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, - -., -. . . .... " : :..: r( DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARL-INGTON. VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

I 

February 2 1, 1 995 

Mr. Bruce C. Barry 
P.O. Box 56 
Rainbow Lake, N.Y. 12976 

Dear Mr. Bany: 

Thank you for your recent letter expressing your concerns about the decision by the 1993 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conunission to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. 

As you know, the Department of Defense is responsible for carrying out the 
Commission's recommendations. You may be certain that I will keep your comments in mind if 
this matter comes before the Commission in the coming months. Also, the information that you 
provided to me will be placed in the Commission's library and utilized in our review and 
analysis process. 

Thank you for your input. 

Sincerely, 



TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature 

Prepare Reply for StaB Director's S i i  

X ACTION: Offer Comments andlor Suggestions 

SubjecURemarks: 



Senator Alan J.  Dixon, Chairman 
1995 Base Realignment and C:losure Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear SenatorIChairman Dixon: 

Like your state of Illinois, as a victim of BRACC-93 and Courter's political reversal of 
what the military wanted, we here in New York are still enraged about closing Plattsburgh 
Air Force Base. We includes Active, Reserve and Military Veterans and Retirees and their 
dependents as well as concerned civilians who have and will lose their jobs. 

Inasmuch as this inexplicable political decision was ushered through DoD, the 
Administration and Congress .while Aspin was SecDef, many of us throughout the 
Northeast (approx. 16,000) cam understand why such enmity and disillusionment has been 
generated between military, civilian and Indian factions! 

The enclosures will enumerate! many of the arguments for keeping this superb military 
installation extant. - - 
I am trying to make this letter brief by enclosures, which your staff may use; one enclosure 
includes local newspaper items, etc. which indicate an ensuing dilemma for everyone in 
this area. 

I don't have to tell you that solme senior military officers have defined PAFB a "jewel" in 
the Northeast U. S. It encompasses a huge runway in excellent condition able to 
accommodate a space shuttle emergency landing, new simulator building, state-of-the-art 
commissary opened in 1991, new large fitness center, up-to-date hospital, two schools in 
mint-condition, movie theater, chapel, bowling alley, post office, officers' club, golf 
course, et al. A very large hea.ting plant and system is in place and operating, connecting 
much newly renovated housing. A large portion of the base consists of a conventional ex- 
Army Oval dating to 18 14 with quarters surrounding a parade ground. (Enclosure 
Timeline) 

Please visit this facility and be amazed and enthralled by its intrinsic value, utilitarianism 
and grandeur. It must not be ,abandoned to the dustheap of history. 
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February 9, 1995 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base is NOT just an Air Force Air Field. This, at one time, was a 
5,000 acre Major Ballistic Missile Base with outlying area sectors and later, a Strategic 
Air Command (SAC) strategically located in the Northeast quadrant of the United States. 

The political and not military decision to close PAFB, and rush to pick the cadaver, 
and the clandestine and sub-rosa alliances and in-fighting which followed, indicates this 
decision was flawed from the beginning. 

All the preliminary "Base Reuse Plans" put forward by the PIDC with their consulting 
firms are nothing but wish lists for Transportation (Air Field), Marinas (Lake shoreline), 
Summer Rentals (Top-Notch Military Housing), Golf Course (Existing), etc. Tearing 
down, moving roads, converting heating systems, etc. will cost more than an 
operating base and who is going to pay for it? They say: 

Money for all these ideas would come from state and federal grants 
and local sources! (See statement in enclosure wherein the "Secretary of the Air Force, through the 
Base Conversion Agency, gives Ydimited Funds' to the PIDC) 

As an irate taxpayer and an asltounded Retired Military person, the closure of this 5,000 
acre jewel of a base, half of which dates to 18 14, is not even credible. 

As we see with the PIDC chairman soon resigning "to go golfing", after PIDC hiring a 
CEO who in tun with PIDC hires two other consulting firms, this whole project is beyond 
the comprehension and solution of any company or organization. 

Further, not any foreseeable entity would have the financial resources or acumen to - acquire this gem in whole or it1 part. 

Every investigative aspect militates against this closure. Any answer to this Base Closure 
is totally overwhelming period! To wit= There is no solution except to keep it open for 
the Military and for the Taxpayer. 

I STRONGLY URGE THAT PAFB CLOSURE DECISION BE RESCINDED. 

Respectfully, 

enclosures: Final Flight 
Timeline 
Salute 
Ironic 

Compilation 
lointness 
Commissaries 



FINAL FLIGHT FOR PMB 

Brigadier General Thomas Pilsch: "Today is not the end of the world. It's a time of uncertainty and 
national concern for the hture. But, I believe there's a plan, and I believe there's a plan for 
Plattsburgh, ifwe're willing to stick with it. Look around, and in the days ahead when you feel that 
you may be totally surrounded and there's no way out, look up, and the signs will be there." 

Colonel Bob Dawson: "It's a bit of a bittersweet thing that we have to do here today, but we will go 
on. I can tell you with great confidence the last chapter of Plattsburgh Air Force Base has not been 
written. The fbture of this base and this community rests in a power that's much greater than 
BRACC, " Dawson said, his voice quavering ever-so-slightly. "I probably shouldn't say this, but 
this was a political decision, not a military decision. We must live with the law of the land, so 
we'll do what we're asked to do. But, from1 a mission standpoint, we'd be better off with this 
base." 

Colonel Bob Dawson, Commander of the 380th, with Clyde Lewis aboard and the man who 
convinced President Eisenhower to put an air base at Plattsburgh, then took the controls of the KC- 
135 tanker and made its way northeast over Maine and reheled two B-52's before heading to its new 
home in Birmingham, Ala. Dawson said, "It was sort of symbolic and nice to be refbeling the B-52's." 
Clyde Lewis, after whom the PAFB Air Park. is named, said, "I have a great faith that there is light 
at the end of the tunnel. It's not flickering, it's bright. I know there's a fbture for PAFB." 

tiom The Press Republican September 27,1994 

Enclosure: Final Flight 
Page 1 of 1 



1814: Forts Scott, Brown and Moreau built 
at mouth of Saranac during War of 1812 
181 5: Army buys land of three forts and 
establishes Plattsburgh Barracks. 
1838: Oldest building still standing at 
PAFB is constructed, the old stone bar- 
racks. 
1891: Congress authorizes the expansion 
of the Plattsburgh post. 
1893: Post headquarters built. Serves as 
support group headquarters. 
1893: Post auardhouse built. 
1894: office; housing built along the Oval. 

Thomas Macdonough 1895: Post hospital built. Now houses 
VJar of 1812 commodore base personnel office. 
1897: Gazebo constructed on Oval. 
1898: Plattsburgh troops called to Spanish-American War. 
191 7: "Plattsburgh Idea," beginning of Reserve Officer Training Corps 
created at Plattsburgh. 
1933: Base chapel constructed. 
1942: Piattsburgh troops join war in North Africa, Italy and on to Nor- 
mandy. 
1944: Navy takes over post and uses it as officer training station. Post 
re-named Camp MacDonough to honor War of 1812 hero. 
1945: Army regains control of post and uses it as Army-Air Corps con- 
valescent hospital. 
1946: Post declared surplus and its use as military installation comes 
to temporary close. 
1948: Site of Champlain College, established for servicemen returning 
from World War II. 
1953: Strategic Air Command 
announces that a new bomber I ~ , , I , . , S ~ ~ ~ ~  (,,!,I I ,,,,., ,qlM$ e*,, 
base will be constructed at Platt- 
sburgh Barracks site. 
1954: Ground broken for new 
base. 
1955: On Jan. 11 Plattsburgh Air 
Force Base becomes home of the 
380th Bombardment Wing. 
1956: 8-47 Strato-Jet bomber 
moves to PAFB. 
1957: KC-97s arrive for the 380th 
Air Refueling Squadron. 
t959: Many construction projects 
completed on base. Among them: 
hospital, Capehart housing, base 
exchange and alert facility. 
1960: Construction begins on the 
first of 12 Atlas Missile silos in 
area surrounding Plattsburgh. 
1962: fvlissiles rushed onto alert 
during Cuban Missile Crisis. 
1964: KC-97s redaced bv KC- 
135 Stratotankers. 

. 1965: Atlas Missiles removed and silos close. 
1965: Phase-out of 8-47s takes place. One stays on display. 

M I I  n e r u a r ~ ~ ~ y  
Squadron joins 
the wing. Crews 
from wing sup-- 
port operations in 
Southeast Asia. 
1 9 7 1 :  P A F B  
r e c e i v e s  A i r  
Force's newest 
aircraft, the FB- 
11  1 V a r i a b l e  
S w e e p - w i n g  1 bomber. ' 1972 to 1985: 
3 8 0 t h  w i n s  

numerous bombing and navigation competitions. 
1990: More than 500 PAFB men and women deploy in support of 
Operation Desert Shield. 
1991: PAFB's stratotankers instrumental in Operation Desert Storm. 
In July, the wing bids farewell to the FB-111s and bomber mission. 
380th Air Refueling Wing activated with KC-135s: 

In the fall, PAFB moves from 8th to 15th Air Force as part of SAC'S 
command-wide restructuring. . Alert facility stand down for first time in 34 years. 

L 
1993: In March, dl 1 

home of new Air 1 .-. - A 

R o m e a n d  
McGuire AFB in 
New Jersey f i  
fnr new m0 fl I I v 

~ l o s 6 e  Commission votes to close PAFB and give new mobility wing to 
McGuire AFB. 

In September, the Plattsburgh lntermunicipal Development Council 
forms to olan for reuse of PAFB. 
- In ~ctbber ,  state sues the federal government over BRACC decision 

to close PAFB. 
Base closure set for Sept. 30, 1995. 

1994: In the spring, suit against BRACC decision dropped when 
Supreme Court throws out similiar case involving the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

In the summer, PAFB becomes temporary home to a wing from 
Grand Forks AFB in South Dakota. 

Hundreds of Air Force personnel depart PAFB in anticipation of last 
 lane leaving on Sept. 26. 

Today: Sept. 26, 1994, final KC-135 leaves PAFB. About 1,200 people 
will stav on, with hundreds more leavina in the followina months. 
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~epor ter 's  Notebook 8-3 9'7CI 
Recent news events seen as ironic 

Irony has always been 
one of the most enter- 
taining nouns I have ever 
known. Here are a few 
cases that have made me 
smile recently. 

If you think you can't 
beat 'em, join'em. Ap- 
parently that's what the 
folks in San Antonio are 
t h i n k i n g  a s  t h e y  a r e  
prepated to hire the now 
infamous Jim Courter to 
help fend off the Base 
Realignment and Closure 
Commission in 1995 round. 

I Joa LoT~~mplio 
Stoff Writer I 

Courter is seen by most in these parts as the evil 
BRACC chairman from New Jersey who doomed 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base last sumlner in favor of 
McGuire AFB in the Garden State. Courter was 
also the BRACC chairman in 1991 and in both 
rounds of closures more than 100 cornrnunities lost 
bases. 

The irony here is that the folks i11 San Antonio 
now want Courter, the hatchet man, to SAVE the 
bases near their city and they're going to pay him 
$75,000 to do it. 

Sound familiar? I t  should. Former Congressman 
David 0%. Martin was enlisted by current Con- 
Wssman John McHugh to help Team Plattsburgh 
save PAFB last summer, and his salary was to be 
'$75,000. 
= I remember $,ast*summer a t  the IBRACC hear- 
ings in Boston qatcbing Courter get up in the pid- 
ale of testimony to aeek out Martin, The' two sat 
nd talked intensely, or at least it seemed intense, 

#or several minutes before Courter walked out of 
the hall for good that day. 
: The feeling was then'that Martin had probably 
just earned his $75,00ay-ionvincing the BRACC 
khairman how great PAFB was. But a week later 
y e  all found out that was not the case. 
* Maybe they were just having a chat about how 
-b get %id .:; '; ~;;;;lt;tst f ~ r  $7C,,009. 
: Word on the street is that Courtei- was always 

for sale, but no one knew the magic number. Until 
now. 

I saw a lot of BRACC testimony, both live and in 
person, in 1991 and 1993 from base communities 
across the country and for my money, Tom Tobin, 
the former PAFU wing commander from Lakc 
Placid, is one of the best consultants there is. 

And Tobin cost Team Plattsburgh only a few 
meals and a couple of plane tickets. 

Geez Tom, maybe you ought to get your resume 
out there for BRACC '95. 

I also found it interesting, if not ironic, that 
the base-reuse planning consultants did an about 
face recently after they had proposed dismantling 
the static-display planes in front of P M B  to open 
up a prime comer lot. 

The consulting firm of LDR is from out of town, 
and little did they know that the B-47 and FB-111 

' display sit on what's known as Clyde Lewis Park. 
That's right, THE Clyde Lewis. 

But after being given a little lesson in local his- 
tory, the consultants smartly began proposing to 
move the park and make it even grander instead of 
nixing it. Obviously, local officials jumped on that 
idea, which would give them a nice corner lot and 
allow them to continue to honor the area's premier 
patriot, as he is known. 

Plattsburgh Mayor Clyde hb ideau  says keep 
the planes where they are, but only after he first 
said move them. He must have realized that he's 
still only the second-most popular Clyde in town. 

.I 
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Compilation of 
Newspaper Articles, 

TV Segments & Reports, 
Comments and Reactions 

by 
Military Veterans, Retirees, 

Civilians et a1 

Re: Closure of PAFB 
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City of Plattsburgh forms the Plattsbul-gh Intermunicipal Development Council (P1DC)- Chairman is 
owner of Automobile Agency, members are Mayor, U.S. Congressman, State Senator and 
Assemblyman, Chamber of Commerce members, many politicians and municipal developers. 

Military Retirees in the 4 states of Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire and New York form the 
North Country Military Beneficiaries Association in an attempt to protect their interests. 
However, they are mostly ignored by the Department of the Air Force and the PIDC. 

January 1994 Mayor asks whether casinos are worth a gamble. 

Mayor and Chairman, who ovms large auto agency a few hundred yards down the street were 
most eager, even before closure, to tear down the two static bomber displays (B-47 and FB- 
11 1) on the PAFB corner lot - what a location! The populace hue and cry told them in no 
uncertain terms that lot was dedicated the CLYDE A. LEWIS AIRPARK in 1993. General 
Ronald R. Fogleman had selected Clyde as the recipient of the 1993 AMC Distinguished 
Citizen Award. 

Visiting Executive Director - England Air Force Base Closure stated they had banned local 
firms from moving onto base as would gut city's business district. Also, Pentagon, fearing 
liability £?om environmental contamination on the base, was granting only one-year leases of 
space on the base. 

January 8, 1994 The Mayor said the Mohawk tribe are outsiders without realistic plans for the 5,000 - 
acre base 60 miles East of Haigansburg. "They're not part of our community." 

January 27, 1994 ".......Germany.. . . .demands when U. S. vacates bases, it pay for environmental clean- 
up." This problem also prevails at the Presidio in San Francisco. One commentator calls this 
problem comparable to the cosi:s of the S & L debacle. Keep the base operating and eliminate 
the costs and the possibility of-being sued later by future resident corporations and 
communities. (Canadians for P AFB?) Wall Street Journal 

July 26, 1994 The PIDC has hired two repeat two consulting firms at great expense to develop re-use 
plans for the base property. Mohawks have also hired professional technical assistance. 

"Ultimately, the decision about who gets what rests with Secretary of the Air Force Sheila 
Windall", according to Gary Kuwabara of the Air Force Base Conversion Agency. 

Wmdall will be able to pick and choose between competing plans for the base, and can award 
any part of the base to whon~ever she sees fit." 

The media, quoting government spokesman for Secretary of the Air Force used the terms 
regarding dividing up the base by "methods" most for the "Public Benefit." What public? 
All U. S. taxpayers? 
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.."there were sparks during the PIDC meeting with the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe.".. .the 
Tribe's goal is to become general landlord of the base." Press Republican 

"Tensions" at PIDC meetings were also reported. The Mohawks say they will submit a 
revised plan by December 2 1 

July 27, 1994 "According to Moynthan, the hospital could possibly stay open even after the closure date. 
Congress will address the longterm fate of the hospital next summer when we write the 1996 
appropriation bill. " 

August 1994 PIDC hired a "CEO" (Holmes) who had resigned under pressure from his previous job 
with the City of Yonkers. Two-year contract at $97,500 annually with $60,000 of Federal 
hnds and remainder with a State grant. Receives money for housing, car payments and 
retirement, with Chairman statnng yearly salary could be worth around $120,000. Chairman 
states if CEO is successfbl, he would just as soon pay him three times that. (Wonderful - 
with taxpayers' money!) 
Holrnes said that "as CEO of the PIDC he hopes to work in partnership with the 14-member 
board, which is laden with ploliticians (HIS words), but in time he expects to work in his 
own policies" He said he has vvorked with politicians most of his life so he knows how it is. 

Does anyone know why two previous potential CEO's refbsed the position? 
Chairman states the PIDC does not want to tangle with the Mohawks. 

August 20, 1994 Closure decision already had knocked out some 25 food-service CNY Enterprises Inc. 
employees who make at least $9.84 an hour plus health benefits - and some who have been 
here for 20 years. Is the Air Force going to find them jobs or put them in the Department of 
Air Force civil service? - - 
Ever since the media had been reporting "sparks" and "tensions" at PIDC meetings, one can 
foresee dissension and greed raising its ugly head. With hundreds of civilians losing their 
businesses and service jobs, with 13- 16000 retirees and veterans losing their promised medical 
and pharmacological facilities and ancillary benefits, resentment and bitterness will persist in 
this area for years and ultimatdy, have a deleterious effect on recruitment for the military. 
Before it is over, this enterprise could become a most divisive, nasty and explosive issue, 
making the Teapot Dome Scandal look like a walk in the park. 

"New PIDC chiefs last position in yonkers, seen as turbulent.". .. "needed better day-to- 
day management. " Press Republican 

August 3 1, 1994 The Air Force alone carmot keep a base open, he notes. The Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission, which will reconvene next year, would make that decision! The 
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BRACC chose to close PAR% last year despite recommendations from the Air Frce to expand 
it" 
Comment: Please let us keep to our mandate by congress to not close this base prematurely. 

"General Ronald Fogleman was nominated to become the next chief of the Air Force. 
Fogleman is seen by many as a fiend to PAFB." Press Republican 

September 1994 If and until PAFB is closed in September 1995, many military people consider the 
private personage of the PIDC CEO (CEO of what? - A council?) occupying offices, 
quarters and services on Federal Property (PAFB) owned by U. S. taxpayers to be most 
unusual and covetous. Sorne question the legality of a bureaucracy sanctioning such a 
situation. Others consider it an afiont and demeaning to the Base Commander and the 
Commander of the Base Hospital. 

The new CEO calls PAFB "Top Notch". He sees global opportunities for the base. Global 
means nothing but a sweetheart Foreign Aid Bill; the Japanese get another golf course, the 
Germans pollute a waterway with chemicals and medical elements for sale to Libya and Iran. 
(Remember the Rhine River?:). 

"KC - 135 tankers from Grand Forks, resident here most of the summer." (Undisclosed 
military personnel marvelecl at the condition, eficiency and beauty of PAFB. 
Press Republican 

PIDC Negotiating for Canadian firm, Bombardier, for interim lease to assemble railway cars 
even before the base is closed! Governor Cuomo comes to Plattsburgh to greet Bombardier 
president who wants to get a $61 mil contract to build subway cars for New York City. 

MOHAWK ROLE WITH BOMBARDIER REMAINS UNCLEAR - The PlDC maintains 
they are% the driver's seat to I-edevelop the base and the tribe's role is to "contribute ideas" 
to the process and not to control it. The CEO stated "I have no problem at all with the tribe 
giving us good ideas (but) I &ve a problem with them setting up shop as PIDC 11." 

September 12, 1994 ..." Interim lease.. .manufacturer to move onto the base prior to September 1995 
when Air Force is scheduled to leave. " Press Republican 

September 13, 1994 VIEWPOINT - The Governor has come through. The marriage of Bombardier, 
Inc. and the soon-vacant accoimodations was a match made in Albany, and Gov. Cuomo 
was the matchmaker .... the delivt:ry of the Bombardier package shows the North Country what 
Mario Cuomo can do. Press Rryublican 

September 26, 1994 "On Jan. 1 1, 1955, Plattsburgh and the U. S. Air Force were joined in holy 
matrimony. The maniage lasted until June 24, 1993, when Diamond Jim Courter winked and 
sent the Air Force off to join him in New Jersey." Press Republican 
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October 21, 1994 PIDC CEO, Holtnes, reports they are unhappy because Governor Cuomo is 
negotiating secretly about future companies interested in the base - this just prior to the 
election. WPTZ-TV 

October 29, 1994 Coleman, Asst. SecAirFor, visiting bases to be closed, stated, PAFB will be shut 
down "No ifs, ands or buts." They worry natives are restless but PIDC officials in photo 
appear happy. ! Press Republican 

November 3, 1994 (5 days prior election but 1 year late): 
"MOYNIHAN ON CAMPAIGN SWING VOWS HELP FOR BASE". Moynihan 
acknowledged that he did not offer much vocal support on behalf of PAFB as he did for 
Grifiss AFB in Rome, but he said it was the super photonics lab at Griffiss that he was 
fighting for mainly. But he did vote against the BRACC recommendations, he said. "I was 
one of 12 people who voted a.gainst legislation and I let them know that it was an outrage", 
Moynihan said of the BRACC decision to close PAFB. Press Republican 

Now in November 1 994, a year later, the Chairman and CEO with the faceless PIDC, hire the 
LDR International Ltd. firm to do the job they are supposed to do. So - the chain of 
command and decision - making process is now SecDef: SecAirFor, Sec. Interior, Sec. HUD, 
Asst. Sec Air For, Head Base Conversion Agency, ad nauseam, plus huge amounts of 
taxpayers' money! 

Noverber 28, 1994 PIDC complains the New York State is secretly negotiating with NOVA BUS of 
Canada for an Assembly Plant on the PAFB. New York has never signed contract with 
Bombardier which Cuomo hinted at! More political controversy between PIDC and NY 
State. WPTZ-TV 

Many people are concerned regarding the secrecy of'PIDC and State of NY negotiations with 
~om6ardier.-~uid pro quo? What are terms of the lease? Rent - Tax-free? Who pays for 
heat, electricity, maintenance? Who plows the roads? Who provides fire protection and 
security? Is 4 1/2 mill by Bombardier a realistic investment? Will U. S. citizens or Canadians 
have the jobs? 

November 29, 1994 FIRMS' EFFORT IPJ BASE-REUSE PLAN DRAWS FIRE - LDR International 
Ltd., Maryland firm, hired by the PIDC, took a beating last night for not living up to its end 
of the deal. It wants $36,800 to inventory certain buildings on the base. Also, a firm's 
employee had submitted a steep bill for less-than-noteworthy work. Chairman McBride and 
CEO Holmes defended LDR. Holmes said he thinks they're making some good progress. 
McBride said he has confidence in LDR although they "may have to be tweaked." Press 
Republican 
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Allen McReynolds, a special assistant to Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt, says the PIDC and 
not the St. Regis Mohawk tribe is in the driver's seat for redeveloping PAFB. Interior will 
take its lead from PIDC over what portions of the Mohawks' plan it will endorse. 

December 1994 This closure decision and its messy appointments, negotiations and publicity is 
becoming such a serious prol>lem throughout the entire Northeast of Maine, Vermont, N. H. 
and N. Y. that WCAX-TV, Burlington, Vt. saw fit to give 30 minutes to this debacle and 
scooping the NY station across Lake Champlain. 

An article: PAFB to close by Sept. 30, 1995 - "ASSETS TO BE REDISTRIBUTED!" 

December 22, 1994 Bombardier of Canada received a $143 mil contract from New Jersey for rail cars 
for its plant in Barre, Vermont. They reported no need to hire more employees. WPTZ-TV 

December 27, 1994 Vermont businessmen go to Fort Benning, Ga. and propose bring troops to 
Vermont mountains for alpine training. Plattsburgh, the antithesis, ready to tear PAFB apart. 
W T Z - T v  

January 1995 Shirley Curry, spokeswoman for the Air Force Base Conversion Agency, said the Air 
Force lease with PDDC and Bombardier, Inc. is not in jeopardy.. . .Following a succession of 
meetings and discussions regarding lease terms (OUR) standard interim lease, the Air Force 
recently presented repeat pr~esented, an alternative to the PIDC. (PIDC officials) were 
receptive to the new alternative and planned to present it to the full executive board. Plans 
to finalize the lease by March 1 are on track. The new agreement was reviewed by PIDC 
members behind closed doors. The agency has not yet presented the revised lease to 
Bombardier. (IMAGINE! The Air Force is soliciting approval of the PIDC?) 

QUESTION: When a Federid Standard Lease Term provides for a 30-day 
kick-out of an entity when the Government requires a base in 
an emergency, how can some political hack change it? 

The PIDC is nothing but a private "council" with little Federal or State authority to sign a 
contract with a foreign entity. .At one time the PIDC was considering forming a corporation 
and naming it Plattsbugh Air Base Re-Development Corporation to get their nose in the tent 
before it closes. Who will be t.he stockholders? The Mayor believes Bombardier would be 
in the Clinton County Industrial Park. So do others. 

This entire negotiating process dl the way back to Sept. '94 has been an embarrassing political 
debacle in the eyes of military veterans. 

January 10, 1995 PAFB was home to tw,o schools for Peru, NY, for many years. "The impact of the 
downsizing 1 closure of PAFB has caused layoffs in the district, and State and Federal Aid is 
expected to continue to diminish." Note: This closure is most pervasive everywhere. 
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Also, today, the Mayor of Plattsburgh is now negotiating with Bombardier, Inc. of Canada 
to build their plant in the Clinton County Industrial Park. The Mayor and Chairman of PIDC 
have indicated when they see DoD's new Plan March 1, 1995, they intend to resign! 

Comment: A few months ago SecDef Perry stated he wants to use $3 
billion dollars for new housing for the military in the U. S. 

January 16, 1995 PIDC states their preliminary plan will tear down some housing at PAFB and only 
keep the new housing. (At one time CEO stated they may dismantle some of the heating 
system and replace it with Falcon Gas (fiom Canada) - another foreign welfare program. Will 
re-arrange some roads and entrhces. Encourage citizens fiom southern U. S. and allow 
housing along the shore of Lake Champlain, the golf course, etc. Remember back in May 
1994 I made a subtle bid far the golf course and shoreline! 
A reporter asked, "Who is going to pay for all this?" The answer: "There is plenty of 
grants and appropriations out there to be taken advantage of." WPTZ-W 
(See previous notation where SecAuFor Base Conversion Agency has "Unlimited Funds. " 

January 19, 1995 Just TODAY reports indicate the school systems and Teacher situation at both PAFB 
and Griffiss is devastated by layoffs and others losing their jobs. The Dept. of AIR FORCE 
is obviously oblivious as to what they have done to this entire Northeast! 

January 20, 1995 we have the CEO of PIDC asking for and scheduling a Call-In TV show to get 
suggestions &om the local poplulace. This from a $97,500 a year planner backed up with the 
hiring of two other consulting firms? Note sponsors of this call-in are a Waste Management 
firm, a transportation firm and Abstract Title firm. 

This same date - Mohawk tribe issues press release stating they are negotiating with 
International Air Freight Distributors, Inc. which organizes air cargo HUBS around the 
country for other air cargo companies to use the 2-mile PAFB runway. Do they buy the 
runway? Do they buy some buildings? Does the Sec. of the Air Force "give it away?" 
Preposterous! 

Question : If the Clinton County Municipal Airport was causing 
congestion for the Air Force, how can PIDC run an Air Cargo 
Service out of the air base? 

January 24, 1995 CEO Holmes casually mentioned Pres. Jarvis of LDR, Inc., a consulting firm to PIDC, 
has an aililiation with the Rouse Co. A call was made to ask if this is the firm that develops 
shorelines, such as Boston and Baltimore. The answer was YES; so, now we know the 
interest in PAFB shoreline, right? Remember my subtle bid for $5,000 way back in May, 
1994? SecDef Perry is going to spend $3 billion for new military housing but PIDC is going 
to tear down PAFB housing so it will not affect the city of Plattsburgh real estate market. 
Routing our railroad lines along the waterji-ont was also considered! A chilling Time-Sharing 
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housing proposal was mentioned by the CEO which as anyone knows, has been a disaster in 
Hawaii, Arizona, Florida, h'Y et al. R'CFE-TV CALL IN 

Plattsburgh Planning Board and also the Zoning Board of Appeals approved Bombardier plan 
to move into the city's Northgate Industrial Park (15 acres). The SecAirFor and PIDC 
Foreign Aid Plan for Canadian Bombardier is just about dead. 

January 25, 1995 Controversy at this late date! An Air Cargo company to work with St. Regis 
Mohawks on negotiations. PIDC CEO (now named Exec. Director) said Air Cargo 
company is willing to work with PIDC also. Official of company disputes that statement. 
Holrnes said PIDC willing to work with Mohawks as "tenants" but not as "landlords." "If it 
comes to Mohawks asking for property to be turned over to them for development, we're not 
interested." The PIDC has been given lead status in redeveloping the base, but that does 
not rule out the Federal Bureau of Indian Affairs from granting some of the base 
property to the Mohawks. Press Republican 

Final Comment: 

This base is becoming a honeypot or grabbag wherein everyone remembers the 
"GIVEAWAY" statement back in the Spring or Summer of 1994. 

This Ex-SAC base of 5,000 acres is too valuable and massive for any one entity or 
organization to even consider buying, managing, planning for, or liquidating. It can only be 
picked apart piecemeal like a cadaver with calamitous results for the Taxpayer, the city 
of Plattsburgh and the State of New York. 

After all those meetings, consultations with experts, suggestions solicited from whomever, 
the PIDC missed one sali'ent and common-sense answer - KEEP PAFB open 
and SAVE the country Millions, no Billions of dollars! 
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August 28, 1994 

The Editor 
Press Republican 
170 Margaret Street 
Plattsburgh, New York 1290 1 

Dear Editor: 

Anent PAFB closure and my letter in your MAY 3, 1994 edition. 

Personally, I've never accepted CLOSURE of this magnificent modem base as a FAIT ACCOMPLI. 
This country can't afford it! As a taxpayer, closure means to me the complete abandonment of 
billions of dollars of assets. (Rebuild Homestead AFB in Florida?) The following illustrates the 
ANATOMY OF A BASE CLOSURE as I interpret it from my issue of NAVAL INSTITUTE 
PROCEEDINGS, August 1994! BRAC-91 (1991) recommended closing CARSWELL AIR BASE, 
Fort Worth, TX on 30 Sept. 1993 and keeping NAVAL AIR BASE, Dallas, TX operating. Along 
came BRAC-93 (Courter's Logrollers) and rec~~mmended the opposite - close NAB Dallas and move 
it and its tenant commands 30 miles to Fort Worth and keep CARSWELL operating. During that 
91-93 interim, can you believe it? - The Secretary of the Air Force awarded a large supply warehouse 
and the hospital at CARSWELL to the BUREAU OF PRISONS, UNICOR Division. Now the Navy 
and Air Force must construct a hospital at CARSWELL and do not have enough warehousing. 

For the reader, the Department of Defense's concept, "C4I FOR THE WARRIOR" will eventually 
bring about INTEROPERABILITY for the Anny, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps and Coast Guard. 
This concept of JOINTNESS is being emphasized now and training therein for ANY EMERGENCY 
is being accelerated. For background, JOINT BASE CONSOLIDATION is being considered - now. - 
At Carswell, the following military commantis and organizations ultimately may be based at this 
possibly named, "JOINT RESERVE BASE:" Aircraft & equipment previously at Dallas; Naval 
Reserve Center; Naval Air Reserve; Naval Reserve Intelligence Command; Commander Fleet 
Logistics Support Wing; Marine Corps Reserve Center (Wing); 301st Air Force Reserve Fighter 
Wing; Air National Guard (Aviation); Army Guard; Army Reserve; Reserve Hdqtrs for Region I1 
Readiness Command; Recruiting Command 111; AND - Local orgs. from Coast Guard, Civil Air 
Patrol and Selective Service System. 

CAN ANYONE NOT SEE THE NEED FOR.. PAFB FOR "JOINTNESS" TRAINING FOR ALL 
MlLITARY ENTITIES IN ALL OF THE NORTHEAST U.S.? 

Remember - PAFB was NOT on the original closure list by DoD. BRAC-93 "closes" PAFB in 
SEPTEMBER ' 1995. The PIDC chairman said a decision to decide who "gets to develop the 
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property" could come in about a month! This rush to judgment by the temporary CEO about a 
prison, the "appointed" CEO about Global opportunities, et al, makes me ask who is pushing this? 
How can you divide and conquer a property that is still EXTATT? 

The GAO reports that DoD budget is 150 billion dollars short if our Global Strategy is to wage war 
simultaneously on one front while maintaining a "holding action" on a second! The Heritage 
Foundation research agrees with that analysis but their figure is 100 billion and the "holding action" 
could be no larger than Grenada was. 

The media quoted a government spokesman for SecAirFor as using "methods" most for the "public 
benefit" And we are going to "transfer DOT) property at LESS than fair market value - or even for 
free when appropriate?" 

My recommendation to anyone who will listen is to keep PAFB open as a "PLATTSBURGH JOINT 
BASE" and I intend to give this thesis wide dissemination. 

BRUCE C. BARRY 
LCDR, USN(RET.) 
PO Box 56 
Rainbow Lake, NY 12976 
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L Bruce L. Barry LcDn,usncR=t) 

I 
- 

PO 13ox 56 Rambow Lake. N'r' 12976 5 18-327-3 176 

The political decision being antithetical to the rnilitary decision regarding Plattsburgh Air 
Force Base is becoming a rr~ost serious problem. I intend to cover this entire subject in a 
future letter. 

This letter only refers to tihe PAFB commissary which involves thousands of military 
personnel and dependents in the NORTHEAST! 

I want to refer to my RETIRED OFFICER MGAZINE, December 1994, wherein the new 
face of a Military Health Care Plan has already been instituted at base closure sites in Texas, 
Louisiana, Florida, Tidewater 'Virginia, Oregon, Washington, California, Hawaii, Oklahoma, 
and Arkansas. 

I am usiig Health Care to indicate just how we in the NORTHEAST are being ignored! 

Now, back to commissaries aind the magazine article: 

~ o m e s t e a d x ~ ~  to get BXMart 
Homestead AFB Fla., has been selected personnel. military retirees. and family 

by the Department of Defense as the site members who live in the area. Regular 
for the second Army anld Air Force exchange items will be sold at normal 
Exchange Service (AAFES) combined AAFES prices. Edible products will be 
retail and grocery facility, or "BXMart." sold at established commissary prices. 
Grand opening for the test facility is Congress directed testing of the BXMart 
currently planned for mid-March 1995. concept at no less that one nor more that 
The Homestead BXMart will be located three sites under the 1993 National 

in the former commissary building after Defense Security Act. Carswell AFB, 
AAFES completes necessary Texas, was selected as the first site in 
renovations. It will provide shopping July 1993. 
primarily for reservist. National Guard 

Enclosure: Commissaries 
Page 1 of 2 
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Page 2 
December 1 1, 1994 

Do you have an answer as to why our New York Senators and Congressmen cannot obtain 
the THIRD BXMart for the thousands of military personnel in the NORTHEAST? Many feel 
we are forgotten rural coun~try-cousins. PAFB Commissary is a brand new state-of-the-art 
building which opened in April 1991 and should not be discarded like trash at the expense of 
the taxpayers. 

May I have your consideratilon and reply? 

Very respectfblly, 

Bruce C. Barry 

Enclosure: Commissaries 
Page 2 of 2 
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WASHINGTON.  D.C. 

L O S  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA 

N E W  YORK. N E W  YORK 

PHOENIX.  ARIZONA 

KANSAS CI'TY. M ISSOURI  

ALAN 1. DDCON 

Mr. David Lyles 
Defense Base Closure & 

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

BRYAN CAVE 
ONE MElTROPOLlTAN SQUARE 

211 NORTH BROADWAY. SUITE I3600 

ST. LOUIS MISSOURI 63102-2750 

(314)  259-2000 

F A C S I M I L E :  ( 3 1 4 )  259-2020 

IRVINE. CALIFORNIA 

SANTA MONICA. CALIFORNIA 

OVERLAND PARK. KANSAS 

LONDON.  E N G L A N D  

RIYADH. SAUDI ARABIA 

FRANKFURT AM MAIN. GERMANY 

Dear David: 

I enclose a letter from Mayor Jerry R. Cross of the Village of Marissa, which 
is self-explanatory. Would you please respond to this letter and send a copy to John 
Baricevic, the Chairman of the County Board of St. Clair County. 

Frankly, David, I'm kind of hesitant to respond in view of my situation in 
St. Clair County, and think a better response would come from you. 

Kindest personal regards. 

WD: trn 

Enclosure 



c . -, 
' From : Village of Marissa 

MhYORi 
Jerry R. Cross 

PHONE No. : 295 3438 

Village of Marissa 

Feb. 15 1995 4:51PN P82 

'THE FRI.ENDLY VILLAGE " 
212 North Maln Strcct Marissa, Jlllnols 62257-1399 

PHONE: (61 B) 296-2351 ~t 295-3241 
FAX: (618) 295-3438 

As the Mayor of Maribsa, I am writing to you of the imporimce of keeping Swtt Air 
FOIW Basc and thb Charios Mchh Rice Support Ccntcr in operation. Mdsieea, which ia 
located in tho southeast corner of St Clair County, hss bean Qpsndemt on tho coal and 
farming indualriws for financial suppat. 'Iho aml indusay haa bsen gravely affoctcd by the 
fderal gcrvanunorlt's Clear,. Ab Act which, as you how,  hae closed mom than hdf the 
mines in the statc. Ollr f m o m  hnw been in a d o p r o d  statue for yem now, Tho bright 
spot has been d1.e employment and ewnomic inpact "Scott" and the Prim Supporl Canter 
,provide. Both my town and the county benefit ftom these facilities. To lose Chis w d d  be 
ewnumiu dbater for both, 

Please note my expmabm to the BRAC C t ~ ~ i o ~ ~ .  

7---J .t--.-. .pa -*.../ L.J 

or Ja R. Cross 
Village of Marim 

JRaa 

cc: JuhnBdcevic 

VILLA,OL TRUSTEES 

- -  - ~~ ~-~ 

CLERK: 

Carol Sml~h 



'+ .. . -. . ' 

FI.UIII : Uillayr uf Mar.is5a 

MAYOH: 
Jerry R. Cross Village of Marissa 

CldRKl 
Carol Smith 

'THE FRIENDLY VlLLQGE" 
212 North  molt^ Street Mhrlsse, llllnnle 62267-13W 

PHONE: (618) 298-9361 or 298488 1 
PAX: (618) 238-3498 

tn-gr 

TD: PI14 r ,  'I' xo 0 

UXAnON: 

FAX# - REG. PHOW! d 
FROM! ' .J u. / ln . . . j  cr.,r 

i 
'-- 

DATE TRANSM~ED:-. . F ~ L .  /r, / 9 4 . , -  TlMEs . -r : -5- lJ .. fb, . 

You Mll mcrJve 
->-- a 

p q u  c# coplcs, lndudlng thls w e r  letter- Fyow do not 



Prepare Reply for Commissioner's S i t u r e  

Prepare Direct Response 

F n  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MC)ORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

p\eass :C?N t~ ? h ~  ~ m b e r  
when -\ 

February 27, 1995 

Honorable Jerry R. Cross 
Mayor 
212 North Main St. 
Marissa, IL 62257- 1399 

Dear Mayor Cross: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Senator Dixon concerning Scott Air Force Base and 
the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. I certainly understand your concern about these 
installations. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its deliberations in 
March when it receives the Secretary of Defense's list of recommended closures and 
realignments. The information you provideld will be helpful to the Commission as it carries out its 
responsibilities to review the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this inform;ation to the Commission. 

David S. Lyles !-J 
Staff Director 

cc: Mr. John Baricevic 



City Hall: 200 North Lincoln Illinois 62269 / Phone (618) 624-4500 
Mayor Robert G. Morton 

I The Honorable Senator Alan Dixon, Chair 
BRAC Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Ste. 1425 

Curtis L. Schildknecht Arlington, VA 22209 
Treasurer 

Benjamin Hamm 
City Clerk 

Aldermen: 

Ward One 
Dennis Grimmer 
Nila Grogan 

Ward Two 
James Kelly 
Gerald Cozort 

Ward Three 
Robert Braswell 
Vernon Monken 

Ward Four 
Rick Reckamp, J r .  
Robert Karras 

Ward Five 
James Lemansky 
Patricia Lambert 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As I understand it, the purpose of the BRAC is to assist 
in the closure of underutilized military bases throughout 
the country. Both Scott Air Force Base in St. Clair 
County and the Melvin Price Center in Madison County are 
significant players in the military's role in protecting 
democracy throughout the world and certainly are not 
underutilized. 

For example, Scott Air Force Base has recently played 
significant roles in airlifting needed supplies and 
material to Somalia, Haiti, the Persian Gulf and the many 
other humanitarian a:nd emergency missions that the United 
States has participated in. 

According to law, the BRAC shall utilize specific 
criteria to rate bases for closure and retention and the 
chief criterion is that of military value. Scott Air 
Force Base plays a central role in our national defense 
network. Scott currently serves as the home for the 
Headquarters of the US Transportation Command, the Air 
Mobility Command, the Air Weather Service and the Defense 
Communications Office (DECCO). Through DECCO alone, all 
military computer equipment purchases are coordinated. 
Scott also serves as the ~ i r  Force's key Command, Control 
and Communication (C3) agency. 

Scott is one of the country's largest Air force 
installations with a .total base population of over 20,000 
(military, civilian and dependents). It also has an 
additional popu1atio.n of 11,700 of f-base. The cost to 
relocate these personnel, dependents and equipment would 
n o t  be a cost benefit. 

" S o u t h e r n  illinois' FdsLst Crowing City'' 
. -.G.r". 



Page 2 BRAC 

As headquarters for the US   ran sport at ion Command, Scott 
provides the needed air, land and sea transportation for 
our country. The Air Weather service at Scott also serves 
to provide centralized weather and space environmental 
service to all bra:nches of the :military, including the 
Joint Staff and the many designated unified and specific 
military commands. 

The Price Center in. Granite City and the Transportation 
Command in St. Louis, on the other hand, also provide 
important services to our military readiness. These 
facilities provide those crucial administrative, 
logistical and quality of life services to all Defense 
and other federal agencies within the St. Louis 
~etropolitan region. 

If one or all of these facilities were closed, the 
resulting effect woiuld be not only a significant loss 
on the government's return on investment over time, but 
over a 1 billion dollar loss in the St. Louis area 
economy. As Mayor of the City of OfFallon, I want to 
urge you to please keep these facilities open and 
ensure the stability of our region and our countryfs 
future . 
Sincerely, 

0 ' FALLON 

Robert G. Morton, 
Mayor 



- -- - - - - 1 ORIGINATED BY: 
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FRANK CIRLLLO 
STEVE ACKERMAN 
RICK DICAMILLO 

MARK PROST 
DAVE OLSON 
FRANK CANTWELL 
COMMENTS: 

--- 
DIRECJDR OF AD-TION 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL 
A 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MC)ORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLIN'GTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

P k e  nfsr to this p i m r  
when respcndi-7-3R 

February 27, 1995 

Honorable Robert G. Morton 
Mayor 
City Hall 
200 North Lincoln 
O'Fallon, Illinois 62269 

Dear Mayor Morton: 

Thank you for your recent letter to Senator Dixon concerning Scott Air Force Base and 
the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. I certainly understand your concern about these 
installations. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its deliberations in 
March when it receives the Secretary of Defense's list of recommended closures and 
realignments. The information you provided will be helphl to the Commission as it carries out its 
responsibilities to review the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. 

Thank you for providing this information to the Commission. 

David S. ~ ~ l e s ~  
StafTDirector 



ALFONSE M. D'AMATO 
NEW YORY 

1259 FEDERAL BUILDING 
P.O. Box 7216 

SYRACUSE. NY 1326 1-72 16 
(315) 423-547 1 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3202 

. . 
gj .,;:;-..; ;. .,,. >. . . ~ .  .. .. :. , > -.'.- ,..,.>. . . , - ?  ., 11 1.. . _. -.- 

Pi?:: i , ,  : - .;, :.. . . .::?..q5Q303 - 7 

March 1, 1995 

Director, Congressional A f f a i r s  
B a s e  R e a l i g n m e n t  and C l o s u r e  C : : o m m i s s i o n  
Suite 1 4 2 5  
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Director: 

Because of the desire of this office to be responsive to all 
inquiries and communications, your consideration of the attached 
is requested. 

Your findings and views, in duplicate form, will be 
appreciated. 

Please reply to my Syracuse office. 

Sincerely, 

~ l f o l s e  M. DrHnlato 
United States Senator 

AMD/mt 

Attachment 



GZORGZ P A T A K I  W I L L I A M  CLIRTON 
GOV"c?iNO3 NEW YORK S T A T E  P R E S I D E N T  O F  U. S. 
C A P I T A L  BLDG. THE WHITE HOUSE 
ALBANY, NY 12224 WASEINGTON, DC 2 0 5 0 0  
( 3 1 5  423-5657 ( 3 1 5  ) 793-8146 
JAIES T .  IIALSE! S E R W O O D  B0EHLE:RT 
IfEIIEER O F  CONGRESS P:EbBER O F  C0NGF:ESS 
P O B  7306 ALEX. P I R I J I E  FE'D. BLDG. 
S Y M C U S E ,  NY 13261 1 0  B40A.D S T R E E T  

U T I C A ,  NY 1 3 5 0 1  
P H O N E  #: ( 607 1433-2310 3 1 5 )  423-5471 

M E l O E 2  OF SENATE IbZBiBER O F  9EiJATE 
214 MAIN S T R E E T  1259 FEDERAL BLDG 
OIJEONTA, NY 13820 S Y R A C U S E ,  N Y  13260 

109  CLARTON S T R E E T  
N .  SYRACUSE,  NY 13212 

IEI-IBER O F  A S S E W L Y - M A J r J X I I Y  
305 SCUTH MAIN S T R E Z T  
N. SYRACUSE,  NY 13212 

LDR. 

S U S J P C T :  G S I F F I S S  AFB-THE OPPORTUKITY OF A L I F E T I M E  YAY B E  GONE SOON. 

1. R E F E R E N C E :  
A . i i Y  L S T T G R  TO COI:GFXSS:-!plJ WALSH & ASSE!?Lk?lAN M I C E A Z L  BF.AGli.4V DTD. 2/21/95. 

(SEE ATCH. #I). 

2. T H Z  FOLLOkiI'IAG A?I)ITIONAL J U S T I F I C A T I O N  TO CONSOLIDATE A 1 3  F O R C E S  I N  NEW YORK 
S T A T E  ARE PROVIDED.  

A.  I T  I S  MY UNDERSTANDING THAT T H E  K C - 1 3 5 s  CURmIJTLY AT NIAGARA F A L L S  H A W  TO 
BE FLO\vN TG G R I F F I S S  F O R  P H A S E  I N S P E S T I O N S .  FEASON: NIAGARA F A L L S  DOESB ' T  
HAVE HANGARS THAT U I L L  ACCOMODATE THE K C - 1 3 5 .  COST TO BUILD YAh';ARS AT 
NIAGARA FALLS W I L L  B E  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  P L U S .  THEN, EOW LONG WILL THEY F L Y  THE 
K C - 1 3 5 1  THEY CONVERTED FROM T H E  I?-16 RSCENTLY. WHAT NEXT? 

B. T H E  EXTREME C O l i C E W  TO OTIE P U B L I C  I S  T H E  APPARENT LACK OF A WELL T H O U G H T G U T  
P L A N  TO E F F P C T I V E L Y  U T I L I Z E  OUR 11ULITIL9Y I N S T A L L A T I O N S  THAT UVE BEEN OR ARE 
B E I N G  CLOSED. YOU ALL S T R S S S  T IMPORTANCE O F  EXPANDING THE NATIONAL GUARD, 
T O  ALLOW A REDUCTION OF A C T I V E  FORCES,  YET T H E  GUARD C O I P L E X  I S  EXPECTED TO 
B U I L D  I T ' S  OWE: F A C I L I T I E S ,  WHEN A FEW M I L E S  AWAY AN I D E A b  COMPLEX I S  C G I N G  
T O  PIOT. PLEASE , I THINK YOU ARE ALL S l W T  ENOUGH T O  SOLVE A PROBLEM A 3  
S I M P L E  A S  T H I S .  

C. CONSOLIDATING F O R C E S :  I T  A P P E A R S  THAT YOU FEEL I T  I S  I M P O S S I B L E  T O  SOLVE 
BASE C L O S I N G S  d KALIGI \?SNT O F  PJAPIONAL GUAP3 POFICEB ALL AT ONCE,  ! i T Y  I1J 
F A C T  I T  I S  T*% ONLY T I b E  TO A C C O l * P L I B Y  T H I S .  G F i I F P I S S ,  I F  W O 7 s ' Z D  TO 
D E T E R I O R A T E  L I K E  ALL CLOSED B A S E S  DO, WILL RESULT I N  M I L L I O K S  O F  E X Z A  
D O L L A R S  B E I N G  S P E h T  B Y  DOD TO UPG3ADE TO WHAT' G R I F F I S S  I S  W : D I N G  TC YOU 
F R E E .  

D. F-16 OPERATION AT F.4F:COCK: I LT:DI'RSTAND THAT THEY R A T E  USED G R I F F I S S  FOR 
P R A C T I C E  O V E 3  i .THE YEARS. WEAT DOEZS DOD P A Y  CACH T I M E  AN F-16 LA.it3C AT 
BYELACUSE, A C I V I L I A N  INTERI!ATIOIIrhL A I R P O R T ?  

3. I R E S T  MY CASE AN3 9 0 P E  YOU W I L L  F l h !  THE N 0 3 T  ECCI:O!:IC& S O L U T I O N  70 T E  
PROBLEM O F  MAI:!TAINIIGG A STATE OF R I A T l I N E S S  T H A X W I L L  BEAT THE H E L L  OUT OF AI:Y 
O P P O S I N G  FORCE.  

4. I F  I CAN B E  OF M Y  F U R T H W  A S S I S T d  CE I I J  T E I S  Z I D E A V O 8 ,  P L E A S E  L E T  I!E iC;G:I. 

1 ATCH: 
1. R E F E R  TO PARA.1A ABOVE. 

.., 

COPY : SYiiACUSE I"JS. . ;SPAPRS LT COL USm ?XT 
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FEBRUARY 21, 1995 . ? -  

JAMES T .  WALSH PlICHAEL J. BRAGMAN 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS MAJORITY LEADER- ASSEMBLY 
POB 7306 305 SOUTH MAIN STREET 
SYRACUSE, NY 13261 N .  SYRACUSE, NY 13212 

SUBJECT: G R P F I S S  AFB-THE 0PPCP.TUNI'TY OF A LIFETIME MAY BE GONE SOON. 

1, REFERENCE : 
A. POST STJ~TDARD ILQTICLE, P.4GE DD2, MONDAY, FEBRUARY 6 ,  1995. (ATACH. #L) 

2. G R I F F I S S  AFE IS,IiITHOUT DOUBT, TIE BEST EQUIPPED AIR FORCE INSTALLATION 
I N  THE NORTEAST. I T  I S  I N  P191M3 COl~?DITION BECAUSE 8TRATEGIC AIR COMMAND (SAC) 
WAB WELL K N O W  FQR DOING THZ JOB RIGHT' THE F I R S T  TIME. 

3, 1. NOTICE THE ATTACHED AFiTICLE WAS WFIITTEN WITH A BLANTED VIEW TOWARD THE 
LPSORATORY BEING THE SAVIOR OF THE FUTURE O F  QKWFIS3. BEFORE WE GET TO 

THE POINT OF NO RETURN ON HOW TO USE G i I F F I S S .  1 8 N 1 T  I T  APPROPRIATE TO LET THE- 
PUBLIC KNOW WHAT CONSIDERATIONB HAWS TAKEN- PLAOE BY -FEDERAL& STATE AUTHORITIES 
THAT PBZVENTS TIE BASE BEING UBED FOR I T S  INTENDED PURPOS$, N W Y  FLIGHT MAIN- 

ENANCE AND OPERATIONS. I T  IS  CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING TWO MAJOR MULTI ENGINE 
gIRCRAFT UNITS, TWO FIEHTER UNITB, f ULL BASE FLIOHT OPERATIONS WITH SUPPORT 
AIRCRAFT, OUTSTANDING MAINTENAHCE/BIJPPLY FACILITIEB,  NEW BRICK BARRACES/DINING 
HALLS/HOBPITAL COMPLEX & CLUBS-. .OH !ES, A bTEW OENTRAL HEATING PLAN?. 

4. WITEIlJ T I E  STAT3 OF NEII YORK, WE HAVE A C-5 UNIT LOCATED AT 8TEWART A .  
(MADE NAMED BY ANOTHER NAME): A C-3-35 =-,'LOCATED AT NIAGARA FALLS; AN F-16 
WING LOCATZD AT SYRACUSE IAP AND THERE KAY BE MORE (IE ALBANY) THAT'I AH NOT 
AWARE OF. . " .  ' 3 ...*Y ' * , . . : .+ , .. 

*. .: .-,. Re - AL 
* .  

- 4 - -  

5. I H A E  HEARD FOR YEARS THAT TEE AIRPORT0 I N  TEE B E W  YO= CITY llREA ME CON-. - 
JESTED AND STEWART WA9 CONSIDERED AS1 A PRIME LOCATION FOR EXPANSION FROM THE 
NY CITY AREA. I WOULD EXPECT THAT NI'AGARA FALL0wn-t SPEND .MILLIONS UPGRADING 
FROM A FIGHTER OPERATION TO KULTI ENGINE OPEBIATION? SYRACUSE HAS OPERATED OUT *, 

OF THEIR MAINTEN~lCE/OPrYRATIO~13/SUPPLY BUILDINGS FOR MdSNY YEARB- 
* r . . ~ ' -  *;- 

6. WIiY HA'IE?TT IT WE HEARD ANY COIMENTS FROM && FEDERAC/STATE AU'THORITIEB ~ L L I N C  
US WHY A CONSOLIDATION OF UNITS WILL/WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED? 

7, FEW, ZF ANY MILITAFLY F A C I L I T I E S  LEN;) T W E Z L T E S  ~ F F I C I E N ~ Y  TO BEING CON- 
VERTED TO CO?MERCIAL USE, EXCEPT POSSIBLY HANGAR9 & WAREHOUSES. BARRACKS/DINING 
FACILITIES/CLUBS GENERALLY ARE A LOSING PROPOSITION.' ONE YEAR BEING UNHEATED & 
BOARDED UP & AND YOU'VE LOST THE BUILDING. SEaURITP, UNLESS KEPT AT A HIGH PEAg 
WILL RESULT I N  VANDALIBM. SOME OF THIS WILL BE FROM ON BASE TENANTS I F  TIIE BASE 
HOUSING COMPLEX REIUINS I N  WCLE OR PART. 

r r  

7 . J .  

8 .  YOU HAVE A ONCE I N  A LIFETIME OPPOR!KTNITY TO SAVE THE BEST AIR FORCE'.INSTAL- 
LATION I N  NEW Y O X ,  CONSOLIDATE YOUR UNITS & SAVE MILLIONS OF DOLLARS .IN BASE 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FUNDS. T . - . . - ,  . , -  - - ,  - A .-- .+ ,- , .. 

.< . , - 
.+, .+ ' *.-,rjt 4:Y'G; i> 4 .  

9 -  I WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR UPDATING YOUR CONSTITITENT0 ON WHX THIS OPPORTUNITY 
e ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  19 NOT RECEIVING THE ATTENTION THAT IT SHOULD.' 
BE PROVIDED TO GOVERNOR P m A g I  & W O E V E R  HAS AUTHORITY I N  
YOU FOR YOUR AGGRESSIVE ASSISTANCE I : N  AVOIDING A VERY-BAD - : 3 1  

1 ATCB.: 
1. ?ZFZR TO "4. ~ O E  

'XEQUEBT THIS  
THIS U T T E R *  
DECISION. 

' " - .  *-;* - 

LETTER 
T H r n  



THE POSTSTANDARD/Monday, Feb. 6,1995 

- a. --------- - --ausc swmarry-namson - a n r ~ u  
). COZY residents commute, Onon- In z r o f i t s  totaled $8 ny ~h~ built Cmastota the plant in compz Georgia. 
l t  in the =nice =- daga County's economy has a big million, up 8 percent from 1993. 175, rt mandactvres bare copper and 

impact on Madison County's em- Annual sales grew m $360.8 mil- dre for the electronin, automotive 
the greatest gain. ployment picture, Barbano said. lion, up 6 percent. . . . . ; t ics showed  t h a t  ' 'and construction industries. The 

? worked m service- MattHcws add the creiinppny's ,_hcis Soid throughour tite 
I Oneida County, up G r f f f i ~ ~  Alr Force Base lgg4 yearend rill b i i L d  States, Mexlco and Canada. 
rom 1993. Though Gnffiss' realignment will be in llfe Febm have .-' The dvste company ~n by e c b e  m manufactu- cost the Mohawk Valley more than a good chance to jmprove On Philip $ernper, president, m d  his 
2nt slowed a bit in 4.500 military and civilian jobs, - 1993'8 He a . brother, Robert Kemper t., who 
County had 15,476 Rome Laboratory will continue to OV'!'~ ad of lerves as c h h a n .  

ng in factories last have a significant economic impact businem like m- lThe Kernper, would not r e v e i  
om 15,645 m 1993. on the region, officials say. sumer Dblewarr, food service ta- the company's profit8 or  des .  
less than half the de- The lab awarded more than $35 blel'are and industrid wire. " +'.3 The cornpan plans to continue 
1992 and 1993. million in contracts to local compa- lgg5 look. pan- updating the anastotr plant and < - 
e n t  e m p l o y m e n t  nies last year. In addition, the lab install a new computer (!' system, said 
25,263 to  25,189. maintains more than $200 million A late lgg4 m r m & n - o f  fhe . PhiIi Kemper. . 
;on County residents in active contracts with area firms. . pintprnal ? ~ ~ h g ~ s ~ _ : a ~ s t e m  irn0 :rind, hopefully, atate gwirnl 
e r  counties, about The Grlifiss Redevelopment and proved rhl~* - f u n t l y i , @  rnent will be more business ori- !! luting to  Onondaga Planning Council, a quasi-govern- to 80 tfdS Year. ented," he said. 
out  3,000 to Onelda ment group, has developed a plan 'Ihe cQrnPany ha@ *urned - . I 1: 

than onefourth of to use the base for non-military (Iirect fauumef G~~~-s-& Inc 
eople who work m uses, such as light manufacturing blew~re f i ~ ~ t f ~ -  wfih* 

hCreased more &* ty are employed by and storage. The plan also would thews a id ,  rduce the mP in for c ~ ~ ~ - s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  hc: .encies. promote Rome Labs' facilities to at- neecied before ~ r d u c h  r e d l  - 1996, . ..-. . 
~ u n t y ' s  work force tract hi-tech firms to the area. tailers. Company warehouses 8100 

Z 
The Chhtenan o division of EL; 18.189 in the first "To market Griffiss, you've got will be consoldated fhla ear. An - co , of portlan , ore, recov; ,f 1993 to 18,448 In t o  induce demand," said Steve incfi:ased product line, w ich wag P f 

ere from the nation's defense in-' months of 1994. The DiMeo, chairman of the Griffiss Re- intmduced in 1994, will be 1 4 .  d b t v  rlowdown, md asles are ap 
ures wiiI be released development and Planning Council. able this Year. 

"You have to induce firms to locate Matthews noted that the Nonh ' ~ c h h  the company's recot! 
eve1 of 1991. ienlng of a shopplng in this 3rea." 

tota, employment in "It's a significant economic im- has he;ped improve business in 
- - pact," said Rome Mayor Joe Griffo. Latin America. and earnings increased 35 percent. 

"These are very trying times 
The private c o m p w  does not dis-. 

economically," he sad. "But we Diernolding Corp. close earnings. ' ' 
The company makes precision' have a lot I ~ Y  to really put From 1994's results, business steel castings, which are ground together an aggressive effort." can only get better says Diemolding down for parts used in large turbine, 

But before any pian can be im- Cov. President and Chief Execu- engines and the equipment used 
plemented, Rome Lab must survive ti,, Officer Donald H. Dew. refuel nuclear reactors. 
the next round of U.S. Defense De- The privately owned company, Perry Hanrey, who replaced re- 
panment cuts~ which is planned for which makes automotive and health tiring President Robert Barbaro m, 
t h ~ s  spring. care products, employs 350 in its December. said the company has, 

The Grlifiss ef- three Madison County plants. The shifted emphasis from parts for the  
got a ln the arm in De- Canastota company a l ~  has two di- defense and commercial airline in- 

cember when then Governor-elect ,ion j in wampSmlle. dustries to parts for large gas tur- 
George Patakl pledged to cornmis- Wh~le the company won't reveal brnes used in power generators. 
Jlon a state offlclal to work w t h  the its 1994 profits, sales totaled $32 The generators are in demand 
group. He also s a ~ d  he wouldn't cut Inillion, up 8 percent from 1993, by third world nations that need 
its state ald. Devv said the hlghiighte of 1994 e ectric power but don't have the 

include emphasls on new product capital to build nuclear power 
Oneida Ltd. develc pment; improvement a on plants or dams, Harvey said. 

Oneida L t d  i choirman and chlef erlrtine produc:~ and manuiactur- The companv hlred 55 people - c \ a  c -,I? -7 - -  ' C  I ~ C :  ---;lla: on or ,I qeTv 1994 ir -clnr  *s ~ 2 1  -0  ?:ri 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Alfonse D' Amato 
100 South Clinton Street 
Syracuse, New York 13260 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a letter from your constituent, Lt. Col. 
Sylvester F. Blakely regarding the future o'f Griffiss A m .  Attached is a copy of the response sent 
to Lt. Col. Blakely. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

E d  ~d 
March 13, 1995 ?60!3- 7& 

Lt. Col. Sylvester F. Blakely, USAF (Ret.) 
109 Clarton Street 
N. Syracuse, NY 1 32 12 

Dear Lt. Col. Blakely: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
information pertinent to the present round of base closure and realignment recommendations. I 
appreciate your interest in the fbture of Griiffiss AFB. 

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 also be used in the Commission's review and analysis process. 

1 appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

&-lil.'&A 
LJ 

David S. Lyles 
StafFDirector 



MARK 0 HATFIELD. OREGON. CHAIRMAN 
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6025 
ROBERT F BENNETT. UTAH 

J KEITH KENNEDY. STAFF DIRECTOR 
JAMES H ENGLISH. MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR 

March 2, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. ~ixon 
Chai m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I understand that as part of the Base Closure and 
~ealignment submission, the Department of Defense has recommended 
that Malstrom Air Force Base, Montana be realigned. 

As you begin your review of this base, I would like to offer 
my personal assistance to facilitate your assessment. I hope 
that in the course of your deliberations, that you and the other 
Commissioners will have the opportunity to visit this 
installation. Accordingly, I would ask that you advise me when 
the Commissioners or staff intend to visit Montana. 

The realignment of Ma1st:rom would have a severe economic 
impact on the community of Great Falls. Great Falls is very 
reliant on the Air Force's presence in such areas as schools, 
jobs as well as community support. 

I look forward to working with you and the Commission as you 
review this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I 
czn be of further assistance. 

With best wishes, 

- _ _d- -I 7-1 

CONRAD BUJk ''k%*.-, 
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f i  

RELECCA COX 

Mlarch 29,1995 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USW ( R m  
s. ULL WNG 

The Honorable Conrad Bums 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Conrad: 

RADM BEHIAMIN f. MONTOY~ USN ( ~ m  
MG JOSUE ROBUS, JR., USA crrm 
WEND1 LOUISE S T E U  

< - .  . 
'. . 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for IMahsmrn Air ~ o r c c - ~ a s e . ~ k  : u i ~ r  
I cmainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment pnrra and --. --- ..:.~Jy~rj:rdcrdmd ,. . I 

welcome your comments. clcn~!:!e p u r  c ~ m t . ,  



p w r # f ~ t D m -  

March 2, 1995 
when 4 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Sui,te 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixonr 

Following the announcement of the list of military 
installations targeted for realignment or closure, which included 
Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB), we respectfully request that the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) conduct a 
regional hearing in Albuquerque, New Mexico, prior to its first 
deliberations on this recommendation. 

Kirtland Air Force Base i s  the second largest installation 
on the Secretary of Defense's list for base realignment and 
closure. We continue to believe that Kirtland Air Force Base is 
a unique base because of the synergy between the Air Force, the 
Department of Energy, and other agencies, and therefore, should 
be considered to host a BRAC hearing. In addition, Albuquerque 
is centrally Located in the Mountain States, thereby enabling the 
BRAC  omm mission to hear testimony about other affected bases in 
surrounding states. 

Kirtland Air Force base is a keystone in the nation's 
nuclear deterrence. The KAFB complex with its storage, 
maintenance and records facilities, provides a unique environment 
f o r  the DOE, sandia National Laboratories, and the DOD. The 
infrastructure support provided by the Air Force at KAFB is 
critical to the success of the missions of the agencies it 
serves- Diffusion of the existing resources would have a marked 
impact on their efficiency and interaction. 

Equally important, because of this inter-agency working 
relationship, removing ~ i r  Force support will not save money. It 
will only cost shift to other federal budgets. 

In all of our interaction:; with the Air Force and the 
Department of Defense prior to this year, we were told that 
Kirtland was a "sunshine base" t o  which other functions would be 
t r a n s f e r r e d ,  rather than a base at risk of realignment. In 
particular we were told that space functions now i n  Los Angeles 



would gravitate to Albuquerque over time, and just last year  we 
were informed that a space c:ontrol unit was being shifted from 
California to Albuquerque. 

We believe that it is critical f o r  the BRAC Commission to 
have the opportunity to visit Kirtland Air Force Base to see 
first hand, the inter-relationship between the base tenants, DOE, 
DOD and the Air Force. It would be impossible, i n  our opinion, 
to understand the military impact of realigning KAFB and the lost 
opportunities for synergy between the Departments of Defense and 
Energy without up-close knowledge of its workings. 

Once again, with Kirtland ~ i r  Force Base the second l a r g e s t  
installation targeted for realignment, we feel that it is 
imperative for the BRAC commission to schedule a hearing in 
Albuquerque, to allow the Cornmissioners to visit the base and 
take input from the community. 

We appreciate your consjderation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Richardson 

Steve s c h i f f  
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

AIPLI NGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A W N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

h h c h  29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
United States House of  representative:^ 

Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Richardson: 

Thank you for your letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission requesting that a regional Ilearing be held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

As you know, the Commission has decided to hold a regional hearing in 
Albuquerque on April 20 in order to receive testimony communities affected by the 
Secretary of Defense's recomrnendation~s. Additionally, members of the Commission are 
scheduled to make a base visit to Kirtland Air Force Base on April 18. Commission staff 
will contact your office with hrther details as they become available. 

You may be certain that the Convnission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Kirtland AFB. 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 recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 



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 

The Honorable Steve Schiff 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative SchiE 

Thank you for your letter to the: Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission requesting that a regional hearing be held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

As you know, the Commission has decided to hold a regional hearing in 
Albuquerque on April 20 in order to receive testimony communities affected by the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. Additionally, members of the Commission are 
scheduled to make a base visit to Kirtlajnd Air Force Base on April 18. Commission stafF 
will contact your office with fbrther details as they become available. 

You may be certain that the Cornmission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Kirtland AFB. 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 recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during 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 COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Joe Skeen 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Skeen: 

Thank you for your letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission requesting that a regional hearing be held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

As you know, the Commission has decided to hold a regional hearing in 
Albuquerque on April 20 in order to receive testimony communities affected by the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. Additionally, members of the Commission are 
scheduled to make a base visit to Kirtland Air Force Base on April 18. Commission staff  
will contact your office with hrther details as they become available. 

You may be certain that the Cornmission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Kirtland AFB. I can 
assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission 
in our review and analysis of the Secretsuy of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during 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 COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAlRMAN 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 

Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear JeiT 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for your letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission requesting that a regional ihearing be held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

As you know, the Commission has decided to hold a regional hearing in 
Albuquerque on April 20 in order to receive testimony communities affected by the 
Secretary of Defense's recornmendatiorw. Additionally, members of the Commission are 
scheduled to make a base visit to Kirtland Air Force Base on April 18. Commission staff 
will contact your office with hrther details as they become available. 

You may be certain that the Cocnrnission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Kirtland AFB. 1 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 recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Akm J. ixon rn 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  

March 29. 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN I RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E V  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Domenici 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for your letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission requesting that a regional hearing be held in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 

As you know, the Commission has decided to hold a regional hearing in 
Albuquerque on April 20 in order to receive testimony communities affected by the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation!;. Additionally, members of the Commission are 
scheduled to make a base visit to Kirtland Air Force Base on April 18. Commission staff 
will contact your office with further details as they become available. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendation on Kirtland AFB. I can 
assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission 
in our review and analysis of the Secremy of Defense's recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 

la11 J. ixon 4% 
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March 3, 199s wt:m T-Y~ 
I 

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

Dear A1 : 

I wish you and your fellow Commissioners the best of luck as 
you begin this third round of the Base Realignment and closing 
Commission (BRAC) . 

Through our service in the Senate, I know you to be a fair 
and deeply committed public servant. I have great faith in your 
ability to conduct BRAC in a fair and impartial manner. 

For this reason, I am writing to bring a matter of great 
concern to me and Montana to your attention. The Department of 
Defense (DOD) recommendations to BRAC included some bad news for 
Montana's Malmstrom Air Force Base. While DOD made a logical 
decision to retain Malmstrom's 341 Missile Wing, it also, 
unfortunately, recommended transferring the 43rd Refueling Group 
to Florida's MacDill Air Force Base. 

I do not believe this recommendation passes the smell test. 
~afher, it reeks of Pentagon pork barrel politics. Let me 
explain why: 

o In 1991, The Department of Defense recommended closing 
all but the administrative functions at MacDill. That report 
stated: 

"The long-term military value of MacDill AFB is limited by 
pressure on air space, training areas anti low-level routes . 
. . MacDill AFB also has ground encroachment." 

o The first round of BRAC reviewed the Pentagon's 
recommendations and agreed. The 1991 BRAC report stated: 

"The Commission found that MacDill AFB was located in an 
area with increasing pressure on air space and therefore 
restricted training capabilities . . . Arguments that the 
missions DOD plans to retain (both unclassified and 
classified) at MacDill AFB require a military airfield were 
found wanting." 



o This appears to have gotten the attention of the powerful 
Congressman in whose district MacDill is located. Congressman 
C.W. "BillN Young was a senior member of the House Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee. I dlo not fault Congressman Young 
for working hard to save a base that is important to his 
district. However, it is fair tcl note that his position on this 
Subcommittee made him one member of Congress the Pentagon 
bureaucrats did not want to cross. 

o By 1993, Congressman Young's influence appears to have 
made a difference. While our national security picture remained 
virtually unchanged, DOD's second round of recommendations to 
BRAC spared the tanker mission at MacDill. 

o And, today, Congressman Young chairs the DOD 
Appropriations Subcommittee. I suspect that it is much more than 
a coincidence that DOD has now also recommended further beefing 
up of MacDill1s tanker mission, at the expense of Malmstrom. 

Could it be that bureaucrats within the Pentagon decided it 
was in their interest to side with the subcommittee chairman who 
holds the purse strings to their department and their programs? 
I believe that is a fair question; a question meriting your close 
scrutiny. 

Furthermore, I know there is a strong case to be made for 
leaving the existing tanker mission at Malmstrom. I know that 
you will review this matter in a fair and thorough manner. I 
thank you for your consideration and the public service you and 
your colleagues on BRAC are taking on. 

I With best personal regards, I am 

cerely, h,& 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 

March 31, 1995 REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Max Baucus 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Max: 

Thank you for your letter concerning Malmstrom Air Force Base. I appreciate your 
interest in the base closure and realingment process and welcome your comments. 

I want to assure you that the Commission is thoroughly reviewing the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. The information your have provided in 
your letter, as well as your testimony at the recent regional hearing in Great Falls, Montana, will 
be caremy considered during our analysis; of the Defense Department's recommendation to move 
the 43rd Reheling Group to MacDill Air Force Base. 

Please do not hesitate to contact mle if1 may be of additional assistance as we go through 
this difficult and challenging process. 



C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK, TEXAS 

DAVID R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR February 28, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosalyn, V A  22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing t o  ask that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission give 
special attention to the area of Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) during the 1995 base 
closure review. 

As you know, the Secretary of Defense directed that joint operation and training receive a 
special focus during the Department of Defense's base closure deliberations this year and 
joint pilot training was one of the primary areas reviewed from a joint perspective. 

It is m y  understanding that the Joint Cross Service Group on pilot training encountered a 
great deal of controversy during the review with substantial disagreements between the 
Navy and the Air Force regarding the develop~ment of appropriate measures of merit. Also, 
I understand that the Air Force deliberately excluded from review t w o  Air Force facilities 
engaged in pilot training -- Hondo Air,_Force Base and the Air Force Academy. 

As the Mayor of Lubbock, Texas, I am concerned that Reese Air Force Base has been 
selected unfairly because of the anomalies of the joint process which is new and unproven. 
There appear t o  be a number of inconsistenc~es in the Air Force and DOD analysis of data 
from each of the UPT bases. In 1991 and 1993, Reese was rated as being superior to 
Vance Air Force Base and other UPT bases in terms of military value and overall capability. 
How is it that now, suddenly in 1995, Reese AFB has fallen t o  the bottom of the list? 
Something is just not right. 

Your consideration of this r e q u e s t ~ ~ ? q ~ r e c i a t e d .  
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOCJRE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable David R Langston 
Mayor 
City of Lubbock 
Lubbock, Texas 

Dear Mayor Langston: 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. I appreciate your concerns regarding how the Joint Cross Service Group 
treated the specific issue of undergraduate pilot training and its effw on Reese Air Force 
Base. 

The Commission has received the data utilized by the Joint Cross Service Group 
and the Department of Defense in developing the Ssr- of Defense's 
recommendations. You may be certain that the issues raised in your letter will be carefully 
reviewed by the Commission in the coming months. 

/ 
Again, thank you for contacting me regarding this issue. If1 may be of W e r  

assistance as we go through this diflicult and challenging process, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

c,, 1, 1 0 
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Congress o f  tbe @niteb Otatee NATIVE NATIONAL AMERICAN PARKS. AND FORESTS INSULAR AND AFFAIRS LANDS 

March 3, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

With the start of the 1995 base closure and realignment 
process now underway, I want to invite you and your commission to 
come to Montana and visit Great Falls and Malmstrom Air Force 
Base. 

As you know Secretary of Defense Perry's recommendations to 
BRAC call for transferring Malmstromts 43rd Air Refueling Group 
and its KC-135 tankers to Florida. If approved, the loss of the 
refueling wing to Great Falls and the local economy would be 
large and significant and affect many of our workers and their 
families. 

Folks in Great Falls want a chance to discuss the status of 
the tankers as well as Malmstrom's Minuteman missiles directly 
with you and your fellow commissioners, so I urge you to schedule 
a site visit to Malmstrom and a formal public hearing in Great 
Falls. A hearing is essential to bring Montana's view to the 
BRAC panel. 

If I can be of assistance, please be sure to let me know. 
I'm glad to be of help. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

Pat Williams 

GREAl FALLS-59401 
COURTHOUSE A L h E Y  
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4061 '71-'24: 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINCiTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 9,1995 

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall 
Secretary of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear Secretary Widnall: 

I would like to thank you for your recent testimony before the Commission on March 6, 
1995, concerning the Department of the Air Force's 1995 base closure and realignment 
recommendations. I would also like to express our appreciation to General Ronald Fogleman, 
General Thomas Moorman, Mr. John Beach, hdr. James Boatright, Major General Jay Blume, 
and Mr. Ronald Orr for t m y .  

FI sion of your testimony, attached are a number of additional 
for the record. I would appreciate your response to these 
that the Commission can consider them early in our 

request copy of the briefing charts presented at the 
hearing. 

! 

Th-assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. - e 

Sincerely., 

fac :sma 
encl. 
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S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  
VJASHINGTON 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It was my pleasure to provide testilnony concerning the Air Force portion of the 
Secretary of Defense's 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations to the 
Commission. By letter dated March 9, 1995, you provided a number of additional questions 
to be answered for the record. The responses to those questions are attached. 

You will note in some cases that I have referred questions to the Department of 
Defense for response. I did so only where I believed that the answer required their 
perspective, or called for an explanation ci a Joint Cross-Service Group decision. I trust this 

. will not excessively inconve~~ience your staff. 

.* 
3 

..- We remain prepared to support any further requests you may have. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment 
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-;\-A , .-. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AhlD REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

r ~ B r , ~ w r r r c b e V  
when I , ~250323 -s 

March 3, 1995 

The Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
1000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10- 1000 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

I would like to thank you for your recent testimony before the Commission concerning 
the Department of Defense's 1995 base closure artd realignment recornmendations. 

As I mentioned at the conclusion of your tt2stimony. attached are a number of additional 
the record. I would appreciate your response to these 
at the Cornmission can consider them during its 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

fac:sma 
Encl. 



COMMISSION QUES'I'IONS FOR THE RECORD 

1. Secretary Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated costs and 
savings that would result from implementing your recorrlmendations. 

Recognizing that the figures used in the COBRA analyses are not budget 
quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 199 1 and 
1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 

7 -. Secretary Perry, how many installations recommended for closure in this or 
prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land placed into caretaker 
status due to unique contamination problems? 

How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 
funding? 

3.  Secretary Perry, in the 1993 rouncl, one community pointed out that the cost 
of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three to ten times as great 
as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. This difference is due to expected 
technological advances in environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and closure 
related cleanup costs. if factual. should be considered in cost of closure 
calculaticns? 

4. Secretar: Perrc, couid o u  descrli:r an? e f f o ~ s  by DoD or the 
En\ iron~nental Protec~ion .Ager~c. to esta Slish L ariable 1 2 7 "  els of cnl ironmental 
cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse'? 

