouth, MA 021 88 
61 7-337-4325 

June 18, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Mr. Dixon; 

As a former active duty Commanding Officer of the Marine Detachment, Naval Air 
- - Station, South - -  Weyrnouthd1988-1990), . _.__ _ and Operations Officer of the Weymouth 

Marines (1 981-1 984) 1 have watched a d  8iiened with great interest as the debate 
over the possible closure :of NAS South Weymouth has intensified. I realize that many 
factors will enter into the flnal decision and, while I am not equipped with knowledge to 
judge all of them, I think my experience as a twenty-four year veteran of Marine Corps 
aviation and my six years at Weymouth flying jets and helicopters gives me a better 
than average perspective on some. 

I have heard it alleged that the last tactical jet squadron to operate from South 
Weymouth, VMA-322, was shut down because of 'an historic lack of readiness." This 
is slmply not so. VMA-322 was a casualty of the end of the Cold War and aged aircraft. 
It was at one time planned to @quip the squadron with FIA-18 aircraft after the retire- 
ment of the A-4s we flew for many years, but the plan was scrubbed as both active and 
reserve forces shrunk in the late 80s and early 90s. I cannot be certain, but I believe 
the Department of the Navy's often stated desire to close NAS South Weyrnouth also 
played a major part in this decision. 

VMA-322 had an excellent reputation in the Fourth Marine Aircraft Wing. The 
squadron routinely participated in the full range of military exercises, including Red 
Flag and other multl-service tests of readiness. There was never any question of the 
squadron's abii9 to perform its missions. In fact, along with Its sister squadron at NAS 
Memphis, VMA-322 was even sent to Europe during the mid-80s in support of major 
NATO exercises. Other-- highly sensitive- missions in support of active duty forces 
during the Cold War were also assigned to the squadron. These are not thle hallmarks 
of a unit with low readiness; quite the opposite. 

My own experience with operations from N,4S South Weymouth indicates that the 
base does, indeed, have some limitations but that these can actually contribute to 
readiness, rather than degrade it. The A-4 pilots at Weymouth frequently planned very 
precise and complicated mission profiles for thelr tralnlng flights, often involving air- 
borne tanking evolutions and delivery of ordnance across the international border into 
Canada. Cold Weather operations were a matter of routine for Weymouth pilots, as 
were transcontinental flights in support of West Coast exercises. The Weyn~outh 
Marines, for a long time, operated the Fourth Marine Aircraft Wing's only operational 
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Tactical Airfield Fuel Dispensing System, an arrangement between the jet squadron 
and engineer unit .What some might concelve of as problems were considered 
interesting challenges by the Marine officers and enlisted personnel at Weymouth. 
Rather than degrading capabilities, these challenges actually contributed to a high 
state of readiness and morale. All the Marine units at Weymouth, and es~lecially the 
tactical aircraft squadrons, were a solid credit to Marine Corps Reserve readiness. 
The record speaks for itself. If you are in any doubt about this, I recommend you ask 
the Marine Corps to furnish, from its historical files, copies of the official Command 
Chronologies (annual historical summaries) of VMA-322, MAG-49, Det A, and HML- 
771. Therein you will find the Combat Ready Percentages of these units, officially 
endorsed by the Fourth Marine Aircraft (Reserve) Wing. Compare the figures with 
those of units from other sites and decide for yourself if readiness of any Marine unit at 
Weymouth was degraded by home location in the Northeast. I am confident that you 
will find Weymouth units were rated at a high state of readiness. 

I have heard, too, that some officials consider Weymouth's 7000 foot runway too 
short for F/A-18 operations. Granted, 7000' i:s less desirable than 8000'. Likewise, 
8000' is less desirabie than 10,000', and 10,000' Is less desirable than 15,000'. It Is 
probably a bit academic to worry about 7000" being enough runway for a jet designed 
to operate off a 200' carrier deck. The old A-4, a much less capable aircraR than the 
FIA-18 in the takeoff and landlng envlronment, operated for years at Weyrr~outh without 
any difficulty. In any event, the 7000' runway at Weymouth was considered long 
enough In the late 80s when it was planned tc) site FJA-18s here. It was sufficient then 
and it is sufficient now. 

I know your commission has difficult decisions to make and I don't envy you your 
job. Somewhere, folks are going to be mad at you, no matter what you recommend. If 
you te(1 me that Weymouth must close for purely economic reasons or for other good 
and compelling considerations, I will reluctantly say, 'Wefl and good." I cannot, 
however, stand silently by and listen when others cast aspersions on the Marines who 
drilled so faithfully at NAS South Weymouth, and to such good effect. Their units 
were first-rate, and deserve to be remembered as such. 

I swear to you fhat the above statements are true to the best of my knowledgiFiaTid 
recoliectlon. 

David K. Danner 
LtCol, USMC (Retired) 
Former Commanding Officer, MAG-49 Detachment A 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN I? MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:8, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gerry E. Studds 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Studds: 

Thank you for your June 20 letter expressing your support for Naval Air Sltation (NAS) 
South Weymouth, Massachusetts. I certainly appreciate your strong interest in thle h r e  of NAS 
South Weymouth, and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infontnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided is being considered by the Conunission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of seirvice. 

Sincerely, 
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June 20, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BPAC) begins 
final deliberations, we wilsh to clarify our porsition on the 
proposed realignment of sierra Army Depot (SIAD), 

You recently received a letter from Seoretary of Defense 
William Perry adjusting the Department of Defense recommendation 
regarding the realignment of SIAD. Furthermore, testimony by 
Secretary of the Army, Togo D. We&, Jr., stated that new 
information revealed that the Arm!! must retain additional storage 
capability, thereby necessitating a change to the Army's depot 
plan. 

The need for additional storage space has already been well 
documented by the Department of the Army and the sugges,tion to 
keep some storage capability should be extended to include 
maintaining full storage capacity at SIAD. 

While we acknowledge Secretary Perry's modification and 
Secretary West's recommendation, we wish to state clearly that we 
aontinua to oppose the proposed realignment action. In order to 
avoid any confusion, we strongly urge BRAC to keep SIAD 
W t e l v  off the realignment and closure list. 

During the past year, a compelling case has been built 
providing accurate information regarding the facilities and 
capabilities of SIAD. The argument8 advanced for maintaining 
SIAD as an active base have proven valid. 

SIAD provides the best location, the best labor rat-as, the 
beet demil rates, the best transportation, the fourth largest 
ammunition storage oapacity, and the best demilitarization 
capability in the country. In addition, SIAD's unique qyalities 
supply maximum flexibility to the military equation. 

Many thanks for your serious consideration of this critical 
decision. 
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F 8 ; _ .  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 h.,c J ;  - . t 99620-44k / 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CI-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 6. DAVIS, LISAF (RET) 

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN I? MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

Thank you for your letters of June 14 and 20 in support of Sierra Army Dt:pot. I 
appreciate your strong interest in the future of Sierra Army Depot and welcome yc~ur comments. 

As you may know, the Secretary of Defense has modified his recommendation to realign 
Sierra Army Depot. Enclosed is a copy of the Secretary of Defense's letter infornling the 
Commission of the modification. You may be certain that the Commission is thon~ughly 
reviewing the Secretary of Defense's updated proposal. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be carefully scrutinized by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
Sierra Army Depot. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult anld challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT - COMlMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .. -: . ., 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CliAIRMAN 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, LlSAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN I? MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for your letters of June 14 and 20 in support of Sierra Army Depot. I 
appreciate your strong interest in the future of Sierra Army Depot and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Secretary of Defense has modified his recommendation to realign 
Sierra Army Depot. Enclosed is a copy of the Secretary of Defense's letter infonrling the 
Commission of the modification. You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly 
reviewing the Secretary of Defense's updated proposal. I can assure you that the idormation you 
have provided will be carefully scrutinized by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
Sierra Army Depot. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. 0(3 20301 - 1 0 0 0  

Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1 A25 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Since I delivered the Department of Defense's base realignment and closure 
recommendations to the Commission in Marcn, it has come to my attention that one 
significant change in the Army's !ist is justified. The Army has learned new information 
which makes the recommendation to realign one of its installations no longer 
supportable. I support removing the following recommendation: . 

Quawav Proving Ground. The Army rec:ommendsd the realignment of Dqway, 
the relocation of some testing functions and disposal of the English Village base 
support area. Upon further consideration, the Army has determined that 
operational considerations no longer warrant relocating chemical/biologicai 
testing elements to Aberdeen Proving Ground and smoke/obscurants testifig to 
Yuma Provii-lg Ground. Since tssting must remain because of facilitv restrictions 
and permit requirements, the base opsrating support, including ~ n ~ f i s h  Vi:lage, 
should remain commensurate with the tes i i~g  missicn. 

In addition, :he Army has new information :hat warrants minor modification te 
several other recommendations. I support the following adjustmects to the original list: 

Caven Point. NJ. U.S. Armv Reserve Center. The Army recommended clcsirtg 
this facility and relocating its units to Fort Hamilton, NY. It has been discovered 
that unanticipated new construction is required to execute the move. The minor 
savings from the closure do not justify this expense. This recommeiidatior~ is no 
longer supportable. 

Vallev Grove. WV. Area Maintenance Suppart Activity. The Army recommended 
closing this leased site and relocating to Kelly Sl~ppori Center, PA. We havs 
since learned that construction of a new maintenance shop for this rnission is in 
progress at the Wneeiing-Ohio County AirFori. With the project aiready 
under~ay, the recommendation is no Icnger yiahle. 



Fitzsimons Medical Center. CO. The Army recommended closing this facility 
and relocating its Medical Equipment and Optical School and the Optical 
Fabrication Laboratory to Fort Sam Houston, Texas. DoD is evaluating a 
number of joint service training consolidation alternatives that could result in a 
decision to relocate the school elsewhere. Modifying the language of the 
recommendation so it does not specify the gaining location is desirable. 

Sierra Arrnv De~ot .  CA. The Army recommended realigning this facility, 
eliminating the conventional ammunition mission and retaining an enclave for 
materiel storage. The Army will be unable to demilitarize all of the obsolete 
conventional ammunition by 2001. Modifying the language of the 
recommendation to permit the retention of a conventional ammunition 
demilitarization capability is desirable. 

Bavonne Militac Ocean Termind. The Army recommended closing this facility, 
relocating the Eastern Area Command Headquarters and 1301 st Major Port 
Command to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and retaining an enclave for existing 
Navy tenants. The Army's Military Traffic Management Command is considering 
an internal reorganization which could result in the merger of their area 
commands at another eastern installation besides Fort Monmouth. Further, the 
Navy has indicated a preference for moving its activities. Modifying the language 
of the recommendation so it does not specify the gaining location clr retention of 
an enclave is desirable. 

I urge that you consider these recommendations in your final deliberations. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CI-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN IF. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wally Herger 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Herger: 

Thank you for your letters of June 14 and 20 in support of Sierra Army Depot. I 
appreciate your strong interest in the hture of Sierra Army Depot and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Secretary of Defense has modified his recommendation to realign 
Sierra Army Depot. Enclosed is a copy of the Secretary of Defense's letter infornling the 
Commission of the modification. You may be certain that the Commission is thorl~ughly 
reviewing the Secretary of Defense's updated proposal. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be carefblly scrutinized by the Commission as we conclude our review of 
Sierra Army Depot. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of wristance. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosure 
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SENT 0Y:MN Qovernor O f f i c e  i 6-20-85 ; 1 5 ; 3 8  ; 

STATE OF M~NNESOTA 
OFFICE OF THIl QOVERNOR 

1 30 STATE CAPITOL 
BAINT PAIL 55155 

C3aslm.I J.B. Davis, USAF 
Cornmiamat, Ddmac Baa8 C1osu.m and Realignmeat Cornmiadon 
3600 Windber Nvd. 
Palm Harbar, FL 346U 

Pursuant to your lettar of June 5 ,  1 would Uke to stat8 for the rccord that the SW of 
Mnnosota ram- that the cloaing of b a a  lo part of a strat;~gia plm hdcrpdd by the 
federal povmmant. However, I would Ifke to suggest rha an additional &&ion bc added 
to your base &sum lrrvaluadbn process. 

Minncoota is r aot contributor to ths U.S. Tmuury, based on the taxw which am paid by 
Mlnnanotans cornpawl t~ f c d d  dollar8 which are returned to our state. I rujubsf that 8 
state's not talm, if you will, in k r m s  of f c d d  prqJtctr, w t a ,  budget aid, &,., b8 added to 
your list of c ~ ~ .  I balleve if you were to consider thir kind of balance and equity In yaw 
decision-mkhp process, you would find that Minnesota would be low an the :list of itate9 to 
be conddd for a base closing, 

In addition, may I point out that tho 934th Airlift  win^ haa much to racornm@rd It, 
including: 

@ 1,lS 1 ~BIPOM d g n e d  to the u d t  
I, Sfgniflcant invoatmant by the U.S. Air Form: $13 mflllon in baw c a n a d o n  

r fna  1991 
It ir among the least costly badas to o p k ,  yet contributas $70 million 
mually to the Statc of Mfnnwta 

I urgo you to pl~ca this data into consideration ar you make Anal ddiberadon Ibix week. 

& H. CARUON 
Governor 

c,c. The Honorable Alan Dkczn, Chair 

(612) 296-3991 - Voles 
(OM) 637-3717 - V o h  

7 ;.,3 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAlRlHAN 

June 21,1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE: 

The Honorable Arne H. Carlson 
Governor, State of Minnesota 
Oflice of the Governor 
130 State Capitol 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

Dear Governor Carlson: 

Thank you for your letter in support of the 934th Airlift Wing at the Minneapolis- 
St. Paul Air Reserve Station. I recognize your continued interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional i n f o d o n  you have provided will be care111y considered by the Comnlission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military iinfiastructure. In addition, I have 
provided a copy of your letter to each Commissioner for their review. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult andl 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I nnay be 
of service. 

General James B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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June 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignrent Conmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to  convince you g, to  waste $30 plus million dollars 
closing the Springfield (Ohio) A i r  Natiorlal Guard base and relocating the 
178th Fighter Group (AKG) , the 251st Cmkat C d c a t i m  Group (AKG) , and 
the 269th Ccanbat C d c a t i o n s  Squadron (m) to Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base. 

Just  as in  1993--when the Air Force proposed and the Base Closure 
Ccarmission (BRAC) rejected closing Sprirgfield--we believe Pentagon rnnnbers 
are flawed and based on inproper assurrpti.ons. Had the right assumptions been 
used in the COBRA model, the base would not be on the list in the first 
place. The return on hestrrsent stretcktes to 13 years and annual savings 
drop t o  $2.3 million using the Air Force's own figures and inplmnting the 
s m  crash fire rescue plan as already ag~roved and in  place a t  the Toledo 
A i r  National Guard. 

It s e a  that in order to fill a hale a t  Wright-Patterson with pointed 
nosed airplanes, Air Force officials sean unwilling to  achowledge the 
manpawer needed and authorized, or to account for correct u t i l i ty  b i l l s .  
When these are done, we h o w  that the numbers do not s w r t  this m. 

We believe your analysts understand the problgn. SprkgfieL3 has 
always received m r e  than a fa i r  hearing fram the BRAC and we w r e c i a t e  your 
consideration a t  this t k .  

Sincerely, 

United States Senator United States Senator M-r of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

, - /  - . -  , - - * -..;-<.Jdr 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
I. - -.qnbZQ-&A! 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 211,1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. B. DAVIS, lJSAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE R0BLE:S. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David L. Hobson 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hobson: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Springfield-Beckley Municipal 
Airport Air Guard Station (AGS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Conlmissioners and 
the Commission staff  and it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our evaluation of 
bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the anclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can see 
ftom this statement, I will not participate in any decision aEixting any Illinois bas: that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. I want th.ere to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Springfield-Beckley AGS will be 
l l ly and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review clf the nation's 
military ~astructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cmc 
Enclosure 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -,. --- : ?r 
703-696-0500 t~ - .  , , - 

ALAN J. DIXON, CIiAIRMAN 
- ~ S ~ O ~ Z Q - ~ ~ ~ ~  

COMMISSIONERS. 
AL CORNELLA 

June 2 1, 1 995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, LISAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE Sl'EELE 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Springfield-Beckley Municipal 
Airport Air Guard Station (AGS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Conunissioners and 
the Commission staff and it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our slraluation of 
bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the er~closed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself fiom participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois bas: that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Resewt: Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago OYHare: Air Reserve Station. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my offit-,ial duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Springfield-Beckley AGS will be 
Illy and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military infrastructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD : cmc 
Enclosure 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 7' - - - . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .,'- , . -  - *&d&61/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. D IXON,  CI-IAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

June 2 1, 1995 REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, LlSAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN IF. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

The Honorable Mike DeWme 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator DeWme: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Springfield-Bec:kley Municipal 
Airport Air Guard Station (AGS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Conunissioners and 
the Commission stafF and it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our evaluation of 
bases on the closure and realignment list. 

At the commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the e~iclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, I will not participate in any decision a fk thg  any Illinois bas: that may come 
before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reservt: Stations that 
could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my officsal duties. 

Agaq let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Springfield-Beckley AGS will be 
l l ly and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military hhtmcture.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

m : m c  
Enclosure 
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LADES .-I- GEXIESCEN, I BELIIEIX THIS IS THX APPROPZUATE TIME 

TO Sf.= -4 BFUEF ST.\TEMEYT REG.UtDmG BASES ON WBlCE I ILiVE 

RECUSED 3RSEtF FROhl P.&RI'ICIP.AlTON. 

I T W.U MY PRTCLLEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERt'E TEE ClTEEIYS OF 

ELIYOIS .4S =Lv ELECTED OFFICLL FOR. tO OF THOSE YEW, I SERVED tY 

ST-AX-TDE OFFXCES. C L E - m y ,  !vlY RELATIONSBIP %ITH THE PlEOPLE OF 

5Ik' BO3E ST-ATE IS -4 SPECLAL OhX OF WHICH I -&I t X R Y  PROLD. 

AT 'TBE SAME ll3IE, HOWEt'ER I DO XOT WISH TELAT REUTIONSHIP 

EI'ER TO CLOLD THE WORK OF TH3S CO3BIISSION. I RISH TO l X S ; t a E  THAT 

THERE IS YO ~ Y C E  OF E~ZV .AS ~ ~ X ~ X Y C F .  OF LOSS OF m . m n w  

IS TEE PERFORtUIVCE OF SN OFFICUL DCI?ES. 

FOR THAT RIWSON, I WILL RE(NSE .MYSELF FROM P . ~ C I C P A l T O N  GY 

.L?W P.*T OF THE BASE CLOSLRE PROCESS 'THAT AFFECTS .L\Y II'~OIS 

I?JST.ULITION, EtZY THOCGH SUCH -4 RECt'SAL IS YOT REQCZRED BY THE 

ETHICS ST.\'IZTES m 4 T  GOWlXY US. 



- 

EOwEvEI1, THOSE STATVIXS QQ R E Q W  RECUSAL WHEN ..4YY 

CO&!MI!5SXOIYER &4S .A DCRECT FINXVCLU NIXREST THAT COChLD BE 

AFFECTED BY A BASE CLOStXE OR REUIGX3IE,YT. I FIYD SfYSElLF IN SECH A 

SWATION ON TBE PROPOSAL TO DtSEST...LISH ITS .AVIA;TION- 

TROOP C O r n Y D .  

SO I WILL RECZiSE LMYSELF ON TEE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AYID ON &3Y 

OTHERS THAT MAY BE RELATED TO ATCObt 

HAVING SAID THAT, W E  ARE SOW READY FOR TEE STAFF 

PRESE3TA'TION ON THE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERPE m. 
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COMMITTEES: 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

3 6 4 9  LEOPARD SUITE 5 1 0  

CORPUS CHRISTI, TX 7 8 4 0 8  

5 1  2583-5868 

Congras of the Wnited States 

June 20, 1995 

RANKING MINORITY, MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS AND FACILITIES 

MILITARY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
MORALE, WELFARE AND RECREATION PANEL 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 

ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 
IFISHERIES, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS 

The Honorable Allen Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you are aware, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BWLCC) is 
expected to begin its final deliberations this week. One of the more controversial issues the 
Commission will consider is the Navy's requirement for Undergraduate Pilot T ~ ~ i n g  bases. 

In his testimony before the BRACC on June 14, the Secretary of Navy indicated that 
the proposed increase in strike pilot training was based on the possible procurernent of 
additional FIA-18 and EA-6B aircraft. The Secretary noted, these aircraft may or may not be 
acquired. However, the increases in both joint multi-enginelmaritime and navigator training 
(Naval Flight Officers, Air Force Weapon Systern Operators, etc.,) are a reality based upon 
DOD-directed joint service agreements. 