A '. St'cret;ir> Perr:. 117 !!~-,:i-., - , o~c1-t: dctcisions. what wie i i i ~  en\ ~ronmentdl 
comp!iance pla? in yo~lr  m a ! \  qic' 



I.L 
For example, a base's expansion potential is limited by environmental 
restrictions. Did this issue play a major role in the analysis? 

Were bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently from 
those in attainment areas? 

6 .  Secretary Perry, in 1993 the Corrxmission made specific recommendations 
to the Department regarding improvements in health care operations and increased 
cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs to 

examine the consolidation of resources across military departments? 

What was the outcome of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Department's new list of 

A n  recommended closures and realignments? 

7.  Secretary Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the Services to 
consider closing military hospitals that are not cost effective, given their patient 
load-and the cost and availability of medical care in their communities? 

8. Secretary Perry, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 
including moving them across Service lines, in order to illcrease the capabilit?. and 
usage of military medical facilities? 

9. Secretary Pen?,  during the de\;sloprnent of the current !kt. did ?ou direct 
the Services to re\-iew theyr policy ofcloi ing military hos?itals \{hen bases s e r ~ , e d  
by those hospitals ars closed? 

L V h t  \&a5 the res~iit ofti131 1 . 2 ~  it'\\ ' 

A 



Have you ensured that the most cost effective means of delivering care to all 
beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base closure actions? 

10. Secretary Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National Security 
(BENS) issued a report ,"Uncovering the Shell Game," which criticized the 
Department's record in actually closing military facilities. "60 Minutes" featured 
the report later in the year. The essence of the report and the "60 Minutes" 
characterization was that "of the 67 bases the President, Congress and the 
Pentagon have agreed to shut down thus far, over one-third never closed or have 
quietly reopened under a new name or fiinction." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we 
plan on offering recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BEIVS report detract from general support for 
the closure process. 

Mr. Secretary, please give us your comments on the BENS report. 

(Note: During the March 1,  1995 hearing, Secretary Deutch agreed to provide a 

A copy of DoD's written response to BENS.) 



a CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From the New Mexico delegation: 

1. Secretary Perry, nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the United 
States Strategic Policy of deterrence. Are any facilities under consideration 
involved with, or connected to the US nuclear deterrent capability? Was an 
analysis done on the impact on this capability? Was the Department of Energy 
consulted with regard to this impact? 

7 -. Secretary Perry, one of the principal BRAC objectives is to consolidate 
DoD activities. Was consideration given to the interrelationship of the bases on 
the list and the tenants located on the facility? Were these tenants contacted and 
asked to provide information about the economic effects base realignment will 
have on them, and the effects on their overall mission? Can you provide tenant 
responses to these questions, along with a list of tenants for each base on this list 

a h  including the functions shared between the base and the tenant? 

3. Secretary Perry, which bases on the proposed list fbr realignment or closure 
have an intergovernmental relationship with agencies or entities outside the base? 
Were these entities notified, or asked to provide-information about economic 
effects, or mission? Will you provide these responses? 

From Senator Bingaman (New &lexico~): 

1. Secretary Perry, in December 1990 Senators Jeff Bingaman and Pete 
Domenici were told by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General Merrill 
XlcPeak. that the Air Force planned to close Los Angeles AFB in the mid- 1990s 
and move the .Air Force's Space Systems Division and the Aerospace Corporation 
to Kirtland AFB in Albuquerque. The Air Force in 1990 even did a draft 
en\ ironmen tal impact statement in preparation for that move. 



The Air Force analysis in this round of Air Force Lab and Product Centers 
p t s  Los Angeles AFB in Tier 11, along with Kirtland AFH. In six of the eight 
categories, Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A. and in another is tied. 

Why is Kirtland closing in your proposal and not L.A.? 

From Senator Pryor (Arkansas): 

1. Secretary Perry, the Army was asked to consider the: cost of moving the 
Defense Logistics Agency activity at the lied River Army Depot in its analysis of 
the total closure costs. The community has estimated the cost for such a move to 
be in excess of $300 million. Is this estimate consistent with the cost calculated 
by DoD? 

2. Secretary Perry, it is my understanding that the Red River Army Depot was 
recently awarded the President's Prototyple Award in support of the 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s  National Performance Review initiatives. Were such awards for 
4uality and efficiency considered by DoD in its base closure process? 

3. Secretary Perry, could you detail the reasoning behind the Army's 
recommendation to completely close out one of its primary depots and realign 
another when the other Services appear to have chosen realignment initiatives 
through "downsizing in place" at their mai~ntenance facilities? 

From Senator Shelby and Representative Browder (Alabama): 

1.  Secretary Perry, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
removed Fort McClellan from the list proposed by the Department of Defense and 
directed the Secretary of Defense to pursue all the required permits and 
certification for the construction of facilities at a new location prior to the 1995 
base closure round if DoD wanted to put the installation on the list again. It 
appears that DoD did not follow this direction. 

ah 



1114 Have all the necessary permits been obtained by the Army at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the receiving installation? 



THE S E C R E T A R Y  OF DEFENSE 

WASHING'TON. DC 2 0 3 0 1 - 1 C ) o  

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I appreciated the opportunity to testify before you on March 1, 1995. We are 
committed to providing the Commissio~n with all the assistance and support we can. 
Enclosed are the Department's responses to the questions you requested I answer for 
the record, as well as the Department's answers to the additional questions you 
forwarded from Members of Congress. 

I trust this information will be helpful to you; please let me know if there is 
anything else I can provide. 

. . 

Enclosures 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 1 : Secretary Perry, your report to us uses the results of Cost of Base 
Realignment Actions (COBRA) analyses to project the anticipated 
costs and savings that would result from implementing your 
recommendations. 

Recognizing that the .figures used in the COBRA analyses are not 
budget quality, how accurate do you believe the projections are? 

- . - -- . - . 

Answer: 

How closely have the figures in the COBRA analyses prepared in 1991 
- and 1993 compared to the actual costs for closures? 

The cost and savings estimates for the '1 988, 1991 and 1993 closure 
and realignment recornmendations were initially based on service 
estimates provided by the COBRA model. While not budget quality, 
COBRA produces estimates that are useful for analyzing the relative 
merits of each closure or realignment scenario. 

Once the recommendations are approved a more aggressive site 
survey and budget "scrub" is conducted to fine-tune the data. As the 
recommendations are implemented, costs and savings can be 
expected to rise in some cases and fall in others. The overall cost oi  
military construction projects for t h e  SEAC 66 round, ior exampie, nas 
decreased because of subsequent ERAC recommendations. - 
tnvironmental costs, cn the otner hand. navs iendsd to r!se as sits 
inspections progress.  overall, our experience is that costs are lower- 
than expected and our savings have been greater than expected. Ou: 
costs to implement BRAC 88, 91, and 93 have decreased from $14.7 
billion to $1 3.1 billion, and our annual savings have increased from 
$3.9 billion to $4.2 billion. + .- + 



COMMISSION QU'ESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 2: Secretary Perry, how many installations recommended for closure in 
this or prior rounds are expected to have substantial portions of land 
placed into caretaker status due to unique contamination problems? 

How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 
funding? 

Answer: Out of all sites recommended for closure or realignment, only two sites 
have substantial portions of land that may have to be placed in 

-. . caretaker status. The two sites are Jefferson Proving Ground (BRAC 
88) and Fort Ord (BRAC 91). In both cases, the areas that we expect 
to put into caretaker status have significant unexploded ordnance that 
is prohibitively expensive to remove using current technology. 

We are working on alternative solutions at these two sites. Under 
current law, caretaker costs will be accounted for under the BRAC 
account until FY 2001. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 3: Secretary Perry, in the 1993 round, one community pointed out that 
the cost of cleaning up an installation directed to close could be three 
to ten times as great as the cost of cleaning up an active installation. 
This difference is d ~ l e  to expected technological advances in 
environmental restoration. 

Mr. Secretary, do you believe the difference between routine and 
closure related cleanup costs, if factual, should be considered in cost- 
of- closure calculations? 

Answer: The Department is clommitted to cleaning up all of our installations, 
whether they are clo:sing or remaining open. The costs associated 
with this cleanup have not been part of the decision-making process in 
the past and should not be considered for this base closure round. 



COMMISSION QLlESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 
lllr 

Question 4: Secretary Perry, could you describe any efforts by DoD or the 
Environmental Protection Agency to establish variable levels of 
environmental cleanup, tied to specific plans for reuse? 

Answer: The Department continues to work with the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to inccbrporate future land use into the remedy selection 
process. The current Superfund law (Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Cornpenslation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended) 
requires the selection of remedies that are permanent and treat the 
contamination. This rnay not always be compatible with reuse. For 
example, if the remedy requires the excavation and-incineration of 
soils underneath an Air Force Base runway that is going to be reused 
as an airport, the destruction of the runway may be necessary. Last 
year, the Administration proposed and both Houses of Congress 
included language in the proposed Superfund Requthorization Bill that 
would consider future land use in the remedy selection process: 
however neither proposal was enacted. 

To a limited extent, future land use is factored into the existing 
Superfund cleanup process during the risk sssessmenl. For example, 
exposure pathways are evaluated inciudin; i?cnv humen h22ltk is 
affected by a specifis ~ l s s  of :h5 site. 

- 
I he Department estab!ished Re~tnr=lt I~? ,L.d\!iczy Sa2r .d~  i?,fi,Es! F- 

-, 
nee;!!, all xejor bases. I ng F,,$5s a:-E 2 .:.LC; ?oin-. f c "  in.lor~zi.ia;-, 
excnange between regulaiors, DOG, and tne communii!l. Iilemb, ~rsni=; 
consisis of representatives from the com:nuniiy, 903, and the 
regulators. The creation of these partnerships fosters a process thai 
will permit cleanups to proceed smoothly and results in the availability 
of parcels for reuse as soon as possible. 

The Department also has a Future Land Use Working Group created 
under the Con~ressioniillv established Defense Environmsntei 
Response Task Force. This working group considers ways to 
incorporate future land use into the remedy selection process. This 
ongoing effort has been instrumental in bringing together 
representatives from DoD, EPA, GSA, the National Association of 
Attorneys General, the National Association of Installation Developers, 
California EPA, and the International CityJCounty Management 
Association. 



L 
Question 5: 

1 Answer: 

COMMISSION QlJESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 

Secretary Perry, in making closure decisions, what role did 
environmental compliance play in your analysis? 

For example, a base's expansion potential is limited by environmental 
restrictions. Did this issue play a major role in the analysis? 

Were bases in Clean Air Act non-attainment areas viewed differently 
from those in attainment areas? 

The December 29, 1994, policy guidance issued to the Military 
Departments and Delense Agencies acknowledged that environmental 
compliance (not restoration) costs could be a factor in a base closure 
or realignment decision. Costs associated with keeping a base in 
compliance with environmental rules and regulations can, potentially, 
be avoided when the base closes. Environmental compliance costs 
could be incurred at receiving locations also, and were therefore 
included in the BRAC 95 cost analysis. 

The fact that a facility was located in a non-attainment area was a 
consideration in the BRAC 95 anaiysia. !m-ticularly in the military value 
analysis. 



COMMISSION QlJESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 

Question 6: Secretary Perry, in 1993 the Commission made specific 
recommendations to the Department regarding improvements in health 
care operations and increased cost effectiveness. 

Mr. Secretary, did you direct your Assistant Secretary for Health Affairs 
to examine the ,consolidation of resourc:es across military 
departments? 

What was the outconre of that examination? 

How is that examination reflected in the Department's new list of 
recommended closures and realignments? 

Answer: The guidance provided in the January 7, 1994, memorandum directed 
the chairpersons of the Joint Cross-Service Groups, which included 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs), to 
look at potential infrastructure reductions and operational and 
organizational changes, with a strong ernphasis on cross-service 
utilization of common support assets. 

The Medical Treatment Facilities JCSG icsniiii?d ! 5 hospitals and 
medicai ceniers ior the iviiiiiary Depanmenrs ro consider rn their BFIAC: 
processes. Fifteen sites were to do\.n.lnsize from hncnitais s bVUY L tz clinics: 
one w2s is cioss a medical cents;.. 

The Medical Treatment Facilities Joint Cross-Service Group 
established and generally achieved its overall cross-service and 
excess capacity reduction goals. This was possible in large measure 
due to the cross-servicing policies alrezdy in affect. Since the location 
of military medical facilities is largely dependent on the major military 
installations that provide their patient load, they generally followed the 
realignment and clcsure ections of the Military Departments. As with 
several of the other groups, the medical JCSG is planning future 
actions for consolidation and downsizing of medical facilities through 
programmatic actions independent of the BRAC process. Additionally, 
BRAC 95 provided an opportunity to close one major teaching 
hospital, while rationalizing other graduate medical training. It also 
provided an avenue to down-size many large, full service hospitals to 
smaller hospitals or clinics. 
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Question 7: 

Answer: 

COMMISSION QLlESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 

Secretan/ Perry, in developing the current list, did you direct the 
Services to consider closing military hospitals that are not cost 
effective, given their patient load and the cost availability of medical 
care in their communities? 

No, I directed the Joint Cross Service Groups and the Services to 
develop measuras of merit and analytical processes that were 
consistent with Department policy and the BRAC final selection 
criteria. As you know, one of the criteria under Military Value concerns 
manpower and cost considerations. The Medical Joint Cross Service 
Group developed a cost measure that compared the average relative 
weighted inpatient Me,dical Treatment Facility cost with the CHAMPUS 
inpatient standardized cost for each catchment area. This measure 
was scored and weighted along with other measures of merit. 

Whether a specific rec:ommendation increases the overall health care 
costs to the beneficiary population of the affected area is a function of 
the source of alternative care ultimately selected by the individual. 



COMMISSION QlJESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 
L 

Question 8: Secretary Perry, did you direct the Services to move medical assets, 
including moving them across Service lines, in order to increase the 
capability and usage of military medical facilities? 

Answer: No; the Medical Join, Cross-Setvice Group was, however, tasked to 
provide a DoD-wide evaluation of the Medical Health Services System. 



COMMISSION QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

m 
Question 9: 

Answer: 

Secretary Perry, during the development of the current list, did you 
direct the Services to review their policy of closing military hospitals 
when bases served try those hospitals are closed? 

What was the result of that review? 

Have you ensuied that the most cost effective means of delivering 
care to all beneficiaries are maintained, irrespective of other base 
closure actions? 

- - .- . - - - - 

The Department's policy is ordinarily to close every installation 
recommended for clo!sure completely. Absent specific justification to 
keep open a medical lor other facility on a closing base, the 
Department's goal is to close the entire base. 

During the Office of the Secretary of Defense review of the Military 
Department's recommendations, the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Health Affairs) reviewed the recommendations to ensure adequate 
health care services remained in every area. 



COMMISSION QiUESTlONS FOR THE RECORD 

rn 
Question 10: Secretary Perry, in October 1994 Business Executives for National 

Security (BENS) issued a report, "Uncovering the Shell Game," which 
criticized the Department's record in actually closing military facilities, 
"60 Minutes" featured the report later in the year. The essence of the 
report and the "60 Minutes" characterization was that "of the 67 bases 
the President, Congress and the Pentagon have agreed to shut down 
thus far, over one-third never closed or have quietly reopened under a 
new or function." As you know, Mr. Secretary, we plan on offering 
recommendations to the President concerning reuse and future 
closure actions. Reports such as the BENS report detract from 
general support for the closure process. 

Mr. Secretary, please give us your comments on the BENS report. 

(Note: During the March 1, 1995 hearing, Secretary Deutch agreed to 
provide a copy of Doll's written response to BENS.) 

Answer: As the Deputy Secretary pointed out in his testimony before you, 
prompt reuse of facilities is a very important priority of this . 
Administration. I agree with Mr. Deutch's and Mr. Gotbaum's 

h assessment that, in ti-iis ins:anes. SENS cfievbl faulty - -. conclusiot?~ . - 
have inciuded the Gepanmen~ s responss io r h ~  a=ru> boara 6; 
directors rega-ding i t  ransf. 



SECURITY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 2030 1-3300 

December 2 ,  1994 

Mr. Stanley A. Weiss 
Chairman 
Business Executives for National Security Inc. 
1615 L Street N.W., Suite 330 
Washington, DC 20036 

Dear Mr. Weiss: 

In October, your organization released a report on the base closing process that made a ~ -  
number of charges: that the Department was "quietly reopen[ing]" closed bases, that the 
taxpayers would bear an extra burden that "could exceed $15 billion in the next five years", and 
that "the Pentagon is often to blame". 

These are, of course, serious charges about a program that is one of the Department's top 
priorities. As your report notes, base closure and realignment is critical. Only by doing so can 
we save funds that are necessary to maintain the training and equipment of our armed forces. 
Coming from BENS, an organization that has supponed defense efforts in the past, these charges 
are especially damaging. 

They are a!so. 1 hw~zr :  10 252, profo!lndi!f m i s l ~ a i i ~ g  zri bpri?r.s. 

. . 
e The cost zr,dysis. lo bc f ~ n l ; ,  is unlike En\. rzz! es:ai: S i i i R g  anz!).sis :' ha!.? -.\?: see: 

Coming from a n  organization that is supponed by business, t h s  is espzciali!. 
disconcerting. I know of no business in the alorld rhar would make real estate 
decisions using such methods. 

9 4 

The charges of secrecy on the Department's part are as false as they are irresponsible. 
The BRAC process is one of the most public processes ever undertaken by 
govemmcnt. The actions described in your report in almost every case received 
intense public scrutiny and revieit?, both in process arid in result. 

Perhaps most damaging and misleading is the claim that the Department's actions are 
costing rather than saving resources. The first round of base closure decisions is 
already saving the Department and the taxpayers some $750 million annually. When 
the closures already agreed to have been implemented the savings should grow to 
over $4 billion annually. 

There are also numerous errors of fact and of interpretation. 



I believe your report does a grave disservice to the Department's base closing effort 
- and to all who have been involved in it. 'The fact is that the Department of Defense is closing 

bases -- hundreds of them -- and restruct~~ring its operations. That restructuring is neither easy, 
quick nor smooth, but it is happening. F~~rtherrnore, it will continue. The Department is already 
working on the next round of closure and realignment recommendations, to be proposed -- 
publicly, of course - in 1995. 

We at DoD would have been happy to discuss your analysis when it was in process. 
Unfortunately, BENS chose not to do so and to publish and disseminate it without even 
contacting the responsible officials in the :Department. This, too, marks a departure from BENS' 
previous practice. 

Because your charges were made il.1 so damaging a manner and are so misleading, i t  is 
incumbent upon the Department to respond. I am sending a copy of the enclosed to each member 

. - 
of your board of directors and to other interested parties. 

Sincerely, 

14 EncIosur 

cc: BZXS Board of  Directors 

Joshua Gotbaum 



AN.4LYSIS k RESPOXSE TO A REPORT ON BASE CLOSURE 
BY THE BUSIh'ESS EXECUTIVES FOR NATIONAL SECURI?Ir (BENS) 

C14 In October 1993 the Business Executives for National Security (BENS) released a report. 
"Uncovering the Shell Game: Why Closed Military Facilities Don't Stay Closed". The report 
criticized implementation of the base closure process by the Department of Defense. The 
Department officials involved in the base closure process consider the report both inaccurate and 
misleading. 

Base closure and realignment are critical to our nation's security. Only by doing so can 
we save funds that are necessary to maintain the training and equipment of our armed forces. 
Because the report maligns this effort, the 'Department feels obligated to respond. 

--- 

I. DoD base closure processes are public -- exceptionally so. 

BENS reports that "over one third of the bases [slated to be closed] were ...q uierly 
reopened". This claim is profoundly false, for the base closure process is one of the most 
carefully analyzed and public processes ever undertaken by government. Every action 
recommended is based upon an analysis of the costs and each analysis is provided to the 
independent base closing commission, to the General Accounting Office and to the public. Even 
the process for selecting single commercial offices for the Defense Finance 8t Accounting 
Sez-ice (DFAS) Gas conducted using sites ;md procedures that were announced in advance -- 
c o n t r q  tc chc SENE ~ l a i n .  

4- - r;oz ::he z~onen:  L;: - ~ l e ? ~ ~ n c n :  0;' %Tens2 issues SRAC recomrn~,ndations. the entire 
process is ~?ZZE?ZS-P~J '  p~lblic. Thc B a e  C!csurc Com~is s im  ccnciuc~s z!! of its hezings. its 
- .  8-l i 'Da- ,4. .  . . . * .  - . - .  -L;o:!s 222 ::S V3;g.i i ~ 1  7231ir^. LO2s:f:S.i: 2%0 CoIldLIc! pLlD!IC ; ? P _ L Y I ~ ~ ~ S  10 ~ e \ ~ i e u .  i.?.: 

Co;nrsllssionls repon. Thoughout  the review and anaiysis process the Commission maintains an 
sc:i17c ~ 1 2  ongoing 6iaioc.u: - - wr7*-. I D ~ E !  ~or in~~r i i t i es  through regional hearings ma visits to 
ciosing an5 realigning canaidares. 

Under the Base Closure .4ct, the Department provides all data and information used to the 
.r-i- 

Congress, the Commission and the Comptroller General. The GAO evaluates the Department's 
selection process. verifies data, visits candidate bases and participates in public hearings before 
the Cornmission. The GAO reports directly to the Commission and Congress. Its repon is 
public. 

BENS in its report claimed that the Department, after the fact, chose to ignore or 
circumvent the decisions of the BRAC commission by locating reserves on closing bases. This, 
too, is nonsense. In those few cases where the Department of Defense suggested a change to a 
previous Commission recommendation, the changes were reviewed and approved by the BRAC 
Commission using the s z m  public process. (It is also worth noting that a number of the 
decisions criticized by BEhTS were made by the BRAC Comrnissjon itself on its own motion, nor 
the Department of Defense. These, too, were made entirely in the public eye.) 



BENS also claimed that the rcstnrcturing and placement of satellite offices of the Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS) was done without public scrutiny. This, too, reflects a 
complete disregard of the facts: On June 7, 1993, 1 1 months before the decision was made, the 
Secretary of Defense personally described the process that DoD would follow. The criteria and 
the siles under consideration w e e  also announced well in advance. 

In short, the BENS claim that Do13 acts in a "shell game", without public process is 
profoundly untrue and a disservice to a public agency doing ils job in an open fashion. 

By comparison, the BEAS report was made withour any public process at all or any 
consultation with the responsible DoD officials. As a result, it is replete with mistakes, 
misinformation, and biased analyses. Some of these are summarized below. 

11. DoD is making infrastructure decisions on a businesslike basis. 
..~.. - -  

A. Retaining part of ~ f a c i l e  can mrke sense. 

BENS in its report seemed unawm: that it might make business sense to keep certain 
operations and real estate while disposing of others. In some ten' instances, the Department 
concluded that restructuring of its facilities would be more effective or less expensive if portions 
of bases were retained. 

BENS claimed that such actions weren't "real closures". This misses the point, which is 
to rcsrrucr~rre rne Department and save money. It was for this reason that Congress included 
rcolrg~z~tleri:s as \;-ell as closures in the enabling I~gislation. (Ir. f;lct. the formai name of the - 
?races$ ! S  L ~ S Y  /?tL... :J?i??2C!z: L C ~ D S U X  !. 

LUL,,  I , I ~ ~ l n n ~  tho P -en n-m i n  -.~..h in ,,,.,,. ,,,,s, ,d iELll l len:  ;d~c;;;aiii.cs u.ere ~ id : \ .zed  on i i i ~  bzsis of es~imatc5 
. . 

c\pcrzting 232 re~orkrio?. c n s i .  'm:k r ~ ~ j  esrxr m d  G:;?:: cos~s. .An?. ir, each ii?s:anz. :he 3KL.C 
cornmission undenook its owvn review and agreed on tne merits. For example: 

* DoD recommended h w r y  PLFB be  closed and all technical training be redistributed 
to the remaining technical training centers. However, the base was the site of an 

- - - a l ~ e a d g - o p e r a r i ~ ~ @ ~ ) ~ ~ D F P i ~ ~ c e n t ~ r ~ f f i E 1 0 0 1 s t  Space Systems Squadrodkind a 
resenle personnel center. These were recommended for retention. A complete 
closure would have involved moving over 3,000 people whose work for DoD was 
continuing. as well as fheir equipment. DoD tnougnt such a relocation made no sense 
as a business matter, and the BWiC-Commission agreed. 

Pensacola NADEP, located on Naval Air Station Pensacola, was recommended by the 
DoD for closure. Its buildings were retained by the Navy to support the planned 
expansion of NAS Pensacola's training mission. This expansion in turn made 

1 Lo~r-ry AFB, A'ADEP P e n s a c o h  NADEP Norfolk, A'S Long Beach. Rickenbacker AGB, Grissom AFB, Carswell 
AFB, hlAS Illofferr Field. Homesread AFB and Bergsrrorn AFB. 



possible the relocation of the Naval Air Technical Training Center from NAS 
Memphis and the relocation of parts of the Service School Command from Naval 
Training Center San Diego. This closure and realignment will save the taxpayers 

114 some $50 million annually. Again, the Commission agreed with DoD's proposal. 

Norfolk NADEP, which is located on Naval Air Station Norfolk and employs over 
4,000 people, was recommended by the DoD for closure. In this case, too, its 
property was retained by the Nary since it sits in the middle of an ongoing Naval Air 
Station. The Commissjon also agreed with this initiative. The closure will save the 
Department and the taxpayers an estimated $108 annually. 

B. Keeping & using reserves on some closed bases is necessary. 

BENS questioned the decision to use the reserves on some bases that the active military 
have left. This reflects a misunderstanding of the operation of reserve units and of how these 
valuable organizations are manned and sited. 

The role of the reserve forces has changed as the number of active military is drawn 
down. Tasks that were formerly undertaken by active soldiers, sailors and airmen are increasingly 
handled by reservists. For example, the Naval Reserve has beer1 given new capabilities and 
responsibilities through the assignment of five new classes of ships and aircraft. 

However, we must develop our resei-rle capabilities  here the reserves are. Unlike the 
active duty force, the Reserves rely on local men and women to f i l l  their ranks. l'ou can't expecr 
a reservist u.ho trains one weekend per month to cirh7e hundreds of rniies to do  sc iie10~z:irt; : 

T 1  . . .  rescnTc unit could mrw losing man).. if no: zi!. o:i:r mcrnbcr:. -2.. :zi. cf zr::.:. .!i:.: LC 

take years to recruit and retrain. 

. . . . .,,,,,, oz ;>a2*c 395.;l: --,.. -,=--- - -  , -.'..' BENS argued <?a! rcsen.:: needs co;,,a 5:: me: er .7-p) .  ....-. _.._.. __._ . I - k .  . . 
hlany of these, ho~,ever. =e not wrell-located for resenre activit!.. 

Where reser\.e units are locared on former active duty bases. they gensall\f o c c u ~ v  on]\. L . . 
small "cantonment" area, not the entire base. By retaining only small complexes, the cost of 
operation is significantly reduced and DoD is able to retain resenye training capabilities ~ h i c h  a e  
responsive to geographic reserve requirements. 

BENS cites, critically, the placing of reserve forces on th:: foimer Carswell Air Force 
Base in Fort U'orrh, Texas. In fact, Carswell is a good exmple of how realignment can s c ~ ~ c  
money for the Department and the taxpayers, while improving readiness. Consolidation at 
Carswell permitted the closure of Naval Air Station Dallas and three other NAS sites. The 
creation of the single reserve site for the DallasEort Worth area both reduces support costs for 
the reserves and helps to alleviate air traffic congestion in the area. The $1.2 million increase in 
operating costs of NAS Fort Worth over NAS Dalias is more than offset by the annual savings of 
$36 million from h e  closures/realignments of NAS Memphis, NAF Detroit, NAS Dallas and 
NAS Glenview. 



C. Placement of DFAS accounting ofSrces 

BENS also criticized the retentioln or placement on some otherwise closed bases of 
facilities for the Defense Finance B: Accounting Service (DFAS). As the report notes, DFAS is 

A itself being restructured and consolidated, from 46,000 employees on 300 sites to 23,000 
employees on 25. This restructuring, once completed, should save the taxpayers some $1 billion 
annually. 

The previous Administration had recognized the need to restructure DFAS and proposed 
a system of five "regional centers" employing a total of approximately 21,000. However, their 
method for determining where these centers would be located was, in effect, to auction them off 
to whichever states would offer thewhighest combination of real estate and training subsidies. 
The Clinton Administration took the view that such a process was, in effect, a tax upon the states 
and localjties and developed an alternative procedure. 

The five existing major DFAS centers were kept (whether they were on a closed base or 
not), because the cost of relocating them would have been substantial. The remaining DFAS 
personnel were then consolidated into a series of 20 satellite offices. The siting criteria included: 
cost to the government; maintenance of customer support; use of (no-cost) defense assets made 
redundant by the end of the Cold War; and adequate skilled labor supply. On May 3,1994, the 
Deputy Secretary announced the selection of 25 DFAS sites. Five of the 25 sites are existing 
sites; two of which are on installations reclomrnended for closure by previous BRAC 
Commissions, and 10 of the new sites are 'to be located on installations identified for closure 
xsulting from previous BRAC rounds. 

Ta5iz i compLres t h t  numbcr anc square feel of cxisizr:g ncii5:ngs ar each cF ! 0 :IC::L 
bases uVltii u-hai 1s retamed for DFAS usc. To clam, as BENS does, that the result is an opcr. 
L ~ a s e  llz i ~ ?  ignore nou. small a portion of each base the retzined faciiiricss represen:. 

CO3fP.4RISON OF BUILDINGS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE 
FOR DFAS P.ROPERT17 RETAINED 

OS "CLOSING" BASES 



-. .- - -- - 

Chan I shows the percentage of base building square footage retained after closure and 
Chan 2 shouts the percentage of total buildings on closed bases being retained for DFAS use. 

Percentage of Square Footage Retained for DFAS 

Charr 1 I 
30th the criteria and the sites under consideration were announced personally by then- 

Secretary of 3eiense L e s  kspin in a press conference on June 7. 1993. Nonetheless, BENS 
C:ZXS ihai "iio specli;i i i ifoxadsn on the site seleclion process was provided to the public". 

There are of course those who can and will argue that DoD should have followed a 
different process. Nonetheless, the fact remains that the Department acted using a public process 
based primarily upon real estate costs and other business-related criteria. 



Percentage of Total Buildings Retained for DFAS 

Chart 2 

D. Other actions 

Of the 26 claims by BENS of improper, "reopening" of closed bases, there are only two 
that weren't made by a public process involving analysis of real estate and other costs. Both of 
these were entirely proper uses of Federal resources. These included: 

Richards-Gebzur .4RS. ir! Kmszs Cir!,. uVas recomnendcd for closure in 1991. The 
. . 

rA h/lxinc C o p  Resente.  w.ho o?:rr?~ ixal!! in 2 sei:zFaie Iczsec sire.;,, propcsed to 
save funds by reiocai~ng to a iziv of the buildings maae vacaii D!. this ciosurc. Tne 
F ~ G ~ C S ~ ?  %'as a p r ~ v e c !  aher czmp!el:on of 2 real esra~t: s i t i r ,~ a~a!~,~sis t!at ~rajec:ed 

. . - . .  . , ny, cosr sa\,!nrs or, Q L ~ P C  Q! 5; ,~jJjiofi zqnugjy .  7 - e  i .2~: .?;;~yi;). 01 pm~ 2:: 9E; t  - 
will be made available for pfivare developmenr. 

Orlando Navai iiospitai (V.4 Hospital). The Veterans Administration nas taken over 
this facility using its own funds to meet its requirements for medical care in the area. 
The availability of the Orlando hospital allowed the V.4 to scale back its facility needs 
in the Florida area. Operation of the ho;$al had previously cost DoD approximately 
$52 million per year (525 million O&M and $27 million in personnel costs). (It 
should also be noted that Federal law requires DoD and dl Federal agencies to give 
priority to t-ansfers of surplus pr-opeiiy to other Federal agencies.) 

111. Base closure is already saving the taxpayers billion$. 

The Department is already saving an estimated $760 million annually from implementing 
the first round of closures and realignments This savings will grow to over 94 billion per year 



after implemcntalion of the 1991 and 1993 round of closures are complete. While closing bases 
does involve upfront costs, overall DoD estimates a net $5.3 billion sarings over the period from 
FY90 through FY99. 

N. Errors in Fact and Method 

Ironically, much of the BENS analysis is done in a distinctly unbusinesslike manner, 
Real estate siting analysis ordinarily involves a comparison of the real estate costs of two 
alternatives, but the BENS study made no such distinction: 

In no irtsrance did ir compare costs between two diffrent siting choices. 

As  a result, it could not take into account rhe costs that were saved or avoided. 

In its rush to buttress a misguided and weak claim, BENS threw in all costs at the site 
by any government agency of any kind: 

- including costs, such as salaries, that would be borne no matter where the activity 
occurred. 

- Even including costs of other government agencies -- that have never been and 
never will he horne by Defen ;e. For example. BENS includes the filve-year $3.2 
biliion operating cost of N.4S.Ll.s kmes Space Resezrci: Cezrer 2s "ios: sa~yir.gc" 

4-h 

- - - . ,  - -  
~ z a u s c  K.4S.r \i 111 c.on!!nu: ro OFeiaIC thc IO-TIC- 5.4s !,: JT:~:. C:T::E!L 3 7.,- 

DoD failed to "save" money it ncver spenr IS nard to fathom. 

,5 s " v e c ~ r i .  - . ... . , . .  - . , .  . - . c. , b L U A ,  o: :n.=se errors. SENS p3nrzyei r:no:,es ;nz: v.,:i, s2ve z:1:122.c G: S,::.:;L:.: 2: :: ::?-. 
would cos! money. LVe are not aLvare of any bnsincss i~ rhe \{.orid tha: ntogid us.: :RP EEYS 
metnodoiog. in making real esrare siting aec.isions. 

Let us again consider, as an example, the consolidation of' resenre functions onto the 
former Carswel! AFB in Fort Worth. BENS "'andgsis" claimed thar the move ulou!d cost the 
taxpayers an estimated $1.3. billion over the next five years. The real result is a savings of $59 
million annually. Even after substantial realignment costs, the proposal should save the 
Department approximately $1 2.5' miliion in )?resent value. 

B. Other Errors 

There are many other points in the report that are misleading or simply incorrect. For 
example: 

2 Derilsed from F Y 96 N a ~ y  and Air Force Budger E:irimate Submissions 

m 



The repon claims St. Inigoes NESEC \vas not closed, but instead its name was 
changed to NAS Patuxent River. In fact, they are two separate installations. 

k The report claims reserves will be remaining at NAS Glenview. They will not. 

The main body of the report claims the Federal government ufill spend $1.4 billion by 
not fully closing the Presidio in San Franciso. Only in an appendix does BEES 
mention that a longstanding Federal law required DoD to turn the property over to the 
Department of the Interior. 

The report claims that Long Beach Ngval Station, instead of closing, was being retained as Long 
Beach Shipyard. They are two separate installations. The DoD recommended closure of the 
Naval Station, but not the shipyard. The 93 BRAC Commission agreed. 

C. DoD BRA C offiials were never consulted by BENS 

DoD would have been happy to discuss and correct the BENS analysis before it was 
published, but BENS chose never to discuss the report with the responsible DoD officials. In 
order to ensure publicity, BENS limited distribution of the report prior to publication to 60 
Minutes and The New York Times. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From the New Mexico delegation: 

Question: Secretary Perry, nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the 
United States Strategic Policy of deterrence. Are any facilities under 
consideration involved with, or connected to the US nuclear deterrent 
capability? Was an analysis done on the impact on this capability? 
Was the Department of Energy consulted with regard to this impact? 

Answer: There were facilities under consideration that involved the U.S. nuclear 
deterrent capability. Military Departments also conducted an analysis 

. . 
on the impact proposed base closures or realignments would have on 
this capability. Furthermore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff conducted a 
review of the recomr~endations and identified no impacts to the 
Nation's nuclear deterrent capability. The Department of Energy was 
consulted. 

Question: Secretary Perry, one of the principal BRAC objectives is to consolidate 
DoD activities. Was consideration giver] to the interrelationship of the 
bases on the list and the tenants located on the facility? Were these 
tenants contacted ancl asked to provide information about the 
economic effects base realignment would have on them, and the 
effects on their overall mission? Can you provide tenant responses tc 
inese cju~sriofis, along with a list of tenants for each base on this iist 
including the functions shared between the base and the tenant? 

Answer: Vde beiieve the principal goal of the BRAG process is to reduce 
unnecessary infrastructure. Tenants were fully considered in the 
installation data calls sent out by the Military Departments and 
Defense Agencies. Tenant needs were an important part of the 
Military Department analysis. Specific data call responses regarding 
tenants have been provided to the Comnlission in the Military 
Department's detailed back-up data. 

However, the sensitivity of the BRAC process raises concerns with 
communications outside the Department of Defense on potential base 
actions. With regards tlo the Department of Energy (DOE) and other 
non-DoD tenants at Kirtland Air Force Base, the Air Force did consult 
informally with DOE durnng the latter stages of the process, and used 
the information it possessed to gauge the impact of this action on that 
and other agencies. Following the announcement of the 
recommendations the Air Force sent teams to meet with DOE, the 
Sandia National Laboratory, and other agency representatives at 
Kirtland Air Force Base to assess needs and impact. The Air Force is 
in the process of conducting site surveys and will continue in this 



cooperative process throughout the implementation period if this 
recommendation is approved. 

Question: Secretary Perry, which bases on the proposed list for realignment or 
closure have an intergovernmental relationship with agencies or 
entities outside the base? Were these entities notified, or asked to 
provide information about economic effects, or mission?, Will you 
provide these responses? 

Answer: Every military irrstallation has a relationship with other government 
agencies, most notably the local community. Wecan not as a practical 
matter notify and solifsit all the the local community governments for 
information regarding potential closure or realignment 
recommendations; the data would not be consistent or certifiable and 
the effect on commur~ity moreale could be severe. However, we did 
conduct a compreher~sive evaluation of the economic impacts of every 
recommendation on the local economy. This information has been 
provided to the Commission and to the reading rooms set up in the 
House and the Senate. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

rCI 
From Senator Bingaman (New Mexico): 

Question: Secretary Perry, in December 1990 Senators Jeff Bingaman and Pete 
Domenici were told by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General 
Merrill McPeak, that the Air Force planned to close Los Angeles AFB 
in the mid-1 990s and move the Air Force's Space Systems Division 
and the Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland AFB in Albuquerque. The 
Air Force in 1990 even did a draft environmental impact statement in 
preparation for that move. 

- The Air Force analysis in this round of Air Force Lab and Product 
Centers puts Los Angeles AFB in Tier 11, along with Kirtland AFB. In 
six of the eight categories, Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A. and in another 
is tied. 

Why is Kirtland closing in your proposal and not L.A.? 

Answer: The Department of Defense has recommended realigning (not closing) 
Kirtland AFB. The Phillips Laboratory activity, that scored high in both 
the Air Force and the Joint Cross-Service Group for Laboratories - 
analysis is retained at Kirtlend along with other activities. I he 

In, piacemen: of Kirtiand AFB 2nd Lcs Angeies AF6 ifi the middie iiei- ci 
bases indicates that the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 
\/iswed them as roughly ccrnparabin. Sesed on all sigh: e:iisriz. Frzr- 
this stariing point, the Secretary of the Air Force airecte~ tne 
examination of a number of scenarios for the closure or realignment oi 
these and other installations in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory. The deta:ils of that analysis are described in the minutes 
of the Air Force Base C:losure Executive Group. The decision by the 
Secretary of the Air Force not to recommend the closure of Los 
Angeles AFB indicates that no scenario for the closure of Los Angeles 
AFB was viewed by her as cost-effective or consistent with mission 
needs. The recommendation regarding Kirtland retains laboratory. 
weapon storage, and DNA activities that can operate with minimal 
military support, while reducing the overall support infrastructure 
associated with flying uriits and other DoU activities producing 
significant savings. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From Senator Pryor (Arkansas): 
'L 

Question: Secretary Perry, the Arrny was asked to consider the cost of moving the 
Defense Logistics Agency activity at the Red River Army Depot in its 
analysis of the total closure costs. The community has estimated the cost 
for such a move to be in excess of $300 million. Is this estimate 
consistent with the cost calculated by DoD? 

Answer: The Defense Logistics Agency recommendation to disestablish the 
distribution depot at Red River Army Depot and relocate the remaining 
material to Defense Depot Anniston, Alabama, is estimated to cost $58.9 
million over the implementation period. Annual recurring savings after - 

implementation are estimated to be $18.9 million and a 20 year net 
present value (savings) of $1 86.1 million. 

Question: Secretary Perry, it is my rlrnderstanding that the Red River Army Depot 
was recently awarded the President's Prototype Award in support of the 
Administration's National Performance Review initiatives. Were such 
awards for quality and efi iciency considered by DoD in its base closure 
process? 

Answer: In his testimony before yciu, Secretary Deutch indicated that many o! the 
installations slated for closurs or realignment are made u:, of higti- rn paforming individuals and very supportive c~inmuniiies in I-eiationsni;~ 
that span decades. DoD did not direct the Military Departments to 
specifically consider awarlis. 

Question: Secretary Perry, could you detail the reasoning behind the Army's 
recommendation to completely close out one of its primary depots and 
realign another when the other Services appear to have chosen 
realignment initiatives through "downsizing in place" at their maintenance 

e - facilities? 

Answer: Each of the Military Departments conducted an independent analysis of 
various alternatives based upon the eight approved criteria and the force 
structure plan. Different results were obtained based upon the 
maintenance philosophies of each of the Military Departments. The Air 
Force determined that, in light of the large Air Logistics Center 
installations on which depot activities are located and the significant costs 
associated with closure, downsizing of all depot activities was more cost- 
effective than the closure of a single depot installation. Conversely, the 
Army determined that the closure of a relatively small Army depot would 
be a better alternative for producing savings than downsizing. 



CONGRESSIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

From Senator Shelby and Representative Browder (Alabama): 

Question: Secretary Perry, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
removed Fort McClellan from the list proposed by the Department of 
Defense and directed the Secretary of Defense to pursue all the required 
permits and certification for the construction of facilities at a new location 
prior to the 1995 base closure round if DoD wanted to put the installation 
on the list again. It appears that DoD did not follow this direction. 

Have all the necessary permits been obtained by Army at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the receiving installation? 

Answer: No. As Secretary Deutch pointed out in his testimony, he instructed the 
Secretary of the Army, Togo West, not to pursue the requisite permits 
until the DoD recommendations were publicly announced. The Army has 
assured me that the permits will be in place prior to your decision making. 
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In l i g h t  cf these fa< 
Clzsure C'ocni ss ion, 
opportunity . We the 
hearing on o u r  reques 
as t h e  ncrtheastern a 

L '  ' i s ,  and t h e  fact t h a t  -;1;3 i s  su?posedly the laat ?,ast 
L 2 l a t t s S ~ r . q : ~  wants L O  t i k 2  its l a s t  entitled i9g.e- 

rebv r e q ~ c s t :  that t h e  Commission recommend h a 1 , i i n g  a 
t f o r  a re-direct and that Plattsburgh AF9 remain ope: 
ir nobili t>- cornzand or oth3- viable USAF mission. 

W e  will be  ha??? k c  arovids 2 2 : ~  sthar i r - f o r n a ~ i ~ z n  y ~ u  may n?*2. 

cc: Congressman John McHugh 
Senator Alfotise DIArnato 
Senator Daniel Moynihan 
Clinton County Legislature 
Town of Plattsburgh 
Broydrick & Broydrick 
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P.O. BOX 1293 ALBUQLJERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87103 

Martin J.Chavez 
Mayor 

March 7, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment (lornmission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

P W  r0fBrto this laumm 
when r e m n ~  ~\50313-\3 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I respectfully request that the Defense Ba.se Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
conduct a regional hearing in Albuquerque, New Mexico, prior to its first deliberations on 
the recommendation to realign Kirtland Air Force Base. 

Kirtland Air Force Base is the second lirg.est installation on the Secretary of Defense's list 
for base realignment and closure. I contiriue to believe that Kirtland Air Force Base is a 
unique base because of the synergy between the Air Force, the Department of Energy, and 
other agencies, and therefore, should be .c;)nsidered to host a BRAC hearing. In addition, 
Albuquerque is centrally located in the mountain states, thereby enabling the BRAC 
Commission to hear testimony about other affected bases in surrounding states. 

Kirtland is a keystone in the nation's nucledr deterrence. The KAFB complex with its 
storage, maintenance and records facilities provides a unique environment for the DOE, 
Sandia National ~aboratories, and the DOD. The infrastructure support provided by the Air 
Force at KAFB is critical to the success of the missions of the agencies it serves. Diffision 
of the existing resources would have z mnrked impact on their efficiency 2nd interaction. 

* A 

Equally imponant, because of this inter-agency working relationship, removing Air Force 
support will not save money. It will only shift costs to other federal budgets. 

I believe that it is critical for the BRAC Cornmission to have the opportunity to visit Kirtland 
Air Force Base to see first-hand the inter-relationship between the base tenants, DOE, DOD 
and the Air Force. It would be impossible, in my opinion, to understand the military impact 
of realigning KAFB and the lost opportunities for synergy between the Departments of 
Defense and Energy without up-close knowledge of its workings. 

Once again. with Kirtland Air Force Base tht: second largest installation targeted for 
realignment, I feel that it is imperative for the BRAC Commission to schedule a hearing in 
Albuquerque. to allo\v the Cornrnissione!~.: tcj visit the base and take input from the 
community. 

I THE CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION EMPLOYER --- 



The Honorable Allan J. Dixon 
Page 2 March 7, 1995 

I appreciate your consideration in this matter. We will welcome you and your staff to our city 
and provide you with our best Southwestc~n hospitality as you review this matter so cmcial to 
our future. 

CC: Secretary of Defense 
Secretary of the Air Force 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH klOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
'703-696-0504 

The Honorable Martin J. Chavez 
Mayor 
City of Albuquerque 
P.O. Box 1293 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 103 

Dear Mayor Chavez: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a regional hearing of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission in Albuquerque. 

As you may know, the Commission is scheduled to hold a regional hearing in Albuquerque 
on April 20, 1995. The Commission looks forward to receiving testimony from communities 
affected by the Secretary of Defense's recornmendation during the regional hearings. 

Further, I can assure you that the infbrmation you have provided to me concerning 
Kirtland Air Force Base will be utilized in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you 'during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact the Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 



S O A R 0  O F  COUNTY c o M t ~ I S s I ~ N F R C  n 

I 

- - - - . . -  V FLORIDA'S SPACE COAST 

---- - 
3LU l T ELLIS Comrii~ss~oncr D~srr~ct 5 Telephone 1407) 253-661 1 
' 515  Sam0 Soad. Bullding 0, Melbourne FL 32935 FAX 1407) 253-6620 

March 3, 1995 

The Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commissioner 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Subject: The 301st Rescue Squadron 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

I would like to personally take this opportunity to thank you for 
your decision to retain the 301st Rescue Squadron at patrick Air 
Force Base in Brevard County. 

This decision is fiscally sound especially when compared to 
returning this Rescue Unit back to Hurricane Andrew ravaged 
Homestead Air Force Sase. The relocation of families would also 
have been a great burden, since Squadron members and their families 
have become ar, integral part of our community. 

C n  behal' c5 aysel5 and the 301s :  Rescue Squacrcn I would like tc 
thank you again for yczr decision. 

Sincerely, - ,  

Scott Ellis 
County Commissioner 
District V 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLIPJGTON. VA 22209 
7'03-696-0504 

The Honorable Scott Ellis 
County Commissioner, District V 
Brevard County Board of County Commissioners 
1 5 1 5 Sarno Road, Building B 
Melbourne, Florida 32935 

Dear Commissioner Ellis: 

Thank you for your letter to the: Commission supporting the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation to retain the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force 
Base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided has been distributed accordingly for use in the review and 
analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

Sincerely, 
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. JOHN M. McHUGH 
24" USTRR. VEW roan 

*16 C A N N O N  HOUSE OFFICE B U I L D I N 0  
WASMINCTON. OC :OJ13-3224 

1702) 225-481 1 

COMMl lTE f  3 N  ARMED SERVICES 

3.-w,-nn m r* t , .ur  

AHMV CAUCUS 
C o . C n r . * r u  

CONGRESSION*L SnJOV Gl\OUP ON CANADA 
CO-Cruuu, 

c a u c u s  604 W O M E W ~  ISSUES 

CONGRESSIONAL RURAL CAUCUS 

OCOER AMERICANS CAUCUS 

SPOATSMEN'S caucus 
IW.~.C.AII*.~ w LLQ.I*IS NORTHEAST 4GRICULTURE CAUCUS 
Sumcovurrr a Orr-uu, 

*w I.".~.4.1""., 
FIRE SERVICES CAUCUS 

RURAL H E A L T H  CARE COALITION 
COMMlmEE ON GOVERNMENT OP€RATIONS 

Boube of %eptesenlatibed HEALTH CARE POUCV TASK FORCE 
e.so--.nt. n. C--r. 
furo*, ueNrrv- lr-nc-rc FORESTRY 2000 TASK FORCE 

March 15, 1995 
TASK FORCE 3 N  SOCIAL SECURITV 

TASK FORCE ON AGRICULTURE 

-q..-,. y,Gt.,a :,~cI. a this nciribf 
Honorable Alan Dixon v;kc2 . - I .-.. , - - F - ~  ~ i :  i q5-0 sb- - 3 - 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnission ., 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We understand h a t  you have been contacted by the Town of Plansburgh, New 
York, as well as several other local entities. with a request that the Commission hold a 
hearing to review the 1993 Comnlission's decision to close Plartsburgh .4ir Force Base. 
We strongly support this request and urge you hold a hearing regarding this matter as soon 
as possible. 

.As yo11 know. In 1993, h e  Comnlisslon, acting in direct contravention of 
Department of Defense and the Air Forcc rec.ommendations. seiecred Plamburgh .AFB f ~ r  
closuuc. This rlctlon was taken by the Comrr~ission as an a l ternat~e  to the .Air Force's 
preferred opnon. the realignment of McGuire Air Force Base, ?;en Jersey. Under the .Air 
Force's o r i p a l  scenaiio, P!attsbul_ei~ would bavc become the e m  coast headquarten of 
the Air -Mobility Command with an additional 36 C-I4!s be~ng  stationed there 

The .Air Force's 1993 recommendation w s  bascd on its conclusion that Plattsburgh 
AFB has the airspacc, environment and excess facilities to acco~nmodate a signiticant 
increase in aircraft and/or new missions; critical factors which were not found at McGuire 
AFB. In fact, General Ronald Fogelmm, then Colnl-nander of the Air Mobility Command 
and now Air Force Chief of Staff. testified before the i99? Con~nlission to urge that 
Plaasb~ugh AFB be removed fiorn the Co~miss ion 's  h a 1  base closure list. As ?ou 
h o w ,  his professional expertise in this matter was ipored.  

We szongly believe that the facts m d  ~:ircumstznces surrounding the 1995 
Con~~nission decision to close Plattsbiugh AF13 merit a Commission re-direct. The 
citizens of XSW York are en~itled to a hearing regarding this manel-. We believe [he 
overu7helrning mountain of evidence supports the maintenance 01' m active .Air Force 
mission at Plambirgh AFB. 



Chairman Dison 
Page 2 

We hope you are able to honor this request for a re-direct. Our ofices are 
available if you need any information or a5s- ;  stance. 

Sincerely, 

U.S. Senator n 
Alfonse D' Amato 
U.S. Senator 



CONGFtESSMAN JOHN Mw McHUGH 
U . S .  HOUSE OF FU3PESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D . C w  20515 

FAX CO'KER SHEET 

NUHBER OF PAGES IN(3..mI3?G corn SHEET 

F A C S I M I L Z  TELSTPONE NUMBER - (2'02) 226-8621 

If you encounter d i f f i c u l t i e s  in rece iv ing  chis facsnuile f m s n i s s i o n ,  
please cal l  (282) 225-4611. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSUFiE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 2 1, 1995 

The Honorable Alfonse M. D'Amato 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision 
to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. You may be assured that I will share your comments 
with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you . Please do not. hesitate to contact me if I may 
be of additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH lMOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 21, 1995 

The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Pat: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision 
to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. 'You may be assured that I will share your comments 
with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis jlrocess. 

I look forward to working with you . Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may 
be of additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 2 1, 1995 

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

Dear Representative McHugh: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision 
to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. !IOU may be assured that I will share your comments 
with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I look forward to working with you . Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may 
be of additional assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



MANA: A NATIONAL IATINA ORGABEATION 
March 13, 1995 

Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore S t ree t  
S u i t e  1425 
A r l  i ngton, VA 22209 

To Whom I t  May Concern: 

MANA, A L a t i n a  Organizat ion i s  w r i t i n g  t o  you concerning the recent announcement 
o f  K i r t l a n d  A i r  Force Base being ta rgeted f o r  proposed c losure .  We are  
request ing  t h a t  you reconsider your de terminat ion  f o r  the f o l l o w i n g  reasons: 

1. As you should know by now K i r t l a n d  A i r  Force Base t o t a l  c i v i l i a n  
workforce i s  2,571. The EEO P r o t e c t i v e  group cons is t s  o f  1,717 which c o n s i s t s  
o f  Women, Hispanics,  Afro-Americans and Asian-Americans. 

2 .  I n  years past  i t  has been t o l d  by several  Generals t o  Community 
Representat ives t h a t  i f  they cont inue t o  f i 1 e EEO complaints and Labor gr ievances 
t h a t  has caused a h igh  Congressional involvement i n  A f f a i r s  a t  KAFB they cou ld  
e a s i l y  se t  themselves uu f o r  c losure  0 4  t he  base. Since KAFB has c lose  t o  500 
EEO, Labor gr ievances and o v e r a l l  Agency complaints f i l e d  i n  I993 and 1994 i n  
wnich tne A i  r Force has been unable t o  reso lve  and bas;ca? i y  g iven up i n  t r y i n g  
:o reso lve  them. 

We f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  could be ;he bas is  f o r  the  proposed c losure  and we a l so  would 
request t h a t  the demographics o f  the  P r o t e c t i v e  Populat ion a t  KAFB and the impac? 
i t  would have on EEO s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  the  o v e r a l l  A i r  Force be considered. 

We are  request ing t h a t  the issues l i s t e d  above be r ~ - e v a l u a t e d  and t h a t  
recons idera t ion  be g iven on the  proposed c losu re  of KAFB. 

We look forward t o  hear ing from you soon and i f  you are i n  need o f  a d d i t i o n a l  
i n fo rma t ion ,  p;ease fee l  f ree  t o  contact  me a t  (505) 342-8531. 

MANA Nat iona l  Board 

cc:  !ioncrab1 e .Jef i Bingaman 
. - 

7305 Forrester N. W. ,  A lbuquerque, New M e x i o  87102 
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A NaEona Latina Organization 

March 13, 1995 MANA: A NATIONAL LATZNA ORG.4NlZATION 

Honorable William J. Perry 
Secretary 
U.S .  Department of Defense 
Office of the Secretary 
3E880 Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301-1155 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

MANA, A Latina National Organization is writing to you concerning the recent 
announcement of  Ki rtland Air Force Base being targeted for closure. We are 
requesting that you reconsider your determination for the following reasons: 

1. Kirtland Air Force Base total civilian workforce is 2.571. The EEO 
Protective group consists of 1.717 which consists o f  Women, Hispanics, Afro- 
Ame r i cans and As i an-Arne r i cans. 

2. In years past it has beet? told by several Generals to Community 
Representatives that if they continue to file EEO complaints and Labor grievances 
that has caused a high Congressional involvement in Affairs at KAFB they could 
easily set themselves up for closure of the Base. Since KAFB has close to 500 
EEO, Labor grievances and overail Agency complaints filed in 1993 and 1994 in 
which the Air Force has been unable to resolve and basically given up in trying 
to resolve them. 

We feel that this could be the basis for the proposed closure and we also would 
request that the demographics of the Protective Population at KAFB and the impact 
it would have on EEO statistics for the overall Air Force be considered. 

We are requesting that the issues 'listed above be re-evaluated and that 
reconsideration be given on the proposed closure of KAFB. 

We look forward to hearing from you soon and i f  you are in need of additional 
information, please fee7 free to contact me at (505) 842-8531. 

Sincerely, 

ynet.t/& B anet G. Serino 
MANA National Board 

cc: Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
found4 B y  Mexican American women I n  1974 

7305 Forrester N. iv. , Albuquerque, New Mexico 87702 



i 
I 

STEVE -4CEXRM.Q! I I i fiq I I I \ 

I I 
RICE; DIC.&!IIILLO IL/ I 1 I 1 1 

' hIERRILL BEIZR 1 I I I 1 
CRAIG HALL 

I 
I I I I I 

I P R O S  
I 

I I I I I I 
1 D.4J'E OLSON 1 /, I I I I I 
FRAhX CAh!77I'ELL /'z, +!' I 1 1 I I 

1 COhll\lENTS: L ' 
'I 



I . .# * 1.. THE DEFEhSE BASE CLOSLXE L c D  RE.ALIG\~EST COhLhIISSION 

7 

OFFICE OF THE C t L - u i ~ w Y  1 M I ACnON 1 mTT I COhfMISSION biEMBERS 

I 1 P repa r t  Repiv ?or Cmnnnww's Signanuc / Jlj/Prepare Reply for Cmmmn r S i  - , 

CHAIR'.UY DIXON 

STAFF DIRECTOR 

ELXECLTWE DIREmOR 
L / GZ\rERU. COLSSEL 

j WLTCUIY PrnCCTNP. 

/ Prepan Repiv for k f  i3xecror.s S i p a r u m  I R e p v e  Direc, Respome i 

,% / .ACI1OY: Offer Comments andior Sugganom I 

J 
5ubjecuRemarks: i 

h e  Date: 
-? 

I R o w  Date: I Date Oqma~ed:  \lzJ h e :  
f-iy.--,> 7 - c-.,2 --.As-/ I ?~c3=/3- 1 -5 Y F - ~ ~ ~ L T  

j 
- 1 

I 
lr 

/ 

I 

I 

I 
I- 

1 
I 

1 
I 

i 
1 D ~ ~ C 0 N G ~ ~ S S I O N . U  LUISON I [ 

- 

I I ! i. I 
Dm.. C0~fiCL;SiICATIOh'S I 1 I A, 

I ! 

CObQIISISIOhER CORN- 

CO&CvIISSIONER COX 

C O F O l l S S I O N ~  DAVIS 

COh-0fISSIONE.R I(LLNC 

C0M;MISSIOh- . U O h n Y A  

C/) - 
I I I 

REtlEW A\D LUM.YSIS 1 
DIREmOR OF R dr A I / I  I 

-- 

I 
I I I 

I 
i 

C O h D W O F i E R  ROBLES 

C O m ~ O ~ E R  SIEELE 

I 

i 
, =am S E ~ W T  I , 1 J ~MYTEAULEADER I 1 * 1 

1 
I i 4 .YAW m u  LEADER 1 i i 

DmECTOR OF L D ~ ~ ~ O E I  1 j UR F O R E  TEkH !UDEii I 1 <. I 

C3IEF FIYrtYCL\L OFFICZt I i I h l n u G E Y c Y  W E X  I 1 
i 

DIRECTOR OF ~ C F L  j C R O S S ~ ^ E R ~ - I C E ~ M L G U ) E R  j - I i 

d I L 
I 1 

I 
I 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Ms. Janet G. Serino 
MANA National Board 
1305 Forrester N.W. 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87 102 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Ms. Serino: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern that past Equal Employment 
Opportunity complaints filed at Kirtland Air Force Base may have played a part in the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendatiol~ regarding Kirtland AFB. I certainly understand 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Co~nmission 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 recommendations. 

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerelv. 
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QUESTIONS FOR WTDNALL w k n  r~ C i 5 ~  301-6 - 

J 
+ & ( I )  How does the Alr Force define interservicing? How was interservicing applied to A i r  

- Force Labs in total? How did the Air  Force apply interservicing to C31 labs? 

(2) What criteria did the LJCSG use to determine ifexcess capacity existed in its labs? In 
the Air Force, where and to what extent does excess capacity in labs exist? 

$ (3) Having received the highest ranking of its labs, why did the Air Force decide that 
Rome Lab was the one to be slated for closure? 

(4) As you know, Grif3iss Air Force Base was realigned as  part of BRAC 1993. During 
that process the Air Force stated in a letter to the commission that "the Air Force has no 
plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within the next five years." Since then the 
community has united behind a reuse plan with the lab as a linchpin. Was the impact to 
the community's reuse effort taken into consideration in the decision to close Rome Lab? 

M e m b e r  oy Congress 
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The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert , 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Boehlert: 

Thank you for forwarding questions to me for submission to the Secretary of the Air 
Force, the Honorable Sheila Widnall, for her review and reply. I appreciate your strong interest in 
the Commission and its process. 

Your questions have been submitted to Secretary Widnall, and I anticipate a full response 
within two weeks. We will contact your office as soon as we receive the Secretary's responses, 
and forward the responses to you. 

Again, thank you for submitting questions for the record. I look forward to worlang with 
you through this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
Commission whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
#-\ 



L CONGRESSIONAL OlJESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

New Mexico delegation: 

Sen. Pete Domenici 
Sen. Jeff Bingaman 
Rep. Joe Skeen 
Rep. Bill Richardson 
Rep. Steve Schiff 

1. Nuclear deterrence remains the backbone of the United States Strategic 
Policy of deterrence. Are any facilities under consideration involved with, or 
connected to the US nuclear deterrent capability? Was an analysis done on the 
impact on this capability? Was the Department of Energy consulted with regard to 
this impact? 

2. One of the principal BRAC obJ~ectives is to consolidate DoD activities. Was 
dh consideration given to the interrelationship of the bases on the list and the tenants 

located on the facility? Were these tenants contacted and asked to provide 
information about the economic effects base realignment will have on them, and 
the effects on their overall mission? Can you provide tenant responses to these 
questions, along with a list of tenants for each base on this list including the 
functions shared between the base and the tenant? 

3. Which bases on the proposed list for realignment or closure have an 
intergovernmental relationship with agencies or entities outside the base? Were 
these entities notified, or asked to provide information about economic effecls, or 
mission? Will you provide these responses? 

Rep. Sherwood Boehlert, NY 

1. In last weeks testimony before this commission, Defense Secretary Perry 
described Lowery Air Force Base's reuse plan as a successful consequence of the 
BRAC process. 

L 



In the BRAC 95 process, did you consider the communities' reuse plans as 
a result of previous BRAC closure or realignment tiecisions? 

Should already completed, vvell developed reuse planning efforts be a part 
of subsequent BRAC decisions? 

2. As you know, Griffiss Air Force Base was realigned as part of BRAC 1993. 
During that process the Air Force stated in a letter to the commission that " the Air 
Force has no plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within the next five 
years." Since then the community has united behind a reuse plan with the lab as 
its linchpin. 

Was the impact to the comrn~unity's reuse plan taken into consideration in 
the decision to close Rome lab? 

3.  How does the Air Force define intersewicing? How was interservicing 
applied to Air Force labs in total? How did the Air Force apply interservicing to 
C31 labs? 

4. What criteria did the LJCSG use to determine if excess capacity existed in 
its labs? In the Air Force, where and to what extent does excess capacity in labs 
exist? 

5. Having received the highest ranking of its labs, why did the Air Force 
decide that Rome lab was one to be slated for closure? 

Rep. Larry Combest, TX 

We have had only had a few days to review the data which was used to make 
decisions on Undergraduate Pilot Training, but some things stand out. Let me 
give you some examples of what I cvould consider real animosities: 

RANErnG OF BASES 
1. The Air Force rated Reese Air Force Base number two among five 
Undergraduate Pilot Training Bases in 1991. What has changed at Reese or at 
other bases that would make the Air Force rank Reese Air Force Base last, well 
below its other Undergraduate Pilot Training bases in the 1995 analysis? 



DISTRICT OFFICES 
I 

~ ~ - A R R Y  COMBEST 
lBTH DISTRICT TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON IhTELLlGENCE 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

March 15, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 ;::39 $5 fi:% mxbzr 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 t,l:.t .-t w5... .;a.kb - . r : ~ + .  ,fu %'i33\5 -7 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to request that the Base Closure and Realignment 
 omm mission (BRAC) undertake a special review of Undergraduate 
Pilot Training (UPT) as a part of the Commission's deliberations. 
While this functional area represents only a small portion of the 
Department of Defense (DoD)-wide base closure recommendations, 
pilot training is a vital com,ponent of our military strength and 
an important factor in maintaining military readiness. 

Over the past two weeks, I have completed a preliminary analysis 
of the data used by the Joint Cross Service Group on UPT and the 
Air Force data and analysis. I have had the support of experts 
in the field of pilot training in this endeavor, and it is clear 
from our analysis that there are major errors in the DoD 
analysis. There are substantial factual errors in important data 
areas such as airspace availability for training, weather and 
other measures of merit. There are also flaws in the analysis 
which tend to distort the outc:ome. 

Attached you will find a brief White Paper which seeks to 
identify the numerous errors of fact and flaws in the analytical 
model. This analysis is preliminary and, as further analysis is 
complete, I will share it with the BRAC commissioners and staff. 
However, I do believe the enclosed paper documents errors in the 
DoD analysis which represent a substantial deviation from the 
guidelines for base closure analysis. 

This is a matter of great concern to me. I believe that the DoD 
analytical model has generated an outcome which is illogical and 
inappropriate. Numerous senior Air Force officers, both active 
duty and retired, have contacted me to let me know that in their 
judgment, Reese ~ i r  Force Base is the premier pilot training base 
within the Air Education and Training Command. They have 
indicated that the analysis used to select Reese as the UPT base 
to be closed is flawed. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
March 15, 1995 
Page 2 

I would appreciate an opportunity to discuss this matter at your 
earliest convenience. Also, I would be pleased to meet with 
appropriate staff members of the  omm mission to review our 
analysis. 

LC/ lec 
Enclosure 

Larry C m v3 



OKIGINA'IED Bl':  C, (R  I CCI ) 
-t- i.E.; 

A 
FRANK CIRILLO 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE I425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. O IXON,  C H A I R M A N  

COMMISSIONERS:  
AL C O R N E L L A  

laarch 30, 1995 REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, U S A F  ( R E T )  
5. L E E  K L l N G  
RAOM B E N J A M I N  F. MONTOYA.  U S N  (RET) 
MG J O S U E  ROBLES,  JR., U S A  (RET)  

The Honorable Larry Combest - WEND1 L O U I S E  S T E E L E  

United States House of Representatives 1 - -  : .L.z'---.-..$,7r , , .J,. - 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 . . 

Dear Representative Combest: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a review of Undergraduate Pilot Training (WT) by 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission as part of the Commission's 
deIiberations. I appreciate your strong support for the Commission and its process. 

You may be certain that the Com~ission staff is actively reviewing the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations to the Commission in all areas, including Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. The Commission intends to hold a hearing on April 17, 1995, in Room 2 16 of the Hart 
Senate Office Building, which will address the Joint Cross Service Group's analysis of UPT bases. 
The UPT portion of the hearing will begin at 1 P.M. 

You can be assured that the information you have shared with the Commission will be 
utilized during the review and analysis process. 

My office will be in contact with your office in the near future to try and arrange a 
mutually agreeable time to discuss your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your letter. Please d0 not hesitate to contact the Commission 
whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerelv. 



March 13,. 1995 

*rhe Honorable Alan Dixon 
Cha.irman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman LIixon : 

We are writing to request a judgement by the Comission on the 
appropriateness of the nef snse tlepartment ( DoD ) including the Real- 
time Electromagnetic Digitally Contro l led  Analyzer & Processor 
(REDCAP) facility on the l i sc  of bases recommended for closure. 

REDCAP is contractor owned and operated. CALSPAN Corporation 
developed t h e  origlnal REDCAP simulation using independent research 
and development dollars. Since then, under contract with the Air 
Force (AF), CUSPAN has been responsible for the operation and 
modernization of REDCAP. 411 of the engineering, t e s t ,  support , 
and maintenance personnel are CXLSPAN employees. The A?? presence 
on-site is limited to one officer. REDCAP itself, part of a larger 
complex housing a range of test and evaluation operations, is 
wholly owned by CALSPAN. As i ~ ;  typical with defense contractors, 
t h e  test equipment, though CALSPAN developed, is gove-merit owned. 

We believe DoD erred by including REDCAP on the closure list. 
REDCAP no more qualifies as a: "base, camp, post, station, yard, 
center, hameport for any shi.p, or other activity under the 
Department of Defense, including any leased facility", as described 
in P . L .  101-510 (as arnendedj, than does Lockheed's "Skunk Works". 

we would ap~reciate it if your legal team could provide us 
with a ruij-rig on t h e  appropri~~teness of including REDCAP on the 
closure list as quickly as possible. If REDCAP does not meet the 
criteria for inclusion on the list, we would value any guidance you 
could offer on rectifying this error. If, on the other hand, your 
staff finds that DoD acted correctly, we w i l l  need as much time as 
possi5le to prepare a defense of zhe facility. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 
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m I c / : C C  
4375 Chidlaw Road, Suite 1 
Wright-Pawran AFB Ohio 45433-5001 

The Honorable -4lm J. Dixon 
Chrmlm, Defense B'ue Closure 

and Redigrmenr Cormi.9ion 
1700 Furlti .Moore S t r e e ~  Suite 1325 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

1 would like to provide my pcrspccdvc rcgucfing 3 questi(~n ahnut Ins Angeles U R ,  
California. JS it pcmins to the Air Force 19115 BRAC :eommendsdon to realign Kirtland 
Force Base IXFB), New kfexico. 

In the early 1990s. MSC, one of rile ?rcdrcesscr coinmandu to our currenr PLL Force 
Materiel Coinmand. wsq concerned reguding the quaiit). of lifr for h e  men md women 
assigned to Los Angeles .4FB. Of pmiculu concern was the lack of adequatc and affordable 
lousing avsiirble at that time to rnilitii'y personnel i w s i ~ e d  to then Los h g e i e s  Air Force 
Sration. 

Since :hat r h ~ e .  actio~ls have Lscn initiated to help r m e d y  the ?robicm. SpccEcdly, 
C o f l p ~ s s  addcC 58.9 million to :he Fiscal Y e u  (FY) 1995 Milimy Construcrion ROF~LZ: for 
the firs: ~ n s e  of a nvo-phase progrm to conszmt iddiriond n i l i t x y  family housLlg wirt for 
Lor Xl~pclcs .U;ii. This 2c:ion mupirri u l i h  2 rcduccd rctloire:nenl for on-'base quaners has 
vastly i ~ p u e d  the houskg ,inradon md :he qudiry of life for :be nsn 2nd women assigned 
t~ LOS .klgc!es . G B  arid i \25  substultial!y ~ m e l i o r h  our previous concerns. 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

General Ronald W. Yates 
Commander, Air Force Material Command 
4375 Chidlaw Road, Suite 1 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 45433-5001 

Dear General Y ates: 

Thank you for your letter of March 6,  1995 providing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission with information concerning the availability of military family housing at 
Los Angeles Air Force Base. This information will be helphl to the Commission as we review 
the base closure and realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense. 

I appreciate your interest in the work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 



NEW Y U K O  

United Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3 101 

March 15, 1995 

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

COUW(TTtEs: 

BUDGET 
APPROPRIATIONS 

ENERGY AND NAlURAl RESOURCES 
BANKING 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

P.Wm r& b this mn&r 
when ~.5m.IG-4 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you are aware, I have grave concerns about the Department of Defense (DOD) 
recommendation to realign Kirtland Air Force Base. I asked John Vuksich, the Science Advisor to  
the Governor of New Mexico, to review the Kirtland data recently made available at your reading 
room in Rosslyn to  help me more fully understand the Air Force's rationale. I am informed by Mr. 
Vuksich that you have a first rate staff who could not have been more cooperative. Please convey 
my thanks to  them, particularly Bob Bivins, Jeff Campbell, Toni Forkin and Amy Smith. 

Mr. Vuksich met with Air Force analysts on March 1 4  and, prepared with information from 
his visit to  your facility, we now have a better understanding of the Air Force cost position 
regarding Kirtland AFB. The reported recurring cost-savings of the realignment of Kirtland AFB are 
illusory; what is represented as savings is a combination of some omissions in the estimate and 
significant cost-shifting, both to  non-Air Force, DOD organizations and other federal agencies. I am 
aware of the DOD policy which directs that costs to other agencies generally not be considered; 
however, these cost shifts fall within DOD's published exceptions to that rule. 

More important than cost considerations, however, is the issue of national security. I 
continue to  have concerns that the Air Force recommendation might adversely impact the 
infrastructure of the nation's strategic deterrent. Modifications to this infrastructure should be the 
result of deliberate policy review rather than an unintended by-product of the BRAC process. I fear 
this is not the case. 

I know that the New Mexico Congressional Delegation is preparing a detailed presentation of  
these issues for your review when you hoid your regioniji bearing. i hope that our-sci~e\iuies will - 
permit an opportunity for you and me to discuss my concerns prior to  that presen'tation. I am 
particularly anxious that you and other members of the Commission have an opportunity to  tour and 
examine the Underground Munitions Storage Center at Kirtland, which is so vital to our nation's 
security. 

Sincerely ~q* Pete V. Domenici 

United State Senator 
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324 U.S. OVAL PLA~SBURGHAFB, NY 12903 (518) 561-0232 FAX: (518) 561-0616 

March 15, 1995 

Mr. A a n  Dixon 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
~ r l i n g t o n ,  \'A 22209 

Dear Chainnan Dixon: 

A a consequence of your predecessor commission's deliberations, the ~ la t t sburgh  Air Force Base 

is presently scheduled to  close on September 30, 1995, after more than 40 years of service to the 

Country. The organization upon wllose stationery t l ~ s  letter is written is the ofkcial ~ o c a l  

Redevelopl~lent ~ u t h o r i t ~  ("LRA") for recycling the base from military to civilian use. Rest 

assured that the greater ~lattsburgll  area is pepared to deal with the trauma of base closure even 
alter its extraordinary experience as a model of military and community interrelationship. 

  one the less, we would pefer not to exclude the Air Force from our future. In  fact, our reuse 

plan contelnplates some continuing military presence: whether it be the State's Air ~ a t i o n a l  

Guard or an active Air Force mission, the Champlain valley International Trade Park will be 
able to accomnlodate it. Our  plan of development anticipates leaving the existing airside facilities 

intact and resewed within a clearly denlarked cantonment area lor the first several years o l  civilian 

reuse. 

In Iigllt o l  the significant problenls that tile A r  Force is encountering in adapting McGuire AFB 
to its refueling mission and as an alternative to relying upon AhTG units a t  Pease and Bangor to 

meet tlle demanding requirelnents of the Air Force's ~ a n k e r  Task Force mission, we are writing 
to urge that both your conlrnission and the A r  Force give the most serious consideration to a 

l'redirectll for the shared Air Forcelcivilian reuse of the existing ~lat tsburgl l  Air Force Base. 



Mr. Alan Dixon 
Page 2 
March 15, 1995 

We look forward to an opportunity to detail our thoughts on tllese matters with you personally, 

and remain ready willing and able to travel to do so. ~y the way, we signatories to this letter 

represent all three municipalities at jurisdiction in the matter as well as the LRA. We ]lave in the 
part, and all continue to in tlle future, speak with a single voice on tllis critical matter. 

Sincerely, 

--st- Herbert Carpenter, Cl~airlnan 

  art in Mannix, Deputy ~ u ~ e n y d o f  the T o w  of ~lattsburgli 

I ~ e l x i n  R. Bruno, Chainnan of the Clinton Countv Board nf Fil~,m;c,,vc 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 21, 1995 Plsm refer b this 
when reqxm@~=-&- a q  

Mr. Herbert Carpenter 
Chairman 
Plattsburgh Intermunicipal Development Council 
324 U.S. Oval 
Plattsburgh AFB, NY 12903 

Dear Mr. Carpenter: 

Thank you for the letter from you and other members of the Council urging the 
Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. You 
may be assured that I will share your comments with the other members of the 
Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Commission's actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 23, 1995 

Mr. Martin D. Mannix, Jr. 
Deputy Supervisor 
Town of Plattsburgh 
152 Banker Road 
Plattsburgh, NY 12901 

Dear Mr. Carpenter: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to reconsider the 1993 decision 
to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. You may be assured that 1 will share your comments 
with the other members of the Commission. 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act provides that any additions to the list of 
bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense must be 
published in the Federal Register by May 17. This would include any decisions to 
reconsider a previous Codssion 's  actions if such action had not been recommended by 
the Secretary. In order to have a base added to this list, a Commissioner must offer a 
motion to add an installation for consideration. A majority of the quorum (five 
Commissioners) must support such a motion for the base to be added for consideration. 

The information that you have provided will be placed in the Commission's library 
and utilized by the Commission in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process. 

Sincerely, 
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Offlce of Senator ]eff Bingaman 
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703 Hart Senate Offlce Buildlng Washington, D.C. 205 10 

TO: 
OFFICE: 

FROM: 
OFFICE: 

PAGES: 

CeCe Carman 
BRAC 

Joanne Oulllene 
Offlce of Senator Jeff Blngaman 
Unlted States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

, tptaj (Ipcluding cover sheet) 

Response we received from the state regarding the 
aIr quallty issues that  the Air Force has ldentlfled 
as a determlnlng factor In realignment of  Klrtland. 
The Info has also been sent to GAO. 

Sendlng to fax number: (703)  696-0550 
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1 P.O. BOX 1283 ALBUOUF: ROUE. NEW MEX 1G 87103 

March 2 0 ,  1995 

The Honorable Jeff Bingarnan 
United States Senate 
110 Hart Senate O f f i c e  Building 
Washington, D.C. 20810 

BUBJECTI AIR QUALITY 38SUES RELATED TO DEPkRTMENT OF DEFENSE BASE 
CtOgURE AND REALIGNMENT ACTIONS APFECTINQ KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE,  

I D e a r  Scrrator Bingarnan: 

T h i ~  l e t t e r  responds to your correspondence dated  arch 16, 1995 
concerning recently released recommendations of the Department of 
Defense Baee C l o s u r e  and Realignment (BRAC) affecting Kircland A i r  
Force Base (=El). We were surprieed to learn that a i r  quality has 
bcen cited as a nagativt :  del;exmining factor regarding the ability 
to receive additional personnel a t  Kirtland AFB. I hope the 
following responses will be helpful in v n d e r s t a ~ d i n g  air quality 
i s s u e s  re la ted  to BRAC actions affecting Kirtland ~ i r  Force Baee.  
The questions in y o u r  l e t t e r  are repeated a n d  answered ir. the order 
presented in your March 16 letter. 

QUESTION 11 

"What ie the c u r r e n t  a t a t u e  of Albuquerque's a i r  q u a l i t y  with 
respect LO the Clean Air A c t  requirements?" 

~ernalillo County, which encompasses Albuquerque, is currently 
designated ae low-moderate ( l e a s  t h a n  12.7 parte per million for an 
eight-hour average) nonattainment fo r  carbon monoxide. Three 
coneeaurivo yearu have bcen completed without any violatitns of t h e  
carbon monoxic¶e ot~ndards eatablishcd by the C l e a n  A i r  A c t .  

Effort8 are currently i n  progress to have Bernallllo County 
redesignated to uc~ainment/maintenance statue for carbon monoxide. 
Legal no t ice  for a hearing regard ing  t h i o  redesignation hae been 
advertised for April 13, 1395 beforc the A l b u q u e r q u e / B e r m l i l l o  
County Air Quality Cont ro l  Board. After conaideration and approval 
by the A i r  Quality C o n t r o l  Board, the request will be forwarded to 
t h e  Governor for formal submittal to Lhe Environmental Protection 
Agency. Action by the Environmental Protection Agency i n  
antictgated by July 15, 1995. 

- 3 THE CITY OF ALBUOUEROUE IS AN EOYAL O P P O R T U N W / R ~ S O N A B ~ E  ACCOMMODATION EMPLOYER ! 
I 
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Recent Environmental Protection Agency documentation ind ica te6  that 
the Lo6 PLngales/Long Beach area  is clao~ified ae eeve re  
nonattainment f o r  carbon monoxide, and is che only a i r ~ h e d  i n  the 
united States c l a e s l f i e d  ae extreme nonattainment for o z c n e .  
Without more detailed inforrr,ation, we cannot prov ide  speciiico 
regarding the Lo6 Angeles A i r  Fcrce Base circurnstancee. 

I QUESTION 2 I 

ttWas the Albuquerqua Environmental H c a l t l ,  DeperLlncnt  coneulced 
during t h e  Air Force BRAC Analysis to determine whether 
t r a n s f e r r i n g  additional personnel from other closed or realigned 
baeee to ~irtland AFB would adversely i m p a c ~  the air quality in 
Albuquerque and Bernalillo County?" 

I 

I RESPONSE t 

We have had several general disoussione during the l a e t  eight 
monthe w i t h  Kirtland AFB s t a f f  regarding t h e  ability of Kirtland 
AFB to expand in terms of facilities and personnel. Mafiy of the 
digcuseione evolved out of the l o c a l  adoption of " G e n e r a l  
~onformity" regulations. I n  addition, g e n e r a l  information 
regard ing  t h e  air quality at taininent  status of Bernalillo County 
w a n  provided approximately a year  ago, however,  we w c r c  not 
consulted regarding any  specific B m C  closures  or r e a l i g~ rnen t  
proposals, 

3ur ing  o u r  discuesions ,  w a  have indicated that we a re  unaware of 
any major a i r  q u a l i t y  impediments which would prohibit t h e  ability 
for substantial growth of employment at Kirtland AFB to occur. O u r  
g e n e r a l  conclusion is that Albuquerque is i n  an extremely good 
p o s i t i o n  to accept additional g r o w t h  while  till satisfying all 
Clean ~ i r  A c t  requirements. (Please  see attached l e c t e r  to Kirtland 
AFB dated March 10, 1995. ) 

I t D o e s  your department have a rnodel for determining compliance 
conformity with Clean Air A c t  r e q u i r e m e n t s  wi th  re~pect to the 
axpaneion of federal f a c i l l t i e e  in Alb~qucrque?~ 

The basic framework guiding campllance conformity comes from 
federal xegulationa commonly referred to as "Genera l  Conformityu 
and *~rannportation Conformityw. Regulatione f o r  both were 
promulgated i n  Noverbex, 1993. Ae requixed by the f e d c r a l  
ragulationo, local  veroions of t h e  conformiry requirement8 wer-o 
apgro~cd by t h e  ~ i r  Quality Contro]. Board on N o v e m b e r  9, 1994. 
Genera l  cor,formicy is considered moer- irnpoxtant in t c r m a  of 
expanding federal operations. A copy of Air ~ u a l i t y  control Board 
Regulation No. 4 3  is attached. 
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TBE HONORABLE JEFF BINGAKAlN 
MARCH 20 ,  1995 
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General  conformity rules s e t  specific thresholds of pollutants that 
apply to f e d a r a l  actiorzs. The carbon monoxida threshold of 109 
tons is applicsbla to nonattainment and maintenance aye&@. ~f a 
f e d e r a l  action b r i l l  prcduce 100 tons or more cf carbon monoxide, as 
determined through a apeclfic applicability analysie, then more 
detailed bice s p e c i f i c  enalysee using modelling cechniquee become 
~ecesaary. The primary computer model used in Albuquerque for  
carbon monoxide is CALt3QHC. This ie a public domain model appl-oved 
by the Environmental Trotect ion Agency for a n a l y s i e  of critical 
roadway intersections. A second modal, MOBILE Sa, provides vehicle 
emissions i n p u t a  f o r  t h e  CAL30HC model. 

"If  an analyeiu of a proposed expansion d i d  i ~ d i c a t e  adverse 
impacts to air quality, would t h a t  p rec lude  the expanedun f r o m  
o c c u r r i n g ?  If not, what measures could be taken to b r i ~ g  t h e  
propoaed expansion i n t o  compllance w i t h  Clean A i r  A c t  
rcquiremtnte?" 

In the Albuquerque  area,  iL is becoming highly unusual f o r  computer 
modelling efforke to reveal potential exceedences of the Natioral 
A m b i e n t  A i r  Qual . i ty  S t a n d a r d e .  Much of this can be attributed to 
t h e  t r e n d  toward c leaner  v e h i c l e s ,  which is expected to cx,tinue. 
I n  rare came  where  cite ~ p e c i f i c  v i o l a ~ i o n w  might be predictcd, 
measures can be taken to a l l e v i a t e  traffic congest ion and h i g h  
carbon monoxide levcls. By appropriate ~ n i t l g a t i o n  of pos~ible 
adverse impacts, expancion of K i r k l a n d  APD w o u l d  n o t  be prec luded.  

Federal  facilities such as K i r t l a n d  AFB a r e  i n  an extremely 
advantagcoulrr position to m i t i g a t e  any poseible carbon monoxide 
probleme associated with vehicle t r a v e l  and traffic congestion. 
~ederal entities a r e  capable of implementing a vaat array of travel 
demand management stratagic~ to h e l p  reduce vehicle-related carbon 
monoxide pollution. Meaeuree m i g h t  includa express busca ,  t r a n s i t  
pace programs, employee tranagortation rogram coordi . tors, 
enhanced car or van pooling, a l t e r n a t  f ve w o r k  hourrc, snd 
telecommuting. support services euch as banks, reataura:.t~, cnd 
cafeter iae  can a l s o  be implemented to h e l p  reduce vch ic la  mi,?e r  of 
travel. Strategic roadway facility improvements are also p o ~ ~ i b l e  
to eliminate vehiale congestion, S t a t e  of t h e  art vek'cla 
monitoring may be adaptable to help lrnprove the flow of traff. at 
Kirtland AFB entranctss. In con t ras t  to the roadwaye elsawbcri in 
Albuquerque, a13 vehicle@ accessing K i r t l a n d  AFB c u r r e n t l y  nra 
required to undergo vahicla  amisolons in~pection to Operace on the 
base. 
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TEE HONORABLE JEFF DINGAMAN 
MARCH 20,  1995 
PAQE FOUR 

QUESTION 51 

,(Has the A i r  Force consulted w i t h  your office regarding a n y  
expansion activitie~ conce rn ing  Kirtland AFB in the last; t w o  yrara? 
If 80, what were your departmentfa ~onclusion?~ 

RESPONSE : 

The Air Force consulted the City's Environment&l Health Department 
e u x i n g  ed r ly  March of 1994 regarding expansion of activitiee and 
employment: at K i r t l a n d  AFa, A specific expansion proposal involved 
~ h e  ~hilligs Zaaboratories.  A p p r o x 5 . m a ~ e l y  600 new jobs were 
proposed. An analy~is prepared consistent with f ede ra l  General  
Conformity regulations indicated that  he expa~sion would n o t  reach 
t h e  100 ton th resho ld .  A summary of our responne ie attached. NO 
c o ~ f l i c t a  with air quality control regulatio99 were identified. 

A A  we recently indicated CD Kirtland A F S ,  s~betantial population 
and employment growth is fac tored  into the City's moet; current 
emissions inventory and emissions budget fo r  Bernal illo County, 
~pproximately 50,000 new jobs  a r m  ~ O ~ O C B S C  to occur in the next t e n  
y e a r s .  We Bee no r e e t r l c t i o r s  which would prohibit Kirtland A_FB 
Erom expanding and t ak ing  advantage of this growth potential. 
~ d d i t i o n a l  jobs beyond the 5 0 , 0 0 0  can  also he accommodated. Ao 
with f e d e r a l  actions across  t h e  nation, pro jec t  specific analyses 
must  be undertaken by the irr\plcmenting agency to demonatrate 
compliance w i t h  Claan Air A c t  requirements. The City of 
~lbuqutrque  ~ n v i r o n r n e n t a l  Healrh Dapnr tmen t  looks forward to 
working with Xirtland Air Force B a ~ e  to e v a l u a t e  any p r o j e c t s  t h a t  
might be p r o p o ~ o d .  

Even if a specific expanoion proposal rcachee or exceade t h e  100 
ton threshold for carbon monoxide, t ha t  action may go forward w i t h  
appropriate modelling at the s i t e  specific l eve l  to demonstrate a 
lack of v i o l a t i o l l s  of standards. ;If problems are shown by the 
modelling, t h e  op t ion  exists to apply mitigative stratcgiea where 
neceseary. In contraet, actions progoaed for ozone nonattainment 
areaa are r e q u i r e 3  to reduce the amount of ozone produced to zero  
(if the 100 ton threshold fo r  ozone is reached) . Achieving no net 
increase in pollution for ozone nonattainment areae such R R   as 
~ r l g e l e e  can, in o u r  o p i n i o n ,  be extremely difficult. 

I n  summary, our moet  r ecen t  a n ~ l y e e e  prepared a m  part  of tho 
redesignation r e q u e s t  and accompany!.ng plan for mciritenance of 
attainment indicatee that Barnalillo County, which includes 
~ i r t l a n d  AFB, hrne capacity for significant crnplo)mcnt growth. The 
C i t y  of ~lbugucrgue  haa not idantified any significant obstacles 
r e l a t i n g  to air quality concerno t h a t  would i n h i b i t  the expanaion 
of Y-irkland hPB. 
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IL you have queet:iona or need additional information, please let me 
know. 

Sincerely ,  

Sarah B. Kotchian 
rjirecror 
Environmental Health Depa~trnent 

c c :  Mayor Martin Chnvcz 
Lawrence R a e l ,  Chief ndministrativc O f f i c e r  



91b. E R V .  Heal th  Dept  JD:5057682600 MRR 21'95 12:21 N0.001 P.07 

P.O. BOX 1293 ALBUQUERQUE: NEW MEXICO 87103 

March lo, 1955 
. . 

M r .  Walter S .  D a r r  111 
C h i e f  of Compliance 
Kirc land  A j r  Force Base 
2000 Wyoming Boulevard 
Albuquexque, N.M. 87117-5669 

SUBJECT: F U T U R E  GROWTH FOR ALBUQtERQUB M3D UERNALf LLO COUNTY; A I R  
QUALITY CONSIDERATIONS. 

Dear MX, Darr: 

The purpose of t h i s  1et;Ler ie to advjse you t l ~ s t  our recent 
emission lnventoly ana lyses  prepared f u r -  d c u r r e r l k l y  propo~ed 
S t a t e  1mplementat.ion Plan Revision f o r  E e r . ~ ~ a l i l l o  C v u n t y  ~ 1 1 o w . s  
that cuhctantlal population and amploymant g r o w t h  will bc 
fcafilb3.e without exceedhg  the air pollution emission inventory 
budget for  this a r e a .  

By the Y e a r  2005, a review of t h e  socioeconomic projections 
specifically identifies t h e  opportuniLy for  X i r t l a n d  Air Force 
Base  to ixloreaae crnploymcn~ consi.scent wi.th growth projections 
for t he  Urban Area. We fccl room exists within our budget tu 
accornmodatc eubskankial growtl, by K i r t l h n d  A i r  Force Base. 
Additional Xirtland Air Force Base growLf1 beyond t h e  assumed 
population and employment project ions  it; f ~ l s o  conuider-ed 
feasible. Wc welcome the opportunity to cxamina spccific 
otretegies to accomplicjt~ Lh io  g rowth ,  

~ ~ ~ r o x i r n a L e l y  50,000 jobs aro alrcsdy rrojcctcd f o r  the 
Albuquerque area in the next ten yeare. 

Pleaoc contact us f o r  more' detailed in£ or-mat ion .  

l h a w r e n c e  Rae? 
I - '  C h i e f  A c ; , ~ i n i s t r a l ; i v e  Officer 

f l4E CITY OF AL8UOUERC)UE IS AN CQUAL O P P ~ ~ ~ ' U P J I T Y / I I I ~ ~ S ~ N A D L I :  A(;GOMMODATION EMPLOYER -- 
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of Albuquerque 
P.O. 8 0 X  1293 ALBUQUEROUETNEW MEXICO 07103 

E W I R ~ N M & N T & L  BKALTH DEPARTMPlNT 

March 11, 1994 

Michelle ~ e d r i c k ,  C h i e f  
PL/SE 
3550 ~ b e r d a a n  Avc 
Kirtland AFB, WM 87117-5776 

SUBJECTt FINAL COMfdENTS RELATING TO C L W  A I R  ACT C O K F O m I T Y  
WALYSJS FOR PROPOSED AIR FORCE SPACE TEST AND EXPERZ.MXNTATION 
PROGRFUII OFFLCE RELOCATION. 

Dear Ms. Hedrick: 

Thank you for t h e  opportunity to r e v i e w  t h e  D L - a f t  C l e a n  A i r  Act 
Conformity Analysie f o r  t h e  proposed Air Force Space T e ~ t  and 
Expeximcntation Program O f f i c a  relocation. We c o n c u r  with the 
general ly  conseflative a p p r ~ a c h  you have taken i n  t h i s  analysis, 
including the MKGCOG no-build projectione and the  assumption t h a t  
all 625 positions would be trzle relocations. A f t e r  considerable 
review of ehe analysis, we agree with t h e  findings of the 
co~formity analysis that: the proposed Phillips Labs expansion 
involving approximately 625 workers does not: exceed the General 
Conformity de minimis values currently identified by the 
~ n v i r o n r n e n t a 1  Protection Agenuy. 

We appreciate your attempt0 to addrcee our comments and concern0 in 
the dtvtlopment of the conformity documentation- In particular, we 
are  pleased w i t h  your willingness Lo pursue implementation of 
measures to help reduce  carbon monoxide emissions re la ted  to the 
proposed action. We are plaassd to know t h a t  you will inform ue 
l a t e r  regarding the u l t ima te  progreee on var ious  e t r a t e g i e s  
intended to help minimize carbon monoxide emiesione. 

~lthough t he re  were apparent complications in making the f u l l  draft 
environmental aeseesmcnt and finding of no significant impact 
(FONSI) documents available to aeeiet in our evaluation, you d i d  
attempt to relay the pertinent details of t h a t  assessment a s  they 
concern the o o n f o d t y  review. We recognize your need to complete 
t h e  conformity analyase by t h e  March 15, 1 9 9 4  suspenee daLe in 
order to take advantage of the grandfathering provisions relating 
to such  action^. Due to these time constraints, many of o u r  
comments were diacuased verbally at our meeting8 of March Q t h ,  Bth,  
gth, and loth, ae well as in numerous telephone conver~ationo. 
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In our most recen t  conversation, e a r l i e r  t o d a y ,  we arrived ac a 
conecnsus t h a t  the proposed lab expansion would r e s u l t  i n  y e a r l y  
erni~aions oE appxcvcimately 8 5  cone of  carbon monoxide. 
Independently, using a v a r i e t y  of analytical approaches, we have 
confirmed t h a t  t h i s  v a l u e  is a reasonable ee t i r r a t e  of emissions 
d u r i n g  the m a x i m u m  period of activity, In t h i ~  case, t h e  6 5  tons 
represent  the y e a r  1997 when the addition21 6 2 5  new employees would 
be present.  O t h e r  yeare are expected  to have lower em is st on^. 

A f t e r  e arch 15, 1994, t h e  more formal procedures including public 
participation, in-depth agency con~;~.ll t a t i c r n ,  technical modeling, 
snd documentation will be required for all Federa l  actions which 
are not  exempted. Clearly, many of t h e s e  f u t u r e  actions will need 
to  perform model.l_ng a n a l y s e s  of poosible localized carbon monoxide 
problem areas { c , g ,  "hot s p o t s " ) .  We l ook  forward to w o r k i n g  
c l o a e l y  with K i r t l a n d  Air Force Baec and the v a r i o u s  tenanre t o  
e n s u r e  that; a l l  future actions s a t l s f y  t h e  newly established 
conformity procedures. 

Thank you f o r  your i n t e r e s t  i n  clean a i r  in Bernalillo County. I f  
you have any questions or need additional Information, please  
contact me a t  768-2600, 

S t ~ v e n  W .  walker, Managar 
A i r  Pollution C o n t r o l  Diviaion 

cc: Michclle Hcdrick, Phillips Laboratory 
Darren Cochran, Firet Lieutenant, USAF 
Walter S .  Darr, Chief, Compliance, W\FB 
Shrah l3. Kotchiarr, Director ,  E n v i r o n m e n t - a 1  Hea l th  D e ~ t  . 
Xlana Eagex, Supervisor, Environmental Health D e p t .  
Dan Warren, Planner, Environmental Health Dcpt. 
Glen Dennia, Environmental Health Scienti~:, ~ n v ~ r o ~ ~ ~ n e n t t t l  
~ c a l t h  Dept, 
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CHARLES W. STENHOLM 
1 7 T ~  DtSTRCT 

TEXAS 

COMMIlTEES: 

BUDGET -, 
AGRICULTURE ilouee of Brpreerntntiurs 

DEMOCRATIC D E P U N  WHIP March 17, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
~rlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Please Respond to: a 
WASWINGION OFFICE 

Z 1211 LONGWORTH ~ O V S E  OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. D C 20515 

(202) U56605 

n 
u DISTRICT OFFICES: 

p .0 .  Box 1237 
STAMFORD. TX 78553 

(915) 773-5623 

0 P.O. Box 1101 
ABILENE. TX 78804 

@15) 673-7221 

0 33 E. TWWtG AVENUE. N318 
SAN ANGELO. TX 76903 

(915) 655-m 

My constituents and I were very glad to see that Dyess ~ i r  Force 
Base, which is located in Abilene, Texas, was not on the ~efense 
Department's Base Closure List. The ~efense Department and the 
Air Force consistently rated Dyess among the top ~ i r  Force Bases 
during the BRAC 1991 and BRAC 1993 processes. This recognition 
of Dyesst high military value was repeated in the Defense 
Department's 1995 BRAC review process, which rated Dyess the 
nation's top Air Force base among the 18 bases in the "large 
aircraftn category. 

The Abilene community has review the individual ratings that the 
Air Force assigned to Dyess in the "Department of the Air Force 
Analyses and  recommendation^^^. Out of more than 250 individual 
rating categories, Dyess was given a green rating on all but 23 
categories. The attached paper analyzes these 23  categories in 
which Dyess received either a yellow or a red rating. As the 
paper points out, in several of these categories the individual 
rating for Dyess actually should have been higher. We are very 
proud of the ratings Dyess received, but we have asked the Air 
Force to consider the paper and correct the record. 

Please provide the attached copies of our analysis to the 
Commission's Air Force team leader. When we receive the Air 
Force's response to our correction request, we will send you a 
copy for the Commission's records. 

Thank you for your assistance. If I can faciiitate year enormous 
task, please call me. 

Sincerely yours, 

CWS : cn 
Enclosure 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 
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A White Paper on Dyess AFBfs BRAC 95 Air Force Ratings 

During the Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 1995 process, the Air Force 
collected an array of data from the field (bases) and major commands. The Air Force 
then applied color-coded ratings to most of the key information elements of the eight 
DoD approved criteria. Green, Y e l l o ~ ~ ,  and Red color-coded ratings were used for 
Criteria I, II, 111, VII, & 17111. In keeping the meanings to these color coded ratings 
simple, "Green" equals retain, "Red" equals candidate for closure and/or realignment, 
and "Yellow" is somewhere in the middle. Of course, one red rating did not drive a 
closure recommendations nor did one green rating drive a retention decision. During 
BRAC 95, the Air Force used an aggregate or rolling u p  of grades, by applying 
numerical weights and values. These weights represented the relative importance of 
each subelement as compared to the other subelements within a given level of the 
analj~sis. S~belement  weights always added up to 100. For example, subelement A has 
three subelements Al, A2, and A3. Each of these three subelements could be assigned 
the same or different weights, however, the sum will be 100. Additionally, the Air 
Force established a color-coding to numerical conversion chart and vice versa, e.g., a 
green equals 1.00, a green minus equals 0.67, a vellow equals 0.00, a red equals minus 
1.0, etc.. To obtain an overall rating, simply m;ltiply the numerical value times the 
weighting for each subelement, then total the resulting numbers, then divide by 100. 
The resulting number is the weighted subelement rating and can be con\rerteci back to a 
color-coding. Additionallv, the Air Force used standard deviations for certain 
subelements. Once the deviations were determined, the Air Force provided a chart to 
convert them to color-codings. The Air Force used actual COBRA numbers for criteria 
n: gL V. AS in past BRAC rounds, the Air Force used a level-playing field COBRA for 
each base. Criteria VI, the economic impact on communities, was provided b!~ the 
DoD's Joint Cross-Service Group for Economic Impact. Criteria VI was presented as 
hz.0 numbers, \1 nich represented total job loss, direct and indirect, and job loss as a 
percentage of statistical or economic area population. BR4C decisions were based on 
overall analvsis results and comparisons. 

Specifically, this paper will address all ratings below Green and \\.ill discuss perceived 
and actual variations in ratings. Note: Source documents for this paper \x PI-P obtained 
from the material provided bv the DoD to the 1995 Defense Base Closure ailQ 
Realignment Commission to support the DoD's BRAC 95 recomniendations. 

Executive summaq: The Air Force's BR.4C 95 anal!rsis 2nd ranking r-.iact.d I?\ ess 
M-here it belonged--tlze best hnse 7(litlliil flze (1s base) lnrge nirunft m t r g ~ n  . nu!-lng this 
B M C  95 cinal\lsis, 7:tess i.clns ~ n l e d  heIoz(1 green on onl~ /  (7 z~ery . . pill ~ ~ C I I I L J ~ ! ~ ~  e f f d i i  ?SO+ 
eleilieilts (23) flznt t11s < i ~  Fort-e/DoD ez~nlrrnted, nlld 011 tl1ose fhn: 7l~ere rnfci, :,doci ;r.err!, llorle 
70me ~ i ~ i l i f n r y  un11le p.ii~rnr~/ eleii~elzts. 



A review of all D\,ess' BRAC 95 ratings, b\? criteria and subelement, that fell below a 
green rating follo\t-s: 

Criteria I (Current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of DoD total force) 

Bomber-Operational Effectiveness (1.1A.2) 

Element: Geographc location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.l.A.2.a.3 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 12 da>.s of 
freezing precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. 
Yello~r rating was greater than 10 da\.s but less than or equal to 20 davs. Red was 
greater than 20 da1.s. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. The Air Force's response to this question was obtained 
from the same source as BRAC 93's supporting data, the AF Environniental Technical 
Applications Center at Scott AFB. However, during BR4C 93 using the best period of 
record (of at  least ten vears--actual numbers were based on a b7entj7 year period) 
certified data reported that Dpess experienced 6 days of forecast or actual icing at  the 
base and 6 days of forecast or actual icing in the working areas, and was rated GREEN. 
Could it be that BRAC 95 added these two numbers together or did BR4C 95 use some 
other source of ~iistorical data? Enless BR4C 93's certified data is proven to be in error 
or the Air Force used a drastically reduced period of record, Dyess should have 
received a GREEN rating for t11i;elernent. 

Bomber-Trainin- .Areas (I.l.A.2. b) 

Element: Distance to the Tactical Training Range Complex (TTRC) Rated: Yellow7 
Element nun1 ber: 1.1.A.2. b.3 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C.9) 
Rationale: BRAC 95 questionnaire reported a distance of 666 hTh4 to the closest 400 
series militan. training route which leads to the TTRC. Possible ratings: Green rating 
\\-as 600 Nhl or less. Yello\\. rating wds greater than 600 Nhl but less than or equal to 
1200 Nhl. Red \\.as greater than 1200 Nhl. 
Comment: : PARTIAL-CONCUR. However, tllc importance of the distance to the 
TTRC (~dentified during BRAC 93 as STRC) complex's selected measuring polnt(s! mail 
be oireremphasized. D u r i n ~  BR4C 93 the measuring :,oint Myas 810 ?;!<I ?wal7, ~Vhere 
as in BRAC 95, it \\.as onlv 666 Nh4. The TTIIC complex is extensive and numerims 
training o p y o r t u ~ ~ h e s  exists, some are closer and some are further a\z.;.!I. S e ~ ~ e r a l  
hundre? miles is not a critical training factor for bomber tvpe aircraf: ,:s witnessed b\l 
the actual ,Air Force approved r-dting ranges. The ~ \ ~ e r a l i  TTXC capni-llir:;.\ and 
extensiLVe area suggest that 9\.ess could \ e n 1  easil\ have been gradecSREEN. 



Airspace/Training Area Growth Potential (1.1 .A.2.c) 

Element: Airspace/Training Area Growth Potential Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.l.A.2.c (Questionaire element: not given) 
Rationale: D\~ess has no requirements to expand its airspace/training areas for bomber 
missions. Possible ratings: Green was airspace available for future expansion. Yellow 
was airspace expected to maintain status quo. Red was airspace reductions possible. 
Comments: PARTIAL-CONCUR. However, BRAC 95 DoD closure and realignment 
recommendations within the region, if approved, will make additional airspace and 
training areas available for Dyess based missions. Therefore, Dyess could very e a s i l ~ ~  
support a green rating for this element. 

Tanker-Opera tional Effectiveness (I.l.A.3) 

Element: Freezing Precipitation Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.l.A.3.c (Questionaire element 1.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 12 davs of 
freezing precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. 
Yellow rating was greater than 10 davs but less than or equal to 20 davs. Red was 
greater than 20 davs. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. The Air Force's response to this question was obtained 
from the same source as BRAC 93's supporting data, the AF Environmental Technical 
Applications Center at Scott ,4FB. However, during BRAC 93 using the best period of 
record (of at least ten years--actual nurnbers were based on a twent\. . vear - period) 
certified data reported that Dvess experienced 6 days of forecast or actual icing at the 
base and 6 days of forecast or actual icing in the working areas, and bras rated GREEN. 
Could it be that BRAC 95 added these two numbers together or did BRAC 95 use some 
other source of historical data? Unless BRAC 93's certified data is proven to be in error 
or the Air Force used a drasticallv reduced period of record, Dyess should have 
received a GREEN rating for thi; element. 

Element: Tanker Satura!'on Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1.1..4.3.f (Questionaire element: 1.2.C.lO.d) 
Rationale: The Air Force's GRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported that D!.ess was 
located in a tanker balanced region. Possible ratings: Green rating b-as tanker poor. 
Yello\\, rating was balanced. Red rating was tanker rich. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. Air Force presented no bounds for determining whether 
a region b.as tanker poor, balanced, or rich. However, BRAC 93 certified data reported 
D! ess being located in tanker poor region, i.e., more receivers than tznkers. At that 
time, Dvess had KC-135 tankers assigned and Barksdale had KC-10s. However, now. 
both D\1essr and Barksdale's tankers have been relocated to northern locations. In fact, 
most tanker aircraft are now located in the northern tier or at the east and \\.ect coast 
n~abilit\r bases. The South and Southeast is still being espoused as ha\ling ii Lanker 



shortfall. Even the decision to reopen hlacDill was based partlv on a tanker shortfall in 
the South. Dvess should have been identified as being in a tanier poor region, and as 
such, receive a GREEN rating. 

Airlift-Operational Effectiveness (1.1 .A.4) 

Element: Geographc location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.l.A.4.a.3 (Questionaire element: 1.2. J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 12 davs of' 
freezing precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less davs. 
Yellow rating was greater than 10 davs but less than or equal to 20 davs. Red was 
greater than 20 davs. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. The Air Force's response to this question was obtained 
from the same source as BRAC 93's supporting data, the AF Environmental Technical 
Applications Center at Scott AFB. However, during BRAC 93 using the best period of 
record (of at least ten \rears--actual numbers were based on a twen& . vear - period) 
certified data reported that Dyess experienced 6 days of forecast or actual icing at  the 
base and 6 days of forecast or actual icing in the h7orking areas, and was rated GREEN. 
Could it be that ERAC 95 added these two numbers together or did BR4C 95 use some 
other source of hstorical data? 'Linless BRAC 93's certified data is proven to be in error 
or the Air Force used a drastic all^^ reduced period of record, Dyess should have 
received a GREEN rating for this element. 

Criteria I1 (Availabilik and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at 
both the existing and potential receiving locations) 

Facilities Base 

Element: Facilities capacib: base Rated: Yello~r 
Element number: II.1.,4 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green M-as greater than or equal to the mean, ve l lo~ .  was 
less than the mean but greater than or equal to minus 1 standard de\.i.~tion and red was 
less than minus 1 standard deviation. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. The Air Force did not identih how the\, compared 
facilitiec capacities. During BRAC 93, D\.ess \..as compared \\rith other :arge aircraft 
bases, and recei\)ed a green rating. If the sar: 3 approach was used durlng ER4C 95, 
13vess sl?ould again receilre a GREEN rating. 

Element: Facilities condition: building aggregate Rated: k'ello\%~(+) 
Element number: II.1.B 
Rationale: Pos.1 ble ratings: Green \vas greater than or equal to SO percent Condi ticn 
Code 1,  ellow ow \\.as less than SO percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 
50 percent Condition Cocie 1 and red \zras less than 50 percent Condition Code 1. 



Comment: NON-CONCUR. Djress was rated Green during BRAC 93 using similar 
certified data. However, d u r i n g ~ ~ ~ ~  95 certified data reported a major reduction in 
the condition codes (cc) for the following areas: training buildings from 98 percent cc-1 
in BRAC 93 to SS percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; maintenance-automotive from 94 percent cc- 
1 in BRAC 93 to 78 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; aircraft RDT&E facilities from 100 percent 
cc-1 in BR4C 93 to 0 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; jet fuel storage from 99.S percent cc-1 in 
BRAC 93 to 30 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; and unaccompanied enlisted (UEPH & VAQ) 
from 57 percent cc-1 in BRAC 93 to 21 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95. The Air Force mav 
have changed the rating scales for individual facility condition codes in several areas. 
If not, Dyess was rated in error and should be rated the same as BRAC 93-GREEN. 

Element: Facilities condition: infrastructure Rated: Green(-) 
Element number: I1.l.C (Questionaire element II.l.B.2.a-c,e-k) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 95 percent Condition 
Code 1, yellow was less than 95 percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 
70 percent Condition Code I and red was less than 70 percent Condition Code 1. 
Commentr NOIV-CONCUR. Dyess was rated Green during BRAC 93 using similar 
certified data. However, during BRAC 95 certified data reported a major reduction in 
the condition codes (cc) for the following areas: airfield pavements-taxiwavs from 91 
percent cc-1 in BRAC 93 to 22 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; electric power-ban; & distr 
lines from 57 percent cc-1 in BRAC 93 to 43 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95; and roads from 44 
percent cc-1 in BR4C 93 to 100 percent cc-1 in BRAC 95. The Air Force may have 
changed the rating scales for individual infrastructure condition codes in several areas. 
If not, Dyess was rated in error and should be rated the same as BRAC 93--GREEN. 

Element: Unique facilities Rated: Red 
Element number: II.1.D (Questionaire element: II.5.A) 
Rationale: Dyess did not ident ie  any unique facilities, e.g., high cost, one-of-a-kind. 
Possible ratings: Green if unique facilities exists and red if no unique facilities exists. 
Comment: CONCUR. 

Criteria I11 (Ability to accommodate contingenc~~, mobilization, and future total force 
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving location) 

Element: h4aximum on Ground (MOG) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 111.1 (Questionaire element: III.l.A.1) 
Rationale: Dvess reported a C-141  orki king h4OG of 3. Possible ratings: Green was 4 
or more. Yellow- h.as 2 or more but less than 4. Red was less than 2. 
Comment: PARTIAL-CONCUR. Dyess, being the home of an airlift mission, could 
easily support a variety of airlift requirements, e.g., IA1.I' certified data, Dvess can 
refuel 24 C-141 equivalents at one time. H o ~ . e \ . ~ r ,  Dyess personnel used specific 



guidelines for refueling capability, material handling equipment, load crews, etc. to 
produce their questionnaire responses, thus the element answer was a MOG of three. 
In realitv, . D\~ess - can easily support a GREEN rating if given the material handling 
equipment it needs. 

Geographic Location (111.7) 

Element: Port Facility wi thn  150 Nhl Rated: Red 
Element number: III.7.C (Questionaire element: III.l.G.3) 
Rationale: Questionnaire stated Dyess did not have port facilities within 150 NM, 
therefore, the element bras rated red. Possible ratings were green or red. Green - port 
available. Red - port not available. 
Comment: CONCUR. However, the port requirement is overstated. 

Giteria IV (Cost and manpower implications) 

Dyess' cost and manpower implications were noteworthv. 
- Out of 18 large aircraft bases, Dvess was the fourteenth most expensive to close 

(132h.I). However, during BRAC 93 the Air Force reported Dyess as the second 
most expensive to close wi thn  the same categonl (616h4). 

- 20 vear net present value of closure option repo;ted as 443M savings \.ice a 13SM 
coit during BRAC 93. 

- Steady state savings remain low (third lowest of the categonr). 
- h,lanpower reductions realized were  OM- (fifth lo~ les t  of the category). 

Comment: The drastic change in Dyess' projected closure costs between BR4C 93 gL 
BRAC 95 needs clarification. Apparentlv, the Air Force changed the basic COBR.4 
model assumptions and/or inputs to produce such diverse results from BRAC 93. 

- - -- - - - - - -  

Criteria \' (Return on investn~ent) 

A Dyess closure, as discussed above, was projected to realize a pajrhack in 3 s,sears vice 
the reported 41 years during BRAC 93. 

Comment: The drastic change in D\7ess1 return on investment b e h e e n  BR-AC 93 6- 
BRAC 95 needs clarification. Apparently, the Air Force changed the basic i'OIjR.4 
model assumptions and/or inputs to produce such di\lerse results from BT\.AC 93. 



Giteria VI (Economic impact on communities) 

Key data used to evaluate Dyess/Abilene follow (the Air Force used cumulative job 
loss for all BRACs and cumulative percent job loss for all BRACs as the primary 
measure for this criteria): 

Economic Area Employment (93) 
Direct job loss (current BRAC) 
Indirect job loss (current BRAC) 
Previous job loss (prior BRAC) 
Total job loss (current BRAC) 
Percent job loss (current BRAC) 
Cumulative loss (all BRACs) 
Percent job loss (all BRACs) 

CommuniW Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Abilene, TX MSA 
Population (1992 Census) 120,000 
Per capital income (1991) $17,263 
1984-1991 Average Income Increase 4.2% 

Unemployment Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Abilene, TX h4SA 
linemployment (10 year average) 6.5% 
Unemployment (3 year average) 6.1 % 
Unemplovment (1993) 5.8% 

Comment: Currently, both the State of Texas and Abilene are accomplishing 
independent economic analvses with respect to BRAC 95. The results of these anal\ ses 
will be compared with the above DoD numbers. 



Giteria I7II (Ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, n~issions, and personnel) 

Off-Base Housing (VII.l) 

Element: Affordable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.1.A (Questionaire element: VII.l.A.4) 
Rationale: Dvess' certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported a median monthly off-base 
housing cost of $653. Possible ratings: Green \\.as less than or equal $625 monthl~r 
price; yellow was greater than 5625 but less than or equal to $938 monthly price; and 
red was greater than $938 nionthlv price. 
Comment: PARTIAL-CONCUR: However, VHA is used to supplement individuals 
that are located wittun areas where monthly housing costs exceed a given average. 

Element: Suitable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1711.1 .B (Questionaire element: VII.l.A.3) 
Rationale: Dyess' certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported that 7.5 percent of the off- 
base housing was unsuitable within the 5625 and less per month range. Possible 
ratings: Green w7as less than or equal 5 percent unsuitable; vellow was greater than 5 
percent but less than or equal to 14.999 percent unsuitable; and red was greater than 
14.999 percent unsuitable. 
Comment: CONCUR. However, IWA supplements offset higher housing costs, and 
%.hen included, allow individuals to move u p  in price ranges, thus reducing the 
number of unsuitable units. 

Off-Base Recreation (l'II.3) 

Element: Theme Park Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.1 (Questionaire element: 1'11.1.C.9) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a theme park within three hours driving time. 
Possible ratings: Green was theme park less than or equal to 1.5 hour drive. Yello~l 
was theme park between greater than 1.5 and less than or equal 2.5 hour drive. Red 
was theme park more than 2.5 hour dri\.e or not a~railable. 
Comment: CONCUR. 

Element: Professional Sports Rated: Ked 
Elenlent nun1 ber: 1711.3. J (Questionaire element: 1'11.1 .C.l 0) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported professional sports h.ithin three hours driving time. 
Possible ratings: Green M-as Professional Sports less than or equal to 1.5 hour drive. 
Yellow, \\.as Professional Sports between greater than 1.5 and less ti;an or eq~i.:: 2.5 :]our 
drive. Red was Professional Sports more than 2.5 hour dri\.e or not a~~aildbie.  
Comment: NON-CONCUR. -4rlington Stadium-Ransers (baseball), Texns Stadium- 
Co\\.bo\7s (football), and h4avericks (basketball) can be reL rhed in just under tVhree 
hours, driving within the posted speed limits. Ho\\-ever, -4bilene h..s its pi\.* 



professional ball team and that plays in Abilene onl\l minutes awa\r from Dvess, but 
Abilene did not receive credit. Therefore, the rating.should have &en GREEN to 
maintain consistency within the Air Force. 

Element: \.$'inter Sports Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.N (Questionaire element: J'II.l.C.14) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported winter sports (snow related) located more than 2.5 
hours driving time. Possible ratings: Green was \17inter Sports less than or equal to 1.5 
hour drive. Yelloiv was Winter Sports between greater than 1.5 and less than or equal 
2.5 hour drive. Red was Winter Sports more than 2.5 hour drive or not available. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. This element was not rated consistentl\~ across the board, 
and did not contain specific bounds that applied onl\l to snow related activities. Some 
communities received credit for any uVinter sport not just snow related, e.g., hunting, 
ice fishing. Dyess does enjoy numerous winter sports \vithin the green rating distances. 
In fact, some communities consider golf to be a winter sport. If the Air Force were 
consistent, Dyess would and should have been rated GREEN. 

Local Area Crime Rate (VII.6) 

Element: Violent Crime Rate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.6.A (Questionaire element: VII.1 .F.1) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a violent crime rate (per 100,000) of 775. Possible 
ratings: Green was 600 or below. Yellow was greater than 600 but less than or equal to 
900. Red was greater than 900. 
Comment: PARTIAL-CONCUR. Actual 1993 C.S. Department of Justice (FBI) violent 
crime rate stntistics for Abilene were 744.3 per 100,000. However, Abilene was and is 
considered one of the safest cities in Texas. The crime rates reported b!7 Abilene may 
hzve been affected by the lack of standardized FBI criteria to identify crimes. Some 
communities classif?, crimes as \riolent, while others classify them as something less. 
Abilene leans toward the strict enforcement and classification side, therefore, actual 
crime statistics for Abilene might be drluticnlll/ lolt7er if a nation-wide standardized 
approach were used. Additionail\., the -4ir Force ratings scales do  not identifv areas 
where crinie reall\, affects DoD personnel and their families. For example, the majority 
of the crimes committed in 4hilene occur ir?  tile northeast part of the city, u~cll rzzi~nyfi.ot~~ 
DoD persor:lrel nllrl their fnrl~ilies. 

Element: Propertv Crime Rate Rated: I'ellow 
Element number: l'il.6.B (Questionaire elenlent: VII.l.F.2) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a propert\, crime rate (per 100,000) of 4134. Possible 
ratings: Green was 4000 or below-. Yellot.\- \.\.as ~ r e a t e r  than 4000 but less than or equal 
to 6000. Red \\-as greater than 6000. 
Comment: NOK-CONCUR. .Actual 1993 U.S. Department of Justice (FEl propertv 
crime rate statistics for Abilene were 3C39.7 per 100,000. Therefore, D! ess should 
receive a GREEN rating. 



Local Medical Care (C'II.9) 

Element: Phvsicians Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.9.A (Questionaire element: VII.1.A) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a communitv ph\~sicians ratio of 1.4 per 1,000 
population. Possible ratings: Green was great& than or equal to 2.2 physicians per 
1,000 population. Red u7as less than 2.2 phvsicians per 1,000 population. 
Comment NON-CONCUR. During B R ~  93, certified data reported 727 providers 
for 151,000 people or a ratio of 4.8 per 1,000 population. Abilene did not experience a 
mass exodus of providers between BRAC 93 & BRAC 95, therefore, basic rationale and 
facts do  not support a drastic phvsician ratio reduction. Element should be rated 
GREEN. Note: Al~ailable hospital beds per 1000 population remained unchanged from 
BRAC 93 to BRAC 93. 

Criteria VIII (The environmental impact) 

Environmental Impact 

Element: Asbestos Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VIII.2 (Questionaire element: no source given) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported 1) 1s percent of facilities surveved and 2) 18 percent 
of the surveyed facilities containing asbestos. Possible ratings: Green MWas less than or 
equal to 10% facilities \\-ith asbestos containing materials (-4Ch4). Ye l lo~ .  was 10% to 
25% facilities with ACII?I; sur\lev incomplete or unable to assess percentages. Red was 
greater than 25% facilities \ \ - i t i ~ ~ h t .  
Comment: CONCUR. 

Biological (VIII.3) 

Element: Floodplains Rated: Yello~r 
Elenlent number: \*II1.3.D (Questionaire element: 17111.10.C, \'III.ll.A, I'III.11 ..q.l)) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported floodplains present on the base, but  no constraints. 
Green was floodplains not present on the base. Ye l lo~ .  M.as floodplains present \\-hich 
do not currently constrain construction/operations. Red M-as floodplains present which 
constrain current construction/operations or require " ~ . o r k  aroundsl' to support 
current operations. 
Comment: CONCUR. Ho\ve\rer, floodplains location on the base are not a current 
problem nor do they present a future problem, even Myhen flooded, because f;oodplains 
are not co-located ~\-i th prirnar~7 infrastructure. 



Element: Installation Restoration Programs (IRP) Rated: Red 
Element number: 1'111.5 (Questionaire element: VIII.13.A.1, \TIII.l 3.F) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported 43 IRP sites, with all on-site remediation in place by 
1996. Possible ratings: Green was IRP sites do not exist on base; or it has been 
determined that no remedial action is required. Yello~l bras IRP sites present which do  
not currently constrain construction/operations. Red was IRP sites present which 
constrain construction (siting) activities/ operations on base. 
Comment: NON-CONCUR. Dyess was rated red because the BRAC 95 questionnaire 
reported construction (siting) constraints. However, the BRAC 93 certified data 
reported the exact same IRP information, but reported no construction (siting) 
constraints. Consistency w~ould dictate a YELLOW rating. 

Overall white paper conclusion: The Air Force made several minor 
rating errors during BRAC 95 with respect to Dyess' individual 
element ratings, as noted above. However, the resulting overall 
BRAC 93 analysis and ranking placed Dyess where it belonged--the 
best base witlzin the (18 base) large aircraft categoly. Dyess rated high for 
numerous missions, e. g., bomber, tanker, and tactical airlift. During 
BRAC 93, D:!esc was rated beloz  green on o ~ t l y  a ve l v  ,I . few elements oftlze 
250+ elentenis (23) fitat the Ail- ForceDoD evaluated, and on those that 
alere rated brlou~ green, itotze were nzilifaly value prilnaly elemetzts. In 
fact, most of the "fe~7" below green ratings were found to be in error, 
as discussed in this paper, and should have been rated higher (12 
below green ratings should be upgraded to green and 1 red rating 
should be upgraded to yellow) \4%en Dyess' rating errors are 
corrected, it will onlv solidify its position as the best base within the 
large aircraft category. Additionally, Dyess' BRAC 95 overall top 
uroup rating was totalljr consistent with its BRAC 91/93 01 era11 top 
&J 

oroup ratings. 0 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L I A  

March 3 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Charles W. Stenholm 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Stenholm: 

Thank you for forwarding to me a copy of the study of the BRAC '95 Air Force ratings of 
Dyess Air Force Base. 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 provided 
ir, the study. 

Again, thank you for the copy of the study. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 
e 



Pkse  re)er b lhi8 w-f 
March 17, 1995 when reeg3ndkq q-j4;~&2\- 7 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing in strong support of Los Angeles AFB and to 
express our concern over several issues that have been raised by 
the New Mexico Congressional Delegation and other advocates of 
Kirtland AFB. 

M I S S I O N  CAN B E S T  BE ACHIEVED IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

As you may know, Los Angeles AFB's Space and Missile Systems 
Center is the nerve center for the acquisition and development of 
space-based support to our fighting forces. The Center is 
responsible for purchasing most Department of Defense satellites 
and rocket boosters and plays a vital role in our nation's 
military programs. 

Los Angeles AFB is also home to the Aerospace Corporation, a 
Federally Funded Research and Development Center that provides 
systems engineering support to a variety of U.S. national 
security space programs. Using unique, state-of-the-art tools, 
data collection and laboratories, Aerospace provides a full range 
of scientific and engineering talent for space systems, launch 
vehicles and ground stations. This unique and vital capability 
is not found elsewhere in the nation. 

Additionally, Southern California is the hub of the 
country's defense industry and is home to almost all major 
aerospace companies, as well as to several leading institutions 
of higher education with quality engineering schools. Los 
Angeles AFB's strategic location allows the Air Force and the 
Defense Department to work directly with nearby companies and 
production facilities, as well as access the research and 
manufacturing capabilities of the local population. This synergy 
assures maximum responsiveness to our national security needs. 

The expertise at Los Angeles AFB, both in personnel and 
materials, has been developed over four decades and cannoz be 
duplicated or transferred to any other location without incurring 
tremendous human and economic costs. Furthermore, a closure or 
realignment of Los Angeles AFB would cause dn unacceptable 
disruption of the Defense Department's critical space and missile 
program. 
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CLOSING LOS ANGELES AFB IS NEITHER COST-EFFECTIVE NOR PRACTICAL 

In addition to the adverse national security implications of 
a Los Angeles AFB closure, it clearly does not make fiscal sense 
to close the base. As the enclosed chart indicates: 

* it would cost almost twice as much to close Los Angeles 
AFB as it would to realign Kirtland AFB ($450 million vs. 
$277.5 million); 

* the Air Force would save more than three times as much by 
realigning Kirtland AFB as it would by closing Los Angeles 
AFB ($464.5 million vs. $142 million); 

* recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at 
Kirtland AFB than at Los Angeles AFB ($62 million vs. $50 
million) ; and 

* savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeles AFB (3 years vs. 10 years). 

The fiscal advantage of Los Angeles AFB over Kirtland AFB is 
clear, but we also understand that it is not feasible to close 
Los Angeles AFB and move its assets to Kirtland AFB. Apparently, 
there are severe capacity and environmental restrictions at 
Kirtland AFB that would make the consolidation of Los Angeles AFB 
-- or other Air Force assets -- at Kirtland AFB practically 
impossible. 

We agree with Pentagon leaders who say that any comparison 
of Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB does not make sense. 
Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall has stated that 
comparing Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB is simply "flawed". 
Additionally, at a recent hearing before the Commission, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch said that Los Angeles AFB is not 
a closure substitute for Kirtland AFB. 

LOS ANGELES AFB: ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

In addition to its value to U.S. national security, Los 
Angeles AFB is also an extremely important part of t h e  California 
economy. The base generates $9.4 billion ir. econor.ic activizy in 
California alone. The closure of Los Angeles AFB would h z v  a 
negative impact not only on the military and civilia~ personnel 
who work on base, but also on the tens-of-thousands of contractor 
personnel who rely on the base for their economic livelihood. 
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While concerns have been raised in the past about the 
quality of life at Los Angeles AFB -- specifically adequate and 
affordable housing -- these concerns have been satisfactorily 
addressed. The State of California and the Los Angeles Unified 
School District have provided the Air Force with 20 acres of land 
at nearby Fort KacArthur for housing purposes and Congress 
recently appropriated funding for new units. 

Lt. General Lester Lyles, Commander of the Space and Missile 
Systems Center, recently said: 

"...things have dramatically improved in L.A. For the first 
time, we have military housing in L.A. that the Secretary of 
the Air Force, our Chief of Staff, and a Chief Master 
Sergeant of the Air Force have all characterized as a 
'model' for the rest of our service. . . . "  
Furthermore, General Yates, Commander of Air Force Materiel 

Command, wrote in a Narch 6 letter that these actions have 
"vastly improved the housing situation and the quality of life 
for the men and women assigned to Los Angeles AFB...." 

CONCLUSION 

We cannot over-emphasize the importance of Los Angeles AFB 
to U.S. national security, as well as to the State of California. 
The base is a unique and vital military asset to the Air Force, 
and is truly a critical military resource. Any comparison of Los 
Angeles AFE with Kirtland AFB simply does not make sense, from a 
military or fiscal perspective. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

/-,, 

Pete Wilson, Governor ~ d n n e  Feinstein, U.S.S. 
/ 

Barbara Boxer, U.S.S. Jane Harman, Y . C .  
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C. Dixon, M.C 

A 

~ t e ~ h e n -  Horn, M.C. 

Edward R. Royce, M.C. 

Anthony C .  Beilenson, M . C .  

, - 

Xavier Becerra, M. C. 
I 

I 

David Dreier ,  M.C. 

Esteban Edward Tor res ,  M . C .  

. . 

Luci l le  R y b a l - ~ z l & a ,  M . C .  P *.--- 
h o  ard L .  Bermat;, M . C .  



KIRTLAND AFB VS. LOS ANGELES AFB 

COST COMPARISON 

* It ulould cost almost twice as much to close Los Angeles AFB as it would to 
realign brtland AFB ($450M vs. $277.5M); 

ONE TIME COSTS 

NET COSTS/SAVINGS' 

RECURRING SAVINGS2 

RETURN ON INFrESTMEIVT 

NET PRESENT VALUE3 

* The Air Force would save more than three times as much by realigning Kirtland 
AFB as it would by closing Los Angeles AFB (S364.5M VS. S142M); 

* Recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at Kirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeles AFB (S62M vs. S50M); 

KIRTLAND 

$277.5 M 

+$158.8 M 

$62 M 

3 years 

save $464.5 M 

* Savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at Los Angeles AFB 
(3 years vs. 10 years); 

LOS ANGELES 

$450 M 

+$375.8 M 

$50 M 

10 years 

save $142 M 

1 Afier six year implementation period. 

After six year implementation period. 

3 Ket costs/savings after 20 years. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Pete Wilson 
Governor 
State of California 
State Capitol, 1 st Floor 
Sacramento, California 958 14 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMlN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefilly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this diicult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 
fi- • 



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 

March 29, 1995 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ~ R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howard L. Berman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Berman: 

Please rsferto thicr nwnber 
wnen mpondhg ci -%A- -1 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the h r e  of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefblly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable David Dreier 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Dreier: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAP (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

PIease raWi6thb number 
wm qS03>\-3 - &\ 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realiment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the fbture of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefilly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

March 29, 1995 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Lucille Roybal-Allard 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Roybal-Allard: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the h r e  of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefblly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Xavier Becerra 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Becerra: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the fbture of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
careiblly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 
n • 



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 (RETI 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Waxman: 

pie;ase refer lo this number 
when cespondhg t~~0=-7%\ 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefully considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
OEBECCA COX ..- 
'=CN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) -- . . 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
R4DM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) . .. 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Anthony C. Beilenson 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Beilenson: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefidly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerelv. 



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) 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLCS, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Esteban Edward Torres 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Torres: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the h r e  of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefully considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1426 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

March 29, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) - - 

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jay Kim 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Kim: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the fbture of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefitly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
fomard to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Maxine Waters 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Waters: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the &re of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
cruefklly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Matthew G. Martinez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA fRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Representative Martinez: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the fbture of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefully considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS. USAF (RET) - -  - - -  . . 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Edward R Royce 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Royce: 

P W  refer ?o thia number 
w m m  Gi 7 0 3 \ - - \  

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the htwe of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
care111y considered in ow review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Carlos J. Moorhead 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Moorhead: 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
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 STEELE 

 lease rafw t~ this number 
when reepadnO q:~0'$4\-1@-\ 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefully considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

March 29, 1995 s. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Walter R. Tucker, 111 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Tucker: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the b r e  of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carerlly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Julian C. Dixon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Dixon: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefully considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerelv. 



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 CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Stephen Horn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Horn: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the &re of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefilly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jane Harman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hannan: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carehlly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the fbture of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefidly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerelv. 



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) 

March 29, 1995 S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 
Pieme refer lo thie number 
wren raspondlnp Lis(3'Sl-74 - I 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information concerning Los Angeles Air Force Base. I appreciate your concern 
about the future of the base. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the data used by 
the Defense Department when making its recommendations. I can assure you that your 
information contrasting Los Angeles Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base will be 
carefblly considered in our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment process, and look 
forward to working with you as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 

Sincerelv. 



.OSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 423 
IORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable John M. Deutch - 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
10 1 0 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 2030 1 - 10 10 

March 24, 1995 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

During your recent testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission on March 1, 1995, you indicated that interagency coordination would be required to 
determine whether the proposed inactivation of the missile field at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
would jeopardize fbture deployment options under the ABM Treaty. 

As you know, the Commission must make its recommendations to the President on the 
Defense Department's base closure and realignment recommendations by July 1. I hope you will 
make ewy effort to complete the interagency review of the issues surrounding the propored 
deactivation of the 32 1st Missile Group at Grand Forks Air Force Base by early June in order that 
the results of this review will be available to the Commission before we make our 
recommendation to the President on this proposal. 

Thank you for your assistance in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
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* A- 
M. "MAC" THORNBERRY 
1 3 1 ~  D~srnlcr. TEXAS 

COMMITTEE ON 
NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE ON 
RESOURCES 

Cong-pTtiti o f  ttje Hntteb s t a t e$  
Bouke of 3ieprer;entatibre 
~ati'bington, BC 205254313 

March 23, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express my great concern and disappointment that the United States Air Force 
based its undergraduate pilot training recommendations on undeniably erroneous information. 
Furthermore, I understand from expert sources that the model used to analyze the raw data is 
improperly weighted for the appropriate analysis of Air Force undergraduate pilot training bases. 
Therefore, I stronzly urge the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to undertake a special 
examination of the model the USAF used to make its recommendation, as well as the underlying 
factual data. 

I would like to briefly address what I believe to be three of the most critical errors: 

1. Available Airspace for Training. Factual errors in the data shortchanged Reese AFB in 
terms of volume of airspace available for training. Corrected figures give Reese AFB 
3.000 more cubic nautical miles of airspace. Additionally, alert airspace available for 
training and controlled by Reese AFB was not considered. 

2. Weather. Comprehensive weather data (e.g. percentage of time on average per month 
that sorties are rescheduled/cancelled due t3 weather) measuring the overall weather 
performance of a base clearly favors Reese AFB over several other UPT bases. This 
informatior, is a clear indication that Reese, on the average, has better weather than the 
other bases. However, this kind of clear indicator was given little weight in the model 
compared to the weight given a subelement of weather performance (crosswinds) and the 
weight given plamiqg factors. 

3. Airfield Condition. The Air Force analysis lists Reese AFB as haring a taxiway and 
apron condition that is only 29% adequate (62% Code 1 for taxiways, and 9% Code 1 for 
aprons). However, an Air Force Civil Engineering Report for ?day 1993 lists virtua:ly all 
the pavements as adequate and needing only resealing. In addition, aprpn improven~ents 
were made to the T-1 and T-38 sections of the ramp from 1993 to 1995, but the rating 
remained at 9% for data calls in both 1993 and 1995. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED FAPER 



Page 2 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 

In summary, I feel confident that if errors in the factual data are corrected and the Air Force 
performs analysis structured and weighted to evaluate Air Force UPT bases fairly, then Reese 
AFB will not come out on the bottom. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter F7+ 
Mac Thorn erry 
Member of Congress 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN 1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

March 30, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable William "Mac" Thornberry WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Thornberry: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
to examine the model the Air Force used in making its recommendation for closure of Reese Air 
Force Base. I appreciate your strong interest in the Commission and its process. 

You may be certain that the Commission staffis actively reviewing the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendation for Reese as well as its analysis of Undergraduate Pilot Training 
(UPT) bases. The Commission intends to hold a hearing on April 17, 1995, in Room 2 16 of the 
Hart Senate Office Building which will examine the Joint Cross Service Group's analysis of UPT 
bases. The UPT portion of the hearing will begin at 1 P.M. 

You can be assured that the information you have shared with the Commission will be 
utilized during the review and analysis process. 

Again, thank you for your letter. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission 
whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite I425 
Rosalyn, Virginia 22209 

C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

P k - 2  rdar ?!I !hi8 TX)I~&# 
wj79:: '"'-':xc"++c 

March 29, 1995 --- gSo%%-% 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to extend an invitation to the Commisslonors and staff who will be 
making a site visit to Reese Alr Force Baso to a luncheon on April 5th. It Is my 
understandlng that the site vlslt will have been completed and that the flight schedules 
for departure would allow time for a luncheon in Lu' bock. 

The luncheon would be small and Informal and would not require any kind of 
presentation by the Commjssloners or staff. 

We would be pleased to provide transportation from the base to the luncheon 
and then on to the airport. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitation and hope the 
commlssioners and staff will be able to join me. Please let me kncw at your 
convenience if such a luncheon is possible. My office phone number Is 806/767-2070, 
and the telefax number is 806/767-2051. 

With best regards. 

Mayor 
City of Lubbock 
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March 30, 1995 

Merrill Beyer 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Merrill, 

I enjoyed talking to you on the phone recently and hope that my remarks will 
be helpful as you wrestle with the problems of base closure. As I explained to 
you, I spent virtually my entire Air Force career in the pilot training business 
to include serving as the wing commander at Laughlin AFB and twice as the 
Air Training Command Inspector General. 

I have enclosed a hard copy of the briefing which I prepared for the Del Rio 
Military Affairs Association which highlights why Laughlin AFB is the most 
cost effective and productive of the Air Force pilot training bases. I would 
further add that in my opinion Laughlin is the best training base within DOD 
when there is no requirement to be near open water -- primary training for 
exarnple.The Navy may need to train near the sea at some time, but definitely 
not during primary training. Being near the sea is expensive. The weather is 
not nearly as good, there is the threat of hurricanes, and proximity to salt 
water is very corrosive to aircraft. 

Since I talked to you last, I have obtained a copy of the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group's analysis. They considered a lot of things and my main 
objections deal with how various factors were weighted. Obviously people have 
different opinions but I would think that most who know the pilot training 
business as evidenced by the testimonial letters that I have enclosed would 
agree on the importance of weather and airspace. Nothing drives the pilot 
training business more than weather. It more than anything will drive your 
costs to produce pilots more than any other factor. Airspace likewise is 
critical. You want it close to the home field and you don't want to share it 
with others. You also don't want other air traffic near your areas so that if an 
inexperienced student strays the potential for accidents is increased. I would 
also be concerned about encroachment around my airfields. We don't need 
hundreds of missions a day flying over schools, residences, businesses or the 
obstructions to flight. A large portion of my reasoning in choosing these as 
primary factors is simply because these are areas over which the services have 
no control. Give up the base with the best weather and you've lost. If other 
factors like runway length, number of housing units, condition of taxi ways 

'915 AVENUE F DEL 110 TEXAS 78840 



and the like are a problem -- they can be k e d .  You can't f3x weather and you 
can't generally flx airspace. You better hold on to the best you got and fix the 
other things if they are a problem. Perhaps the biggest concern in this area is 
flight safety. The analysis never mentions it. Good weather is safe, 
especially in pilot training where students must learn to walk before they run. 
Wide open spaces mean few aircraft, fewer people, and fewer population 
centers. If an aircraft goes down, we'd like to make sure that it is in an 
unpopulated area. I'd also hate to explain to the American public why an 
errant student pilot hit an airliner when we can better place that student and 
airline passengers out of harm's way. All of these things point to Laughlin. 
Obviously, Laughlin has some drawbacks. Being isolated which enhances 
safety creates some problems in quality of life for people and accessibility to 
other ahfields but again we can improve these areas. I conducted a little 
analysis of my own using the four UPT bases and Randolph looking at  weather, 
airspace and encroachment. 

RELATIVE RANKING 
USAF FLIGHT TRAINING BASES 

DATA FROM JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ANALYSIS 

WEATHER 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 
BOMBER/ FIGHTER 1 
AIRLIFT/ TANKER 1 

AIRSPACE 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 2 3 4 1 5 
BOMBERIFIGHTER 2 3 4 1 5 
AIRLIFT/ TANKER 3 2 4 1 5 

ENCROACHMENT 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 2 / 3  4 5 213 
BOMBERIFIGHTER 1 2 / 3  4 5 213 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO, TEXAS 78840 



AIRLIFT1 TANKER 1 213 4 5 213 

Overall it is easy to see that Laughlin ranks number 1 more than anyone else. 
In fact the only time they get beat is by Randolph in airspace. That is because 
the cross-senrice working group gave a heavy weight to the amount of airspace 
a base has presently. Laughlin doesn't need it and never has because what 
they have is close in, efficient, and not shared with anyone else. Using DOD 
numbers it is 65.2 miles to the average Randolph area and 31.5 miles to the 
average Laughlin area. Since you have to fly out and back that is 67.4 miles 
more in transit at Randolph versus Laughlin. At 300 knots that is 13 112 
minutes per sortie of non-productive training time and gas. An entire T-38 
mission is only about 78 minutes so 17% of the mission is more unproductive 
at Randolph vs. Laughlin. Thanks, I'll take Laughlin. No other UPT base is 
closer to their airspace. 

The majority of the factors that the group considered has some merit but it is 
minor next to what I have outlined. Bachelor enlisted quarters - who 
cares.Our UPT bases have contract or civil service maintenance. The 
requirement is nil and all the bases have more than they need. No awollary 
Aeld without an instrument approach - who cares. You want one then buy a 
small MLS, you can due it for thousands. Peanuts next to what you save on 
weather cancellations and fuel wasted traveling to and from areas. 

Here are some questions about the analysis that I think require further 
scrutiny: 

1. Why did the Air Force take the calculated values from the analysis and 
average them to anrive at an overall rating? This says that panel navigation 
training is as important as primary pilot training etc. More students attend 
primary than anything else and the dollars spent are by far the highest. Values 
should be weighted. If it costs the most to run primary pilot training then we 
should rate the base where it is best done even higher. 

2. Randolph is the best USAF base for Qhter bomber training? The T- 
38 is the aircraft and the aircraft is restricted from multiple night patterns at 
Randolph due to bats. Will we eliminate the night flying requirements from 
the syllabus? How about the high school under the traffic pattern on runway 
14R and San Antonio International within a few miles. Safe for heavy student 
training3 

3. Primary training scores well at Laughlin due to the recognition that 
Laughlin has the best weather and weather is weighted heavier for primary. It 
is a matter of record that the T-37 loses fewer sorties to weather than the T-38 
within AETC. Since that's true shouldn't more weight be added to the 
Bomber1 Fighter track? 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO. TEXAS -8840 
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4. Scores within the quality of life area are suspect. Bases like 
Randolph, Pensacola, and Sheppard score high based on the number of BOQ, 
BEQ , and family housing units on the base. The implication is that these are 
available to the flying mission - not true. Randolph for example has lots of 
other missions which they must house as well. Weight the facilities on what is 
available to the flying mission. A second lieutenant and his wife will And it a 
lot easier to get a house at Laughlin than Randolph. Guaranteed!!! 

5. Has anyone noticed that Columbus AFB is between two of the largest 
airline hubs in the country - Memphis and Atlanta? Check the Columbus 
airspace in about 10 - 15 years. 

Again the bottom line is predominantly weather and efficient airspace. 
Virtually all else is fixable and controllable. To quote Major General Pat 
Smotherrnon, a former Vance Wing Commander and ATC Vice Commander, "As 
a former commander of a pilot tralning wing and vice-commander of the Air 
Training Command, I can attest that the two most important factors in 
producing quality military pilots in a safe and productive environment are good 
flying weather and a large area of unencumbered airspace. When considering 
these two most Important factors among the current Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) bases, Laughlin AFB is my choice as the most productive 
location at the best price to the American taxpayer. It is a matter of record 
that the Laughlin operation accounts for fewer additional review rides (reduced 
cost) because of weather aborts and limits on available airspace." I rest my 
case! 

Sincerely, 0 

Brig. Gen., Ih4F. Ret. 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
2 10-492 - 1932 
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
STATE OF MONTANA 

March 30, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 142 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon, 

I am forwarding a letter of concern from Mr. Lee T. Payment, 
president of the American Federation of Government Employees Local 
2609 at Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

Senior Air Force officials at Malmstrom confirmed that airfield 
facilities particularly those supporting KC-135 aircraft will be 
shown to members of your commission on March 31, 1995. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base is a vital part of Montana and the 
nation's defense establishments. 

MARC RACICOT 
Governor 

Enc . 



P.O. %ox 635.3 

The Honorable Hdrc Racicot 
Governor 
State Of Montana 

(;overnor, 
AS d concerned Labor Leader at Pfalmstrom AFS,a Pzoud Montanan 

;nd Arrlcr ican Tax Payer, I must inform you of information that I have 
recently been privileged to. 

T h c  Bl~se  Reallqnment and Closure Members that are t o  v i s i t  
Malnstrc~rn on 3 1  March have been g i v e n  e r r o n e o u s  i n f o r m a t i o n  about the 
Flying Wing. They are qoing to be shovn the missile facilities, v h i c h  
ve knou is the most s t a b i l i z i n g  f a c t o r  f o r  the Base and i ts  imperative 
t h a t  the Minuteman 111 missiles form North Dakota be moved h e r e  t o  
i n s u r e  t h t  base's f u t u r e .  B u t  t h e  Command l eve l  a t  Halmstrom have 
b e e n  1lirecte13 t o  keep the Commiss ioners  Avay from t h e  A i r  Wing assets 
and facilities altogether. THIS IS NOT RIGHT ! 

The Financial e x p e n d i t u r e s  t o  r e a d y  Halmstrorn for  t h e  KC-135 
Tankers  a ~ ' e  i n  excess $ 1 2 6  U l l l i o n  Dollars, g r a n t e d  t h i s  is n o t  d 
I I I . I ( ~ ~  c u t  o f  a multi billion dollar Defens r  Rudget ,  but none the less 
8 v e r y  l a r g e  sum of t a x  dollars. 

McDill AFB FL., the named nev home of Malmstrums R e f u e l i n g  
nission, is not at all prepared to accommodate the requirements o f  
Lhese s p e c i a l i z e d  airc~aft. They do have a large runway and ramp 
area but  they do n o t  have t h e  spec ia l  fue l  c e l l  maintance hangers 
t.ha3t. havc been c o n s t r u c t e d  here, they do  n o t  have an o p e r a t i o n a l  
fuel d i s t r i b u t i o n  system. I t  was "pickledN some t i m e  d g o , T h i s  
was acc.oinpl i ,.;Ired by pumping sand into the underground piping. 

We havc a n e a r l y  new $ 9  million dollar fuel dlstrihution sysl-c:m 
L u  s u p y o r  L I.hese A i r c ~ d f  L. As you are avare ve have nev hangers dnd 
other supporting maintenance facilities. 

I f i n d  i t  ironic t h a t  i n  early march, when General Moorman, 
the number 2 Inan in t h e  A l f  Force v i s i t e d  t h e  Alr Refueling Wing 
at M d l m s t r u m  was ~ u o L c d  as saying nWhy in t h e  h e l l  arc ve g o i n g  
t o  close such beautiful facilities, Oh vell t h a t s  vhat t h e  ROSS 
wants".  Hov many m i l l i o n s  of more Tax dollars must we spend on vhat 
we a l r e a d y  have here at Halmstom? 



x t  vas also rcported t h a t  this move vould  e f f e c t  1000 military 
and 60 clvilian employees  at the base, these numbers were hased on 
the s i z e  of t h e  A i r  Wing p r i o r  to the 91st ARFS move t o  Falrchild 
AFB.  

There seems t o  be some question a s  to legallty of t h e  m o v e  of 
the 91st t o  begin w i t h .  I t  my understanding the under the Federal 
Lav establishing the BRACC process ,  t h a t  the armed service could 
n o t  muve r r ~ o u r t e s  in an attempt t o  circumvent or h i d e  them from 
BRACC . 

G e r r e r a l  Hoormans c o m m e n t  about "What the B o s s  vants"can only 
r e f e r  t o  General Foqleman, Air  Force Chief of Staff, u h n  o n l y  
a l i t t l e  more than a year ago Lied to a group of Montana Legislators 
and Business Leaders from Great F a l l s ,  vhen they v i s i t e d  w i t h  him 
at Scott AFB I l l .  vhen h e  was Commander of Air Mobility Command. 
For some unknovn reason General Folgelman has  a real prejudice 
t o v a r d  Montana and nalmstrom AFB. 

I f i n d  It even more ironic that earller this year Russ ian  
STAKT inspectors vere at nalmvtrorn and they vere given  access to 
what evec t h e y  r e q u e s t e d  t o  see, B u t  uur own BRACC people  a r c  to 
be kept away from Blying Winq facilities. 

1 ask t h d t  any and all assistance t h a t  Y o u  can give, to set 
that this withholding of critical information from the visiting 
BRACC Commissianers is not a l l o v e d  t o  occur. 

&&P / L e e  T. Pa 
P r e s i d e n t  
AFGE Local 2 6 0 9  
Halmstrom AFB, MT 
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THE LEGISLATURE 
STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 
March 23, 1995 

Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Alignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Plattsburgh Intermunicipal Development Council has 
contacted you requesting that the Commission review its decision 
for closure of Plattsburgh Air Force Base. We fully support and 
further request review of this decision by holding a hearing at 
the Commission's earliest possible convenience. 

As we are sure you are aware, the previous Commission 
selected Plattsburgh Air Force Base for closure, in direct 
contravention of Air Force and Department of Defense direction. 
This action was taken by that Commission instead of the Air 
Force's favored action, McGuire Air Force Base realignment. The 
Air Force's recommendation was to make Plattsburgh the east coast 
base for an Air Mobility Wing mission adding 36 additional C-141s 
and 19 KC-10s. 

The 1993 Air Force recommendation concluded that Plattsburgh 
AFB had the environment, airspace and surplus facilities to 
significantly conform to new missions and an increase in 
aircraft. These critical components were not and are not 
apparent at McGuire AFB, as is made abundantly clear by a review 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the Air 
Force for its McGuire project (attached). As a matter of fact, 
Air Force Chief of Staff General Ronald Fogelman, then Commander 
of the Air Mobility Command, urged the Commission to remove 
Plattsburgh AFB from the final list for closure at the 1993 
hearings and his authority in this subject was ignored. 

It is our position that the events leading up to the 
Commission's 1993 decision to close Plattsbursh AFB deserve a re- 
direct in the form of a hearing. The enormous amount of proof 
offered in 1993 by the citizens of New York still supports the 
essential need for an active duty Air Force mission i n  the 
Northeast at the Air Force Base in Plattsburgh. 



It is our belief that a hearing is essential and ask that 
our request for a re-direct will be honored as soon as possible. 

As always, our offices are available to you for any further 
information you find necessary. 

Ronald Staf ord 
Senator 

k" 

Chris Ortloff A* 
Member of ~ s s e m b f ~  

James King I 
Member of Assembly 

enclosure: 
"Review of DEIS for the Realignment of MAFBI1 



Review of 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

for the 

Realignment of McGuire Air Force Base 

With Respect to Issues Raised in 

Plattsburgh Intermunicipal Development Council 
Request to Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

for 
Re-Direct Hearing on the Decision 

To Close Plattsburgh Air Force Base 

Prepared by Assemblyman Chris Ortloff 
March, 1995 



Review of 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the 

Realignment of McGuire Air Force Base 

With Respect to Issues Raised in 

Plattsburgh Intermunicipal Development Council 
Request to Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
for 
Re-Direct Hearing on the Decision 
To Close Plattsburgh Air Force Base 

Summary 

The Air Force Draft Environmental Impact Statement, published in March, 1994, discusses 
and raises several significant issues of fact relevant to a redirect hearing on this matter. While 
the DEIS itself is moot, its process having been completed, a review thereof is nonetheless 
pertinent and useful in illuminating these issues: 

1. environmental constraints which further explain and define the parameters 
which have prevented the Air Force from complying with the full 
realignment mandated by law (namely an Air Mobility Wing which 
includes KC-135 aircraft as prescribed by the Force Structure Plan and as 
ordered by DBCRC resolution on June 24, 1993). The empirical fact of 
these real-world constraints so affirmatively asserted by the Air Force in 
the DEIS lends support to PIDC's claim that the DBCRC resolution did 
not comply with the Force Structure Plan as required by law. It did not 
comply because it could not comply; no evidence of compliance was 
presented because such evidence does not exist. 

2. significant adverse environmental impacts (even with a limited 
realignment) which would not exist at Plattsburgh AFB under the 
realignment originally recommended by the Department of Defense, which 
may help prove PIDC's claim that evidence did not support the DBCRC 
resolution with respect to the final criteria. 

3. environmental impacts of the proposed realignment which conflict with 
federal and New Jersey environmental quality mandates and may prevent 
or delay the realignment and/or operation of realigned aircraft, negatively 
impacting the national defense capability immediately; 

Not surprisingly, the Air Force generally asserts that the environmental impacts identified 



can and will be mitigated, but in two specific areas of concern, no mitigating measures are 
identified. In one case, that of ozone non-attainment, mitigation strategies are promised in a 
forthcoming separate report, although the operational problems arising therefrom will commence 
immediately and constrain the operation of KC- 10 aircraft arriving at McGuire in mid- 1994. In 
the other case, that of air traffic congestion and resulting inability to carry out the mission of the 
Air Mobility Wing, no mitigating measures are suggested or claimed. In other words, the Air 
Force essentially reasserts its prior (1993) position on air traffic congestion (that McGuire AFB 
was unsuitable for the Air Mobility Wing mission) but in greater detail and specificity. 

This review is organized following the organization of the DEIS and taking up issues in 
the order in which they are found therein, in which they may be directly compared and utilized 
by DBCRC in this matter. 



I. Review of the DEIS 

From the 
Executive Summary 

fp. .w, The KC- 10s would add volatile organic compounds ... precursors 
to ozone (for which the McGuire AFB area has been designated as 
in "severe" nonattainrnent). The effect ... is largely unknown. 
However, since the region's attainment status is so poor, all new 
stationary and mobile sources (however minor) must be evaluated 
to see if McGuire AFB would be in conformity with New Jersey's 
state implementation plan (SIP) for ozone. 

fp WI,) ... increased water use associated with the realignment and other 
force structure action would contribute to the decline of the water 
level of the deep aquifer supplying water for McGuire AFB. 

(p. Construction ... would eliminate (12.64 acres of wetland). Any 
development in wetlands must be authorized by the state of New 
Jersey and the New Jersey Pinelands Commission. 

. I I I  ... the endangered bald eagle has been identified ... as a potential 
aircraft strike hazard. 

(p. ~ x i r )  Concerns exist relative to congestion of air traffic. The congestion 
in these areas could cause delays in Air Force training missions or 
in commercial flights. 

From Section 1: 
Purpose of and Need for the Action 

Of interest here is the repeated affmation in the DEIS that a "no action" option, normally 
required in every environmental review process, is not possible here because the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act exempted base realignments from this requirement. However, the 
Air Force indulges in a deliberate "no action" option by failing to include KC-135 aircraft in the 
realignment. Thus, a significant portion of the realignment mandated by the DBCRC for McGuire 
AFB is simply ignored. This is clearly in non-compliance with the Force Structure Plan, but 



more to the point, if the Air Force can indulge a "no action" option at its pleasure, why should 
the statement that it is prohibited be accepted at face value? 

As one studies the DEIS, a number of practical environmental constraints are described 
which help illuminate more clearly just why it was never possible for McGuire AFB and the 
region to accommodate the jkll Air Mobility Wing called for in the Force Structure Plan. 
Obstacles to McGuire presented the DBCRC hearing process were essentially space and facility 
limitations, which the DBCRC presumed to "overcome" by accounting for the cost of additional 
ramp and fuel system construction. This DEIS helps to show how these constraints also have an 
environmental component, the mitigation costs of which were not accounted for in the DBCRC 
recommendation. In other words, the ability of McGuire AFB to accommodate the 111 Air 
Mobility Wing is precluded in a practical way by environmental constraints that can't be waved 
away with a magic wand the same way putative construction costs were dismissed by 
DBCRC '93. 

I Provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
preclude the examination of any alternatives to the realignment ... 
"no action" is not an alternative. 

N-3) ... the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act ... modifies the 
application of NEPA to the extent that the EIS need not consider: 

The need (for the action) 

The need for transferring functions (from one installation b 
another) 

Alternative military installations to those selected. 