We are in full agreement with the recommendation that the Navy's strikc: pilot 
training can be single-sited at NAS Kingsville, using OLF AlicelOrange Grove and NAS 
Corpus Christi. Concern about "surge" is addressed in the new T-45 Syllabus, Version VII, 
approved through CNTRA and CNET and currently awaiting approval at the CNO level. All 
the courseware and flight changes have been made at the local level and can be implemented 
within one week once the CNO approval is received. The overall effect of Version VII is 
9.8 % reduction in sorties, approximately 92 operations per student, and an 1 1.2 % reduction 
in total syllabus hours. 

However, we are concerned that the consequences of recent changes in the Navy's 
aviation training requirements have not been fully re-evaluated as they apply to other aspects 
of the training program. It should be noted that the May 10, 1995, aviation training 
reuuirements letter raised the strike pilot training reauirement (PTR) by 7% while the 
maritime pilot training requirement was raised by 50% and the NFO training requirement 
was raised by 102 % . 

These changes in training requirements have rendered the Navy's original plan, as 
submitted to the 1995 BRACC, inexecutable. We would particularly like to invite your 
attention to the consolidation of joint multi-engine T-44 and joint navigator training at NAS 
Pensacola. The consolidation of Navy and Air Force navigator training was finalized by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense on October 24, 1994. The relocation of T-44 training from 
NAS Corpus Christi to NAS Pensacola was proposed by the Navy in its recommendations to 



the 1995 BRACC. However, using the Navy's (certified 1995 data, there is sinlply not 
enough capacity at the NAS Pensacola complex to accommodate both the increiised navigator 
training and T-44 training. (Please see Tab 3.) The required capacity of the proposed 
consolidation at NAS Pensacola exceeds the available capacity by at least 37 % . 

NAS Corpus Christi, the current home of single-sited joint T-44 training, has ample 
capacity to accommodate the T-44 while supporting T-45 strike training single-sited at NAS 
Kingsville. By retaining OLF Goliad both the T-45 strike and T-44 joint multi-engine 
training can be retained in South Texas with a surge capacity of more than 20%) for both 
missions. (Please see Tabs 4 and 5.) OLF Goliad was closed by the 1991 BIL4CC over the 
Navy's objections but is still owned by the Navy and could be restored to active use through 
a 1995 BRACC re-direct. It is our understanding that OLF Goliad can be reactivated for $3 
million and operated for approximately $1 million per year. 

The Navy's current proposal would base 470 training aircraft in the NA:3 
PensacolaIWhiting complex while leaving just 120 training aircraft in the South Texas 
complex. Our proposal to retain T-44 training at NAS Corpus Christi would reduce this 
disparity to 413 training aircraft in the Florida panhandle and 177 in South Texiis. This 
proposal is executable and provides a greater margin of safety than does the Navy plan. 

The Defense Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 ( P.L. 101 -510) provides that the 
commission is charged with the responsibility of making changes in the recommendations 
made by the Secretary, " if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated 
substantially from the force-structure plan and the final criteria." The second criteria is that 
the receiving base be able to accommodate the mission in terms of its " land, facilities and 
airspace." The realignment of the T-44 mission from NAS Corpus Christi to NAS Pensacola 
is clearly a substantial deviation which should be disapproved. The single siting of the T-45 
can be accomplished at NAS Kingsville without OLF Goliad, but prudence for surge capacity 
dictates a 1995 redirect of the 1991 closure decision. 

Your consideration of these important issues relating to future naval training and our 
South Texas constituents will be greatly appreciated. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Member of qndress 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 



CURRENT AND PROPOSED OPERATIONS 
Airfield ops at 
NASlOLF (~1000) 

NAS PNS. 187,400 270,072 Complex includes NAS Pensacola and OLF Chocktaw 
OLF ChocLtm lP2g66 

600 1 

TOTAL OPS 341,366 424,027 

562,389** 

PENSACOLA 1 CHOCKTAW CAPACITY, FAA - 424,027 
h.I..-III--I.I--II---I--rr---I-----g- 

1 PENSACOLA / CHOCKTAW CAPACITY, BRAC 95 DATA - 341,355 
~II-.I9--I------I---I-----II----- 

r--------- 1 
1 (20% surge) I 

I NFO primary - 
Current 

20 July 94 PTR Itr. 
FY 97 * 

10 May 95 PTR Itr. 
BRAC 95 Proposal 

10 May 95 PTR Itr, 
* Under new pilot and naval flight officer requirements letter, Pensacola must absorb an over 200% increase in NFO training. rt 

hI With this new requirement, there is inadequate capacity at the Pensacola complex to accommodate T-44 training. 
(NOTE: See backup data at conclusion of presentation) 

** Includes 20% surge (468,658 - 487,618 without surge) 



t 

NAS CORPUS CHRIST1 COMPLEX 

Airfield ops at 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED OPERATlONS 

NASIOLF (XI 000) 

900 NAS gII-IIgIIIIIII(IIII-IIIIII-IIIIIII)II-(I1~1IIIIIIII~I-I-~ CORPUS CHRIST1 COMPLEX CAPACITY WITH BRAC IMPROVEMENTS - 883 036 OPS 

I 

r------- 
I I 20% 1-44 

1 I 
I 

! sume t49.W- : 

P 
rt 
l - t  

Current * 95 BRAC Community 
n' 

D Proposal Proposal 
Complex includes NAS Corpus Christi, OLF Cabaniss, OLF Waldron, and Aransas County (currently leased) 

rt 

* 1993 Annual Operations " Reflects Increase due to U.S. Air Force - OLF Gollad provides T46 surge 
C-130s and 511 0195 CNO PTR letter capacity (see Attachment 5) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSlSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Kika de la Garza 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Representative de la Garza: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Navy's undergraduate pilol. training 
program and Naval Air Station (NAS) Corpus Christi. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on undergraduate pilot training and NAS Corpus Christi was carefklly corisidered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Solomon Ortiz 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

June 28, 1995 

Dear Representative Ortiz: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Navy's undergraduate pilot training 
program and Naval Air Station (NAS) Corpus Christi. I appreciate your interest in, the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military I~ases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on undergraduate pilot training and NAS Corpus Christi was carehlly corisidered by the 
Commission in making its recommendations to downsize the nation's military infixstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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GLEN BROWDER 
3 0  DISTRICT, ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET Congrerre of  the Wniteb State$ 
#ou$~  of  %epre$entatibe$ 

Wae'bington, B(a: 20515-0103 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

WASHINGTON OFFICE. 

2344 RAYBURN BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 2 0 5 1 5 0 1 0 3  
1202) 2 2 5 3 2 6 1  

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing today to bring your attention to statements 
by two Missouri state officials which indicate the extent to 
which the issues regarding environmental permits for the proposed 
transfer of Army Chemical School missions from Fort McClellan, 
Alabama, to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, remain unresclved. 

Since Fort McClellan was first targeted for closure in 1991, 
chemical weapons experts, the Alabama Congressional delegation 
and the Fort McClellan community task force have argued that 
moving the live-agent training facility would place this 
essential training in jeopardy because of the environmental 
permitting constraints that would be confronted. Furthermore, we 
have argued that any attempt to move the live-agent training 
facility would result in disruption and degradation of the one- 
of-a-kind training done there because of the hurdles and 
roadblocks that environmental permitting would create. Since 
1991 we have consistently argued these points as the key to the 
military value of Fort McClellan. 

Our arguments appear to be borne out by two Missouri state 
officials involved in the legal entanglements of the permitting 
process. One representative of the state says, in effect, that 
he thinks those opposed to the permitting process have a good 
case for future litigation; another state official effectively 
says that the Army cannot rely upon a critical Missouri 
Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) statement that ;a hazardous 
waste permit is not required. 

Last Friday, June 16, Missouri Circuit Judge Robert H. 
Dierker, Jr., while denying a stay sought by the Missouri 
Coalition for the Environment, stated in open court: "1 think 
that the Petitioners have a probability of success, in the sense 
that they demonstrated the existence of a fair ground and a 
meritorious claim and a fair ground for subsequent litigation." 

Judge Dierker by his statement recognizes that the air and 
water permits awarded by the MDNR will continue to face legal 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CLAIR TALLADEGA TALLAPOOSA 
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challenges and it apparently is his opinion that those challenges 
will be successful. 

In addition to the question of whether the awarded permits 
will withstand a legal challenge, questions also remain about 
exactly how many and what types of permits are required. 

On June 1, 1995, in an opinion filed in response to an 
appeal petition, Missouri Attorney General Jeremiah W. Nixon 
stated that Ifthe decision by the MDNR that a [hazardous waste] 
permit is not required to operate the CDTF is not a final 
administrative decisionf1 ... because, by Missouri state law, it 
is not the MDNRts responsibility to make such a decision. "The 
MDNR position that a permit is not required does not really 
decide anything because the MDNR is not strictly vested with the 
power to decide that issue," Attorney General Nixon wrote. 

Attorney General Nixon went on to state that the 14DNRts 
ntdecisiontn not to require a hazardous waste permit "confers no 
rights upon the Army. In any later administrative or judicial 
action citing the Army for the failure to have a treatment, 
storage or disposal permit for the CDTF unit, the Army could not 
utilize any previously made statements by the MDNR such as those 
cited in paragraphs 11 and 12 of the Petition filed herein to 
estop the government from bringing its action." 

We believe that the Base Closure Commission must decide 
whether we can risk closing Fort McClellan and ordering the 
transfer of the Chemical School mission to Missouri when it 
appears likely that successful legal challenges will be made 
against the environmental permitting process required for that 
transfer. Moreover, can we risk denying the men and women who 
serve in our Armed Forces the critical chemical defense training 
provided by the Chemical School at a time when weapons of mass 
destruction are proliferating? 

Thank you for your consideration of these important matters. 

Sincerely, 

A&, 
Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 

Richard R.a.a% Shelby 
United States Senator 





.. 
- 

r n n  UIWW~SS +QSUKE AND REALJGNMENT COMMISSION - _+.- - 
- I " 

EXE- CO-NDEZNCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

" * M : ~ ~ o f 1 ( 2 ,  G C C ~  - - -TO: ~)O($)CA 
L"\ -. REP, (A TITLE: p \A 

ORGANlZiTION: ORGANIZATION: 

5 = COwGQ-% I 
INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: 

O(BCGL 
&'h)\sTa\ fi~.wq D E P O T  

CaAIRMAN DIXON I I I 
- - -- 

STAFF DlREClllR 

-DlRECTOR 

GENERALCOUNSEL 

hULll"ARY EXECUTIVE 

1/ 
- -. ---. - 

I 

I I 

COMMLSSIONER CORNELLA 

COMMlSSIONER COX 

R t p ~ R e p b f a S f d l D i r r d o r ' s ~  p=P=='i-Rapak 

ACZION: Offer C4mments d o r  FYI 

SubjecURermrkr: 



GLEN BROWDER, 
30  DISTRICT. ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

June 20, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 
POST OFFICE BOX 2042 
ANNISTON, AL 36202 

PHONE: (205) 2365655 

107 FEDERAL BUILDING 
OPELIKA, AL 36801 

PHONE: (334) 745-6221 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 i- 

p t .  :s ,.. . -,, -7, 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are aware that the Red River Community has presented a 
proposal to realign Anniston Army Depot as part of their effort 
to remove Red River Army Depot from the 1995 base closure list. 
We oppose any base closure action that would result in the 
realignment of Anniston Army Depot since Anniston is not on the 
list of installations being considered for realignment or 
closure. 

It is our understanding that the Red River Community 
proposed to realign the workload and personnel at both Anniston 
and Red River Army Depots to a minimum level necessary to support 
core workload and to leave both depots open. Aside from the fact 
that Anniston is not on the base closure list, there are 
significant problems associated with the Red River Comnunity 
proposal : 

1. Currently, both Anniston and Red River Army Depots are 
supporting core and non-core work. The Red River community 
proposal would push the non-core work out of the depots. The 
non-core work supported by Anniston is essential to the readiness 
of the Army, yet it consists of low-volume work that is difficult 
to attract private industry interest. A decision to push this 
work into the private sector in the short term would have 
immediate adverse impacts on readiness. 

2. If multiple depots are kept open operating at l.ow/core 
levels of utilization, the costs of operation and the rates the 
depots must charge their Army customers will increase 
dramatically. This means spending significantly more dollars to 
perform the same work at multiple depots rather than at one 
consolidated depot as recommended by the Army and Department of 
Defense . 

3. Red River Community's proposal to allow private industry 
to use the depot infrastructure that is excess to core 
requirements may sound simple, but this solution is not an 
automatic quick fix. Anniston Army Depot leads the Army depots 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LliE 
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in developing partnering relationships with industry, but 
opportunities for these kinds of arrangements are very limited 
and would be hampered by operating multiple ground-combat vehicle 
maintenance depots. 

Defense leaders at the highest levels have stated repeatedly 
that the Army cannot afford to operate and maintain excessive 
infrastructure at two hard-iron depots, and if forced to, the 
Army and our soldiers will be penalized. These same leaders have 
repeatedly told the Commission that Anniston Army Depot has the 
capacity to support current and future ground combat vehicle 
maintenance requirements in both peace and war time. 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Gsen Browder Howell Heflin 
Member of Congress United States Sen 

cf: Base Closure Commissioners 
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The Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Howell: 

Thank you for your two letters of June 20 expressing your support for Anniston Army 
Depot (ANAD), and your concerns with the State of Missouri's proposal to accommodate the 
mission and activities associated with the Chemical Defense and Training FaciliQ (CDTF). I 
appreciate your strong interest in these two facilities and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on militairy bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the lionnation you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefilly considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to these issues d.uring this 
diicult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you 
believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Browder: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 30, ,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN f-  MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLEIS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your two letters of June 20 expressing your support for Amiston Army 
Depot (ANAD), and your concerns with the State of Missouri's proposal to accommodate the 
mission and activities associated with the Chemical Defense and Training Facility (CDTF). I 
appreciate your strong interest in these two facilities and welcome your commer~ts. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsike the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to these issues d.uring this 
dficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the Cornrnissi.on whenever you 
believe we can be of assistance. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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The Honorable Richard Shelby 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Dick: 

Thank you for your two letters of June 20 expressing your support for Amliston Army 
Depot (ANAD), and your concerns with the State of Missouri's proposal to acconlmodate the 
mission and activities associated with the Chemical Defense and Training Facility (CDTF). I 
appreciate your strong interest in these two facilities and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the infiormation you 
provided on ANAD and the CDTF was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to these issues during this 
d i c u l t  and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you 
believe we can be of assistance. 
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June 20, 1995 

ATTN: Cornmissioller James B. Davis 
Commissioner S. Lee KIing 
Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 

Dear Cormnissioners: 

I thought it important that you have a copy of t h ~ s  letter, which was foiwarded to 
Chairman Dixon. Thank you for your attention to this matter and thank you again for 
taking the time to visit South Weymouth. 

Paul R. Hsley L[' 
State Represent. 



132 Webb Street 
Weymouth, MA 02188 
6 17-337-4325 

June 18. 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman. Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Dear Mr. Dixon; 

As a former active duty Commanding Officer of the Marine Detachment, Naval Air 
Station, South Weymouth, (1 988-1 990), and Operations Officer of the Weymouth 
Marines (1 981 -1 984) 1 have watched and listened with great interest as t h e  debate 
over the possible closure of NAS South Weymouth has intensified. I realize that many 
factors will enter into the final decision and, while I am not equipped with knowledge to 
judge all of them, 1 think my experience as a twenty-four year veteran of Mari,?e Corps 
aviation and my six years at Weymouth flying jets and helicopters gives me a better 
than average perspective on some. 

I have heard it alleged that the l as t  tactical jet squadron to operate from Sol~th 
Weymouth, VMA-322, was shut down because of "an histofic lack of readines.~." This 
is simply not so. VMA-322 was a casualty of the end of the Cold War and aged aircraft, 
It was at one time planned to equip the squadron with FIA-18 aircraft after the retire- 
ment of the A-4s we flew far many years, but the plan was scrubbed as both active and 
reserve forces shrunk in the late 80s and early 90s. 4 cannot be certain, but I believe 
the Department of the Navy's otten stated desire to close NAS South Weymoulth also 
played a major part in this decision. 

VMA-322 had an excellent reputation in the Fourth Marine Aircraft Wing. The 
squadron routinely participated in t h e  full range of military exercises, including Red 
Flag and other multi-service tests of readiness. There was never any question of the 
squadron's ability to perform its missions. In fact, along with its sister squadror~ at, NAS 
Memphis. VMA-322 was sven sent to Europe during the mid-80s in support of major 
NATO exercises. Other-- highly smsitive-- missions in support of active duty forces 
during the Cold War were also assigned to the squadron. These are not the hallmarks 
of a unit with low readiness; quite the opposite. 

My own experience with operations from NAS South Weymouth indicates that the 
base does, indeed, have some limitations but that these can actually contribute to 
readiness, rather than degrade it. The A-4 pilots at Weymouth frequently planned very 
precise and complicated mission profiles for their training flights, often involving air- 
borne tanking evolutions and delivery of ordnance across the international border into 
Canada. Cold Weather operations were a matter of routine for Weymouth pilots, as 
were transcontinental flights in support of West Coast exercises The Weymouth 
Marines, for a long time, operated the Fourth Marine Aircraft Wing's only operational 
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Tactical Airfield Fuel Dispensing System, an arrangement between the jet ,q = uadron 
and engineer unit .What some might conceive of as problems were considered 
interesting challenges by the Marine officers and enlisted personnel at Weymouth. 
Rather than degrading capabilities, these challenges actually contributed to a high 
state of readiness and morale. All the Marine units at Weymouth, and especially the 
tactical aircraft squadrons, were a solid credit to Marine Corps Reserve readiness. 
The record speaks for itself. If you are in any doubt about this, I recommend you ask 
the Marine Corps to furnish, from its historical files, copies of the official Command 
Chronologies (annual historical summaries) of VMA-322, MAG-49, Det A, and HML- 
771. Therein you will find the Combat Ready Percentages of these units, officially 
endorsed by the Fourth Marine Aircraft (Reserve) Wing. Compare the figure:; with 
those of units from other sites and decide for yourself if readiness of any Marine unit at 
Weymouth was degraded by home location in the Northeast. I am confident that you 
will find Weymouth units were rated at a high state of readiness, 

I have heard, too, that some officials consider Weymouth's 7000 foot runway too 
short for F/A-18 operations. Granted, 7000' is less desirable than 8000'. Likewise, 
8000' is less desirable than 10.000', and 10,000' Is less desirable than 1 5.000'. It is 
probably a bit academic to worry about 7000' being enough runway for a jet designed 
to operate off a 200' carrier deck. The old A-4, a much less capable aircraft than the 
FIA-18 in the takeoff and landing environment, operated for years at Weymouth without 
any difficulty. In any event, the 7000' runway at Weymouth was considered long 
enough in the late 80s when it was planned to site F/A-18s here. I t  was sufficient then 
and it is sufficient now. 

I know your commission has difficult decisions to make and I don't envy you your 
job. Somewhere, folks are going lo be mad at you. no matter what you rec0,minend. If 
you tell me that Weymouth must close for purely economic reasons or for other good 
and compelling considerations, I will reluctantly say. ''Well and good.'' I cannot. 
however, stand silently by and listen when others cast aspersions on the Marines who 
drilled so faithfully at NAS South Weymouth, and to such good effect. Their units 
were first-rate, and deserve to be remembered as such. 

I swear to you that the above statements are true to the best of my knowledge and 
recollection, 

David K. Danner 
LtCol, USMC (Retired) 
Former Commanding Officer, MAG-49 Detachment A 
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June 2 1, 1995 

Lt. Col. David K. Danner, USMC (Ret.) 
132 Webb Street 
Weymouth, Massachusetts 02188 

- 

GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (IPET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MOFITOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Deaf Lt. Col. Danner: 

State Representative Paul Haley forwarded to the Commission a copy of your better 
expressing support for Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. I appreciate your strong 
interest in the future of NAS South Weymouth and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the idormatia~n used by 
the D e f i i  Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the info:rmation 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of'the 
nation's military Mastructure. 

(. I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan . Dixon & 
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June21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) ! 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., IJSA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Paul R Haley 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
House of Repmtatives 
State House, Boston 02 133- 1054 

Dear Representative Haley: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of a letter Erom Lt. Col. David K. 
Danner, USMC (Ret.) concerning Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth. I certajiy 
appreciate your strong interest in the future of NAS South Weymouth and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information in 
Lt. Col. Danner's letter will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our revitw of the 
nation's military infiastructwe. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
/- 

&Gal J.B. Davis, USAF (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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June 15,1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It is important that the BRAC Commission recognize the misinformation campaign 
being waged by those effected by the Air Force's decision to consolidate Electronic Warfare 
(EW) test capabilities at the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) and the Nellis Range 
Complex. Allegations of inadequate study, increased cost and destruction of the E:lectronic 
Warfare Test Process are inaccurate. 

The Air Force, in concert with other services, has been studying EW test capability 
consolidation for almost ten years. Every comprehensive study that included the full EW test 
capabilities concluded that the best open air test capabilities, and therefore the best place to 
consolidate capabilities is within the Nellis Range Complex. Reliance, Role and !dissions, 
AFMC's EW Consolidation and the tri-service Test and Evaluation Board of Directors' studies all 
concluded that the premier open air EW test capabilities were on the Nellis Range Complex. In 
the past, concerns about test capacity on the Nellis Range and political pressures precluded 
consolidation. Changes in force structure and strength no longer make capacity a major concern. 
The BRAC process has the potential to overcome political issues. 

Consolidation of EW Ground test capabilities has been studied with equal fidelity. The 
Air Force's proposed consolidation is proven to be a cost effective way of preserv~ng. not 
destroying, I-lardware-in-the-loop (MITL) elements of the EW Test process. Contractor- 
operated HITL facilities at AFEWES, Ft. Worth, TX and REDCAP, Buffalo, NY are antiquated, 
expensive to operate and support only a fraction of the EW system acquisition and upgrade 
programs. Electronic linking is touted as an alternative to physical consolidation. Although 
linking is conceptually attractive, it does not address the high cost of maintaining duplicative or 
marginai capabilities. Moving AFEWES and REDCAP to the AFFTC will bring together all 
EW Test process capability and expertise under one organization. Consolidation will eliminate 
the parochial "not invented here" attitude that ofien causes one test organization discount 
another capability. 11 will also eliminate movement of E W  systems around the country as they 
progress ~ h r u u g h  the test process. Consolidation will greatly improve the ability lo correlate data 
between steps of the EW test process. It will be synergistic with Navy operations at the China 
Lake Echo Range. 

PRINTFD O l i  RECYCLED PAPER 



Contrary to much of the information appearing in the media, EW test capability 
consolidation to the AFFTC and the Nellis Range Complex is a cost effective sol~~tion to budget 
driven downsizing that will increase utilization of the test process and improve the: quality of EW 
systems. It is not in the best interest of the Air Force, the DOD, or the American taxpayer to 
reject the DOD BRAC recommendations on EW consolidation. 

Best regards, 0 

HOWARD P.  "BUCK" MCKEON, MC B I L L  THOMAS, MC 

OHN DOOLITTLE, MC 

ELTON GALLEGLY, MC 
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June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are extremely disturbed to learn that, at this late date, 
the Navy has submitted new cost and savings figures for the 
proposed redirect of the Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center 
from New London, Connecticut, to Charleston, South Carolina. This 
flies in the face of basic fairness and the openness by which your 
Commission has been operating, as it is now too late in the process 
for those affected by these changes to analyze and respond 
adequately to the new submissions. 

There are two specific examples that trouble us. First, the 
Navy's original Base Operating Services (BOS) figures for 
Charleston were $1 million more than New London. Now, six months 
later, BOS estimates for Charleston are suddenly $3 million less 
than New London. How does the Navy justify this last-minute 
$4 million change? 

Second, the Navy originally claimed Permanent Change of 
Station (PCS) savings of $ 6 . 3  million per year for locatzing the 
Training Schools in Charleston. Previously, your staff analyst 
computed the savings to be only $900,000 per year, a much more 
reasonable estimate. Now, the Navy claims $2.9 million in annual 
savings. Again, what has happened over the last six months to 
trigger these eleventh hour changes? 

It is perplexing to us that the Navy has been selective in 
choosing what data to forward to the Commission and what data to 
withhold. With regard to the proposed Naval Undersea Warfare 
Center (NUWC) move from New London to Newport, Rhode Island, we 
feel substantial information has been withheld. For example, why 
hasn't the Navy included costs associated with the military 
construction of two new Newport buildings, P-070 and P-030, in its 
COBRA runs? After all, these buildings would not be necessary if 
the NUWC-New London functions were not moved to Newport. And, why 
won't the Navy show the BRAC its NAVCOMPT report, due o~.t in a 
matter of days, which will indicate the "truen costs of the NUWC 
realignment? We hope you will press the Navy for more information 



related to this move. 

Mr. Chairman, we realize the constraints being placed on you 
and your fellow commissioners, and we applaud your efforts thus 
far. As you approach the final deliberations, we urge you to 
uphold your commitment to fairness and openness. We feel the Navy 
has not presented you with accurate assessments of these two 
proposed realignments and we strongly urge you to reject them. 

Thank you for your careful consideration. Please feel free to 
contact any of us if you would like to discuss this further. 

U.S. Senator 
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A I A N  J. DIXON. CLHAIRMAN 
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June 24,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLIPS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Joseph I. Leibeman 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Joe: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Navy's Nuclear Power Propulsion School 
and the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on milita~f bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the irlformation you 
provided on these f d t i e s  was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military hhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult arid challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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June 24, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
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MG JOSUE ROBLIES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Sam Gejdenson 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear R e p r h v e  Gejdenson: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Navy's Nuclear Power Propulsion School 
and the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New London. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final d e l i i o n s  on militaqr bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the uformation you 
provided on these f d t i e s  was caddly considered by the Commission in making! its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military Mastructure. 

I appreciate the time and co mmitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Chris: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning the Navy's Nuclear Power Propulsion School 
and the Naval Undersea Warfke Center, New London. I appreciate your interest in the base 
closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on these Mties  was c a r f l y  considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military idkastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HIADQUARTERS. U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 
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June 2 0 ,  1995 

Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Gephardt: 

This replies t o  your inquiry regarding the A r m . y l s  
recommendation to disestablish the Aviation and Troop 
Command in Saint Louis, Missouri, as part of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment process. 

~t enclosure are the answers to y o u r  specific 
questions. Please note that civilian strength information 
is based on the President's Program Budget Guidance plus the 
Army Materiel Command's (AMC) F e b r u a r y  1995 Command Plan 
adjustments. 

I trust this information will be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
A 

Leon E. Salomon 
General, U . S .  Army 
Cormanding 

Enclosure 



A. Q :  What is the F'Y 1 9 9 5 ,  96, 9 7 ,  9 8 ,  and 99  end strength 
projection for AMC? 

A :  AMC's current official Program Budget Guidance (PBC) 
from the Department o f  the Army reflects the following civilian 
employment estimates: 

8. Q :  Does AMC have an end strength w e d g e  from the Depar tmer~t  
of the Army that has not been distributed to the AMC commands and 
activities? If t h e r e  is, what  is it f o r  t h e  above y e a r s ?  

A: Yes. PEG wedge for civilian manpower totals: 

C. Q: What is the end strength projection for FY 1995, 96, 9 7 ,  
98, 00 f o r  ATCOM? 

A: ATCOMts currant Program Budqet Guidance is: 

D. Q: Does the end strenqth projection f o r  ATCOM include the 
undistributed wedge? If it does not, please provide your best 
estimate of what it would be. 

A :  No, ATCOM current Program Budget Guidance does not 
consider t h e  undistributed wedge. The portion o f ' t h e  wedge w h i c h  
will be allocated to ATCOM is not known at this time. However, 
it would have a minimal impact on ATCOM overall due to how t h e  
reduction is scheduled to be taken, i - e . ,  contracting out guards, 
firefighters and industrial operations. 

E .  Q: DO you find similarities between ATCOMts situation and 
the Army's BRAC 1993 recommendation not to physically move t h e  
armament and chemical functions from Rock Island to Huntsville 
and to realign in place under the Tank-Automotive Command because 
the savinqwould be achieved before consolidation and the 
up-front investment would have generated very little additional 
savings? In the case of ATCOM, the personnel savings are about. 
7 0 0  and the one-time investment is over $150 million. 

A: We do not find any compelling similarities between the 
Army's BRAC 93 recommendation concerning armament and chemical 
functions and the BRAC 95 ~ r o p o s a l  on disestablishing ATCOM The 
savings which we can generate through the synergy of transferring 
and merging the aviation and troop s u p p o r t  functions are greater 
than that which  could be achieved in place. 
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United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 206  10 

The Honorable Alan Dlxon 
Chalrnlan 
Defense Base Closure rind Realignment Cornmlsslon 
1700 Norlh Moore St-reel. Sc~lte 1425 
Arllr>glorl. \'A 22209 

Dear Mr. Chalrman: 

We are  wrillng lo call your allentlon to a clear flaw i r l  Lhe Alr Force 1-ecomrr~er~daltor~s for 
I-caligntng cleclronlc cornbat test f;lcllitlcs. 

Electronic combat systems require exl.ensive lesling and refinement. lo produce the declslve 
viclory and low loss of llfe enjoyed by Coalilion Forces during Operalion Desert Storm. This 
Lesllrlg 1s deperldent up011 hlghly speclaltzeti Lest and evaluation Lkcili(ies such a s  the Alr 
Ful'cc Ele i : l~ 'u~~lc  War-fare Evaluatton Simulat.or (AI;'EWS) 111 Fort W0rt.h. Tcxau. Together 
with cornplementaty factllties In Eglln AFB, Flor.ida and Buffalo, New York. AFEWES has  
helped save countless lives and military equipment of inesllmablr value. 

The Increasing cosl. of combat alrctaft and the proliferation of modern air cleferlse systems 
10 Thlr'il Wol'lil 11aClons unakes it vital thal our forccs have electronic combat .ryslc~ns cnpnble 
of prot.ecl.fng our alrcrait fl-om hostile forces. IJnfortunately. the very lesl k~cllitles that have 
helped assure  that protecllorl in the pas1 have now been recornrnended fol- ~.'enllffnrner~t by 
(.he Alr Force. The Alr Force rr\aint.alns that relocallr~g AFEWES (as  well a s  Lhe Ejilir) AFB 
and Buffalo I'acllltles) will redr.~ce cost whtle preserving capabtlilles, vet we believe ;I rr~ore 
rraltsllu ~ ~ s ~ c ~ S I I I C I I ~ .  w v l ~ l i l  ilncllcate t h a t  I-clocatlng these hcilities will rcs l~ l t  i r j  l(;ss L C B ~  

capablli ty at illcreased cost. 

The Ail- Force recornrnerlddtions also violate the inlenl of Corieress, whlch for several years 
has lried to Improve DoD rna~agernenl ol' eleclrorllc combal test faclllties. The 1995 Defense 
Autllot L~atlon Act and 1995 Scnnic Appropriations Defcnsc sirbcornrrllltc:c ~'cport I-eslrlcl 
DoD from reallgnlng electronic cornbat test facilltles ~lnl l l  (he  Deferlsr Deparr men(  subrr~ils 
to Conpress an electrorlrc corribat master plan and A hardware-in-the-10011 claLa 111lklng 
rcport. Desplte the fact that neither of these Congresstonal reqi~iremerl(s have been 
sallsl'led. the Alr Force has opted to recommend the realignmetit of Irnpol-lanl elemrnls of 
tls clcctrontc combat test and  evnlunllon fi~clllltcs. 
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We believe lhe Air Force recommendatior?~ lo the Defense Base Closi~rt. ai?cl R ~ a l l g t 1 m ~ n t  
C:ornmlsslon a re  not irl lhr  best ifitel-esl of either our rrillitary forces or rhc8 U . S .  laxpayer. 
We 1lI'Re you lo rejecl Lhe Air Force AFEWES realignment proposal. 

Yours respectfi~lly, 

*?----- 
HIL GRAMM 

4 ggL4+d+ 
KAY LEY HUTCHISON 

Unlled States Senator ~n l t f l tn tes  p a l o r .  

PETE GEREN ~ f i  her of congress Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~,  JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEEL€ 

The Honorable Joe Barton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Barton: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Department of Defense's 
recommendation on the realignment of the Air Force's electronic combat test facilities. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welccbme your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be carefblly considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLIES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE S'TEELE 

The Honorable Pete Geren 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Represenwe Geren: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Department of Defense's 
recommendation on the realignment of the Air Force's electronic combat test facilities. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional infomation you have provided will be carefidly considered by the C~ommission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's militay hfbructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

J ~ n e 2 1 ,  1995 MG JOSUE ROBLE:~,  JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE Sl'EELE 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washmgton, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Department of Defense's 
recommendation on the realignment of the Air Force's electronic combat test :Mties.  I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcolme your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the Xormation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be caremy considered by the Gommission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dicull: and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Phil Gramm 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Phil: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Department of Defense's 
recommendation on the realignment of the Air Force's electronic combat test facilities. I 
appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcoime your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the inf;~rmation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure :you that the 
additional information you have provided will be carefidly considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's milimy inf?astructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you beliew: I may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 

INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY 
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DISTRICT OFFICES. 
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MICHAEL R. McNULTY 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

21ST DISTRICT, NEW YORK 
June 20, 1995 

Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We have an installation in upstate New York, the WatervILiet 
Arsenal, with the mission to provide cannon, howitzer and 
mortars for the Department of the Army. Watervliet is a 
unique facility which underwent a $350 million modernizsition 
during the Project Rearm program, and has excess capacity 
for defense needs in the event of national emergency. 

Our expectations for current and previous base closures is 
that the remaining installations should receive sufficient 
workload to maintain the required skill base to run them 
economically. 

The Watervliet Arsenal is already at dangerously low 
employment levels to respond to emergencies, and they are in 
the process of yet another reduction in force. 

This year, the Navy's plans to close the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, 
Kentucky, call for an estimated $100 million to relocate the 
work to Norfolk Naval Shipyard in Virginia. Part of that 
work is small cannon, which can be made at the Watervlie-t 
Arsenal. 

Recently it was brought to our attention that the Commission 
required the Navy to provide additional cost analysis of the 
transfer of work from Louisville to include the Watervliet 
Arsenal. The Arsenal provided a positive estimate on all. 
product lines required and showed substantial savings over 
the 88reportedu cost of moving this work moving to Norfolk. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 

-11 



Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
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We believe this offers a unique opportunity to begin the 
process of using interservice capacity at a substantial 
savings to the taxpayer, and we strongly urge the Commi.ssion 
to recommend the transfer of this work to Watervliet - -  
should you decide to close Louisville. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, IJSAF (RET) 

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gerald Solomon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Solomon: 

Thank you for letter concerning Watervliet Arsenal, New York. I appreciilte your strong 
interest in the firture of the Watervliet Arsenal and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the Sonnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the: information 
you have provided, concerning the Watervliet Arsenal's ability to accommodate aclditional 
workloads, is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of tlhe nation's 
military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dif5cult anti challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL C O R N E L I A  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLKS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Michael McNulty 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative McNulty: 

Thank you for letter concerning Watervliet Arsenal, New Yo*. I appre&ste your strong 
interest in the future of the Watervliet Arsenal and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infonnation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the: information 
you have provided, concerning the Watervliet Arsenal's ability to accommodate aclditional 
workloads, is being considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military Mastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult anti challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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JIM CHAPMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

Wae'bington, BC 20515-4301 
June 20, 1995 

COMMITTEE: 

APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 

VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT 
AGENCIES 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I want to take this moment before you and your fellow commissioners 
begin voting on the issues surrounding Army depots and Red River to summarize 
our arguments and to ask again for your support for Red River Army Depot 
(RRAD) and the Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texas (DDRT). I want 
first to thank you for taking the time to visit the Red River facility and our 
Red River family. 

The principal question about the Army depot structure is now: should the 
Army locate all of its ground vehicle depot-level maintenance at one site? 
The Red River community and I urge the commission, in the strongest possible 
terms, to reject the Army's misguided "all our eggs in one basket;'' proposal. 

Wartime victory and defeat are determined to a significant degree by who 
maintains and controls what territory. Armies maintain and control territory 
through the skillful use of mechanized armored fighting vehicles and 
transport. Any army that is deficient in fighting vehicles and transport is 
automatically placed in a war-fighting disadvantage. 

In locating all fighting vehicles at one site, the U.S. Arny makes a 
giant strategic error, the risk of which can be avoided with ease and economy. 
The first question the commission should answer when debating Army depots is: 
should there be one or two vehicle maintenance depots? We sincerely believe 
that the only justifiable answer is that two depots are vital to the military 
interests of the U.S. Army. 

Should the commission agree with the conclusion that maintaining one 
vehicle maintenance depot is a dangerous and unnecessary risk to our nation's 
military, the next decision for the commission will be to choose between Red 
River and Letterkenny. The resolution to this decision lies in military value 
and cost. The Army has settled both issues with singular certainty. The 
military value of Red River is more than twice that of Letterkenny. The 
revised COBRA supplied by the Army -- which we still dispute -- shows that 
there is greater savings in realigning Letterkenny than in completely closing 
Red River. 

Mindful that we still do not concede the accuracy of the Army's 
calculations, only yesterday the Department of Defense wrote the commission to 
deliver the opinion that the cost difference between the communit!y's proposal 
for keeping Red River open and the Army's proposal for closing it is $94 
million. Maintaining the cost difference to be much less, we earnestly 
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Page 2 
Chairman Dixon 

believe the cost to ensure the safety and lives of America's soldiers in the 
field is well worth the expense. 

Based on both military value and cost, the advantage of choosing Red 
River is significant. 

If the commission agrees that Red River should not be closed, we would 
urge that the commission revisit the substantiation of the Defense Logistics 
Agency's recommendation to close Defense Distribution Depot Red River. The 
principal substantiation provided by DLA was that the co-located Red River 
Army Depot was proposed to be closed. If Red River Army Depot is to be 
preserved, as we strongly urge, the DLA reason for closing DDRT evaporates. 

In addition, as you know from your visit to Red River, DDR'F's 
distribution area far exceeds the confines of RRAD. In fact, fully 80% of 
DDRT's customers are external to RRAD. Retaining the DDRT -- even as a stand 
alone depot -- will provide a more cost-effective solution to the problem of 
Defense Logistics Agency storage shortfall than would the retention of any 
other stand alone or co-located DLA depot in the central United States. 

Finally, I cannot close this letter without returning to the issue of 
the impact of closing Red River on the Bowie County area economy, Fully ten 
percent of all the civilian job loss contained in the Defense Department's 
recommendations are associated with the proposed Red River action. Projected 
unemployment in the Four State region would increase from 8 percent to 22 
percent. Projected unemployment costs would total $52.8 million. The human 
cost is a tragic figure I am unable to calculate. The closing of Red River 
would devastate the local economy, possibly for decades in the fc.ture. 

In conclusion, I want to thank you again for taking the time to visit 
the Red River Defense Complex and witness the best of the best for yourself. 
As the Representative from the First District of Texas and the spokesman for 
the Red River family, I appreciate your careful consideration of our case. 
Please let me know if I may provide additional assistance. 

With warm resards, I am 
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R 
A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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ALCORNLLLA ~ 
REBECCA COX @06*ss 1 
GCN J. B. DAVIS, USAf (RCT) 
S. LCC K U N G  
RADM BENJAMlhl f. MONTOY'A. USN ( R R )  

h e  24,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLEI. JR.. USA (RLT) 
WENOl LOUISE 3,TLELE 

The Honorable Jim Chapman 
United States House of Repmemtbes 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 

Thank you fbr your recent letters concuning Red River Army Depot (RRAD) and 
Dcfbnse DistriMon Depot Red River (DDRT). I appreciate your interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final d e h i o n s  on mditaq bases un&r 
cwsidcntionfaclosurcandrealignmentonJuDe23. I cmuamyout lv t tbe i r I fo~yar  
provided on RRAD and DDRT was cadidly considered by the Commission in making iO 
recomumdatiotlil to downsize the nation's military idhtructurc. 

I qp&e the time and co mmbeat you have devoted to this &cult ard 
P-. 
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2000 hrlary Sseet 
Roesch Taylor Center 
Sui te  417 
Pittsbwgh, PA 15203 

June 20,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
(thairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Sheet, Suite 1425 
Arhgton, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, I have assisted the Navy Meridian Team with their technical 
review of Navy training capabilities, capacities and requirements. I elected to 
assist the Team in this effort to ensure that Navy strike pilot production is 
not threatened in the fume. 

The Navy Meridian Team has shared with me internal Navy "Workmg 
Papkrs" which have been utilized by the Naval Air Training Co.mmand to 
calculate, and further update, the impacts to strike haining should a single 
site strike scenario be implemented, As the former Chief of Naval Air 
Training, I would like to comment regarding these important docunents. 

First, it is essential that the Commission understand the assumptions in 
these most recently projected capatity utilization figures. 

1- Assumption: No aircraft attrjtion 

F I a x  Zero amition i s  a p a l ,  but in the "real world" data has 
shown that a minimum attrition factor of 2% should be utilized. 
T-45'~ do not have a zero attrition rate. 

2. Assumption: lOO%instructormanning 

Flaw: With the manning situation the Navy does not fill all 
the imtructor billets. They have not in the past and can not 
afford to in the future. They consciously plan and execute 
manning levels around 85 to 90% to fit the budget. This will not 
change. Further, even with proper manning, there are not 
enough instructors qualified in all the required phases and 

_ _ - -  _ - _ _ _ _  . .... . _ _ . . _  . .. . - -- 
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Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
June 20,1995 
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available to schedule each day, every week, througlxout the year, 
to maintain the ops per hour at all fields on a con~inuous basis. 
The same can be stated for student flow. The  sturienb are not 
wailing in line for their next sortie in order to keep the landing 
pattern full all day, every day. 'Ihe instructors and students are 
not free assets. They must be schedul~d eEcimtly. 