From Section 2: 
Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

I This section describes those actions ... mandated by the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission' 

'1n fact this section does not describe the action mandated by the DBCRC. The action maudated by the DBCRC is defined by the following language in two 
resolutions adopted by the DBCRC on June 34, 1993. to wit: ".Wove the I9 KC-10 aircrafifrom BurbdaIe Air Force Buse to .UcCuire Air Force Base ,How the requisite 
number of KC-135s to cnablish the E& C o w  Mobilily Buse at McCuirc " fp. 132. 1. 3-12. DBCRC hearrng record) and "CIose PIunsburgh Air Force Buse and transfer 
the KC-135s to .UcGuire Air Force Base " (p. 200. 1.15-16). During a commission discussion on whether clos~ng Plansburgh would leave enough tankers in the nortbeasg 
the resulting scenario was described by Mr. DiCamillo thus: "with ,WcCuire us the mobiliry bus6 t h a  essentidlyruka the sumetanhersdut would h a w  been a Ramburgh 
under the mobility baw and places it jvst a little bit further south ... " @. 195 1.16- 19)  However. none of Plattsburgh's KC-135s arc being uansferred to McGuirc, nor am 
any other KC-135s being wansferred to McGuire. Plansburgh's KC-135s arc mostly gorng "a little bit funher west"to Grand Forks MB. No& Dakota The action described 
in the DEIS is a "no action" with respect to the mandate to move "the requisite number" of KC-135s f o m d y  at Plansburgh to McGuirc. Thus the "no action" option is being 
used as a shield against proper environmental review when it is convenient for the Air Force to do so, while the .iir Force actually aercises the supposedly prohibited "no 



2.1. 1 Realignment 

(3-1) Provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 require implementation of the realignment and preclude ... the 
no-action alternative. 

2.2.2 Alterncrtives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 

2.2.2.1 
Realign Without Construction Program 

12-9) When the fnst KC-10 aircraft arrive at McGuire AFB from 
Barksdale AFB, none of the facilities listed in Section 2.2.1 will be 
available. During the construction phase, required maintenance for 
the KC- 10s will be conducted while the aircraft are sitting outside 
on the ramp. If an aircraft develops a fuel leak, repairs will have 
to be delayed until the temperature remains above 50' F for an 
extended period of time. Other maintenance, such as hydraulic 
work on struts and No. 2 engine changes, cannot be done on the 
ramp. 

Such operations can be made to work temporarily, but the mission 
cannot be sustained under these conditions.' 

2.2.3 Alternative Means to Implement the Realignment Action 

(2-11) No alternative location was considered for the movement of the 19 
KC-10 aircraft from Barksdale AFB.~  

Table 2.3 

(2-14) 45% increase in jet fuel usage.' 

action" when that suits it. 

2~ we shall see in subsequent sections, the mission cannot be sustainedunder these conditions for another reason: the New Jmey state implementation plan for 
ozone will almost certainly require that fueling and defueling facilities, degrcasing washracks, paint booths and other maintenance facilities perform at stare of the on emission- 
control levels. While such performance standards can be built Into the pennancnt facilities listed in 1.2.1, they obviously cannot be met llndn temporary outdoor conditions 
described h m .  This suggests a pract~cal difficulty of unknown propo~tions facing the KC-I0 operations when the first ones arrive in mid-1994. 

3 ~ e t  alternate locations were considend and chosen for the PAFB KC-135s o r d d  to McGuire by the DBCRC. 

4~omparc  this, if possible, to the much larger 'need' postulated when DBCRC claimed Plrttsburgh could not supply enough fuel. 



Extensive demolition would be done requiring removal and disposal 
of asbestos.' 

( 2 - 1 3  Increased water withdrawal would contribute to decline of water 
level in the deep aq~ i f e r .~  

Increase in impervious surface of 40 acres would result in increased 
storm-water runoff along the flight line.' 

Grassy old-field vegetation would be removed.' 

(2-16) Elimination of 12.6 acres of  wetland^.^ 

Elimination of habitat (for threatened s p e c i e s ) . I 0  

WWII structures that are potentially eligible for the National 
Register will be demolished." 

From Section 3 
Affected Environment 

3.2.1.2 
Air Quality 

3 ... the area around McGuire AFB has been designated as 

'No demolition would be required at PAFB. 

6 
Aquifer degradation would not be a problem at PAFB. 

'NO ramp expansion would be required at PAFB and thus no advme environmental impact. 

*No ramp expansion would be required at PAFB and thus no advme environmcntal impact. 

'NO ramp expansion would be required at PAFB and thus no advme environmental impact. 

lo?& ramp expansion would be required at PAFB and thus no advme environmental impact. 

I1 
No such advme cultural impact at P.4FB. Tn the contrary, closing PAFB will result in the abandonment and d t i n g  degradation of numerous 19th-century 

buildings already on the National Register. 



nonattainment only for 0,. The O, standard has been exceeded at 
the monitors in the vicinity of McGuire AFB on at least four days 
within a three-year period. 

The McGuire AFB monitoring site recorded four days in 1989, four 
days in 1990, and 10 days in 199 1 when O, concentration averages 
violated the primary NAAQS (0.12 ppm one-hour average); the 
secondary standards for 0, (0.08 ppm one-hour average) were 
exceeded on 149 days in 1 990.12 

1 3 4  The largest annual VOC emissions come from aircraft operation 
(328.0 tons), followed by aircraft engine trim/power checks (259.6 
tons). l 3  

The New Jersey SIP requires that 1990 VOC and NO, baseline 
source emissions for the entire state be reduced by 10% by 
1996 ... This emissions reduction requirement would necessitate a 
change in the use or application of control technologies of some of 
the above-mentioned sources. l4  

3.2.5.2 
Groundwater 

0 - 2 7  The deep hydrogeologic unit present at McGuire AFB is the 
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. The system is regional 
in extent and is the primary source for potable water supplies in the 
area. 

The primary source of recharge to the system consists of rainfall or 
surface water. 

Before the massive pumping that has been relatively commonplace 
in the region since the early 1960s, groundwater flow was primarily 
down gradient (south or southeast). Large pumping centers such 
as McGuire AFB have caused large-scale reversal of the historical 

1 2 ~ o t e  that compliance with the New Jersey stntc implementation plan is a mandate. Note also rhu violations an increasing o v a  rime. Somehow, the Air Force 
must operate the KC-10s within this mandate. The DEIS does oot say how. 

1 3 ~ e c a u e  of waiting time with engines running due to air traffic congation, these emissions arc larger than would be experienced at Plattsburgh AFB or any 
other base, and the very large incrrase in training time for an Air Mobility Wing would further exaggmte this adverse environmental impact in the Burlington County ozone 
non-attawnent mil 

1 4 ~ o t e  again that this is a mandate. The DEIS does not identify mitigating measures which can enable the .4ir Force to comply with this mandate. 



flow path. During the period 1900- 1968, groundwater levels in the 
system declined about 80 f i  in the Fort Dix-McGuire AFB area. 

In 1992 groundwater levels continued to undergo long-term decline 
at a rate of about 1 ft per year.'' 

The New Jersey DEPE has designated the Carnden Metropolitan 
area, including McGuire AFB, as a critical water supply 
management area because of possibility of saltwater contamination 
in the overpumped Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. 

3.2. I 2  Air Space 

We note that the entire discussion here is about existing air space requirements for the old 
airlift wing which are irrelevant to the DEIS. 1Vo discussion is presented for air space to be 
used by the new Air Mobility Wing. 

l5F4ate: The DEIS claims that the additional pumping for the culignmmt is acceptable because Ft. Dix pumping declined by more than 50.h &a 1987. But 
that decline had already occumd d e n  the USGS 1993 report documcnt;d the continned foot-per-year decline in groundwater levels. 



From Section 4 
Environmental Consequences 

4.1 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

4.1.1 Air Resources 

I ... the additional KC-10 aircraft operations would increase the 
annual emissions of all pollutants, except PM,,. 

DEIS tables 4-1 and 4-2 show the critical figures for VOCs and NO,, the ozone 
precursors. Those tables are summarized here: 

From Table 4-1: Aircraft Emissions (tons per year) 

1993 Baseline total 

Future total with 
24 KC-10s 

Note: on puge 2-13. zhe DWS characterizesfhis us "ex~remelysmall'~ while on puge -1-3- it characterizes 11 us "s~gnrfcan~ qwmfi11e.9 (which may force) controls 
on other sources to compensule. " 

v o c s  

328.0 

I Percentage Increase 

From Table 4-2: Ail Emissions at McGuire AFB (tons per year) 

NO, 

227.6 

5 19.6 1,016.0 

1 58.4% 346.4%. 

II ! 

1-1-0 All sources of ozone precursors at McGuire AFB must be 
controlled and minimized in order to comply with the New Jersey 
State Implementation Plan (SZP).I6 

vocs 
1993 Baseline Total 

Future Total with 
24 KC- 10s 

Percentage Increase 

0-3) Under the worse-case scenario, and excIusive of ozone, the pollutant 
additions from the KC-10s would not result in violations of any of 

NO, 

1 6 ~ o t c  agmn that th$ 1s a mandate 

I II 
1,096.5 

1,288.1 

17.5% 

866.8 

1,655.2 

91 .O% 



the ambient air standards because background concentrations are far 
below the air quality standards for each pollutant." 

4 -  The number of stationary sources of VOCs ... would increase. 

Emissions of VOCs ... from ... jet fuel, gasoline, paints and 
degreasers . .. additional aircraft fuel . . . would result in additional 
VOC emissions. 

The Air Force intends to convert completely to the use of JP-8 fuel 
in FY 1994. The effects of the JP-8 conversion on emissions from 
aircraft engine exhaust are currently unknown. Preliminary 
studies.. .indicate that emissions of all critical pollutants would vary 
within 20% of JP-4 engine exhaust  emission^.'^ 

4 The Air Force will assess the impact (on ozone) in an analysis and 
determination separate from this EIS. 

4.1.5 Water Resources 

(4-20) Potential impacts ... include degradation of water quality (and) 
depletion of water supplies. 

(4-21) The realignment would increase the water requirement by about 
25%. 

14-22) The total withdrawal ... would not exceed the water permit amount. 
However, the deep aquifer that supplies the water for McGuire 
AFB is overpumped, and the potentiometric surface continues to 
drop about 1 ft a year. The realignment at McGuire AFB would 
increase the water withdrawal and contribute to the decline of the 
potentiometric level. The potential impact on groundwater level 
from the realignment and the proposed force structure action at 
McGuire AFB would be a function of the increased number of 
personnel and dependents moving into the area. 

.... although the realignment at McGuire AFB would increase the 

I I Emphasis added. Ozone is a critical problem to which this dircloimcr d o a  not apply. 

la~mphasis added. Lest an inference be draw that emissions would denease, "vary" means increase md decrease. Thus the 346.4% increase in NO, emissions 
'om aircraff operation predicted in Table 4-2 could bear high ar41SX or could be l o w .  The Air Force hac no ider yet it confidently forges ahead with this smous adverse 
impact in an ozone non-attainment area 



current water use, the combined impact of a decrease in personnel 
at Fort Dix and an increase at McGuire AFB would not result in a 
higher water demand than that experienced before 199 1. l9 

4.1.6.3 
Wet fan ds 

14-29 The proposed expansion of the aircraft parking apron ... would 
eliminate 93% of this (13.5-acre) wetland. 

0-26) Wetlands ... would be de~troyed.'~ 

4.1.12 Air Space 

(4-36) Air traffic in the vicinity of McGuire AFB currently is heavy. At 
8,000 feet and above, the airspace is extremely congested from 
commercial aircraft, a condition that may lead to delays because of 
the need for proper aircraft spacing. Consequently, there is concern 
that the timing needed to properly carry out reheling training may 
be jeopardized during some busy portions of the day. A regularly 
planned rendezvous between a KC- 10 and another military aircraft 
may be jeopardized if there are delays in the KC-10 authorization 
for travel in the departure region. Time constraints needed for 
proper training during these air refueling missions may be violated 
because of the commercial air traffic congestion in the departure 
region. The dimensions of this problem are not known2' but are 
not thought to be insurmountable. The McGuire AFB air traffic 
control area comprises 14 satellite airports that serve many light 
civil aircraft. Additionally, the air traffic area consists of the Coyle 
drop zone, Navy Lakehurst drop zone, an aerobatics box, warning 
areas, and an Army drop restricted area. These special use 

19 . . 
T h ~ s  1s verified by Table 3.9 on page 3-28, and the cx~sting permit docs allow for the proposed increase. but as noted above, rvcn rhe signipcmtly lower 

pumping of 1992 m found by USGV in 1993 to be Ionwing rhegrounmWrer I d  by one foot peryear. No such potential advme impact would occur wm the Air Mobility 
Wing to have been located at Plattsburgb AFB. 

20No such advme envimnmcntal impact would occur were the An Mobility Wmg to have been located at PAFB. 

".Some critical dimensions of the problem ore well known to the FAA and the Air Force. In addition to two d& worth of documentation summarized in 
a scathing FAA letter to the DBCRC. recent developments since the DBCRC action shed even mom light on the 'dimensions of the problem:" on at lelrt two occasions. ordm 
to McGuire KC-135 tankers to perform real (not mining) refueling missions for a i d  inbound fium Europe were refuseddue to inability to surmount air 6 c  conml delays 
McCuirc aircraft regularly experience. (In both case  cited, tankm from Plattsburgh M E  accepted and promptly fifilled the missions. enabling the inbound aircraft to make 
it safely to land without d g  out of fuel and crashing in the Atlantic.) 



airspaces along with the air traffic control wake turbulence 
separation criteria for heavy aircraj? may significantly limit the 
KC- 10 local training capability. 

4.22 MITIGATrVE MEASURES 

4.2.1 Air Resources 

(4-37) ... the significant quantities of ozone to be emitted as a result of the 
realignment and additional force structure action may make it 
necessary to place controls on other sources to compensate22 ... 
Because the region is currently in nonattainment for ozone, the 
paint booths and degreasing washracks needed to support the KC- 
10 operations must be constructed in consultation with the New 
Jersey DEPE. The extensive permitting requirements of the state's 
"lowest achievable emission rate" program mandate that these new 
facilities employ state-of-the-art emission control techn~logies.~~ 

4.2.11 Air Space 

4 1  No mitigative measures have been identified for operations in 
special use air space areas that would be utilized by the KC-10 
aircraft. 

4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

4.3.1 Introduction 

1 . . . various federal statutes .. . impose environmental protection and 
compliance requiremend4 upon the Air Force. 

22~mphasis added. Controls on other sources typically include rcshictions on automobiles, required use of reformulated g a s o l i a  at higher costs, bans on backyard 
barbecues a d  gas-powered lawn mowm, as well as a myriad of rcshictions on private businnm. 

23~mphasis added. A "lowest achievable" strategy is essentially a cost-irrcvelant one. Standards mnsr be achieved. whatever the cost. Costs to achieve this will 
be substantially higher than construction costs for these stationary emissions sources would be at Plamburgh AFB. They an certainly higher, by a significant margin, than 
rshmatcs used by the DBCRC in concluding that t h m  was virtually no difference in construction costs benvetn Plamburgh and McGuk. (SU DBCRC June 24, 1993 transcript, 
pp. 96-104, concluding with Commissioner Byron's question "... is that the same cost at each of the fac~lities?" and Mr. DiCamiUo's answer that "it's in the same ballpark.") 

24~mphasis added 



(442) ... (also) federal law delegates enforcement or implementation 
authority to state or local agencies. 

... construction and operation of the facilities necessary to cany out 
the realignment must be in compliance with the statutes, regulations 
and standards then in effect.25 

4.3.2 Air Pollution 

Without citing the entire text here, this detailed discussion of the interrelated impacts and 
mitigative measures required by the Clean Air Act is illustrative of the difficulties involved in 
permitting any new emission source. When the ozone non-attainment status of McGuire AFB 
is considered in this context, a general idea of the practical constraints facing the Air Force in 
attempting to operate the Air Mobility Wing at McGuire is gained. A thorough analysis of the 
combined effect of the law and thls circumstance is not done by the DEIS, but if done, would 
more clearly expose the severity of the constraints. 

cf-15, To implement a control strategy for ozone pollution ... there may 
be no storage of VOCs in any stationary storage tank having a 
maximum capacity of 10,000 gal or greater and the transfer of any 
VOC that has a vapor pressure or sum of partial pressure of 0.02 
Iblin2 absolute or greater at standard conditions into any receiving 
vessel having a maximum capacity of 2,000 gal or greater unless 
the operation is equipped with control apparatus to prevent the 
emission of a VOC into the outdoor atmosphere. 

4-47) The CAA established the NAAQS to protect the public fiom 
adverse effects caused by specific pollutants. For ozone, the 
NAAQS is set at a maximum of 0.12 ppm averaged over a one- 
hour period. ... thls standard must be attained ... McGuire AFB is 
ranked severe or low severe and must meet the NAAQS standard 
for ozone by November 15,2005. ... 24 KC-1 0s would add about 
190 tons per year of VOCs and 790 tons per year of NO, to the 
atmosphere (Table 4.1) The direct emissions from the proposed 
relocation, therefore, exceed the de minimis threshold and a 
conformity determination must be made.26 

(4-48) There are no exemptions fiom the rule. 

25~mphasis  added. Again, these arc mnndafes. and they apply not only to the construction projecr but ro the upoafion ofthe airerafl thmaftn. 

26~mphasis added. 



Under the rule, the emissions from the construction of any facility 
that would require permitting as a new major or modified source 
under the New Source Review Program or the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration Program are not included in the 
calculation of emissions for determining the direct and indirect 
emissions that require conformity determination. However, since 
the aircraft, as mobile sources, are not required to be permitted in 
New Jersey, those emissions must be counted and clearly exceed 
the de minimis threshold set forth in the rule.'7 

The action may be presumed to conform if McGuire AFB can 
clearly demonstrate that, using methods consistent with those set 
forth in the rule, the emissions fiom the proposed activities would 
not cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any 
area; interfere with the provisions in the applicable SIP; increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard 
in any area; or delay timely attainment of any standard or any 
required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area 
including emission levels specified in the SIP. 

If the action is not exempt and cannot be presumed to conform, a 
conformity determination must be made. An action is in 
conformity ... iJ; for each pollutant that exceeds the de minimis 
threshold, the appropriate state or local agency makes a 
determination that the action meets the following  requirement^:^' 

1. For any criteria pollutant, the total ... emissions ... 
are specifically identified and accounted for in the 
applicable SIPS ... 

2. For ozone or nitrogen dioxide, the total ... 
emissions ... are fully offset within the same 
nonattainrnent or maintenance area through a 
revision to the applicable SIP or ... there is no net 
increase ... 

3. For ozone or nitrogen dioxide, the total ... 

27~mphasis added. Noh that the DUS on page 2-13 characterizes these emissions as "extremely small" withour pointing om that, even if that were true, the 
standard against which such emissions must be messwed is a de minimus threshuld, and rwry VOC and NO. emission inmasc in an ozone non-attainment ima mvst trigger 
tough absolute mitigative measures which ore not identifled in the DEIS. 

* 'Does this mean it must meet dl II requirements? 



emissions, ... as a whole, together with all other 
emissions in the nonattainment area ... not exceed ... 
emissions budgets specified in an applicable 
S I P ~ ~ O ~  ... (if they) would exceed the specified 
emission budget, the governor of the state must 
make a written commitment to EPA that the state 
will submit a revision to the SIP that would achieve 
emission reductions needed to not exceed the 
emissions budget specified, through specific 
measures, including any reasonable mitigation 
measures required by the federal agency, prior to 
the time emissions ... would occur.3' 

9 ... no action may be found in conformity unless it is in compliance 
or consistent with all relevant requirements and milestones 
contained in the applicable  SIP.^^ McGuire AFB will have to 
coordinate with New Jersey DEPE to determine if the proposed 
actions are in conformity with the New Jersey SIP. The final 
conformity determination will be made by the Air Force in a 
separate document. 

4.3.4.1 
Drinking Water 

(4-jo) The additional water usage resulting from realignment would not 
exert a higher water demand than in 1991 or than allowed by 
McGuire AFB's water allocation permit (Section 4.1.5.).~~ 

4.3.4.3 
Wetlands 

- It is anticipated construction of new facilities in support of the 
realignment may impact wetlands ... The construction of the control 

05nause the KC-10s will be relocated in mid - 1994, this must be done or they pmurmbly cannot operare. 

31This is a strict mandate upon rhc .%I Force andlor New Jmey'r governor wbich does not pennit discretion in the conformity determination promised by the 
DUS. 

3 4 
This is a strict mandate upon the .Air Force and/or New Jersey's Governor which do not permit discretion in the conformity d a a m h t i o n  promised by the 

DUS. 

3 ~ h i l e  technically true, this statement glibly avoids the previouslydecumcntcd fact that even at the Iowa 1991-1992 pumping levels experienced &a Fon Dix 
was realigned. the USGS still found the aquifer water level to be dmpping by I foot per year. The additional water =age resulting h m  McGuirc d i g n m c n t  will increase 
this adverse impact. Such au impact would not be a problem at Plattsburgh .ME. 



tower would eliminate 0.04 acre ... The parking apron would 
eliminate 12.6 acres of wetland ... permits will only be issued if 
there is "no practicable alternative" to the proposed activity. 34 

4.3.8.1 
Historic Preservation 

(4-58) ... if a proposed action might impact a historic property resource, 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation is req~ired.~' 

4.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

(4-60) .. . the realignment ... would result in some adverse impacts to the 
environment. Those adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
insufficient levels ... are summarized in this section. 

During operation, there would be no new violations of ambient air 
quality (separate from the regional ozone) ... Any additional VOCs 
. . . NO, . . . would contribute to additonal ozone pollution. 

4.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

4.5.3 Alteration of Interim Facilities for the Realignment 

(4-62) Because the first KC-10 aircraft will be arriving in mid-1994, 
interim facilities will be needed to support the arrival.36 

4.5.4 Additional Actions Announced for McGuire AFB 

34~lutsburgh AFB, of course is an altanative. 

3 S ~ o t e  that the closlng of Plattsburgh AFB, which w done to enable McGuirr AFB to =pan4 will cause the complete abandonment of do- of 19th century 
buiidings on the National Register of Historic Places. Has consultahon with the New York state histonc pmmation officer bern done? 

3 6 ~  far morr significant nundate must also be m a  prior to arrival, namely compliance with the New J m e y  SIP for mobile so- (d KC-10 opaations. 
maintenance, refueling, defuelhg and washing). The DElS does not address this mandate or provide any assurance that ~t can be met None of rbe six listed interim facilities 
on p. 4 4 3  address the issuerof VOC and NO, emissions which if not mitigated will violate the SIP. The inescappble infmnce is that the KC-10s may bepurked at McGuirc 
.UB h 1994, but cannot be operated 



(4-63) The 305th AMW would lose 18 C-141B aircraft, beginning in late 
1 994.37 

3 7 ~ s  action would r c d u ~  the number of C-141 aim& in the Air Mobility Wing 6um 50 to 32, leaving the Eut C w t  Air Mobility Wing at a total of 5 1 PAA 
aimraft (KC-I0 and C-141) instead of the 88 (KC-10, KC-135 snd C-141) d l e d  for in h e  Face S h c t m  Plan and rmodmd by the DBCRC to be louted u Mdjuire AFB. 
lhis appears to be a blatant violuion of the law and a substantid deviation from the Fonc Sttucurc Ph. 
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March 30, 1995 

Merrill Beyer 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Merrill, 

I enjoyed talking to you on the phone recently and hope that my remarks will 
be helphl as you wrestle with the problems of base closure. As I explained to 
you, I spent virtually my entire Air Force career in the pilot training business 
to include serving as the wing commander at Laughlin AFB and twice as the 
Air Training Command Inspector General. 

I have enclosed a hard copy of the briefing which I prepared for the Del Rio 
Military Affairs Association which highlights why Laughlin AFB is the most 
cost effective and productive of the Air Force pilot training bases. I would 
further add that in my opinion Laughlin is the best training base within DOD 
when there is no requirement to be near open water -- primary training for 
example.The Navy may need to train near the sea at some time, but definitely 
not during primary training. Being near the sea is expensive. The weather is 
not nearly as good, there is the threat of hurricanes, and proximity to salt 
water is very corrosive to aircraft. 

Since I talked to you last, I have obtained a copy of the UPT Joint Cross- 
Service Group's analysis. They considered a lot of things and my main 
objections deal with how various factors were weighted. Obviously people have 
Werent opinions but I would think that most who know the pilot training 
business as evidenced by the testimonial letters that I have enclosed would 
agree on the importance of weather and airspace. Nothing drives the pilot 
training business more than weather. It more than anything will drive your 
costs to produce pilots more than any other factor. Airspace likewise is 
critical. You want it close to the home field and you don't want to share it 
with others. You also don't want other air traffic near your areas so that if an 
inexperienced student strays the potential for accidents is increased. I would 
also be concerned about encroachment around my airfields. We don't need 
hundreds of missions a day flying over schools, residences, businesses or the 
obstructions to night. A large portion of my reasoning in choosing these as 
primary factors is simply because these are areas over which the services have 
no control. Give up the base with the best weather and you've lost. If other 
factors like runway length, number of housing units, condition of taxi ways 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RlO TEXAS 78840 



and the like are a problem -- they can be Bxed. You can't fk weather and you 
can't generally fix airspace. You better hold on to the best you got and Bx the 
other things if they are a problem. Perhaps the biggest concern in this area is 
flight safety. The analysis never mentions it. Good weather is safe, 
especially in pilot training where students must learn to walk before they mn. 
Wide open spaces mean few aircraft, fewer people, and fewer population 
centers. If an aircraft goes down, we'd like to make sure that it is in an 
unpopulated area. I'd also hate to explain to the American public why an 
errant student pilot hit an airliner when we can better place that student and 
airline passengers out of harm's way. AU of these things point to Laughlin. 
0 bviously, Laughlin has some drawbacks. Being isolated which enhances 
safety creates some problems in quality of life for people and accessibility to 
other airfields but again we can improve these areas. I conducted a little 
analysis of my own using the four UPT bases and Randolph looking at weather, 
airspace and encroachment. 

RELATIVE RANKING 
USAF FLIGHT TRAINING BASES 

DATA FROM JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ANALYSIS 

WEATHER 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 
BOMBER/FIGHTER 1 
AIRLIFT / TANKER 1 

AIRS PACE 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 2 3 4 1 5 
BOMBERIFIGHTER 2 3 4 1 5 
AIRLIFT/TANKER 3 2 4 1 5 

ENCROACHMENT 

TRACK LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS VANCE RANDOLPH REESE 

PRIMARY 1 213 4 5 2 / 3  
BOMBER/FIGHTER 1 2 / 3  4 5 2 / 3  

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO, TEXAS 78840 



AIRLIFT / TANKER 1 2 / 3  4 5 2 / 3  

Overall it is easy to see that Laughlin ranks number 1 more than anyone else. 
In fact the only time they get beat is by Randolph in airspace. That is because 
the cross-service working group gave a heavy weight to the amount of airspace 
a base has presently. Laughlin doesn't need it and never has because what 
they have is close in, efficient, and not shared with anyone else. Using DOD 
numbers it is 65.2 miles to the average Randolph area and 3 1.5 miles to the 
average Laughlin area. Since you have to fly out and back that is 67.4 miles 
more in transit a t  Randolph versus Laughlin. At 300 knots that is 13 1 /2 
minutes per sortie of non-productive training time and gas. An entire T-38 
mission is only about 78 minutes so 17% of the mission is more unproductive 
at Randolph vs. Laughlin. Thanks, 1'11 take Laughlin. No other UPT base is 
closer to their airspace. 

The majority of the factors that the group considered has some merit but it is 
minor next to what I have outlined. Bachelor enlisted quarters - who 
cares.Our UPT bases have contract or civil service maintenance. The 
requirement is nil and all the bases have more than they need. No auxikuy 
field without an instrument approach - who cares. You want one then buy a 
small MLS, you can due it for thousands. Peanuts next to what you save on 
weather cancellations and fuel wasted traveling to and &om areas. 

Here are some questions about the analysis that I think require further 
scrutiny: 

1. Why did the Air Force take the calculated values from the analysis and 
average them to arrive a t  an overall rating'? This says that panel navigation 
training is as important as primary pilot training etc. More students attend 
primary than anything else and the dollars spent are by far the highest. Values 
should be weighted. If it costs the most to run primary pilot training then we 
should rate the base where it is best done even higher. 

2. Randolph is the best USAF base for fighter bomber training'? The T- 
38 is the aircraft and the aircraft is restricted from multiple night patterns at 
Randolph due to bats. Will we eliminate the night flying requirements from 
the syllabus? How about the high school under the traffic pattern on runway 
14R and San Antonio International within a few miles. Safe for heavy student 
traininp 

3. Primary training scores well at Laughlin due to the recognition that 
Laughlin has the best weather and weather is welghted heavier for primary. It 
is a matter of record that the T-37 loses fewer sorties to weather than the T-38 
within AETC. Since that's true shouldn't more weight be added to the 
Bomber / Fighter track? 

1915 AVENUE F DEL RIO. TEXAS 78840 
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4. Scores within the quality of life area are suspect. Bases like 
Randolph, Pensacola, and Sheppard score high based on the number of BOQ, 
BEQ , and family housing units on the base. The implication is that these are 
available to the flying mission - not true. Randolph for example has lots of 
other missions which they must house as  well. Weight the facilities on what is 
available to the flying mission. A second lieutenant and his wife will And it a 
lot easier to get a house at Laughlin than Randolph. Guaranteed!!! 

5. Has anyone noticed that Columbus AFB is between two of the largest 
airline hubs in the country - Memphis and Atlanta? Check the Columbus 
airspace in about 1 0 - 15 years. 

Again the bottom line is predominantly weather and efficient airspace. 
Virtually all else is fixable and controllable. To quote Major General Pat 
Smothermon, a former Vance Wing Commander and ATC Vice Commander, "As 
a former commander of a pilot training wing and vice-commander of the Air 
Training Command, I can attest that the two most important factors in 
producing quality military pilots in a safe and productive environment are good 
flying weather and a large area of unencumbered airspace. When considering 
these two most important factors among the current Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) bases, Laughlin AFB is my choice as the most productive 
location at the best price to the American taxpayer. It is a matter of record 
that the Laughlin operation accounts for fewer additional review rides (reduced 
cost) because of weather aborts and limits on available airspace." I rest my 
w e !  

Sincerely , 

Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret. 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, ?X 78248 
2 10-492 - 1932 
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GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ARMED SERVICES 

SELECT COMMllXE ON INTELffiENCE 

SPECIAL C O M M W E  ON AGING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 30, 1995 

p+.G-m . ...,.*. I -np2*' +.G! a fiMlbCr 
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon .>,(.5,; .k;:+c.7dci? q3 ~0 +\a 
Chairman 
~efense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. . - 
In March 1993, the Air Force recommended closing ~ewark Air 

Force Base in Heath, Ohio. Newark is the home of the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a depot for 
the repair of Air Force and some Navy inertial guidance and 
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also performs 
~ i r  Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force 
Measurement Standards Laboratory. 

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Force 
indicated that Dsome workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sectorn but 
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place." (Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission 1993 Report to the 
President, page 1 - 82) . 

THE ORIGINAL JUSTIFICATION AND COMMISSION REVIBPI: Citing 
its excess depot capacity, the Air Force justified its 
recommendation stating only that when applying the eight criteria 
in the depot sub~ategory...~Newark APB rankedmclow in-comparison to 

- ' - ' * '  the other five depot bases. " (1993 Report to the President) . 
The Air Force further justified closure by stating that the 
"military value of the base is low because it does not have an 
airfield and it is not a traditional Air Porce base in any - respect. (1993 Report to the President). 

Closure was viewed as tlconsistent with OSD guidance to 
reduce excess depot capacity, economize depot management, and 
increase competition and privatization in DoD.It (1993 Report to 
the President). Closure of Newark was estimated to reduce excess 
depot capacity by 1.7 million Ddirect product actual hours. 
(1993 Report to the president). Further, because Newark is *a 
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . operated 
predominantly by a civilian work forcebt it was considered 
"conducive to conversion to the private sector.It (1993 Report to 
the President) . 
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The Air Force estimated that the one-time closure cost would 
be $31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would 
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investment would take 
eight years. 

The 1993 Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force 
recommendation to close Newark "did not deviate substantially 
from the force structure plan and final criteriaw and approved 
the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The 
Commission specifically rejected the community's arguments that 
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that 
ltcontractor facilities presently have the repair capability and 
have been doing it for years." (1993 Report to the President). 
The Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized 
because it did not have a runway. 

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that the 
cost of closing the base had been underestimated by about $7 
million. GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net 
present value of closing Newark would be only $599,000. 

GAOuS NEW INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATION: GAO has since 
conducted another review of the closure recommendation, a copy of 
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the 
c_losure and privatizHtion decisions should be reconside-. I 
note that this is the only recommendation GAO has ever made to 
overturn a previous base closure decision. 

The import of this recommendation is captured by GAOts 
statement on page 13 of its report: 

. " 

DOD historically has encountered difficulties 
in trying to close military bases. This 
makes us reluctant - -  absent very compelling 
reasons - -  to recommend that DOD revisit 
prior decisions of the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission. However, we believe that 
the problems being faced in implementing this 
decision are of such an unusual nature to 
warrant revisiting the planned closure and 
privatization of AGMC. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Secretaries of the Air 
Force and Defense reevaluate, as part of the 
ongoing BRAC 1995 process, both DOD1s 1993 
recommendation to close Newark AFB/AGMC and 
the Air Force's approach to implementing the 
closure decision through privatization-in- 
place. 
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EXCESS DEPOT CAPACITY: Contrary to the Air Force's original 
justification for the closure, GAO found that ~rivatization will 
not eliminate excess depot capacity because the work performed at 
Newark is unique and the Air Force continues to have a 
requirement for it. 

The Air Force's I8Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark AFB," a 
copy of which is attached, does not try to defend its original 
position. Rather, it merely dismisses the contention and states 
that privatization in place lldoes not affect excess depot 
capacity, however, in divesting itself of the facilities and 
personnel through [privatization in place] at AGMC, the AF will 
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours." (Air 
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original). 

~t the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of 
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the 
Air Force recognizes that privatization may not work and that it 
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics 
Centers, a plan the Air Force now refers to as @'Plan B. l1 

The Air Force may pursue Plan B despite the fact that the 
Air Force knows that llmoving workload to other organic depots 
Eisl potentially more costly than [privatization in place]." 
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 2). I, myself, have seen Air Force 
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in 
preparation for the 1993 round of base closures the Air Force 
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the workload to 
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities 
at Newark. 

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan B 1 s  one time cost 
.- - at $287 million with an annual recurring cost of $32 million. 

 his approach certainly would do nothing to reduce excess depot 
capacity, Air Force or otherwise, and would simply ask the 
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for 
something they already own. (See attached llPlan B w  charts). - .  

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the 
workload at Newark is considered to be "core1' ~ i r  Force workload, 
which suggests the base has significant military value, the 
primary criteria for evaluating whether to close a base. 
Moreover, DoD guidance provides: "To control risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for 
identification and quantification of specific capabilities that 
need to be resident in organic depots. This ability to guarantee 
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents 
the essence of DoD1s depot maintenance mission.11 A copy of this 
guidance is attached. 
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The ~ i r  Force Fact Paper admits that Newark's workload is 
100% core but makes no attempt to address the inconsistency 
presented in recommending that the workload at the only Air Force 
depot that is 100% core should be privatized. 

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO also found that the 
closure does not make sense from an economic standpoint. The one 
time closure costs have doubled in one year from $31 million to 
$62.2 million. This figure does not take into account non-BRAC 
funded costs such as $4.86 million for interim health care 
benefits for separated government employees and other costs like 
the potential costs associated with purchasing proprietary data. 
In part because the Air Force has failed to consider these costs, 
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to 
occur. 

On this point, the Air Force admits that the closure costs 
have doubled because "transition and recurring costs are 
currently unkno~n.~ (Air Force Fact Paper, page 1, emphasis 
added) . 

GAO further indicates that projected increased costs for 
contractor operation of Newark were confirmed by an nAir Force 

" and that over the 5 year period 
Air Force will pay $456 milllon more 

than the estimated costs of government operations over the same 
time perloa, - 

An Air Force Space Command message to ~ i r  Force   ate riel 
Command, a copy of which is attached, confirms that Space 

nd, just one of Newark's customers, expects to experience a ,8%% million annual tundl?g shortfall under pr$vatizat?on in 
place. 'rne magnitude of thls expected increase 1s revealed when 
you consider that the value of all the workload at Newark is only 
approximately $80-90 million per year. 

The Air Force Fact Paper, ostensibly intended to rebut the 
GAO report, does not even address this central GAO concern that 
the cost of the work currently performed at Newark is expected to 
rise bv nearly a half a billion dollars over the next five years 
as a consequence of privatization in place. 

. 
Instead, the ~ i r  Force concludes, notwithstanding the input 

cited above from the Space Command, that "there is not enough 
hard data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go.* 
( ~ i r  Force Fact Paper, page 3, emphasis in original). 
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatlyn 
increase the cost of privatization. The Air Force will have to 
purchase proprietary rights to technical data in order to 
privatize the work at Newark. The ~ i r  Force indicates that the 
rights will be available but admits that "current budgets do not 
include costs associated with buying the data rights." 

In the final analysis. the ~ i r  Force does not try to dispute 
GAOts report, but instead maintains only that privatization in 
place 'may provide the greatest potential savings with least 
impact on mission support.* 

the situation. 

It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a 
base off of its rolls. In my view. the operativ- 
shouldn't be whether the Air Force close2 a base or a depot. 
Rather, it should b_e whether the closure in the end is goins to 

yer money. The decision in this-case actually 
ayer more money. - 

In summary, the Commission should reexamine the closure 
decision because the original Air Force cost estimates were 
inconclusive and the Air Force's cost estimates have greatly 
increased since 1993, taking away any purported savings or 
advantage from closure. Finally. I point out again that this is 
the only time GAO has felt compelled to recommend revisitins a 
clos&re decision. 

I 

The reason why it is so important for the Cornmission to 
revisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must 
close. In order to meet these legal requirements, the Air Force 
either will-have to privatize the wcrkload-and potentially incur 
an additional $456 million in costs for the work currently 
performed at Newark or move the workload to other Air Force 
depots and incur an additional $342 million to replicate the 
facilities at Newark. Neither of these outcomes should be 
allowed to occur. A reversal by the Commission of the 1993 
decision is the only way to avoid them. 
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Alan, I believe I am-right on this issue. Please review 
this closely and see if you don't agree. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

John Glenn % United States Senator 

~HG/srn 

Enclosures: 1) Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the President 

2) GAO Report 

3) Air Force Fact Paper 

4 )  "Plan B1I Charts 

5) DoD ~uidance on Core Workload 

6) Space Command Message 
-<_I 
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development thac would otherwise be eligible 
for federal financial assistance to serve the needs 
of civil aviation at the receiving location), envi- 
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any 
added costs of environmental cleanup resulting 
from higher standards or a faster schedule than 
DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did 
not close, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government, and further provided that 
the closure/re~lipment must begin by July 1995 
and be completed by July 1998. Chicago would 
also have to fund the cost of relocsting the Army 
Reserve activity, or leave i t  in place. t f '  these 
condit~ons are noc met, che units should remaln 
at O'Hare International .Airport. The Commis- 
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with 
the force-structure plan and final criteria. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

Category: Air Force Station 
Mission:Principal and host organization is the 

Dcjense Electronics S ~ i p p l y  Clsnter. In addition 
there are over 20 tenant octiviries. 

Onc-Time Cost: N/A 
Savings: 1994-99: N/A 

Annual: N/A 
Payback: N/A 

SECRET-ARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOPVIMENDATION 

None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of installations recom- 
mended for closure or realignment. 

The .community was primarily inrerested in 
retaining the Defense Electronics Supply 
Center (DESC) as the hosc on Gentile AFS. It 
argued keeping DESC ac Gentile AFS was more 
cost effective than relocating the mission to 
Columbus. Ohio, as recommended by DoD. 

COblMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found closing the Defense 
Electronics Supply Center and relocating it at 
the Defense Construction Supply Center, along 

with most of the other Gentile Air Force Station 
tenancs, streamlined operations and cut cost. 
However, the Defense Switching Network will 
remain as the sole tenant of Gentile Air Force 
Station, with the possibility of being phased out 
withln three to four years. The Commission did 
not ascertain cosu associated with closure of 
Gencile AFS. The closure would be relatively 
inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa- 
tion, owned by the Air Force (Wright Patterson 
XFB), which would be vacant escept for che 
automaclc switching center. 

COMXIISSION RECOiLIklENDATION 

The Commission f~ncis the Secretary of Defense 
devlated subsrantlally from f~nal crlcerlon I .  
Therefore, the C o m m ~ s s ~ o n  recommends the 
following: close Gent~le  Air Force Station, 
Daycon. Ohlo, except for space requlred to 
operate the Defense Swlcchmg Network. The 
Commiss~on finds t h ~ s  recommendarion 1s 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final cncerla. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Category: Depot 
.Mission: Aerospace Guidance and 

iLfetroiogy &ter 
One-time Cost: 9 3 1.3 million 
Savings: 1994-99: 9-1 7.1 million (cost) 

Annual: S 3.8 million 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Newark AFB, Ohio,'is recommended for closure. 
The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGblC) depot will be closed; some workload 
will move co ocher depot maintenance activities 
including the private sector. We anticipate that 
most will be privatized in place. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION 

Due to significant reductions in force structure, 
the Air Force has an excess depot maintenance 
capacicy of a t  least 5.7 million Direct Product 
Actual Hours (DPAH). When all eight criteria 
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are applied to the bases in the depot subcat- 
egory, Newark AFB ranked low in comparison 
to the other five depot bases. The long-term 
military value of rhe base is low because lc does 
nor have an airfield and i t  is not a traditional 
.Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a 
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant 
that is operated predominantly by a civllian work 
force. As a result, it is conducive to conversion 
to the private sector. The closure of Yewark 
.AFB wlll reduce the Air Force escess depot 
capacity by 1.7 million DP.4H and is consistent 
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity, 
economize depot management. and increase 
competition and privatization in DoD. 

All six .Air Force depors were considered for 
closure equally in a process that coni'ormed to 
rhe Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act  
of 1990 (Public JAW 101-510), as amended, and 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guid- 
ance. Each base hosting an Air Force depot was 
evaluared againsr the eight DoD szlection crite- 
ria and a large number of subelements jpec~fic 
co .Air Force bases, depots, and missions. Esten- 
sive dara, garhered. to support the evaluation of 
these bases under each criterion, was ret-ieewed 
by the Base Closure Executive Group (Esecu- 
tive Group). The Esecucive Graup is a group of 
seven general officers and SIX Senior Esecutive 
Service career civilians appointed by the Secre- 
c a y  of the Air Force (SEC-AF). SEC-AF made the 
decision LO close Newark AFB with the advice 
of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in consulta- 
tion with the Executive Group. 

COi\llhIWITY CONCERNS 
0 - 

The community a r p e d  the facilities ac Newark 
AFB were unique, and replication of rhe work- 
load elsewhere was not cost-effective. The com- 
munity believed the facility was the single center 
for repair of strategic-missile guidance systems 
and certain aircraft inertial navigarion systems 
and, therefore, should remain open. The com- 
munity also maintained the seismic stability of 
the facility was critical to both repair functions, 
and Newark AFB was the only cencer available 
to meet these requirements. 

Additionally, the community believed privari- 
zatlon could not be accomplished w ~ t h o u r  
significant cost to the USAF, and was not eco- 
nomically feasible. The community also believed 
the base was unfalrly penalized for absence of a 
runway. Community officials argued a runway 
was nor needed for :he .+erospace Guidsnce and 
Merroloy Cenrer mission; in fact, it would jeop- 
ardize seismic stability. Additionally, cross- 
utilization of personnel capable o l  repairins 
both inertial-navigation and inertial-pidance 
systems lvas cnrical dunng crises as proven dunng 
the base's support of Operarion Desert Shield/ 
Cesert Storm. The conrnunlty also arzued it  
was incons~stent to remn Xlinuceman 111 oascs. 
vet privatize [he anly guidance system repair 
cspa5ility ior thls weapon system. 

C0hI;LLISSION FINDINGS 

The Comm~sslon found the workload at Newark 
A F 3  is not unique. Contraccor faciiities pres- 
ently have the repalr i a p a b ~ l ~ t y  and have been 
d o ~ n g  :t !or :;em. The workload can e~cher be 
contrac~ed out LO ane or more o i  several rxlst- 
Ing manuiac~urers or privat~zed in place I r  
zippears ~ndustr). Interest in pnvacizarion in 
place !s Ilmited. Thus, l f  prlvaci=ac~on is not J 
via5le oprion, the -41r Force can contract the 
requlred workload ~ncremencally as the work- 
ioad aL Newark decllnes Additionally. in 
response to the c o m n u n ~ t y ' s  quescion regard- 
Ins belng penailzed for lack of a runway, che 
C a x m u s ~ o n  found Sewark .AFB dld not recelve 
a negaclve rating for lack of a rumvay, ~ h u s  there 
was no negative Impact to the base's overall 
periomance ratmg. 

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense 
did iloc deviate substantially Erom the force- 
strucrure plan 2nd Fin31 criteria. Therefore, che 
Commission recommends the following: Xewark 
AF3, Ohio is recommended for closure. The 
Aerospace' Guidance and hletrology Center 
(;IG&IC) depot will be closed; some workload 
wiil move to ocher depot maintenance activities 
including :he private sector. 
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At your request, we reviewed selected issaes related to the 
implementation of maintenance depot closures and 
realignments resulting from prior Defense B a s e  Closure and 
Realignment Coarmission (BRBC) decisions (see app.1 fox 
issues being reviewed). The Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrology Center ( B W J  at Newark iLir Force Base (AE33) ; 
Ohio, is one of the activities being covered by t h i s  
review.' U n l i k e  other depot closares, t h  Newark AFBiAGMC 
implementation plan provides for continning to perform tbe 
same.missions at this faci l i ty  after closare--largely as a 
privatfzed o p e n t i o n ,  although the Aiz Force would retain 
ownership of mission-related equipment ~ l u e d  at abaut 
$326 U o n .  .- . 

Recently we briefed your office on (1) the cost and savings 
issue related to the Elmiirk AFBIAGMC facility closuxe and 
privatization and (2 )  other closnre and privatization 
issues. As p a  asked, we are providing this report on the 
areas tllscnssed at that briefing and w i l l  rep& Later cm 
findLnqs related to the closrve of a l l ~ ~ t e n a p c e  depots. 

BACKGROUND 

The solk parpose ebf Rewark W B  is to house and support the' - 
large industnlcl  complex comprising the AGMC. Supporting 

''the fol lowins m i L n t e ~ . ~ ~ c e  depots have been identified for 
clos=e: Lexington/Bluegraas ihny D e p o t ,  Sacramento ~ r m y  
Oepott Tooele Anny Depot, Pen.sacola,Havdl Aviation Depot, 
Ahmeda Atriation Depot, Nortalk Nayal Aviation Depot, 
Philadelphia Xavdl Shipyard, Mate Island Naval Shipyard,. and 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, 



In its second Air Force mission, metrology and calibration, 
AGMC perform overall technical direc t ion  and management of 
the Bir Porce Metrology and Calibration program and operates 
the U Farce Measurement Standards Laboratorp. About 200 
personnel ate involved In the metrology and calibration 
mission--109 in generating tec2znical orders, certification 
of calibration equipment, and management operations and 89 
in the standards laboratory. As the single manager for the 
Air Force Metrology dnd Calibration Program, AGHC provides 
all metrology engineering services for the  AFr Porce. The 
standards laboratory complex, consisting of 4 7  laboratories, 
serves as the pr- laboratory fo r  calihtatfng and 
certifying measurement s t a n d u d s  used worldwide in all Air 
Force precision measurement equipment laboratories. In 
fiscal year 1994, the standards laboratary produced about 
11,500 calibrated items. 

The D e p a r t m e n t  o f  Defense (DOD) considered A G E ' S  work 
conducive to conversion to the private sector and 
recommended~closing Hewark AFBiAGEIC through privatization 
and/or transferring the workloed to other depots, DOD 
j us t i f i ed  closure by (1) identifying at least 8 . 7  million 
hours of excess Air Porce depot maintenance capacity, with 
closure of AGMC expected to reduce t h i s  excess by 
1.7 million hours;' and ( 2 ) .  applying the eight base closure 
criteria to Air Force bases having depots pnd ranking Newmk 
AFB low relative to the others (see a p p , " ~ ~  for base closure 
criteria). DOXI assigned a I o n  military value to Newark AFB 
primarily because it w a s  a single mission base with no 
airfield. .. . 

DOD estimated that implementing its 'recomutendatian on Newark 
.BFB/AGHC w o a d  cost $31.3 million, result fn an annual 
savings of $3.8  million, and have an Byear p e a c k  period 
f o r  closare a d  relocation expenses. In our report an the 
base closure and r e d l i p e n t  recnmme~ldatians and selectia2- 
process, we estimated that the Newark AFB/A6rIC closure costs 
would be $38.29 mLllion, w i t h  a 13year  payback period.' 
BRAC determined t h a t  the AGXC workload could either be 

* 

%he ' 1. f mil l ion  hours come f m m  bistocLcal f igtzres for . . 
dFrect product actual hours for  the depot maintenance 
industrial f a d  acti-71% at &XC. AGMC dawnsized in f i s c a l  
para 1991 and 1993 to a 1.0 million hour capacity based on 
changes in the force s t ructure .  

' ~ i  lit- Bases : Pnalvs f s a f DOD' s Recommendations and 
Selection Process f o r  Closure Realicmments (GAO/NSIAD- 
93-173, Apr. 15, 1993) 



contracted out or privatized-in-place at the same location, 
although the Commission noted that industry interest in 
privatization-in-place was l imf ted .  The Commission 
xecommended cloaFng Newark AFBIAGKC--noting that some 
workload will move to other depot maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. The President agreed with the 
overall BRAC recommendations dealing w i t h  maintenance 
depots, ZncludLng the closure of A=. The Congress did not 
challenge the overall' BRAC recomendations. Tbe Air Force 
has b e g a  the implementation of the closnre and 
privatization of Newark AFB/ABIC. 

FESULTS Ill BRIEF 

The justification of closing Newark BFB/AGMC is not clear. 
To date, the closure of Newark AFElAGMC is the only depot 
closure where almbst all 'of the work may be 
privat-ed-in-place; As such, we believe it merits careful- 
consideration before fmglementation proceeds. There are a 
number of issaes associated with this privatization that are 
barriers to its impleraentation. Also, some projected costs 
are rising, while others are yet to be determined. One-time 
closure costs have doubled in the past year and may still be 
underestimated. As .a result, the payback period has 
increased t o  at least 17 yenrs and as much as over 100 

--depending on the assumptions used,, Eloreaver, 
projected casts of conducting post-privatization operations 
could exceed the cost of cnrrent Air Force operations and 
reduce or elltmtnate projected savidgs. 

O t h e r  closure and privatization. matter;' create uncertainty 
about the viabiLfty af the Air Forcets planned action: 
(1) the disposition 02 equipment manufacture~s' proprietazy 
data claims, which are a potential barrier to privatization 
and could significantly increase closure costs aad/or 
post-closare pperatiozr costs; ( 2 )  the f:dl=e of the 
closn~e/prf.vatization to reduce excess depot maintenance 
capacitp by the 1.7 mill ion hours previously est-ted; 
(3 )  the incongruity of privatizing workload that the Air 
Force has defined as "corew capability that generally should 
be reta*ed in the DOD depot s y s t e m ;  ( 4 )  the practicability- - 
or cbst-effectiveness of privatizing of the metrology 
nnd calibration misslon whi l e  re ta in ing  the management 
function as a government activitp.; and ( 5 )  the delay in 
reaching agreement regarding the traasfer of property and 
fac i l i t i e s  to the  local rewe c o ~ s s i o n .  



AIR FORCE IMPUXEWFATION OF NEWARK AFB/AC%C CLQSIIRG 

Implementation of the Sewark AFB/AGbC closure through 
privatization is still in the early phnses, with many 
details yet to be wosked out. In general, the aFr Force has 
developed a three-pronged approach to implementing BABC's 
decision. First' fovr systems, representing about 3 percent 
of AGMC'S existing depot maintenance workload, will be 
transferred to other Air Force depots.' Second, ownership 
of the Newark AFB/AGHC p r o m y  and facilities w f l l  be 
transferred to a local reuse conmission. The commission is 
to lease space to one prime guidance systera repair 
contractor that; w i l l  provide depot maintenance work, one 
prime metrolog contractor that will perform calibrations 
and author calibration manuals, and the remaLning organic 
metrology program management contingent. While 
privatizatfan-in-place is the goal, Based on a strategy 
option announced in the Commerce Business Daily, contractors 
may elect to move workload to other f a c i l i t i e s .  
Hypothetically, th i s  option could resul t  in a l l  workload 
moving to other contractor locations--should the winning 
contractar(s) demonstrate that moving workload to other 
locations would provide the best value to goverzMent. 
Third,  the metrology and calibration mission will be 
continued at AGMC, with some functions privatized and 
another continued as an Air Force activity xeporting to k e X  
Eeadquarters or one of the  ALCs, 

The Air Force oriqfdally p h m e d  to privaCdze a l l  activities 
related to the metrology and calibration mission, but it 
later determined that the ALr Force xetrology and 
Calibration Program's materiel group manager function could 
not be privat+zed.because it i s  a function considered to be 
"inherently govemental . '' In performing thts function, 
AGMC civilian. and military employees provide policy Bnd 
directton f o r  all precision measnrement equigment 

%e Air Force datermined that relocation was practicable 
and.cost-effective for  sextants, ARC-200 radios, clocks, and 
some teat measurement and dfagnostic equipment. 

%tiice of Hanagement and Budget Policy Letter 92-1, 
Sept. 23,  1992, provides t h a t  an inherently governmental 
f m c t i ~ n  is ". . .SO intiutately related to the public interest 
as to -&te performance by Government enployees. These 
functions include those activities w h i c h  require either the 
exercfse of discretion i r r  appl-g Government authority or 
tfie making of value judgements in making decisions f o r  the 
Government. * 



laboratories Air Force wide, inspect these laboratories for 
compliance w i t h  required policies and procedures, and 
procure calibration standardslo used i n  calibration 
laboratories. 

Current plans for  the metrology and calibration program 
pravide for (I)  retaining about 130 government employees to 
pxovide the metrolos and calibration managenent 
functian--with the A+r Force leasing space at AGMC from the 
local reuse commission and ( 2 )  contracting o u t  the primary 
standards laboratory and technical order preparatfon, which 
will a lso  +Bmain at AGMC, w i t h  the contractor leasing space 
from the reuse coatmfssion. 

The Afr Force glans to re ta in  ownership of mission-related 
maintenance and metrology and calibration equipment, which 
will. be provided to the winning contractor(s) as 
government-furnished equipment. AGMC accountable records 
indicate the  value of the depot maintenance equipnst  is 
$297.5 million and the value of the metrology and 
calibration equipment $28.5 million.  D e t a i l s  such as the 
cost of the lease arrangement, allocation of utility and 
support costs between the Ait Force and contractor(s), and 
the determination of whether the govermnent or the 
conbtractor w i l l  be responsible for maintaining the equipment 
are not yet  known. . - 
To manage the AGMC privatization, the M r  Force-established 
a program management office at Z i l l  AFB. This office is 
responsible f o r  developing the statement of work, request 
f o r  proposal, acqaisition plan, soru=ce.'selection plan, and 
related documents. The award is scheduled for September 29, 
1995, Several. key milestones leading up to contract award 
have slipped, compressing the schednLe f o r  the remaining 
tasks in the pre-contract-award period. Air Force officials 
describe this schedule as optimistic.  After contract awxd, 
the A k  Force plans to init iate a phased process f o r  
traasitioning individual maintenance wosWonds to the 
contractor, air Force officials stated tha t  t h i s  12-month 
transitfan period reduces the rLsk of interrupting ongoing 
operations and al lows the contractar(s) aa o p p o r t d *  to . 
build up an infrastructure and trained workfoxce. However; 
according to tbe progfam management. office, a "ttrm-keyn 
t ransft ion where the contractor becomes fully ~ e s p a n s o l e  
for the AGW workload at one point in time is the preferred 
strategy. of the A X  system managers and may be adopted. 

lOThe acquisition cost  of equipment is about $10 million 
per year.  
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ANALYSIS OF COST AND SAVINGS RAISES CONCERNS 

Our work has identified several concerns regaxding the cost ,  
savings, and payback peribd for the U Forcers 
Fmplementation of the AGMC BRAC decision. These include - 
concerns that (1) the projected cost of cLosing AGMC has 
doubled and may increase further; (2) the $3 - 8  million 
a d  savings projected to resdt from me's closure b 
not likely to be realized because of potentially higher 
costs f o r  contract administration, contractor prof i t ,  
possible recurring proprietary data costs ,  and other factors 
that have not been considered in. the cost  computation; and 
( 3 )  the payback period could be extended to over 100 years 
or never, depending upon the &Lr Forcers ability to contain 
ane-time closure costs and recurring costs of performing the 
AQdC mission after privatization- 

Recognizing that projected ~ 1 0 6 ~ ; t e  costs have increased, Fn 
Angust 1594, the Bir Force base closure group validated a 
Hewark AFBIAGMC closure budget of $62.2 million.u T h i s  
amount is $30.9 million more than the o r i g i n a l  ptojection of 
$31.3 million. Almost all of t h e  increase is a t t r ibu tab le  
to the estimated 530.5 million tzansltion cost  to convert 
from Air Farce to contractor operation. According to Air 
Force officials, the original coat estimate o d y  included 
costs  associated w i t h  transferring and sepazaring personnel 
under the base closure prucess and for transferring a 
lFmited amoant of workload to ather 3Lir Force depots. They 
noted t ha t .DCID has no prior experience w i t h  privatizing a 
large, complex depot maintenunce facili-ty. Additionally, 
since the development of the closare ahd privatization 
option for AGMC was done quickly, the t i m e  available to 
identifp all the factors and costs associated with this 
aption at the the of t he  1 9 9 3 ' ~ ~ ~ ~  was limited. 

LSThe Afr Force, considered a range of closare costs from 
$47 million to $76 million before validating the 
$62.2 million estimate. 



We recomputed the payback period using DOD's 199 3 Cost of 
Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model .u We used the 
estimated nonrecurring costs validated by the Air Force in 
August 1994 (adjusted f o r  l-nf ration) and assamed that 
post-clospre operations waald result  in 53.8 milLion annual 
savings as WD originally projected in 1993- The m o d e l  
indicated that, with these costs and assumptions, the 
payback period w o u l d  he over 100 y e a n  athex than 8 years 
as origfnally projected by the Department. However, the DO13 
appmed discotmt rate used in the COBRA model has been 
reduced from 7 percent in the 1993 BRAC process to 
2.75 percent in 1995.U Consequently, we adjusted t h e C O B R A  
modeL to the revised d i s c m t  factor--holding all othex 
variables canstant--and found the revised payback period to 
be 17 years. Achieving a 1 7 - y e ~  payback is dependent on no 
further increase in one-time closure costs and achieving the 
$3.8 million animal pcst-closure operational cost savings 
origfnally projected by the Department. Our work has 
determined that neither of these assamptiom is likely 
because of significant cost: =certainties. 

While the Air Force has recognized that an estimated 
$62.2 million will be required as BRBC funded costs  of 
closare, it also r&cognfzes there w U l  be additional 
one-time closure costs not funded by BRAC. Far example, En 
estimated .$4.86.millian w i l l  be needed to cover costs such 

=DOD uses the model t o  estimate t he  return on 
investment of its closure and realigraent decisions, The 
cost model consists of a sot of fonrmla~ or algorithms that 
use standard factors and base-specific data. in its 
calculations. Each DOD ,component had its own set of 
standard cost factors derived f rom readily available 
infomqtion. Some factors are identfcal f o r  each component 
becansei'they are  mandated hy xeg~lation or law or prescribed 
frg policy- 

-COBRA algorithms incorporate a discount rate to calculate bow the number of yeax required to obtain a retutn on 
. - FPvestment and'a PO-year net present value analysis. The - . 

source of identifying the appropriate discount rate is 
Office of Slanagement and Budget Circular A-94, "Guidelines 
and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analpis of Federal ' 

Programs.'' In the 1993 BRaC, a discount rate of 7 percent 
w a s  used, under assumptfon mat COBm analyses w e r e  
"basecase" benefit-cost analyses as defined. by the 
Circular. DOD d e t d n e d  that the approved discount rate' 
associated with "cost-effectiveness" analyses should be used 
far the 1995 BRAC. 

8 



estimated $4.86 million will be needed to cover costs such 
as interin health benefita for personnel searating from 
government employment. Also, there will be environmental 
cleanup costs of some undetermined amaunt, Thus far, 
$3.62 million has been identified for envitonmental cleanup. 

As already indicated, we have also identified other 
potential closure costs that the Bir Force has not included- 
One is the cost to acquire the r i g h t  to provide data some 
equipment manufacturers consider proprietary to contractors 
expecting to bid on tile A m  maintemce workload. , 

Proprietary rights involve the claim of ownership by 
equipment manufacturers of some unique information, such as 
technical data, drawings, and =pair processes, to pro tec t  
M e  manufacturer's market position by prohibiting disclosure 
outside the government. An Force o f f i c i a l  said cost 
estimates w e r e  submitted by four  equipment manufactusers 
claimLng proprietary rights, and these estimates were 
"absurdly high. " While we cannot' 1dentLfy w h t  these 
additional one-time costs will be, a q  unidentified costs  
push the payback period even f e d = .  

At  the time A= was identified for closure and 
privatization, DOD estimated $68 .09  million annual cost for  
contractor operations a d  $71.84 U i o n  in net annnal 
savings in personnel and overhead costs-:resulting in an 
estimated annual. savings of $3.8 million. ilecurring costs 
after: AGHC closure and privatization probably cannot be 
detemined with any d e v e  of assmace until after contract 
negotiation and award. However, sane Bir Farce afficials 
have estimated that rather than achieving aavings, annual 
recuutiag costs could actually exceed current costs of 
operations. For example, an A i r  force N ~ t e r i e l  Command 
( A I X C )  memoraadm nated thar prevailing labor rates and 
private sector chprges f o r  similar items" suggest that it 
will be difficult to keep the annual contract value the same 
as the current annual civilian salary--a key assumption in 
achfeving the originally projected $3.8 million annuaI 
savings. 

An W C ; a n a l y s i s  determined that, assuming these costs are . . ccqikable, additional costs for p r o f i t  and contract 

"~nalpais  by the transition program management off ice 
determined that for 230 ALr Force i toms currently repaired 
at A M C  that also have repair history in the private sector .  
the cont=ctor costs w e r e  generally 1.5 to 3 times higher 
than the AGKC cost .  



$1.8 million. A d d i t i o n a l  costs for p r o p r i e t q  data and 
taxes could increase t h e  posr-closure operation costs by 
$3.8 . rai l l ion annually- 

I 

i t i o n d l  c ~ G P ~  .Fn- . * y o p r i e t q  data and 
operation costs by 

A Novembes 1994 AFMC memorandum informed system managers o f  
increased funding reqyirements for AGMC workloads to cover 
aticipated increases in costs of operation under 
privatization-in-place. A December 1994 meeting of'the 
Acquisition Strategy Panel c o n f h e d  the projected 
increases. For example, the projected fiscal yeax 1997 
costs a f t e r  privatization-in-place were about 107 percent 
higher than projected costs under government operation. 
Additionally, the projected costs of contractor operations 
for the 5-year period bet-yeen f i s c a  y e u s  1996 and 2000 
were estimated t o  be over $456 million more than previously 
estimated costs of government operations over that period. 

other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data 
claims, (2) the effect of the closure on excess depot 
maintenance capacity, (3) the *act of privatizing core 
workload, (4) the segmentation o f  the metrology and 
calibration mission, and ( 5 )  the transfer of AGNC property 
and facilities to the local reuse ccmmLssion. 

Proprietary D a t a  C l d m s  

The proprietary r ights  to tecWc+l data is unresolved for 
some uorkloads to be contracted out a d  could  9 e a t Z y  
increase the  costs  o f  privatization. 1n this case, when 
contractors have a legLt-e claim of ownership, the 
government cannot m a k e  tb is  infonuation available to other 
private sector.5- that compete f a r  the AWC maintenance 
workload. The amount of depot maintenance wor);2oad at A- 
that  involves proprietary data, the extent to which owners 
of p m p r i e t a q  rights are willing to sell these rights to 
the government, or the potential cost of this acquisition 
have not been determined- . A i r  Force officials noted they 
are investigating possible methods f o r  the prospective 
bidders to gain the  necessary data rights as part of their 
proposal. However, proprietiuy data problems have already - 
contributed to the delay of several key program milestones, 
including preparation of the statement of work and 
acquisition and source selection plans, and are a potential 
barrier to the AGMC privatization, 



E f f e c t  on Excess C a ~ a c l t v  

The privatization of AGMC will not  reduce excess capacity by 
the 1.7 mill ion hours previously estimated if 
privatization-Fn-place is completed as currently planned. 
Since many of the system and components currently repaieed 
at AGMC are not repaired elsewhere, the A M C  depot 
maintenance capability does not generally duplicate repair 
capabiliw found elsewhare. mere duplicate capability 
exists, consolidating like rey;air workloads and eliminating 
redundancies would be expected to generate economies and 
efficiencies. Corrently, i t  is p l m e d  that almost all the 
AGMC capability will be retained in place f o r  use by private 
contractors: The Air Force will retain ownership of depot 
plant equipment and the standards laboratory equipment, 
which AGMC accountable records indicate are valned at about  
$326 million. W i t h  this eengement ,  it is dlffictllt  to 
understand how W D  projects the elimination of 1.7 million 
ho~rs o f  excess capacity. 

Privatization. of Core Workload 

LUI of A G E ' S  maintenance workload has been identified as 
core work to be retaiaed in government facilities. Since 
1993, when the Air Force zeconaaended that AGE be closed and 
privatized, each of the services identified depot . 
maintenance capability for  which it was cbnsidered essential 
that this capabi1Lty be retained as organic 1300 
caoability--referred t o  as core capabiUty." According to 
&ice o f  the Secretary af Defense gnidance, core exists to - .  m u m i z e  operational risks and to quarimtee required 
readiness f o r  miticdl weapon systemk, The afx Force 
determined that 100 percent of the AMC depot maintenance 
workload is core. A- is the 'only Air Force depot activity 
having aU its repair workload defined as core--with othez 
&potsr core cap&iliQ ranging from S9'Fercent at 
Saccamento =.to 84 percent at Warner Robins ALC. Arz AFXC 
memorandum noted some inconsistency in planning to contract 
out workload defined as 100 percent core, w h i l e  continuing 
to support the need f o r  retaining core capabilitp- in DOD 

.. 

=core Zs def Lned by W D  as the capabilf ty maintained w i t h i n  
organic Defense depots to m e e t  readiness and sugtainabil.ity 
reqairements of the weapon systems that eupport the J o i n t  
Chiefs o f  Staff contingency scenario. Cora depot 
maintenance capabilities are bzeaded to c q c i s e  0dly the 
ncinfmnm facililfes, equipment and s k i l l e d  personnel 
necessary to ensure a ready 'and controlled source of 
reqaired technical competence. 



facilities.. However, the memorandum noted that the inherent 
r i s k  of contracting oat can be minimized if the workload is 
xetained at AGMC as a result of privatization-in-place. ALr 
Force officials stated that retaining government 0 ~ e n h i p  
of the mission-related equipment at AGMC is essential to 
controlling the risk of privatizing this cri t ical  core 
workload. 

Sewentation of the Metrofosv and CaLfbratlon Mission 

The cuxrent plan to' retain part  of the metroalogy and 
calibration mission to be performad by Air Force personnel 
while privatizfng the standards laboratoxy function may be 
neither practicable nor cost-effective. We found that the 
standards laboratory frmction is generally the  training 
gzound where kLe Force civilian p e r s a ~ e l  develop the s k i l l s  
they need to perfonn the a t h e ~  metrology and calibration 
functions thut will be continued at AGMC as a government 
operation. Be discussed t h i s  issue with personnel from both 
the &my and the .Raw vho mafntain similar otganic 
capabilities to support senrice metrology and cdl ibra t ion  
management fanctions. They noted that from the ir  
perspective, contracting part of this work while maintahing 
most of it as a government activity would not be desirable. 
LQav of f i c i a l s  noted *at 100 percent of t h e i r  metrologp and 
cal ibrat ion program management personnel.were fomerly 
employed in the primary standards laboratoq. Amy and Navy 
-officials stated that the experience and training gained 
from their prior work in-lzboratories was essential to 
perfornance of sogram management respansL ybflities. 

We questioned the viability of having the Air Force 
intmservice its metrology and .calibration activities to t h e  
Amry a W o z  N a y ,  which have similar actLvities. Aemy and 
N a v y  officials said they belleve it would be possible to 
combine the A i r  Force metrology and-calibrztion function 
w i t h  that  of one or bath of the other services.  Air Force 
officials said they considered interservlcing but determined 
that neithtr the A m y  nor the Hav  facilities meet the 
tolerances required f o r  calibrzting some Air Force equipment 
or have .the capacity to ass- tho Air Force workload. Army. 
and 2 t a ~  officials stated that an existing memorandum of 
agreement among the three miliw depazments provides that  
if one of the primary standards laboratories loses its 
capability, the t e m a m g  laboratories would assist in 
meeUng callllratLon' requirements. These off lci- said they 
belleve that b t e r ~ e ~ i c i n g  or j o i n t  operations should be 
further considered by me Alr Force. 



Transfer of Propertv and F a c f l f t i e s  
to Local Reuse Commission 

The AGMC privatization-in-place approach i s ' h s e d  on 
t r ans fe r r ing  ownwship of the Newark AE'E/AMC property and 
facilities, which the Air Force es-tes to be w o r t h  about 
$331 million." to the l oca l  reuse commission. To make this 
approach work, the A- Force m u s t  t r a f e r  0 w n e ~ h f p  of the 
property and facilitfes at no c o s t  or less than faLr market 
value. Whether t h i s  transfer w i l l .  take place is unclear 
since (1) the fair market value has not been determined and 
(2)  agreements as to the cost of tha property or m e a n s  of 
payment and as to *ether the reuae commission is willing to 
assume responsibility f o r  onerating the property and 
facilities have not been reached. To effgct property 
a f e r  a t  below estimated fair market value. the Secretary 
of the Btr Porce must explain the cost and approve the 
transfer. aFr Porce officials noted that ,  pending results 
of the envLronmental mart analysis, they expect to convey 
the property through an economic development conveyance with 
very favorable terms to the l o c a l  reuse commissfon. 

A 10-I reuse commission o f f i c i a l  told us t h a t  until 
recently the cornmission believed t h e  R-k AFB/AGMC 
property would be transferred to the commission at no cost .  
The of f ic ia l  noted that it is questionable whether the 
commission w i l l  be interested in acquirisg the property 
under other conditions. . 

POD historically bas encountered difficulties in trying to 
close m L L i t a q  bases. This makes us reluctant--absent very 
compelling reasons--to recomerid that W D  revisit p r io r  
decisions o f  the Base Realignment and Closure CoPrmission. 
Emeve, w e  believe that the problems being faced in 
implementing t h i s  decision are of  such an unusual nature to 
w a r r a n t  revhiting the planned closura and privatization of 
A(;MC.. Therefore# we recommend that the Secretaries of the 
BLT Force and Defense reevaluate, as a part of the ongoing 
BIULC 1995 process,.-both DOD's 1993 racolmnendatton to cLose 

'%%is amomt does not include the value of the mission- 
related d e p t  plant equipment and the standards laboratory 
equipment. which wLLl be retained as government-owned 
W p m e ~ t *  



Newazk AFB/AC;HC and the Air forcers approach to  implementing 
the closure decision through privatization-in-place. 

P M  of the vork on t h i s  assignment resulted from o t ~  
ongolq effort  to review various depot maintenance issues, 
including an analysis of the status of WD'S efforts  t o  
implement depot closures resulting fron pr io r  BRRC 
decisions. W e  campleted work f o r  t h i s  SepOR i n  November 
"94. we discussed a draft of thLs report w i t h  agency 
officials and have included t h e k  comments where 

. appropriate. O u r  work was performed in accescknce w i t h  
generally accepted governnaent auditing standards. Our scope 
and methodology are discussed in greater detai l  in 
appendix I. 

Major contributars were Julia Denman, Assistant Director,  
and Frank Lawson. 

Director, Defense Management 
and 32SA Issues 



APPENDIX I 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Ypu asked us to revlev &w the Department of D e f e n t e  (DOD) is 
managing various issues related to the closure o f  depot mafntenehce 
activities, inclnding (I) the allocation of workload that is 
currently being performed at these activit ies ,  either to DOD 
activities or to the commercial sector; ( 2 )  policies and pmcedbes 
f o r  the disposition of equipen t  at these activities; ( 3 )  policies 
and procedures to provide the existing workforce opportunities f o r  
Gployment; ( 4 )  the potential f o r  conversion of these activities 
*to colnmerclal repair activities; and ( 5 )  axx update of DCID's 
a s U t e s  fox closure costs and savings as a resul t  of implementing 
pklor Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) 
decisions f o r  depot' closures- . 

W e  discussed the Mewark A i r  Force Base closure and privatization of 
the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (-1 with Ai-r Force 
o f f i c i a l s  responsible. foc FmplementLng the BRAC decision at AMCI 
A i r  Force Materiel Commaad ( A F X ) ,  and Ai.x Force headquarters. W e  
also (I) discussed estimated closure costs and savings with Air 
Force off icials  at various locations, and ( 2 )  tonrod the A a C  
facility, conducting interviews w i t h  center personnel and reviewing 
historical and evolving docmaentation. In addition, we contacted 
Defense Contract  Management Command, Defense Contract' Audit Agency, 
and W C  contracting personnel f o r  contract-related infonaatlon and 
Army and Ha* metrology officials resporwible for the primary 
standards laboratories to obtain infonnatioa on the& capability to 
m a i n t a i n  the AGMC metrology workload and their vlews on pr ivat iz ing  
,Part of the metrology funr=-Cions while continning to keep the  
management function as a governxuent operation. 

we:anaLyzed laws, policies, and r e m a t i o n s  governing core 
capability and Office of Management and 3udget Circular  8-76 and 
Policy Letter 92-1 f o r  infanaation on inherently govenmental 
fpnctions. Ta assess the impan of the increase in the estimated 
coat of closing Newark AFB/BMC, we us+&&e 1993 Cost of B a s e  
Re&lfgnment Actions model to cecuLate CuZe d o s u e  and relocation 
cost payback period, 

In 'conducting thLs review, we used the same reports and statistics 
the: BFr Force uses-to monitor the cost of closure and estimate the 
recurring costs'associated w i t h  A W  privatization. We did not . - 
independently detarmine their reliabf lity . 



APPEHDTX I1 APPENDTX 11 

DOD CRITERIA FOR SEZECTlXG BASES FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT 

Categary I Criterfa 
XiL i ta ry  value The carrent  and future mission require- 

ments and the impact of operational 
readiness of DOD's t o t a l  force. 

The availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and associated airspace at 
b o a  the existing and potential 
receiving locations, f 
llhe abi l i ty  to accommodate contfngency, 

I mobilization, and future  total force 
I requirements at both the existing and 

potential receiving locations. 
me cost and manpuwer implications. 

~etum on inGestment The extent and t t n g  of potential costs 
and savings, f-ncLuding the number of 
years, beginning w i t h  the date of 
campletion of the closure or 
realignment. 

The B C O ~ O ~ ~ C  impact on cammunities. 

The ability of bath the existing and 
potent ia l  receiving commuaities' 
infrastructure to snppo* forces, 
missions and personnel. 



Fact Paper 
on 

The GAO and Newark AFB 
Background: 

At the direction of thc HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD 
depots due to BRAC 88, 91, and 93 decisions. 
As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the 
privatization in place (PIP) of 'be Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
(AGMC). 

Discussion: 
In their report, GAO identified concerns regarding this closure and the PIP concept: 

Costs, savings, and payback period 
GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recurring costs could 
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range 
between 17 - 100 years 

A F  comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $3 1 million to close 
Newark AFB above the original 53 1 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report 

This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operational risk 
Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown 

Competition should drive costs down 
Firm cost proposals due mid June 95 

Proprietary data claims 
GAO identified a potential barrier to PIP if proprietary data rights are not 
secured for use under PIP arrangement 

AF comments: AFlMC is working the proprietary data issue 
All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will 
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP 
Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data rights 

Data costs could be minimal if team of manufacturers holding rights is 
selected 

Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission 
GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting the standards Iaboratory 

while keeping the metrology/calibration management function organic 
GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions 

AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the AF chose 
to contract those functions that were not considered 'inherently governmental' 

The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization 
Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP 



Effect on excess capacity 
GAO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by 

the amount previously estimated 

AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depoi capacity, however, in 
divesting itself of the fncilities and personnel through PLP at AGMC, the AF 
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours 

Privatization of core workload 
GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting out 'core' workload 

,4F comments: AF logistics mission best served by PIP option 
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% 'core' is 
correct 
AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above- 
core status by shifting it to the private sector 

PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core 
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place 
Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability 

Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP 
Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under 
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense 
Keeps unique capability on line to support potential contingencies; avoids 
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves 
Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload 

Transfer of property/facilities to Iocal reuse commission 
* -- 

GAO identified uncertainties associated with this transfer due to fair market 
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse 
commission on assuming responsibility for propeay/facilities 

AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at 
any time with a lease in order to implement PIP 

AF is working a property responsibility agreement with the local I 

commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95 
* Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very 

favorable t e r n  



GAO Recommendations: 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewarWAGMC 
AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP 

AF Response: 
In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go 

Current strategy 
Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk 
Continue to assess alternatives to PIP 

Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots 
Due late March 95 

Determine actual PIP costs through source selection 
Should be known late June 95 

Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis 
to provide 

Independent ~ e r ~ c a t i o n  expressing agreement with source selection 
methodology and conclusions 
Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP 

AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 
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TASKING 

1 
AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL 
ACTION ITEM (13 J A N  95) 

ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B - BACK UP TO 
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORK OUT THE LOW COST 

. . :'ALTERNATIVE S O  ~u.,T[.o'N~ ::TAKEFULL 'ONSI.DERA.T['ON-.. .. . ..:, ' . ,  
. . 