3. Assumption: Carrier availability [every two months] 

Flaw: World events increasingly dictate that caniers will not 
be available to the demands of the Naval Air Training. The 
CNO, JCS and the CINCs know that carrier demand is, and will 
remain, high for both ZMRC and major contingency suppon. 
Further, even with a two month availability, ii: interrupts 
student flow for those who are waiting to "go to the boat." It also 
destroys the ops per hour requirement when many of the aircraft 
are gone from the home fields on the carrier detaclunent for a 
week or more. 

4. Assumption; 1.4 hour aircraft turnaround time 

Flaw: Present turnaround times exceed 3 hours. A 1.4 hour 
turnaround t ime  for aircraft is not sustainable day every 
day- In my opinion, even with T-45's. this ambitious 
assumption cannot be met. This, also, does not take into account 
the lengthened turnaround times resulting from vigorous OLF 
activity; this factor must considered. Aircraft are harder to 
support away from home field. 

5. Assumption: NAP Corpus Chnsti wdl have an ops per hour 
capacity of 80. 

Flaw N o  strike aircraft ate stationed at NAF Carpus Christi. It 
is a home field! It is a grave mistake to calculaite an OLF 
capacity as if it is a home field operation. It is not a second strike 
base. Also, the ops per hour does not allow for an initial 
(morning) buildup and (aftemoon/evening) drawdown of 
operations. The 80 ops per hour capacity projected for OLF NAF 
Corpus Christi cannot be achieved and in my opinion even the 
54 ops per hour NALF Orange Grove and at NAF C o r p i ~ ~  Chist i  
is not possible & day every day! 
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The most alarming items remain the conclusions. Under a best case scenario, 
NAS Kingsville will operate in a deficit in 2002 and 2003 (in 2000 and 2001 as 
well, if Meridian would close in 99 as originally recommended) and ai: an 
unacceptable 96% capacity into the future! The assets, in tern~s of aircraft, 
instructors, students and contract maintenance, do not (and w i l l  not) exist 
that will permit a tempo wluch sustains 96% to 100+ Sc of a fuLl uLI30/80/54 ops 
per hour every minute the fields are operating. You can not ;get there. A 
~u~t;l inahlg capability of approximately 80 - 85% of the field's ops per hour 
capacity is the best one can  do. 

S o d  training planning and sound military planning would never support 
such a scenario. All flexibility to meet needs or address "real world" 
operating constraints have been removed. 1 fumly believe endorsing such a 
recommendation will seriously jeopardize the Navy's ability to continue 
safely training the stn..ke aviators demanded in the foreseeable future. 

Sincerely yours, H 

WGam K. McGowen 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy ( k t )  &a&. 

TOTQL P. 04 
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* AIRCRAFT 
T-2 
A-4 
T-49 

* TQ5 l3Wy REMAIN8 12 PER 

* NO A I R ~ A V ( ~ T  ATTRITION 

* 4 6  YEAR WEATHER A V ~ R A C E  

I WoriKrNc; PAPERS 

YEAR 

I WORKING I?APIIIRS 

-------- -4 * CLOSED NALF GOLIAD NOT AVAIW\ELE L 

f 100 PERCENT XNSTRUCTOR MANNING 
- 

* AIRCWPT CARRIER A V A I U B L E  EVERY TWO MONTHS 

TA4 OPERATIONS END 
FY98 WITH 336/36 PTR 
FY99 WITH 360/36 WR 

JOINT TRAINING (NFO/WSQJ AND T44 MOVE TO NAS PENGd4COU 
DICTATEB EZ/C2 TRAlNlNC RPUCATL TO A STRIKE BASE BEGlNNINO 
IN FY97. 

* PEACETIME P U N N I N G  FACTORS - 237 TRAINING DAY8 PER YEAR - FIVE OPERATING DAYS PER WEEK - NO DETACHMENT3 . ,  

2 . 4  HOUR AIRCRAFT TURNAROUND TIME ( P I N I L  LANDING TO NEXT 
TAKEOFF) 

* AVERAGE DAYLIGHT HOURS A V A I U B L E  - 1 2 . 1  NAS X I N O B V I L U  - 11.6 NALP ORANGE GROVE, NAF CORPUS CHRISTI 

* AIRFIELD OPERATION6 PER HOUR 
NAG KINGBVILLE - 8 0  
NAP COILPUS CHRIST1 - 80 (EXTEND 13L AND 17) 
NALF ORANGE GROVE - 54 

* 11016 DAYLIGHT OPERITIOHS IN KIN.8VIILE COMPLEX NOT 
CONTRIBUTlNC TO PTR ( N A U ,  COA6T GUARD, M N  I(H-53, OU8TOM6) 

* OPERATIONS PER PTR 
T2 - 900 
T4fADV - 890 
TdSTS -1401 
E Z / C Z  - 875 

* NO CAPACITY RESTRICTIONS AT DmACHMENT 9ITE 



KINGSVILLE CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 
IF MERIDIAN CLOSES IN FY99 AND F Y O l  

Meridian olosea in FY99 

FTR FY98 FY99 FYOO F Y O 1  FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 
a t k / E 2 - C ~  . 

Meridian closes in F Y O ~  

Cagaaity i e  ciafined as: 

capacity requirement (or usage) i a  the total a i r f l e l d  operations 
rewired to complete the given PTR divided by the total a i r f i e l d  
capaoity of the complex (expressed as a percentage or avedlable  
oapaoity). 
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2000 Mary Street 
Roesch Taylor Center 
Suite 417 
Pittsburgh, PA 15203 

June 20,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you know, I have assisted the Navy Meridian Team with their technical 
review of Navy training capabilities, capacities and requirements. I[ elected to 
assist the Team in this effort to ensure that Navy strike pilot production is 
not threatened in the future. 

The Navy Meridian Team has shared with me internal Navy "Working 
Papers" which have been utilized by the Naval Air Training Command to 
calculate, and further update, the impacts to strike training should a single 
site strike scenario be implemented. As the former Chief of :Naval Air 
Training, I would like to comment regarding these important docu~nents. 

First, it is essential that the Commission understand the assumptions in 
these most recently projected capacity utilization figures. 

1. Assumption: No aircraft attrition 

Flaw: Zero attrition is a goal, but in the "real world" data has 
shown that a minimum attrition factor of 2% should be utilized. 
T-45's do not have a zero attrition rate. 

2. Assumption: 100% instructor manning 

Flaw: With the manning situation the Navy does :not fill all 
the instructor billets. They have not in the past antl can not 
afford to in the future. They consciously plan anti execute 
manning levels around 85 to 90% to fit the budget. This will not 
change. Further, even with proper manning, there are not 
enough instructors qualified in all the required phases and 
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available to schedule each day, every week, throughout the year, 
to maintain the ops per hour at all fields on a continilous basis. 
The same can be stated for student flow. The students are not 
waiting in line for their next sortie in order to keep the landing 
pattern full all day, every day. The instructors and students are 
not free assets. They must be scheduled efficiently. 

3. Assumption: Carrier availability [every two months] 

Flaw: World events increasingly dictate that carriers will not 
be available to the demands of the Naval Air Training. The 
CNO, JCS and the CINCs know that carrier demand is, and will 
remain, high for both 2MRC and major contingency support. 
Further, even with a two month availability, it interrupts 
student flow for those who are waiting to "go to the boat." It also 
destroys the ops per hour requirement when many of the aircraft 
are gone from the home fields on the carrier detachrnent for a 
week or more. 

4. Assumption: 1.4 hour aircraft turnaround time 

Flaw: Present turnaround times exceed 3 hours. A 1.4 hour 
turnaround time for all aircraft is not sustainable &l day every 
day. In my opinion, even with T-45's, this ambitious 
assumption cannot be met. This, also, does not take into account 
the lengthened turnaround times resulting from vigorous OLF 
activity; this factor must be considered. Aircraft are harder to 
support away from home field. 

5. Assumption: NAF Corpus Christi will have an ops per hour 
capacity of 80. 

Flaw: No strike aircraft are stationed at NAF Corpus Christi. It 
is not a home field! It is a grave mistake to calculate an OLF 
capacity as if it :is a home field operation. It is not a second strike 
base. Also, the ops per hour does not allow for 'an initial 
(morning) buildup and (afternoon/evening) drawdown of 
operations. The 80 ops per hour capacity projected for (3LF NAF 
Corpus Christi cannot be achieved and in my opinion even the 
54 ops per hour NALF Orange Grove and at NAF Corpus Christi 
is not possible all day every day! 
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The most alarming items remain the conclusions. Under a best case scenario, 
NAS Kingsville will operate in a deficit in 2002 and 2003 (in 2000 a.nd 2001 as 
well, if Meridian would close in FY 99 as originally recommended) and at an 
unacceptable 96% capacity into the future! The assets, in terms of aircraft, 
instructors, students and contract maintenance, do not (and will not) exist 
that will permit a tempo which sustains 96% to 100+ % of a full 80,/80/54 ops 
per hour every minute the fields are operating. You can not get there. A 
~ustainable capability of approximately 80 - 85% of the field's ops per hour 
capacity is the best one can do. 

Sound training planning and sound military planning would never support 
such a scenario. All flexibility to meet needs or address "real world" 
operating constraints have been removed. I firmly believe endors.ing such a 
recommendation will seriously jeopardize the Navy's ability to continue 
safely training the strike aviators demanded in the foreseeable future. 

Sincerely yours, M • 

A' 

William R. McGowen . - 
Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Ret) 

'$Kkabl~er 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

June 28, 1995 

RADM William R. McGowen, USN (Ret) 
2000 Mary Street 
Roesch Taylor Center 
Suite 4 17 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1 5203 

Dear Admiral McGowen: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning Naval Air Station WAS) Meridian, 
Mississippi. I appreciate your interest in the base closure process and welcome your comments. 

As you know, the Commission completed its final deliberations on military bases under 
consideration for closure and realignment on June 23. I can assure you that the information you 
provided on NAS Meridian was carefully considered by the Commission in making its 
recommendations to downsize the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. 

Sincerely, 
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K E N T  CONRAD 
NORTH DAKOTA 
202-224-2043 

COMMITTEES 

AGRICULTURE. NUTRITION. 
AND FORESTRY 

FINANCE 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3403 

June 20, 1995 

BUDGET 

SELECT COMMIlTEE 
ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1425 Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you prepare to make your final decisions on 1995 base closures and realignments, we want 
to offer a few final words on behalf of Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

You have heard from some of our top military officials and unified commanders about the 
importance of Grand Forks as a core tanker base. Most recently, Admiral William Owens, 
Vice-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight 
Council, sent you a letter expressing his strong support for retaining the tanker mission at Grand 
Forks. Admiral Owens points out that "its loss would be significant for our military 
operations. " 

The position of our top military leaders is clear: the military value of Grand Forks outweighs 
any cost savings considerations from a complete closure. We hope these operational concerns 
will weigh heavily in your decision. 

We admire the open-minded approach you have taken to the difficult issues before the 
Commission. On behalf of the people of North Dakota, we thank you again for all of your hard 
work and service. 

KENT CONRAD 
Member of U.S. Senate 



VICE C k A I R H A N  O r  THE J O I N T  C H I E F S  OF STAFF 

WASHIHOTON.  0. C. 10318  -0001 

Y 
15 June 1995 

Dear C- Dixoq 

As the Chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (the 
Goldwater-Nichols originated, highest level military organization for 
requirements development), I am wtiting to express my strongest support 
for the recommendation by the Department of Defense to retain a core air 
refueling wing at Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota. 

DODBe recommendation is based on a thorough analysis of 
operational d firrcal considerations and is strongly supported by the Air 
Force and U. S, Strategic Command. 

Grand Forks AFB is ideally louued and equipped to provide air 
refieling support for both strategic and worldwide contingency operatiom. 
The refbeling wing at Grand Forks is critical for our strategic deterrent 
capability, and enables our nation to provide timely response to challenges 
across the conflict spectrum in the most cost-effective way possible. . 

I ask that you 'give carer3 consideration to the benefits of retaining 
the wing at Grand Forks as the Commission develops its rewmmendations. 
Its 108s would be significant for our military operations. 

I-- 

W. A OWENS 
Admiral, U.S. N a y  

The Honaiable Alan J. Dixon 
C w  befalac Base Closure 

' and R-t Commission 
1700 N. Moore S< Suite 1425 

' Arlington, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 2 1, 1995 

The Honorable Byron Dorgan 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

COMMISSIONERSi: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLI:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Senator Dorgan: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Grand Forks AFB. I appreciate your 
strong interest in the fbture of Grand Forks AFB and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is committed to evaluating the military bases 
under consideration for possible closure and realignment in a fair and objective mmer. I can 
assure you that the information you have provided to the Commission will be carehlly considered 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diflicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of seirvice. 

Sincerely, 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS. 1JSAF (RET)  . . 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Earl Pomeroy 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Pomeroy: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Grand Forks AFB. I appreciate your 
strong interest in the fbture of Grand Forks AFB and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is committed to evaluating the military bases 
under consideration in a fair and objective manner. I can assure you that the information you have 
provided to the Commission is being caretidly considered as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this diicult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. IJSAF (RET)  . - -  , 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLE:S, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Kent Conrad 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Kent: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Grand Forks AFB. I appreciate your 
strong interest in the future of Grand Forks AFB and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is committed to evaluating the military bases 
under consideration in a fair and objective manner. I am assure you that the Sonmation you have 
provided to the Commission is being caremy considered as we conclude our review of the 
nation's militsry intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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wllitted $3tstur senate 
WASHINQTON, DC 206 10 

June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to our tes t imorly last. week, WP are  writing to 
reirerate our strong support for Secretary William Perry's 
recommendations to the BRAC concerning naval facilities in Rhode 
I s la r ld  . 

First, we vigorously support his recommendation to relocate to 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center (NUWC) headquarters in Newport both 
the NUWC Detachment in New London, C T . ,  and the Naval Research 
Laboratory Underwater Sound Reference Detachment in Orlando. FL. 

Second, we a l s o  strongly support Secre ta ry  Perry's 
recommendation to r e loca ta  training f u n c t i o n s  f r o m  the: Naval 
Technical Training C e n t e r  ( W C )  in Meridian, MS., to Naval 
Education and Training Center (NETC) in Newport. 

The BRAC-9.5 recommendations are co~isi  stent with the Navyf s 
stated desire to geographically consolidate f u l l  spectrum 
laboratories and training facilities in a manner that 
simultaneously increases military value, decreases infrastructure 
and reduces o p e r a t i n g  costs. 

NUWC Newport enjoys a deserved reputation as a unique national 
asset. As you know, the Navy Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT)  
ranked the Newport site of NUWC number 3 out of 64 of a l l  Navy 
Technical Centers in terms of military value. This significant 
military value 1 s  a direct result of a world class workforce, 
unmatched network of technical facilities, and unique geographic 
assets. 

Combining the New London and Orlando technical programs and 
resources with thooe st Ncwport  is a l s o  cost effective. The 
cost-benefit analysis conducted by the Navy BSAT identifies the 
low one-time costs, quick return on investment and high net 
present value Chat make the RRAC-95 proposals an attractive 
national investment. Moreover, ma~lagemenc at NUWC Newport h a s  
shown themselves to be excellent stewards of the taxpayers' 
money, and are currently p r o j e c t e d  to cornplete impleme-ntation of 
the BRAC- 91 New London realignment at almost: $8 mi 1lio:n under 
original Navy cost estimates. 
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Regarding the continued prominence of naval education, NETC 
N e w p o r t  is widely recognizes as a crown jewel or excelLlence I n  
Naval education, training and indoctrination. Thus, we strongly 
support Secretary Perry's recommendation to relocate certain 
academic and training functions from NTTC Meridian to NETC 
Newport. We believe that consolidation of the administration 
echools into NETC would strengthen t h e  individual program0 while 
also effectively streamlining redundant or underutilized 
facilities. 

While we realize that your main concern is the fate of the 
Naval Air Station, we, in concurrence with the position strongly 
advocated by the Navy, continue to strongly urge you to relocate 
the various NYTC functions to NETC Newport. Regardless of the 
status of the NAS, retaining existing NTTC functinnn orn111r-l 
require costly maintenance of nutnerous support facilities. These 
facilities include a medical and dental clinic, a cour~ter-drug 
training academy, bachelor quarters, a gallery, an exc:hanye, an 
enlisted club, and an MWR complex. The analysis conducted by 
supporters of Meridian further proposes that the aforementioned 
support complex would also require its own security force 
apparatus, an additional 150 enlisted and civilian employees. 

By contrast, NETC has the capacity to absorb the 52:2 billets 
that would be relocated from NTTC Meridian. Indeed, NETC could 
absorb more functions and B C ~ O O ~ E .  Given the ceriouc budget 
constraints at the Pentagon as well as government-wide, it would 
make eminent sense to relocate the recommended functic~ns from 
NTTC Meridian as well as other ScJlools to Newport, es~leclally 
given the current excena capacity and superb infrastru.cture. 

Operationally as well as financially, relocating ediucation 
functions to NETC Newport would further enhance the qu-ality of 
the programs whi 1.e siml.~ltaneously reducing the a t t e n d a . n t  overhead 
costs. N e w p o r t  provides the Navy multi-faceted benefits as well 
as an environment boasting a long and proud tradition of 
learning. Community resources in t h e  form of affordak~le housing, 
social services, schools, and a business cormunity steeped in the 
tradition of the Navy family are all in place and prepared to 
welcome the personnel from NTTC Meridian, NUWC New London and NRL 
Orlando. 

We urge your continued support in these matters and, hope that 
you will not hesitate LO contact us should you or your staff have 
any questions. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, C:HAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERII: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBL.ES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John H. Chafee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear John: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Secretary of Defense's recommendation 
to relocate a number of naval facilities to Newport, Rhode Island. I appreciate your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments;. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of srmice. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERSI: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLILS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Claiborne Pel1 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Claiborne: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Secretary of Defense's r~ecommendation 
to relocate a number of naval facilities to Newport, Rhode Island. I appreciate your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your commentzl. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this dif£icult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COklMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F!,.- ,- - ;2  , :.>: :? ik:? ZL~IY:-.-T 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 Vlh .;:.I :t.- T' %-..a 743&-2&fi,Q / 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!S: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBIES,  JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Patrick J. Kennedy 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Kennedy: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Secretary of Defense's rlecommendation 
to relocate a number of naval facilities to Newport, Rhode Island. I appreciate your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infomation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult arrd challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of sexvice. 

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!S: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF fRET) . - .  

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jack Reed 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Reed: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for Secretary of Defense's recommendation 
to relocate a number of naval facilities to Newport, Rhode Island. I appreciate your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comment:;. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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Memo 
7 

To: Mr. Ben Barden qm~0-6;LDL-6 0 

From: Christopher M. Lehrnan 

Date: June 20,1995 

Subject: Undergraduate Pilot Training Requirements Questlonu 

The Air Force appears incapable of admitting that they might have made a mistake in 
estimating their requirement versus capacity even though the Chief of Staff 
demonstrated his own anxiety with respect to the capacity question during his 
testimony to the BRAC Cornmiasion on June 14, 1996 at the DoD hear in^^. 
The Chief of Staff has stated that he can only support the base closure 
recommendation for the period of the FYDEP (see note #1 below), He bases his 
support of the recommendation on assumptions that even he admits are questionable. 
He voiced his concern about the years beyond the FYDEP and said that requirements 
for the Guard and Reserve will increase in those outyears and in fact have Increased 
already during the FYDEP (see note #2 below). 

The following are questions I would recommend for Commissioner Davis to aek of the 
Air Force to determine the actual amount of increases planned or projeded for 
Undergraduate Pilot Training: 

1. In the Chief of Staffs testimony to the BRAC Commission during the June 14, 1985 
DoD Hearing, he alluded to an increase in Air National Guard and Alr Force 
Reserve requirements during the FYDEP (see note #2). Has the Air !Form 
increased or asked for an increase in the pilot training requirement far any years 
during the FYDEP? If they have whet Is the actual amount of those Increases by 
year? If so, what was the origin of those increases? 

2. The Chief of staff also referred to an impending increase in the Air National Guard's 
and Air Force Reserve's undergraduate pilot training requirement in the years 
beyond the FYDEP, specifically the year 2003 and beyond (see samo reference as 
above). What specifically is the Air Force projecting as that requlrerr~ent? la it true 
that the Air Form is projecting an Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve 
requirement of 300 per yea77 

Note 1: General Fogleman quote from the transcript of the June 14th DoD hearing pg. 
122: "Well, again, I tried to very carefully craft my words there, that I think, wlthln the 
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FYDEP, we will probably have the capacity, but It's based upon some 
assumptions about doing business differently than we do today." 