OF INTERSERV~CING. 

ACTION: HQ AFMCIXP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND ' 

PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION. 



ASSUMPTIONS 

BRAC FUNDING WlLL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT 
PLAN B . 

AF WlLL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR 
FY 96 AND BEYOND 

. INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WILL BE REQUIRED . . 

. s 

. . .. . . . L O S S  OFSKILLED WORKFOR'CE;'TRA~I\IING WILL BE . . . . '  

REQUIRED 
MILCON WlLL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES - 

STARTING DATE WILL BE I OCT 95, TARG!ET END DATE 
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99 I 



CRITERIA 

RISK 
TRANSITION 
TECHNICAL 
INTERIM SUPPORT - 

COST 
NONRECURRING . . .  .:. . :.: 

, . 

RECURRING 

SCHEDULE 
TRANSITION TIME 



ALTERNATIVES 

COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
- MOVE METROLOGY TO WR-ALC - $52.7M 
-MOVE RING LASER GYRO TO NAVY - $2.02M 

ALTERNATIVE B1 
- MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC 

ALTERNATIVE B2 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  
ALTERNATIVE 83 
- MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 00-ALC 







PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

h9ONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE I31 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 
Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers 
(rolled info personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (MI 

C.ons truction . . 

pers.j"n'&i.'. . '. 

Moving 
O/H Other 
TOTAL 

PHASING 
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PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE B2 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 
Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY !Mj 

8 .  . . . .  . Construction . . . . : $ 49.6 . . . . . . . .  . . 
. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . I  : . .  - . . 

9. . . . .  - . .  
. .  . . . . .  . . . p,iisonn.&l : . \ .. . _ .  . . -  $39 .7  ; . I .  . . . . 

Moving $ 190.0 
' O/HOther $15.3 

TOTAL $294.6 

PHASING 







PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE B3 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. 

Gyro Mechanic Training 
Software Ehg Training 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (MI 

Construction , . .  .. , . .  . . 
'. Persorthel .. 

. .  . 

Moving 
O/H Other. 
TOTAL 

PHASING 

MAJOR PROJECTS 

Clean Rooms 
Isolation Piers 



rlINIPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
(OC-ALC FOR AIRCRAFV ALTERNATIVE 83 



ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS 

61 
PEs Elim. 
PEs Real. . . . .  

. . . . . . .  . . . . ... . . .  . . . . . . .  C . - .  . . . .  

B 2' 
PE9 Elim. 
PEs Real. 0.0 

8 3  
PEs Elim. 
PEs Real. 



ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS 

- 
01 

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO Total 

Benefils (M) 
NlRCosts (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

B2 

Benefits (M) 
NlRCosls (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 47.4 17.9 
0.8 42-7 133.0 110.4 
38.2 4.3 

38.2 1.5 
38.2 

292,7 
38.2 38.2 

3 9.0 38.2 
80.9 229.2 

171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9 

Benefits (M) 
. . . .  ..: NlRCosls (M) . 

, Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1 .I 9.5 17.5 
. 1 :5 . :  . : . .  : 31 q . . . .  

. . .  . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . .  
30.3 , '  58.6 

. : . .  . . I . . . . .  . . . .  - . : .  -.:'lp?.O . . 1 2 4 . 6 ,  ,;38.2 : ,;.: 
3 6 2  . . . . . . .  38.2.' . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  

. I .  1'.5 : ! 293.7 . . .  38.2 38.2' ' , 38.2 . . . 38,i'-:.'. ' . .  229+,2 . . . ,- 
39.7 70.1 . .. 110.2 162.8 76.4 39,7 528,9 









THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON,  D.C. 20301 

4 May 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE IMILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
C H A l R W  OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH juVD ENGJNEERING 
ASSISTAW SECRETARIES OF D E m S E  
COMPTROLLER 
GENZRAL COUNSEL 
~ n i ~ c r o ~ ,  OPWWTIONAL TEST AND E V A L U A ~ O N  
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION A N 3  MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

I SUBECT: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy 

I have completed my review of the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task 
Force =port. As noted in my forwarding letter to the Congress. the report is a constructive 
contribution to the challenge of rightsizing the depot infrashucturc of the DoD for present and 
future national defense necds. 

The weapon systems and equipment readin- sustaiDabiliry and life-cyde support 
requirements of the Department demand a base oforgdc depots. To conk01 risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance cooccpt provides for identification and quantification of 
specific capabiliries that need to be mident in organic depots The ability to guarantee delivery of 
ntxiblc and mponsivc industrial support rcprescnts rhe essence of DoD's depot mabknancc 
missiorl. 

CORE is the capabitig mlntafned wiUlin orgunic Deeme depots fo mcez 
readiness & sustainability rvquirements ofthe weapon JYSW that support liK JCS . .$ * contingency s c e ~ r i u ( s ) -  Core depot maintamme capabttrdcs wflt comprise only ttre 

. minirnuntf4~1'Zities, equipment llnd sKiIfedpersormel necessary to ensure a nadj and 
confroUcd source of required kchnicd competence. (DoD Memorandum, Subject= 
Depot Maintenance Gzpabiliry, hted Nm&r 15,1993)- 

'Ihe DoD CORE concept meam determining Department wide the CORE capability 
nquiremcnts and identifying requisite woskload to maintain these capabilities, bas& on military 
mice  inputs. This determination considers the Ievtl of risk md the capabilities of all DoD 
depots. The Task Forcevali&ted the DoD CORE conctpt but rccommtnded adoption of Service 
CORE Ourrevjew determined that greater flexibility is achievable by maintaining b cwrrnt 
DoD CORE. 



With regard to competition bctween tbe public depots and the private sector, thc Task 
Force &d other related studies and audits have concIudcd that: Databases and fmancial 
management systcrns in the Department and the Military Scrviccs are not capabIe of supporting 
the detcrmination of actual cost of specific workloads. Nthough, vigorous attempts have been 
made to execute fair publichrivate cost competitions through Lhe mcdia of the Cost 
Comparability Handbook, a level playing field is not achievable in the near term- Bascd on th- - 
findings publidprivate cost competition will be discontinued st present. 

The Task Force concluded that the above Endings pertaining to public/private cost 
competitions also apply to publidpublic competitions. Additionally, the Task Force observed that 
there is considerable expense in conducting publidp~~blic cost competitions, and that thc same 
efficiencies can be gained by interservicing workloads to Centers of Excellence. I agrcc with the 
Task Force conclusion that interservicing of Depot Maintenance work is prefcrablc to direct 
publidpublic cost competition. Therefore, public vs. public cost competition will dso be 
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on thc basis of efficiencies that can be gained. In 
thc future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost competition should 
be rcopcncd. 

Major modifications and upgrades to increase the performance enveIopc of systems arc 
not by definition part of &pot mainteamce CORE The Government has traditionally obtained 
development and manufacture of kits for modifications and upgrades from the private sector. The 
Task Force concluded that major modifications and upgrrdcs should be primarily accomplished in 
the private sector. This conclusion is sound and will bc im~lemenred 

Bfficicnt depot maintenance support of new weapon systems is of utmost importance. 
However, the paradigm must change; we should no longer assume new weapon systems a d  
equipment will transition to organic &pot support. In many cases, there is neithcr a strong 
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic &pot maintenance support. 
The depot maintenance strategy is an important element of the acquisition process for ncw 
systems. It is clear that in this era of declining force structure, thc stratcgy must be rciined 
periodically throughout the entire acquisition cycie. T&c Defense Science Board Depot 
Maintenance Task Force has been given an additional task of determining she process and 
pr0ceE.w~~ the, Department shouId in p romkg  rhe depot maintenance support far ncw 
wcapo~systema Their repat win be completed in 30 dayr 

The  military Scrvius and Defense Agencies will takc the actions necessary to implement 
the above guidance. These policy changes are effective immcdiatcly and will be incorporated into 
DoD Dkctives. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
9XHm-6 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Shelia Cheston 
General Counsel 
United States Air Force 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear Ms. Cheston: 

I am forwarding a letter from the New York Congressional delegation, dated March 13, 
1995, concerning the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense to disestablish the REDCAP 
facility in Buffalo, New York and move its test support equipment to Edwards AFB. 

The Base Closure Commission will perform an independent review and analysis of this 
recommendation. The issues raised in the attached letter question the legal authority of the 
Commission to consider this recommendation. We would like your views on the issues raised in 
the attached letter. Unfortunately, and as you are well aware our time is short. Could you please 
provide your comments on this letter to no later than April 20, 1995. 

Thank you for your assistance and support in this matter 

cc: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp 

.. 



2Cnite3 S t c z f e s  Scrrafc  
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20110 

March 13,. 1995 

lrhe  ono or able Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman Uixon : 

We a r e  writing to request a judgement by the Commission on the 
appropriateness of the Defense Department ( DoD) including the Real- 
time Electromagnetic 0igital.l.y Controlled Analyzer & Processor 
(REDCAP) facility on the l i sc  of bases recommended for closure. 

I RCDCAP is contractor owned and operated. C A L S P ~  Corporation 
. developed the original R E D W  simulation using independent researchl 
and development dollars. Since then, under contract with t h e  ;Li 
Force ( A T ) ,  CllLSPAN has been responsible for the operation 
modernization of REDCAP. A11 of the engineering, test, 
and mainrenance personnel are CALSPAN employees. The AF 
on-site is limited to one officer. RSD- itself, part of a larger, 
complex housing a rznge of test and evaluation operations, is! 
wholly owned by CALSPAN. As is typical with defense contractors,~ 
the test equipment, though CJALSPAN developed, is gove-went obned.' 

I 

We Selieve SOD erred by including -REDw on the closure list. 
X E D L i  no more qualifies as a: '"base, camp, sost, station, yzzd ,  
center, homepart for any ship, or other activity under the 
Depzrtment of Defense, including any leased facility", as descriked 

. >--- -- 
i ----in. ? .L. 101-510 ( a s  a~imded) , zhan does Lockheed's ' 'Sk~nk  Worksn. , 

. ....- . 
L- ,-- I . -- *-. -_ .. ._ - -. _-. . . _ 4 .- --*= - --,.*.,. * - -- . --.-...---- - .-- ---. ---We-would-app-re-ciate- it_ it-yourlegal-tearecoulhprovide-us --- ,...-- . -- -.-- 4 - - -- . - 

,:-- w i t h  a.. ruling on rhe appropriateness. of including REDCA2 on rne 
L" - 
%zclosure list as quickly as-possible. .1f,R~~CAP.does not m e e t  the 
- criteria for inclusion on the list, we would value any guidance you 
.-could offer. on rectifying this error. . If, on the ocher hznd, your. 

: 'staff finds thct DoD acted correctly, we will need as much time as 
-- : possible to.pregars a defense 02 -,he facility. . - - -  .. . -, - .* ,.*F.%- . -. . 

We look forward to hearing from :rou 
/ 

, 

. . Sincerely, 



- C" .. ., . , V Q - L C ~  I INtN 
10TM D I S l M .  FLORIDA - 

COMMIREES: - 
FOREIGN AFFAIRS - 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

DISTRICT OFFICE, 

March 25, 1995 3-5 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
Realignment Commission 

F , . ..., 
1700 N. Moore ~treet/s-id25 

.-+, ;,3~-., i:: .:L? ~ L a . - u * f  

Arlington, VA 22209 s ~ , ~ , . . ~  ,x~p-::r - 7 %2-kkw--b 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

Enclosed is a letter I received from Mr. Michael E. 
~ichardson, President of the John W. DeMilly, J .  Chapter of 
Air Force Association, on the subject of the return of the 30 
Rescue Squadron to Homestead Air Force Base. 

In his letter, Mr. Richardson objects to Department of 
Defense recommendations that the 30lst e n  at Patrick Air 
Force Base. Mr. Richardson also objects to the Air Force's 
proposal to refuse to spend those funds allocated by Congress 
the t'construction of the 30lst's facilities at Homestead 
dedicated to alternative "2nd Fighter wing and community 
projects at the base.n 

the 
1st 

for 

While the restoration of Homestead Air Force Base is 
important to the total recovery of South Dade from Hurricane 
Andrew, the ~ommission~s decision was also based on geo-political 
realities and an evaluation of the national interest and neither 
of these objectives would be well served if the Commissionis 
original recommendation is overturned. 

.-*_-, -----a- 
'9iYl-I-7 .iyz-I~rlook- forward to: hearingo-mcresponse -and; working with you 

on this issue. 

IRL/pss 
Enclosure 
CC: Mr. Michael E. Richardson 

President, John W. DeMilly, Jr. Chapter 
The Air Force Association 
P.O. Box 901605 
Homestead, FL 33090 

0 
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



JOHN W. DeMILLY, Jr. CHAPTER #385 
OF THE 

AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
I '  f J. !I( ) X  ' ) ( I  1005. 1 l O ~ 1 i ~ S ~ I X ; l D .  FL 330'JO- l(A15 

March 17, 1995 

Honorable I lana Ros-Lchtincn 
24-40 b y b u r n  House Oflice Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressuornan Ros-Lchtinen, . I 
In 1992 and 1993 you were an active leader of the South Florida team which helpcd Horncstcad 

towards its recovery from Hurricane .hdrcw and which successNly lobbied the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) to rcturn the Air Force Resen-e and Florida Air National Guard units 
to the base. Now again in 1995 we need your assistance. As you are aware, the DoD recommendations to 
the 1995 Commission include a proposal that the 301s Rescue Squadron - directed to return to 
Homesread by the 93 BRAC - remaill permanently in their interim location at Pauick AFB. 

The Air Force bases the recommendation on h i r  intent to expand the 30lst's involvement in the 
space mission operating out of Cape Canavenl. It justifies the economics by citing the tempomy duty 
(TDY) costs required to support that mission which will be avoided if the squadron remains at Patrick 
rather than retuniing to Homestead. (Attachment 1). However, they neglect to state that the squadron's 
primary mission remains combat rescue and that space support is a secondary tasking. As there are no 
combat forces at Patrick AFB, it appears that the TDY costs will merely be redirected to obtaining 
training in their primary mission. It just does not seem prudent to locate a unit based on a secondary 
mission tasking. One would expect site selection would attempt to optimize training opportunities for the 
primary mission. We sincerely hope you will actively join with us in attempting to convince the 
Commission that the DoD recommendation should not be implemented 

Lf we are unsuccessful in h t  effort, there is a parallel issue which we need to pursue - that of 
keeping the funds programmed for construction of the 30Ist's facilities at Homestad dedicated to 
alternative 482nd Fighter Wing and community projects at the base. We are told the Air Force proposes 
to return those funds to the Treasury as a "base closure savings". The community thinks this is 
unacceptable as those dollars were appropriated to assist in post hurricane revitalization of the airfield and 
were not tied to the return of any Air Force units. More details are provided in the attached issue paper. 

-. . --We hoIi;e'you'wiU support is on these two issues which are key-to the return of economic viability - - - 

to the Hornestead.South Dade area 

President 

Attachments 
1. Air Force 30 1st Recommendations 
2. Issue Paper on 30 1st Funding 



BOhfESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE, FtORIDA . 
30 1st Rexac Sqaadron (AFRES) 

R e ~ ~ e n d n t l o n :  C21angc r t m a m d d o n  of the 1993 Commirrim regarding 
H K X X S ~  AFB ar follows R d k u  h e  MIn Rarue Squadrm (AFRZS) wi& its 
~ a i r c r a f i t n ~ l ~ t o P ~ A F B . F I o r i &  . 

Jc&Eailion: 'Ibs Mln RtrPlC S;lurOmn (RQS) is k m p m i l y  locam! .r Pa!rick.~F3. 
pending xtam.snctian of its facili5es io HHDmntcad AFB which wsrs cksmytd by %cane 
W w .  As pan uf the initiative ca have h e  forces lrplm a gmi~~~ role in DoD 
pucaime missions. tbc Nln RQS has d pdmuy rrrponsiicy fur Spa= Shu~Ie 
aqrport +od range clearing aperatiom ar Paaick AFB. Thb  n=duccs mission I d  on the 
h e  dmy fonr m a  Although the 301st RQS could paform this duty irum lhc 

. Hm~AirRmtStadon,&inga,aouldrcquirsu~ivctanparryduty 
arangcmtnu, extensive scfiduling difficultict, aad tfic dislocation of tfie unit's mission from 
itc bcddom site 'RE rrdircrt will c&is the Air Fum to pcrfomr mis mission more 
4cicntly artd at less cosf with I eu  dimrption to tbc unit and mission, 

Refurn on Investment: ?be total e s M  ooe-time cmr. to implement this 
mommendation is 14.6 millian. The net of rll corn d savings d h g  tbe implementation 
pcri-od is a savings of 5 15 million. Arnual narniDg savings a f m  imphmcntarion arc $1 5 
miEon with a rcm on investmat c@ in four ycw. ?he net praol t  value of cbc cons 
and uvings over 20 years is a savings of $15.4 xdha. 

Imp= Assuming no tconornic recovery, this recommendation could rtsuft in a mxixtum 
potential nduction of 341 jobs (214 dircct jobs and 227 mdirtd jobs) aver the 199640-2001 
period in the Mi. Florida Piimuy Mempolitan Statkticsl Area, which is 0.0 pcrcat of 
cxmrnic arc3 cnpioymcnt Review of dcao~ ;a~h i c  d m  pr0j .e~~ w negative i q a a  on 
recruiting. Thcre will Se minimal envinnmc3taI impact from this action at Homestead or 
Patrick Air F o ~  Bases. 



ISSUE PAPER 

Issue: Retention of Hurricane Recovery Funds at Homestead 

DISCUSSION: Subsequent to Hurricane Andrew - when it became evident the government did 
not intend to rebuild Homcstad Air Force Base to it's previous status - local community ladcrs 
prevailed upon Congress to provide funds to rebuild an airfield operating capability at the base. As a 
result. the FY 92 Supplemental Appropriations Bill (P.L. 102-368) which provided funds for the post 
hurricane recovery and reconstitution at Homestead Air Force Base included S10,000,000 ".. to cover 
planning costs ..." and ~66,000,00~ "... for the limited purpose of restoring airfield operations at 
Homestd Air Force Base, Flori da...." These funds were included in the "blilitary Construction 
(MJLCON). Air Force" portion of the legislation. The bill fi.uther specified "...That none of thcse funds 
art available for the construction of facilities to support the 3 1st Fighter Wing or any other active Air 
Force units or missions at Homestead Air Force Base, Florida, pending completion of the 1993 Base 
Closure process." 

As the Department of Defense was recommending closure of Homestead Air Force Base and the 
t r a d e r  or inactivation of all assigned units (excepting the Rorida Air National Guard), the Air F o r a  
further stipulated the funds would be spent "to repair and replace facilities that might be needed to support 
a wide range of potential contingency operations" and "...to the greatest degree possible, that fscility 
repair or replacement.." would be '...consistent with and supports [sic] I d  community r e w  plans for 
Homestead." 

When the 1993 Base Closure and ReaIignment Commission subsequently directed the return of 
the Air Fora  Reserve's 482nd Fighter Wing, the 301s Rescue Squadron and the Florida Air National 
Guard to Homestead; the Air Force - with community concurrence - programmed the FY 92 MILCON 
dollars to fund the construction required to return those units to dediuted cantonment areas at the site. 
Contingency related projects in the community area of the base included a new control tower and 
reliubishment of Hangar 74 1. 

Now that the Department of Defense recommendations to the 1995 BRAC include permanent 
assignment of the 301st Rescue Squadron to Patrick AFB, we wish to insure the F Y  92 MILCON funds 
programmed by the Air Fora  for the 301st beddown at Homestead (approximately S23M) remain 
available to fund other 482nd and community related projects which are consistent with the appropriations 
bill and the original restrictions imposed by the,& F o r e  Initial feedback earn AF Resene 

-- +.- L. - .".......- =. 

ACTION REQUIRED: Assure all N 92 MILCON funds provided in P.L. 102-368 remain 
committed to Homestead. 

*- -representatives indicate the Air Force intends to'r&rn the funds to the Tnanuy as a base closure savings.- / -- - - -. -. --.,",-. ,-" --.*' 
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Plattsburgh, New York 12901 
518-563-7701 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As per the March 21 request of Commissioner General James B. Davis, USAF 
(Ret.) to the community's Military Affairs Representative, B/&n Thomas 
Tobin (Ret.), please find enclosed a set of questions/requirwents for 
statistical analysis and data collection relative to Plattsburgh r Force 
Base. 

We will appreciate expeditious attention to this matter and trust Commis- 
sioner Davis will be properly edified with the resulting infomation. 

Questions may be directed to this office at any time. 

cc: Senator Alphonse D'Amato 
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Representative John McHugh 
Clinton County Legislature 
Town of Plattsburgh 
Common Council 
- 
Team Plattsburgh 
Broydrick, Broydrick and Dacey 



TO. 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 

Director, BRAC Staff 
4-- 

BIGcn. Thoma G. Tobin, USAF (~et.)? 
29 March 1995 
Request for Information, Time Sensitive 

On 21 March 1995, I had a lengthy telecon discussion with Commissioner General James 13. 
Davis, USAF (Ret.) concerning Plattsburgh Air Force Base and the steps necessary to accomplish 
a "Re-Direct" of the 1993 deciston to close the base. 

General Davis made the following suggestions: 

Send a letter to Chairman Dixon from our Congressional leaders. 
This letter is already in BWC's hands. 

Request the BRAC staff re-run the numbers. 

General Davis stated that, to his knowledge, the 17th and 18th of April would be the first timc that 
all Commissioners would be in Washington. 

Attached please find a list of questions Team Plattsburgh believes are necessary are part and parcel 
of a * re-run" of the numbers. Sgeci ficall y, we respectfully request thc qucs tions bc ansrvcrcd to 
see if my of the data has been changed since the 1993 B M C  decision and to assist Tcarn 
Plaitsburgh in its effort to obtain a Re-Direct by the 1995 BRAC. 

Should you have any questions or require any further information, please feel frcc to contact me 
during normal business hours at telephone number (518) 523-4279. Information may be sent via 
fax to (518) 891-4101 u any time. 

Thank You in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. 
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Please provide answers to the following questions and arcas of concern. 

1. What are the certified usable ramp spaces at ,McGuire 'and Piattsburgh? 

2. Are there my restrictions a to parking; ie: a Iack of flexibility at McGuire andlor Plartsburgh? 

3. What is the runway length of McGuire? Is the KC-10 restricted s to Maximum Gross Weight 
for takeoff due ro runway length and summer tmpemturc? 

4. How many parking spots are available at McGuin? 
KC- 135 equivalent 
Any size cornpanson 
How do those numbers compare to Plattrburgh? 

5. Cornparc the refueling capacity of McGuire and Plattsburgh under the following categories: 
Storage 
Pits 
Laterals 

6 Simultaneous refueling 
Sourccs 
Methods of Supply 

6. Compare the condition of the ramp and runways at McGuire to those at Plattsburgh. 
(Why pump money into a tired facility when you have one in a better location in mint condition?) 

7. What is the current bead-down at McGuire by aircraft type and unit? 

8. Review the status of housing at McGuire compared to Plattsburgh 
Number of houses on base 
Number of houses off base 

(Because thc FB-Ill's had left Plattsburgh, there was a major housing renovation in progress so 
as to have the best on-base housing available when the Mobility Wing arrived at Plattsburgh All 
ignored - all forgotten. Off-base housing at Plartsburgh available due to departuru of pcrsonncl - 
it's a buyer's market.) 
. * *  - 
9. -Review andcompare the AlCUZ data of Plartsburgh and McGuire. 
(1993 BRAC penalized. as we feared they would, Ptattsburgh for having the "only second 
generation p r o g n m w d  totally swept under the rug the fact that McGuire has AICUZ program. 
There must be some fairness in rational and comparison when a head-to-head competition is 
created .... Especially when the Commissioners Lreatc the competition "In the interest of fairnessH. 

10. Provide a list of customers and run the flying times to these custorncrs from McGuire and 
Plattsburgh. 
(Oeneral Johnson created, on his own. proximities to customers as the key reason for McGuire to 
be chosen as the Eastern Air Mobility Wing. When running the fly.ing times, be certain to add thc 
time to fly departures required to 8et out of and out from undcr the New York City. Newark, 
Philly triangle. The liability of operating out of McGuire is real a d  has k e n  a factor in Air Forcc 
operations for at least the last 12 yeas  and wi.ill ultimately impact operations from McGuire in the 
next decade.) 
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11. Where are the tankers of the Air Force based? Request 2 charts: 
AMC Beddown 
ACC Bad-Down 

If not broken down to reflect Guard and Reserve verses Active Duty Forces, then ~ w o  morc charts 
arc required: 

AMC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 
ACC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 

(Platlsburgh Micves that there are no Active Duty tankers in the Northeast) 

12 What consmction is on-going at ~ c ~ u i r e ?  

13. What constniction is requested in the %,!?7.98,99 and 2000 Milcon budget for McGuire? 

14. What BRAC funds are being spent at hfcGuire and what arc programmed? 

15. Task the FAA to compare, in depth, the Plattsburgh and McGuire traffic. Place particular 
emphasis on where might aircrews best accomplish crew tTaining with proper separation and 
safety. 
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. erLLBUADLEY 
NEW JERSN 

WASHINGTON. DC 20510-3001 

March 3 1. 1995 

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

ENERGY AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

SPECIAL COMMllTEE ON 
AGING 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It is with great concern that we write regarding a letter you received earlier this 
month from Senators D'Amato and Moynihan and Congressman McHugh. In the March 
15th letter, these Congressional members requested that the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (BRAC) revisit the 1993 decision to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. Implicit 
in this request is the contention that the BRAC '93 decision was made in error and without 
careful consideration of all relevant information. 

We categoricallv challenge this notion. The public record clearly demonstrates that 
the recommendation to close Plattsburgh AFB and the concurrent decision to expand the 
mission of McGuire AFB was based on sound, well-reasoned facts. To take the 
extraordinary step of reviewing a past decision without a specific request to do so by the 
Defense Department is unprecedented and would prove disruptive to the overall BRAC 
process. 

As you know, in 1993 the Defense Department originally recommended Plattsburgh 
AFB as the receiver site for a new and expanded mission. McGuire AFB was to have been 
realigned, to have lost its active units and to have become a Reserve base. That 
recommendation was reversed after IBe-Commission reviewed compelling evidence which 
demonstrated the Pentagon's analysis to be fundamentally flawed. 

Among the arguments which the McGuire community presented to the Commission, 
the following points proved most salient: 

1. Unlike Plattsburgh AFB, McGuire is centrally located with easy access by all 
modes of surface transportation. McGuire was shown to be closer to its military customers 
which translated into savings of both transport time and money. McGuire is ideally situated 
for rapid egress and ingress which is absolutely vital for the fast, efficient shipment of 
personnel and military equipment. 

2. Relative to Plattsburgh, McGuire's location is of strategic advantage, allowing 
military cargo aircraft to reach Europe fully loaded without having to be refueled. 
McGuire's utility was demonstrated during Operation Desert ShieldlDesert Storm in which 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
March 3 1, 1995 
Page 2 

the New Jersey installation was used as the primary staging point for air shipment to 
Southwest Asia. 

3. Transfer of fuel to Plattsburgh AFB was shown to be prohibitively costly and, 
during the winter months, unreliable. Correspondence from the Defense Logistics Agency 
documented the serious concern that DoD had over Plattsburgh's ability to meet both day-to- 
day fueling requirements, as well as contingency missions. 

4. The contentions of air congestion and community encroachment around McGuire 
AFB were found to be erroneous. In a letter provided to the Commission, the FAA clearly 
dismissed the claim of air congestion, stating "we (the FAA) are very confident that our 
Traffic Management Team is capable of handling in a safe and efficient manner any traffic 
generated by McGuire AFB now and into the future." 

With regards to community encroachment, documents submitted to the Commission 
proved that McGuire is situated in a low population density region. Specifically, McGuire is 
surrounded by (a) the 33,000 acre Fort Dix Army complex, (b) a rural agricultural 
community and (c) areas which are zoned by the state-run Pinelands Commission as no- 
growth or limited growth regions. 

5. Finally, DoD's original recommendation to keep both Plattsburgh and McGuire 
open was shown to be more costly than the alternative of closing Plattsburgh and shifting its 
missions to McGuire. In addition, the community pointed out that retainment of two 
operational Air Force bases does little to address the Air Force's problem of excess capacity. 
By closing Plattsburgh, it was shown that the Defense Department would incur a lower one- 
t h e c o s t  while at the same time reap a significantly higher annual savings. 

As the above points illustrate, the case for McGuire rests on solid, factual evidence. 
Although we believe these arguments to be sufficiently persuasive, others were presented 
(e.g., quality of training areas, impact of dividing active and reserve forces) as 
Commissioners sought greater assurances that all operational concerns were adequately 
addressed. In every instance, the case for McGuire was compelling. 

It is important to note that requests for "redirects" are not something new. In 1993, 
the community surrounding Loring AFB petitioned the Commission to revisit the 1991 
decision to close this Maine facility. After careful deliberation, the Commission denied 
Loring's request, stating that "finality (of a decision) is an important element of the statutory 
scheme. If a local community could always require the Commission to reconsider a decision 
of a prior Commission to close a specific base, h s  goal of finality would be undermined and 
the entire base closure process would be severely hampered." That logic is even more 
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relevant today, as the number of bases slated to close has grown significantly. 

Finalizy is especially important in the case of McGuire AFB. In the two years since 
the Plattsburgh decision, the Air Force has transferred hundreds of families to New Jersey 
and committed over $130 million for construction of facilities at McGuire. At the specific 
direction of General Ronald Fogleman, then Commander of the Air Mobility Command, the 
Air Force has established at McGuire an innovative Air Mobility Warfare Center, stood-up 
an Air Mobility Operations Group and expedited the relocation of 23 KC-10s. all in support 
of the installation's new mission as the Air Force's only East Coast Mobility Wing. To 
reverse this process at this point would be fiscally unwise and operationally bnprudent- 

In light of all that has transpired since the 1993 BRAC decision and in recognition of 
the overwhelming evidence in support of McGuire AFB, we ask that you respectfully deny 
the town of Plattsburgh's and the New York delegation's request for a redirect. We thank 
you for your consideration of our views and we urgently await your reply. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Bradley 
United States Senator 

b Frank Lautenberg - U  
United States Senator 

Jim Saxton 
ember of Congress 0 
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The Honorable Alan Dison F! sz,2 .. I;.+~.A ,.- .-. IJ ..- t r  s :  I,-. ~ x ~ s M  
Chairrnm, Defense Base Closure and Realieguxent Commissio~i -,:!- -....--- J+. 

- , , a  ,.:::p~.....: 
1700 North .Moore Street, Suite 1.425 

2550%- 

Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dison: 

As you will recall, local elected officials from communities surrounding Plattsburgh 
Air Force Base in New York wrote ro you in March to request that the Commission hold 
a hearing to review the 1993 Commission's decision to close Plattsburgh Air Forcc Base. 
On March 15. Senators Moynihan and D'Amato joined me in sendins a letter to you in 
support of that request. 

It is my understanding that the Cornmission staff has subse~~uently told local 
officials that it is unable to access the necessary Commission data to determine if a re- 
direct of the 1993 BRAC decision is warranted. I find that sintation difficult to 
underst'md ruld even more difficult to accepl given the information retrieval technoIogy 
available to the Comrnisslon. 

I do not want to belabor the 1993 Co~nmission's decision to close Plattsburgh in 
this particular letter. However, I must emphasize that the people of Plattsburgh and 
Sorthem New York feel as strongly today as they did two years ago that they were treated 
unfairly during the process because of the personal prejudices and agendas of at least two 
commissioners. I believe in Iny heart Lhat history will prove their assessment to be 
correct. 

. At the very least, in the interest in fairness. I believe your Commission can take 3 

step toward correcting this injustice by providing a fomm for the 1993 decision to be 
reviewed. The community has provided you with a detailed series of questions and, I am 
told, one of your Co~ll~nissioners has indicated a willin-mess to bring the issue to the table. 

I would strongly encourage you to direct the Commission staff to access the 1993 
Plattsburgh files co enable you and your fellow Commissioners to address this matter. 
To accept the "sorry, I cannot help vclv because the pclpertvol-k is not rzglrr here in fj.onr of 
me'' excuse of a single staff member is a slap in the face and an insult to the people of 
Plattsburgh and New York State. 
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Mr. Chairman, I appeal to your sense of fairness in this matter and hope that you 
will do what is right 'and proper, nor only for the people of New York, but for the men 
and women of the Air Force and for the national defense of America. 

I cerely yours, f l  

Member of Congress 1 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: - - 
AL CORNELLA 

April 10, 1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable John hicHugh 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Congressman McHugh: 

This is in response to your recent letter concerning availability of information on 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base. I appreciate your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process. 

I WWIL LU 4 3 3 U l G  yuu  L I I ~ L  CVGIY I I I T I I I U ~ ~  UI LIK ~urnmss~un  ana rne ~ o r n m ~ s s i o ~ ~  ~ L ~ A L  13 

committed to carrying out our responsibilities in a fair, impartial and open manner. All of the 
information received by the Commission is available to communities for examination in our 
library. 

IL 13 IIIY U I I U G I S L ~ I I U I I I ~  L I ~ ~ L  uavlu Lyles, >ran uirector ror rne Lommlssion, nas 3punt.u 
with Carey Brick of your staff to reiterate that any information in the Commission library is 
available to you, your staff and any interested community. The Commission does not have the 
information to answer the questions concerning Plattsburgh Air Force Base sent to the 
Commission by Brigadier General Thomas Tobin, USAF (Ret.). We have forwarded those 
questions to the Air Force and asked for written responses. The Air Force responses will be 
provided to General Tobin when we receive them. 

I rlalm yuu lur u~lrlg~ng yvur Interest in trus marrer ro my atrention. 

C;n~nrn l<r  



GEORGE V. VOINOVICH 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

COLUMBUS 43266-0601 

March 31, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
1995 Base Closure & ~ealignment Commission 
1700 N. Moor Street, Suite 125 
Arlington, Virginia 20009 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I was disturbed to learn of the Air Force's 
recommendation to realign Ohio Air National Guard units 
from Springfield to  right Patterson AFB as part of the 
1995 base closure and realignment actions. This same 
proposal was proffered in 1993, only to be overturned 
because it was not cost effective. 

By the Air Force's own admission, the cost savings in the 
1993 recommendation were grossly inaccurate. In the 
initial announcement, the cost of moving the Springfield 
units was estimated at $3 million. Further analysis of 
the proposal projected moving costs in excess of $42 
million. The Air Force then backed away from the 
proposal and recommended that the units stay in place. 
This course of action was upheld by the BRAC Commission. 

Little has changed over the past two years to warrant 
this recommendation. In fact, the Air Force Reserve unit 
currently stationed at Wright Patterson Air Force Base 
has been upgraded from a group to a wing and has expanded 
into many of the facilities targeted for use by the Air 
National Guard in the last proposal. 

As I understand it, the next step in this process will be 
a site analysis of the proposal to validate its cost 
effectiveness. I urge your support in ensuring full 
disclosure by the Air Force of its methods for 
determining cost effectiveness and a free and open 
exchange of information at all levels of the ~ i r  Force as 
we move forward on this issue. 



With r e g a r d  t o  t h e  m i l i t a r y  v a l u e  o f  t h e  p r o p o s a l ,  I feel 
bo th  r e a d i n e s s  a n d - r e c r u i t i n g  w i l l  s u f f e r  i f  t h e  A i r  
Na t iona l  Guard i s  r e l o c a t e d  t o  an  active i n s t a l l a t i o n .  The 
Air Guard en joys  s u p e r i o r  f a c i l i t i e s  and a s t r o n g  community 
r e c r u i t i n g  b a s e  i n  S p r i n g f i e l d .  Movement t o  WPAFB w i l l  
i solate t h e  u n i t s  from t h e  community and r e s u l t  i n  
expens ive ,  unnecessary m i l i t a r y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  a d e q u a t e l y  
house t h e  Guard. 

The s t r e n g t h  of t h e  Na t iona l  Guard lies i n  its direct ties 
t o  t h e  community. This method o f  s t a t i o n i n g  Americaf s 
community-based d e f e n s e  f o r c e  h a s  n o t  o n l y  served u s  well, 
it  h a s  proven t o  b e  t h e  most economical w a y  t o  r e c r u i t ,  
r e t a i n ,  and ma in t a in  Nat iona l  Guard o p e r a t i o n s .  Upon c l o s e  
s c r u t i n y  o f  t h i s  p roposa l ,  I know you and m e m b e r s  of t h e  
Commission w i l l  feel t h e  same way. 
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790 N. HOMESTEAD BOULEVARD/HOMESEAD, FLORDA 33030/TELEPHONE: (305) 247- 180 I 

J.W. DCMILLY 111, I Y B ~ O ~  COUNCIL M&V  ELI^ D. PCRRY 
RCVCOC W.\RRLN. ViCC-:Yapr Durn L. C.L~~DBCLL ' 8~n-t Snrvrn 
U*ILLI.\Y T. RUDD. Cily .Yandycr Jerr KIRK N~cnous R. 8nconc 

April 3, 1995 

Honorable .41an J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
I700 North Moore Street, Suite !425 
Arlington, VA 12709 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The City of Homestead is building its Hurricane Andrew recovery around certain economic generators. 
Primary among those is Homestead Air Reserve Base. Its importance is not only measured by jobs at the Base, 
more importantly, the Air Reservists are residents, business owners, employees and community leaders. They 
are the threads holding the fabric of our community together--for they did not abandon South Dade after the 
storm. 

The 1993 BRAC allowed the retention of both the 482nd Fighter Wing and 301st Air Rescue Squadron because 
their missions are interrelated. The proposed change in emphasis of moving the 301st to Patrick Air Force Base 
for a secondary mission of manned space flight suppon negates the policy of the 1993 BRAC. It also minimizes 
the effectiveness of the Squadron's primary mission of Search and Rescue and suppon to combat-ready air units 
in South Florida and the Caribbean. 

Please consider these factors while deciding the fate of the 301st Air Rescue Squadron, their missions, its 
Reservist residents of Dade County, and the recovery of South Dade County. If you have any further 
questioos, please do not hesitate to call me at (305)247-1801 extension 101. 

Sincerely, 

Will Rudd 
City Manager 

CC: James B. Davis 
Wendi Steele 
Rebecca Gernhardt Cox 
S. Lee Kling 
A1 Cornella 
Benjamin Montoya 
Joe Robles 
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+ ?  - 
SEN. PETE V. DOMENlCl 

REP. JOE SKEEN SEN. JEFF BINGAMAN 
REP. BILL RICHARDSON 

REP. STEVE SCHlFF 

Qongress o f  the Z(IniteZI Btntr~ 

,. April 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

we are writing to provide you with information gathered as a 
result of an April 4, 1995, Senate Energy and Water Appropriations 
Subcommittee hearing. The hearing focused on the additional costs 
and responsibilities which would be incurred by the Department of 
Energy at Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB) as a result of the 
proposed major realignment of KAFB. 

When you took on the responsibility of Chairman of the Base 
Closure and Realignment commission, you stated the Commission's 
ultimate goal and focus would be savings to the taxpayer. We 
believe that you will agree, based on this additional information 
we are enclosing, that the Air Force cost-savings analysis is 
fundamentally flawed, and any savings to the Air Force in the KAFB 
realignment will be more than offset by DOE defense program costs 
for the next two decades. '. c -." 

On Monday, the DOE testified that they would have to pay a $64 
million one-time cost and a $31 million annual recurring cost to 
assume landlordship of the new DOE cantonment area. This area will 
comprise 50,000 acres of the 54,000 acres available at the base. 
DOE will be responsible for providing security, safety, and utility 
services within this vast "cantonmentN area. 



We believe that this information will be useful to the 
 omm mission's consideration of the cost to the taxpayer associated 
with the proposed realignment. We appreciate your careful 
consideration of this matter and look forward to continue working 
with you. 

Sincerely, 

te V. Domenici 
United States Senator 

% Steve Schiff 3+ 
Member of Congress 

CC: Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General 
General Accounting Office 







Impacts to DOE from the 
Proposed KAFB Realignment 

U.S. Department of Energy 

and 

Sandia National Laboratories 

April 3, 1995 

.tcnTol I 1 E. Rrn 3 n.9~ 



Agenda 

DOE Vision Victor Reis 
Assistant Secretary for 
Defense Programs ' 

Site Impacts and 
Program Considerations 

Al Narath, President 
Sandia National Laboratories 

Jeff Everett, Manager 
Sites Planning 

Bruce Twining, Manager 
Albuquerque Operations Office 



























Encroachment Concerns 

Continuing Mission Requirements 

commingled Land Use and Infrastructures 

Public Expectations Regarding Land Use 







Activity Areas Considered 

Public Safety 
- Security 
- Fire 
- Emergency Operations 

Physical Plant 

- Roads and Bridges 
- Traffic Lights and Controls 
- Gates, Intersections, Fencing 

and Associated Demolition 
- Grounds Maintenance 

Utilities 

- Electrical Systems 
- Water Systems 
- Sanitary Sewer and Storm Drainage 
- Gas Lines 
- Steam System 
- Communications 

Other DOE Operations 

- Energy Technical Training Complex 
- Ross Aviation 
- AlliedSignal Kirtland Operations 



Cost Planning Scenario 

Cost estimates reflect cantonment boundaries that 
provide safety and security buffers for DOEISNL 
operations 

Cost estimates assume existing USAF building 
within DOEISNL cantonment are left in a 
mothballed ("pickled") state 

DOEISNL will assess cost benefit of reactivating 
individual mothballed buildings over the next two years 



Resource Impacts 
Dollars in Millions 

DOE 

Equipment O&M 
and Replacement 

t 

! 

Incremental Costs 
h 

2.0 

$64.1 M 

0.4 

1.4 

$30.6M 

6 
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WASHINGTON, DC 205 70 

April 7, 1995 

n ~ c  Honorable Ah.n DLwn 
Chairm.m 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cvrnmissiot~ 
1700 Nortb Moore Strcer. Stlire 1425 
Arling.on, VA 27709 

- - ~ - 

Earlier this week we. obtained cc.>pius of Secretary Widnall's responses to the questions which 
you asked for the record on behalf of the New Mexico Congressional delc$ation. 

It is perhaps fitting that the answer to the very first question on military construction 
appropriated in fiscal years 1994 md 1995 at Kirtland Air Force Buc would provide false inf'onnation 
to the Commission. We are enclosing copies n T  the esccrptq pertai~~ing to #inland from the 
Department of Defense's Consmction Proganls (C-1) docunlent submitted 3s part of the f~scal ye.iis 
1996 and 1997 bndget rcqucst in early F e b r u q .  As you l aow born gout experience as Chairman of 
the Armed Services Roail;rtess Subcommittee, this document lays out the request and the hvo prc\~ious 
years' apprr?pri~ians in line item detail. 

You w-ill see that the total FY91 military constnlction apprnpriation at Kirtlaid w-s S37.4u6 
million and t h e  total FY95 militmy construc~ion appropriation was $38.5 million. In addition diere 
was an appropriation of $lO;OSS rnillio~i in FY95 for 10G units of family housing. The totsl milirarq 
c o n s ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ i i l n  and fzut:iliy housing appropriarion in the two years was $86.054 rnilliun. 

Wc h o w  that these facts are not a major consideratioil for the Comn~ission and we obv~ously 
are working hard to address the ,4ir Forcc's .Kirtlarid realignment proposal within the criteria 
established by the Cornmissior~. But we liopt you will join us in not tolerating the sloppy staff work 
which has chi+r:ir~~ri;.~d the wl~ole consideration of this matter by the Air Force. If sim:.le fac~ual 
yucs~ions can not be accurately answered. neither you nor we: can place milch cc)~Gdan~c  in Air Force 
analysis of more complex cost issues. 

71arlnk you for your cvn>iilurdtiu~~ of this information. 

S inccrely, 

Pete Domenici Steven Sch~ft' 
United States Senator House of Representstives 



New' hlcxico Delegation 

P a ~ c  21, Ot~estion 1: How much money was appropriated for military construction at 

Krtland AFB for f ~ c d  gears 1994 and 1995? Bow does this compare with other Air Fnrcc 

bases and facilities, scheduled for closure cr ralignment in the 1995 B U C ?  

Answer: In M94 Air Force military coustn~ctjon appropriated for Kidand  AFB was $35.1M. 

- -. - 
For FY95 the amount was f 10.5-M. for a total for the nvo years of $45.6M. Military consrruction 

at all 0rhc.r Air Force bases reconmended fur closure or realignment in rhis Commission for both 

FY94 and FY95 is $164.4M. 1 must emphasize that in the vast majorjty of these cases chis 

nlilitary constmction funding remains necess'zry and a high priority because i t  is raking place at 
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CANKOti AFB 
~LYlLV HOUSlNG (1 UNIT) 

CANkOh: AFS 
FknlLV HOUSINF 

H O L L O W  AFB 
F M I L Y  HOUSING (76 UNITS) 
HOLtDMAN A f B  

F W l L Y  HOUSING 

K I R T W  AFB 
FAqIlY HOUSING (106 UNITS) 
LIRTWD AFB 

FMILY HOLIS!NG 

"AIR FORCE 
FAWILY HOUSING 

'"NEW t lEXICD 

FAMllY HOUSING 
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LARRY COMBEST 
~ w * o * ~ ~ K T .  nr*, 

Lieutenant Colonel xerrili L. Beyer 111 
Defenae Basm Closure and Realignment 
commission 

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 - -- - 

- Arlington, Virginf a 22209 

Dear Colonel Boymr: 

I would like to forward the enclosed queetions for your 
conmideration regarding the Joint Croae service Working Group's 
Funational Analysis and it6 effect on Rees8 Air Force Baee. 

I certainly appreciate your willingnesm and dedication to f u l l y  
analyze thie very difffault set of ioeues. Please call on me or 
my staff if we can be of any further assistance in this matter. 

LC/rdl 
Enclosure 



ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR AIR FORCE 
REGARDING REESE AFB 

0 GENERAL : 

o Why did  the Air Force use portion6 of the Joint Cross 
Service Group Functional Analysis reeu l te  for its 
Flying Training ~ is f i i ions  evaluation and the Navy did 
its own separate analysis to determine military value 
and which Navy base to close? 

o Has the Air Force scrubbed the Joint Cross Service 
Groups D-PAD model for calculation errors? The BRAC 

- - Commi6sioners and s t a f f  have barn advieed that there 
are instances of incorrect formulas and incorrect 
results being used in the ranking of bases. 

0 MANAGED TRAINING AREAS: 

o Why did Reese AFB get a '*No1' answer on the Joint Croa8 
Service Group ~unctional Analysis when asked if they 
had "Alert Airspace controlled/ownec¶ by the 
installation that supports training?" This response 
coat them points in the evaluation of several 
functional areas. Reese AFB does own and control Alert 
~ i r s p a c e  which is ueed for training. 

o WEATHER : 

o Why wae p e r c e n t  of time ceiling and visibility better 
than 1,000 ft. and ceiling of 3 miles g i v e n  weight in 
addition to 1,500 ft. and 3 miles; isn't 1,500/3 the 
key weather factor for Air Force operations? Isn't the 
important factor for Air Farce operations the 
meaeurement of c8ilinge and visibility greater than 
1,500/3 which-is the key decision.point in Air Force- 
training operations? 

o Why was so much weight placed on crosswinds in the 
Joint Cross Service Group Functional Analysis? Is it 
the largeet cause of weather cancellation/r~scheduling? 
Aren't significant numbers o r  sorties l o e t  due to 
fore- icing ve. actual crosswinde? 

o Why was so little weight put on actual attrition 
experience in the Joint Cross Service Group Functional 
Analysis and very heavy weight put on a single weather 
measurement (crosswinde) and on planning factore which 
contain other non-weather related loss factore such as 
maintenance and operations losses? Isn't attrition 
experienced an overall measure of a baee's performance? 



o Why war t h e  T-38 planning factor used in liau of the 
T-1 planning factor currently being ueed by Reeee AFB 
in the Joint Cross Service Group Functional ~nalysis? 
Didn't th i e  unduly penalize Reese AFB coneidering t h a t  
their T-38 planning factor is 2 8 %  vereus a current 
planning factor for the T-1 of approximately 17%? 

o The BRAC Commiseionere and staff were advised during 
the Site V i s i t  that the A i r  Force found discrepancies 
in the airspace data for Reese AFB and Vance AFB. 
Since diecrepancies were found in airspace available 
for training for thesa2two bases, did the Air Force 
review the other ~ i r  Force UPT bases? If they did, 
what were the resulte? 

o The BRAC Commi6eioners and staff were also informed 
during the Site Vieit that the Air Force found a 
diecrepancy with the  count of Military Training Routes 
(MTRs) for R e a m  AFB vereus the count used in the 
functional analyeie (14 in latest review versus 9 
reported in the analysis). Has the Air Force reviewed 
the counts for the other  banes? If s o ,  what were th8 
results? 

o Why did t h e  A i r  Force measure the  distancm to airepnce 
available for training to the leading edge of the 
airspace instead of the geographic center to better 
reflect the actual flying distance required to reach 
working blocks of airspace? 

o Why did the Air Forc8 place 80 much weight on thr total 
number of MTRs? Wouldn't it cause problernm for --. v. 

scheduling time on these training routee if there were 
lots of MTRs in the local area used by other bases 
( i . e . ,  makes it mare difficult to deconflict traffic)? 

o Why if Vance AF'T3 had 32 MTRs within 100 nm of its base 
did it find it neceseary to create 4 new routes t o  
accommodate the T-13 

0 AIRFIELDS : 

o Congressman Combest has maintained all along t h a t  the 
Air Force did not give Reese AFB enough credit for the 
availability and use of Lubbock International Airport 
(LIA). Why did Reeoe receive a "No" in the Joint Croee 
Service Croup Functional Analysis when asked if they 
have an outlying f i e l d  with IFR capability, considering 
the proximity, availability and capability of LIA? 



o PROXIMITY TO OTHER SUPPORT FACILITIES: 

0 Why did Reeee AFB receive a " N o 1  in the Joint Cross 
service ~ u n c t f o n a l  Analysis for existence of w'IWo or 
more other airfields in the area that could eupport 
p i l o t  training (primary, airlift/tanker, etc.)? With 
LIA and many other capable a i r f i e l d  nearby, such ao 
Midland, Amarillo, Dyeoe AFB, Cannon AFB, Shrppard AFB, 
A l t u b  AFB and Roawell, all of which are ueed as divert 
f ie lde  for T-376 and auxiliary fields for T-38s and 
T-1s. - 

0 SERVICES : 

0 Why did the Joint Crose Service Group Functional 
Analysis only measure adequacy of housing and not 
whether it met A i r  Force "Whole House Standardsw which 
would be a better measure of its worth/condftion and 
the requirement for additional expenae to upgrade it? 

o Why were the "Number of children on the wait ing  list, 
and average wait for children on the waiting listN used 
as measurrmente of capability/cagacity in the Joint 
Croma Service Group Functional Analysis? Aren't thoee 
factors greatly influenaed by local policy and 
employment condi t ions  ( i . e . ,  some bases allow 
contraatore on base to use the facilities, some allow 
individuals to place their name on the list a s  a place 
holder, and where employment i a  high, and where on- 
barn. housing occupancy is high these rates could be 
expected to be high)? 
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Grand Forks Chamber of Commerce 

April 6, 1995 

Mr. Chris Goode 
Base Realig~~mel~t and Closure Conunission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chris: 

Enclosed are the eight Grand Forks AFB presentation binders you requested. We are 
also enclosing copies of the videotape of the BRAC hearing in Grand Forks. "Greater 
Grand Forks: A Place To Call Home" video is provided for commission members 
review. This video will be premiered in Grand Forks later this month. We encourage 
you to make a special effort to have this viewed as it accurately portrays the exceptional 
quality of life afforded military personnel assigned to Grand Forks. We know that 
Defense Secretary William Perry has placed a preinium on the ixl~portnnce of "quality of 
life" for nuli tary personnel and their dependents. The video addresses the yuali ty issue. 

If there is additional information you would like, please contact us. Thank you. 

Since ly yours, 

,~LH+ 
Bob Gustafson, CCE I/ 
President 

FEDEXP PKG 

T D I T E D  -- - ., . a 
202 North Third Street Grand Forks, North Dakota 58203 Phone (701) 772-7271 FAX (701) 772-9238 - 
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DON NlCKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

COMMITTEES 
FINANCE 

ENERGV 4 N D  NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

BUDGET 

WASHIINGTON, DC 20510 

April 5, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

w i t h  +he base c?osl~re process underwav, we are very aware of 
the tremendous amount of time you and your staff are spending 
analyzing the recommendations for closure and realignment 
submitted to the commission by the Secretary of Defense. 

As you know, we have a keen interest in the Undergraduate 
Pilot Training (UPT) category because of Vance Air Force Base in 
Enid, Oklahoma. We believe that the certified data that has been 
provided by the Department of the Air Force and the Cross-Service 
team accurately underscores the reasons that Vance Air Force Base 
was not included in Secretary Perry's closure recommendations, 
including the important aspect of military value. 

We are aware of efforts to manipulate the results conducted 
by the Department of Defense through the presentation of the most 
favorable data gathered from several years. We trust that your 
staff will take this into account while in the process of 
analyzing all the UPTs. 

We understand the difficulty in making an "apples to apples" 
comparison of UPT bases because they are in the different 
services, and the ultimate decisions the Commission will reach 
will be difficult given the reputation of all these bases. We 
believe thai an objective internai review of this data is 
imperative before any possible Commission action involving all of 
the installations included in the UPT Cross-service analysis. We 
respectfully request that the Commission provide us the results 
of its study when it is completed. 

We stand ready to assist you in this effort with any 
information you may require. Thank you for your consideration and 
we look forward to hearing from you. 

Frank Lucas - - 

U.S. Senator :U .' Senator 
L ' 

Member of Congress 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 
100 NORTH BROADWAY 
OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73102 
1405) 231-4941 

3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
A09 SOUTH BOSTON 
TULSA. OK 74103-4007 
'918) 581-7651 

NATIONAL SANK BUILDING 
801 D AVENUE. SUITE 201 
LAWTON, OK 73501 
1405) 357-9878 

7916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY, OK 74604 
1405) 767-1270 
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A m e r i c a n  F e d e r a t i o n  of G o v e r n m e n t  mp  oqees 
I....,.., E I 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
Washington D.C. 

MS. COX, 
As a Labor Leader at Malmstrom AFB and concerned American 

Tax Payer, I would like to submit, for Your information and 
consideration, on the matter of realignment at Malmstrom AFB 
as recommended by the Department of Defense, the following. 

1. The State of Montana. 
a. 147,138 Sq/Miles of virtually unrestricted airspace 
b. A population of 799,065 (1990 census) 
c. Only 5.4 people per Sq/Mile 

2. City of Great Falls and Cascade County. 
a. Malmstrom's impact on the local economy at min.30% of 

total Revenues. 
b. Twice in the last year the County Commission voted to 

restrict housing development that would hamper the safe 
flying zone on the S.W. end of the base's flightline. 

Malmstrom's 43rd Air Refueling Wing 
a. In excess of $126 Million Dollars spent to ready base 

For KC-135 Tanker Mission. 
b. Constructed Specialized Fuel Cell maintenance facility 

common only to refueling aircraft. 
c. Installed and upgraded fuels distribution infrastructure, 

~uildings and Storage Tanks and EPA containment structures. 
d. Constructed a new Tri-Bay hanger and renovated 2 aircraft 

Maintenance Nose Docks 
e. Constructed a new KC-135 Flight Simulator to train and 

upgrade the skills of the flight crews. 
f. Constructed a new ~orrosion,sheetmetal,machine and jet 

engine repair and maintance facility. 
g. Has supported world wide missions,Desert Shield/Storm 

Operation Restore Hope, being deployed from Malmstrom. 

4. Malmstrom's 341st Missile Wing 
a. A more stable environment in the missile complex,under- 

ground silos and launch capsules in much superior ground 
structure than other Minuteman Wings. 

b. Virtually no ground water problems, flooding silos and 
launch facilities as at other Minuteman Wings 



BRACC page 2 

c, ~ultimillion dollar umrade of Malmstram's missile complex 
to accommodate Minuteman III misslle requirements nearly  
conpl eted , 

It is our understanding that t ? e  facilities located at Malmstrom 
DO NOT exist at the recommende4 new location for t n e  43rd ARW. It 
would appear the greater military value would be to utilize the 

- -  . new facilities where they already exist and n o t  have to ask the 
American Tax Payer's to fund new,dupiicate facilities elsewhere, 

General MOOnIian, #2  man in the Air Force, Said it best during 
a t o u r  of Mallustram's Air Wing faci l i t ies ,  in early  March, after 
the announcement of DoD recommendations to BRACC, "WHY IN THE 
HELL DO WE WANT TO CLOSE SUCH BEAUTIFUL F'ACILfTIESU,.S~~nd~ 
more like a political decision than that of "Military 
Valuew.  

Bring t h e  Minuteman 111 missiles i n t o  14aln6tromrs far superior 
missile complex, rather than Leave them where they are now , 
with questionable operational capabilit ies and readiness in the 
unacceptable conditions in wnich t h e y  now exist. 

The community of G r e a t  F a l l s ,  Cascade County and the State  of 
Montana support Malmstrom AFB and Box3 Mission's located here, 

We have very l imi ted  potential for a major disaster either in 
civilian population or environmental impact in the event 
of an aircraft accident as compared to the area of Tampa/St,Pete th 
has been suggested to r e l o c a t e  the Air ReFUeling Wing. The weather 
here does not present the danger to t h e  aircraft and resources of 
the A i r  Wing t h a t  Florida does. 

0 -- 
Please if you have not had opportunity to inspect the f l y i n g  
missions facility at the base, do so before making your final 
recommendations t o  the President. 

/+?Ye President 

AFGE Local 2609 
Malmstrom AFB , Montana 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 

April 1 1, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE Colonel Thomas W. Spencer 

Commander 
9 1 1 th Airlift Wing 
Pittsburgh International Airport ARS 
3 1 6 Defense Avenue, Suite 10 1 
Coraopolis, PA 1 5 108-4403 

Dear Colonel Spencer: 

I want to thank you for your assistance during my recent visit to Pittsburgh IAP Air 
Reserve Station. The briefings and discussions with you, your staff, and the community officials 
provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the operations of the 9 1 1 th and the 
base. This information will be very helpfil to the Commission as we carry out our review of the 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings were very informative. I would also like to thank Major Jerry Welner for his efforts in 
planning and coordinating the base visit, and Lieutenant Colonel Sheme Mikrut for escorting me 
to the various hnctions on the base. In addition, please extend my appreciation to Mr Greg 
Vroegindewey and Mr Bob Moeslein for the tour of the base. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Cornella 
Commissioner 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 1 1,1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Brigadere General Robert E. Lamed 
Commander 
34 1 st Missile Wing 
Malrnstrom AFB, MT 59402-7538 

5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Lamed: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my visit to Malmstrom Air Force 
Base on March 3 1, 1995. The briefings and discussions with you, Colonel Mike Chester, 
members of your staff: and the community officials provided us with a great deal of valuable 
information about the operations of Malmstrom. The information provided to the Commission 
will be very helphl as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tour you conducted were very informative. I would also like to thank Lieutenant 
Colonel Bill Records for his efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit, and StafF 
Sergeants Sam Withers and Ken Maynor for their respective briefings on missile convoy security 
and the KC- 135 brake repair facility, during our base tour. 

Sincerely, 

J. B. Davis 
Commissioner 



April 12, 1995 

Kenneth W. Kizer, M.D., M.P.H. 
Under Secretary for Health 
Department of Veteran Affairs 
Room 800 
6 10 Vermont Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20420 

Dear Mr. Kizer 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) proposal to realign 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
recommended the termination of all Air Force medical activities located in the Department of 
Veteran Affairs Medical Center located on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect operations at the Department's Medical Center in 
Albuquerque, and the potential increase of costs to the Department of Veteran Affairs that this 
action may have. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 



April 12, 1995 

Charles B. Curtis 
Under Secretary 
Department of Energy 
1 000 Independence Avenue, S W 
Room 7A-2 19 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Mr. Curtis: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
proposed the Sandia National Laboratory be cantoned in its present location. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Department and operations at the Sandia National 
Laboratory. We are especially concerned about the potential increase of costs to the Department 
of Energy, and the impact this realignment could have on the operations and security of the 
activities currently taking place on Kirtland Air Force Base. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. Dixon 
C hairrnan 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON,  CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

Colonel Richard J. Eustace, USAFR 
Commander 
924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) 
Bergstrom ARB, TX 78743 

REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. 6.  DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Eustace: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Bergstrom ARB. 
The briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a 
great deal of valuable information about the operations of Bergstrom ARB. This information will 
be very helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by yourself, Maj Michael E. Swaney, Commander of the Ground 
Combat Readiness Center, MSgt Elbridge K. Wilson, NCOIC of the Fighter Corrosion Control 
Branch, Regional Corrosion Control Facility, and other members of your staff were very 
informative. I would also like to thank Lt Cols Charles R. Koym, Henry L. Graves, Jr. and 
William T. Gardner, Jr. for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

Benjamin F. Montoya 
Commissioner 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Colonel Roger A. Grady, USAF 
Commander 
64th Flying Training Wing 
Reese AFB, TX 79489-5000 

April 12, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Grady: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Reese AFB. The 
briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a great 
deal of valuable information about the operations of Reese AFB. This information will be very 
helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The- 
briefings and tours conducted by Capt Bryan Radliff, Assistant Flight Commander in the 54th 
Flying Training Squadron, and Lt Col Don Stiffler, Commander of the 35th Flying Training 
Squadron, and other members of your stafl? were very informative. I would also like to thank 
Maj Steve Rake1 and 1Lt Dawn Wallace for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base 
visit. 

Sincerely, 

Benjamin F. Montoya 
Commissioner 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

inated: 03/23/95 Received: 03/28/95 Referred t Closed: / PENDING. 

From: STAFFORD, RONALD (SENATOR at NEW YORK STATE LEGIS ASSEMBLY at RK STATE LEGIS.). 

TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THWA) , and MCGUIRE AFB. NJ ( F- PTFL) . 
Contents: REQUESTING THAT DBCRC CONSIDER RE-DIRECTING CLOSURE OF PLATTSBURGH BECAUSE OF PROB RE AFB. COPY OF 

'DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE REALIGNMENT OF MCGUIRE" INCLUDED. 

Referred (-3 Due: 03/31/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: COMBEST. LARRY (REP. (TX.) at U.S. CONGRESS). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : REESE AFB, TX (F-UBNY) . 
Contents: INVITING COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF TO A DINNER ON APRIL 4 DURING THEIR VISIT TO REESE AE'B. f l  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------F-------------------- 
950329-7 (I, 0) 

Oziglnated: 03/26/95 Received: 03/29/95 Referred Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: SGROI, CAROL L. (CITIZEN at CHAMBERSBURG, PA.). 

To: COX. REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PA (A-42345). 

REQUESTING COMMISSION VISIT LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT. 

Due: 03/31/95 PENDING. 

From: LANGSTON, DAVID R. (MAYOR at CITY OF LUBBOCK, TX 

TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(s) : REESE AFB, TX (F-UBNY) . 
Contents: INVITING COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF TO LUNCHEON ON MAY 5. 

5 Referred to: LIAISON 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s) : 

ITY TO USE ALL THE AZLOTE 

TIME AT THE BIRMINGHAM REGIONAL HEARING. 
~ ~ ~ ~ C - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

950330-8 (I, 0) 

Originated:03/29/95 Received:03/30/95 Referredto:LIAISON Due: 04/03/95 m Closed: / / PENDING. From: CHAPMAN. JIM (REP. (TX) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : , ( - 1 .  

Contents: SUGGESTING WE MOVE DALLAS HEARING SITE TO LARGER AUDITORIUM ON CAMPUS. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950331-14 (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/29/95 Received: 03/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/07/95 c I 1 3  Closed: / / PENDING. From: COIA, ARTHUR (GENERAL PRESIDENT at LABORER'S INTERNATL UNION). 

TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : NAS, KEY WEST, FL (N-00213). 

Contents: LETTER CONCERNING NAVY DIVERTING FUNDING FOR THE DIRECT HIRE iCESTORATION WORK AT KEY WEST NAS. 

I 
OTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: (InPENDn $ A-STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED = 0 ) ) .  



Page 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950331-15 (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 03/31/95 Referred to: LIAISON Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: MIKULSKI. BARBARA A. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE), and SARBANES, PAUL S. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASE. ALSO, STATING REASONS NAVSEA SHOULD REMAIN OPEN. ( WHITE OAK ) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Received: 03/31/95 PENDING. 
(SEN. (NY) at U.S. SENATE), a 

TO: DIXON. ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: REQUESTING COMMISSION VISIT REDCAP. 

950404-13 (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 04/04/95 Referred to: LIAISON e :  0 closed: / / PENDING. 

From: STEVENS, TED (SEN. (AK) atU.S. SENATE). 

TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : GREELY, FORT, AK (A-02341). 

Contents: FORWARDING COPY OF COMMUNITY REPORT OF "REBUTTALn TO DOD RECOMMENDATION, WHICH THEY PLAN TO SUBMITT AT DELTA JUNCTIO 

REGIONAL HEARING. 

COPY SENT TO ALL COMMISSIONERS. 

COPY PUT IN LIBRARY. 
~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - ~ _ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

950404-19 (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/30/95 Received: 04/04/95 Referred to: LIAISON Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: WEGGELAND, TED (ASSEMBLYMAN at STATE OF CALIFORNIA) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : MARCH AFB, CA (F-PCZP) . 
Contents: REQUESTING THAT MARINE AIR UNITS FROM TUSTIN AND EL TOR0 BE RELOCATED TO MARCH. SUPPORTING LETTER INCLUDED. 

I 
- _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

950404-6 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/04/95 Received: 04/04/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/06/95> Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: MIKULSKI, BARBARA A. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE), and SARBANES, PAUL S. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE). 
TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Insrallation(s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: THANKING DBCRC FOR VISITING CENTER. ALSO, PROVIDING ARGUMENTS FOR NOT CLOSING US ARMY PUBLICATIONS DISTRIBUTION 

CENTER IN MIDDLE RIVER. 
- - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
9 0405-10 (I, 0) 

0 0 %gl ed: 03/31/95 Received: 04/05/95 Due: 04/07/95 PENDING. 

From: BRADLEY, BILL (SEN. (NJ) at U. S. SENATE) . 
TO: 3IXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s) : MCGUIRE AFB, NJ (F-PTFL) , and PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THWA) . 

RE-DIRECT FO PLATTSBURGH AFB. 

Contents: REQUESTING THE DBCRC RESPECTFULLY 

Received: 04/05/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/07/95 a Closed: / / PENDING. (REP. (AL) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
o: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
nstallation(s): RUCKER, FORT, AL (A-01252). 

ontents: REQUESTING COMMISSION CONSOLIDATE UNDERGRADUATE HELICOPTER TRAINING WITH THE ARMY. 

OTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: (("PEND" $ A->STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED - I } ) ) .  
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Defense Baae Closure and Realignment Commission 

~xecutive Correepondcnce Tracking System (ECTS) 

-_-_-_--- - -__--- - -_-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
950405-9 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/03/95 Received: 04/05/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/07/95 Closed: / / 

-ATE) . PmING. From: WARNER, JOHN (SEN. (VA) at U.S. SENATE), and ROBB, CHARLES S. (SEN. 

To: COX, REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) . 
Installation (9) : PICKETT. FORT, VA (A-51535). 

Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASE. ALSO, LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR FORT PICKETT. 

Originated:04/06/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / 
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). __C_ 

To: BLUME. JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation(s) : FRANCIS E. WARREN AFB, WY (F-GHW). 

Contents: REQUESTING COBRA RUNS PERFORMED FOR WARREN AFB. 

950406-8 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/04/95 Received: 04/06/95 Referred to: LIAISON Closed: / / 
From: MIKULSKI. BARBARA A. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE), and SARBANES, PAUL S. (SEN. (MD) at U.S. SENATE). 

PENDING. 

To: CORNELLA, AL (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC). 

Installation(s) : , ( - 1 .  

Contents: REQUESTING MR CORNELLA VISIT BASE TO EXAMINE THE CHLOROFLUOROCARBON ELIMINATION PROJECT 

Originated: 04/04/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). w 
To: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY) . 
Installation(s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: REQUESTING INFORMATION CONCERNING CHARLES M. PRICE SUPPORT CENTER. 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) . 1 

To: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY:. 

Installation (s) : MCCLELLAN, FORT, AL (A-01102), and WOOD, FORT LEONARD,MO (A-29995). 

Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCHC) . 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation(s) : NEWARK AFB, OH (F-RRTC) . 

Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation (s) : MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-NZAS) . 
Contents: REQUESTING NEW COBRA RUN WHICH REMOVES $60M WHICH WAS ADDED IN ADDITIONAL COSTS FOR REACT PROGRAM. 

i OTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND. Criteria: (("PEMI" $ A->STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED - { I ) )  



Page 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950407-21 (0. 0) 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDINC 

From: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . CC------ 
TO: SHALIKASHVIL, JOHN (CHAIRMAN at JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF). 

Installation (s) : RITCHIE, FORT, MD (A-24625). 

Contents: requesting opinionCONCERING THE POTENTIAL FOR A DEGRADED EMERGENCY RESPONSE TO THE ALTERNATE NATIONAL MIL COMMAND 

CENTER. 
--;rpi; ;---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.  

0407- (1, 0) 

04/05/95 Received: 04/07/95 PENDING. 

From: DOMENICI, PETE (SENATOR at US CONGRESS), and BING 

TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : KIRTLAM) AFB, NM (F-MHMV). 

Contents: SENDING COPY OF INFO GATHERED AT DEALT WITH EXTRA 

I COSTS THAT WILL BE INCURRED BY DOE IF KIRTI..MIl IS REALIGNED. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

407-';\1 (I, 0) 

G e d :  04/07/95 Received: 04/07/95 Referred to PWING. 

From: DOMENICI, PETE (SENATOR at US CONGRESS), and B I N G W ,  JEFF (SEN. 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : KIRTLAM) AFB, NM (F-MHMV) . 
Contents: INFORMING THAT THE FIGURES FOR MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATED TO KIRTLAND IN E AIR FORCE ARE 

I INCORRECT. FORWARDING CORRECT FIGURES. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

950407-7 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) . 
To: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY). 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: FORWARDING QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE AVIATION AND TROOP COMMAND. 
_ - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - ?  

950407-9 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/05/95 Received: 04/07/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/11/95 c2 Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: EVANS, LANE (RE$. (IL) at U.S. CONGRESS), and SIMON, PAUL (SEN. (IL) at U.S. SENATE). 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(s) : ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL, IL (A-17775) .  

Contents: RECOMMENDING THAT THE DBCRC CONSIDER MOVING ADDITIONAL MISSIONS THE THE FACILITY. 
- - - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

950410-11 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: 04/07/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/12/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: FINK, O.J. (COOR FOR LOCAL GOVT ASSIS at STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA). 

To: YELLIN, ALEX (NAVY TEAM LEADER at DBCRC). 

Installation(s) : NAVAL WEAPONS STA, CHARLESTON, SC (N-00193). 

Contents: REQUESTING DBCRC VISIT THE STATION. 
- - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Q1 0) 

d: 04/06/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referred 0 Due: 04/17/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: GUSTAFSON, BOB (PRESIDENT at GRAND FORKS CHAMBER). 

To: GOODE, CHRIS (DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIO at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: FORWARDING GRAND FORKS PRESENTATION BINDERS AND A VIDEO TAPE " GREATER GRAND CE TO CALL HOME * .  

COPIES IN LIBRARY 

NOTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: ( ("PENDn $ A->STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED = (I)). 
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Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

04/07/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referred to Due: 04/12/95 PENDING. 

COMBEST. LARRY (REP. (TX. ) at U. S. CONGRESS) . 
To: BEYER, MERRILL (AIR FORCE DOD ANALYST at DBCRC). 

Installatlon(s) : REESE AFB, TX (F-UBNY) . 
Contents: QUESTIONS REGARDING THE JOINT CROSS SERVICE WORKING GROUP'S FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS AND I EFFECT ON REESE AFB. 

Originated: 04/10/95 Received: / / Referred to: 

From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 
w 

TO: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY). 

Installation (s) : , ( - 1 .  

Contents: SENDING QUESTIONS REGARDING THE PRICE SUPPORT CENTER. 

950410-19 (0, 0) 

Originated: 04/10/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) . 
To: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY). 

Installation (s) : A.P. HILL, FORT, VA (A-51290), and MCCOY, FORT,WI (A-55425). 

Contents: REQUESTING COBRA RUNS CONDUCTED ON FT A.P. HILL AND FT MCCOY. 

950410-20 (0, 0 )  

Orrginated: 04/10/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) . - 
To: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY). 

Installation(s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: REQUESTING A LISTING OF ALL COBRA RUNS CONDUCTED BY TABS. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950410-21 (0, 0) 

Originated: 04/10/95 Received: / / Referred to: Closed: / / PENDING. Due: From: BROWN, EDWARD (ARMY TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC) . 
TO: JONES, MICHAEL G. (DIRECTOR at THE ARMY BASING STUDY). 

Installation (s) : DUGWAY PROVING GROUND, UT (A-49295). 

Contents: INFORMING THAT REP JAMES HANSEN HAS WRITTEN DBCRC REGARDING AMENDED COBRA RUN FOR DUGWAY PROVING GROUNDS. REQUESTIN 

THAT AMENDED COBRA RUN BE PERFORMED. 

Referred to: Due: 04/24/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

To: BLUME, JAY [SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation(s) : SPRINGFIELD BECKLEY MAP AGS, OH (F-WAAR). 

Contents: FORWARDING LETTER FROM GOV GEORGE VOINOVICH OF OHIO AND REQUESTING THEY RESPOND. 

Or Referred to: Due: 05/01/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Inscallation(s) : BROOKS AFB, TX (F-CNBC). 

Contents: REQUESTING THAT THEY PERFORM A COBRA RUN ON BROOKS AFB USING NEW ASSUMPTIONS. 

NOTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: (("PEND" $ A-STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED = I } )  ) .  
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w e d :  04/06/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/10/95 PENDING . 
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation (s) : PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THWA), and MCGUIRE AFB,NJ (F-PTFL) . 
Contents: FORWARDING QUESTIONS REGARDING PLATTSBURGH AND MCGUIRE AFBS. 

oJs.?.%.wJ 
9 410- Q (0, 0) 

4 e p  - - -  ---..- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

0 ated: 04/08/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/10/95 PENDING. 
From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). - 
To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installatlon(s) : GRIFFISS AFB, NY (F-JREZ) , and DRUM, FORT,NY (A-36205) . 
Contents: REQUESTING A F  REVIEW THE COBRA RUN REDIRECTING GRIFFISS ANG OPERATIONS SUPPORT FOR 

DRUM INTEAD OF GRIFFISS. 

~ r w e d :  04/08/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: / / PENDING. 
Prom: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT) . 
Installation (s) : MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-NZAS), and EGLIN AFB,FL (F-FTFA). 

Contents: FORWARDING COPIES OF: 1) " DEFENSE SUPPORT INITIATIVE " BY EGLIN AFB, 2) " REDCAP REALIGN'MENT~HE FACTS ' AND " 
AMERICA, MONTANA, OUR HERITAGE, OUR FUTURE: MALMSTROM AND REQUESTING WRITTEN COMMENTS. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950410-7 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/12/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: FORD, HAROLD (REP (TN) at US CONGRESS) . 
TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(s) : DEFENSE DEPOT, MEMPHIS, TN (D-47425) . 
Contents: REWUESTING THAT THE DBCRC MAKE AN ADDITIONAL SITE VISIT. 
- - -  - - - - - -  
50410- (I, 0) 

(/A- 
ated: 04/06/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referr d to: LIAISON Q ] Due: 04/12/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: WELD, WILLIAM F . (GOVERNOR at MASSACHUSETT~~, 
TO: DIXON. ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installat~on (s) : HANSCOM AFB, MA (F-MXRD). 

&Ab% 

Contents: PROVIDING COST ESTIMATES FOR SPACE AM) INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS AT HANSCOM THAT COULD BE FUNDED BY THE STATE. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
450410-9 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/08/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/17/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: CLIFTON, CHRIS (EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT at MEME1HIS CHAMBER OF COMM.) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : DEFENSE DEPOT, MEMPHIS, TN (D-47425). 

Contents: PROVIDING REVISED STATEMENT OF MEMPHIS COMMUNITY AT THE APRIL 4 BIRMINGHAM REGIONAL HEARING. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950411-1 (I, 0) 

Orlg~nated: / / Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 
From: PAYMENT, LEE T. (LOCAL PRESIDENT at MALMSTROM AFGE) . 
TO: COX, REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) . 
Installat~on(s) : MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-NUS) . 
Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR MALMSTROM. 
______---_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------------------------ 

NOTE: 53 ~ecords Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: (('PENDn S A->STATUS) .OR. (DATECLOSED = {I)). 
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950411-11 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/07/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/13/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: CAMPBELL,BEN, NIGHTHORSE (REP. (CO.) at U.S. CONGRESS), and BROWN, HANK (SENATOR (CO) at U.S. CONGRESS). 

To: DIXON. ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : FITZSIMONS ARMY MEDICAL CENTER, CO (A-08055). 

Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR CENTER. 

950411-12 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/06/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/13/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: BROWN, GEORGE (REP. (CA) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : MARCH AFB, CA (F-PCZP) . 
Contents: REQUESTING DBCRC CONSIDER RE-DIRECTING MARINE CORPS UNITS FROM EL-TOR0 AND TUSTIN TO MARCH AFB. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950411-13 (0, 0) 

Originated: 04/11/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: 04/24/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

To: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUAR'PERS USA/RT). 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: REQUESTING THEY PROVIDE AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS OF THE SCENARIOS RELATED TO CERTAIN COBRA RUNS. 