Note 2: General Fogleman quote from the transcript of the June 14th DoD hearing pg. 
123: " One of the very concrete things, though, that does glve me concern, and It 
falls slightly outside the FYDEP, Is the fact that, in order to sustain our Alr National 
Guard and our Air Force Reserve units, today roughly 50 percent of all of our avlators 
that leave actlve duty sign up with the Air National Guard and the Alr Form Reserve; 
so that keeps their requirement for initial pilot training lower. They are starting to see 
some drop-off in those numbers and have, in fact within the FYDEP, corr~e In and asked 
for additional pilot training slots. We have been able to accommodate those within the 
FYDEP. But, in the year 2003 and beyond, because we have been produclng eo 
few pilots In the early IQgOs, if the Alr Reserve and the Guard were rtble to 
capture 100 percent of all pilots leavlng active duty, they would not be able to flll 
thelr cockpits, and they will have to come for more pilot training." 
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LARRY COMBE5T 
qrm mm.n*r+ - 

Thm Honorabla Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
PmFurre Baao Clarura and Raaligmant Camirrion 
1700 N. Moore 8traat 
Ell l i t .  l42b 
Axlington, Virginia 22399 

Dear Mr. Qhrirmrrnr 

I would like Co thank you for your bmdioatian and arsrviar on tha 
Ban. ClbeWr and Realigmant c o ~ i r n l o n ,  This will btr ray final 
premantrtion t o  you rmgarding m mCrong oppomition to the 

Bar.. 
K Saurmtary of betan~.~m roocmnrn ation to cloar  Roea. Air Foraa 

I a m  aonpletmly oonvinued thpt thr A i r  Force in g ~ S n g  to nssd 
every single Undmrgraduate Pilot Training (UPT) b&m+ fo 
admquately m a t  its training requiruamnt in the l?utumb. While 
Bearmtary Widntill hma aontinued h+r pornition that ,  i n  the short 
term, adequate ~ a g a ~ i t y  in available In the UPT aata or , thera 
 IS no mirtaking the Air Forao'm reaant rrtreat rxom 1 ha 1 r ability 
.to maat thaix training rmpuiremcants in thr ymara beyond 2002, i f  
~easm i a  alarad. 

A i r  Forae Chiaf of Staff Foglmmn almarly admitted on Juna 14th, 
that if R e a U a  1. olor+d, thr axaers oapaaity would be a6 limitad 
that,  if rny of thm ammuapkionr ara inclorreot, tho Ai: r  Forum will 
not have t h m  nmaas~rrty O@ malty. Than. ammumptione a:ra baaed oh P pilot rmtantion ratmm, pr vat. aeutor ~frlino hiring, aom lato 
int+grrtlon af jo in t  training and Air Poror Rammrva and A ! r 
~ationak Ouard pilot raquiranantr. My unddratanding %a that UIQ 
A i r  ~oroe'a awrumpkionr are dramatiaally undrrrtated in a m  yaass 
beyond i iooa,  Thir will rrsult in a s i g n i f h a n t  nemd for 
inar+armd UPT aapwity  rt thm vmry tima we are dawnmising our UPT 
aapabilitiem. 

Finally, kha rarl travbrty ir that i f  wm aloes an Air Farcm UPT 
bar@ md foraa thr othmr VPT barrr to operrtm at or naar khair 
maximum oapaoiti*#, w 8  will armat* a work anvironmant that i m  
hatrrdoum to flying rafmty, rnd one tha t  will drivm godl 
inatmotor pilot8 out of the Air l?orU&. I undormtand t h a t  a 
rimilar rituation oaourrad in the l a t e  1960m and aarly l07Or. 
T h m  work mnviranmwnC at UPT barrr aould be a prima rsaesn fog a , 
deorsr6m i n  tha p i l o t  rmtention rat& and thrrmby fnutaaar tha 
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Tho Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman ' 

Juna 2 0 ,  1995 
Pagm 2 

nard t o  train rrdditionlrl pilots, thus mxaaerbating t h t r  tanuoua 
VPT aapaaity rituation. 

Again thank you for your aomitrnmnt, hnd f hope the a1:taehed 
whit* gaper whioh go+# i n t o  $urth+r d+tai2 will bm of armirkanoe. 

Larry ~0P.t 
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Tha Cnae f o r  ~verfurning 
thr, 

Bmaretary of Dmfonbs Raoomandation 
Regarding 

Roeam lrir Faraa Bar. ' 

It ir raaogni~od that  tha Barr Clorurm and Raaligmant: CommFalilian 
( m e )  prooora warn aatablimbmd Sor the purpose of alom~inv 
unnmoded military baror. Howmvmr, tha BRAQ proarm wa~a all0 
astabliahed t o  ina~r* fairnera and bo oonaidrr uhaller~gem to a m  
analymio vhiah w#o urmd by tha Dopartmant of Dafanmm (DoD) in 
arriving at bar* aloruxa rmsnunandationm. In taut, part of t h m  
BRIIC Coauaimaion'm ailrai~n i s  f o  enrura that needed baarer are not 
alorad du* to fau l ty  analyrir. 

THE ChlE FQR REEBIE AIR FORCE BABE (ABB)r  

1. The wholo pramima for aleuing one A i r  b'orao Unders(raduata 
Pilot Training (VPT) ba.1 ham bran guartionmd by #a@ Qhi+f ~t 
Staff of tho  A i r  Farom. I n  tmatimony bafor. BRAC en ;runs 14W, 
Omneral Foglrma~n r a i d  t h a t  ha ooulcl only rupport the 
rooommmndation to 8108. Rmmmm AFB i f  @ numbar of assuaiptionm wore 
matla. Amonq than war+# 

(a) tho Joint pilot training initirtlvon, inoluding tha 
SPAT8 progrm, r t a  ad on trrak toward full aaaturity 1 (b) the Air Forom oont nu.d to have pilot bonu~nr and pilot 
ro ten t ion  d i d  not dwlina; 

(a) them would b. no groat inarmama in nirlLnm pilot 
hiring I 

(4) thrrr would ba no great inorahaa in pilot t ra in in  

F o r m  RmrmWvQ. 
P rquirunsntm for the Air National Cunrd and thh A r 

Qmneral Poglmman thmn tmmtifimd that ha war.cion~orn+U that at tar  
?oOa there would ba a rrignifiaant inarrarr in thc, p i l o t  training 
rmquirmmrnt due to thm nrrectrr of t h e  Uusrd and tha Rormrvr. 

EaUh of #mar acaumptionm ir quamtionablm md the aanlmgtionr on 
ratention and on rirlinm hiring arm airnply inaorrrat (me* 
F h P A / F M  projmotionr a t  Tab 1). Also, thr A i r  Nation111 Guard and 
thr A i r  Foraa Rsaervr raquiromant is projeutad t o  ina~raaaa by 300 
par ymrr i n  khm ymnr 2003,  whioh i 8  tha equivalent of threr- 
tourthr o t  an Air Forao UPT baaa'm oapaoity. 



In m u ,  aoneral Fogluaan i@ oonurrn+b that i f  Reere APB is 
alor.4, t h+m will not bo ruftioient pilot trainin atrpaoit in 
the outyear.. Hm is conatrainw3, . houav.~., by the !.olsr.d Em 
olio of oeeking th+ clomure of R O I ~  AFB; and hi8 o m  rarviaafs 

fnmim%.no& that  thay ara lmpally bound to only look a\!* I&. far am 
their own Biv8 Y I a r  Dmfansa Plan (FYDEP) and not make prbjratibna 
beyond that tfmo pariod. 

2. mr affiaial ~ ' i r  Foroe porition is that if B ~ C  dhOoasa to 
koap RI~SP ATE opon, thrn no A i r  Forum UPT bamu uhoultt ba alosad. 
Thir baonatrrtrm alearly the unoertainty the Air Form has with 
rampoat to pilot training aapaaity. 

3 ,  It has barn proven, bayond quartion, that thm DaI)/Air Forao 
rnrlyrim rmgardfng Remmm AFB was flrwad and inaoourate; 

o zt aontainmd rubntantial orrorm of f w t r  

a rhartehangrd Ra8ro AFB airmpnao 
o mhortohnngad Rmarm AFB training 

a Thm analytioal modol uantainmd mathrmatiaal and formula 
nrr~rm. I 

o Tha mod01 nvoragod A i r  Porom and Navy funat:lanal U Q O ~ Q O  
tor v a r i ~ u o  miaaione inbloorimlnatoly inatcrad of 
~xamining A i r  Foram bamam for A i r  Forom rnilrr~iona only. 

o Th# modal aontainrd num8rou8 analytiaal srrarr ( i . a , ,  
inapproprinte wmighting of taatora, attrition planning 
faotorr hoavily wrlghtrd varmur autual at tr . l t ion[  and 
tho r~aonmidaration of Ipramurrrs of marit 4~Z:reeby 
oonaidler~d i n  critrria I1 t h r ~ ~ g h - V I f I ) ~  

4 .  A fair analyair r a t r 8  Romwm AFB abov. other A i r  :Foram UPT 
bammm r 

o 1994 ~ R A C  Itrff Axr~aymir ratad R e e s ~  AFB #a (Lau 
139, Reeer 126, Columbu~ la4, Vanam 122 and Will 
90) 

o i99B BRA0 Itmff Aarlyaim (attar fomu2a orror 
aarrootad) rated Reele AFB #3 (UughlIn 7 ,  , CelqnQuu 
6 6 Rmanm 6.3, Vanom 6.2 and Randolph 4 i'd f fl ' & '  

1 .  
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s. Tho DoD/Air Farar analytioal mods1 ignored or'mxaludd 
important faotorr~ 

o Lubbook fnternationsl ~irpoxt sxolubad from anal a i r  
avmn though 4 4  prraant of ax1 oporationr arm mil I tary. 
Rsmre reomivsd no crrmdit tor thir invalunbltr auxiliary 
f $.Id. 

o ~nrlytioal n d + l  atad wduaational ogportunitlmm in 
L u ~ w k ,  i mrgr univsruit with m m ~ ~ : r  
wla8rgraduatrr privmta oolleqo o lama than f .00 
atudantr , 

r 
Q Anrlytiaal model +quatad hourinu whioh meett~ ourrant 

Air Forar Wholm-Houmm 8tandard with housing 100 paraant 
of w h i ~ h  dorm not m r @ t  tha mtandard ( i m p . ,  <:olurabus and 
Vanar). All thrra baaam roamiv~d a u ~ t i m f ~ 3 t o r y  
rating. 

Thr quertian BRAC muat: anrwmr im, ah~uld the Coramirmion ratify a 
rmowmandation whioh is based on flawrd Uata and flawsd analy~ia 
in rn rrma whore thaxa i r  olrarly unasrtsinty with.ths Air Foroe 
rr t o  Whrthmr t h w a  ir  axommm aapaoity or not. 

Th+ A i x  Forar aggqarr inaapabla of sdmitting that they might havrr 
8ada a mimtska, avmn though the Chief of Staff clomonr1:ratcrd h i n  
own anxiaty with uarpoat to tho aagaafty qummtion. 

Therm ir  olorrly evibmnar t o  rrvorra the Sroretbry of Dmfenrcr'm 
rmoomularndation t o  olore Ramma AFB. mr D o P / A ~  F Q ~ O +  oasr 
prssmtod to BRAC war Ilawrd and rmprclrmtu a mlpnific~mnt 
deviation from tha DaD1r awn rmquiraraent to artom nn rppralual 
of r braatr worth to tha marvicar and tha nat an b avlalumtin E maah o f  might oritsria fairly md honmmtly. P i l o  training 1 m an 
arm ria important t o  military raadinaus that BRna mhould rajret  
t h m  reoomendation t o  aloma RaO8. AFB. 

!thm Chiof of Staff ham qtatsd that ha oan only support the 
rma.ommndation on amoutnptionr that @van he would admit are 
puamtionab Ha than voloaa him aonaarn about the yaarr bmyoncl 
t h m  FYDEP ta find go.. on to .,,@in that re,irsaantt, for Ulr 
Guard 4nd thm Remarv+ w i l l  inormame in thela oyjyMLs@.'mnd, i n  
faat, haV+ inormared alrmady d w i n g  the FYDEP . 



AU a Congrmmmman and a. a a i t iamn oonoarned about our nrtionml 
mmourity, I WQ+ YOU, am BRAC Commimmion, to'rojrat PA. 
rooommurdation t o  alorr Itarm* Mrbb 

(1) Oraoral Pevl#rn p t r  9-1 thm tnomaripb of hhm Junr l 4 b b  bcrp heaelag, 
prga 1PZr "Wmll, agriu, I br4.4 to vocf aa te iu t l j  o t r f t  ry mrd,r thmr*, tr4.t 
t bhlak, rithh t h l  VIDE?, we wlAL pmbrbly h a v m  thm orpraiCy, blut F t t r  brrr.d 
u p n  mom8 rsmulptiomr aborr  a o b p  bumimmam ai$fmuenhly t u n  we dla today." 

( 3 )  0awr.l - luau  quota #r# ah. CranrarLph ef bhm rtm*'llt.b DaD bear-, 
pap I l S r  "Omm a t  bhm v r r y  aonarelLe hbingm, thouph, b&aC do+# re 
a a n a m r a ,  rod Lh f & l l r  rlightly outrlda tbe ?YD8?, A m  tho fagt  that, in ordox 
te rmmtaia owl Ai* mt;ioart Ouacd Bur A i r  F o r o m  I k m m m m  unFCa, hodry 
roughly I b  pararnt af a l l  our avLabarr blrrb Zaav) a a f i v o  dutf 14,ga ~g witb tba 
A i r  U ~ * i e n a L  Wrd anU bh& M r  lorroe Raborvm# re t h a t  kompr thri.. rrquiramamt 
tar hiC111 p i l o t  trriaiaq lowerc Tbry arm rt8rting t o  8.0 r w ,  drop-afi ir, 
t b r a  nurbarr bad h ~ v r ,  la faa t  witbin tha IYDP1, oara i n  a06 O Z W ~  for 
mdditbioml piLob berLlri8tg r lobr.  WB b r a  barn a b l m  t o  aaaolrobrta tbarm 
w & t h A a  tho  m. Dut ,  i n  tbm p a r  2001 rad bmyend, baarurm wo bCvm Ismen 
p d ~ o i m g  80 tow pilshm i a  cam abrly lPDOr, LC the ALr  ~ w + t r e  rmd %ha ouhd 
mm .ble fia aapbux+ 100 prramat of &I1 pilotr laavlag aOttr8 lrrty, would 
neb ba abl+ be g i l l  theFr d.~kpi%#r aid tbay w&L1 hrom t o  earcltrlor - .. -# pLlot 
t+ainbq.  
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Page Two 

Furthermore, I fear that the Pentagon1 s recommendal ~ W I - I  to l 'cLoaen 
Fort Chaffee may lock the Army into keeping only a small enclave 
at that bace, regardless nf what the Army may want. I have been 
told t h a t  a number of Army lawyers contend that the presenL 
wording of the recommendation might legally preclude establishing 
an enclave at ForL Chaffce that can s a t i ~ f y  reserve cnmponent 
requirements. 

The following recommendation best describes what t h e  Army wants 
to do with Fort Chaffee: 

"Rea l i gn ,  w i t h  a r e s e r v e  component enclave that has mlnimurn 
e s s e n ~ i a l  facilities, a s  well as maneuver area,  artillery 
ranges and  bomblng/scrafiny ranucs capable of Ylrppor t ing  
Inactive Duty Training (IDT) , A n n u a l  Training (AT) , and 
brigade-level maneuver training.' 

Let me stress that I am not asking the Commission to support 
anything more than the Secretary and Chief of S t a f f  of t h e  Army 
have already indicated they intend to keep at Fort C h a t f e e .  MY 
only difference i s  in whether the action taken will be a closure 
or a realignment. I hope you will agree t h a t  it w n u l d  be more 
accurate and more prudent to call it a "realignment." 

Thank you for your interest and support 

sincerely, 

.. 
' DB : bpm 

/ 
- 

Dale Bumpers 



Docusliei~t S eparator 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

INSTALLATIONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT 
11 0 ARMY PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON DC 20310-01 10 

J u n e  2 0 ,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Secretary and Chief of Staff remain confident of their decision and endorse 
the assessment and recommendation made by the Training and Doctri~ie Command -- 
the Army's trainer -- regarding the recommendation to close Fort McClellan, Alabama. 

Despite remarks made by the Assistant Commandant of the Chemical School in 
the Associated Press, the environmental permits to conduct training at Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri, meet the Army's training requirement while exercising good 
environmental stewardship. Although different than what is currently allowed at Fort 
McClellan, Alabama, these differences will not impact readiness at the unit level and 
will not jeopardize our Army's chemical warfighting capability. 

The Army has a successful track record in relocating schools without degradation 
to training, such as the Intelligence School and the Soldier Support Center, and will 
continue to be able to perform this important training after it moves to Fort Leonard 
Wood without any loss in capability. 

We have the permits we need to transfer the training missions to Fort Leonard 
Wood. Closing Fort McClellan makes training sense, achieves substantial savings, 
and is the right choice for DOD and the Nation. 

Sincerely, 

~ssist-ant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 

Attachments 

*PLC C O W I Z S ~ O N F ~ S  
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JUN-20-1995 17:42 FROM TRRDOC BRQCO 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
US A l W  (XEMICAl. SCHOOC 

FORT -W. 

MEMORANDUM FOR Chief of Staft: Training and Dacbine Command,  far^ Moruoe. VA 
2365 1-5000 

SUBJECT; Sxuake TmhhgatFoxtLeonard Wood, hdissouri 

1. %-WtbecommemoconEainedinthelectauConvrrisPianaDixorS 
fion, Bn'gadk Genemi S h e ,  Dimstar a f h b a g w  O f f i  of the Chief of S a a f t h c  Army, 
dated I2 Junc 1995, concenningamokekaining, Tbearvironrneenal cnnsmints as vveaanntzy 
udestad them do nclt d b w  tha Chemical School to train rn it does at Fon McClellan. 
h w e v ~ r ,  ttd~ rbaJd Rot pr* the Chemical S b l  f)unn urornpiixLia~~ ic'r vznak~ 
micsioh TO this d we will put fiaah efEm to maintain the w e  Bigh standad. that have 
a h y s b w a ~ a i t h o u r t r & t i ~  

2. TheU.S. Army Chemical School, in eajmctioa with TRADOC, co&es b miew rhe 
a n o k e r r a i n ' m g ~ t t E d M c C b .  w e w i u ~ t o ~ i t s o v e r a l l s f f b c d v e n ~  

a m d f k h s  which would -dew apedam within acce*1e guidelines. W e  a m  
~ t p ~ ~ ~ I d i e r a t r a i n e d o o s m a k e w u r s e r ~ t a s L s ~ t ~ C h e r n i d S c h o o 1  
achi~yc thc~~qldred d h y ~ ~ ~ ~ @ u z u d  W t y  qdXdona  

3- -anriromnentdconcenudre&ulatio~~narioawidanrecmlsin~the~rn~toreek 
sltcrnaOivc tmining roetboddogics in order to protect the mvhnment. The Chaxic.1 School i s  

P l r e a d y ~ ~ I b c ~ o f c o ~ r p ~ r e r ~ ~ ~ t o ~ f h e s m o k e ~ l a ~  
~ ~ ~ u d ~ c o ~ ~ , ~ r r b r i o g t h e ~ u i r ~ f w f i d d  
trahhg. PIognms ufhdnmti~ nre &y revicwedand-u~dilidfbr rd- and ch;mgmg 
c~ndirions to o m r c t d  ~IZ provided with trakred soldiccs. The Chsn'rcal School prmides 
ipdiVidUpl wir, an-d 

environment MudXarjcms to CbunicaI SGhool mink-qg 
Pdd n d  impact uPit&llus. 

Brigadier Gtmd, USA 
'Conmanduq U.S. Ang Chmxiid Schcd 



! 
JUN-28-1995 17:42 FROM TRQDOC BRKO 

ATCS-OR JATZN-SP/20 Sun 9 5 )  (5-10c) 1st End Ms. Co;le/dc/DSN 
680-4370 
SUBJECT: Smoke Training at Fort Leonard Wood, ~issour:i 

Comander, U. S .  Army  raining and Doctrine Command, Fo;ct Monroe, 
VA 23651-5000 2 0  JUN fogs 

THRU Honorable Lewis D. Walker, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Army for Installations, Logistics and Environment, 
110 Army Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20310-0110 

FOR Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, 1700 North Monroe Stxcct ,  
Suite  1425, Arlington, VA 22209 

Endorsement forwards official position of U.S. Army Chcmical 
School on their ability to conduct smoke training at F o r t  Leonard 
Wood undcr thc air pcrmit iaaucd by the Missouri D e p a r t m e n t  of 
Natural Resources. This is consistent with Army's offj-cia1 
assessment of the permit included in 12 June 1995 memorandum, 
prepared by this Headquarters, and forwarded t o  you by BG Shane. 
We remain committed to ensuring that tasks and skills required 
for chemical military occupational specialties are effectively 
taught. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 
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BARBARA A MlKlJLSKl 
MARYLAND 

SUITE 7 0 9  

HART S E N A F  O F F I C E  BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2003 

SCLCCT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2003 

LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES -. 
i , , * ."a,; k 

June 2 0 ,  1995 :: ~ ~ ~ _ b - W ! 6 3  
Commissioner Alron Cornella 
Defense Base Closure a ~ ~ d  Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street: 
Sl.lite 1425 
h-linyl;on, VA 22209 

Dear Commis~ioner Cornella: 

I tried to reach you by hone coday, but was unable to catch 
you. 1 know how hectic your Pifr is at the mornen=, SO rather 
than get tied up in telephone tag, I thought I would drop you d 
brief note. 