950411-14 (I, 0) 

Sriginated: 04/05/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/13/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: NICKLES, DON (SENATOR at U.S. CONGRESS). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(s) : VANCE AFB, OK (F-XTLF) . 
Contents: REQUESTING COMMISSION REVIEW MATERIAL REGARDING UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING. ALSO, LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR VANCE AFB 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950411-2 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/04/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: PEHAN, TERRY S. (PRESIDENT at GREAT FALLS AREA CHAMBER). 

To: LYLES, DAVID (STAFF DIRECTOR at DBCRC). 

Installation (3) : MALMSTROM AFB, MT (F-NZAS) . 
Contents: FORWARDING COPY OF COMMUNITY SUPPORT BOOK. 

COPY IN LIBRARY. 

950411-21 (I, 0) 

Originated: / / Received: 04/10/95 Referred to: NAVY Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: TAUB, LAURENCE ( at THICKSTEN,GRIMM,BURGIIM). 

TO: YELLIN, ALEX (NAVY TEAM LEADER at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : , ( - ) .  

Contents: PROVIDING PAPER WHICH DISCUSSES A FOUR POINT APPROACH TO THE REALIGNMENT AND OR CLOSURE OF NAVAL SHIPYARDS. SECONC 

PART TO FOLLOW. 

950411-24 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/05/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: DRUMMOND, DOUGLASS (CO-CHAIR at SCAG MIL BASE CLOSURE COM), and BARTLETT, BOB (CO-CHAIR at SCAG MIL BASE CLOSURE COM). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(s) : LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, CA (N-60258) . 
Contents: FORWARDING COPY OF RESOLUTIONS PASSES BY JTJRIS1)ICTIONS IN SOUTHERN CA. OPPOSING MILITARY CLOSINGS, PARTICULARLY LONG 

BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD. 

NOTE: 53 Records Selected by ALMAND, Criteria: IInPENDn $ A->STATUS) .OR. (DATECMSED - I})) 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Closed: / / 
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950411-25 (I, 0) 

Orrginated: 04/04/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 

From: PITTS, WILLIAMF. (LTGEN, USAF (RET) at ) .  

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : MARCH AFB, CA (F-PCZP). 

, - - - - - - - 

PENDING 

Contents: SUGGESTING DBCRC RELOCATE MARINE CORPS UNITS FROM EL TOR0 AND TUSTIN TO MARCH AFB. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
950411-3 (I, 0) 

Originated: 03/28/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/13/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: ROSSELLO, PEDRO (GOVERNOR at COMM. OF PUERTO RICO) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation(9) : BUCHANAN, FORT, PR (A-PR327) . 
Contents: TESTIMONY FROM BIRMINGHAM REGIONAL HEARING IN SUPPORT OF FORT BUCHANAN. 

950411-4 (I, 0) 

Originated: / / Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: CLINE, NEIL C. (CITIZEN at CHAMBERSBURG. PA) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, PA (A-42345). 

Contents: FORWARDING PETITION SIGNED BY 324 EMPLOYEES REQUESTING THAT DBCRC REVISIT THE DEPOT. 

950411-5 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/06/95 Received: 04/11/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 04/18/95 Closed: / / PENDING. 

From: ARMBRUSTER, WILLIAM A. (CHAIRMAN at FT PICKETT SUPPORT GROUP). 

To: COX, REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC). 

Installation(s) : PICKETT, FORT, VA (A-51535). 

Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASE AND FORWARDING PETITION FROM BLACKSONE PRIMARY SCHOOL IN SUPPORT OF FT PICKETT. 



Plasm Respond To: 

I COMMITTEE ON 
BUDGET 

! COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT REFORM 

AND OVERSIGHT 

SUWOMMITTEES: 
NATlONAL SECURITY. INTERNATlONAL 

AFFAIRS AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

POSTAL SERVICE mneington, BE)& 205154917 
April 10, 1995 

25 WE- Furcrn Smcrr 
- S w n  1015 - Mum FL 23130 

(245)o 387-9541 
(305) 3814376 FAX 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
C L ,  83 Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission : . * : s , z  7cGtA jua; 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 .Nib- .. , m ,-"--m-5q &.35.* \ -2 - 7 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Enclosed is a copy of a letter I received from Kim Stryker, President of  the 
PrincetonlNaranja Community Council in Dade County, Florida and one of my 
constituents. 

On the basis of our experience in Dade County with the realignment of  
Homestead Air Reserve Base, Ms. Stryker has proposed improvements regarding the 
definition of "local community" and the selection process for a Local Redevelopment 
Authority. I commend her suggestions to your attention and urge you to share them 
with the other members of the Commission. 

Thank you for your kind attention to this important matter. 

CARRIE P. MEEK 
Member of Congress 

CPMfjs 
Enclosure 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



TO: Mr. John Schebie 
Congresswoman Carrie Meek's Office 

FROM: Kim Stryker, Resident 
Princebn/Nmanja Community Council 

b. 

RE: HAFB 

VIA FAX: (202) 226-0777 

A f t a w a t c h i n g t h e D e f e r w B a p e C l o s u r r & ~ t ~ i o n m ~  
of kst week, I found two csitical points had not anne up. Since Alan Dixon, 
Commission Qlairman said he welcomed cpstlons from all Senators and 
Rqremtaiives who were interested in the proas, 1 hoped you could forward 
my concern to the Chair. 

1) The BRAC proass needs to define "W community1'. In the case of 
HAFBthclocalgcmrnmentis60milesaway fmmthebasemdthelod 
rrmrunity, within 10 miles, has been ignored by the process. A migbmng 
city, tht mxnesake for the base has had some input, by vkhte of its inmporaed 
status, while immediate neighbors are not wen counted when deckions are 
made regarding their future. Oltr commLlnity amse due to the presene of HAPB 
and is dying as a d t  of Andrew/BRAC. Our needs and interests are not a 
mneern, kt alone a prim*ty, of Dade County gcmmment. Thm must be a 
process built into thc realignment p d u r e s  that will allow afhns, neighbors, 
everyday people xed input into the re-use and development p k  Our everyday 
lite is aHected by thie d i p m e n t ,  not downtomb. (They are lsndbanking for 
Miazni 1ntems~ona.l Airport and giving it as a gift to developers without so 
much as a bid process to jusfify it. 

2) More care rids to go into the selection of a LRA. See above example 
when this is done hastily, as in the case of HARB, where hdrew f o r d  an 
unrrsually quick assignmt of an LRA, hsed on OEAb giving funds to the 
caunty and thus declaring thn the LRA. .. 

PSS. Could bidding for developem who p r u p ~ ~ e  to dmelop bases become 
mandatory in re-use situations? 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

General Wayne A. Downing, USA MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Commander-in-Chief 
United States Special Operations Command 
770 1 Tampa Point Boulevard 
MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 3362 1-5323 86 

rsw b r&wr 
Dear General Downing: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense @OD) recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
proposed relocating the 58th Special Operations Wing to Holloman Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Command, and the operalions of the 58th Special 
Operations Wing. We are especially concerned about the potential increase of costs to the 
USSOCOM. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 
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UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY COMMANDER IN CHIEF AND CHIEF OF STAFF 

no1 TAMPA POINT BLVD. 
MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE. FLORIDA 33621 -5323 

May 3, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

In your letter of April 14, 1995, you requested my comments 
regarding the relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) from 
Kirtland Air Force Base (AFB) to Holloman AFB. Specifically, you were 
interested in my assessments in three areas: One, the effects of the 
proposed relocation on the Un.ited States Special Operations Command 
(USSOCOM); two, the effects of the relocation on the operations of the 
58th SOW; and three, the potential for increased costs to USSOCOM from 
the proposed relocation. 

In response to your first item, the impact of the proposed 
relocation on USSOCOM is moderate. There will be some degradation of 
training due to lack of immediately available training areas and a 
reduction to student through-gut associated with relocation. These 
will be overcome by time. 
- ..-.-. 

The proposed relocation will certainly impact the operations of the 
58th SOW. During the last 18 years, the Kirtland training wing has 
developed a full complement of excellent training areas which support 
their mission. It will take a significant effort on the part of the 
58th SOW to either reestablish or develop this critical support at 
Holloman AFB. The 58th SOW would also have to overcome a number of 
other disadvantages associated with relocation to Holloman AFB such as 
military construction at a location with virtually no excess capacity 
and very limited expansion capability of the Alamagordo area. From our 
perspective, impact on the 58th SOW operations would be significant. 

Your last item ~oncerned'~otentia1 cost increases to USSOCOM. This 
command provides roughly $68 million annually to support special 
operations training at the 58th SOW. While work-arounds may increase 
costs on the margins, we cannot quantify any specific cost increases for 
USSOCOM at this time. 



I appreciate the opportunity to share USSOCOMfs assessments with 
you, and I hope they will be helpful. Please let me know if we can 
assist you further in this matter. 

Sincerely, f l  

e-*kl[5 General, U. S. Army 

Commander in Chief 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1 995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  

The Honorable Hazel R. O'Leary MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Secretary of Energy 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S W 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD 
proposed that Sandia National Laboratory remain in a cantoned area in its present location. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Department and operations at the Sandia National 
Laboratory. We are especially interested in the potential increase of costs to the Department of 
Energy, and the impact this realignment could have on the operations and security of the 
Department of Energy activities currently located on Kirtland Air Force Base. Thank you for 
your assistance in this matter. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1 995 COMMISSIONERS: AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

The Honorable Jesse Brown MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Secretary of Veteran Affairs 
Department of Veteran Affairs 
8 10 Vermont Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20420 ' ,- 

53% 
..l>";:* ?Pk :-*; - " ,;,- b;-,f.: 

Dear Secretary Brown: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) proposal to realign 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
recommended the termination of all Air Force medical activities located in the Department of 
Veteran Affairs Medical Center located on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal, I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect operations at the Department's h4edical Center in 
Albuquerque, and the potential increase of costs to the Department of Veteran Affairs resultiilg 
from this action. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerelv. 
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THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD 
Office of the City Commission 

April 12, 1995 

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

INCORPORATED SINCE 1850 
. - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - 

7 6  EAST H I G H  STREET 
SPRINGFIELD, O H I O  45502 
5 13-324-7340 
5 13-324-7343 
FAX 51 3-324-41 18 

RE: Springfield, Ohio Air National Guard Base 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am sending this letter to express my concern regarding the proposed closure of the 
Springfield, Ohio Air National Guard Base (OANG) and the proposed transfer of the same to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base (WPAFB), The Springfield, Ohio Air National Guard Base 
represents an excellent example of a federal - state - city and military partnership that provides a 
very efficient and cost effective approach to military readiness. 

A similar proposal to relocate the Springfield, Ohio Air National Guard Base to 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base was made by the Air Force in 1993. After just a few short 
weeks, it became evident that the cost to relocate this unit had been grossly understated (over $40 
million vs $3 million estimated) and that the operational savings were suspect. As a result, the 
1993 BRAC Commission rejected the Air Force's realignment proposal and kept the unit in 
Springfield, Ohio. 

I urge you and your colleagues on the BRAC Commission to give this proposal close 
scrutiny as was the case two years ago. We believe and I think you will find that keeping this 
Ohio Air National Guard unit here in Springfield is more cost effective and is in the best interest 
of military value. 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

FJdfLfi k-, MAYOR 

. -= f  DALE A. HENRY 

Dale A. Henry 
ASSISTANT MAYOR 

Mayor FAYE M. FLACK 

COMMISSIONERS 
WARREN R. COPELAND 
KEVIN O'NEILL 
SHEILA D.  BALLARD 

CLERK OF COMMISSION 
CONNIE I. CHAPPELL 





The Secretary of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

A p r i l  17, 1 9 9 5  

The Honorable A1 an 3 .  Uixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The Department of Energy and the Air Force have long enjoyed a --- - 

mutually beneficial relationship at Kirtland Air Force Base. 
However, in February, the Department of Defense announced that 
Kirtland was identified as a candidate military installation for a 
major realignment. Prior to the Department o f  Defense decision to 
realign Kirtland, the Department of Energy was not contacted for 
input regarding the impact of such a decision on our activities 
and operations . 
The Department of Energy and Sandia National Laboratories, as 
major tenants on the Kirtland Air Force Base, are dependent on the 
Air Force to provide safety, security, and infrastructure support 
on the Kirtland Air Force Base. These services include security. 
fire protection, and emergency operations as we'll as maintenanc~ 
and operations of roads, utilities, traffic control, and grounds 
maintenance. The organizations that currently p r c v i d e  t h c s e  
services are proposed to be e i ther  relocated ~c o t h e r  bases o r  :: 
be dissolved. This will result in the Department o f  Energy anc 
Sandia National Laboratories having to assume many o f  tn2se 
responsibilities to continue our program. Since that 
announcement, we have been analyzing the cost and operatioriai 
impacts of the potential realignment on the Department's 

9 4"- 
operations at the base. 

If the proposed realignment is approved, it appears that the 
Department of Energy and the Sandia National Laboratories would 
need to establish an operations, safety, and security zone, which 
comprises a large percentage of the land currently encompassed by 
the base. With this responsibility would come a requirement for 
additional funding. We estimate that it would cost the Department 
of Energy an additional 65 mill ion dollars of one-time costs to 
acquire or carry through with the Air Force planned capabil i ty 
enhancements needed to continue the current Department of Energy 
operation on Kirtland Air Force Base. In addition, about 30 
mill ion dollars would be required on an annual basis to maintain 
and continue these operations. We estimate that the cost to the 
Department of Energy over the next 20 years, expressed in net 



present value terms, could be a b o u t  440 mil 1 ion do1 l a r s .  While we 
are continuing t o  review our estimates, we are confident these are 
generally correct. These estimates do n o t  include the 
capabi l i t ies  necessary to  support the other remaining tenants on 
the base. We believe the other tenants, both large and small, 
would be impacted by the Kirtland realignment and would have cost 
impacts of the i r  own. 

In addition to  funding issues, we are also concerned about the 
loss  of synergy caused by breaking u p  nuclear weapons interface 
ac t iv i t i e s  between the Air Force, the Defense Nuclear Agency, the 
Department of Energy, and the Sandia National Laboratories. Many 
ac t iv i t i e s  such as the Department of Energy's Accident Response 
Group are deployed from Kirtland Air Force Base. This group, 
which i s  comprised of the Department of Energy, the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, - the Sandia National Laboratories, and other 
Department of Energy organizations, i s  responsible for  responding 
to  any accident involving a nuclear weapon anywhere in the world. 
None of these problems are insurmountable. However, they are of 
concern to  the Department o f  Energy and could be expected t o  
result i n  the unnecessary commitment of resources, which would not 
be needed under the current base a1 ignment. 

St i  11 another concern centers around the Kirtl and Underground 
Munitions Storage Complex. As presently envisioned, th i s  f a c i l i t y  
would be 1 ocated in the Department of EnergylSandi a National 
Laboratories cantonment. W i t h  a reduced Air Force presence on the 
base, i t  would be uncertain that  the Air Force can maintain t h i s  
f z c i ?  i tg for tne  1 ong- term. 

The eastern  ort ti on of Girtland Air Force Ease i s  an area which i s  
cu r ren~ ly  zseC by t h e  Department of Energy,  he Sandi a National 
Laboratories. and the Air Force Phill ips Laboratory for  c r i t i ca l  
program purposes. Use o f  that  land and f a c i l i t i e s  would n o t  
1 i kely change w i t h  the reduced Air Force presence. This area has 
s igni f i cant hazardous ac t iv i t i e s  that  would precl ude i ncreased 
public access to  those areas. These hazards include unexploded 
ordnance, 1 i ve f i re ranges, physics experiments, and areas 
requiring environmental remediation. 

As you proceed with your review of the potential realignment of 
Kirtland Air Force Base and the public hearings, the Department of 
Energy is  prepared t o  a s s i s t  the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission to  ensure that  the overall impact of the 
proposed action i s  fu l ly  understood before final decisions are 
made. 

  at el R .  0' Leary - 
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JOE SCARBOROUGH 
l s r  DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
COMMllTEE 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AN0 
OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE &ongress of toe QHniteb States 

April 17, 2995 

'&ASHINGTON OFFICE: 
1523 Louowcmm HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 20515 
~2021 225-4136 

aSTRlCT OFFICES: 

3A8 S.W. MIRACLE STRIP PARKWAY 
UNIT 21 

FORT WALTON BEACH. FL 32548 
$904) 664-1266 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The attached information is in response to the questions you asked Department of Defense 
officials at the April 1 7, 1995 Joint Cross-Service Group hearing on Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. This information should be submitted for the official record. I hope this sheds some 
additional light on the issue of consolidation of helicopter training. 

Sincerely, 

/!>T- Mem rofcongre 

PRINTED GI4 RECYCLED PAPER 



THZ CA#X #'OR V91NO PI--WINO A X X C W T  IN ROTMY- #I= 
PILOT TRACX dZZ1CTION AND TJUXNZNQ 

CORM issueo raiscod t o  aviation ?nf raa t r ~ c t z r e  remrira 
anochrr roview of tho inaura rurrounding ho1icogt.r DL f o t  
training and the Navy practice o f  uainp i n i t i a l  fixad-wing 
training t o  select and train all etvdent naval r v i a t o r ~ ,  
including thoae that eventually select f o r  rotary-wing pipeliael. 
~lthouqh a number of attsmptr have been mrdo, by  both aerviceo, 
to aonaolidata helicoptmr training, a racent j o i n t  Navy/Army 
study doreminiad that tba C~rra~Cc *=revaa re-rmt m a e l  h.pastml~)e 
of tRa -try # a d a s  raguir.m.at .nd i 8  lYre8Uatl.y tho 188.t UO6tdy 
rsgprvruh go produafap Navy &afioogtmr pilot#, 

In decormining training tequirementa, the Navy f i f  8 t 
determines what the niaoion requiromata ere for a graduate. 
Ultimately a graduate muat be rmad for a miorion, or the nrxt r; ph8se of training, the first time &/@he retr f o o t  in th8 
aircraft. Tne ~avy/Marine Corpr undergraduate helicopter pilot 
training (UHPT) progrm i a  banad on the requirexnentr for r fleet 
naval aviator, 

The Department o f  the Navy has long believed that providing 
common primam fixed-wing f l i  tit trrininq to a l l  Navy and W i n e  P Corpn p i l o t r  provides a bcnef t that 8ignificantZy axcamdo the 
cort .    his belief was validated by a Center for Naval Analyrsa 
(cm) study publiohed in January, 1994. The CNA rtudy concluded 
that a f t  pf002ino a~aiopmoat8 asa amdo uf 8bixat unfng prima 
i ldvht ruoraa, then qurJity QLltr ibutionr i n  t h m  f ~ m d -  m d  
rotary-wing g i~az inea  w i l l  #h i i t .  and wd~lLecfag t&e aurrw t  Raw 
pfdmary iato two 8*0.rrtr cr.rk., retaw priarry cnd f'ir#d-* 
prjdlary, aould i n a m r e  a t  tri r i m  if aurrrrrt 8 t u a d ~ r d .  at0 
aujntaiad. A t  t r i e d  an umuf d ba Bfqhai in .&ah Grad in t& 
9r0saat un i f i ed  sr iury  m d  tbu8 muid ba h i q h u  owraJ2. , This 
inctaared attritioa muec b3 seocunced iox i r l  tha Navy tre in~ng 
flight hour budget, Increasing attrition wili incsrasa tbe cor t  
of traiaiaq and require incrraird rccoroionr. In addition, the 
study f o m r d ~  the following training aonoidrratioaa : 

R ~ h m  Wtbr ~kfllr .nd larrnmd n8gorrre8 naadod to fly 
helfaogt~r8 and iixld*rrcfaq airO4aaea in fotrud CJivbt rrr 
&&oar u a o s i y  thr #ma..  . PI3a.e #kills arm trua82ardla. 

"~Zyiog 80lieoptar~ fa h o v u  mods i 8 d4dfmrmt frrar Nydnq 
thun fa futwetd f l i g h t  rode. Pros a training rtanbpoint, it 
i# 8 ~ 1 d b l a  t o  firre twcb n>tar;v-wfaq @ilotrr f o n n r d  C l i p b t  
i n  a firad-wing trainer. 8tud.rrt p i l o t .  am than P- t o  
halioogtur whet# they 8oquire #paof 8 I f  sod f f  i qht rkf 118. 



"88na f 1 i ght crud nf ag, pacCf ou2arly naviua ti aa and 
l a a t r ~ m t  flyfno, i n w i n #  8kdlla that rra not 8$eefffc t o  
a p a r t i ~ r i l  a t  typa oC aircraft  . @ 

The Air Force alao aupp~rta the c o n c ~ g t  of undrrgraduato, 
primary fixed-wing t ra in ing  f o r  its helicopter p i l o f a .  10 
Decoxnber 1992 the A ~ ~ i 8 t l n t  3ecrotary of the Air Pome atated. 
#. , . f fxrd-  wing trainlag bafom rotary-wiap txafaiav produoon 
bettmr trainmd h e l l u o p t u  ~iJot for Ja48 aoaay. Though tha Air 
Force previously has not affordad early-on fixed*win training to 
their helicaptsr pilots, leaving Chat option t o  prov de Air Focce P 
helicopter pilots that training la ta r  a t  ita fixed-wing 
transition rchool a t  Vance A I 3 .  Oklahoma, tho Air Foroe ha@ now 
decided to provide the trainin up f r o n t  with tho impi&mmtation 
of gpecialirod Undorpreduate P lot Training (SGPT) progrm. Bum I 
also provideo the A i r  Force r t oo l  for  track cl~r~ifiortion In a 
8yatrm identical to the Navy's currant praatiae. 

Looking t o  the future. the liner betwren fixed md rotary- 
wing aircraft begin to blur. The DON plane t o  raplacs much of 
i t a  Marine Corpr C H - 4 6  f l o a t  ~ r i t h  the V-22 tilt-rotor aircraft. 
l%ia vehiclo is unique i n  t h ~ t  i t  combiner flight charaotrriatio~ 
of f ixed and rotary-wing aircraft. A Marine Corps rtud ha8 
ahown that the n o a t  affectiva mean8 of training V-22 pi eta  i 8  
through r hybzid o f  fixed and rotary-wing training. 

r 
In addition, combat halicopter doaign is now inoorporating 

performance qualities es8ential for modern warfare haratofora 
only witnessed in fightsr or rttrek aircraft. A6 thsas derigna 
becoma mora advanced, and halicoptara are employed in mi88iona 
aueh aa a ir  to-air combat, the propar three-dzneaoional 
oituational awarenea8 training, nrrrantly provided only by fixoa- 
wing trainer aarcreft, m a t  be affordad these crnambarr. Given 
prsaont trainer aircraft limitationi, and the path by which ban 
t ra iner  aircraft procurameat8 are ~rooaading, only fully 
acrobatic traineta rueh &a the Joint Primary Aircraft Training 
Sy8:cm (JPAT~) or the T-34C will be capable of intqrat ing these 
rkille. Neither tho Na TH-57 n o t  the Amy TX-67 i a  pbia $1 
accoraglieh thin drgrra S o maneu~.ering. Pu8hing chis training to 
a later goint in the training piprlin.,  using odvur~ed 
halicoptsrn, would incrraae tbr coat to train siace oparating 
coats for more advancrd helicopter8 are 3 t o  4 timer more khan 
the T-34C or JPAT3. ~dditionrlly, the attrition rate normrll 
oxparioncod during the 60tobatic ~ h a a e  o f  training m l d  n w  e 
oxperioncod after a greater amount of t ima .ad money ha8 baen 1; 
inveatad in tho student. 

c o a t  of training i r  alwaya an i aaum to be weighad againrt 
rsquiraruents.  he ~ a v y  F - 3 4 C  I8 the least coatly t l ight trainer 
in DoD an8 its ure  rerulta i n  the Navy having a lwar curriculum 
flight training coat then othcr a a ~ i a a s .   he impact of 
oparating coat8 for  JPAT3 r o u f n a  to ba determined following 
eourcs ae!ection &rid tasting. 



Pixad-wing primat training remain8 a valuab2e ocm~odity i n  
~ndergrrduato naval av r ation training, and in many crrod i r  
critically necrruary, Thi rp practida for Navy, Warin@ Carpa, Air 
Force and Corr t  Guard priaury training was andorred by CJCB in 
the Fabntam, 1993 nR~port  on Rol.6 and M i s r i ~ r r r , ~  Currently, 
the T - 3 4 ~  i r  the l a a r t  corrtly trairraz, includinq helicogters, t o  
operate. Howovet, once a JPATS candidata has bean rrlscted and 
rystrm tooting refine8 cunent preliminary JPATS operating coat 
ertfmrteo, the isaue will need to be revimitrb t o  detmtiaine w h a t  
amount of f ixed-wfnq in# truation ahoulb continuo wf thfa the 
Navy 1 8  rotary-wing training pipeline. The insue kF# n ~ ~ o u r r  
optaOfi8 including tataining T44C autete for a p ~ r t i o a  of Navy 
pzlrmtry $lipkt tsalziag. 



1 . The ~MNine Corps strungly s u p p o ~ s  prcsminy Naval -4 11iation Helicopter Training at 
' lWS Whifing. 

The .Amy will nor be able to train Naval Senice R~tary Wig pilcts to the sanduds  that the 
3-aval Scrvices have come to cx2ect. The bottom line on this plan is, if t11c Naval Scrvices 
lose ccrgnizance over their undergraduate helicopter pilot training philosophy and rmique 
i~frasrructure st XAS Whiting, it would have ro recvnstr~ict rhem in their Fleer 
Replacement Squadrons (FRS) at  much higher easo to trnin . The Amy plan does not 
address quality of trainin3 and is simply asserting that, because [tie -4nny oxms the majority of the 
Narion's helicoprcr assets, it should control them dl. 

2. riic ~ M ~ r i ~ z e  Corps docs nor suppm m ring nny iVnrlul Service Under,araduu.&~ H'elicaptcr 
Pilot Training ro Fori Ruckcr, X. 

To understand what this proposal would do for the Xzval Service Rotary Wing i ~ . a i n i n ~ .  one must 
look a t  the Army's training pl~ilosophy. rmy [raining is designed ro produce a l u g e  number of  
pilots in rhe shoncst possible time, The Warrant Oficer Training Caurse issrs about line weeks, 
consistiq albasic aviation ground school ma bzsic military skills. Leadershp rraining is not 
emphasized. Army warranc afficer pilots are skilled technicians, not comnlissioned oficer Icaders. 
The Army produces what the Naval Selviccs would consider conditionallj, q~r;llified pilots 
with minimum flight time a ~ l d  vcry basic skins. Ncwly designated pilots are expected to 
perform only as copilots under the supervision of a senior warrant officer for :nu next few years. 
This training phi1o:ophy nay work w d  fur the &my, but is contrary to Yival Servic~ 
requirements that have junior officers operating wirh rapidly increasing levels of responsibiliq- as 
pan of srnalI detachments at sea. 

a. Other areas of concern with Army training: 

- Army instmment flight training is directed io the F U  minimum of SO hours 2nd ,%my 
pi1or.t art nor noml!;. exgctted to kto,;~~iiz!!y ily X L  S~~'Jdect Navai A1i,arc:s 3j 3 9 s  :GO 
hours of IFR in boih the aircra.4 and rinrtrl~tol- ( 80 h t  simularor/GO hr ir, MC) .  To trnnsfer 
waining from night school to the FRS tvould increase cost by about 400% per haul: 

- Other costs shifi to the FRS to compensate rbr reduced rligkt traiainy. rkmy pilots $3 
\vh~gs wit11 about IS0 fll ks a~d 30 sirnulatar hours vice Xa~al.4viarors 205 flight hours and  80 
simulator hours. This training delta would havt KO be cornper~sared somewhere in Naval Service 
training. 

- Aviators gr-sduaring f i u n ~  &my tli$t trainins would have to receive si~nificant trainins 
in thc .FRS (more ccst shinin3 ta FRS) on the "ser-vice unique missions" that the .Army would nor 
teach ar Pon Ruckcr. 

- Facilities at Fort Rncker are not  rhc quality of NN4S Whiling. Contraq LO the &my 
starements, signiErant > E C O K  wiil be needcd to  ccnsciida~irz rhc :rainir,g (eg., movarnetlt nf 



simuLarors and l~clicopters). .41so, thc qualiry and capacity of Rucker family housing is of 
cencern. 

. The Army plan omirs the revuiu~ionary emer,oulcc of zhc V-22 and tiZh-otor rcch.no10~. 

.;is stated beforc, the Amly has no interesl in tiltrotor aviztion, the fu~urc of Marine medium Iifi 
aviation a d  the Corps1 largesr vertical lift requirement. The Army sees aviation fu~urc  in 
helicoplei's only. The lead on all aspects of ti1troror maintenance, uaining, and doctrine lies with 
the Marine Carps. 

a. Aspe~ts of thc Tiltmror Technological RevoIution 

- biV-22 trainins/converrion. The .&my insriturional focus is helicoprer only. From the 
h y ' s  point of view, only helicopters can serve d ~ c  &my's rtyuiremcnts, The Marine Carps 
andciyates no assistance/proponcncy 5nm the Army to  assist in NIT7-22 rcqtiirements. 

- l'iltrotor techno lob^ itself will force helicopter users [DnD and civil) to raa~duatc  the 
*xay helicup~el-s u c  uscd md which aircraff suit rhe vertical assauIt mission. :the tiltrctor is in a 
7osirion to replace all helicqter functions in all but the "heavy lifi'' (Jm-1) kssion. 

- The sixe of the iaitial buy, indudL~g the Kavy. .e'r- Force, and Marine Corps, forces the 
DoD ro reevaluate flight trainins for this AIC (who, how, whcre, and why),  gain, thc Marine - .  
Corps has ishe l a d .  

- Tiltrotor is able LO take on the light snack helicopter and aerial obsewarian missicjn with 
a sin.gle airframe. Tilrrotor could rvcutually &I all Maine Corps helicopter missions, except 
H M3. This could m,&e moot the Army's flisht training, vis-a-vis the Xaval Services. 

I .  7h.e Mnrinc Cnrp.r.feels rlrnc servicrc rcquirenrenss sJrould drive this discussion, rrrrher than 
prospecrive ecunomric savings, 

The Marinc Corps is uoequivocal in i t s  pokition on tki; fc?ic. Cons~lidatior, msy benefit ;iic 
Army, but it would greally rcc!uce the quality of training for the Yavd Services, eFecring both 
opzrationd readiness and safety. 



Train Like You Fight! 

The United States military must concentrate on how to train the best capable pilot predicated on 
mission requirements and economics, but never solely on economics. 

T h e  United States A m y  and Navy each conduct their own respective helicopter flight training 
programs for a very good reason ... the ultimate combat environment that each services cperates 
in is inherently different, demanding an emphas is  on different aviation skills appropriately learned 
in their respective aviation programs. 'Train Like You Fight", is a reality based on 85 years of 
flight training experience. What differentiates Army and Navy Helicopter Flight Training is not the 
quality of t h e  student, instructors or aircraft but the ultimate combat environment that each semice 
operates in and the respective missions that its aviators are expected to accomplish. 

The Arrny Helicopter pilot is trained to support the Arrny mission on land, i.e. "in the fierd". 
Cansequently, their training programs logically emphasize the  daylnight contact (with visual 
reference to the horizon) flying under VMC (Visual Meteorological Conditions) rules, ground 
contact environment in which they operate. Their training necessarily emphasizes low-level 
tactical flyingJnavigation, slope and confined area landingsltakeoffs, tactical formation flying and 
night vision goggle training. Their instrument flying qualification is consequently designed to meet 
only minimum FAA requirements. Upon graduation, the Army helicoptei'pilot has accumulated 

. 157 hours of actual flight time plus an additional 30 hours in flight simulators. 

The Navy Helicopter Flight Training Program is conducted first in a fixed-wing T-34C then in the 
TH-57 helicopter. Both syllabuses are instrument intensive, emphasizing daylnight Instrument 
Meteorological Condition (JMC rules). reflecting the capricious all weather environment in which 
Navy ships with their assigned aircraft operate. The Primary fixed-wing phase enables the Navy 
to accelerate the student pilots adaptation to an instrument environment by teaching unusuaI 
attitudes, out-of-control flight and acrobatic flight thus facilitating consequent three-dimensional 
situation awareness that can only be achieved by training in a fully acrobatic fixed-wing aircraft, 
AIso compelling is the fact that future miiitary aircraQ combine the flight characteristics of fixed- 
wing arld r~tary-wing aircraft as in the  V-22 Osprey and t h e  AVSB Harrier. 

Obviousfy, Navy pilots fly at sea. In order to assure t h e  ultimate accomplishment of their 
helicopter missions and because they often operate in areas of the world that do not have 
navigation aides, Navy ships create and maintain their own Instrument Air Traffic Control System 
comprised of shipborne TACANS, RADAR and Aircraft Controllers aboard every ship in the  fleet 
at sea. Ships in Navy Battle Groups are tactically widely dispersed at sea often experiencing 
diverse weather phenomena at the same time. Consequently, Navy Heios frequently fly IFR while 
conducting their daily routine missions whatever the tactical environment. 

Llpon graduation, the Navy Helicopter Pilot will have accumulated a total of 208.4 hours of actual 
flight time plus an additional 80.1 hours in flight simulators. Of the total 208.4 actual flight hours, 
87.5 actual flight hours (42%) are instrument flight hours. Additionally 50% of the academic 
syllabus (191 hours) is devoted to instrument training. 

Thus the Navy truly fulfills the ideal ... TRAIN LIKE YOU FIGHT! ... thereby producing a superbly 
trained helicopter pilot able tc accomplish the mission. 
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CIjdc $1. H:ibidJ3u. Jr. Plat t sburg11,NewYork Ortier of the h l q o r  
Clly 11.111 

I'l:~~tshurgh. Nen York 1291 
5 18-563-7701 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Wendi L. Steele, Commissioner /03' . . . .  .' 1 ,  .... * -  ,\ i,:, . 
FROM : B/Gen. Thomas G. Tobin . . ~.50l -Cl~--~\  - - - - - - . - . 

DATE : April 20, 1995 

RE : A Re~DLrect for Plattsburgh Air Force Base in 1995 
- - 

As you can well imagine Plattsburgh Community Officials, members 
of Team Plattsburgh, New York Delegates and New York Officials were 
more than surprised by the 1993 BRAC decision to close Plattsburgh 
Air Force Base. Plattsburgh seeks a Re-Direct because we believe 
there is still a position for PAFB in our Nation's Defense Posture. 

ATTACHMENT #1 is a listing of criteria supporting the Air Force 
choice of Plattsburgh as the East Coast Air Mobility Wing choice. 
The grey shaded area .PROXIMITY TO CUSTOMERS. was nct an Air Force 
factor but was cited as the key (only) reason for choosing McGuire 
over Plattsburqh, effectively eliminating 28 other criteria (which . . - - the E3AC staff and 3.O.D. 2 -:alidate? as 3e;nq ~:attsbur~k 
strengths). 

- - - .- - r. -, - - - . -  ~ ~ C I W ~ V P I -  . ~ o m ~  - S E E S ~ :  3y.5 -,, :,z:-: :?;,;. 1 I-. :-,- % -. + -  . - 
consideration. Let's --v - review ~ k e  6cc:sior: : 

Why the '93 decision wzs wrcnF: 

1. Plattsburqh Air F o r c e  Sase was raked $1 3y  :he Air Farce 
DOD, GAO, DLA and t h e  BIiAC sraff for the EAST COAST Air Mobili~s~ 
Mission. 

2. Plattsburgh's superior, year-round weather, was disregaraed 
in favor of McGuire's Fog and High summer temperatures. 

3, Plattsburgh's traffic free airspace was ignored in favor of 
a highly congested area at McGuire. 

4. Air Crew Safety and Long Term Crew training requirements 
have been ignored for Northeastern Crews. 

5. The largest most modern (1954 construction for a E-47 Super 
Wing - can park 156 ICC 135's on Ramp with Taxi on Taxi off 
capability) RAMP is now empty at Fllattsburqh. 

7 - 
0. ~iatksburoh Ramp Refuelin? % p a c i t y  ignored. 



7. ' Personnel prefer Plattsburgh - it's the Base of choice for 
the ~ o r t h  East. 

8. Room for growth, surqe and outsize aircraft like C-17 at 
the already mint conditi,on Plattsburgh facility. 

9. Commissioners who visited Plattsburgh did not visit 
McGuire, therefore a proper comparison NOT possible. 

10. Air Force has no MODERN, LARGE RAMPED, ACTI_I~E_--DJTJ_y RUNWhY 
in the Northeast. 

What has changed? 

1. Active duty tanker imbalance has been created east vs. 
west. 

2. SALT TREATY requirements are progressing, Malmstrom and 
Grand Forks missiles may draw down negating need for tankers at 
Malmstrom and Grand Forks. 

3. McGuire's air traffic liability has increase6 and F.A.L. 
resources are being strained at and zround McGuire. 

, . -  or= 4. Dollzrs are beina spent fc?r up~radss r t  ! 4 c G ~ i r r .  72-r - , .  - - -  - 
not required ~t ulzttssu:-qh: 

- - .  . . - .  
- + , c ~ l t 1 3 f i ~ ~  ~i y . : l - ~ f y  5 k r : ; ~ : : :  

7 -  - - n y z - -  G I L L  - , -  f i e f u s 1  in? s v s t e p  
-I$ErW .----,-r 7 Tn.,-. 7 -  

"'dii C A. I L - L VL =. - 
-ka& to .an6 cite-- Z j ~ i l < c ~ c ~  Senye- 
-Add to Communic:ation Ducts for Czble 
-Contingency Cornmuniczti~ns Elemest Facility 
-Add to SZSP Supply Facility e 

-Renovation of Army Houses for Air Force family quarters 

However, these upgrades are needed to support basic requiremen+s 
at McGuire for the KC-10. Set P.ttachrnent $ 2 .  

5. Future BRACs (year 2000 and beyond) will most likely 
include (Purple Suit) joint Service Basing/consolidations. Only 
Plattsburgh has the space for growth and capacity if out year 
downsizing of combined service capacities is required. 

6. Tanker Task Force Mission will now be a National Guard 
responsibility. This problem is not popular to discuss but d a i l y  
ground eircrews availability is only 2 cf active duty aircrew 
availability. 



A review of the Nor theas t  draw down i s  p r o v i d e d .  As bases were 
closed from Westover throuqh Pease, Loring and Griffiss, t h e  Air 
Staff was comforted knows that it still had Plattsburgh as its base 
of choice. McGuire was over tasked and t.hreatened by traffic 
restrictions and programmed for downsizing to match capacity. We now 
have a hole in the Northeast. We now face a regional problem because 
we are closing our programmed regional solution. 

\ 

In summary we suggest a range of options exist for Plattsburgh. 

A .  Training - retain ~lattsburgh as a tanker and mobility 
facility to assure a training site for Northeastern resources. 

B. Conso1idat.e - Join AMC & ACC assets at Plattsburgh to 
create a deployment facility as a Multi-Role Composite Wing. 

C. Contonment - Conton Plattsburgh for 24 months or longer so 
as to allow a final Joint Service Force Structure review after BRAC 
95 so as to assure required outyear capacity for DOD. 

. - .  . 3/Gen.  Tc"5 yes=lr:~c c:: 'lz-t-bur~k's b~li,;: :Sf: 7 ° C :  A * < " .  

Gen. Tobin retired i n  Scrober cf 1955 ~ f ~ e r  30 yezrs zctlve cury 21 
which the major portion was spent in the Strztegic Air Command. 13 
years experience and assignments in the Northeastern region included 
7 postings at Pease Air Force Ease and 2 postings ~t Plattsburgh &.ir 
Force Base. While at Pease as 45th A i r  Division Commander, Gen. 
Tobin commanded all Strategic Bombers an2 Tznkers at Loring, Pease, 
Pittsburgh, Griffiss, Plattsburgh, Bangor, McGuire and Dow. Gen. 
Tobin is t h e  heiid of the military Advisory Team at Plzttskuruh, a 
non-remunerated positioc. 



' - 6 '  
"fiattsburEh AFB nnicd best in capability to support the Air hlobilit! Wing duc to ia grnanol~ i r  lointion. 
attributes and base loading capacitv." * 

GEOGRAPHIC ATTRIBUTES CAPACITY 
LOCATION 

Northeastern Region Modcrn 156 KC- 135 equivalent 

RamplBuildings Parking spaces 
Proximi ty-Air Refueling Tracks Construction 19% vice 

Training 
NO Congestion 
Pattern activity (daily) 

P-3 's 
C-5's 

C-141's 
KC-135's 

Tanker Task Force (East) 

Low Density Traffic 

WX for Recovery of 
Conus West Bound traffic 

LOW Density Traffic 
High Altitude 
Lou. Altitude 

Air Bridge to Euro~e  

NATO Support Missions 
French Base of Choice 

Proximity to Customers = 

Makeover 1943 

Quality of Life 

Runway Length 
* 11,000' 

Critical summer heat 

Safety 

Ramp flesibili ty 

FAA area of choice vice 
McGuire 

Minimum Upgzder 
Best investmen; 

Rural Senins 
Enlisted !vlorzi 

Izamil!.  unit^. 

Historical Designation 
28 buildinp ~Ltional Reg. - 
2nd oldest conrinualiy 
operating US Militap inst. 

Educational/Work Opponunity 
Blue Suitors 
Spouses 

84 Pits 
50 Refuelings at same time 

Fuel 
Stonge (surge capaci ty) 
Rail, barge, track resupply 
DLA verified 

Housing 
On Base 
Off Base 

Purple Suite Expansion 
Space accommodates future 
base closures 

Exercises 
.$-ie,-r ZJ-,.-.~ ' =.:.:-. Il,.,Z. .- A\...-.r . A -.... ,.,&. 
9 iiangers 

KC- I0 
Growth space 

Larges t Number of -4ircrafr in 
Strategic Air Command for 
several years 

Additional ramp could be 
estented south 

* SOURCE: 1993 Capacity Analysis Basing Data 

DATA RESOURCE: BRAC Staff R & A, Page 13 1. PAFB $1 



Rtctiuire AFB NJ hllIA:ON Prc,icct list - 
MI LIT-UY I~UKI'OSE of PRO JFKT cosr 1s KEQ AT 
CONSTKUC'IION PROJECT SSS, TZ7OC I'LTl3f;H 
1994 PROJECTS 
Alter Interim Facilities Support ~prrntions and maultcnance unul 1.3-50 yes 

pcrnmcrit f~cilitic~~ are corrq~lcmj 
Refueling Operations Facilities Pruvide f ~ r  ;tddifiunaf );('-I0 :ind KC: 135 2.923 pcs 

refueling pcrsonx~cl wld opcr:~tions 
Add to P ~ h g  Ramp I'rovidc for adilitianal aircraft pxi1.ix1~ 6,129 sro 
Hydrant Refi~eling S ystcn~ 3'101~ide orr ILUI~F refueling c ~ p a b i l i ~ y  2G,';.*;l no 
Cryogmic Storage Area 1'0 s\ipply pwprr storage areas for KC- I O 930 yes 

cryogenic equipment md supplies 

1995 Projects 
KC- 10 Squadron Operatiol~s aud 
Maintenance Facilities 
Fuel Sy sterll Maintenance Dock 

Comsicm Control Facility 

KC- 10 Maintenance Hanger 
KC-1 0 Coamctor Opcr3ted and 
Maintained Base Supply Facility 
(COMsS) 
KC-] 0 Flight Simulator Facility 
Control Tower 

Add ta and Alter Ye'hiclz 
Com~lex 
Add to and .h.ixr mucwe 
ct5itsi. - Uel;hr --:sr -. i - r p . r A  U;ri 

A-.; 9 L.I.. -..-A. .., A u k .  

i'crn_pcratiire Hor W u r  
(=7 Disribution S>srs  
Add to ksn-ldedicd Servi:.: 
Clinic 
Add to Communications D u x  
for Cable 
Contingency C~rnmunicaiions 
Elcmnt Facility 
Up,gde Roads to A4eet 
hbleased Dzmard 
Add to the Base Suppiy Facility 

KC-I 0 Squadron Operations 
Facility for AFRES Squadrou 

Environmentally safe enclosed f;~ciiit~# Iargc 
enough to .work on KC-1 0 h e 1  systems 
Environnlcntauy -safe enclosed facility large 
e ~ ~ o u g l ~  to 11ztint 2nd scrip KC- 10s 
Self Explxc~ato~y 
KC-I0 (COMBS) facility to house and 
maintain specific KC-10 supplies and 
equipment 
Facility for simulator to u6.n KC-10 crews 
New Conml Tower ~qt?ire.'; old tower located 
in a blind spot crated by a new KC-10 iaciiin. - - 
t/ehicie cox~plelr requires ~ddiriond s p :  i: 
+x& 2J5~Aid2! j 22 l.7>jr;cr 

-%&itro~ rzoulrec rr. CZCL ~nr.r:z;r:~ r::?-zn: .> 

: .rm-=y 3931'1.1~~- --. --A - . .  
;zcz& ccT&&--i :: s;i>+>yLL :y:--.>y 

-----. - *y29ip-y, st:!; :, y +- 2----iy22 -- 
:.ysko. 
AuditioA?ai cimlc s p ~ o  ntzatc  ;c a ~ c ~ ; i k , n ~ u t ~  
ulcrerrse in frying ~ z s o m z l  
Additional c c i m  cable n-2 suppoit nrsv 
facilities 
New facility rcquird -use oia faciii~s 
relocad due to new KC- ! 0 t>I 5g 
Self &.pfma.rory 

Increased KC-I0 pzrsolmel mobility equipment 
requires additional space in bsse supply 
Scff Explanatory 

Improve ~ ~ l i - q  Fanlily ficnova~c 142 existir~g units of Eonncr -Amrig 15.884" 
Ir 

)re 
Housing h~luses f ~ r  Air Force imilj. living q u m m  
NOTES 

a. This dternadve k i n g  ~vorkd  with r t ~  GOD IG 10 ,ovGidute requkment mci cost 
b. Housing requirement at Fktlsbur.& wouiZ haiie been new build not renovation at ar? estimated cosr of $ij.OM 





SEQUENCE OF EF'ENTS 

History of Plattsburgh Air Forcc Baqc 

Second oldest ccmtinually operational Militar!. installation in thc Unitcd S ~ ~ t c s ,  al'tcr- U.S. M i l i ~ t ) .  
Acadcmy at Wcsl Point. 

1917 - Home of firs1 ROTC program 

1954 - "New Base" portion \vas co~structcd for a B-47 and KC-97 "Supcr Wing". Only Travis 
has as largerlmn~p. Base design similar to Whitcman, Dycss, and othcr mid-50's bases built to 
"Cold War needs and specifications". Part of thc MEMAY c ~ a .  

1988 - BRAC. Pease closcd, only othcr largc ~nodcrn ramp in thc Northeast. 
-. 

1991 - BRAC. Loring closed. Loring challcngcd Plaltsburgh. Plattsburgh Air Force Basc ralcd 
#1 in Northeast. "The Air Forcc nlusl pro\,ide Sor its pcoplc. The besl way to acconlplish rctention 
is to insure we keep our best facilities so people will have suitable places to libre \\lhile senling." 

1993 - BRAC. 
McGuire, a 1943 base, slated to do~vnsize to match its capacity. 

FAA on record as needing to reduce trafficlconflict i~npacts. 
Griffiss, a 1943 base slated to close, B-52's to dispersc 

Excess large aircraft capaci ty 
Rome Lab Icfl opcn 
Run\vajt contoncd 1'0s Fi. Drum support 

Plattsburgh scheduled to becomc EL~I Cwst M O ~ I ~ I I !  \ 1 * 1 1 - t  
Northcastern Region !\/lob;l;!:, 3::" 

* 29 KC-135's remain 

FB I 1 1 's had depar-red 
* KC-  i 0's 1 rom 3arbsarllc i ! 

C-14:'s from McGuire (3- 

Snons X a n p  Comparison Cnaris 

And then the zames began 
McGuire said "PAFB can't get l'ucl" 

Not SO, but "too espensi~~c" 
Griffiss said "We're better suited than PAFB and PAFB has cncroacl~n~ent problems" 

Not so. Mall not in clear- zone. Parking lot is pem~itled usc. 
NY State said "Keep 'cm both - nve'\.e got thc cloui" 

Cuomo belie\,es in "Cuc)mo po\\*erU 

Therefore: 
'93 BRAC says "In thc intcrcst of fairness to the communities of McGuire and Griffiss, 

we'll look at PAFB again - also Grand Forks and Fairchild. 

Team Plattsburgh be8ins its second effort 
Air Force chotce 
DLA \lerifies fuel suppl!. 
GAO validates capaci t!, 
FAA validates trai'fic capacity at I'AFB - area of' choicc 



BRAC stdf ritcd PAFB super-ior 3 timcs!!! 

This time: 
Johnson and Courtier -only commissioners lo \*isi t McGuirc. 
Bcvcrly Byron and Capt. Bo\\.man visit PAFB. B!'ron sa\.s base is bcuuliful, " n o  

problem" 
Scnator Mitchell threatens BIUC cwcr Portsmouth. 
Chairman Courticr \\alks out of ~cstirnon)~ in Boston 

Says he'll sce PAFB contingency in Washington 3 days latcr in closcd session 
In Washington, Courticr says: 

"Our job is to close bases." 
"We aren't interestcd in thc fulurc." 
"Yours is the only base \vc can closc." 

It's over 
Called Cuomo 
No help 
AICUZ at PA13 said to bc main fault 
McGuirc not discusscd 

Swept under the carpet 
McGuire can't train with the safety and ease of PAFB(6,00O1 hold-do\\lns) 
McGuire has air encroachment 
McGuire can't park 'em, soft ranlp in sulnmer 
McGuire can't refuel 'em, still using trucks 
McGuire didn't take 29 KC-135's fro111 PAFB 

At Grand Forks (for now) 
McGuire can't house troops, building houses 

Already at PAFB bang rcno\fatcd for espcctcd miss1017 
28 buildings at PAFB on National his lo:^:. Rqxs:c;. 

" C\C:'i!hCc PAFB can surge during times o f  cnses or dunng annual !<)In[ sei-1 icc Lr.,iinln= 

McGulre can't turn any e x x a  
* 85% fuel load restrictions on KC- 10's at h l c G u ~ r c  

Building ne\iv tower (surprise) - H o i ~ .  man! morc surpr~scs  i-ieccicd Driilg I\/lcSi~lr e 11;j 

to PAFB capici t),? 
Future liability due to air riaffic sdruratlon 

We request a Re-direct 
A. Reconsider Air Mobility for P.4FB (Donlnsize McGuire to its capacit~~ and sa\-e S) 
B. Tanker Wing / Composite Wing N.E. 
C. Contonment areas I C-5's Stc\trart, NY assets, G.F. tankers, Fairchild tankers 
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DASD I/BCU 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
I 3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1-3300 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, V?. 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo: I 

Attached are responses from the Joint Cross-Service Group on 
Undergraduate Pilot Training regarding questions for the record 
which were submitted to the Air Force by the Commission. 

1 trust this inf3rmation is useful. 

Sincerely, 

Director 
Base Closure 

Attachment 



DASD I/BCU 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
I 

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301.4000 

March 29, I995 
PERSONNEL A N D  

READINESS 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, BASE CLOSURE AND UTlLlZATlON 

SUBJECT: Commissiorl Questions for the Krzord 

The response to your rzquest for answers to the  B R A C  Comtnission questions for  the 
record regarding the Joint Cross-Service Group's functional analyses i s  prc-)vided as Attachment 
One. 

Undergraduate W 7 ' r a i n i n g  Joint Cross-Service Group 

Attachmerit: 
I . @ &  As 



I .  QUESTION: In evaluating the airspace available at each Undergraduate Training Base. did 
you cuncentrate on ~iieasuring ordy the volume of airbpace owned or co~~trol led by the base or Oid 
you take into consideration the usability of all the airspace abailablz to the base for r ra in i~~g?  

ANSWER: The ilnalys~s tltd n o t  rewict airspace credit to the volume d baie awned or connolleti. 

2 .  C)(JES'l'ION: Isn't usable o r  uzel'ul airspace u rnorc v;ilid rneasilrc t l t a ~ ~  iu~a l  aiispacc? 

ANSWER: Ussble o r  useful a irspxe is a key ingredient to the training rr~ission. Thc csis~cncc of 
other special use airspace can add flexibility or the ability to accommodate expanhion nrtd/or 
nission cha~iges. 

3. QUESTION: Ibn't it true that in the Jainr C r o s - S e n i c e  Group, the Air Force argued with the 
Navy that heavily weighting total available airspace was an impl.oper IntiaSUTC of cnpacity'? 

ANSWER: Assigning weights in  the rnodel was one o f  the Groups biggcst ~I~allerlges. All 
rnertlbers dgreed ~11at airspace should be heavily weighted. so the discussion centered on what 
types of airspace tcl credit. In the end. the Group rziched and unplernented a consensus. 

Anac htne~i t 1 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -3300 

ECONOMIC SECURITY 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Borden: 

Enclosed is a response to a for the record submitted to the Air Force by 
ihe Deknse Base Clcsure and Realignment Conrnissicn. We ars responding !o the 
question due to its policy perspective. 

I trust this information will be useful. 

~irector* 
Base Closure 

I 

Enclosure 

cc: USAF/RT (Col Mayfield) 

Sincerely, 



Question; The 1995 Defense Authorization Bill directed the Secretary of Defense to 
submit a Master Plan for the final disposition of all Electronic Combat (EC) 
facilities before relocating any EC equipment or making any EC 
realignments. How does the Department of Defense BRAC 
recommendations to move eight EC threat simulators and two EC pod 
systems from Eglin Air Force Base, as well as the movement of REDCAP 
and AFEWES equipment to Edwards Air Force Base, comply with this 
Congressional directive? 

Answer: The BRAC 95 recon~mendations to consolidate certain Electronic Combat 
test and evaluation activities, including a realignment at Eglin AFB, were 
made pursuant to the requirements of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, Section 2903. These recommendations, and 
the consequent elimination of underutilized infrastructure, are expected to 
generate a relatively high return on the front-end investment needed to 
implement the recommendations. The Department believes that making 
these cost-effective recommendations is not inconsistent with the FY 1995 
Appropriations Committee Report language requesting the Department to 
justify any Electronic Combat test facility consolidations on economic 
grounds. 



T 

Greater Homestead * Florida City Chamber of Commerce 

/w 
? j -  ? .; ,-& -., :..& . L J . .  

RESOLUTION NO. 95-04-21 , ...,. - .  wg%%-c 

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE RELOCATION OF TEE 301ST RESCUE SQUADRON TC 
HOMESTEAD -4lR RESERVE BASE AS RECOMMENDED .;tW SIGNED INTO LAW BY TEIE 199: 
BASE RE;ILIGNMENT AM) CLOSURE COMBIISSION (BRAC) 

WHEREAS, the location of the 30 1st Rescue Squadron at Homestead Air Reserve Base comprises a critical anchor 
tenant for Defense Secretary Perry's model re-use plan for dual military and civilian use. 

WHEREAS, The Air Force policy of composite wing efficiency is achieved through the pairing of the 482nd Fighter 
Wing at Homestead Air Reserve Base with the 301s Rescue Squadron in their training missions, and 

WHEREAS, the one time costs to move the 3019 Air Rescue Squadron will require an additional BRAC 95 fimding 
authorization, while fimding for the 301a &&ties at Homestead has already been made available fiom FY 92 Special 
Appropriations Bill designed to reestablish a hctional airport at Homestead, and 

WHEREAS, the Department ofDefense asserts that the one time cost to implement this change is $4.6 million, while 
the 1993 Air Force COBRA estimate for construction at Patrick alone will be $6.7 million. Reduced costs to the 
American taxpayer can and will be achieved through the minimized maintenance cons of military aircraft and 
equipment as documented in Air Force studies, and 

WHEREAS, there d be a greater positive economic impact to the greater Hornestead/Florida City/South Dade area 
through the relocation of the 30 1st Rescue Squadron than would be achieved through its remaining at Patrick Air 
Force Base, and 

WHEREAS, the deliberative process of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission should be one which abides 
by the earlier decision which has the effect of law. The Department of Defense recommendation seriously erodes 
the govment 's  previous commitments to assist m returning the South Dade area, and Homestead Air Force Base 
m particular, to a level of economic vk&y comm-te with prestorm conditions While the loss of the squadron 
may be relatively small in absolute terms, it serves as a graphic symbol of the federal government's deteriorating 
commitment to South Dade's hurricane damaged area, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: that the Greater HomesteadBlorida City Chamber of Commerce is opposed 
to the permanent relocation of the 3Olst Air Rescue Squadron to Patick Air Force Base and hereby stands by the 
testimony before the Base Realignment and C l o s d  Commission to bring the 301st Air Rescue Squadron back to 
Homestead Air Reserve Base as stated by the 1993 BRAC. 

43 N. Krome Avenue, Historic Old Town Hall, Homestead, FL 33030 
phone: (305)247-2332 fax: (305)246-1100 
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Mr. Xlan Dixon 
CIlairman 

~ e f e n s e  Base Closure and ~ e a l i ~ n m e n t  Commission 
1700 North Mmre Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Since we last corresponded with you on March 15, one of our members has compiled the 

attached and very thoughtful background piece relative to the capacity of McGuire AFB to meet 
the mission requirements originally slated for Platisburgh AFB. 

I hope that it contributes to the quality and depth of your deliberations concerning a .*redirect'* for 

any future joint use opportunities that may exist lor the Air Force here in ~lattsburgh. Once 

again, thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
~ " 

&-c- 
Herbert Carpenter, Chairman 



Issues Raised by Plattsburgh Intermunicipal Development Cound 
in its 

Request to Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1995 
for Re-Direct Hearing on * -- 

Decision to Close Plattsburgh A.F.B. 

Prepared by kmblyrnan Chris Ortloff, 110th Disk NY 
April, 1995 



Executive Summary 
DBCRC 1993 realigned McGuire AFB by ordering the Air Force to put its East Coast Air 

Mobility Wing there and then (in a second resolution) ordered Plattsburgh AFB closed. The resolutions 
took on the force of law when the President accepted them and the Congress failed to rescind them. 
However, these orders have not been followed, the Force Structure Plan has been deviated from and 
environmental constraints have since been identified which prevent the Air Force from carrying out 

~ R C ' S  orders at McGuire AFE5. 

I. The Air Force Has Deviated from DBCRC Resolutions and The Force Structure Plan 

Despite their explicit language an.d the clear force of law behind them, DBCRC '93's orders 
have not been followed. An East Coast Air Mobility Wing does not exist as a viable operational reality 
and is not located at McGuire AFB as ordered. Specifically, the wing's KC-135 tankers, ordered to 
McGuire by DBCRC '93, have instead been located at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota (a few to other 
locations and one entire squadron to England). This is a substantial deviation from the Force Structure 
Plan under which the AMW was established, and from the orders of DBCRC. 

" ' - * .  ' , n  
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No amount of Onoellian double-speak can refute these facts. Testimony of the Air Force 
Chief of Stafi notwithstanding, neither McGuire A F B  nor the Air Mobility Wing itself 
is Junctioning as ordered, and the magnitude of this deviation porn the Force Structure 

oses serious Concerns for tlre National Defense of the United States. 

11. Adverse Environmental Impacts Prove That USAF Cannot Comply with DBCRC '93 

The Air Force Draft Environmental Impact Statement for its realignment projects at McGuire 
AFB, published in March, 1994, discusses and raises several significant issues of fact relevant to a 
redirect on this matter. W e  the DEIS itself is moot (its process having been completed) a review 
thereof is nonetheless pertinent and useful in illuminating three types of additional issues: 

1. Practical Environmental Constraints 
These practical constraints explain and define parameters which have prevented the 



Air Force from complying with the full realignment mandated by law (with 
Plattsburgh's KC-135s). These factors asserted the Air Force's DEIS prove PIDC's 
underlying claim that the DBCRC decision did not comply with the Force Structure 
Plan in the first place. It could not comply. No evidence of compliance was presented; 
such evidence did not ond does not exist. 

2. Legal and Regulatory Environmental Compliance Conflicts 
These impacts of the proposed realignment may or may not be serious environmental 
impacts, but they appear to ,conflict with federal and New Jersey environmental 
quality mandates. By preventing or adversely affecting operation of realigned 
aircraft, they support PIDC's claim that forcing the Air Force to operate an Air 
Mobility Wing at McGuire jeopardizes the National Defense. 

- 

3. Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts 
Even with a limited realignment, these impacts, whiclz would not exist a t  Plattsburgh 
AFB, support PIDC's claim that evidence did not support the DBCRC resolution with 
respect to the final criteria. 

Not surprisingly, the Air Force DEIS asserted that most of these environmental impacts could 
be mitigated. But in two specific areas of concern, no mitigating measures were identified, meaning that 
the Air Force has serious problems with both and has no practicable way to effectively deal with 
either of them at McGuire: 

1. Air Traffic Congestion and Delay 
In the DEIS, the Air Force admitted its potential inability to carry out the mission of 
the Air Mobility Wing, and no mitigating measures were suggested or claimed. The Air 
Force again asserted (as it had in recommending McGuire's active duty mission be 
terminated in 1993) that McGuire AFI3 is unsuitable for the Air Mobility Wing mission. 
Of critical interest to DBCRC '95 is the detail and specificity on this matter which was 
suppressed by DBCRC '93. This $s the Air Force statement: . . 

"Air traffic in the vicinity of McGuire AFB currently is heavy. At 8,000 feet and above, 
the airspace is extremely congested from commercial aircraft, a condition that 
lead to delays because of the need for proper aircraft spacing. Consequently,aere is . . 
concern that the nee- out rout- . . 
jeopardized during some busy portions of the day. A e d  w z v o u  . . etween a KC-10 and another mlitarv a l r c r b a v  b- if there are 
delays in the KC-10 authorization for travel in the departure region. Time . . . . ed for ~ r ~ ~ e r  tra 

because of the commercialQon. & 
rnav be 

ns of thls problerz] are not know ... 14 satellite airports (and) special use 
airspaces along with the air traffic control wake turbulence separation criteria for 
Izeavy aircraft may 

(see p. 10) 

2. Ozone Non-Attainment 
Burlington County, New Jersey is an ozone non-nttainment area. Operation of 
additional aircraft are shown in the DEIS to increase some ozone precursor gases by up  
to 415% despite mandatory restrictions on any new mobile sources of these gases. Either 
Air Force operations or other sources will have to be curtailed. If not the mission, then 



the civilian economy will be impacted, and expensive mitigative measures must be 
taken ir? both additional capital construction and regular operating procedures, the cost 
of which was not considered by DBCRC '93. No such violations or costs would exist at 
Plattsburgh AFB. (see pp. 11-16) 

. Conclusions 

I. The lack of active-duty KC-135s in the Northeast is a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan. 
. 

3. Proof of ongoing serious air traffic delays at McGuire was available but was not considered by DBCRC '93. 

4. The cost of extensive environmental mitigation measures mandated at McGuire 

Plattsburgh AFB has none of these problems 
and should remain on active status as 

the Northeast base for active duty tankers or an Air Mobility Wing. 



1. Clear and Direct Orders Were Given But They Were Not Followed 

The Air Force has not taken the action mandated by the DBCRC '93, defined by the following 
language in two resolutions adopted on ,June 24,1993: 

"~Vlove t l ~  19 KC-I0 aircraft from Barksdale Air Force Base to tMcGuire Air Force Base. 
Move the requisite number of KC-135s lo establislz the East Coast Mobility Base at 

- 

McGuire." (p. 132,l. 9-12, DBCRC hearing record) 

and 

"Close PIattsburglz Air Force Base and transfer the KC-135s to McGuire Air Force Base." 
(p. 200,l. 15-16). 

2. The Commission Vote Was Based on a False Assurance of Force Structure Compliance 

During the commission discussion on whether closing Plattsburgh would leave enough tankers in 
the northeast (the critical question as to whether the proposed action would deviate from the Force 
Structure Plan) the resulting scenario was described by Mr. DiCarnillo: 

"Witlt McGuire as the mobility buse, that essentially takes the same tankers tlzat 
would have been at Plattsburglz under the mobility base and places it just a little bit 
further south ..." (p.195, 1. 16-19) 

Thus assured, the commissioners adopted the second resolution above by a 6-1 vote. However, 
none of Plattsburgh's KC-135s were transferred to McGuire, nor were any other KC-135s transferred to 
McCnire. Plattsburgh's KC-135s mostly went "a little bit further west" to Grand Forks AFB, North 
Dakota (1225 miles from Plattsburgh and 1330 miles from McGuire). Thus, the Air Force did not comply 
with the direct order to move "the requisite number of KC-135s" to McGuire and its action deviates from 
the Force Structure Plan. 

3. N o  Active-Duty KC-135s Are Left i n  the Northeast 

As a result, there are no active-duty KC-135 tankers in the Northeast. The east coast Air 
Mobility Wing's primary mission is impaired and the ability of active-duty Air Force tankers to 
safely, cost-effectively and reliably carry out their on-going refueling missions in support of the 
Atlantic air bridge is seriously jeopardized because these assets are based nearIy 2000 miles west of 
their refueling points on the tanker track. Subsequent Unit Integrated Deployment mission 
requirements have led to one squadron being assigned on extended TDY to England in order to cover 
refueling missions within range of Plattsburgh but not within range of Grand Forks. 

Furthermore, as we shall see in the next section, the only active duty tankers of any kind in the 
Northeast, McGuire's KC-lOs, cannot conduct full operations as required under the Force Structure Plan 



because of environmental constraints, and what operations they do conduct cause adverse environmental 
impacts which would not occur at Plattsburgh AFB. 

4. A Redirect is Essential to Correct a Substantial Deviation from the Force Structure Plan 
DBCRC '93 members asked an important question prior to voting to close Plattsburgh AFB. The 

commissioners correctly understood that they could not legally take an action which created a 
substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan. They correctly understood that the Force Structure 
Plan required active duty KC-135s in the Northeast. Their votes to close Plattsburgh AFB clearly 
relied on Mr. DiCamillo's assurance that their action would not deviate from the plan. DBCRC '95 
commissioners, unlike their predecessors, possess the truth: 

Conclusion 

1. The lack of active-duty KC- 735s in the Nottheast is a substantial deviation from the Force Structure Plan 

2. It results directly from the decision to close Plattsburgh AFB and assign its tankers to McGuire AFE, 
which could not accommodate them, !caving them instead in North Dakota and England, 

Closing Plattsburgh did not leave enough tankers in the Northeast. 
A redirect is essential on this issue alone. 



Although the Air Force originally recommended Plattsburgh AFB to host the Air Mobility 
Wing, its statements to DBCRC '93 and '95 have maintained that the AMW can operate within mission 
parameters at McGuire. Despite persistent reports of internal reservations about the -2MW's readiness, 
the Air Force did not recommend a redirect this year. 

However, Air Force statements made in another official context tell a very different story. 
Discrepancies between Air Force statements to DBCRC and to state and federal environmental agencies 
bear close scrutiny by DBCRC '95 commissioners. 

-- - Statements made by the Air Force in its own official documents prepared as part of the 
environmental assessment of the realignment action at McGuire support the conclusion that McGuire 
AFB is not properly fulfilling the mission assigned there by DBCRC '93 and cannot properly host the 
Air Mobility Wing. 

(The remainder of this review draws directly from these official Air Force statements. 
Dtey are presented here in topical order, not the order in whiclz they were presented in 
the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement, with page citations where appropriate 
and with parenthetical language added to give proper context to the present situation 
andlor ability of ~McGuire's environment to accommodate tlze additional KC-135s 
required to comply with the Force Structure Plan.) 

From the 
Executive Summary of the DEIS, March 1994 

1. Air Traffic Congestion 

( p .  XLE) "Concerns exist relative to congestion of air traffic. The congestion in these areas . . . . 
could cause delavs in Air Force t r a l r u n ~ v  or in commercial flights." (Adding 
the 28 KC-135s ordered by DBCRC '93 would cause even more delays in training 
missions and other operations). 

e -. 
2. Ozone Non-attainment 

(p .  ID) "The KC-10s ... add volatile organic compounds ... precursors to ozone (for which 
ted as in "severe" no-. The 

effect ... is largely unknown. However, since the region's attainment status is so poor, 
all new stationary and mobile sources (however minor) must ... be in conformity with 
New Jersey's state implementation plan (SIP) for ozone." 

3. Threatening Salination of the Drinking Water Supply 
(p .  n r i )  " ... increased water use associated with the realignment and other force structure 
action ... contribute(s) to the decline of the water level of the deep a uifer supplying 
water for McGuire AFB." (Further decline threatens to result in sea water infiltration). 

4. Elimination of Wetlands 

"Construction (of the modest realignment to bring only the KC-10s there) (has) 
elirmnate(d) (12.64 acres or' wetland). Any (further) development (of additional ramp 
and runway would destroy even more) wetlands. Such development has not been 



authorized by the state of New Jersey and the New Jersey Pinelands Commission, (as 
would be required by law)." 

Notes on Section 1: 
Purpose of and Need for the Action 

Of interest to any reader of this section is the repeated affirmation in the DEIS that a "no 
action" option, normally required in every NEPA environmental review process, is not possible because 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) exempted base realignments from this 
requirement. However, the Air Force in fact takes a deliberate "no action" option by willfully failing 
to follow the orders of the DBCRC to include KC-135 aircraft in the realignment. The Secretary of the 
Air Force failed to implement the law; thus, a significant portion of the realignment mandated by the 
DBCRC for McGuire AFB is simply ignored for the purpose of claiming a smaller environmental impact. 

Extrapolating from the DEIS for this small realignment clearly shows the inherent 
contradiction in the following two points: the realignment actually done at McGuire A F B  substantially 
deviated from the Force Structure Plan, but if it had complied with the DBCRC orders, far greater 
adverse environmental impact would have resulted. Congress expressly precluded consideration of 
alternatives with less adverse environmental impact, to all agencies but DBCRC. Thus, DBCRC is the 
only agency with legal authority to do so and the PlDC request for a redirect expressly offers 
commissioners that opportunity. however ... 

The main reason for DBCRC to examine the environmental impact statements is to more fully 
understand a number of practical environmental constraints, described therein, which help 
illuminate just why it was never vossible for McGuire AFB and the re_Pion to accommodate the 
fill Air Mobility  win^ called for in the Force Structure Plan. 

Obstacles to McGuire presented in the DBCRC '93 hearing process were essentially space and facility 
limitations, which DBCRC '93 presumed to "overcome" by accounting for the cost of additional ramp 
and fuel system construction. The EIS documents help to show how these constraints also have an 
enoironmental component, the mitigation costs of which were not accounted for by DBCRC '93. In other 
words, the ability of McGuire AFB to accommodate the full Air Mobility Wing is precluded in a 
practical way by environmental constraints that can't be waved away with a magic wand the same 
way putative construction costs were dismissed by DBCRC '93. 

Table 2.3 

This table details a number of adverse environmental impacts of the limited realignment action 
at McGuire AFB which would not have existed at Plattsburgh AFB: 

tz-IIJ "Extensive demolition (of buildings) would be done (to make room for ramp 
expansion) requiring removal and disposal of asbestos." 

No demolition wozrld have been required because Plattsburgh's ramp 
required no expansion to accommodate the mission. 

(2-15) "Increased water withdrawal would contribute to decline of water level in the 
deep aquifer." 

Plattsburgh'j water is d r a m  from srrrface reservoirs fed by mountain 
streams. No such adverse impact ~uould have existed at Plattsburgh. 



"Increase in impervious surface of 40 acres would result in increased storm-water runoff 
along the flight line. ... Grassy old-field vegetation would be removed." 

No ramp expansion would have been required and tlzrls no such adverse 
environmental impact would have occurred at Plattsburgh. 

(2-16) "Elimination of 12.6 acres of wetlands." 
Ditto.  

"Elimination of habitat (for threatened species)." 
Dit to  

"WWII structures that are potentially eligible for the National - Register . will be 
demolished (to make room for ramp expansion)." 

No such adverse c~~l tural  impact would occur at Plattsbnrglz. To the 
contrary, the c w  of Plattsburgh AFB wif l  result in the abandonment 
and resulting degradation of numerous 19th-century buildings alrennu 
on the National Register. 

3.2.12 
Air Space 

The Air Force avoids the real issues in this section. 
Despite acknowledgements elsewhere that air space considerations are severe constraints on 

operations of the Air Mobility Wing ' s  additional lzeavy aircraft, the entire discussion Itere is about 
existing air space requirements for the old airlift wing which are irrelevant to the new mission 
assigned to this base by the DBCRC. jVo di 

. . 
s w s z o n  1s ~resented for air svace to be & b v  the new & . . 

iMobzlztw  win^. 
This is a major defect in  the document, but  also suggests that any Ironest discussion of these 

issues would reveal the true operational inadequacies of tlze air space around McGuire. 

DBCRC '95 should require the Air Force to give detailed testimony on all the actual air 
space issues, which DBCRC '93 glossed over. 

Tlie question is not "can the FAA make tlze air space safe?" In 1993, tlzat was the only question 
allowed of the FAA, to which it responded in tlze afirmative, and further discussion was terminated. 
In fact, F A A  can always make any air space "saft," if necessary, by restricting traffic. From the point 
of niew of National Defense capability, however, an air space made "safe" by  excessive restrictions is 
detrimental to readiness. In 1993, valid rjriestions about tlze extent to which FAA was already 
restricting L\IcGuire-originated missions were never fully explored. The DEIS offers DBCRC '95 an 
opportunity to begin to examine the Air Force's real concerns. 



4.1.12 
Air Space 

Concerns Suppressed by DBCRC '93: 

tr-xi, "Air traffic in the vicinity of McGuire AFB currently is heavy. At 8,000 feet and 
above, the airspace is extremely congested from commercial aircraft, a condition that 
may lead to delays because of the need for proper aircraft spacing. Consequently, 
there is concern that the timinz needed to properly carry out refueling train in^ may 
he ieopardiz~d during some busy poriions of the day. A regularly ~ l i n n e d  
rendezvous between a KC-10 and another military aircraft mav be ieov&dized if 
there are delays in the KC-10 authorization for travel in the departure region. Time 
mnstraints needed for moper trainin? durin these air refuel in^ missions mav be 
violated because of the ommercial air traffic congestion in the departure region.  he 
dimensions of this problem are not known* but are not tl~ought to be insurmountable. 
The McGuire AFB air traffic control area comprises 14 satellite airports that serve 
many light civil aircraft. Additionally, the air traffic area consists of the Coyle drop 
zone, Navy Lakehurst drop zone, an aerobatics box, warning areas, and an Army drop 
restricted area. These special use airspaces along with the air traffic control wake  
turbulence separation criteria for heavy nircraft may Unificantlv limit the KC-lQ 

*Some critical dimensions of the problem, however are well known to the FAA 
and the Air Force. In addition to two decades worth of documentation 
summarized in  a scathing F A A  lefter to DBCRC '93, there have been the 
following developments since DBCRC '93: 

M u i r e  tnnkerp tasked to perform real (not training) refueling missions for 
aircrap inbound from Europe refiised tlre assiznmentg due to inability to 
surmount air traffic control delays regr~IarIy experienced by  McGuire aircraft. 
In at  least two cases, tankers based at Plattsburglz AFB  accepted and promptly 
fulfi'lled the missions, enabling those inbound aircraft to make i t  safely to 
landfall without running out of fuel and crashing into the Atlantic Ocean.. . 

Until Plattsburgh AFB's ,he1 pit operation was shut down, McGuire-based. 
KC-10s on  routine refueling missions would typically depart McGuire wi th  half 
a load o f fue l ,  j7y to Plattsburgh, land and take on a full load, launch from 
Plattsburgh and complete the mission. 771is was due to the fact that fullv- 
hdd KC-10s cannot launch from M c G i r e  becazlse the r u n w w  tsn t l o w  . I - 

Since Plattsburgh ceased being available for fueling, u r r i r e  KC-2 05 
aircraft to ve 

. . 
rozrtrnelv reauire 2 rform a ror~tzne refi lellnp each aircraft 
launches wi th  huff a load of fuel, one refuels tlre other in mid-air and returns fo  
lVfcGuire while the now fully-loaded tanker proceeds to the rendezvous to carry 
out the mission. M y - l o a d e d  u s  cannot l a d  from ,McG&. 

Reliance on only ~Vntional Guard and Reserve KC-135s in the ivortlreast is an 
unfair burden; lntegrated Force Structure tanker missions rely on a core of active 
duty aircraft and aircrews whiclz doesn't exist. 

Aircraft departing Nortlzeasi. US bases bound for continental European bases, 
in order to arrive nt tlzeir destinations during hor~rs of the day when the 
receiving base is nof s h t ~ t  down jor domestic noise considerations, must  typically 
depart US bases nt 0200 Itours. IV71en nctive-duhj KC-235s =ere based at  



Plattsburgh, these tankers customarily juljilled such missions. However, 
National Guard and Reserve aircrews do not work at night, and cannot accept 
missions requiring 0200 departure times, Thus, ~e onlv active-duty KC-= 
based in Grand Forks. m-. 

. . 

Because of the repeated demand for such Unit  Integrated Deployment 
missions, as well us refueling missions over tlzr eastern readzes of the Atlantic 
Air Bridge, the Air Force Iias found it necessary to place an entire sq~adron  from 

Forks AFB on e-d TDY stat~rs in F t r f l d .  It goes witlzout saying 
that this incurs extra cost, not only in  jiscal terms, but in personal terms as well, 
wlliclt would not incur if Nzry were based at Plattsburgh. 

This is what is at issue. Lives and families. not onlu b d s .  are at 
w. 

- .  

4.2.11 
Air Space 

(4-41) "NO mi t i~a t ive  measures have been identified for operations in special use air 
space areas that would be utilized by the KC-10 aircraft." 

Ozone Non-Attainment Air Pollution Issues 
P _ _ U I L  -&.a- r r r 4 . 4  rr . - " - " r . -  . . .  , 4 - * .."A,..%.. *. .<>"*,, 

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

3.2.1.2 
Air Quality 

ire AE8 has been desi (34) "... the area around McGu gnated as nonattainment ... for 
0,. The 0, standard has been exceeded at the monitors in the vicinity of McGuire AFB on 
at least four days within a three-year period ... The McGuire AFB monitoring site 
recorded four days in 1989, four days in 1990, and 10 days in 1991 when 0, concentration 
averages violated the primary NAAQS (0.12 ppm one-hour average); the secondary 
standards for 0, (0.08 ppm one-hour average) were in 1990. 