First, I wanted to thank you, your colleagues and your staLf 
for our extraordinary efforts to ensure that every Maryland 
f acirity under consideration ha3 a thorough opportunity to 
present their case in support of or opposition to the Department 
of Defen~e recommendations. 

It was a pleasure to meet with you personally at Fort 
Ritchie. As xou how, the Army's evaluation and recommendat-ions 
for Fort Ritc ie were extremely flawed. Recently, the Army 
submitted a n e w  recommendation that addressed some of the errors 
the community group identified to ou during your visit. But as 
the letter you received last week grom the Fort Ritchie Military 
Affairs Committee makes clear, there are still serious mistakes 
and errors that are overlooked or ignored I n  the new proposal. 1 
hope that you will take a moment to review those concerns, and 
that you can ~upport our conclusion that the ro osal go deviates 
from the BRAC criteria that Fort Ritchie shou d e removed from 
the recommended closure list. 

P F, 
If the Commission is unable to su port that conclusion, I 

hope f h a r  you will take a personal lea$ in correcting one of the 
most egreylous portions of the closure proposal: the relocation 
of some support offices to Fort Huachuaca, over 2,000 miles from 
the vast malorit of their customer base. These staff members of 
ISEC-CONUS and txe Technology Applications Office could have and 
should have been included i n  the  recommendation to relocate r he 
majority of Fort Ritchic's tenants to Fort Dekrick, Marylarld. I 
otrongly urge y ~ u  to support this correction if the Commission 
decides to accept the recommendatson to close Fort Ritchie. 

As you know, the Maryland delegation stands ready to assist 
you wirh any questions or concerns that you might have about Fort 
Ritchie dur-lny our final deliberations. I look forward to 
seeing you at t i? e end of the week. 

Sincerely, 

&a*- Earbara A. MikuLski 

United States Senator 

WORLD TUADE CENTER 5UnE 203  GO WEST S T R C I T  SUITE 202 V b > l  BALTIMORE AVENUE SUITE 207 B l  WEFT W A S n l N C I O N  STREW SUlTF 4 0 7  CITY C t N I 6 U  O N  THE P- 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlEiSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . . ..-. C'  -.,- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

June 2 1, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MC)NTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JF!., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELlL 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulslci 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Department of Defense's recomm~~dation 
to close Fort Ritchie, Maryland. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the idomlation 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information you have provided will be carerlly considered by the Cormnission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military hfhstructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and 
challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I .may be 
of service. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Comella 
Commissioner 



oc~1111ent Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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JOHN ASHCROF'I 
MISSOURI 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2504 

June 2C), 1995 

Thc Honorable Alan D ~ s o n  
C'hai17n~m. Defense Base Clusure & 

Realignment Conlnlission 
1700 North Moore Sneet 
Suite 1435 
Arlington. VA 22109 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As a follow-up to our earlicr conversation. 1 spoke to the Secrelary of the ~ ~ y ,  Togo 
West. and reccived his personal assurrmcc. by telephone. that the Army fully supported the 
proposed tra~lsfer uf the A-niiy's Cheinical Training School from Fort McClellan to Fort Leonard 
Wood. 

The attached copy of the letter that was sent to you by Assistant Secretary Walker f~uthcr 
clarifies the Army's position that the relocation of the Chemical School to Fort Leonard Wood 
wo~lld be accomplished "witho~~t  any loss in capability." and that the closing of Fort McC'lellrul 
"makes training sense, achieves s~bst~mtial  savilyp, md is the right choice for DoD rulcl the 
Nation." 

, 
United Slates Senator I 



5 TI:E 1 9 : z j  F.41 -- -- @I c r  c r  .3 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
O m C E  OF THE ASSISTANT BECREfARY 

INBTALLPTIQ(IS LOQIEPTIC3 IND ENVIRONMENT 
1 t O  ARMY P W t A Q d N  

WASHINUTON DC 2031041 10 

June  2 0 ,  1 9 9 5  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. Vlrginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Secretary and Chlef of Staff remain confldent of their declsion and endorse 
the aesessment end recommendetion made by the, Trainlng and Doctrine Command -- 
the Army's trainer -- regarding the rrscornrnendation to close Fort McClallan, Alabama I 

Despite remarks made by the Assistant Commandant of the Chemical School in 
the Associated Press, the environmental permlts to conduct training at FoR Leonard 
Wood, Missouri, meet the Army's training requirement while exercising 9306 
environmental stewardship. Although different than what ia currently allowed at Fort 
McClelian, Alabama, these differences will not impact readiness at t h e  urlrt level and I 

will not jeopardize our Arrny'e chemical warfighting capability. 

The Army has a successful track record in relocating schools without degradation I 

to training, such as the Intelligence School and the Soldier Support Centmerl and w~ l l  
continue to be able to perform this important training after it moves to Fcrt Leonard 
Wood without any loss in capability, 

We have the permits we need to transfer the training missions to Fort Leonard , 
Wood. Closing Fort McClellan makes training sense, achieves substantial eavings, l 

and is the rlght choice far DOD and the Nation. , 

Attachments 

Sincerely, 

Robert M. Walker 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 



Documei~t S eparator 
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271 W o k  IXive r Snmt Louis, Missouri 63026 
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS 3 14D49-8399 .Fax 3143494384 . . . .-- 
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June 20, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closurc & Realignment Coillillissio~l 
1700 North Moore Street., Suile 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Army Biological Warfare 'ltaining 

Dear Chairman nixon: 

Fort Leorwd Wood personnel have repeatedly denied that the Army plans to  do realistic 
biological training at Fort Leonard Wood and that no permits for that lrairiing are needed. 
IIowever. on May 18, 1995, Ihe U .S. Ariny Cl~emical School released for public comment an 
Environmental Assessment on the proposed outdoor usc of biological training agcnis ai Fort 
McClellan, Alabama. The thirtyday public comment period etlcled on June 18, 1995. (See 
copy of public notice attached). 

Accordiilg to LIE Environmental Assessment (copy attached), the Chemical School plans to 
begin training July 1, 1995, using cwo different biological stirnu1ai~r.s: (I)  
var. niecr ("BG") and (2) Kaolirl dust ("KD") on a 15,000 acre range at Fod IdcCleiIan. The 
kialogical agents wil I be released into the air using Microairc generators. whic:h arc stlomizers 
that dispense dry dusts into the air at a wntzulld mte. A rnaxilnut~l 01 25 pounds of 13G and 

. . 
36 pound of KD will Lw. dispersed for a maximum of 100 days per calendar 
year trom both point and linear cmission sources. Therefore, 2500 pounds of BG and 3600 
pounds of KD biulugical agents will be released into the air eachuear. 

The biological agents wiIl be used during both day and night operations. As rnany as five 
point source generators will release both BG and KD, and another 25 point sources will alsu be 
used to release KD. No study has been performed to assess the potential i11lpiu:t the biological 
and dust agents or noise the generators will have on the endangered species and the 
biological community located at Fort Leonard Wood. 



June 20, 1995 
Page 2 

Our office has contacted Dr. Denny Doni~ell, with the Missouri Department of W e a l t l ~ ,  in 
regard to the use of RG and KD in h e  State of Missouri. He could not cornmlznt on the impact 
BG and KU might have on the human populations in [he vicinity of Fort hrwd Wood. 

As you know, the Department of Defense lras recommended hat all of the function of the 
Cher~iical School be moved to Fort Leonard Wood, which includes the nuclear, biological and 
chemical components of the Sclrclol. However, both Fort Leonard Wood and the State of 
Missouri have ignored thc permitting requirements of the School's biological wmpcrncnr, and 
110 application has been sl~hinitted for an air pertnit for biological training in IUissouri. 

Air permining was required i11 both Utah and Alabama for the use of BG and KD. This 
pernlitting process provides the measure of protection against significant cllvirollrnental and 
health impacts. Clearly, a statc-issued air permit will be required if the Cherr~ical School plans 
to conduct biological ~ r a i ~ ~ i n g  at  Fort Levnard Wood. Therefore. the Army clocs rn possess 
all the environmental permits which are necessary to accomplish the proposed move to 
Missouri. 

Sincerely. 
Schreiber, Grana & Yonley, Inc. 

& R f s  



STATE OF ALABAMA 
CALBOUN COUNTY 

PwmaaIly appeared before me Phillip A. SanpuiaeftS, 
wlio being duly sworn, makes oath that he is President af THE : 
ANNISTON STAR, a daily newspaper published in Anniston, 
Alalmrrw and that the attached notice rrur as foIlow8 : 

May 18, 1995 k c r i p t i o n  ; - - Simulant TGain5ng BG f KD 
F i n d i n g s  of no s i g n i f i c a n t  

-\ impact :. 

Sworn to and aubscrfbed ~JJ 
beicbrt me this date: 

PeMC dUIla 'ha lhw aid 
at a conrdM rate. ,~ltrm. 
tiws ~Omldrred ~nvolved 
Mining wiumrrl simulanl~ 
ana r~ainii o~ &n. 

Uw whf*llJS. ,b il 
non4owc Q u t l  wnicn d a 
coarulueni ol . alrp 
EleLhor tmucaru ls a RCeu 
I&ea wzamaur warn nb( 
LjOT U e d  nalardouc sw 
a m  

rur ln~erssred agaqles. 
g- m w r s  are raw j 
ad 16 submu conmrnr Lor ' 

d.* Irn thc date d * . 
c r h  ccinmentrr be 
dlrsaed ro: Cornman. ' 
~ ~ ~ . U S * C M L ~ E N I A ( ,  i 
P U N :  AnN.EM PO~I Me - 
CMkh Atmama 36204. : 
6W. 



.ENVXX(OM(ENTAL ASSRSSb6ENT OF 

S- ' P R A I N ~ C J  Wrrs BG AND m 
FUR THE BIOLOGXCAL ZSTX6RATED DETECTXON SYSlrlEX 

BY TRE U-S* lSRWY CIiZWZCAL SC!H003;* 

PREPARED $08 Tse U.S. hRHY CHEXIEhL SCHOOL, FORT IdCC- 



Ccmmandsr 
t)sA4!xr&w?~&FM 
ATTN: ATZN-EM 
Fort MaClellan, AL 36205-5090 
Phone: 205-848-3758/3!539 

To all. inkerestet¶ agenciea, groups and persons 

eeurirttion af Pr ed ~ c t i o n .  Proposed training 1oc:ations 
the b l o ~ o g ~ a ~ s b u l a n t s  8&alLlw subtUlus'var. niger 

(BG) and Kaolin D u e t  (D) are on Pelham Range. The aiaulants 
w i l l  be dispareed into the a i r  using Mfaronairs gaexratosa. 
A Mlarr?naircs generator is an atataizer that disperses dry 
dusts anta the a ir  at a oontralled rate. Altaxnativeal 
considered involved training without  simulantb, and training 
a t  another looation. 

roposed trair~ing is 
adverse 

endan ered or: 
by th 1 s trairrin 

Wakemays wall nof be affected by this training. no t:&k 
wLL1 be daaraged nar soil erosion caused by t h i s  trairring. 

An Envhonmental Asserromant: Pile is available upon xequesl, 
at the Dilutorate o l  ~virenrpent, Port ~ecleilan, A3.abama. 
m a s t s  should be d F r e M  to the telephone number Itlisted 
above. 

.CDnclucrian. There is a finding o f  no s i  iicank irppc~at on 
me environment. 6uah finding is baaed s" n part upon ?be facta 
that the simuZants have been sucuessfully used at Dqpay 
Proving Ground, Dugway, Utah with no adverse impact cm the 
env;irenment f o r  we past 40 yearn. BO was used in trzrining. on 
Fort: McCleZlan from 1965 to 1971 w i a  no harmful hpzbct on 
me environmsn*. BG is a cammon, naturally oceurrin~; 
baeteria tha t  is nan-petsirtant and non-~nfectious. KD is a 
non-toxic dust which is a constituent of china alay, Neither 
siaaulant i6 a RCRA listed hazardous waste nar DOT Lieitcd 
haaawdous substance, 

All interested agencies, groups and pewsane are invited to 
hiubmit comments for consideration by khe Commander, P a r t  
McClellan, 30 days frcm Che date o f  ublication. torments 
Should be dLeotoQ to: Commander, u ~ ~ o Q W C E N L F H ,  ATTlsr 
ATZN-EM, Fort MoClellan, Alabama 36205-5000. 



24 April 1995 

1. TXTL8t Simulant Training with Bacillus eubtillue var. 
nigar 3G) and Kaolin bust KD) far the Nan-Pave lo~ :n~a l  i 6 Itam B alogical ~ntegrated! eteation System (NDX-BIDs at 
U . S .  Axmy CLrdcal School, Pelham Range, Port: IoCle2 an, 
A l a b m a .  

1 
2 -  DESCRIPTTON OF PROPOSED ACTZQN: 

a. Purpose md N e d  for Proposed Action. 

me Bialogicak ategrated netsation system (BIDS) has 
completed the-scheduled teahniaal feasibility testing at 
Oupay Proving GrbunU PG' The BXDG has demonstratr~d khe 
abal i t  to detect and dentif aerosol, challenges vltln 
b~olqxcr l  agent sixtulanto ti uid challenges w i t h  Wr 
hiologioal  agent^ were coniuct el in Nov 93-Jan 94. A l u r e  
phase dsmonstratian aandud;ad a t  DPG showed tha t  the IDX~~BIDS 
o f f e r s  a viable biologioal aa~aaol detection and 
identification cagabilik whiah a m  be suucessfully used by a 
specially t a i n e d  crev o 'i 54B (Qemical Co 
U,S.  'Army Ckwaical Sdaool will oenduct the ='!?I natial troops* w a r  and 
sus%aSmont tzaining for the raorganization and f ie lding of 
the 310th chemiaal Corapany (BIDS) stationed at Gadaden, 
Alabama. 

detectLon, idenr5flcation and 
a $788 Lightweight 

on a MI097 heavy-variant High 
V e h i a e  (HIWWV). Itn adflition to 
shelter includes aollect=:lve 

protection and aontrol aqulpaant, navigistion , 
metemraleqiaaz and cemtunfcatian [ W / W  syrrtems, ant9 a M8Al 
chimica2 agent alarm. The system is des 1 gned to allow 
xer~oval oE the shelter frm the vehicle for fixed s i t i s .  
applications, A PU-801 power generator is towed by a I i M l f ~ v  to 
gtovide a mobile external power source. 

The BIDS deksctien suite consists of the following equipment: 
(1) Three particle colleators/samplers (One XEIz and two 
modified X ~ a s ) .  (a) TSZ APS338 Aerodynamic Particle Size t  
(APS) .  (3) Coultor EPTCS XL Flow ~ykometer (FCM) . (4'1 
Xolecular Device Threshold System, a manual antibody-jxsed - 
detector, (5) New Horizons 4700 Microluminomter, (6)  New 
Horizons SMART tickets. 

The sinulants BG and KD will be dispersed in ta  me ail:. using 
a Mitsranaise qanexator (a maahine that atomizes dusts ]~ . 'A  
reaxPmum of 1 1 . 3  ki;lograma ( 2 5  pounds) of BG and a max:imuar o f  



16.1 kilograms 36 pounde) of KD will be dispersed per day 
for a naxuwn o 4 t o 0  days ge~~calendar year 1130 IQ/year or d 2500 gounde/year of B6 and 1630 Xg/yeaz: ar 3 Oo poundnfyear 
of XD).-fie simulants will be dispersed from paint an,d Ihear 
sawoeb on the western portions of Pelhm Range (West: of the 
01 a-S gridkine). 

Eowc2-t Cllc i n i t i a l  epera+or and unit  tralhtrg for the 310th 
Chenarral Company and other ~ l k s . b a i n  ftelded w i t h  chs BZDS 

system for an in8efinit;e period. 
i! eysterza. Than aanduot: unit sustainmen training with the BZOS 

Validate amplapent and operational doofrine conc.~ni.ng the 
BXD3 system to support the Amy4a BiologriaaZ Defense Concept. 

d. Conduct of Training 

Wi1L be canduo&ed using a tactical f i e l d  tzaininq saawario. 
The training scenario w i l l  be based on tks wartime 
operaCionaL mode e ~ r y / ~ i s s i o n  profile far the NDI--BIDS, 
Operations will includs support of uorps in an assembly area, 
carps i n  the defensa, and corps movement-to-contaat (warning 
o r  confw/deny mod-) . Limited availability of training 
aystems w ~ l l  drive a re resen%akive oarpa support mirrerfan. 
one t o  f i v e  p l a b o n s ,  p !t us organio suppoe and oompany HQ, 
w i l l  deploy over an area as a representatavo sample of a 
cax s sector to a divisional area ~f operations. The training 
w i l  f encorn ass the Western portion? of P e l b e  Range 
(approxima$e13 I5.000 aaraa The r~raulanto rxll be used 1. dur~ng day an night oparak one. 

Point sources of the bio$oglcsal sirmxlants Baaillus siabtlllus 
var. niger and Kaolin Duat (BG and XD, respectively) will be 
generated w i t h  one to five Micronrire generators. The point: 
86urca releases w i l l  be used to ensure that individual BID8 
am challenged. The challenge r a t e  w i l l  be apgrox ately I 
&/an of BG slurry with a concentration o r  4 u L O ~ C : W / ~ ~ L .  
Kaolin dust w i l l  be used t o  provide aerosols that a pear %Q 
be biological but w i l l  not trigger biologioal, deteof,kon. A 
m a ~ a m u t u  of 25 kaolin duet paint srources.wil1 be relerrsed 
using n raaxfmua, o f  5 Icaslin dust  dissemanators. 

Motor vehicle travel will be restricted to ri 7 aimd 

Pe=on*3 roads on Pelham Range. The k a i n  g wa 1 .be 
-nitare by the Direotor of .Training, USACMLS to en:sure that 
the environmental and aafety requirenenta are carnplked v i a .  

a. Training Xaterials 

%raining simulants to be released to the atmos ere include 
Bcz and kaolin dust. A max4mura o f  21.3 kg 23 Lph s. ) o f  BQ and 
16.3 kg (36 Us. ) o f  h o l m  par training day wSII be wed in  



the training. 

f. Training B i t e  

Tzainlkrq w f l l  be conductas at the area sham an the; akkaerhed 
map. m i n i n g  released wfll be testricted to the PelSram Ivanga 
braining ?rea and perin- of release will not o c l w  fm8t of 
a e  01 grxdline. Release points v i l l  be lace w i t h  milation 
to the end direction and speed to keep &A e eimulant'. 
dispersions on Pelham Range. This will be done only to 
acco-ta t z a f f i ~  for su ply and security v%hicles; on 
Pelham Range and to prevent the aasUIZe pproad of s;imalant 
aloPd6 i n t o  privatc lands and pu E l ic roads, 

3. Al;texnatives to Prapo@ed.~ction. .. 
Two alkexnativas were considered t o  the peo@oeed 8 c t . b :  (1) 
t~aining Without: s h l a n t s  and ( 2 )  txajnlng with simLulants at 
another location. Altmnative (I) proved ~nfeaslble~beuause 
the only way the soldier can CLetermins i f  h i s  equipmunt i s  
functioning properly in peeaetime or war i s  for the systalll to 
detect and id sn t l fy  bio10,gical agents and simulants. 
Altematiye (2 groved unfeasfbls because of  the unit's h lactation ;m Ga &en, Alabama an4 it8 need to train a$ o r  near 
the U.8. &.my Chemical School. The: Army w i l l  f i e l d  one 
ampany with BIDS in the U . S .  Amy Reasmu and one platoon in 
the Regular Anay a t  Fort McClellan. 

4. Affected Environment 

The ptop0Sed aution is lorrated on ap rbximately 22,ooo aares 
of Belham Ran c Fbtt McClellan, k la  Lma. !me proposBd st te  
is ~ o ~ a t e d  wiQ$in me ~ i d g e  rn4 ~ a ~ ~ o y  ~rovinco o f  the 
Appalaaian Highlands. Pelham Ran e was purahased by #a Amy 
h a  3940 t;o rovide naneyver train ng capabilities. P:riar to P 9 
purchase a area consasted o f  several scattered aanmunities 
and numerous aniall farurs. Hirrtorically, this area had been 
sett3ed and farmed for over 100 years. 

5 ,  EnviremntaZ Csnaequaces,af the Proposed AcCimr 
Bacillus aulrki l lu~ vax. niger tBG) and Kaolin Dust: (3m) have 
been assessed in outdoor envir6mental testing and *raining 
Ln the regorts 8'Hnvkormental Assesslaent for Testha of 
Aerosol Zbaginq LXDAR Syststns and Assacirrted ~irnuiiiks-at U.S 
Army Dugway Proving Ground", 22 6e tcunber 1992 and Wss 
MRecord of Envlranmental Considera ! ion: Liaited User Test and 
eMluation (r;OT&E) of the Son-Develogmenta& Z t m  BiolLogical 
Detection System (LDI-BIDS) at U.6, A m  Dugway Proving 
Ground, Utah," 6 October 1994 both sinu 1 ants have had no 
Impact on the  environmenk. Neither sirnulank i s  a R W L  
harlrardous waste nor u DO9 haeard~us mater~al, mey are both 
deaaribed as naturally accureing, non-taxic, nuisance dusts. 
BG was usad at Fort bjcclellan Pram 1965 t o  1972 w i t h  no 
negative itapact on the envkomenk, 



a. Endangered Speaiea - A list o f  endangered, Weakened 
a* opossd species was re ested frou the U. S. Firrh and r wzld%o Service (USFWS) an can be taund at Appendix A 
(Goldman 1994).  In addition, Port Mcclellan has baan 
wnducting endangered npecriea hvenkoriea through t h r !  Alabama 
Natural Heritage Program (Al'iHP for the aet w e e  yrrars. 
Because these areas have exper 1 enced d i s  &: bances i n  the past 
and are presently covered by ostabli~hed pine 
fcrrests/glantations, the potential for unusual or unjiqus 
speoies or uommt~niCy t y p e  ie aanaidered Law on anoet upland 
araae. 

A emall se a e cantainfng Tennessee Yallow-eyed Gra!re (Xyl?is 
t u r a e s s e ~ n ~ s ~  i s  located on the east- .nd.of Pelhiin Range. 
An~Urar area where th i s  plant a a a r s  on Pelhaan ?ange is 
Willett springs, This plant i a  l i s t e d  as endangered l>y the 
USBWS. The Willett Sgrangs area ie off Zi-arika ta maneuver 
training and the seepage on the Eastern boundary is cautalda 
the propoaed training area. 

A t&araatened,plant, Mohrlr Barbara's Buttonr is also found on 
the large impact area o f  ~clham Range. sincar no Waiaaing, 
soldiers or vehicles are permitted entry ints the impact 
areas me r i s k  to this threatened spe~ iee  is nan-existent. 

Because the trainins areas contain ~ i n c ,  all ateas were 
surveyed by DOE fiei4 gezsonnel forc the- presence of ithe &ad- 
cackaded Woodpecker (RCW).  Pelham Range aowtitutes an 
island o f  woodlands within a agricultural area. The inearsat 
active clusters can be found in the Talladr a Nationr~l sorest if 15 to 20 miles t o  the E a s t .  The significan dis+;urocs to 
aative clusters; the la& of nature trees and ouitab:le 
understory; and the aramtnsnae of agri~~Zfur81  land ;in the 
eurrounding area indtcates S i t t L a  patential for  the bird to 
habitate on Pslhm Range. 

b. Surf ace Water - Be# U.S. Gaql8gioal survey (rlSaS, 
1956 and U . S  Amy (1986) topogragh~aal naps ware re'viawsd to 
lden k i f y  the presence a9 perennial or intermittent skeems in 
the p~oposed training areas. Since the BG and KD are 
naturally occurring materials, an BG i n  aerosol form dies 
quiakl upon expaswe to ultraviolet light (daylight) they E are no expected ta adversely af feat  rturface water quality.  

c. WatAands - Yurisdictianal wetland planning maps (U.S. 
Corps of Engineera, 1992) and Natianal Wetland Tnveutory 24ups 
(VSBW8, 1981) were reviewed ta identify the 'presence o f  
watlana. The ]urisdictSonal mags were devela ed to identify 

of the larger and, potantially, m o r e  eco ogical1y 
portant wetland systems on F o r t  McClellan, 

P 
I 

National Wetland Inventory mps provide a debailed Ips pin 
drainages and wetlands throughout the area. All tram f ng go' 5 



restricted to existing roads and will not take place in the 
wetland areas. 

d, Cultural Resources - A review o f  wltural resciuroe 
eurvays aondwted on Fort: McClellan indicate that au:Ltural. 
resowce sites will not be affeated by th io  proaosed 
training, Unit8 training in tho f i e l d  will be instruoted not 
to distuxb mrked cultural resource areas within the kraining 
area. A l l  traJJlSng and ~lovement w i l l  be t es tx idad  to 
exisk2ng roads. 

e. Land Use -   he pro osed training is not in conflict: 
with cttating land us. pAns. primary use of  tho ianii i s  
far military training wath forest management as a oonlpatibla 
secondary usa. 

f. Solid and Hazardeu~ Waste - No hazaMoua wastes or by 
products are generated by this training. An trash (l..e., 
mpty containers of the slmulants enerate x during *he 
proposed training is the respanslbi!itY O* the U. 6 .  
Bsariaal School. The trash will be temoved from the s i te  on 
a daily basis and disposed of according to agplicablar atata 
and faderal regulations. 

g. NoIse - The propaeed training aativity w i l l  praduae 
noiee 8ue to the operation of the owar gannrators the 
disormination system. Noise i# not cxpcated to adversely 
affect the environment outaide af 50 roeters from the 
machinery due to the hea forestation o f  the  trainir,g axea. 
T h e  noise levels p n u a t z  are well below the Pelham Range 
Noise rncompatible Use Zanes (ICUZs). No noise re la ted  
canplaints are expected for this training due to the remote 
looations on Pelham Range, terrain and long distancea to 
private homea off  the instal lat ion.  

h. Sensitive environmental constraint areas (natural 
areas wetlands historic sites, endangareu specias eta. ) 
have a m  identk ied  on post trainin maps by tho ~kzectoratra 

Emrirommt. Thsao area= [wRoro g o o  B and equipment will 
no(: be deployed) W i l l  be bloaked out wid environnantal 
constraint Overlays on maps used for We Lraining (example 
enclosed) . 
(1) Notification of Alabama Department of F;nvironmenl:al 

Management: (ADEM] : ADEM will be notifhit  by lf3tter a# thie 
training program. 

(2) Meteorological modeling or cleating indexes w i l l  not be 
required for Chia trainin?, Trainers w i l l  be required to kee 
recards of weather c o n d i t ~ ~ n s *  release amounts, locations an % 
t ines  for environmental reccd kesprng and public confidence. 

(3) Excavation permit: No excavations are plrurned Zoz: a i a  
training. 

-.... I.... .... , . ., ,,... c3 - 
..a 



(a) Safety Ann-: A u f e t y  report was done far revious BXDS 
test* at Du a Preving Ground. ndditional ea etyr R"I P asaesamsnts s ou d be done for the use of the d i e s ~ s h a t i o n  
s y s t ~ .  It is suggested that handlers o f  Kaolin Dust (m) 
wear a dust laask. 

gMi.ranmenIl=al aoni.bring i s  not reqprM, but train- 
m~rritcupin will ba pqgo- by - Qi??@&W of ' E B J G A ~ ~ ~  
UBAQIIJI. ;fasi;= ior minten+Lonal ~I-Q(C to tha part ~ ~ ~ Y i l l a a  
@~%ZOtUmnt and f o r  auU'~ibring i e  t+e responstblli~y of  71.8. 

Chemical Sohcol and should be l ~ L u d e d  in ~ o 3 1 ~ c f  
planning. 

a. !E&aiNnQ i s  scheduled to Begin 1 July 1995 w i t h  training 
of  trainers and W o p .  w i t h  BIDS3 and conkiwe indei:Lnitely. 

b. Any ohmges thaf  inoneae the saope of training w i l l  be 
walruted by th& Direcisrate of Envlmmurt detemnirm i f  
additlorn1 National ~vironmental P o l i c y  Act daeuaentation is 
requ-ed. 

The potential anvironmantal effecCs el the pro osed action 
are adequately advered in the existltng 8h ent i  led: e 
Environmantal AsseSsmenC for Zhe 1992 Aerosol Iuging WDAR 
System T e s t s  and Afiso~iated ~ h u l a n e s  Iles a t  U.8. a n y  Dugway 
Pzoving Ground, Pu , IJIXUI dated a2 Septembe~ 1992 for the 
us. o f  BG and R.WLFL testing. sa was usgd in open air 
training a+ Fort MaCIellan from 1965 t o  1971 vith no harmful 
effect on Ule anviroment. ALSO, since part of the p:roposed 
action invclvew troop tkaining, the catqorlcal  Exc+usion A- 
12 o t  AR 200-2 applies t o  part o f  thi. proposed actron. 

The t~ osed action vill not geneate an hazardous vaste. 
'She &afning d.keutor (U. S; Aeay ~ s a i c a j [  Sohool Directorate 
bi Training) is tesponsibLa for  praper 4iaposal o f  a:ll trash 
gtpe~ated~by the proposed Person. Traah Lrom We training 
wall be d~spoaed of  an a~aordMce w i t h  Bart EIcCIella11 
requlatianr and w i t h  me Blabama bepartiaent of Envircmmanfal 
Nanagement regulations. 

-*-- AS,,, I, I , . .  ... I .  . I 
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ANNEX XI mXf;COLOOY DATA EXm- m x  TBE ENVIBONWNW 
ASS-T QP DUGWAY PROVING GROUND, 1992 



Table 1. Cbemicd Agent Siuulaats, ~ i o l o g i c d  Agent Siauhta ,  and 
Bartlafield Inter~eraatcr to be Used i n  the 1992 L U ) A I ; L  T e s t  Pragrara 
at U.S.  my wgvay ~ t o v i b g  GZ~und, wgway, Utah. 

Wf atam Level 
Acxo- Belease Releaae Total Test . of 

n y l ~  Norpacla t ure Rate Per Day Release I l v  Concern ' ' 

al. Anent S 9 m u w  . . 
BIS bis-2-ethylhexyl . 1.1 W8Sn 18.9 L 37.8 L 2. NE' 

phoarphS re 

DEH die thy1 malonate 3.4 LJmln . 64.3 L 189.2 L 3, NE 

DIMP diisopropyl methyl. 6.6 Wmin 64.3 L 189.2 L 3 
-phonate . 

SF-96 palyd$iuethylSilox- 9.5 L/min 94.6 L 189.2 L 2 
aae, sAlicon o i l ,  
1000 centis tokes 

.I 

5P-99 polpdimethylsilax- 9.5 W d n  94.6L 189.2L 2 
ane, 'silicon oil, 
10 cmtS3toka~ 

TEP triathyl ghosph~te O;4 Wmin 64.3 L 189.2 L 3 

TIS , t rie thyhxyvinyl- 1.1Wrain , 9.5  L 18.9 L 2 
silane 

&!&!&Qgicn). A m ! !  Simulan & ! 

! gV t&btyanie egg 18.9 Lllnln 96.6 L 189-2 t 2 156' 
albumin (ovdLbumin) ug1rn3 

TRP .,LrYptOSC 
, 



- .  - - -  -- -- + .  . . (  

* 
1. 
! 

Table a. continued 
1, . 

1 Haximum Level 
$ bcro- R e f  ease R e l a a s s  Total Ttrst df 

nym Nomenclature Rate Per Day ICcltaac Ddkp Cpncern 
? 

I 
! &m kaolin dust 8.2 kgjmin 26.3 kg 113.1 kg 7 150 
1 
1 ug/m3 

RP red phosphorus 0 -4 kg/min 3.6 7.2 kg 2 1000 
win= 

, 
i .got Btabl ished due ta a low o ~ d e r  of toxicity or. bc;susa Snhalation toxicity 

data is not available. Pot safe releasc, use same rate a8 for oth,er $!w. 

I , 'Considered to be a am-toxic, nuisance dual; treat@ a8 PM,, . LSD yg)e3. 

~0Zk: UQXP than one mterfal nay be released on a 
given day. Thc values given are for worst case. ' 



' 1 No toxlci t y  data reported. 
. -4 

em'brvonie earr,a. lbua tEV1 
.% "1 No tox ic i  ty/mtholigy data repar ted. - 

.t 

<TICP).. 

subcu tanaus INouBe Td, ( tuaorigeaie) 4 5 - / k g  i , j  
k Ef 

1 o r a l  rat 
intrapaci teneal rat . 

4 
i n  t ravanaurr rat . 
in trearuscular rat 

.I o r d  auouse 
5nrraparS toneaZ mewe 

1t i n  travaaous ~ Q U ~ Q  
! intramuscular ' @owe 

intravenous rabbi r 
1. intravenous- guinea p i g  

;ly kaolin dust (~111 
.t 

o r a l  r a t  
' . . . TDco, 590 m/kg i 



t The jn'format ion f na this attachment includes avrf 1 able data fclr toxicity of 
some materials used during testing. Technical terns are def f ned als follaws: 

.: v Toxlc Law Dose t The louert' dose e i  a substance introdluced by any 
I route, other than inha a tan over any given period OF t ime and reported t o  

, produce my toxic effE Lunans or antma~s. 
! Toxic C~ncsntratton Low (TCto : The 'lowest concentratfon o f  a substance 

, i n  air t o  which humans or animals I aue been exposed for any gtven period of 
time and that has produced any taxfc effect. 

Lethal Dose LOW (1Dt.a): The lowest dose o l , a  substance fntmduced by any 
route, othev than Inhalatjon, over any given per~od  o f  t h e  In one or more 
d l  vfded port1 on$ and reported to  have caused' death fn  humans or an1 purls. 

Lethal Concentration Cow ( L f U  : The lowest cancentration of' a subshnce 
i n  air reported t o  have caused dea 4 fn humans or animals, 

Lethal Dose Fifty (MSO : A calculated dose o f  a substance Introduced by 
I any route, other than inhala i ion,.@ich f s  expected to cause death t o  50 per- 

cent o f  a deflned experhental animal popul at$  on- 
C . 

Short Tern Bposure Level {SIEL) : An inhalation sonee&af ion which 
should not be ,weeded for 'a short perfod of time (such as 15 minutes. 

Three paSnts should bs considered when 'reviewing taxici ty data f n t h i s  
attachment, First, the greatest sfgnificance should be iven t o  toxic3ty 
values for effects on humans. Less signifleance should ! e given t o  values for 
effects an anirnals. Extrapolatln data from alrfmals t o  humans i s  very df  ffi- 
cult, Iha level o f  a substance w i! ich will cause an ef fect  varies between 
species. Laboratory apimals (such as mSee and'rats) w i l J  not necessar41 res- 
and t o  r substance a t  the same level or tn the same mannec as hmms. f o r  

ghat reason, toxicity values f o r  species other t h a n  h u m s  r h ~ u l d  be inter- 
preted as indications o f  the relative toxicity of: a substance. 

Second fxcause the materials used during testfng are dfsseafnakd into 
the air vafues crtalning to  exposure by the inhalitton and tkln routes are 
amst relevant. fhe TCLo, L C b  and LC50 valuer, uh$ch are the pertinent mea- 
sures for orponm, by the inha~atfon.rcluto. should be lven prfnary Importance. 
tance. 5, i 

7 Other tOLo and LDLa va)ues and US0 values shautd be g ven secondary Impor- 

Third.'the dre~rJcal ageat siautlads, smokes and obscurants llsed far test- 
Ins at OPG have been selected in ut, f ir low bxlcity. Setecting test  ma- 
tarlit1 $ wf th 1 lo toxic? ty  is ~ ~ o r ! l n t  to p r o t e c t  the health o f  DI?G test and 
aon-t6st people. 3LoW %lefty IS also important because dcaical a ent siau- . 

people at Installations other thag DPG. 
4. Ian*, smokes, and obscurants are used during traJning exarcfses \ d i  h lai'litaw 



UhlXX2: SIENLANI! DEBC-ONS OP BG AND Kl3 PROM TEE! 
~ ~ ~ A L  ASSESSMENT FROM DVcrWAY PROVING GROUND 



~ - - -  _ - 
- - - . - 1 -  -1 

The organfsa B G - m s  used-a$ a biolog+cal ~Smulant, i n  , . , 
'armnectim w i t h  the,.DW 1986 teauate detqatSon technology e c t s  

I .  

(~ inca id ,  3986)  and the 3991 .LZnAIC kerta  (Allan, 6991)  
~ppza iaa te ly  67.9 kg (150 Zhs] of BG w i l L  be used i n  Wle 1992. 

tests. This amount wi2l.be used a k a  rare af U-3 ,kg/day 
(-25 Iba/day) during a& days o f  testing, During the U D X R  tests, 
80 wf l l ,  be diosezninated a t  rates, and'undez aQaospheric co;aditions 
that wil) produce 'concentrations a t  the DPG boundary oE llrss than 
150 ygfxt, which i s  tha level of concern for aG (coneldetnd .a - nuiaaaoe dust). 

a. an-. BO f s  a non-infectious, Low1- 
hazard, gram ,poritive, spore-farming bactetiun. Tt is usibd by 
the military as a aimahat for the infectious organisnr W u  
anehracis to test  biological protection eguipaent aad 
decantanination gracedures. BG i s  a naturaLly occurring 
bacterium found in soils throughout: wotld, and sirborrie 
sports  'From this arqanisn a te  cemamnl~ .dspcreittd on environmental 
swlZaces, Ihe Centers fos Disease Controlflatkonal fnsutute of 

- Kealth CCDC/#II) liet BG as a nonpathaganlSc otganisaa and raptart 
that  there are no "case histories ox data identieylag SO as; an 
organfs~'responsib1e Eat an infection in hunans (CDC/NLH, 1984).  

b. R , a $ . g g q g n e n t a l  eff-, BG has been 
used as a-t sirtllant in chamber and f i e l d  tests at 
DPG Por mere than 40 yeara. Guidelines for praper hd1in.g.  a f  
n o n p a t h ~ ~ n i c  species as descrSbed by'the cDC/blxa are fallowed by 
DPG i n  the udie of BG for testling. SG is not known f;a cause any 
adverse envitonnental izapacts, e i t h e r  as a result  of its cosmon, 
natutal occurrence 5n the  nnviconment as f ~ o m  i t s  extensive use 
ih. t es ts  at: DPG far mote than 40 years. 

? 
? - 



- - 
.t Kaol in  was used as an interferant: in canneetion ivtth the 

1986 remote deldctfon' technolagy testa a t  DPG .(Kincaidr 19861 and 
the 199% L r m  tests (ATLan, 19911. Apptaxlmattly 113.2 kg (250 
lhs) oe kaolin wlll be used for: the 1992 LXbAEC t e s k s .  This 
amaunt w i Z 1  be used at a race of  16.3 k m a y  (36 lbs/day) during 
sevea days of kestiag. XaoAin i s  canaidezed t;o be nun-toxic, and 
kactlin dust i s  considered a nuisanea duet. Paziag the LXDAEL 
tests, kaolin dusk wiLf be generated at ratek and under 

.q akaospheric condikioae that will pr6duce cgncentrist&oas at the 

.it 
DaG boundazp for P4, of less  khan 150 yq/m , which is the level 
af caiaoesn E Q . ~  BG (considered a nuisance dust) d 

. . 
-. 

a, pses and P r ~ P k r t i a .  XaoIinr  SO known t& china clay 
and hydrated a3,wainum s i U c a t e ,  is a naturally occutri;ng aZtsalnura 
s i l i c a k e  clay. Kaolin dust w i l l .  be used as an intetfecant far 
kesking the detpctian and discrimiaatian capabilities of Che $ w L Z D S t  systenrs. Kaolin i s  used cometcially in  nuaret0u.s 
apgll~ati~ns, includfng filler and toatinga, for paper and rubber, 

1 phamaceuticals, ref tactoxies, ceramics, cements, cosmeCics, and - 
paints. Kaolin, i s  on the TSCA inventory list;. T t  i s  :not l i s t e d  
as a hazaidous rnatetia'l by the DOT, rt is not l i s t e d  'as a 

: , hazardeus waste under: RCRA, nor as a hazardous substance under 

1 CEaCLA or  the FwPCA. The ACGTS3 bas not established a lR;V-rPHA for 
kaalin. dust. 

1 
i b. $he.mlcal and a v s f c a l  aroncrtiss: XaolPo i6 a whi te  to 
i yellowish or grayish f ine powder. rC has a chemlcal flagmula of  

B+ Sf,O,. When moistened, i t  darkens, becomes sl ippecy,  and 

1 devett6ps a cliy-like odor. It is insoluble in wdtcr. 

'I d.\ Kuman h e a t h  and e u s d  *Qu. Kaolin is not 
i taxic, and i t  does not have a significant ispact on hurnan health 

or the envf renaurnt. 