Compliance wi th  the New Iersey State Implementation Plan (SIP) is a 
mandate, from whicl~ the Air Force is not exempted by  the DBCRA. 
Violations within the state are increasing over time. Operating 
additional KC-10s within the Burlington County ozone non-attainment 
area cannot be done without affecting one or more variables and 
potentially violating the SIP. 

(3-6) "The largest annual VOC emissions come from aircraft operation (328.0 tons), 
followed by aircraft engine trirn/power checb (259.6 tons)." 

Because of waiting time with engines running due to air traj j ic 
congestion, these emissions are larger at iVfcGuire than would be 
experienced at Plattsburgir .4FB or any other base, and the very large 
increase in training time for an .4ir .'vlobility Wing w o ~ ~ l d  fitrtlter 
exaggerate !Itis adverse environmentai impact in  tlte ~ u r l i n ~ t o n  County 
ozone non-attainment area. 



"The New Jersey SIP requires I-hat 1990 VOC and NO, baseline source emissions for the 
entire state be reduced by 10% by 1996 ... This emissions reduction requirement would 
necessitate a change in the use or application of control technologes of some of the 
above-mentioned sources." 

Note: again, this is a lll~rirlnte JIom which the DBCRA does not exempt 
the Air Force. No mitigating measures are oflered to enable the Air  
Force to comply with this mandate, wlridt would not obtain at 
Plattsburglr, inasmrrclt as Plnttsbrirgll does trot lie in art ozone rton- 
nttninrnent arta. 

4.1 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

4.1.1 
Air Resources 

(4-1) "... the additional KC-10 aircraft operations would increase the annual 
emissions of aIl pollutants, except PMI0: 

DEIS tables 4-1 and 4-2 show the critical figures for VOCs and NOx, the ozone precursors. 
Those tables are summarized here: 

From 'Table 4-1: Aircraft Emissions (tons per year) 
1 - ' ,  , t VOCS 1 NOx 
1993 Baseline total 328.0 227.6 
Future total with 1 519.6 I 1,016.0 

Note: on page 2-13, tho DEIS characterizes thrs as 'extremely small', while on page 4-37 it chnractenzes ~t as " s i g n i e n t  quantities (which may force) 
controls on other sources to compensate.' Furthrr not that convn.sion Lo 1P-8 introduces a 20% iJanatron in this number which could be as high as 115% 

24 KC-1 Os 1 I 
Percentage Increase 17.5% 91 .O% 

From Table 42: All Emissions at McGuire AFB (tons per year) 

F - I - VOCS k NOx 

(4-1) "All sources of ozone precursors at McGuire AFB must be controlled and 
minimized in order to comply with the New Jersey State Implementation Plan (SIP)." 

Again, this is a mandate. . 

1993 Baseline Total 1.096.5 

(4-3) "Under the worse-case scenario, and exclusive of ozone, the pollutant additions 
from the KC-10s would not result in violations of any of the ambient air standards 
because background concentrations are far below the air quality standards for each 
pollutant." 

Note that the emphasized words above were not emplzasized 
in the DEIS. Yet tlgy are the salient ones. Qzone is a critical 
consideration and pallzition additions from the KC-10s woztld 
be a aiolation o f  si~nzficant ma~nitude. 

866.8 

(1-5 "The number of stationary sources of VOCs ... would increase." 

Future Total with I 1.288.1 1,655.2 



"Emissions of VOCs ... from ... jet fuel, gasoline, paints and degreasers ... additional 
'tional VOC e m . "  

. . 
aircraft fuel ... would result in &j& 

"The Air Force intends to convert completely to the use of JP-8 fuel in FY 1994. The 
effects of the JP-8 conversion on emissions from aircraft engine exhaust are currently 
unknown. Preliminary studies ... indicate that emissions of all critical pollutants would 
vary within 2096 of JP-4 engine exhaust emissions." 

It appears a deliberate attempt has been made here to imply 
that e6i::isions would decrease, when in fact "vary" can mean 
either incrense or decrease. A 20% variation means that the . . 
346.4% increase in Nor emrssrons vredicted in Table 4-1 could 
be as h a  as 415% or could be lbwer. 77re Air Force says it 
has no idea, yet confidently forges ahead with this serious 
adverse environmental impact in an ozone non-attainment area 
when no such issue would exist at Plattsburgh AFB. 

4.22 MITIGATIVE MEASURES 

4.2.1 
Air Resources 

(4-37) "... the signzficant quantities of ozone to be emitted as a result of the realignment 
and additional force structure action may make it necwarv to   lace controls on 
~ t h e r  s m *  to compensate ... Because &e r w n  IS curre- 

. . 
for 

ozone, the paint booths and degreasing washracks needed to support the KC-10 
operations must be constructed in consultation with the New Jersey DEPE. The 
extensive permitting requirements of the state's "- v i r a w  
program mandate that these new facilities employ state-of-the-art emission control 
technologies." 

* Controls on other sources typically include restrictions on 
automobiles, required use of reformulated gasolines at higher 
costs, bans on backyard barbecues and gas-powered lawn 
mowers, as well as a myriad of restrictions on private 
businesses. A "lowest achievable" strategy is essentially a 
cost-irrevelant one. Standnrds must be achieved, whtmecthe 

, . 
cost. W m  thts dl be substantially higher than 
construction costs fbt these stationary emissions sources would be 
at Plattsburgh AFB. 77q are certainly wet. bv g 

cant margul. than estmates use the DBCRC i n  
concluding that there was virtually no difference in construction 
costs between Piattsburgh and McGuire. 
(See DBCRC June 24.1993 transcript, pp. 96-104, concluding with 
Commissioner Byron's question "... F a t  each of the 
fadities?" and Mr. DiCarmllo's answer that "it's in -.") 

4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

4.3.1 
Introduction 

(4-41) "... various federal statutes ... im.pose environmental protection and compliance 
reauirements upon the Air Force." 



(442) "... (also) federal law delegates enforcement or implementation authority to state 
or local agencies ... construction and operation of the facilities necessary to carry out the 
realignment must be in compliance with the statutes, regulations and standards then in 
effect." 

Note that these are mandates which apply not only to the 
constr~~ction project but to the operntion of the aircrafr 
thrrra f t er .  

4.3.2 
Air Pollution 

Without citing the entire text herr, this detailed discussion of the interrelated impacts and 
mitigative measures required by tlze Clean Air Act ( C A A )  is illustrative of the dificulties involved in  
permitting any new emission source. -WIten tlre ozone non-attainment status of McGuire AFB is 
considered in this context, a general ideu of the practical constraints facing the Air Force in attempting 
to operate the Air Mobility Wing  at McGuire is gained. 

A thorough analysis of the combined eflect of the law and this circumstance is not done 
by tlze DEIS, but if done, would more clearly expose tlze severity of the constraints. 
DBCRC '95 dtould do so, since no other agency has tlze authority. 

twn "To implement a control strategy for ozone pollution ... there may be PO storap,, of 
VOCs in any stationary storage tank having a maximum capacity of 10,000 gal or 
greater and the transfer of any VOC that has a vapor pressure or sum of partial 
pressure of 0.02 Ib/in2 absolute or greater at standard conditions into any receiving 
vessel having a maximum capacity of 2,000 gal or greater unless the operation is 
eauivved with control avparatus to prevent the emission of a VOC into the 
gutdoor atmosphere. 

(4-47) "The CAA established the IVhAQS to protect the public from adverse effects 
caused by specific pollutants. For ozone, the NAAQS is set at a maximum of 0.12 ppm 
averaged over a one-hour period. ... this standard must be attained ... McGuire AFB 
ranked severe or low severe and must meet the NAAOS standard for ozone by 
November 15,2005. ... 24 KC-10s would add about 190 tons per year of VOCs and 790 
tons per vear of NOx to the atmosphere (Table 4.1) The direct emissions from the 
proposed relocation, therefore, exceed the de minimis threshold and a conformity 
determination must be made." 

c a w  "There are no exemptions horn the rule. ... Under the rule, the emissions from 
the construction of any facility that would require permitting as a new major or 
modified source under the New Source Review Program or the Prevention of Sigruficant 
Deterioration Program are not included in the calculation of emissions for determining 
the direct and indirect emissions that require conformity determination. However, 
since the aircraft, as mobile sources, are not required to be permitted in New Jersey, 
those emissions must be counted and cIearlv exceed the de minimis threshold set 
forth in the rule." 

Note that tlze DEiS on page 2-13 characterizes these emissions 
as "extremely small" without pointing out fIrnt, even if that 
were true, the standard against ~ o i ~ i c h  such emissions must be 
measured is a de minimus threshold, and eoery VOC and NO2 



emission innease in an ozone non-attainment area must trigger 
totiglr absolute mitigative measures which are not irfentiJied in 
the DEIS. 

"The action may be presumed to conform ifMcGuire AFB can clearly demonstrate that, 
using methods consistent with those set 'forth in the rule, the emissions from the 
proposed activities would not cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard 
in any area; interfere with the provisions in the applicable SIP; increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation of nny standard in any area; or delay timely 
attainment of nny standard or any required interim emission reductions or other 
milestones in any area including emission levels specified in the SIP." 

How? Park the aircraj? and never fly them? 

"If the action is not exempt and cannot be presumed to conform, a-conformity 
determination must be made. t h  action is in conformity ... if, for each pollutant that 
exceeds the rfe minimis threshold, the appropriate state or local agency makes a 
determination that the action meets the following requirements: 

"1. For any criteria pollutant, the total ... emissions ... are specifically 
identified and accounted for in the applicable SIPS ... 

. . 
"2. For ozone or. nitrogen dioxide, the total ... ermsslons ... are fullv 

offset within the same nctn-attainment or maintenance area through a revision 
to the applicable SIP or ... there is no net increase ... 

"3. For ozone or nitrogen dioxide, the total ... emissions, ... as a whole, 
together with all other exnissions in the nonattainment area ... not exceed ... 
emissions bzirigets specified in an applicable SIP or ... (if they) would exceed 
the specified emission budget, the governor of the state must make a written 
cornmibent to EPA that the state w d  submit a revision to the SIP that would 
achieve emission reductions needed to not exceed the emissions budget 
specified, through specific measures, including any reasonable mitigation 
measures required by the federal agency, prior to the time emissions ... would 
occur. 

(4-19) "...no action may be found in conformity unless it is in compliance or 
consistent with all relevant requirements and milestones contained in the 
applicable SIP. McGuire AEB will have to coordinate with New Jersey DEPE 
to determine if the proposed actions are in conformity with the New Jersey SIP. 
The final conformity deternlination will be made by the Air Force in a separate 
document." 

4.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIKONMENTAL IMPACTS 

(4-60) "... the realignment ... would result in some adverse impacts to the 
environment. Those adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
insufficient levels ... are summarized in this section. ... During 
operation, there would be no new violations of ambient air quality 
(separate from the regional ozone) ... Any additional VOCs ... NOr 
... would contribute to additonal ozone vollution." 



(2-9) "When the first KC-10 aircraft arrived at McGuire AFB from Barksdale AFB in 
the summer of 1994, none of the facilities listed in Section 2.2.1 were available. During 
the construction phase, required maintenance for the KC-10s had to be conducted while 
the aircraft were sitting outside on the ramp. If an aircraft developed a fuel leak, 
repairs had to be delayed until the temperature remained above 50' F for an extended 
period of time. Other maintenance, such as hydraulic work on struts and No. 2 engine 
changes, cannot be done on a rarrkp and could not be done at McCuire AFB." 

"Such operations can be made to work temporarily, but the mission cannot be sustained 
under these conditions." 

N o  sttclt problerns wottld ltnve existed at Plattsburglr AFB. 

3.2.5.2 
Groundwater 

(3-27) 'The deep hydrogeologic unit present at McGuire AFB is the Potomac-Raritan- 
Magothy aquifer system. The system is regional in extent and is the primary sou 
for po . . rce 

table w a t ~ r  s u ~ ~ l l e s  m the area. 
"The primary source of recharge to the system consists of rainfall or surface 

water. 
"Before the massive pumping that has been relatively commonplace in the 

region since the early 19605, grourtdwater flow was primarily down gradient (south or 
southeast). Large pumping centers such as McGuire A F B  have caused large-scale 
reversal of the historical flow path. During the period 1900-1968, groundwater levels 
in the system declined about 80 ft in the Fort Dix-McGuire AFB area. 

"In 1992 groundwater levels continued to undergo long-term decline at a rate of 
about 1 foot ~ e r  vear." 

The Air Force claims that the additional pumping for the realignment 
is acceptable becausr Ft. Dix pumping declined by more than 50% after 
1987. Hmever, that decline had already occured when the USGS 1g93 
report documented the continued foot-per-year decline in groundwater 
levels. No  such adverse impact, false claim by the Air  Force or even 
the concern about groundwater would exist at Plattsburgh AFB. 

"The New Jersey DEPE has designated the Camden Metropolitan area, including 
McGuire AFB, as a ~ n h c a l  . . 

. . water SUDD~V manaeement area because of possibility of 
saltwater contamlnatlon in the g v e r ~ u m ~ d  Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer 
system." 

It goes z i thout  saying that, even if grounri-dater levels were an issue at  
Plattsburgh AFB, saltwater contaminntion would not becnrue 
Plattsburglr lies on freshwater Lake Champlain, nt an elevation of 95- 
100 feet above lneart sea Ievel. 

4.1.5 
Water Resources 



(4-20) "Potential impacts ... include degradation of water quality (and) depletion of 
water supplies." 

(4-21) "The realignment would increase the water requirement by about 25?4." 

(e22) "The total withdrawal ... vvould not exceed the water permit amount. However, 
and 

the potentiometric surface continues to drop about 1 ft a year. The realignment at 
McGuire AFB would increase the water withdrawal and contribute to the decline of 
the potentiometric level. Tlie potential impact on groundwater level from the 
realignment and the proposed force structure action at McCuire AFB would be a function 
of the increased number of personnel and dependents moving into the area ... although 
the realignment at McCuire AFB would increase the current water use, the combined 
impact of a decrease in personnel at Fort Dix and an increase at McGuire AFB would not 
result in a higher water demand than that experienced before 1991." 

77lis is verified by Table 3.9 on page 3-28. Tlze existing permit 
does allow for the proposed increase, but - as noted above - even 
the significantly lower pumping of 1992 was found by  USGS in  
1993 to be lowering the groundwater level by one foot per year. 
No  such issue would exist at Plattsbzirgh AFB. 

4.3.4.1 
Drinking Water 

te jo)  "The additional water usage resulting from realignment would not exert a higher 
water demand than in 1991 or than allowed by McCuire AFB's water allocation permit 
(Section 4.1.5.)." 

While t e c l ~ ~ ~ i c a l l y  true, this statement glibly avoids tlze 
previously-documented fact that even a t  tlte lower 1991-1991 
pumping levels experienced after Fort Dix was realigned, the 
USGS still ,Found tlze aquifer water level to be dropping by 1 

foot per year. 771e additional water usage resulting from 
McGuire realignment will increase this adverse impact. Such 
an impact would not be a problem at Plattsburgh AFB. 

(4-23 "The proposed expansion of the aircraft parking apron ... would eliminate 93% of 
this (13.5-acre) wetland." 

14-26) " Wetlands ... would be destroy&." 
No zoetlands roozild be destroyed at Plattsbt~rgh AFB.  

14-54) "It is anticipated construction of new facilities in support of the realignment may 
impact wetlands ... The construction of the control tower would eliminate 0.04 acre ... 
The parking apron would eliminate 12.6 acres of wetland ... permits will only be issued 
if there is "no practicable alternative" to the proposed activity." 

Of course, Pfnttsburglr =IF3 is n prncticnble alternative, and 
DBCRC may consider the Plnttsbt~rglz A F B  option, even if tlte 
DBCRA prohibits suck an alternative under NEP,4. 



rr-w "... if a proposed action [night impact a historic property resource, consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation is required." 

The closing of Plattsbrrrglr .-iFB, which was done to enable 
McGuire AFB to expand, will cause the complete abandonment 
of dozens of 19th century buildings on the National Register of 
Historic Places and an ltistoric military cemetery. Yet, despite 
this direct causal link to tire McGuire realignment project, 
consultation with the New York state historic preservation 
oficer was not done as part of the DEIS.  

Conclusions 

I .  Air Traffic Congestion unquestionably limits training near McGuire. - '"" -"* 
a ~LC~C-&V:I~&S.&~& % ~ x -  + ~ 5 ~ 2 ~ ~ ? a C x d _ * r + ~ & 1 L  *;*~?LUA~*LS 5 , GS-, f iZTAlla .* , * , -."A&&, , , '*&*;L, 4 , ,xx ,+ t,**~ A: 

2. FAA aircraft separation requirements for KC- 10s further limit training near McGuire, 

the New Jersey SIP. 

7: tn+q,ypJ~css+ p.ar r th  ~ + x ~ ~ ~ i ~ . a x ~ r e - ~ - * r ~ ~ .  -mua.-. . h..x*r- -,--w. \-a?- ~ u - y  x y  * 
*~~d&+t x - .sru&h..d-zh( h(h( A hh(-~-&-s.k4%~r*r*~i*h1~~&~d~~,"&:.dl.dl.dl.dl 6~~ 

The full realignment ordered by DBCRC '93 has proved to be impossible at McGuire. 

Plattsburgh AFB has none of these problems. 
A redirect is essential on these issues, and only a redirect can solve them. 
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1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
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ODESSA. TX 79762-5941 
(9151 5W-0743 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

I am writing to thank you for attending the regional hearing in 
Dallas last week and also to follow-up on a matter of concern to 
both of us. 

It is my understanding that you requested cost and cost-savings 
data from the Department of Defense (DoD) and the Services during 
the Commission hearing on April 17th. This is clearly a matter 
of importance and one worthy of pursuit by the commission. 
Although DoD witnesses indicated that cost-effectiveness was not 
a major part of their analysis, I strongly believe cost-savings 
and effectiveness should be one of the primary factors when 
considering the value of a base. 

Furthermore, as you know, 3' have scrutinized the base closure 
process with particular interest focused on the Air Force. I 
have grown increasingly concerned as I have continued to uncover 
mistakes in the Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) Base 
analysis which clearly demonstrate to me that the entire Air 
Force UPT Base category must be reviewed by the  omm mission. 

In light of your request, I have put together several cost 
comparisons using data from the various Data Calls and other Air 
Force reports. These cost comparisons document the cost- 
effectiveness of Reese Air Force Base (AFB) in areas relevant to 
pilot training. A summary of this cost data follows: 

* COST PER FLYING HOUR: The chart at Tab A summarizes data 
extracted from an Air Force Education and Training Command 
report on cost per flying hour data for 1994. As you can 
see, Reese AFB ranks as the lowest cost of any UPT base in 
cost per flying hour. 

a AVERAGE COST PER GRADUATE: The chart at Tab B summarizes 
data on cost per graduate. Reese AFB is second among UPT 
bases, with Vance AFB ranking first. 

LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT: As you can see from the data 
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on the chart at Tab C, Reese AFB uses Lubbock International 
Airport (LIA) extensively. Approximately 43% of the 
operations at LIA are military. Reese AFB not only uses the 
facility for training, particularly instrument approach 
training, but also uses it as an alternate recovery field 
when the crosswinds go out of limits at Reese AFB, because 
LIA has a crosswind runway. This auxiliary field capability 
is provided free of charge and is managed through formal 
agreements between the Air Force/Reese AFB and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) at LIA. 

* LUBBOCK APPROACH CONTROL: The City of Lubbock through the 
FAA at LIA provides free of charge a Radar Approach Control 
(RAPCON) facility and operational capability at Reese AFB. 
Again, this capability is provided through formal agreements 
between Air Force/Reese AFB and the FAA at LIA. This is a 
vital element of training that the Air Force receives at no 
cost. At other bases, such as Vance AFB, the Air Force must 
man and maintain its own facility. The savings here are 
unknown to us, but are probably extensive and could be 
provided by the Air Force in the form of an estimate of 
the cost of maintaining such a facility at Vance AFB. 

a "MEDICAL RIGHT SIZINGw PROGRAM: The "Medical Right Sizingw 
program at Reese AFB takes advantage of medical facilities 
in the City of Lubbock and saves the Air Force approximately 
$1 million per year. This matter was not considered. 

As you can see from the data, Reese AFB performs very well in 
terms of cost-effectiveness. Reese AFB also compares well in 
terms of military measures of merit, as was demonstrated during 
the BRAC visit to Reese AFB and in the City of Lubbockvs 
presentation to your Commission in Dallas. 

There are additional cost issues which have been ignored by the 
Air Force and the DoD because they involve offers from the City 
of Lubbock. While I understand the need to prevent a '@bidding 
war," there are two issues which should be considered as a part 
of any rational analysis of which UPT base to close. 

* NEW 40,000 SQUARE FOOT HANGAR: The City of Lubbock has 
offered to lease to the Air Force a newly completed 40,000 
sq. ft. hangar at LIA for $1.00 per year. This new facility 
is empty and available. It has easy access by taxiway to 
all the runways at LIA and could provide the Air Force with 
a regional maintenance facility and/or a shelter for Reese 
AFB if their hangar space was not enough (i.e., during 
severe storms). The City of Lubbock had conversations with 
the Air Force about the possibility of developing a regional 
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maintenance facility before this BRAC round. Since the BRAC 
deliberations began, the Air Force has refused to consider 
this offer further. 

a HOUSING PURCHASE/LEASE-BACK: The City of Lubbock has 
proposed a housing purchase/lease-back arrangement for Reese 
AFB, whereby the City would purchase all of the housing from 
the Air Force and then lease those facilities to the Air 
Force. This initiative would save the Air Force an 
estimated $6 million immediately with recurring annual 
savings of $1.7 million. 

As I testified before the Commission in Dallas, I believe that 
the recommendation to close Reese AFB is based on flawed data and 
a flawed analytical model. I hope that the cost data I have 
provided will help to persuade you and other members of the 
Commission to take a close look at the recommendation to close 
Reese AFB and to review the entire Air Force UPT category. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my request and 
please do not hesitate to call on me if I can provide further 
information or be of assistance. 

Larry chest 
LC/mle 
Enclosures 

CC: All BRAC Commissioners 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

- -' . .-- 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22205 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Base Realignment and Closure Commission is now being asked to reverse the 
assignment of the 3Olst Air Rescue Squadron. I am writing you to express my strong opposition 
to this backtracking from the carefi~lly crafted plan now in place. 

As you know, in 1993 the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) decided 
that a portion of the Homestead Air Force Base would continue to function as the Homestead 
Air Reserve Base(HARB) and would be the home of two mutually supportive Reserve units: the 
482nd Fighter Wing and the 301st Air Rescue Squadron. Working closely with the BRAC and 
other Federal agencies in the aftermath of Humcane Andrew, Dade County worked out a dual- 
use plan for the Base based on military and civilian use of the facility. The cornerstone of that 
redevelopment plan was the presence of both the 482nd Fighter Wing and the 301st Air Rescue 
Squadron. 

Secretary of Defense William Perry described this existing plan as an exemplary model of 
military-civilian partnership for future base closures and realignments. Undoing this carefbl plan 
not only undermines the viability of this p"riject in Dsde Csunty, but will a!so s e r x  to underminc 
other proposlls to  mitigzte the impact of the BP,4Cts decisions on affected co~munities by 
undercutting the reliability of the its decisions. 

I strongly urge you and the other commissioners to end the uncertainty about the future 
location of the 30 1 st and the certainty of BRAC decisions by reaffirming the return of this unit to 
HARB in 1996. 

?i~ern&r of Congress 

PRINTED '3N RECYCLED PAPER 
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REFERENCE # 9504 10-3 

Robert E. Haston 
42 1 Nautilus Dr. 
Satellite Beach. FL 32937 
(407) 777-5959 

20 Apr 95 

//a 
73-041a- -1/ 

Alan 1. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sir, 

I thank you for your prompt response to my request for the materials presented for Homestead at Birmingham. I 
apologize for my being so agitated when I spoke there. I assure you that it had nothing to do with your honorable 
task, and everything to do with what was presented to you by the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce. You will 
see why when you read the attached report, which details the inaccuracies in their presentation. 

I apologize for the dis-jointedness of this report. This stems from the Miami Chamber of Commerce 
presentation not being in line with your criteria, or it's own outline. 

To avoid wasting your time reading future correspondence about points that we already agree on, I have 
enclosed response forms and stamped envelopes. If you could just jot down the points about which you are not 
convinced of at this time, we here would be happy to get all the data you need. I assure you, that rn will tell the 
whole truth. For our cause stands strongly entirely on its own merit. 

I am proud to say, that this is the most important task I have ever done for my country. It is well worth the risk 
I feel. As I was leaving, one of the gentleman in the group who was watching me speak said: "You better hope you 
have a job when you set back". I later learned that someone from Homestead was watching also. The help you and 
your staff have given me has renewed my faith. It is an honor and a privilege to serve you in your efforts. 

Sincerely, ee Robert E. Haston 



This report analyzes the presentation made by the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce at Birmingham. It is 
structured along their major points. The numbers in parentheses direct you to parts of their text. The consensus 
after reviewing their presentation was: 

The presentation made by the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce was incorrect on every point. 
The number of detailed facts they had in their presentation proves they had an intimate knowledge of the 
301st and its operations. How these facts were presented. others omitted; and how conclusions were 
drawn based on no data leads to one most probable conclusion. namely that this was a deliberate attempt 
to mislead the BR4C. 

DEFENSE SECRETARY PERRY'S MODEL RE-USE PLAN: (1) First, If they would have reviewed the laws 
governing the BRAC process, they would have known that prior decisions have no factor in this process. 
Second, the obvious intent of this is to imply that the Secretary recommended that keeping the 30Ist at Patrick 
was a "model" idea. The opposite is true as his '93 and '95 recommendations to the BRAC prove. It is obvious 
that he was speaking of the planned physical model as an example of a multi-use facility. A unit that needs to 

-- - . 
be in the area (such as Southein Command) would fit well in this model. 

The Secretary's recommendation to the 93 BRAC was for the 30 1st to stay at Patrick. just as it is this year. 
In addition, he recommended for the 482nd Fighter Wing to convert to KC-l35R Air Refueling Tankers 
and move into empty facilities at MacDill AFB, Tampa. This was proven as a wise proposal. There is 
substantial evidence to indicate that the same misinformation that was presented at Birmingham may have 
been a causal factor in the 93 decision to relocate the 301st to Homestead. 

Rescue forces were among the top five forces most in demand this past year. Having the 3Olst 
assume the NASA mission at Patrick freed up an additional active-duty rescue unit, which is 
currently deployed to Kuwait. 
Air Refueling Tankers were higher in demand, while fighter units continue to be converted or closed. 
The '95 proposal includes an active duty Tanker unit to be moved to MacDill. This is presumably to 
fulfill the need for Tanker forces in the Southeast that was not fulfilled by the 482nd. 
By all signs, the Homestead area isn't providing enough qualified people or recruits to meet the 
482ndYs needs. I highly recommend that you investigate this. 

SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIES OF SCALE: These presumptions were based on: 
The 482nd and 30 1st as "related and interdependentn(3) "must be in a position to support-day to day operations 
and specific exercises of the 482nd"(4) "daily training activities coordinated with F- 16 operations" (6) 

. . 
ur v d e  30 1st has done 2-day I- 

. . es with the 482nd. 
Of these, one was at Homestead. It was held over the open ocean. The 482nd simply provided F- I 6.fighter 
cover for the 30lstYs HC-130 and helicopter. This involves minimal involvement compared to a true Search 
and Rescue Task Force (SARTAF). The other exercise was held with the 301st at Patrick, and the objective 
being Avon Park Bombing Range, 100 miles closer to Patrick and the only overland bombing range in Central 
or South Florida. This exercise was many times more realistic and better for training. This forward 
deployment of slower rescue assets is typical of operations now happening across the world. The key player in 
a SARTAF is the A- 10 atta&p.he. the dedicated rescue s- The A-10 directs both the helicopters 
and F- 16 strike aircraft. All A- 10 units are north of Patrick. 

The statement (7) that the F-16 is designated to "escort rescue assets during contingencies in Southwest 
Asia at this time" may be true. What wasn't said was: This is only because there are no A-10s there now. 
During the war, the A-10 proved their unique gound attack ability is essential for rescue. The only reason the 
F-16 can perform this role (in a limited manner) in Southwest Asia is because it is one of the few places in the 
world that is both completely flat and un-vegetated. 

Of the 482nd's supposed "twenty, 10-day exercises per year with other tactical Air Force units create an 
ideal environment for the 301st to achieve its peace time readiness training and real time objectives" (5) The 
30 1st has not heard of my of these planned exercises occurring, or been invited to one. Furthermore, most of 
these exercises (and any realistic rescue scenarios) would need to would be flown to Avon Park. 



Patrick was the most common 30Ist helicopter TDYfiom Homestead because of Patrick's proximity to 
Avon Park Patrick's proximity to the rest of the US, its active-duty support, ample ramp space, outstanding 
facilities, and,popular local area make it the obvious choice for most units. This is proven by the several 
SARTAF exercises that have occurred at Patrick. and future exercises that have been committed to. 

How could anyone imply that collocating the 482nd and 3Olst is efficient, while having units that have 
the exact same aircraft and mission. that can share custom built facilities. and have regularly trained together is 
a "duplication of effort" ( 9 )  and "poor readiness planning" (10). Air refueling training, which is always in short 
supply is accomplished often between the 30 1st and 7 I st. Past flying schedules prove this. Many air crew 
evaluations have been saved because of this unique capability. 

[PILOT SAFETY]: (4,5,6) This was not presented as a point, but was mentioned repeatedly with such 
emphasis that it deserves to be addressed separately. Furthermore, to imply to a rescueman that somehow 
helshe is shirking hislher responsibility is a slap in the face that can't very well be put into words. 

.. 
The obvious omissions here were: The US Coast Guard (minutes away at Miami) maintains 24 hour alert 

for air rescue coverage for all Florida waters. Dade County Fire Rescue, with 4 helicopters and outstanding 
medical capabilities provides 24-hour coverage for South Florida. The 3Olst has never sat alert, and is not 
projected to. The 301st has performed two military rescues in the last 5 years, one for an active duty F-16 at 
Homestead, the other north of Patrick near a Navy bombing range. The weakest area for rescue coverage is 
between the Coast Guard's Miami and Savannah, GA Air Stations. The 301st from Patrick can respond to 
military mishaps at Avon Park, across Central Florida, and fill the Coast Guard gap offshore. The 30 1st has 
performed about one hundred civilian rescues for every military rescue. 

COMPOSITE WING EFFICIENCY: (1) The USAF Composite Wing Philosophy is to pair units that have a 
proven need for collocation, and place them together at a site where they can both benefit. As described above, 
the 482nd and the 30lst's ability to "train like they fight" is enhanced by having the 301st at Patrick. There 
would be few commonalties in the joint maintenance facilities and structure proposed at Homestead. 
Furthermore, it is most efficient to have Reserve tenants on active duty bases. The number of BRAC 
realignments done to accomplish this is ample proof. 

MILITARY VALUE: (8) Yes, Homestead (just like Patrick) did support operations in the Caribbean. But 
when the plan for the base is completed, there will be no room for this. In fact, there is serious doubt that there 
will be enough room for the 30 lst's 16 aircraft in the current plan. Case in point: When part of the staging for 
operation Restore Democracy (Haiti) was going on at Homestead, the only tenant at the base was the 482nd, 
using up roughly 10% of the ramp space available. Due to the numerous aircraft on the ramp at Homestead, the 
301st was not allowed to land one C-130 there to support training of reservists who still live in that area The 
plan for Homestead allows no room for contingencies, or even a large exercise. Leaving the 301s  at Patrick 
would free up needed room for this contingency. The military could earn income using this area fo; short term 
transient parking. 

MIMMAL OFFSETTING COSTS (10,ll) The cost figures stated when estimating the 301st's part of the 
Homestead plan are usually just for the 30 1 st's specific facilities. Much of the facilities dedicated to the 482nd 
are joint facilities, or for functions currently within the 301st. The 30Ist has just as many aircraft and people. 
Even with the touted "economies of scale" the 301st must use close to half of the facilities. Using their 
numbers, this is half of 78 Million (M). They admit that the DOD observed that excess funding would be 
required. Analysis at the 301st have shown that there isn't enough room for the 20lst's aircraft and people in 
the Homestead plan. 

The recent AFRES facilities team estimated the cost of keeping the 301st at Patrick is 6.3M if the active 
duty units leave Patrick, and 18.3M if they don't. This is less than half the cost of the 20IstYs half of the 
Homestead Plan. This worst case 18.3M would be completely recovered within 5 years. This would 
come from saving the 3-5 million to move the unit, plus annual savings from the 3Olst being closer to 
NASA, Avon Park, the rest of the 30lst's many northern destinations. No, this isn't a '"'free ride" for the 
American taxpayer" (10). It's apaid ride for the taxpayer. as savings will soon outpace costs and 
continue to pay off indefinitely. 



EFFECTIVE A W A L  OPERATIONS: That neither the 482nd. or the 301st has any need for the 3Olst to be 
at Homestead was covered above. Here are details of how rneffective it would be. 

NASA Missions: (12) The 198 hours stated seem short, and we are currently checking them. They 
probably don't include numerous photo missions, VIP support missions, and other missions in support of 
NASA. Even using their numbers, if you present them accurately, they represent not how minor the 
mission is. but how major, and how much more the impact would be from Homestead. Of these "198" 
hours, almost all are helicopter hours, so the quoted 5.4% is 10% of the HH-60 flying time. FI:.ing the 
aircraft up from Homestead add 3.0 hours for each helicopter flying the mission, which is usually less 
than 3.0 hours. But. being conservative and rounding up, this means that from Homestead, this would 
double the time to 90% of the HH-60 time. Furthermore, spare aircraft (and the crews necessary to fly 
them) would have to be flown up. For such a critical task, one spare is readied for each aircraft. This 
raises the total to 25%, 15% of which is completely wasted. So for the helicopters, this mission takes 2.5 
times more tlying hours plus: 

Losing the vital ability to have aircraft and crews available for both NASA missions and local sorties 
--- - the same day. 

Launches slip, sometimes with attempts every day for weeks. This would wreak havoc with local 
training, keep crews from their administrative jobs, and require some crew members to be relieved. 
Having many maintenance and parts intensive helicopters away from home maintenance would 
require parts and specialists to be flown back and forth to repair aircraft that malfunction. 
For a Reserve unit, this would severely impact the 30 lst's primary mission: combat training. 

Other: Patrick's proximity to Avon Park and the rest of the US is arguably a larger benefit for the 3Olst 
than it's proximity to NASA. 

REDUCED MAMTENANCE COSTS: (16,18,19) Their statement about Homestead: "where corrosion is not 
of significance" is definitely not supported by historical records. One HC-130 (5830) that was stationed at 
Homestead, had to be overhauled early. It needed a waiver to be flown (in a very restricted flight regime) to the 
depot. It spent 19 months in overhaul. Documents on its extensive corrosion repairs and many others 
documenting Homestead's corrosion problems are available. 

The report pages they presented were to support their case of the "atmospheric conditions"(l6) at Patrick. 
It references the helicopters exposure to saltwater in training. The areas most corroded were generally on the 
bottom of the helicopter, where salt spray from hovering is greatest. Closed areas such as the avionics 
compartment, where vent fans provide airflow only when the aircraft is running, were also noted. Areas 
typically affected by sea breeze salt deposits, such as the top of the helicopter, placed last in corrosion. Of note 
was the worst case aircraft was at Hurlburt, which is two miles from the sea. Homestead is three. 

NASA and training missions require HH-60s to be hovered low over the ocean, and pararescuemen and 
equipment, dripping with saltwater are taken on board the helicopter, just as at Homestead. Most of the 50 
Helicopter crewmembers must perform this at least every 70 days. The strong winds at Patiick help blow the 
salt spray from under the helicopter. Many pilots use Patrick's nearby freshwater lakes to do day water 
operations. Patrick's longer "dry season" offsets part of this problem. There are many cost-effective ways to 
counter corrosion. A taxi-through freshwater rinse rack, originally proposed at Homestead, has been funded at 
Pamck. The problems stated about wash rack inaccessibility at Patrick stem from upgrade construction delays 
at Pamck's wash rack. Otherwise, there has been little trouble. One of the hangers at Patrick also doubles as a 
wash rack, and an unused wash rack adjacent to the flight line could be repaired and upgraded. The washing 
increase to prevent corrosion at Patrick has not required any additional manning. 

The plan at Homestead has only one dedicated wash rack. It will not fit C-130s. The only area for the C- 
130s is inside the fuel cell hangar. This would be unavailable in the event lengthy fuel cell work is required. 

That the exposure to parachutes and medical gear (1 8) "creates an inherent danger not only for h e  
pararescue team but also for those requiring their assistance" is not true. This is caused by parachutins into the 
same ocean as Homestead, and equipment exposed in training. In some ways, Patrick's proximity to the ocean 
saves money and increases safety. Patrick's river training area is behind the 3Olst operations building. 
Homestead's was 15 miles away by road, with no nearby landing areas, and out of radio contact. At Patrick, 
aircraft can drop or pickup pararescuemen from the river, and do tactical land operations at Patrick's sling area, 
all the while being monitored by both tower and the Supervisor of Flying. That the Air Force has Ion 2 
helicopters doing night water operations proves the need for good safety measures. 



The Patrick area's low cost of living index lowers the cost of living pay needed for Wage Grade 
maintenance workers. Patrick's temperate climate saves on utilities. Costs of necessary goods and services are 
lower in the local area. Costs associated with crime are lower also. 

Even if their conclusions were taken at face value, they would be insignificant in comparison to the many 
other larger benefits of being at Patrick. When measured correctly, they all but cease to exist. 

BETTER RECRUITMENT CAPABILITIES: (30) Of all the statements. this was the most blatantly false. 
All signs reflect that the local area surrounding Homestead is not providing the manpower the 482nd 

needs. The 482nd may not survive long at Homestead. If this is true, placing the 30 1st there would doom both 
units. Please investigate this, you should find it true. 

Patrick's recruiting area includes the Miami, Tampa, Orlando, and Jacksonville metro areas, along with 
the highly populated North Central Florida region. This is three times as large as Homestead's. That the 
30 1st was able to survive a humcane, move, and almost double in size proves how attractive this location . 
is. The statement that "a manning deficiency exists in the critical pararescue component" (20) doesn't say 
that this is an Air Force wide problem, and has nothing to do with Patrick's location. In fact, Patrick's 
location is probably the only reason why the 301st was able to hire the needed pararescuemen to support 
its growth. 95% of the 30 Ist's full time employees, and 90% of its reservists want the unit to stay at 
Patrick. Of the remainder, most are near retirement. Melbourne, across the river from Patrick has the 
lowest real estate costs in the state. Miami has the highest, and the highest level of serious crime in the 
nation. Patrick's nickname "Patrick World" is well deserved. With a beautiful area and climate, some of 
the highest standards of living, and some of the lowest costs of living in the nation. Patrick is a nuclear- 
powered electromagnet for highly qualified people. 

GREATER POSITIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT: (2) This impact is essentially spending 100 million military 
dollars to build facilities that the military will by all current signs, have to pay to move out of. This will be 
either sooner because of inability for the local area to provide manning, or later because inability of the military 
to perform its missions due to high operating costs and conflicts with the growing airfield. This would make 
this a 100 million dollar urban development grant for a local community that by their own admission has the 
capability to invest 2 16 million, plus local public funds. Obviously this is a great impact: positive for the local 
community (BRAC priority 6), and very negative for the DOD and federal budget (BRAC priorities 1-5). 

The "breach of faith" (22) Stems &om the 93 BRAC. I am sure you are familiar with the public law which 
says all installations will be considered equally without regard to whether the installation has been addressed on 
previous BRACs. This is a law that they don't think you should follow. 

The problem here is not with the current proposal, but what was said to the '93 BRAC by Homestead 
supporters. The '93 BRAC concluded that the 482nd and 301st were two "synergistic" combat units. 
Statements like this had to come from someoAe~They sound identical to what was disproved above: 

The main reason we find ourselves here again is the reason for that law in the fmt  place. That was then, 
this is now; and many things have come to pass that make keeping the 301st at Patrick very wise indeed. 

Their report has other other incorrect statements and omissions. Like the fmt  sentence of their statement, 
which doesn't list NASA Support (#2 in priority) at all in the 30Ist's missions. All of them like the above show 
a cause supported by empty statements or at best, only gross misrepresentations. I am sure you will check out 
everything that they and we have said and fmd the truth. 



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

Robert E. Haston 
42 1 Nautilus Dr. 
Satellite Beach, FL 32937 
(407) 777-5959 

I have questions about the following points in your case (950410-3) in support of the 30Ist Rescue squadron 
remaining at Patrick and not relocating to Homestead. Please forward information on these points. 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

800 Independence Ave., S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20591 

Mr. Francis A. C i r i l l o ,  J r .  
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N Moore St ree t ,  Suite 1425 ." 
Arl ington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Cir i l lo :  

A t  the request of Mr. Ed Flippen, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Liaison to  the Base Closure Committee, we have reviewed a i r  t r a f f i c  in the 
Plattsburgh and McGuire areas. This response has been coordinated with the 
FAA's Eastern and New England regional off ices .  

McGuire Air Force Base and i t s  associated airspace are located in a 
high density t r a f f i c  area which does a f fec t  the established t r a f f i c  
flows and patterns used by c iv i l  t r a f f i c  flying in the Philadelphia and 
New York areas. Procedures have been developed between the FAA and the 
U .  S. Air Force t o  accommodate c iv i l  and mili tary t r a f f i c  i n  the area 
simultaneously and t o  minimize l imitations on e i ther  operation. Since 
1992, military t r a f f i c  a t  McGuire has decreased. The recent addition of 
;i r  mobi 1 i t y  a i r c r a f t  a t  McGuire has not necessitated any procedural changes 
and has n o t  caused any increase in delays. 

,A: present, t h e r e  are no a i r c ra f t  based a t  Piattsburgh and no  rransient 
services are avai 1 abi e fo r  a i r c ra f t .  Traffic ac t iv i ty  has s teadi ly  decl inea 
since 1993 as base a i r c ra f t  were assigned to  other operational units.  

While i t  i s  n o t  within the FAA's purview t o  mandate where the mili tary 
should base or t r a i n  the i r  flightcrews, ongoing coordination i s  accomplished 
t o  ensure tha t  a l l  users of the National Airspace System are provided proper 
separation and the safety of the en t i r e  system i s  preserved. We remain 
confident that  o u r  t r a f f i c  management team i s  capable of handling any 
a i r  t r a f f i c  generated by McGuire Air Force Base in a safe and e f f i c i en t  
manner. 

Si ncerely , 

, ,David d. Hurley / 
.., Program Director fo r  Air Traffic 

System Management, ATM-1 



J O H N  D. ROCKEFELLER 1V 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Wnited Statee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-4802 

April 26, 1995 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I am compelled to write to you in regard to the recent 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) directly 
affecting military facilities located in Pennsylvania, but 
which will also have a negative impact on people in my state 
of West Virginia. 

In particular, I am concerned about the recommended 
closing of the 911th Airlift Wing located at Pittsburgh 
International Airport and the downsizing of the Charles E. 
Kelley Support Facility located in Oakdale, Pennsylvania. 
The Commission should be aware that these two facilities are 
located near the West Virginia state line and that many West 
Virginians work at and for these facilities in Pennsylvania. 

I certainly recognize and accept that under the downsizing 
blueprint every state must shoulder its share of the solution. 
However, I would like to bring to your attention various facts 
that my constituents have shared with me about the potential 
impact of this particular recommendation on West Virginia, 
which is not addressed in the Secretary's March 1995 report to 
the BRAC. 

First, there are 13 West Virginians working at the 911 Air 
Reserve Station as either civilians or as Air Reserve 
Technicians. Additionally, there are more than 100 personnel 
from West Virginia who serve as Reservists at this base.. When 
the Secretary's report came out, it showed only a net loss of 
seven positions in West Virginia. Based on the information I 
have secured, that figure is not accurate afid masks the 
potential effect on more people and their families. 

Workers at this facility also raise some very interesting 
points they hope the Comission will consider as they make 
final recommendations on closures and realignments. For 
example, the 911th has been rated as one of the top two C-130 
installations in the nation, and has recently been up-graded 
with more than 10 million dollars worth of state-of-the-art 
communications infrastructure -- there is apparentlv no other 
C-130 base in the United States that is at this level. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
April 26, 1995 
Page 2 

Furthermore, there are several businesses that provide 
support services to these bases that are located in West 
Virginia. In particular, several moving companies have made 
significant investments to become DOD-approved in their motor- 
truck equipment and will lose a substantial amount of revenue 
with the potential for additional job losses in West Virginia. 

I urge you and the Commission to make serious effort to 
review this situation and consider alternative action to 
prevent the harmful effects on West Virginians and the 
ziilitary's capabilities posed by the Secretary's 
recommendations. With pertinent information left out of the 
DOD report, I will look to BRAC to be sure you are considering 
all of the facts and the issues involved in this critical 
process. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of this 
request, and I look forward to hearing from you in the near 
future. My personal congratulations to you, as well, for 
assuming this major responsibility. 

Sincerely, 

pq- - 
Joh D. Rockefeller IV 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and fiezligi~risnt C~inii~ission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

cc: Secretary of Defense 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A W N  J.  DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 14. 1995 COMMISSIONERS: AL CORNELU 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J .  6 .  DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Kenneth L. Hagemann, USAF MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA ~ R E T )  

Director 
WE NDl LOUISE STEELE 

Defense Nuclear Agency 
Hybla Valley Federal Building 
680 1 Telegraph Road 
Alexandria VA 223 10-3398 

.. , ~ / S  
&-.; - . . *  !,'. . .. , - - . ., . \ ,- &*;:& 

. - .  .,.;:.. . . . . yswn-7 
.-T ---A, 

Dear General Hagemann: 

I am writing to you concerning the Department of Defense (DoD) recommendation to 
realign Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. In realigning Kirtland Air Force Base, DoD has 
proposed relocating Field Command to Kelly Air Force Base, High Explosive Testing to Nellis 
Air Force Base, and leaving Radiation Simulator operations in-place on Kirtland Air Force Base. 

To assist the Commission in its review of this proposal. I am requesting your written 
comments on how this action will effect your Agency. We are especially interested in potential 
cost increases to the Defense Nuclear Agency. and the impact this realignment couid ha\-e 0:: me 
operations of the activities currently taking place on Girtland .Air Force Base. Thank you for 
your assistance in this matter. 
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~ i r  F o ~  ~ s s ~ ~ i a t i o n  An rndependent  on Prom Aerospace Organizalion 
291 S.W. 27th Ave., Miami, Florida 33135 Tel: (305) 642-7000 Fax: (305) 644-0448 

April 24, 1995 117 
Honorable Alan J. Dixon ~ s o ~ ~ - I  7 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 + 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 
Although I myself am an Air Force retiree, and can look back with 
great respect for Air Force leadership and management skills over 
my 30 years as an Air Force officer and reservist, I am not 
foolish enough to believe the Air Force always acts wisely and 
correctly. 

In several instances relative to Homestead AFB, I am convinced 
that supposedly objective reports used invalid assumptions or 
flawed logic to arrive at conclusions favorable to an ~ i r  Force 
position which was not necessarily the best alternative 
available. 

This is exactly what I believe occurred in the recent 
recommendation concerning the return of the 301st Air Rescue 
Squadron to Homestead Air Reserve Base. The Air Force's 
recommendation to reverse the original BRAC decision is a poorly 
documented analysis that may have been prepared to substantiate a 
pre-determined result. In my view, the Air Force paper uses 
questionable facts, logic and financial assumptions to justify an 
illogical conclusion.- I am enclosing an opposing view Issue 
Paper prepared by Mr. Michael E. Richardson, which, even though 
it was prepared without access to the Air Force's COBRA computer 
model, presents a better case in support of the oricrinal BRAC 
decision. I believe Congresswoman Ros-Lehtinen has already 
forwarded you a copy of this Issue Paper. However, it is 
important you know that Colonel Richardson is a retired Air Force 
staff officer with considerable expertise in Air Force staff 
studies and methodology. His thoughtful Issue Paper exposes the 
official Air Force version as a badly documented and poorly 
reasoned sham. Particularly upsetting (on the Air Force 
recommendation) is the concluding Impact Statement which shrugs 
off the economic consequences of losing 341 jobs in Greater 
Homestead. The staff officer who wrote this report appears to 
have purposely used the county-wide M.S.A. knowing full well, by 
doing so, the true impact of this job loss on the Greater 
Homestead community would be disguised. For the record, Greater 



Hc, - geographically and economically isolated from the 
rema ~r of Dade County and is in worse economic condition today 
than it was 3 months to 1 year after Hurricane Andrew; when many 
of its citizens, awash with insurance money settlements, pumped 
up the economy by purchasing replacement automobiles, furniture, 
etc. As Mr. Richardson points out in his Impact rebuttal, 
Homestead is a uspecialgl case deserving compassion, not callous 
indifference. 

In view of the above, and because reversing any BRAC decision is 
a dangerous and undesirable precedent, I would urge you and your 
fellow commissioners to ignore the flawed Air Force 
recommendation by standing resolute on the original decision. 

Respectively, 

Stanley J. Bodner, President 
Air Force Association, Miami Chapter 



ISSUE PAPER 

30IST RESCUE SQUADRON 

On March 1, 1995, the Secretary of Defense recommended to the 1995 Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) that they reverse the 1993 Commission 
decision directing the retun of the 301st Rescue Squadron to Homestead Air Force Base. 
A summary of that recommendation is at Attachment 1. The South Florida community 
feels that this recommendation is flawed for several reasons. A discussion of those 
concerns is outlined below, organized according to the criteria used by the BRAC. 

MILITAXY VALUE: 

1. The DoD recommendation to locate the 301st at Patrick Air Force Base is 
based upon the squadron assuming primary responsibility for Space Shuttle support and 
range clearing activities. 

A The recommendation fails to note that the primary mission of the 
squadron will remain combat rescue. As such, the Squadron will be required to maintain 
combat proficiency and remain vulnerable to deployments in response to contingencies 
through out the world. 

B. The primary peacetime mission of any combat squadron should be to 
maintain the proficiency of its aircrews in the peculiar skills required by their wartime 
mission ... and combat rescue remains one of the most complex and dangerous missions 
assigned to any. Air Force unit. To detract from that training is a misuse of the unit and 
poses a very real threat to the lives of the aircrews, both those in the squadron and those 
who they are tasked to rescue. While the space support mission may have broad parallels 
to combat rescue, it clearly does not provide the wide spectrum of tasks required in a 
combat environment. 

C. We point out there are no other combst forces located at Patrick AFB 
with which th'e'squadron can routinely practice or coordinate procedures.   he nearest Air 
Force combat squadron is currently the 93rd Fighter Squadron located at Homestead Air 
Reserve Base. We also note that Homestead is used on a regular basis by other combat 
units who deploy to take advantage of the training environment offered in South Florida. 
It appears the TDY cost savings envisioned by locating the 301st at Patrick will only be 
replaced by the costs required to deploy the squadron to train in its primary mission 

D. It appears illogical to locate a unit based on its secondary mission. The 
need for ready ,access to realistic trainiqg in its primary mission should be the overriding 
requirement for locating any combat tasked organization. 
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2. Secondly, we challenge the unstated assumption that space support is limited to 
a peacetime mission. 

A. As the Desert Storm experience taught us, exploitation of space has 
rapidly evolved into a essential combat asset. It seems extremely unlikely that space 
operations will cease in the event of a major contingency or war In fact, it now appears 
space operations are likely to accelerate under such scenarios. 

B. Consequently, if the 3Olst's space support mission is essential to 
operations at Cape Canaveral and the Kennedy Space Center, we anticipate that will 
reduce the availability of the squadron as a combat asset. We must ask "Can the country 
afford to terminate East Coast space operations if the 301st is required to deploy in 
support 'of a contingency "? 

C. If - ES we expect -- the msv;er is no, then we assert the space support 
tasking effectively precludes using the squadron in a combat role. If that is the case, it 
becomes ciiflicult to jus@ dedicating a combat rescue squadron to the mission given the 
additional expense required to maintain the unit's combat proficiency. Perhaps a 
competitively bid, civilian operation is a more cost effective option in this situation. 

It is impossible to challenge the government's cost and savings estimates without 
access to their COBRA computer model and their data base. Kowever, we believe the 
following issues'need to bc investigated. 

1. The DoD asserts the one time cost to implement this decision is $4.6 million. 
However, theS'1993 Air Force COBRA estimate for new construction at Patrick alone was 
$6.7 million. In either case, these estimates seem unrealistically low given reports that the 
Patrick flightline is saturated, that the 301st temporary facilities are seriously ddcient and 
that a permanent beddown of the 301st will require virtually all new facilities. Given the 
Homestead construction experience, we feel the estimate needs to be carefblly reviewed. 

2. Additionally, the one time costs to move the squadron will require an additional 
BRAC 95 funding authorization. However, fimding for 301st facilities at Homestead was 
available from a FY 92 Special Appropriations Bill designed to reestablish a functional 
airport at Homestead -- althought it appears that reprioritization of 482nd Fighter Wing 
projects by A F l E S  may significantly reduce the fbnding available for 301st projects. The 
301st projects are already in design with projected completion dates in mid to late 1996. 
Returning the squadron to Patrick will only delay its ultimate beddown date. 

3. The DoD also asserts an annual $1.5 million operating savings will occur if the 
squadron locates at Patrick It maintairis these savings will accrue by deferring the space 
support TDY costs that would be required if the unit remained at Homestead. 
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1) As noted above, we fetl these savings are largely illusory. Any savings 
generated by being at Patrick for the space support mission are likely to be offset by 
additionaI costs that will be required for the unit to deploy to maintain it combat rescue 
proficiency. 

2) Additionally, if the space support mission is conducted in support of 
space shuttle missions as the DoD justification indicates, it appears appropriate that NASA 
be responsible for the cost of those operations and that the deployments should have no 
effect on the DoD budget. 

IMPACT: 

1. The metric used by the DoD to measure economic impact of proposed actions 
on effected communities -- loss of jobs as a percentage of the overall work force in the 
statistical metropolitan area -- is too simplistic t o  apply to an area which is still recovering 
from the worst natural disaster ever experienced by this nation. 

A. Hurricane Andrew ravished an area of South Dade County 
encompassing approximately 400-500 square miles. The eye of the storm passed directly 
over Homestead AFB and the communities surrounding the base were among the most 
heavily impacted. Total damage estimates are placed at approximately $30 billion. In the 
aftermath of the storm, the area lost nearly one third of its population base, its businesses 
and the associated ad velorum tax base. While recovery has progressed, the area has not 
returned to its pr&storm economic status and will not for several years. 

B. Thus, any attempt to judge the impact of the loss of the 30lst's 341 
jobs -- and the associated fknities -- in the hurricane impacted area by measuring them 
relative to the overall County employment base is futile. Homestead AFB is an 
exceptional case and the standard metric is an ineffective measurement tool. The 
Commission must apply common sense and empathy if it is to accurately assess the true 
impact of moving the 301st from the Homestead area. 

2. LaStly, the DoD recommendation seriously erodes the government's previous 
commitments to assist in returning the South Dade area - and Homestead AFB in 
particular -- to a level of economic vitality commensurate with pre-stonn conditions. 
While the loss of the squadron may be relatively small in absolute terms, it serves as a 
graphic symbol of the federal government' s deteriorating commitment to South Dade' s 
hurricane damaged communities. 
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F, Lland Action ~ n c .  Bldg. 759. Suite 52, Seventh Stree 

Sm Bunadmo, CA 92408 
(909) 382-0024 

Fax (909) 382-0025 

April 24, 1995 

General James B. Davis - . ,  .-, . . , , / I g  , , 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission i.+.cn :yi T: :::; :: ~SQ~S. ->  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Genera1 Davis, 

Greetings from sunny Southern California. I am currently serving as the executive director of a 
nonpartisan, nonprofit corporation that represents major businesses in San Bernardino and Riverside 
Counties area. Having closed Norton Air Force Base last year as wing commander, Bernie and I 
decided to retire in our home state near family and friends. We hope you and your wife are enjoying 
Florida and "retirement." 

My purpose in writing you is to encourage your support of the current initiative involving the 
redirecting of Marine helicopter units at Tustin and El Toro to March AFB instead of Miramar 
(BRAC 1991 & 1993). The budgetary savings are significant no matter who is using the pencil. 
From a logistician's view (and a MAC pilot with fighter pilot friends), the Marine's deployment time 
and expense could be reduced as much as 12 - 18 hours, insuring a more rapid response to the 
warfighting CINC. Plus at March AFB, flight time for Marine aviators to nearby training areas is 
reduced. Under the current scenario, the Marines would combine their helicopters and fighters ar 
Mirarnar. This mix is "an accident waiting for a place to happen." I h o w  you understand firsthand 
this potential hazard. 

I hope that the commission will agree to place this issue on their agenda next month for an open 
discussion and consideration. The Department of the Navy will surely want to reevaluate their 
options. More important, I believe the commission deserves the opportunity to reconsider any option 
that may improve our fighting forces' operational capabilitv while reducing overhead and capital 
expenses. 

Thank you for considering my request. I look forward to seeing you again and send my warmest 
regards. 

Very Respectfhlly, 

Gary R. underwood 
Executive Director 

OF PUBLIC SPIRITED CITIZENS WHO 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE INLAND EMPIRE 

-- - 
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OFFICE OF ' W E  GOVERNOR 
STATE CAPITOI. 

5sZNT.t FE. YEW MCXI(:O H;''O! 

GARY E. JOHNSOX 
GOVERNOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR FRANK CIRILLO 

28 April 1995 

SUBJECT: CHAMPUS Cost Documentation for Kinland AFB 

I understand that you belleve that we have included all dependents. no t  j u s t  dapsndmtb 
of retirees in our cost calculat~ons Our calculat~ons include only ret~rees and thotr 
dependents Attachment i Ir my request for data I clearly spcc~fied I was intrrrctcd In data 
on "retirees and the~r  dependents' '  Attachment 2 I S  the  IJSAP response N u ~ l c e  thev also 
use the phase "rehrees and thcir dependents" In para 1 

I arrive at my cost 35 shown below. 

But from Cm-&4+ of the retiree population. 20.9% are h4kvLtUlCc4Kt s l ~ g ~ b l e ,  so t h e  -- 

C H A W U S  cost IS .  

And the USAF paid the  V A  $3 4 n ~ i l l i o n  for CHrbMPUS scrv~ccs, so thc s h ~ f i  to CH.41.fPL;S 
i s: 

As I stated in the briefing to the Comm~ssion, I t h ~ n k  there may be ofFsets by the 
medical personnel at Kinland at the rece~ving lacat~ons. However, the USAF hns n o t  
specified where  these assets are going, so i t  I S  ~rnposs~ble to calculata. 

If I can help further,  please call 
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PRUM SGSR 1 

? o r o u ~ r c a r a , c b r S 7 ~ M b d k a l O r r m p W  1 2 3 9 6 9 r w i r ~ l d 6 c u v W e h  
w a g m m c p w ,  coMmctatd of2OJ07 visitrwkb tha Mlowkrg braalrdorva: 17.867 Cn 
*bra, 1,355 o d r ~  th8n AD, md 1,079 AD. 

~ - ~ o a k ~ * t o r r ~ l r u m h v a f ~ u l l n g m o i l r a l l l g r t n ~ ~ ~ ~ ( n ~ p ~ ~ m  of*Lltt. 
b i b + u n q ,  we da not ealtocn data bn thlt ibrhion. We atimam. b w w ,  the r o c h J  oadoat 
popuirtkn in our43 mile oat&maru amato ba W1S ruthma and 12,206 radjram bgr\dasm 3 



31 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR CAPT NESS 

SUBJECT: Request for Data on Patient Vis~ts 

I am a member of the Steering Cornrnittee to retain Kirtland AFH Pleasc prov~do the 

following data: 

How many rn-patient visits did the USAF hospital have in FY94 of m~lrtary rrrlrcos 
and their dependents (this count should include care in tho VA hospital, if the p ~ t l a n t  

was admitted under the authority/sharing arrangement of the USAF). 

How many out-patient visits did the USAF hospital have in FY94 of mrlrtary retirees 
and the~r  dependents (this count should include care in the VA hospital. if the patlent 
was admitted under the authorrty/sharing arrangement of the USAF). 

How many rnllttary ret~ress and their dependents did the USAF hospital see in FY94 
This does not mean total visits, but  rather a count of how many people (retirees and 
dependents) visited the USAF hospital at least once in FY94. 

From the question above, how many were 65 years of age, or older? 

Separately, please provide the followng informarion on CHAMPUS. ~f t h a t  
information h a d a b l i e  to the US A F  hospital: 

What is the avcragc cost of WI out-patient CNAMPUS vrsrt In the Albuquerque arc& 
using FY94 data? 

What is the average cost of an in-patient CHAMPUS visit in the Albuquerque area. 
using FY94 data? 

Thanks. 

JOHN VLrKSICH 





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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

May 1, 1995 

James R Klugh 
Deputy Under Secretary 

of Defense (Logistics) 
3 500 Defense Pentagon 
Room 3E114 
Washington, DC 20301-3500 

Dear Mr. Klugh: 

In 1993, the Base Closure and Realignment Commission supported the DoD 
recommendation to close Newark Air Force Base. In December 1994, the General Accounting 
Office (GAO) reported that a number of factors have changed since the decision to close Newark 
Air Force Base was made. The report states that the one-time closure costs have doubled and 
may still be underestimated. It appears questionable whether or not the projected annual savings 
will be realized, and in fact, that the closure of Newark Air Force Base may cost the DoD more 
than it will save. 

In its April 1995 report to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the GAO 
recommended the Commission require the DoD report to the Commission on the comparative 
cost-effectiveness of both of the options under consideration, privatization-in-place or the transfer 
of the workload to other depots, versus the current cost of performing the work. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on the projected concept of operations for Newark Air Force Base, and a cost 
comparison of this concept versus the current cost of performing the work performed on Newark 
AFB. We request this information no later than May 29, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 



Senator A i m  Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

S: Realignmcnt Commission 
1700 North   moo re Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 23209 

Dear Scnator Dixon: 

I received the cnclored letter from N l i ~ y o r  R:rbide;iu o f  
Plattshurgb, NY. As you well know, the 1993 BR4C rccornmcndcd 
retaining ~McGuire as the East Coast Mobility Base by a six to one 
decision, and subsequently recommended closing Plattsburgh AFB. 

I nnd everyone who has visitcd Plsttsburgh .AFB recognize th;rt the 
base is impressive, and we have a grest deal of respect for the Plattshurgh 
community leaders. I am not in a position to comment on the merits of 
Mayor Rabideau's proposal. I offer the Ietter far your considcr3tion. 

Very best wishes to you and all the conimissioners 21s y o u  perform 
your very difficult tasks. 

With great respect, 



Clyde hf. Rabldma, Jr. PIattsburgh,NewYork office City HaU or the h l a ~ o r  

e Plansbu~gh, h'rw Yolk j:ou[ 
$18-563-7701 
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THOMAS 8. CARPER 
SOVE9NOR 

April 27, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear M*: a 
As Governor of the State of Delaware and as a retired Navy Captain and 

former naval flight officer, I am very proud of the accomplishments of the Active 
and Reserve C-5 Wings at Dover AFB, Delaware. Their support of our nation's 
and the United Nation's airlift requirements have been extraordinary. The people 
of Delaware consider Dover AFB personnel as valued members of our 
community, and our state cooperates in a variety of ways to enable the Dover 
AFB team to perform its missions. 

For some time, there have been serious discussions concerning the 
assignment of tankers to Dover AFB in order to improve its overall capability. It 
is my understanding that Air Force studies show that this would be economically 
feasible, as well as operationally sound. 

During Operation Desert Storm, Dover AFB proved again its value and its 
airlift capability. Nevertheless, if a tanker unit had been co-based with the Dover 
C-5's, the airlift capability and reduction of backlog would have been greatly 
improved. I believe that most of us see Europe, the Mid-East and Africa as our 
greatest airlift support challenge, and that increasing the efficiency of the Dover 
C-5 operation is in our nation's strategic interest. 

TATNALL BUILDING 
DOVER. JEUWAPE : 9901 

(302) 739 - 4:Ol 
FAX (302) 739 - 2775 

CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG. 
'NILMINGTON. DELAWARE 19807 

1302) 577 - 321 0 
FAX (302) 577 - 31 18 



Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 
April 27, 1995 

In closing, the information I have attached highlights what I believe to be a 
number of significant reasons for assigning a tanker unit to Dover. 

I would like to express my strong support for this relocation. In fact, if I 
can be helpful to you or your staff by hosting a visit to our state, or by arranging 
meetings as appropriate, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

P.3. me- Sincerely, 

Thomas R. Carper 
Governor 

--. 6osa 



REFUELING MISSION FOR 
DOVER AIR FORCE BASE 

In addition to continuing the critical air refueling support for transatlantic fighter 
movements, a refueling mission located at Dover Air Force Base would both 
facilitate movement and setup of a BRAG relocating unit and complement the 
AMC airlift mission in the following areas: 

PAGE SUBJECT 

Objective I - Provide the least cost alternative for 
relocation of an existing KC-1 35 unit. 

Objective II - Enhance the Active Airlift Mission 
of Dover Air Force Base 

Objective Ill - lncrease air crew training effectiveness 
and eliminate air crew limiting factors 

Objective IV - Offers an opportunity to expand reserve 
associate missions to include KC-1 35 air crew 

Objective V - lncrease the overall airlift efficiency of 
Dover Air Force Base 



OBJECTIVE I. Provide the least cost alternative for relocation of an existing KC- 
135 unit -- Dover has ramp space available to immediately accept a six aircraft 
unit, with the possibility of up to seven more spaces in the Christmas Tree area. 

1. Zone I1 (95th Area) has six parking spaces that are currently used for 
transient aircraft that remain overnight at Dover. 

2. Existing buildings could house maintenance functions while permanent 
facilities are budgeted and built. 

II 
. . 

w fac~l~tv cost est~rndes for UP to 16 new pa-: 

Q T Y U N l T C O S T  
(000) 

TOTAL 
(000) 

Aircraft Parking 16 ea.1 1,000 1 6, OOO* 
(includes hydrant outlet) 

Hydrant System LS 6,000* 

Apron Lighting LS 2,000# 

Environmental LS 2,000# 

Utilities LS J4Q!2!J 

TOTAL 28,000 
'Cost deferred by using existing facilities 
#Pending evaluation of existing facilities 

3. There would be minimum impact on the existing C-5 mission. Proposed 
construction site is not used for day-to-day C-5 operations. 

4. Procedures exist to fuel aircraft on main ramp and tow to parking in 95th for 
large fuel loads. A hydrant system could be budgeted and built at a later 
date. 

5. Towing aircrafi with large fuel loads is a standard practice at Dover and other 
bases for certain types of missions. 



OBJECTIVE II. Enhance the Active Airlift Mission of Dover Air Force Base. 

Range of departing aircraft could be extended by basing refueling aircraft at 
Dover. 

Both Dover and Transient C-5s, as well as transient C-141s (C-17s in the 
future), could dramatically increase their payload andlor range by refueling 
shortly after takeoff. 

1. Weather conditions can severely limit takeoff gross weighucargo load. 

2. Refueling at altitude will negate much of this operating limitation. 

OBJECTIVE Ill. Increase air crew training effectiveness and eliminate air crew 
limiting factors. 

Facilitate conducting air crew upgrade and currency training for both C-5 and 
KC-135 crews because of co-location of units. 

1. Streamline scheduling efforts by having accurate real time data on 
available resources. 

Historically, air refueling qualifications have been an air crew limiting factor. 

1. Having dedicated tankers would dramatically increase the amount of 
air refueling sorties available to crew members. 

2. Last minute cancellations by non-Dover receiver units could be picked 
up by Dover crews. This would save precious refueling opportunities. 

3. Would exponentially increase training effectiveness for both C-5 and 
C 135 crews. 

4. Would benefit both active duty and reserve air crews. 



OBJECTIVE IV. Offers an opportunity to expand reserve associate missions to 
include KC-1 35 air crew. 

Implementing a reserve associate unit with gained KC-135 aircraft would 
increase DAFB ability to respond worldwide. 

1. Increasing mission/air crew capability would provide added flexibility and 
increase worldwide capability. 

2. An additional reserve unit would increase the overall capability of the 512 
AW. Historically, pilot crew positions are the easiest to fill and should 
pose no recruiting problem, as pilots make up 66 percent of the KC-135 
air crew complement. 

3. Would exponentially increase total benefits accrued to the Dover airlift 
mission. 

OBJECTIVE V. Increase the overall airlift efficiency of Dover Air Force Base. 

KC-135 aircraft are being retrofitted with roller systems which will 
accommodate up to six pallets of cargo. 

1. Dover is already the largest aerial port on the East Coast, and because of 
its size and location, it plays a prominent role in major military operations. 

2. Dover was the port of debarkation for Operations Desert Shield and 
Desert Storm. Backlogs and port hold times affected combat capability at 
operating locations. 

3. Increased airlift capability could dramatically reduce backlog/port hold 
times. 
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Austin @ BRUCE TODD 
MAYOR 

April 26, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

P.O. BOX 1088 

AUSTIN. TEXAS 78767 

A/C 512 499-2250 

FAX 5 12 499-2337 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Thank you again for the time many of you took to listen to 
our concerns at the hearing in Dallas two weeks ago. Certainly, 
your job is not an easy one, and I know there is a great deal of 
information for you to ponder as you go about making your final 
recommendations. 

In the previous meeting, I was asked what representations 
were made to the public concerning the fact that the conversion 
of Bergstrom Air Force Base to a civilian airport would indeed 
result in the retention of the reservists. 1 have enclosed 
copies of letters sent out to the general public, as well as to 
members of the retired military community, that indeed outlined 
the retention of the reservists as an important factor in the 
consideration for a favorable vote on the airport conversion. 
This statement was also repeated many times by me in various 
forms across the city as I urged people to help us, not only 
convert the airport for civilian uses, but to retain the 
reservists by voting yes for the bond proposition. 

As I have said before, we have relied upon the promise that 
we believe was made three yqgrs ago, and have been fulfilling our 
commitment to convert the base to a first-class, joint-use 
airport. I trust you will take this into consideration during 
your deliberations. 

Thanks again for your attention and your hard work on this 
very important matter. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Todd 
Mayor 



April 13, 1993 

Ronnie Miller 
9 8 0 8  Timberidge 
Austin, TX 7 6 7 4 6  

Dent ~ o n n i e  Millcr: 

. jr We are w i . i t i i l ~ j  to you tc~i1zy cz a matter of uzuent bmortance tp 
a11 milirraxv vrrsvr~rlel.  veLeI'a1ls. their de~endent6 a n d v i v a  
w i d u w s  livirlcl i f \  Austin and the su~~oundinu area. 

'Without a fully Iur lct  ioniny airport at Bergstrom, there is 
absolutely no hope of retaining or expanding the Air Force 924th 
Reserve C;r.oup and Headquarters 10th Air Force in Austin. 

&rd w i ~ l i o u t  the Reserve units, there is no hope of re ta in ing  a 
~ u ~ ~ u n i s s a r y  or other entitlements and services that are so critically 
irnpott.ont. t.o our military community. 

. . 
will ao to the uolls i l l  w i n  011 Mav 1 to decide h e -  

or. rluC L u  tr~ake . . ~ airno 
. . rt. 

A s  n ~ e n h r s  O f  the military community in  ust tin, wc t h i n k  it is 
L h e  common sense solution. Take a look at the t a c t s :  

* Muellex Airport has already exceeded existing cargo capacity and 
is ncaLiay both passenger capacity (parking, baggage claim, 
passcllger loading and unloading) and airfield capacity. The 
single n inway  limits uirlirle s c l l u d u l i n ~ j  alld is inadequate by FAA 
ztapderds f c r  re~ionel opcretions. 

Expdlsiorl a L  Muelltr would devastate entire neighborhoods and 
cost. over a billion dollars. 

i. 

* Modifying the trxia~irly B e r . y s t r o m  site will require $400 million 
in airport revenue bonds. Contrasc this to the more than $700 
million in bonds previously corlsider.erl f o r  Maxivr.; and to expand 
Mueller LL) LWCJ rullways is estimated at 51.2 Billion. Bergstrom 
is clearly the lowest cost option. 

" Major noise levels affec t  Over 29,000 people ac M'ualler today. 
Bsrgsrrorn as an AFB affected 10.000. Buc Bergscrom used as a 
city airport will affecC Jess than 2 .004 .  And the Bergstrom 
c:usLs irlclud~ soulld illsulation of those affected. 

(over please)  



* 'l'wo major highways, Hwy 183 and Hwy 71. both of which are already 
being upgraded to f r e e w a y s ,  will express traffic to Bergstrom 
in~cead of the stop-and-yu L.esidentia1 connector streets i n  use 
a t  Muel ler. 

The cos t  to add a second runway and terminal building to the 
e x i s t i n g  Berystrom site w i l l  be rundcd e n t i r e l y  out of aviation 
revenue bonds paid by r enc  and fees yencrated from the airport 
use. 
NO WCAL SALES OR PROPERTT T-8 WILL BE USED1 

* Consider the facL LhdL il: Lhr airport does not go to B e r g s t r o m ,  
it will cost the tbxpayerv because, by law, aviat ion funds cannot 
be used t o  mainLsin t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  aL Bergstrom i f  i t  is not used 
as an o p e r a t i o n a l  airport.. 

.*. . . Please consider tbe.facLs. z c  j u s t  makes good cormton sense to 
're-use L h e  Bergstrom f a c i ' l i t i u s  Lur our municipal a i r p o r t .  Dut for 
t -he  m i l i t - n r y ,  thc bottom l i n e  is t h i s .  . . 

without  the citv a i r u u r t  d L  Berastrom..Austin w 
Beser 

. . ill loose t& v e ~ D e i r  1.600 veLera11 I V  b .  t .b-. h e i r  eco-ac t . and agy 
c a h for recainincr t h e  e r ~ ~ i ~ l c r n e n t c  and 3-es our 
veterans and w- dewend uPon. 

Please jo in  u n  . . . Vote Wrgmtroar -- Yea1 
. . 

~ r u c s  C o n o o l r ,  P r e s i  dell L O l l i e  C t a w f o r U ,  Chairman 
Xi 1 i c a r y  Servi ctt C o a l  i ~i or1 Nat ional  A i r  Force Assoc. 

A l c e s t r e s  Dridc la lo  , Korean Dale won, President 
war ve t eran ; ui rec t or, Pecan Bergs crom Federal C r e d i  t 
Gruve ~ursiny Home Union 

3ohn M. M o r r i t t  , Pr e s i d e 1 2 ~  R i c k  Whaaler, M i l i t a r y  A f f a i r s  
B e r  ysLr um ~ u s c i l l  Communi ty Council of the  Grea ter  Aus t in  
Counci l  Chamber of Commerce 

Dan E o b a r t  , Director 
R r L i r e e  A L f d i r S  O f f i c e  

&n&tuaitcl E o l l m d ,  V. P. 
Military w i d o w s  A f f a i r s  

?red Bangaraar, P r e s i d e n t  Dr. John Q .  T. Nag, President 
National Assoc.  f o r  Urli Lornled Emeri &us, Hus ton-Ti1 locson 
Services Coll ege 

Pa. Pol. Adv. by Bwgslrum: A Ckar A&nuacIl / 100 Congrw.  Suite 100 1 Awtin. TX 78701 
Dan Marnoson. Traasurar 
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May 4, 1995 

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

fhb mrt.Eber 
""8" wzpc1er3 Y %= -20 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to follow-up on a discussion you had yesterday 
with Senator Baucus concerning the next phase in the BRAC process. 

We recognize that you and the Commission are deeply committed 
to carrying this process forward in the most professional and 
objective manner possible. We know that the 'Commission and its 
staff are engaged in an intense fact-finding process that will soon 
result in some proposed revisions to the Department of Defense1 s 
most recent base closing recommendations. 

Moreover, as part of your fact-finding, we believe there is an 
essential piece of information that must be seriously considered 
and made a part of BRAC's official record. Specifically, we have 
been advised that there exists a Directorate of Forces (XOFS) Study 
dated April 20, 1995 that recommends the immediate closure of Grand 
Forks Air Force Base. 

This study represents the unqualified professional judgment of 
Air Force officials that Grand Forks has long outlived its 
usefulness to our national security. The study clearly states that 
the Air Force had wanted to close Grand Forks in Fiscal Year 1994. 
However, this recommendation was not implemented because of 
concerns about the Fiscal Year 1995 BRAC process. In addition, we 
know that Major General Blume halted any action on the study in 
deference to BRAC. 

While, for procedural reasons, the Air Force has decided to 
not move unilaterally to close Grand Forks at this time, we believe 
BRAC has an obligation to seriously consider the Air Force study 
and make it a part of the official record. We also ask that you 
make this letter a part of your official record. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
page two 

Thank you for your consideration. We wish you the best of 
luck as you move forward with the many difficult decisions that lie 
ahead. 

Sincerely, 

L 
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May 4, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to follow-up on a discussion you had yesterday 
with Senator Baucus concerning the next phase in the BRAC process. 

We recognize that you and the Commission are deeply committed 
to carrying this process forward in the most professional and 
objective manner possible. We know that the 'Commission and its 
staff are engaged in an intense fact-finding process that will soon 
result in some proposed revisions to the Department of Defense's 
most recent base closing recommendations. 

Moreover, as part of your fact-finding, we believe there is an 
essential piece of information that must be seriously considered 
and made a part of BRAC's official record. Specifically, we have 
been advised that there exists a Directorate of Forces (XOFS) Study 
dated April 20, 1995 that recommends the immediate closure of Grand 
Forks Air Force Base. 

This study represents the unqualified professional judgment of 
Air Force officials that Grand Forks has long outlived its 
usefulness to our national security. The study clearly states that 
the Air Force had wanted to close Grand Forks in Fiscal Year 1994. 
However, this recommendation was not implemented because of 
concerns about the Fiscal Year 1 9 9 5  BRAC process. In addition, we 
know that Major General Blume halted any action on the study in 
deference to BRAC. 