ANNEX 3: DOWNWIND WDFZ~NG MTA a ~ 3  CONUUSXONS ma DUGWAY 
PROVING GROUW -m ASSESSWENT 



&PO works . ~ l o s e l y  with the S t a t e  of Utah A i r  Quality Clomiktee to 
ensuse coikplianee with anblent: a ir  quality skandards a,nd .to be , 

responsive t 4  publ ic  concerns regard$ng t e s t  matef 5 a l a  bef nq. 
dispersed beyand the DPG boundacies. ~ a c h ' p e t a i t t e d  a c t i v i t y  has 
bean reviewed by khe regulating agency and detesaained to be in 
compliance with applicable regulations, prior  ta issuance o f  the 
permit ,  ~ h u s ,  the permit  agglication and review Process provides 
an addit ional  measure af pccitectian against s igni f icant  
environmental i m p a c t s  result ing from permitted a c t i v i t i e s .  

~tmosphetic dispersion modeling is used as a too& and 
mitigative neanure t a  ensure Chat harmful concentratio~as o f  test 
natesiald w i l l  not be carried beyond the  designated terst areas 
( g r i d s )  and the installation boundaty. Modrling don@ by the 
~ a t e o r o l o g y  afvisilon of the DpG ~ a t e s i e l  T e s t  ~;ircctor;irte uses 
the U.S. Environmental Protectfan Agancyrs SCRSEM dfapsrsion 
model (Btods, 1988) i n  its rural mode.   he nodel is curl fat: each 
test scenario involving the release a t  t e s t  natefials, Tha model 
uses proposed release ratas, release heights, physical properties 
of the test aatetSalet and neteorolagical c m d i  tions to  produce 
estimates ae the maximum, one-hour average eancentratiens that  
could be praduced 1.5 xt above ground level  at dawnwind distances 
of 2.8 and 30.4 km, which a t e  the minimum distances fralrn the 1992 
LIDAR t e s t  s i t e  t o  the southem and narthetn DPG boundaries. 

Pretest &tmasphezic dispersion aodcLLng i s  used to evaluate 
a variety of t e s t  pataneters and netearologlcal canditiana 
relative ta accepta,ble df sgersi on -charact;eriski cs-  zhe 
Biotechaology Branch of  the DPG Xaterfel Test Oirectarate teviews 
the nodeling resu1t.s fa r  toxicolcsgical cdncerns and potential 
enviionasntal iaagacts. As a raeulk oE theae analyses, the range 
of acceptabLe ate t e ~ r o l a s i c a l  oondi t ions  and other narameters far  

3-5.3 Safety Assesisauent 
6- - 
The PPO Safety O f f i c e  has prepared a draft safety 

assessment: f o r  the equipment and operating pracadures tcl be used 



: during the condu~cl: of the 1992 LrbAR t e s t s  (OPG Safe ty  OfPice, 

I 1992).  The safety assessment eva luates  t h e  patentia:L for  inj.ury 
' to test personnel and others  in t b s  v i c i n i t y  of the t e s t  area 
during opera t ion  of the test equipment and conduct of the t e s t s .  
?he evaluatian includes potent ia l  f o r  i n j u r y  during aocmal test; 

I 
t conduct and the potential f o t  equipment malfunction and injury 

resulting the& e f rota. 

The psiraaty h,uman health hazard from the  LIDAB aysttms is 
the potsntSa1 f o r  skin or eye injury resu l t ing  from. c!xposure ko 
the Laser b e a m .  Special precautions will be taken t;o clear  all 
downrange personnel and limit access to the  laser fir'ing corridor 
during the  t e s t s ,  Laser safety  goggles will be worn by t e s t  
personnel during laser firing. 

The LIDAR systems age engineered with safety  felatures to 
preclude t h e i r  opesation in a manner other than t h a t  £or which 
they wexs designed. Thcae safety  ftatu'cas prevent the systems 
froa opegating wt,ren c r i t i c a l  conditions f o r  sage operation ore 
nat sat is f ied .  Proper training of t e s t  personnel. in the setup 
and operation of the LXDAR systems i s  an additional measure 
lntended t o  prevent personal i n  jury. 

The conclusion of the safe ty  assessment is that the 1992 
LIDAR t e s t s  can be conducted c a f e l y  S f  the equipment is operated 
in accordance w i t h  the ptoper range and operational procedures by 
experienced geraalnael . 

? $4 * 3.5.4 Environmea.tal Monitoring and sanpling 
'.j 

TWQ aPG environraentar monitoring programs assess; the 
impacts o f  missian and support act iv i t i e s  on the bPG environment: 
(1 1 the Land Condition Trend Analysis moni taring syst,eoa and ( 2) 
when appropriate, test-specific environmental monitor ing.  

The Land Co~rdition Trend Analysis systen, part; o f  the Mrs 
Yntegraked Training Area Manageraent Program, was ingljamented at: 
DPQ i n  1988,   his system u t i l i z e s  permanent ranplc s:ites and 
specially daveloped Pdeld methods to inventory and develop a 
benchmark data base Tot soils, vegetat ion,  and aninral:~. 
Subsequent measure~nenks and sample analysis resul t s  a:ce compared 
to the benchmark data t o  identiEy ecological trends and changes. 

Test-8pcciLj.c envframtntal, monitoring i q  conducked when a 
Poteni=i.al far anviranmenkal impact is deterninad fos  is t e s t  
compeuzGl. AS part of the NEBA pzocass, the need for  ~ ~ o n i t o r l n g  
1s deternhned, the sampling des'ign developed and approved. and 
the nonrC~rrSng pltl~gfam conducted. The scope of the non i fo r inq  
program i s  deteraninad by conditions such as the natucr? o f  the , 
S t e r r i t L ,  alsseml!natron methods r gersiskence of the mclterial i n  
the eiwironment, l p ~ a a f i t ~  to be diaaerssd to the  env1t;enzuent. q& 
*eteosoloqical mu(deling r o s u l t ~ .  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMlMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

w-._ ! 
ALAN J. DIXON, C:HAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERIi: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

June 21, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLICS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Robert J. Schreiber 
President, Schreiber, Grslna and Yonley 
271 Wolfher Drive 
St. Louis, Missouri 63026 

Dear Mr. Schreiber: 

Thank you for yolur letter regarding permit requirements for biologicall warfare 
training at Fort Leonard Wood. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure 
and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
additional information yau have provided will be carefblly considered by the Commission 
as we conclude our review of the nation's military infktructure. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have additional infonnation to 
bring to the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 



- 
'ocul~~ent  Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMICZISSION 

E ~ C U T I V E  CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM WCTS) # 950674 - b 6 
TO: Or~orJ 
rnzE:~&t7/~W7~d 
ORGANJZATION: 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I I Prepare Reply for Commissiooer's Signaturr I 
Repare Reply for Staff Director's Signature PrepareDirectRcspome 

ACTION: Offer Canments andlor Suggestions FYI 

Date Origkted: 9 SO ( Mail h t e :  



WASHINOTON, DC 20010-3603 

. "  .:::.:1 

r . I  

June 20, 1995 ~!'&%BZ& 

Tlle Honorable 
Alan J .  Uixon, Chairman, 
Base Realignment and CIosure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Last week I requested a cost estimate of the singular components assigned to the 910th Airlift 
Wing (AW) at the Youngstown Air Reserve Station in Vienna, Ohio. I received the information in a 
latter from Colonel Stephen D. Bull, 111. The information clarifies several hidden closure costs for the 
Youngstow Air Reserve Station (ARS). 

As you know, the 910th AW maintains the Aerial Spray Mission. The mission requires a one of 
a kind facility designed to develop, test, and train personnel in an enviro~lmentally safo manner. Based 
on the Air Force estimate, the cost to replace the facility ($2M), relocate essential personnel ($525,000) 
and conduct an environmental assessment ($150,000) will be $2,675,000. 

The Air Force has corl~pleted 30% of a shortfield airstrip at the Youngstown A M .  Construction 
of the airstrip has committed the Air Force to spend $6,4M that catlnot be recouped. Air-hough closure of 
the Youngstown ARS does n0.t preclude use of the airstrip, to maintain the airstrip as the sole component 
at that site creates unnecessary costs. 

The last unique quality of the Youllgstown ARS is the number of assigned aircl.afc; the 9 10th 
AW has twelve (sixteen by 4/96) while the other ARS' only have eight. Costs for relocating sixteurl 
aircraft versus eight aircraft cannot be compared; an accurate assessment is dependant on where the Air 
Force relocates the aircraft. I-lowever, the cost to recruit and train personnel after relocating the extra 
eight aircraft is $4M. 

. Please consider these figures during your deliberations. This information shows that closing the 
Youngstown ARS does not save money. Tho only real effect is to remove 1111 itnportant part of our 
nation's defense. 

Very respectfully yours, 

MIKE D e m E  
United States Senator 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1'700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - . - 

ARLINGTON, vA 22209 t , .. .- .%ii~&~ . 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

June 2 1,1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. IdONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEE:LE 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Youngstown-Warren Air 
Reserve Station (ARS), Ohio. I have passed it along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission staff and it will be carefully considered as we proceed with our eva.luation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the (=nclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can see 
from this statement, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base that may 
come before the Commission. In this case, I will not make any decisions on Air Reserve Stations 
that could have a direct impact on the Chicago O'Hare Air Reserve Station. I want there to be no 
chance of even an appearance of loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

i 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding the Youngstown-Warren ARS will be 
fully and objectively evaluated by the Commission. I can assure you that the information you 
have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the nation's 
military infrastructure. 

1 appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

AJD:cmc 
Enclosure 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORS STR1EICT SUITT 1426  

ARUNGTON. VA 22209 

7036964304 
A U N  1. OIXOU. CHAIRMAN 

COY MISSIONCRS: 
A L  C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
G I N  1. a. OAVIS. LIMC cRCT) 
I. UIL %LING 
RAOM bCNJAMIN C. MONTOYA. USN cR-l 
MG JOSUE R O O U S .  JR.. USA . R R )  
WCNOl LOUlSC Sl'fPLL: 

Washington, D.C. 



LADIES .LW GEYIIEMEN, I BELIEk'E THIS IS TKE .QPROP!RLATE TIME 

TO >LAKE -4 BRIEF STATEMEXT REGARDCYG BASES ON WHICH I EWE 

RECUSED MYSELF FRORlI P.4RTXCIPATXON. 

I T W.G MY PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YEARS TO SERVE THE CTTIi!EIVS OF 

ILLIYOIS .AS .LY ELECTED OFFICLAL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED IN 

ST-ATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, MY REIATlONSRlP WTTH THE PEOPLE OF 

>Ik' HOME STATE IS -4 SPECLU O m  OF WHICH I - 0 1  VERY PROITI). 

.AT THE SAME TEblE, HOWEVER I DO NOT WISH THAT REL;iTIOPI'SEIP 

EVER TO CLOC. THE WORK OF THIS COhf3LISSION. I WXSH TO l3iSZTRE I I U T  

THERE IS NO C&LYCE OF EVEN A'Y -13JCE OF LOSS OF ~ B ~ U 1 . ~ I T Y  

IN THE PERFOR%tLYCE OF LMY OFFICIAL DLXIES. 

FOR THAT' REASON, I WILL RECUSE AMYSELF FROM PARTICIPATION GY 

-1UY P-4RT OF THE BASE C L O S L .  PROCESS THAT' .AFFECTS .LW lL.LI3OIS 

DST.4LLAION, EVE3 TEOC'GH SUCH .A REC'C'SAL IS YOT REQLXRED BY THE 

ETHICS S T . 4 T t . S  THAT GOVERY C'S. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STATUTES RQ REQUIRE RECUSAL WHEY A i  

COMMISIONER EU A IIIRECT FLNACLUI INTEREST THAT COCLD BE 

AFFECTED BY A B M E  ClLOSLXE OR REALIG3MEYT. I FLYD MYSELF IiY SUCH A 

STTUATION ON ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVLiTION- 

TROOP COMMit\i. 

SO I WILL REmSE: MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AY;D ON hi 

OTHERS THAT IMAY BE ELELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESLWATXON ON THE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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-- -- 
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ACIION: Otiv Cumments and/or Suggestions Fn 

SubjedRernarks: 

Mail Date: 



From: M~chael Drel~ch To: BRAC Comrn~sslon 

- * 

Date: 6/20/05 Time: 10:58:01 Page 1 of 1 

Jirne 19, 1995 

Allen Dixon, Ctiairrnan 
Base Realignment Closure Commission 
Washington, DC 

Svt~ject: Air Reserve Station O'Hare: training resources orovided to Naval 2nd Marine Cor,)s 
Reserve elements 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Dirring tho !-(:cent Chicago heer.ing regarding the possit>lc closure of Air. Reserve Sts,tion O'Hare, I am 
deeply disturbed that Naval anci Mar-ine Corps representatives were not afforded the opportunity of 
addressing your commission. 

AS yo11 are swat-e, the closure of NAS Glenview was a significant set-t)ack to area reservists training at 
this facility. Fortunately a few of these units were able to relocate to ARS O'Hare, including v?'. c I lolls 
coml>onerits from Great Lak.es and Forest Park, IL. So not to jeol>k~rdize mot>ilization readiness, 
elerl~erlls of the Nc~val Reserve Expeditionary force, including Naval/Marine Corps Air s i lpyo~t urlits, rrllrst 
11tili7e tlie V:~I-~OIJS training 1-es.0111-ces ;1v:2ilahle th~-o~lgti the Air Force Rese~ve at ARS OeH;lre 

In the event yocrr Committee approves the closure of ARS O'Hare, the readiness levels of Nnvbll/Mal-ine 
Corps units that train at this facility, mirst be addressed to yocrr commissions recommenclation to 
clost:. We have invested millions in ordor to maintain these naval rt:scrve force cleljjcnts m~lxilllLlm 
proficiency levels; this resource is invaluable and must riot be discarded. 

Mr. Dixon, the taxpayers of this countly t:xpect a swift response from our reserve forces in tho cvcnt of 
a national crises. By law, if your cornwittee deerns ARS O'Hare low in overall militaly valije in 
cornparison to similar facilities reco~~lmended for closure, then we shall resl>et:t your decision. 
Regardless of Secretary Windall's recommendatiori to close this t~ase, I am certain the integrity and 
fairr~ess of "BRAC 95" will rlol be polilically circurr~venled ir, any rrlanner. 

Respectfully, 
Michael E. Drelich 

Copy to: 
REDCOM 13 
National HQ 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMNIISSION 

INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: I 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN COMMISSION MEMBERS 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I ( Repare Re* for Cb ' 's Signhue I I Repare Reply for Commissioner's S& I 
I I Prepare Reply for StafE Diredor's Signature 1 1 ~ ~ R e s p 0 ~  I 

I m I 

ACIION: Offer Cumments and/or Suggestions I . / I  FYI I 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF /RT 
1670 Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Questions requested on behalf of Commissioner Cox on the Onizuka AS 
Realignment Ploposal 

Attached is the Air Force response to a verbal request by Mr Pross on behalf of 
Conlnlissioner Cox. h addition, Onizuka manpower and current O&M cost are provided. I trust 
you will find this information usefill. 

D. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
pecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Questions/Responses 
2. Onizuka Manpower 
3. Current 08rM Cost at Onizuka AS 
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1 .  What is the difference between the $699M Single Node Study referenced by the 
California Congressional delegation and the $291.29M BRAC9S study? 

ANSWER: The 1993 Air Force Space Command study referenced by the Cali.fonlia 
Congressional delegation was not part of the BRAC analysis because the assumptions in 
this 1993 study were f~indarnentally different than the BRAC95 reconlmendatjon. The 
1993 sn~dy was based upon the complete replication of all functions operating at Onizuka 
AS in new facilities, while the BRAC 95 realignment targeted only the consolidation of 
redundant activities uti1iz:ing excess capacity where available. 

2. Why are the planned Improvement & Modernization programs not part of the 
BRAC costs for realignment of Onizuka AS? 

ANSWER: Tlie AFSCN has an aggressive Improvement and Modernization program in 
place to support new/changing requirements and to reduce the cost of satellite operations. 
Two major effol-ts were approved in FY93 and are currently ongoing. The first of these 
programs is the Commun.ications Upgrade program which will eliminate cost1:jr point-to- 
point communications and replace it with state of the art technology cotnpatib'!e with both 
commercial and government networks. The second is the Command and Control System 
Upgrade which will transition the c u ~ ~ e n t  satellite command and control segment from a 
mainframe based, centralized architecture, to a distributed, open architecture. Both 
efforts were initiated well prior to the BRAC 95 in response to operational ancl cost 
reductions needs of the A.ir Force. Neither program is dependent on the BRA(' decision. 

3, How are the savings generated at Onizuka AS? 

ANSWER: The majority of the savings realized at Onizuka AS are a direct re,jult of the 
270 manpower savings due to consolidation of the 750th n~issiodinfrsstructus~~ at Falcon 
AFB. 

3a. Why are savings drastically different between the recommendation COBRA 
and the updated version? 

ANSWER: The recommendation COBRA used a 398 manpower savings. Th: updated 
COBRA uses a 270 manpower savings. The adjusted manpower savings carnc: as the 
result of the site survey and the exclusion of exempted manpower that was included in the 
recommendation COBRA. 

3b. What portion of the savings is associated with moving the classified rr~ission out 
of Onizuka AS? 

ANSWER: The classified mission does not generate any manpower savings. However, 
using the present operatic~g cost at Onizuka AS for Military Family Housing, Medical 
Clinic, Child Developmeint Center, Family Support Services, Cllapel and lease cost to 



NASA, a mathematical a,pproach can be used to apportionn~ent the savings for the 
classified mission leaving Onizuka AS. 

568 personnel are relocation~consolidating (270 savings, 398 relocating) 
Costtooperatetheaboven~entionedactivitiesis$8.8SM/year 
$8.85M - 568 -$15,58 1 per persodyear. 
$1 5.58 1 * 42( # of personnel associated with the classified move)- $.654M 
per year. 

Bottom line: The classified mission mission moving from Onizuka AS cm, be 
attributed with about $.6541M savings/yzar. 

3c. If the savings have been cut in half why does the Air Force still want to proceed 
with the realignment action? 

ANSWER: The proposed realignment of Onizuka AS eliminates 270 manpower 
positions by consolidating the 750th mission at Falcon AFB. This is a $16.1 h4 per year 
saving. With a seven year Return on Investment, it makes good fiscal sense to do. It may 
also be possible in future years to completely close Onizuka AS if preliminary steps are 
taken. 
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OPERATING COST 
BASIC ONIZUKA AS OPERATING COST 
BASE SUPPORT 
NETWORK SUPPORT PROGRAM(NSP) CONTRACT 
SPACE OPERATION SUPPORT CONTRACT 
CIVILIAN PAY 

SUB-TOTAL 

MLITARY FAMLY HOUSING 
CLINIC 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES 
CHAPEL 
ANNEX LEASE COST TO NASA 

TOTAL 

BASED ON FY96 FIN PLAN 
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Contrary to much of the information appearing in the media, EW test capability 
consolidation to the AFFTC and the Nellis Range Complex is a cost effective solution to budget 
driven downsizing that will increase utilization of the test process and improve the quality of EW 
systems. It is not in the best interest of the Air Force, the DOD, or the American taxpayer to 
reject the DOD BRAC recommendations on EW consolidation. 

Best regards, c) 

- 
HOWARD P .  "BUCK" MCKEON, MC BILL THOMAS, MC 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
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June 21, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Randy Cunningham 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Cunningham: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the blue closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that th~e information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our rkiew of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this f i c u l t  and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COIUIMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .... . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

QsS~-D:S%' 

COMMISSIONER!;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 21, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John Doolittle 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Doolittle: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defensc:'~ 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the bizse closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difEcult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon m 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMlMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -_ - .  ,- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - .  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, <:HAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Elton Gallegly 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Gallegly: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defends 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the base closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COklMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - 1  - . . . . . a .  

- 4  -, . 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - -, . .-.--- . 

703-696-0504 9~9620,4?~ 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!P: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMlhl F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE SiTEELE 

The Honorable Carlos Moorhead 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Moorhead: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the btase closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military intiastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this d icul t  and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COlvlMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ,." - - a *  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - @@623~@?~1 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONER!;: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 2 1, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Thomas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Thomas: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the b;ase closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infomation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of sc:rvice. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. ixon m 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ; ' 1 - - -- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . . 
703-696-0504 

%2 b'-69~1 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS;: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

June 21,1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLISS, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howard P. "Buck" McKeon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative McKeon: 

Thank you for letter expressing your support for the Secretary of  defense:'^ 
recommendation to consolidate certain Electronic Warfare capabilities to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center, Edwards AFB, California. I appreciate your strong interest in the bow closure 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the infomation used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission as we conclude our review of the 
nation's military infrastructure. 

I appreciate the time and commitment you have devoted to this difficult and challenging 
process. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of st:rvice. 

Sincerely, 