While, for procedural reasons, the Air Force has decided to 
not move unilaterally to close Grand Forks at this time, we believe 
BRAC has an obligation to seriously consider the Air Force study 
and make it a part of the official record. We also ask that you 
make this letter a part of your official record. 
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Thank you for your consideration. We wish you the best of 
luck as you move forward with the many difficult decisions that lie 
ahead. 
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May 1, 1995 

i~inm m p M n g  C1 W03-1 X 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Department of Defense has recommended that the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks 
Air Base be deactivated, unless "the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain 
ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action." If such a 
determination is made, DoD has recommended that the 91st Missile Group at Minot AFB 
be deactivated. 

Because of this recommendation, the interpretation of the 1972 ABM treaty and related 
documents will be an important factor in the Commission's decision this year. This issue 
was addressed by the Grand Forks community during the March 31 regional hearing. 
Because this issue is also of vital interest to Minot, we have asked Michael H. Mobbs, an 
expert on the treaty, to prepare a legal opinion on this matter. 

A copy is enclosed for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

w. &Ld 
Orlin W. Backes 
Mayor 

0WB:jk:dixon.ltr 
enc. 

515 2nd ave. sw minot, north dakota 58701 
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Donald F. Massey, Esquire 
Senior Vice President 
Fleishman-Hillard Inc. 
1301 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036-1 816 

RE: Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 

Dear Mr. Massey: 

You have asked me to address the following question: 

Would closure of the intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") facilities at 
Grand Forks Air Force Base extinguish the right of the United States to deploy 
an anti-ballistic missile ("ABM") system as currently permitted by the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems of 1972 (the 
"ABM Treaty"), the 1976 protocol to the Treaty, and the related material 
described below? 

This letter sets out my analysis and conclusions. 

Professional Backmound 

The background that I bring to this question is as follows: 

I have been a member of the bar since 1974, having received a J.D. degree from the 
University of Chicago Law School and, prior to that, a B.A. degree (summa cum laude) in 
1971 from Yale University with exceptional distinction in Russian Studies. Except for the 
years 1982-1987, I have been a practicing lawyer since 1974, specializing in international 
commercial transactions involving Russia and other CIS countries. In the course of my 

-- 
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practice, I have been required on numerous occasions to interpret and apply international 
treaties and agreements to the transnational business transactions of clients. 

From 1982 to 1985, I served as the Representative of the U.S. Secretary of Defense 
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks ("START") and, in that capacity, was a member of the 
U.S. delegation to the START negotiations with the Soviet Union. As a member of the 
START delegation, I participated in the second five-year review of the ABM Treaty in 1982 
pursuant to Article XIV(2). In 1985, I assumed additional duty as Special Counsel to the Head 
of the U.S. Delegation to the Negotiations on Nuclear and Space Arms with the Soviet Union, 
while continuing to represent the Secretary of Defense in START. 

In late 1985, the President appointed me as Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency for Strategic Programs, a position I held until mid-1987. 
In that capacity I had responsibility within the agency for U.S. policy on the control of 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arms, space arms and strategic defense systems -- in 
other words, all matters involving U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations with respect to 
nuclear arms and strategic defense, including ABM systems. My responsibilities at ACDA 
also included chairing the Interagency Group on Defense and Space which, among other 
things, developed U. S. positions and policy recommendations to the President on such matters 
as the types of potential strategic defense activities that were or were not permitted by the 
ABM Treaty. In the course of my official responsibilities on the START delegation and 
especially at ACDA, I had many occasions to analyze the ABM Treaty text, refer to the 
negotiating history and ratification debates on the ABM Treaty, and apply the ABM Treaty to 
various actual or potential strategic defense activities by the United States and the USSR. 

The Purpose of the ABRl Treatv 

The underlying purpose of the ABM Treaty, when it was concluded in 1972, was to 
prohibit the United States and the Soviet Union from deploying a nationwide ABM defense. 
The rationale for this prohibition, at least from the U.S. viewpoint, was that the absence in 
each country of an effective defense against ballistic missile attack by the other would reduce 
any incentive a country might have to launch a first strike. This was thought to be so because 
the attacker would be essentially defenseless against a retaliatory missile launch and therefore 
would be less likely to risk the consequences of a first strike. In turn, each country would 
have less incentive to increase its strategic offensive capabilities and would be more willing 
to negotiate effective limitations on strategic offensive arms, thereby reducing the risk of the 
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outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.' Thus each country agreed to leave 
"unchallenged the penetration capability of the other's retaliatory missile forces. " 2  

The Text of the ABM Treaty 

Consistent with its purpose, the ABM Treaty provides in Article I (2) that 

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory 
of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM 
systems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article 111.. . . 

Article I11 prohibits each country from deploying ABM systems or their components 
except for 

(a) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and centered on the Party's national capital.. . 

and 

(b) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers.. .3 

The ABM Treaty does not, in Article I11 or elsewhere, require either country to specify 
the precise location of the ABM deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers. To the 
contrary, each country is to use its national technical means to verify compliance with the 
Treaty. 

Nor does the ABM Treaty, in Article I11 or elsewhere, specify any minimum 
number - - or any number whatever -- of ICBM launchers that an ABM deployment area must 
contain. The only such reference is the Article I11 requirement that one of the two permitted 

' ABM Treaty, Preamble. 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Arms Control and Disarmament 
A~reements: Texts and Histories of the Negotiations (Washington, D .C., 1990) 155. 

Article 111 also limits the number of ABM launchers and missiles, as well as.-the 
number and capability of ABM radars, in each permitted deployment area. 

ABM Treaty, Article XII. 
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ABM deployment areas must contain ICBM silo "launchers" -- that is, more than one such 
launcher. 

The language of Article 111 is less precise regarding the actual location of the ABM 
deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers than the location of the ABM deployment 
area at the national capital. In the latter case, Article III(a) specifically requires that the ABM 
deployment area must be "centered on" the national capital. In the former case, however, 
there is no requirement that the ABM deployment area must be centered on an ICBM field. 
Rather, Article III(b) only requires that ICBM silo launchers must be contained somewhere 
within the 150-kilometer radius of the ABM deployment area. This language appears to pennit 
flexibility in selecting a location for the center of an ABM deployment area at an ICBM field, 
provided only that ICBM silo launchers are within the permitted radius of the ABM 
deployment area. Nor does the language of Article 111, or any other provision of the ABM 
Treaty, stipulate that the ICBM silo launchers within an ABM deployment area must all be 
located within a single ICBM field, or at a single military base, or within a single 
organizational unit. 

On May 26, 1972, the date on which the ABM Treaty itself was signed, the heads of 
delegation of the two countries also initialed a number of agreed statements that are appended 
to the ABM Treaty. Agreed Statement C imposes an additional condition on the location of 
the two permitted ABM deployment areas by stipulating that "the center of the ABM system 
deployment area centered on the national capital and the center of the ABM system deployment 
area containing ICBM silo launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen 
hundred kilometers" but otherwise adds no further constraints on location. 

Also appended to the ABM Treaty are five common understandings that the two 
countries reached during the negotiations. In each of these common understandings, except 
for the first one, a statement by one delegation is followed by a responsive statement from the 
other delegation indicating agreement or acceptance in one form or another. The exception, 
Common Understanding A: Location of ICBM Defenses, consists of a statement by the U. S. 
delegation on May 26, 1972, in which the delegation repeats the language of Agreed 
Statement C (quoted above) and then adds the following comment: 

In this connection the U.S. side 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. 

Unlike the other common understandings, this statement is not accompanied by any responsive 
statement from the Soviet delegation. Nor is there any indication in the text of'the ABM 
Treaty, or any of the various agreed statements, common understandings or unilateral 
statements accompanying it, that the Soviet Union made any response to this comment. 
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Possibly one reason is that the comment required no Soviet response, inasmuch as it was 
delivered as a point of information (" . . . the U.S. side notes . . . ") rather than as a matter 
requiring mutual assent. The language of the comment is also in contrast to the many other 
instances in the text of the ABM Treaty and its accompanying statements, where the two 
countries explicitly stated that "the Parties undertake, " "the Parties understand, " or "the Parties 
agree" when it was their intention to record binding commitments and promises, 

The Protocol to the ABM Treaty 

In 1974 the United States and the Soviet Union negotiated a Protocol to the Treaty 
Between the United States Of America and the Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Limitation Of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (the "Protocol"). The Protocol was formally 
ratified, in the same fashion as the ABM Treaty itself, and entered into force in 1976. 

The purpose of the Protocol was to reinforce the ABM Treaty's prohibition on 
nationwide ABM defenses by reducing the number of permissible ABM deployment areas from 
two to one. As President Ford explained in his letter transmitting the Protocol to the Senate, 
"the Protocol would amend the Treaty to limit each Party to a single ABM deployment area 
at any one time, which level is consistent with the current level of deployment. 

Thus, Article 1(1) of the Protocol provides that: 

Each party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two 
provided in Article 111 of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) systems or their components and accordingly shall not exercise its right 
to deploy an ABM system or its components in the second of the two ABM 
system deployment areas permitted by Article I11 of the Treaty, except as an 
exchange of one permitted area for the other in accordance with Article I1 of 
this Protocol. 

Article I1 of the Protocol provides that, upon giving the required notice, each country 
is permitted to dismantle or destroy its ABM system where it was deployed as of 1976, and 

Protocol to the Treaty With the Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems: Message From the President of the United States , 
Transmitting the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, Signed in Moscow on 
July 3,  1974, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 1974. 
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to deploy an ABM system in the second area originally permitted by Article I11 of the Treaty.6 
This right may be exercised only once.7 

Except to the extent modified by the Protocol, the rights and obligations established by 
the ABM Treaty remain in force.8 Other than restricting each country to one instead of two 
ABM deployment areas at any one time, the Protocol does not add or remove any restrictions 
on the location of a permitted AI;M deployment area that were not otherwise present in the 
ABM treaty as ratified in 1972. The Protocol's provisions for a one-time election to relocate 
an ABM system from its 1976 location only addresses a situation in which either country 
wishes to deploy an ABM system in the second location originally permitted to it under 
Article I11 of the ABM Treaty (in the case of the United States, its national capital). The 
Protocol is silent on the question whether the United States may relocate its one ABM system 
from the 1976 deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers to a different deployment area 
(not the national capital) containing ICBM silo launchers -- just as the Protocol is silent on 
whether the Soviet Union could move its ABM system from Moscow to another city if it 
decided to move its national capital to that city. To address these questions, one must resort 
to the text and appended statements and understandings of the ABM Treaty as originally 
negotiated in 1972. 

Discussion 

An international agreement is to be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the 
ordinary meaning to be given to its terms in their context and in the light of its object and 
purpose. Rest. 3d, Restatement Of The Foreign Relations Laws Of The United States, 
§ 325(1) (1987). 

The ordinary meaning of the terms in the ABM Treaty and Protocol, as well as the 
associated agreed statements and common understandings, do not support an interpretation that 
the United States would be forever barred from relocating its permitted ABM system from one 
location containing ICBM silo launchers to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. 
There is certainly nothing in the language of the Treaty, the Protocol, the agreed statements, 
the common understandings or the unilateral statements that impose such a ban. Both the 
Treaty and the Protocol address the matter of location in generic terms. Geographical 
coordinates and place names are nowhere mentioned or required to be specified anywhere in 
the Treaty or the Protocol. 

Protocol, Article II(2). 

Protocol, Article II(1). 

Protocol, Article 111. 
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The mere fact that the U.S. delegation in 1972 voluntarily noted the U.S. intention to 
deploy an ABM system at Grand Forks Air Force Base hardly rises to the level of a binding 
treaty commitment by the United States never to change its intention and never to relocate that 
ABM system to another ICBM deployment area. This is particularly so where neither the 
Treaty nor the Protocol required the United States to designate in the Treaty documents the 
particular ICBM silo launchers or particular deployment area of ICBM silo launchers that it 
might choose to defend with an ABM system, and where the Soviet delegation recorded no 
response to the voluntary U. S . statement about Grand Forks or any understanding that the U.S. 
reference to Grand Forks was taken as an irrevocable e le~t ion .~  

The object and purpose of the ABM Treaty -- to prohibit nationwide ABM defenses and 
render each country's ICBM silo launchers vulnerable to the ICBMs of the other -- also do not 
support a conclusion that the United States may not defend any ICBM silo launchers other than 
those at Grand Forks Air Force Base. So long as the quantitative and qualitative limits 
imposed by the ABM Treaty on ABM systems and components are observed, the United States 
cannot deploy an effective nationwide ABM defense no matter where the defended ICBM silo 
launchers are located. 

It has been suggested that maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks 
in order to retain the option of an ABM deployment would somehow violate the intent of the 
ABM Treaty. The intent of the Treaty, however, supports precisely the opposite conclusion. 
Because the ABM Treaty- aims to assure the mutual vulnerability of U.S. and Soviet ICBM silo 
launchers, the fewer ICBM silo launchers the United States elects to defend, the greater the 
vulnerability of its ICBM forces will be, hence the more consistent U.S. deployments will be 
with the intent of the ABM treaty. 

While the time constraints imposed on the present letter did not permit a thorough 
review of the ratification hearings and debates on the ABM Treaty and Protocol, I have 
found no indication that the Senate understood the designation of Grand Forks to be an 
irrevocable choice that would forever preclude the United States from moving its ABM 
defense from Grand Forks to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. Both the 
executive branch representatives and individual Senators generally referred to the defense of 
an ICBM site rather than singling out Grand Forks by name. &, for example, Strategic 
Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before The Committee On Foreign Relations Of 
United States Senate, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 63 (Statement of Defense Secretary Laird: " . . . 
treaty . . . preserves the option to deploy a terminal defense of U.S. ICBM's . . . "), 
247 (Statement of Senator Kennedy: " . . . exceptions are made . . . for the protection of a 
single ICBM site. ") (1972). 
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Just as the ABM Treaty does not specify any maximum or minimum number of silo 
launchers that may be defended within the 150 kilometer radius of the permitted ABM 
deployment area, so too the Treaty imposes no conditions or limitations on the location of the 
center of the defensive radius, other than the requirement of a 1,300-kilometer separation 
distance from the national capital (assuming this condition still applies in light of the Protocol). 
Thus, the United States would appear to be within its rights under the Treaty if it elected to 
shift the center of the inactive ABM system at Grand Forks, without completely relocating that 
system, in order to include within the permitted 150-kilometer radius a number of silo 
launchers attached to organizational units other than the 321st Missile Group. lo 

Conclusion 

For the reasons discussed above: 

1. Closure of the ICBM facilities at Grand Forks Air Force Base would not 
extinguish the right of the United States to deploy an ABM system as currently permitted by 
the ABM Treaty and the Protocol. 

2.  Should the United States elect to preserve the option of deploying an ABM 
system at Grand Forks rather than defending ICBM silo launchers in another location, 
maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks but otherwise inactivating the 
ICBM facilities there would not violate the ABM Treaty. 

lo Before actually undertaking any such relocation or adjustment, the United States might 
consider it prudent, and arguably may have a duty, to communicate its intentions through the 
Standing Consultative Commission established by Article XI11 of the ABM Treaty. 
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3. An ABM system deployment area located at or in the vicinity of Grand Forks 
Air Force Base, but centered in a manner to include within its defensive radius ICBM silo 
launchers attached to units other than the 321st Missile Group, would not violate the ABM 
Treaty. 

Please let me know if I may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 

&LP~JA~%&- 

Michael H. Mobbs 

MHMIrew 
cc: Brigadier General (Retired) John R. Allen, Jr. 



OFFICE OF THE'- C O M M ~ ~ ~ I O N  MEMBERS 

4 4 ~ ~ ~ 5  , oPL \d  W, 

-I"nuz ~ - & Y ? O ~  
ORGANIZATION: 

TO: O\)(Wa 
TITLE: c  MAN 
ORGANIZATION: 

h t e :  q 505-05- Dur O&bated: q 5-m0 \ Mail Date: 

.i 

C l T Y  O F  ~ \ w o T ,  I WV) 
m . s r A L w n o N  (s) DLSCUSSED: hs \ 1 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
I - 

SubjedRemarks: 

'(~/,,Akepare Reply for O ' .  's S i g u w e  I 
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

ACTION: Offer Comments anWor Suggestions 

Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature r 
Prepare Dired Response 

FYI 



Senntor. Alntl J Uison. Cl~nirlnnlr 
Dcfcltsc Hnsc Closure ;rltd ~ { C ~ J ~ ~ ~ I I I I I C I I ~  Con)n~issiorr 
1700 N. Moorc Street, Suirc 1325 
A~l~nglotr ,  \>A 22709 

Dcnr Senator Disorr: 

1 Iro\~c bcctr asked by Mr. Mark I'ross to providc yotrr ofice wid1 a posllion slittenlent frorn l l ~ e  Dcrt\*cr 
conlmtrnity or1 ?.o~rt. Cotrr~lrission's study of llle ~ ~ ~ ~ k t u c r r h l i o n  lo cl~ange tlre 1 Y9I BRAC concerr~irlg 
tllc 1 0 0 1 ~ 1  Space Supporl Sqtti~dron located ar the closccl Lo\+? AFB in Dellvcr. Colorado. 

Tlic Lo\r.n Red~\~cloplrrcrl~ Alrlllority (LRA) is a govcnrrncnr;rl nuttrority establislrcd bg thc cllics of 
Ilcnvcl' 2nd Aurora. T l ~ c  I,RA is charged widr lllc rcdcvclopnlear of Lowry APB In Denver Colo~.ado. 
Lo\vry .WB wns closed orr Scpt~~llbcr 30, 1993, urrder lhc 1991 BRAC regulaIio~rs. 011 August 1, 1993. 
tllc Air Forcc iswlcd its Record of Dccision (ROD) which incorporated the LRA's Reuse Plar \\,itho\r~ 
changc. That sRltle Reuse 1'1an fomted the basis for I ~ C  En\,rronmentnl Impacl Stalcarcnt (EIS) used as 
tlic basis for tikc Air Forcc ROD and {Ire detailed pla~rtring by the LRA since closurc. The  1001~1 S p ~ c c  
S~~l)r)cirt Squlrtlrol~ coml~lcx Iics in ftre very ccttlcr of h n r y  AFB und Ihc LRA rcusc ~rlan HI-ca. 

1. i r ~  (Ilc contell of tllc nlrendy cxislltrg clohurc of Luny AFB (and 11s 10,000 jobs) 
and the ral~id rcdc\.clnl~ment plant~cd for lhc rntirc hiwry bssc nrca, thc LRA ~ i ~ p p o r ~ s  tlrc 
civsi1r.e of ltrr JOCjlsl Spnce Support Squadron the closirrc of nll related bitiltlinl: 
st rucfurch. 

7 -. TIrc LTL4 sitpposis flrc accclcration c ~ f  the clos~rrc ~ r r ~ c * r ;  to mntctr the Rlnjor 
Cotlrrrrand'r ~ct~cr lu lc  of mo14ng 10 fiscsl 1997 ratlrcr than tire Intest possiblc closure \ r . l ~ i ~ l ~  

m i ~ l r t  rxtc~rd into ttrc next  century. 

-1. Tllc L I U  0l)iwseu the rctcntion of t t ~ c  stnrct~rres by the Alr Force f u ~ . c u ~ ~ t i a g c ~ r c y  
uscs 11y otjwr- tr~issions I)nsctl at ncnt.by Bt~cklcy AFJL In its ~~vl ic ies ,  fhr  A i r  Farcc htrs 
spvkcrr sj)rcificall?. ~gn ins l  rctctitiolr of islands of opcratiorrs wlthln closed bases wllcrc 
nllcr-n~lI\~cs a1rend.s exist wlrich consolidntc. o p e r ~ t i o t ~ s  n n d  savc opcr.ntiorla1 f~rrrdiug. 'rhis 
nltcrnat;x.e exists n t  Btlcltlcy ANGB 13 nlilcs cnst of Lowry APII. 

4 .  Tlw LICA i.eqclcsts t t rn t  slandartl Ai r  Force ~ ) o l l c l c ~  l )c fullo,retl conccluiog r c ~ l  
~ w o ~ I c ~ O ,  nild ~)ersonrrl I)rolIcrtg nnd fulilrcr rcqucstk tl1n1 t l ~ e  ntlse Clostrrc Conrn,ipsion l i l t (  

}I(: clrn\r~r iuto ihchc clctnilctl ~>olicies, such a3 rcfcn(ion or. re~novltl of l~rdl\.itlt~sl ~ i r -  
cur~ditivrtIrtg c(pr;prncrit irr~l)ro\*cr~~cnts cttrrerrtly plnnr~ed for i b t  J 001h.t Spircc Stlltlrart 
S q u ~ t l r o n  c o ~ ~ r l ~ l c l .  



T t ~ c  1,RA Itcllsc J'li~n incl~rdcs j~liinls for lllc 100 1st Spacc Silpprl Sqrl;~tirori corrtj~lcx. Allho11g11 tlic Ilrcit 
is  dcsignictcd ;IS cycn sp;rcc, i t  is in $1 criticnl loation for hnntllisl; the kvntcr drnitlngc flo~vs IXI\\*WII two 
t l i t t11~.  crcntcd hy the Air Force but ns s i~~ ied  to locnl luban drnitlngc cotrtrol pcnrs prior to t11c closrlrc of 
la\r.ry A l 3 .  

\+'tlca closcil, thc htlildlng conll)ltx will bc cilhcr rnodificd nu a rccrcalionrl ccr~tcr. to  
nncl~or  thin 800 ncrc opcnupnccll~arkn syntcnt uttdlor ~)or l lor~s  tlcmolislicd to cnl~ancc  t l ~ c  
water drait~ngc rcquircr~~cnta rcqulrctl to bri11g Ihc rlowd I~asc  I~ack  to Srntc finrl 1)cevcr 
atnt~clnrcl~. 

l ) l~~- ing  (I IC 1331 H M C  herring prclreaF, II wnw rlisclovetl that t t ~ c  lOOlst Spwce Sul~por l  
\ 

(3or11rr)urtcl Detncl~nrcnt 111 would rcnlaln olbcn. It was also tliscloucd and discrlssed 11181 t11c 
IOOlrl wot~ltl, ~hrol)aBly, bc cloned willtin five yenrs. 'I'ttat d iac los~~re  lrad a slgt~ificrttir 
irnonct or1 1111. Kcuse Platl ini j~lcr~tct~tcd by t11c L I U  

Acccler-atioa of tllc closi~rc of the contl~lcs wo~lld erthtince and lrelp nccelcrwte flrr R c a ~  
Plan for  all 0 f h ~ r - y  rvIlic11 would fur&llcr Ibc ~ o L I ~ J  of rclrlaccmcn( of f h c  1(1,(10(1 lost 
nssocin(cd with thc ~nn in  bnlic clo~urc,  

Kccpif~g t11c 100 Is1 complex open, rifler tl,e dcpnmlre of Dersclui~e~it # 1 ,  as a cotititigcncy operational 
basc for opcralions ;It  Ihc nearby Br~ckley AFB is a redu~lda~rcy ilkat tlro LRA opposcs for inconsl~tcnq 
with IIIC L o \ r v  Rc~rse Plnr~ and the cos~s  to bc i~rcurrcd. 

7 '11~ cost to the  Air Forcr for n bigt~ly sccrctivc milicinn with this redundancy wot~ltl bc 
~~rolrlbil ivc In thc rrc\.cral arc&$: building mnintenrncc, costs of utilities a ~ ~ d  tbc crtrcmclg 
high co*t of xc~ur i ty  rritllin r clowd haw with open gntce, cit'illmt rcsldcntr snd collece 
stutlcnts hnving frcc ncccss. T h c  mission's primary loc~tiorl i s  only 13 niiles east R I  Bucklcy 
ANGLI. 

T'l~c costs to  tlte LEU of this mostly unuwd cornlllcx would Lnclutle a tlelny in  the 
redevclopmcnt proccss, idrrcawd costa to reroute d ra i t t~ge  ngaterl~s and dccrcascd qrrollty of 
thc rctlcvclopmenf kq,iven the nshtre of thc l O O l ~ t  miwion And (hc negative imxce of th r  
double barbed wire fences snd guards in  tttc middle of R Denver neixhborhoocl. 

Although thc LRA I~ns b e l l  asked 10 cort1nlcnl on t t ~ c  vcry detailed iss~le of rcrcntiol~ o i a  series or 
plaruled iriiprovcn\crlts to t t ~ c  complex, including new air co~rditionit~g systoms, thc LRA feels t11i1t i t  is 
riot apptopriitrc for tile LRA lo cortll,\erlt all inlcnltd Air Porcc policy issues. In ndditiorl \ve \vottdzs. if 111is 
is ;in issrrc for the Colnrnissio~l. 

In closing. clrc L f U  suppons rhc expedi~iot~s closure oitltc IUOI st Spacc Si~pport Cornm;~nd, Detnclm~c~if 
# 1 ,  nlissiot) arid pl~ysical slruarlrcs i n  order to facililnlc nlld unify lllc L o ~ v r y  Rct~sc Plan. 

Tl~nrtk you for your c~ns idc r~ t ion .  
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Cl~airnlnn ! 
Detcnvc Base Closure 

~ l d  R i i l l j p l u n t  Cornrrli>,il III  

17UO N o r a  blourt: Strwr, Suite 1425 
Arlington. Iv~I 32209 

~ s : ~ o u  corlslcicr \vhich hrc5cs ta rccornnlend to rhe Prr \ ;~lcnt  k r  cloowe, we i i r p  ?nil 111 

kctrp okzi i , ( ;cncr~~l  M~tche l l  AKS i r i  hIilwiiukcc. W1, line of thr Air ro r i c  Kesenfe's mosc 
valuairli: ahil covr effective inslallarions. 

. . 
I ttc Air 1:orcc hsr: bccn uncq\ti\*~,clrl i11 it.< support for Gt.ncr.:~l kli~chcll ,21b snd has 

inf~x-rra~i 11s of ib intent to fish[ to km:!~ dic bujz opcn. I\[ the sunr lime, wc h a r e  the 
( ; ~ n n ~ l n i . ~ . ~ i t ~ t ~ ' s  i'rustruticlrn \ v ~ t h  the cont i~~i r ig  infolmntion provided hy ~lic .Air taorce on the A i r  
Force R r r r ~ v c  installntlons, and wc- t r i l 'c i t  thc C'ommission'~ nerll 111 conducr n fuller and Inart: 

derailed nn;tl)& offic C- 130 hllses. csyr~:inlly yi~~n the elran in thi.: cOOr\X duln for ihrcc l)i 
the be,: 111 ~llis Garcgory. ,\E you krww, kfilwauk~c :WE not onr 111' ~.llitss b33c13. / 

IG:c .itc contidcnt that rn revlcwing tlic cigllt critcna ~ 4 t  out by (11r n c ~ . i l m i c n t  @fL)i?fensc- 
mil gividg tllc t.lc:ccssar)8 v;aight to the TLIIII ~ n i l i k r y  valu* criteria. rh* ('i~~nrnisslon will conclucir 
[hat tien?ral klilchcll ; U S  and thc 440th Airlifi. Winb! arc not only cosr ei'frclivc. but they 
cr~licnl rd the Air Force 3113 to our nnionsl dvfr~lse.  

I 

llht: 440d1 .A il-lift Wing IS 3 premier Air F~i rcc  Kcscrce unit cslled u p  111 rc> scrvc uul. 
E.lntion I Q  ;!very m;!iu~- I. nntingcncy in recent history Thc Air Force will con~irtut; to rcly on this 
h ighly  regarded 11nir i t1  [!]is cra of farce ri.duciiucb. 'I'he 4?(i1h has d ~ c  lii@t.st psj iblc  iombnt 

rcadinesf; rating a113 \rc111 tivc awards in the i 093 Air blnbillty Rodeo. rtle 11i1 b lnb i l i t~  
~ommuhd's ~ o n i p c ~ i t i n n  anong lib XIIW duty, rrccnlc. and forclgn airlifl rranls. ; ~ i c l u d i n ~ :  

I 

E r s ~  C- 13 0 Air Crew 
e R C ~ L  C-1-10 Alr~lrop Crew 

Reqt C-1 ;O Will# 
Rest C-1 SO .\~rclrop Wing 
r j ~ ~ t c t s l  Willin~n ti. hloorc Aw~rc l  for :bc Hwt .\ir Mobi l i ty  U'ing 

(lhc WOth did nnl cvmpde in the 1 9 ~ 4  Rodtw.j TIIC 440th hns ken recngni/rd f i ~ r  its 
:1dniinis1r31ion, will1 a ~ a r 3 . q  for ik ::ul~trucrin~ ~lilicc. civilian p a ~ n ~ ~ n e l  ol'fii:~ and cornm~mity 

1 

i 



rclatlon~. tior rluee yenrs in a 1 1 1 ~  thc Wfjtli'y tire Jcpmrneot has !.rl:l~:eJ fitat it1 thc tirc 
[!rotcction qkll ls  competition, and i r ~  1904 i t  was dcs~gnated the "Rcst in ~ht: ,411 Force 1Cucn.e~. ' 

'l'hc 430th's 311.11fi mission. I I I  ~jrtrje~t forces ond tnurcrial 3broad ilui~-.kly. has bccome 
r v z n  morc [currr~li.tl m hgl~t of redtlcad clvcrscrs basinc. 'I'he 41Uth Airlift \rirll: ir polscd to 
musIsi~rt t I io~l~an~t3  of (toops from all 1 1 1 ~  scrviccs to rhe tield af op?ntions, i l l d  it did SO J L L ~ I I I ~  
l3sscrt Sl~if  lJ!Dercrt ?:tomi. The JrlUth is 1 1 1 i  cln.<cst fcdcml .2ir Force installit~it~lt lu ship 
Imnlly ~~ri,"!uccrl war material, sucl~  as ~11c Ilmvy tactical trucLs made in Obllkl>.;lt. \Vt.  hipped 
on C-5s t llirine L)cszrt Stom). Tlie 4401 h I\ irli it LVillg has u~st~nguishc.d i~er l  f i r t  rtvcl-y rsccllr 
airlifi vl lclatiori. iioru [~er io~ming rhe firs1 I~CL;L.;II rcsupply nlrdrop 1nlssiu11 il l  (3ps:l;lrion Descn 

Storni to $lving. a.5 tllc Icnd !vine tbr the 0usrli;s rclict'cfiofl-;-:l'h 44urh also h;rs I I I C  ~iiissiorl a.i 
rhtr lead W , ~ I I ~  in the cvcnl ox an e\~acuallcm uCT-ltli~t:il tdations forceti irc?rn Bornin 

1 
i In ?d~.lirin~i to purticiputinl: In all theee mnjnr cc~rl~ill~cncics. thc 440th has proviLlrtl 

cnlicd digas~cr i~ssictancc: it1 naturul disasrcrs such no HI~I-ricznc Anclrcw and Hugo. =id i t 1  

r~utionsl disastcr~; s u ~ : ~ l  as rbc txp lo r in~~  of the Air Nariuclal C;uardls KC-I 35 in Milw:?ukrr. it1 
I 

l Y Y 3 .  Tlte ild01h's rxpn.tisc has b a n  callod upon ro traul zmcrgcncy munaczrnrnt teatns.. xt~d 
Gcnzral xllitctlell AR.S is il ~rpional sltc: idr the Pi3tional Dis;jstcr Mcdicul Sysrcm. I'he JJI?tIl is 
rcspon::ibJe for I ~ ; I J U I  ~ccident rcsponSd for !he Depanrne~t~ ~'tf Dcicnsc ~d Ihe Depirrtmcn~ t l i  

E n c r p  ~QI' 20,000 S~LIXL'  ~ ~ ~ i l t s ,  iniluding 3U U'isconsin co~rnl i~ ,  &id rhc L'pper Peninsula 14 
h j i c h ~ g a  Thc 440111 also 1~r.l-lvidcs Rcromedlcsl cv3cuadon ~ I I I I ~ I ~ . , ~ ~  to thc Great L.d.eb N n u l  
Training i:emer md three rt.rc.ar1,). Vctermv Adminc~ration huspital5. .Thee mieslonS are pan r t l '  

~ h c  tctlal rce nusslon ol'rhc 440111 dud rctlcct tho ~nteropetabiiiiy ~ ~ l ' t l i c  urut. C i 

Cincrsl hli~chell Air  Rt:.iervc Sl.7tinn ig the only fcdttrai Air 1701cc insallation in the sracr 
(ri'U'isci,nstn and the Upper Pcnitlzl~ia ofhlichignn. pro\riding ii4.i.c~~ lo an ~mportmt  rccrultlng 
I~t~pulatidn Wisconsin's low unrmpltrymcnt ratc. Icgendnry work ctl~ic and highly ed\iwti.d 
I c ~ l ~ l ~ ~ a t i Q n  (7U.2 percent ofthe recruiting age poguiation are hi@ srlrnnl gmdunto) ri~at.c i t  3 

supetic~~. rccruitlng buse for the Air Fi~r-sc nnd Air Force Krsen~cs. II'Ctrrlcral Mitchell closes, 
1hc Ail 1;orcc \\*ill lo:% oub7andinS1y 111~3litied rcucrvists bcciiilsc cit'thc lirxlitd altenlaLrvz 
3ssignrr,&I~s nvailsblc to thorn. 'The WOLII til>t nnly Jm~r; pi lo^ fnm !vlilwukcc lr\l', hut pilots 

1 
wl1l.1 11y pmmcrcinlly oul of Chic:~gil O'l lxc ~;qioy doing their resen;e ~ I I I  i l l  Milwuukee 
bzcsusc)-~r thc unratncled airspace an11 lit~:l, 11Tair hatfic delays. l:ur111~:1.. 3s a huh tor Federal 
esprcss , ; I I ~ L I  1 Jtiitd IPnmol S$nlice. bl ilir:,~ IL re's industrial b ~ e  ~ l l o w s  Genrrsl h,litchcll tZRS to 
draw r.ln ; I I I  e ~ p c r i i t ~ s ~ i l  pool of c q c ,  !1;11111lt*ic, so ssycntltli to the airliti mimion. 

; 
~liI\vclukcc offer:: all the benefits o i a  ruajor metropolitan area ant1 a majctr trnnrrpumtioa 

hub wi~]iuut tilt air tn t?ic congescion an11 dtrl:ry:, assueiatcd =with rn.my majut An~cr icw nirpoms. 
'this ~ r . ; ~ j ~ s i ~ t c s  into 1e.x mnlp waitins l i t ~ t r :  nlid incrcustnl 1IYri~9 fimt:. fnr pilut>. U L I ! ~ ~  thc 
airspic$ in mdny maror nlctropolicln ~trcits. rhcrc arc no restriclioos on u.st of the itinpuce 
~ I ' I I I I ~ I ~  ,Milwnukcc. ,\ccc:s ro uncncntuclred irrinpucc :,round the b3.e and ni~pace xsocisted 



with 1,thcr i\'lscon<in c3u;ucl 2nd Rcsiwr hases ]nilkc t h l ~  31x1 lde31 for ,ihilicj tu SUI-vivc and 
I)l't.rate (.ATSO) lrnlnlng,  lo^ siritudc c~avigntional training. .md lactical mission training. 

Fort !vlcCoy. an .%my Reserve ~r;linir~g ictstnllat~on, ~d Volk Ficld, ao Ais Nntional 
Ciirurtl i~lrr.illation. pru\iJo local taciliries thr flying s i ld~ops  .~nd trn~ntng on din runw:lys. 
essential I'ur i.t>tllhilt trurung. Thz sbility \ r i l l  lor-~lly at thcsc htises enhv>ces rhr ~II\CI,-scrvlcc 
joint n;riniog opl:~~l-tunitics thr thc rrnit. Gcner31 kliucl~ill 4RS is o l ~ o  slose lo 3 n u n ~ b r  t ~ f  111licr 
airpurrs wit11 t r~aul igcs t~d airspnca rhat the 440th usts tn ~ I . , I C ~ I C C  131;~ offs and !.mdiog\ Aci+.zss 
to These n~i'li~itt'y and corn~norc~ul facilities ~ rns in te s  in111 ~,c\luccd rlpcrating costs for thc Ail 

-._:. . Furcc \vitlylut cnrnpromi;iinn, truinlng oppcjrtunitir?: Tclr its pnmitry mls::lon. 
- ~ - . .  

'L'hc b\ilclic~gs and i~drmtrucnue ar General bli\c\rcll :\RS nrc in e):collent concliritln ;~ntl 
1 1 3 ~ ~  bernj~~pgndnl tlr I~irilt to rcqulrc low maintenance io the fururc. ICecentl~. Inmy l'acilities 
h ~ v e  ?\so been upt;r.ilaicd IU rcducc oplrsling coctc by ~ rd r~c ing  ~~,;r intcl~~mcc cnglncering, and 
cn.nnng cmergy efkicic~lcirs througli design chnn~es .  

I 

1 qe insrall~rion h;iu I I I ~ I I C  than 3U acre3 ~l~~ai lnble  for iul~rtct-liatc cxpsnslon and there 
nc; cicilicu! z.ncrt>:~ctmment prohlcr~~> 01. i l lc~~npatlblc 1n11ii ucc wr ktlirw 01: Should the AU 
Forcc choysc to expand Orrlcral hlitchcll. there is an cxcellenr., IIIII-estrictcd warcr x p p l y  \vl~ish 
aiccts L1'+ slnniinrds without k u ~ y  additional treatment. Noise compl:9i1rts arc mmlrnnl, ;ivcnging 
no nlorc Lhpn one a motlrh. A1 111.1 aided cost, the rnsrallzlon hits I ; I I I I ~  spa= for four udcliu~mal 
C-130s mid room to house their c r w s  and mitinrenancc. staff. There rt1.r. ; i l ~ 3  no load restrictions 
i t r i  fl~e rur)wuys rn.aklug ~t popslhle li~r Cfe~lclal >iitchcII i8,P.S to sccepr acirlilictt~al misslons in the 
futur.rr. -lit 440th can l i ~ ~ d l e  every 1yl.w nt'aircrsfi in the military invenrcrry acrd it did so in 
nc\clr ~ l ~ i c l d / D u c r t  Storm. L a 1  yew.  i;r~:tr~al lL!itc.hcll ,IKS was desipatc.11 ;c. J wcathcr 
testin?, xiiz for thc C-17 aircmft. 

Ciivcn &c 11ilitnrv value of Gcn?r;tl blitcl~ell XRS, we qucsrion whclhrr it would bc w:;t 
cll'ecrivt.,iv eliminate the 440th Airlift Wing. Thc i~~stdzllst~on achieves tr~mznrlrrus cost savings 

becausr i 1  owns its own facilities md thus u:11crr arc no Icme c o s ~ .  1 irc i~nit nlw h u  rrduccd 
landing Fes hcca~lsc of thc tire proteaion s u p p : ~  tllc 440th provrdcs to the airpl.llt, nlorc thrin 
hdf ol'tllc ~ - t t i ~ u i r m c n ~  for ;iirpon fiw pn1riacrinn. OFn-mtin~ out of Ganer21 bli~cliell ARS ~ ( 1  
d i n g  pse or D l i :  other Wiucon::in tn i~ung  venws pn~vidc morz vnluc for rhe Air Ftsrcc i d  ii)r 
rhe wpdnrnr~~t  I IC k tkn~ i ; .  

Wisc:nnsin wuulti cspcricnre ;7gnjfi~ant impacts should ticnerd MltcheU Ail Rt..rvc 
Skuion closc:.l. Tn addition to the loss of rim pn~~rc t iun  for thc nirpon and Ihr ~ q . i n n  am1 
iiis*tcr u s s i s t i m c ~  k~r- rhc jtat~. Wisconsin would low art imponant opportunity IU s t - r ~ ~ c  our 
Nation. I11 ~ I I ~ I I .  thc Air I-'orce l<dservc' nnd t l l r  A ; I  Forcc would lute tllc slron: :md ;upportiba 
envil.o+cnr IVisconsin has provided the 440th ,\irlifi Wing. ]'he unit's Cttinrn~rnil~ Council iu 
,ul exccllrrr~ c.~;llnplc of t l~c  deep a~rd conlinl~ing :,trpl,cjtr for thc 3Iilrh in our bislrrr l'his strong 



1 ~ .  'L urgc : iOU 3.7 corlslder 111is i~lfnrmurion us vou preparr : w * ~ L I .  rrcotnmcnd~hons for the 

Presidrllt. +gain. we arc conficlenr the  r ~ ~ ~ , l m i s s ~ o n  w ~ l l  corlclud~. [ l ~ . t t  Gzncr~l  .\Zitcliell ARS 
311d tllr J-N~~II  are critical to the t i ir  Fnrw 2nd 1" OLK narionnl defense. 



& ~ / 3 t .  r/~c,/--L- 
ark W. Neurna~m, M.C. 
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U R R Y  COMBEST 
Inw Damn, nxar 

CHAIRMAN 
ERMANEM SELECT COMMTTTEE a ON INTEUMENCE 

COMMITTEE ON AQRICULTURE 

May 2 6 ,  1995 

FW mfw $3 ikh TW&# 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Baae Closure and Realiqnment 

*(yQ, .I)E?t:JT2Tq9 ZO!& - 2 2  

 omm mission 
- 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing t o  bring t o  your a t t e n t i o n  throe important matters 
relatad to ~ i r  Force pilot training bases under reviev by your 
Commireion. 

First, I want to make sure that you and the other coxmissionere 
are aware that there was an error in the Baee Closure and 
Realignment Commiseion (BRAC) staff analysis which was briefed to 
the Commin8ion during the May 10th "addn hearing. You may reaall 
that the staff analysis rated Reese Air Force Baee (AFB) am 
having a t i e  score with Vance (AFB) (see attached charte). This 
proved that with a f a i r  analysis, all of the Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) baeee were close in rating and that Reeae AFB wae 
not a Tier I11 inferior base, 

My otaff raviewed the BRAC staff analysis and found a 
aomputational error which was brought to the etaff'e attention. 
Your ataff agreed and the corrected analysis rated Reese AFB 
higher than Vance AFB. I believe this is of sufficient 
importance that it deeerves to be brought to the attention to 
each ~ommiasioner before they begin their UPT s i te  visits. 

I am remendously concerned that t h e  Air Force has indicated 
its - A n  to send the commander of the Air Education Training 

(AETC) or h i s  deputy t o  each of t h e  three UPT e i t 8  visits 
pdeduled for next month. This irregular action did not ooour 
when t h e  BRAC visited Reese AFB; the ir  presence during the 
upcoming visita would be an unspoken but very olaar message to 
both the BRAC commiasionero and the Air Force officers on detail 
to your Commieeion, which would jeopardize the impartiality and 
objeativenees demanded by this procem. The ~ i r  Fore* will have 
a complete opportunity to addrees the members of t h e  Commission 
on June 14th. 

On n related matter, I want to bring to your attention the fact 
that the Air Force ha6 completed a Mrefinec¶ COBRA analysist1 with 
respect to Reese AFB. This l8refinedl1 analysis concludes t h a t  the 

dllCI saving9 accruing from the closure of Reese AFB would be almost 
double the COBRA analysis used in the DoD deliberations, This 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
May 26, 1995 
Page 2 

analyeie im sumpect for a number of reasons, but momt importantly 
it is musgect because no #!refined COBRA analysisw hae been 
attempted for the other UPT bases under consideration and thus 
thmre is no baailr for comparison. 

Mr. Chairman, there ia one additional concern I have which is 
that the present projections on pilot training requiremanta may 
be eerioualy undereetimated. The current Air Force projectione 
assume that the current retention rate for pilots will continue 
even though this is unlikely due to a projected eurge in civilian 
airline hiring. There is also to be a likely surge in the 
requiremmte for training of Air National Guard and Air Forae 
Reserve pilot8 in the aoming years. I would urge you to press 
tho Air Force for a restatement of their requirements einae a UPT 
baae clomure will leave only a very modeat eurge capability. 

. Chairman, I k n o w  that you have been steadfast in your 
determination to maintain the integrity and fairneae of the BRAC 
procees. It ia with that same datermination that I ask you to 
consider these conaerns. 

I look forward to hearing from you on t h e m  mattars. 

LC/rdl 
Attachments - Revised Analyais w 

Charts 

cc: BRAC Commissionere 
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f Western Reserve Port Authority 

- Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport 
1453 YOUNGSTOWN-KlNGSMLL E ROAD N.E. 

a VIENNA, OHIO 44473-9797 
May 25, 1995 YOUNGSrO WN (21 6) 539-4233 

WARREN (21 6') 856-1 537 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman FAX (21 6) 539-4833 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22208 ,- . - , . :  '- '? I -  : r,,r.&r 

.3;;;; ; .- - .;f-. ' 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

.&as26 *P 

I am very concerned in light of the fact the 910th Airlift 
Wing has recently been added to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission list. The 910th continues to be a 
significant partner in the evolution and development of the 
Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. 

At a press conference last Friday, the Ohio Department of 
y ran sport at ion (ODOT) announced its significant commitment to the 
developemnt of this airport into an air cargo hub/jet po* (see 
enclosed article). As manager of this airport, I know the 910th8s 
presence is key to completing the development we envision which 
includes longer runways and the attraction of air cargo and/or 
industrial manufacting facilities using M e  'just in timen 
i.nventory concept required in today's evolving world markets. The 
international companies we are attempting to attract (in 
partnership with ODOT and the 910th) to this airport are interested 
in locating here in great part due to the quality presence of the 
910th. For example, the nationally recognized Aircraft Rescue and 
Firefighting services provided to the airport by the 910th is, in 
my view, necessary to attract the type of high quality industrial 
air cargo development we desire. 

I view the 910th and the airport as equal partners working 
toward the fulfillment of the goals of both orgainzations: to 
provide highly trained reservists in support of the nation's 
critical defense needs, and to develop the Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport to its full potential. 

On behalf of the military and civilian community this airport 
serves, I ask the Commission to consider the mutually benefical 
relationship between the Mahoning Valley and the 910th and remove 
this facility from the closure list. 

LLD/dlr 

Enc . 
BJUC Couiuion Latter 



ODOT 

funds for 
air hub 
.The state is backing its 
commitment to the project 
with cash. 
By MARK NlQUOTr 
VINDICATOR POLITICS WRITER 

help expand 
Regional Aim 
hub. 

VIENNA - The 
Ohio Department of 
Transportation is 
pledging an esti- 
mated $3 million or 
more during the 
next three years to 
Youngstown-Warren 
srt into an air cargo 

John R. Platt. ODOT assistant di- 
rector for modes transportation, 
made the announcement Friday at 
the airport after discussing the d e  
tails of Access Ohio. the state's - - - . - - - 
%-year plan for Ohio's transporta- 
tion needs. 

The state has identified about $15 
million in physical improvements 
needed to prepare the Vienna air- 
port for air freight shipping. ODOT 
is prepared to contribute 20 per- 
cent to 25 percent of that amount 
during the next three years, Platt 
said. 

Those improvements would in- 
clude lengthening the airport's two 
main nlnways to accommodate . . 

I THERE ARE 266 rnnfor const~ct im projects on the books totalin $5 bil- 
lion, but at current prjwted funding rates, only about 15 percent o them will 
be built by 2001 - meaning most local projects will not be funded. 

I 
O W  WILL NEED about 40 years to complete the projects already on the 

books at current funcjing levels, without adding a single project. 
I AN AOOmONAL $2 BILLION is needed over the next 15 years just to main- 
tain the present level of service on the state's interstate system. 
I BY 2020, it is e~timatsd that 31 percent of Ohio's interstate system - in- 
cluding stretch= of Interstate RO and Interstate 76 in the Mahoning Valley - 
will he severely congerted if ca acity is not expanded. 
OHIO? RURAL H l D H W l l  S Y h  will require an additional $3.6 billion in 

added-capacrty projects b 2020 to maintain present levels of service. 
40 OF OHIO'S 88 COUN'~ES and 2 million Ohioans have no access lo plh- 

tic transportation, incll~ding in Trumbull County. It  would cost $17 million a 
year to provide those counties with access and $716 milllon a year to rnain- 
tam the existing t~rban and rural systems. 
1 36 P€RCEM OF ALL FRElOW in Ohio moves by rail. It will cost almost 
$100 million in private and public fun& to eliminate existing bottlenecks on 
the ra~l system. 
I REGIONAL AIR ~ E I G H T  DEMAND will grow b nearly 80 percent annually 
over the next 15 years. Meeting that demand wil require almost $50 million in 
airport improvements. 

r 
smJce: 0001 

I 

COMtNUEO FROM PAGE A 1  said the airport's master plan al- 
done," Platt said. notin8 that Paul Rady has land use and 
kilfsud, Gov. George Voinavtch's and the port 

be v l  ilant to prevent development chief of staff. is personally weking that a lnmmpatible a 
potential tenants for a c a q o  hub hub. k n r m  

f 
I lC lC.  

The state i s  also trying to s p e d  
up infrastructure projccts around 
the alrport to make it mare accessi- 
ble, including extending a r ~ i l  line 
and adding an interchange at state 
Route 11 and King-Graves Road. 

OOOT Study: The Access Ohio 
study detennirtd that Oltio pro- 
duces 10 million tons of nir freight 
a year, but 80 percent of that is 
shipped h m  alrports outside the 
state, Platt said. 

ONIT has t a r ~ ~ t e d  4 million tons 
of goods produced in this part of 
the state that cot~ld be shipped 
frnm a cargo hub at the Vienna air- 
port. Plan mitt. 

He said, however, that local om- 
cials must he carcfr~l to monitor 
lanrt r r r r  a n A  mnina s m s r n r l  +ha air. 

Reid Dulberger, vice president of 
econom ic development for the 
Youn stown Warren Regional 
~ham%er of Commerce. said efforts 
continue to seek Federal Aviation 
Administration funding for the fea- 
sibility study, which he described 
as a "cargo hub master plan." I 

The study would provide specific . 
lnformatfon about needed physical 
improvements and cost, and ft ' 

would help sell the idea to poten- 
t h l  tenants, he said. 

The region was rejected last year 
for FAA fundin brit Dulbergcr 
said there3 "a k t t e r  than even 
chance" the finding will be ap- 
pmved this time. Either way, the 
study must be funded to move the 
project along, he said. 

n i a m a n A  oaid !+'a slan imnnciant 
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Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport 
1453 YOUNGSTOWN-KINGSVlLLE ROAD N.E. 

VlENNA. OHIO 4447309797 

May 24,  1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22208 

FAX (216) 53W83.3 

iLd/ 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It is with grave concern that we received the message that the 
910th Airlift wing has appeared on the Base ~ealignment and Closure 
Commission list. This, after we were informed the 910th was to 
become a full wing with 16 aircraft, along with the existing, "one 
of a kindw, aerial spraying mission. 

The 910th has become an integral part of the community in the 
Mahoning Valley and provides a strong and vital economic impact. 
~dditionally, the Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport has been 
selected by the State of Ohio to become an International Air Cargo 
Hub in conjunction with a free-trade zone. For the 910th this 
means longer runways and air cargo availability for the forth 
coming "just in timew maintenance inventory program. 

The 910th provides fire/crash-rescue services to our airport 
which will be even more vital with the advent of an ~ i r  Cargo Hub. 

As chairman of the Western Reserve Port ~uthority, a joint 
creation of Mahoning and Trumbull counties, and sponsor/owner of 
the Youngstown-Warren Regional ~irport, we beseech the Base 
~ealignment and Closure Committee to permit the 910th to continue 
its great track record at our fine port. 

Sincerely, 

k 4 W  
Alan R. Huff , ~haffian 
Western Reserve Port Authority 



RESOLUTION 
195-05 

UPON MOTION OF CHESTER A AMEDIA, SR., SECONDED BY DENNIS HAZNES 

AND UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED, IT WAS RESOLVED, 

WHEREAS, THE 910TH AIRLIFT WING is an integral economic part 

of the Mahoning Valley and is comprised of numerous individuals who give generously of their 

time, and talents, not only the defense of their country, but also to civic and charitable endeavors 

in the Mahoning Valley, and 

WHEREAS, the 910th Airlift Wing is working in partnership with the 

Western Reserve Port Author-  to establish an Air Cargo Hub at the Youngstown-Warren 

Regional Airport, and 

WHEREAS, the 910th Airlift Wing enhances the capabilities of the 

Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport with its superb aircraft rescue and firefighting support, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, 

That the Board of Directors of the Westem Reserve Port Authority this 

twenty-fourth day of May, Nineteen Hundred and Ninety Five, expresses its sincere desire that 

the 910th Airlift Wing remain a vital and valuable part of the Mahoning Valley. 

CERTIFICATE 

I hereby certify that I am the Administrative Assistant of the Western 

Reserve Port Authority and that the above resolution is a true and exact copy of a resolution 

adopted by the Western Reserve Port Authority at a meeting of the Board of Directors of the 

Authority held on the 24th day of May 1995. 

Prepared and Attested By: 
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4 12-983-3220 

. &&ax .- 4 12-983- 1 96 1 

22, 1995 

The 
Alan t?. Dixon,  chaiman 

143 - 
. : .p+(;3<;3\~'-,,~ 

Base 'losure a d  Realigment Comission 1700 Moore S t r e e t .  Suit- 1415 V i r g i n i a  22208 

: Youngstom 811 
Reserve S t a t i o n  

D e a r  Mr.  Dixon: 

n t o  t h e  c l o s i n g  of t h e  

The Youngstown A   on i s  
f u t u r e  d an i n t e g r a l  part of t h e  

Sharon. 

The Reserve has  be  
9 1,100 R 

Western P 

I urge  you t 0 keep t h e  Youngst own A i r  Reserve st 
a t i o n  i n t a c t .  

Robert T. P r i c e  
Mayor 

RTP: l k k  
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Beale Military Liaison Committee 

May 24, 1995 

Senator Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

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

Re: Realignment of 58th Special Operations Wing 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

We are writing in support of realigning the 58th Special operations 
Wing now located at Kirtland Air Force Rase to Beale AFB in the event 
that Kirtland AFB remains on the closure list submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

We have been furnished a copy of an Associated Press article asserting 
that the Air Force selected Holloman AFB over Beale AFB for the 
realignment location of the 58th Wing because the Air Force wanted to 
move other Air Force units to Beale. The news article also states that 
the Air Force was ready to move the 58th Wing to Beale but that the Air 
Force Secretary asked her Base Closure Executive Group to consider 
keeping the wing in New Mexico. For your reference we have enclosed a 
copy of the Associated Press article. 

No decision has been made to move other Air Force units to Beale. We 
are aware that the Air Force has evaluated Beale and other west coast 
bases as possible beddown locations for a western United States based 
unit of the Air Force Special Operations Forces. We have enclosed a 
copy of the comparison analyses prepared last summer by the ~ i r  Force 
Special Operations Command (AFSOC) that shows the attributes of Beale 
in connection with locating a unit of the special operations forces at 
Beale. AFSOC has recommended Beale AFB to the Air Force as the beddown 
location for a western US region of the Special Operations Forces. You 
will note from the enclosed analyses that Beale would be an ideal 
location for the 58th Special Operations Wing if that wing is to be 
realigned away from Kirtland AFB. Beale AFB has the room to accomodate 
that wing. We are informed that the Air Force has very recently 
surveyed Beale as a possible location for the 58th Special Operations 
Wing. 

\ I? 0. Box 1808 Yuba City, CA 95992 



Among the attributes of Beale AFB for accomodating the 58th Wing are: 

1. Several locations on base for drop and landing zones; 
2. Weather favorable to flight operations; Beale has only 17 

days per year with ceilings of less than 1000 feet above 
ground level with visibility of less that two nautical miles; 

3. Beale has refueling routes within one-hundred nautical 
miles ; 

4 .  Beale has numerous available training areas; 
5. Beale has available areas for low level operations; 
6 .  Beale is not encroached in the air nor on the ground; there is 

minimal local and military air traffic; 

We do not by this letter intend in any way to disparage Kirtland AFB. 
In the event the decision of the Secretary of Defense to close Kirtland 
AFB is not reversed we support the realignment of the 58th Special 
Operations Wing to Beale AFB if you find the realignment to Beale AFB 
is in the best interests of the Air Force. The Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission's consideration will be appreciated. 

Enclosures 



58th Special Ops Wing Thu Mar 30 1995 11:25:21 am p.  1 

7 AP 03-30-95 02:43 EST 50 Lines. Copyright 1995. All rights reserved. 
PK-NM--Klrtland,42Ot 
Moving Special-0ps To Holloman Was Castliest Option, Paper Says< 

ALBUQUERQUE (AP) Moving the 1,700-member 58th Special 
Operations wing from Kirtland Air Force Base to Holloman Air 
Force Base was the co~tliest of three options considered by the 
Air Force, military documents show. 

The savings would have been greeter by moving the wing either 
t o  Cannon Air Force Base near Clovis or to Beale Air Force 
Base, Calif., according to documents obtained by the 
Albuquerque J o u r n a l  through t h e  Freedom of Information Act. 

Cannon was rejected although it was the cheapest, the 
newspaper said today, because Air Force officials felt it was 
too far from the sort of terrain needed for the "special-ops" 
group, which trains crews to rescue downed pilots from behind 
enemy lines. 

Holloman near Alamogordo was chosen over Beale because the 
A i r  Force wanted to be able to move other units to the 
California base, the paper said. 
Air Force spokeswoman Kathleen Cook declined comment when 

asked what units might go to Beale, which is home to U-2 spy 
planes and radar units that scan the skies for incoming 
missiles, the paper said. 

Meanwhile, a group of Albuquerque business leaders heard a 
plea for funds from a local steering committee that is trying 
to prevent the loss of about 6,800 Xirtland-related jobs. 

"The house is on fire now. We need to do something to put 
the fire out," said Sherman McCorkle, president of Technology 
Ventures Corp. 

He asked some 300 people attending the annual meeting of 
Albuquerque Economic Development Inc. on Wednesday to send 
contributions to the Xlrtland Task Force and to attend a 
federal Bese Realignment and Closure Comission hearing April 
20 at the Albuquerque Convention Center. 

The task force has collected $315,000 and seeks another 
5135 ,000  far its cause. 

The documents obtained by the Journal showed that the A i r  
Force had been ready to move the special-ops wing to California 
but that Air Force Secretary Sheila Widnall asked her Base 
Closure Executive Group to consider keeping it in New Mexico. 

An ensuing s t u d y  concluded Cannon was the least expensive 
option because only 540 million in constructZon would be 
required, while Beale would have cost $63 million and Holloman 
would cost $109 million, the paper said. 

Minutes of a Feb. 10 meeting say officials felt Cannon "did 
not offer the best training environment, while the Beale and 
Holloman options were expensive but offered better terrain." 

Holloman is closer to the Elephant Butte training grounds, 
the documents said. 
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GEORGE E. PATAKI 
GOVERNOR 

, . 
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May 19, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission's (BRAC) addition of the Niagara Falls International Airport (IAP) 
Air Reserve (ARS) Air Force Reserve (AFRES) to the list of bases considered for closure or 
realignment. 

Home of the 914th Air Lift Wing, the Niagara Falls base has played a key role in 
numerous military endeavors. During the Gulf War, Niagara Falls was the only airlift wing 
unit to deploy more than 300 reservists during Desert StormIShield. In addition, the 914th 
Airlift Wing, along with the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, deployed several aircraft 
and aircrews as part of Operation Uphold Democracy in Haiti. The 914th also flew 
humanitarian missions into Sarajevo and directly airdropped survival supplies throughout the 
war torn countryside. These many contributions show that, Niagara Falls is a shining star 
for the Department of Defense in Western New York. 

As you evaluate this base, I urge you to look carefully at the numbers for Niagara 
Falls IAP ARS - AFRES. I an1 confident that your thorough analysis will demonstrate that 
this base should continue its current operations. 

Thank you for your time in this matter. I wish you the best of luck as you move 
forward in your enormous and important task. 

Very truly yours, 

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

.. <> printed on recycled paper 
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SuBco~~mars:  

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 
WATER RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

RAILROADS 

SUBCOMMInBE: 

HOSPITALS AND HEALTHCARE 

May 16, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
0 331 CANNON BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(2021 2253306 
FAX: 226-0347 

MAIN OFFICE: 
@ 403 MAIN STREET 

SUITE 240 
BUFFALO, NY 14203-2199 

(716) 845-5257 

SATELLITE OFFICE: 
0 1490 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

BUFFALO, NY 14208 
(7161 8864076 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing this letter to express my great concern over the possible realignment or 
closure of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station. 

The Niagara Falls Air Base Station serves as a major employer in the Western New 
York area. Closing of this base would have a very detrimental effect on the Western New 
York economy. 

Besides the economic effect, the 914th Airlift Wing, which is based at Niagara Falls, 
has been an exceptional asset to the United States Air Force. Recently, the 914th received an 
"excellent" rating from the Air Force Reserve for operational readiness. The 914th and the 
base have recently served our nation well, at a moments notice, when called to serve in both 
the Persian Gulf and Haiti. 

I am confident that an objective analysis of the base and the region will result in a 
conclusion that this base should remain open to continue to serve our nation in the fiture as 
well as it has in the past. 

Thank you in advanced for your cooperation and consideration. 

ember of Congress 



-. 
e *I THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

EXECUTNE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # q9522 - I 1 
FROM: To: O I ~ W  

. -  'REQ~ C N ~ )  mLe; C ~C)\a_w\fi-  
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION: 

U ( 5 ,  C O ~ , G ~ & S  O 6 C G  
'N~-~ON(S)DISCU=: ( v \A  &&(2-& F ~ L L ~  

OFFICE OF THE 

m TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
;/J) Prepare Reply for Chainnanls Signature I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 
Y 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

$, ACITON: offer Comments andlor suggestions !/- M 



- - 
CHARLES W. STENHOLM 

ITTH DISTRICT 
TEXAS 

COMMITTEES: 
Qongres~ of Qo f niteb antes 

BUDGET fKouer nf ieprmentatiues 
AGRICULTURE ~asfifngtm, BQ 20515 
RANKING MEMBER, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

GENERAL FARM COMMOOITIES 

May 16, 1995 

Please Respond to: 
WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

0 1211 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUlLDlh 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2 M 1 5  

ma 2z-6605 

0 DISTRICT OFFICES: 
P.O. BOX 1237 

STAMFORD. TX 78553 
(el5) 7753823 

P.O. BOX 1101 
ABILENE. TX 79604 

(915) 673-7221 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION, 

RESEARCH 6 FORESTRY 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 

33 E. TWOHIQ AVENUE. 1318 
SAN ANGELO. TX 78903 

(915) 8557984 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

/5s 
Phme rd8r b th5 P~u~'&N 

Dear Chairman Dixon: whm r ~ s ~ ~ ~ m . 5 2 4  

The 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC 95) is 
considering recommendations by the Department of Defense and 
additional proposals adopted for review on May 10 which would 
lead to relocation of a number of KC-135 tankers and tactical 
airlift C-130s. Dyess AFB is the best candidate to receive KC- 
135s, and a superior candidate to receive C-130s. 

An official Air Force on-site facility survey of Dyess in 1992 
certifies that Dyess has the capacity to accept up to 50 percent 
more assigned force structure at no or low cost. A copy of the 
survey is on file in the BRAC library. When it was performed, 
Dyess had the following aircraft assigned: 16 FAA KC-135s; 26 FAA 
C-130s; 28 PAA B-1Bs; and 3 FAA T-38s. If one assumes that 8 RR 
B-1Bs will soon be reassigned from Dyess as indicated by the Air 
Force, then the number of assigned aircraft at Dyess today versus 
the official survey is basically the same -- except that last 
year the KC-135s were removed. Obviously a number of KC-135s 
could be accepted at Dyess with no military construction costs. 

The reason for the removal of KC-135s from Dyess was the recent 
policy of the Air Force to achieve single mission commands at 
each of its bases. However, in the enclosed December 22, 1994 
letter, the Secretary of the ~ i r  Force stated that exceptions to 
this policy may occur. Since there is a tanker shortfall in the 
South, having KC-135s at Dyess has high military value and is a 
justifiable no-cost exception. In fact, it is well known 
throughout the Air Force that uniquely at Dyess, tankers and 
their people were treated as equals to the bombers -- Dyess is a 
bomber base where tankers want to be. 

Dyess could also accept additional C-130s, especially if they are 
comprised in a C-130 Air Reserve Unit. Similar arrangements are 
currently enjoyed at Barksdale AFB and other major airlift bases. 
I am confident that a demographic analysis will strongly support 
this configuration at Dyess. 

I must note here the comments made by the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group in December 1994 that indicated a lack of 
capacity at Dyess. I have already asked that this record be 
corrected -- it is flatly contradicted by the official Air Force 



on-site survey. If BRAC 95 approves any realignment or closure 
that would necessitate relocation of KC-135s or C-130s, Dyess 
should be the primary candidate to receive them. With warm 
regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

Charles W. Stenholm 
Member of Congress 

CWS: j r m  
cc: The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall, Ph.D. 

Secretary of the Air Force 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, BRAC 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for updating me regarding the regional hearing on June 
loth, 1995. I appreciate your doing So.  

To quote Assistant Secretary of Defense Debbie Lee, "one of the 
more successful products of BRAC 91 and 93 is the Joint R e s e r v e  
IJRB) Fort Worth ... and  it is imoerative that the Air Force 
Reserves' 301st Fighter Wing, a major tenant and leader in the 
experiment remain assigned to the JRB Fork  Worth.@' 

Our community agrees with t h i s  assessment and we look forward t o  
p re sen t ing  o u r  case t o  the BRAC during the sire visit on June 5th 
and the regional hearing June 10th. To t h a t  end, since the 
continued presence (or possible departure) of the 301st FW at NAS 
F o r t  Worch (FTW) has a d i r e c t  impact on NAS FTW JRB in terms of 
j o i n t  service t r a i n i n g ,  readiness and the  demonstrated cost 
savings of this arrangement, I would ask t ha t  both Air Force 
(Reserves) and Navy (Reserves) team analysts attend both the site 
v i s i t  and t h e  regional hearing. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me directly 
or have your staff contact Pete Rose of my staff at (202) 225- 
5071. Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely,  

Member of Congress 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 - 1  500 

1 8 MAY 1945 
RESERVE *FF AIRS 

hiEh~¶OK:ltL'UIJhl I'OR C~JXIR5lAN.  THE TIEFEEU'SE BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALlGNlttENT COMikiISSION 

SUBJECT: Naval Air Station, Joint Reserve Base, Fort Worth (Carswell AFB) 

I wanted to personally let you know that one o f  the more successful products of BRAC 
91 and BRAC 93 is the Joint Resene Base (JRB) Fonh Worth. This bare will provide facilities 
for the Naval Resene assets at Naval Air Station ('N,4S,) Dallas. the Air Force Reserves' 301sr 
Fighter Wing. the Marine Reserve Air Group 4 1 ,  and ciernenrs of the Texas Air and Army 
Narionnl Ciuard. l 'h is  joint base confornls to the requirements of Title 10 USC I823 l(2) that 
facilities for Reserve cbrnponents be shared by two or more components while providing a true 
experiment in jointness and the economies and etllciencies associated with it. 

I have visited the base and seen first hand how the structure of the Air Force Reserve 
components can supplement and complement the Naval Reserve squadrons that must rely on 
others for support. Through rhe efforts of the energetic commanders assigned to the JRB, 
parochial service barriers arc broken down and effons at commonality are established. The 
integralion of assets and potential to reduce cost will provide effecienr day-to-day training in a 
joint atnlosphcre while not impacting readiness. 

To maximize the economies and efficiencies envisioned for this first .i-FU3, i t  is imperative 
that the Air Force Reserves' 301st Fighter Wing. a major tenant and leader in tila experiment. 
remain assigned to the JRB Fort Worth. 

I encourage q ou to personally visit the base and see the progress that Captain Dsaver, 
U.S. Navy; the site commander, and Colonel EtTerson. U.S. Air Force; thc 301st Wing 
commander. have made to~vard creating a truly joint installation. 

Deborah R. Lee 
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GEORGE V. VO~NOVICH 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

COLUMBUS 43266-0601 

May 10, 1995 

P k s o  refer b this WJ 

w h m  

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
1995 Base Closure f Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator ~ixon: 

Thank you for responding to my letter concerning the Air Force 
recommendation to realign Ohiols Air National Guard units from 
Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport to Wright Patterson Air 
Force Base. 

As of this writing, the Air Force has completed its site 
survey of Wright Patterson relative to this proposal, and will 
soon present its findings to the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG). This survey, intended to validate 
closure and realignment cost estimates contained in the 
original USAF recommendation, raises more questions than it 
answers. 

In its initial announcement the Air Force estimated recurring 
savings generated by the realignment at $4.2 million per 
annum, with one-time closure costs. set at $23 million. The 
site survey has reduced the savings from $4.2 to $3.7 million. 
I understand this figure will soon drop even further to $2.1 
million because the Air Force overestimated operating costs at 
Springfield. Concurrently, one-time closure costs have been 
reduced from $23 to $15 million, ostensibly because 
"new-foundw space to accommodate the Air National Guard has 
been located at WPAFB. 

The reduction in annual savings puts the 1995 recommendation 
more in line with the retracted 1993 proposal to realign these 
units. Even at the much reduced figure, several questions 
remain unanswered as to the true savings generated by this 
move. For example, while the Air Force claims recurring 
savings through elimination of air traffic control, fire and 
crash rescue, security, and many other support services at 



springfield, it has yet to produce an estimate of what it will 
charge the Air National Guard for these services at Wright 
Patterson Air Force Base. 

From a facilities standpoint, the newly identified space which 
reduced closure costs from $23 to $15 million was not listed 
on excess capacity surveys used to compile candidates for 
closure and realignment. I fear this situation, constructed 
to accommodate Air National Guard requirements, will generate 
"relocationw of existing functions on WPAFB that will not be 
factored into the overall cost of this proposal. 

My general feeling on the proceedings so far in the 1995 BRAC 
is the Air Force is going to great lengths to justify an 
unjustifiable recommendation, much to the detriment of the 
Ohio Air National Guard and the Springfield community. I'm 
greatly concerned that unnecessary taxpayer dollars will be 
spent to facilitate this recommendation while the taxpaying 
public may never know the "truew costs associated with it. 

Senator, I know you are concerned with adopting 
closure/realignment recommendations which best benefit our 
country, the military services, and our communities. I urge 
you and your fellow members to pay close scrutiny to this 
recommendation in validating its military value, savings to 
the taxpayer, and impact to the community. I'm simply not 
convinced this move is in anyone's best interest. 

4&i4/a 
Geor V. Voinovich 
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Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Rea 
1700 North Moore Street, Sui 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

lignment 
te 1425 

Commission 

Re: Homestead Air Reserve Base 
301st Rescue Squadron, USAFR 
May 15, 1995 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On April 4, 1995, the Greater ~ i a m i  Chamber of Commerce made 
its presentation to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission regarding preservation of the 1993 BRAC recommenda- 
tion for the 301st Rescue Squadron to remain in cantonment 
areas of Homestead Air Force Base. 

We have subsequently received a rebuttal to the points made 
in our presentation from an anonymous Brevard Citizen Airman. 
The rebuttal which is enclosed herewith was (supposedly) sub- 
mitted as part of the record of the BRAC hearings. The fol- 
lowing facts address each of the points raised in this rebuttal: 

*Defense Secretarv Perrv's Model Re-Use Plan: Defense Secretary 
Perry's "Model" Re-Use Plan was taken as a reference from the 
newspaper account of his visit to Homestead Air Force Base on 
July 8, 1993. An excerpt of that article wherein the reference 
lies is appended. The derivatives of this reference in the corn- , 
munication from the Brevard Citizen Airman have no relevance to 
that designation. Secondly, while the Secretary's recommenda- 
tion to the '93 BRAC was for the 301st to stay at Patrick, that 
recommendation was rejected. 

*Sianificant Economies of Scale: ~t is suggested that the Brevard 
Citizen Airman should present a "...proven record of the,amount 
of exercises, and the benefit for rescue to be involved In 
them" to justify his own support of the 301st mission at 
Patrick Air Force Base. W e  would also submit to further in- 
quiry on this point as it pertains to "unification of effortn 
if the 41st is relocated. 

*Peacethe Rescue Sumport: Of the Rrevard Citizen Airman's own 
admission this was not presented as a point. The statement 
which the Airman quotes is not saylng that the ZOlst is leavinq 
a rescue gap. The nature of rescue, however, implies that time 
is of the essence,and the 301st was the only long-range rescue 
Support for one of the busiest U.S. airports, i.e., Miami Ih te r -  
national. - ' f  1 + .  - . L . [ t . t ; . ,  ,-. - , . 8- , -  F . 

% - -L) b !,.:I. ..r 
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Mr. Alan Dixon 
May 15, 1995 
Page 2 

'Composite Wing Efficiency: The Brevard Citizen Airman has in- 
dicated that .All of the above points must be disproved in or- 
der to support this.' We do not believe that our premises are 
unsound. 

'Militarv Value: With an 11,200 foot long runway and ramp space, - 
contingency room is available. Prospective civilian tenants must 
forfeit facilities and infrastructure in times of national emer- 
gency further supplementing the availability of required/criti- 
cal resources. 

'Minimal Offsetting Costs: Subsequent to April 4 ,  1995, AFRES 
provided a scaled-back version of facilities expenditures for 
maintenance of the 301st Rescue Squadron at Patrick Air Force 
Base. However, the plan for the 301st Rescue Squadron facilities 
at Homestead Air Reserve Base was developed and accepted by mem- 
bers of the Squadron through various SATAF1s and charrettes held 
on site. 

'Effective Annual O~erations: Burn hour and per diem costs need 
to be factored into the data provided by the Brevard Citizen 
Airman in presenting this argument. 

'Reduced Maintenance Costs: The findings presented in our docu- 
ment were further supplemented and supported by independent 
contractor reports which were not available at the time of the 
hearina, but are available to the BRAC from the Air Force. 

*letter Recruitment Capabilities: The Brevard Citizen Airman's 
assessment of manning deficiencies for the 482nd is irrelevant 
to the hiring of 301st pararescue personnel. The argument did 
not specifically focus on quality of life issues as much as 
the available manpower pool. verification of residences will 
shed light on location preference. 

'Greater Positive Economic Imuact: Contrary to the Brevard 
Citizen Airman's assertion, the investment of private dollars 
helps to minimize the impact of airfield operational and main- 
tenance costs to the military. 

Sincerelv, 

Dona1d.D. Slesnick I1 
Executive Committee Vice Chairman 

Transmitted by fax May 15, 1995 
and by express (same day) service. 



28 Apr 95 

Brevard C i t i m  Airman 
PO Box 410005, Melhoum, FT. 3294 1-01305 

Do& D. S l e d c k  
Executive Committee Vim Chairman 
Chester Mj-i Chamber of Cmnmene! 
Omai International Complex 
160 I Biacoyne Boul6vard 
Mimi, FL 33 132-1260 

Dear Mr. Slesnick. 

We have reviewed your organidon's pentation to the BRAC a! Blrminghzun. Frankly, most of the poinh 
wore not wuc, crnd none of tho mt reflected even half oithn mlth. Ynu an not directiv impEca;ed in doing any of 
this knowingly, since you p b d  whareva fa- p u  had soccmd or third-hand We are s o q  that those who gave 
you h f o d o n  did 80 in bad Iaith. Wm uc &o - (mnd nM at all mprbedl that they warc, w W g  to injure your 
organization and good name, and put you ia rhis position by ~ssocihtiag you with this. However, it is Imfortuat~ly 
rruw your swvrn obligation under oath to f d l y  rcrracc nny statrmnnh y m  find false. Atiached is a report of the 
errors in the presentation. A similar repa was seat to &e BRAC. 

Anyone armed with the whole truth would come to these conclusions: That the amount of dbtailed facts h the 
C of C's pres~~~laliuu shows Qu.t same p p l c  in the p!WCW8 of building it had to htmv mnst of the tmh. Thae is a 
clear intent behind making major points based on no dm, or a few isolated facts taken out of antext. This was a 
deliborate Baempt to mibled UIC BRAC. 

Please he1 itee to rchk u y  Uliug in the npon. You will ftad upon reviewing the f ick,  that any effort in 
support of your prtstntation will pmve fruidess, and finrher incriminate those involved. We an aur you will a g e e  
Wt the honorable and smart: U g  for you LU Ju b to retract thc prcscntdion in total. This wauld distance you and 
your organization Itom any i n h h t i o n .  We request that you either pmvide rmbsctmtia! pmf,  ar a writfen 
maaction ot ally points you can't prove to the BRAC postmarked or fwcd to Chairman Dixon by May 1 Sth, nr 
funhcr action will have to be pursued. 



This is structured along the presentatim's major points. 

OPENING STATEMENT: This doesn't list Emem Range and NASA Suppm (#2 ) st all in the 3018t's 1nm10m.. 

DEFEYSE SECRETARY PERRY'S MODEL RE-USE PLAN: This, under the mle "Why the 301st h r  Rescue 
Squadron Belongs nt Hnrnestead Air Resen.$ Base." can only imply that the Secretav mommended that 
keeping the 301st at Patrick was a "model" idea The whole auth is opposite, as his '93 end '95 
recommend9t;ons to the RR AC tn kezp the 301st at Petrick prcve. The oniy assumption that can be drawn 
when considering this xi hat he was speak~ng of the planned physical model as an example of a multi-use 
faoilit).. A unit that needs to he in the Rrea (such as Scutbarn Command) would fit well in this model. Also, 
[Section 2902(e)(2)(A), Public law 10 1-5 10 ] prohibits prior B W  decisions being entered in this process. 
Ignoring this i s  essentially &g for thr, RR A(: to disobey its own laws. 

Thc Sccretnry's recommendation to the 93 ER AT: waq for the 301st to stay a1 Patrick,just as it is this year. 
In addition, he recommended for t5e 182nd Fighter Wing to canvert to KC. 135R Air Refueling Tankers 
ant move into empty facilities at MacDil1 AFR, Tnmpa Further proving the wisdom behind add inrent of 
his decision are these facts. - Rescue forces were among thc top five forces most in demand this p m  year. The 301st assuming 

thc NASA mission freed up an active-duty w11t  unit, which is cumntly deployed to Kuwait, 
Air Refueling Tanken were higher in demand, while fighter units continue to bs converted or closed. - Thc ' 9 5  proposal includes nn active duty Tanker ~ m i t  to be moved to MaeDill. This is presumably to 
fulfill the need for Tanker forces in the Southeast that was not fulfilitd by tbe 482uI. 

1 Tlc EIomesrcad arc0 isn't providing unough qunlified pooplfl w ncruiti to meet the 482nd's nee&. 

Thb yvult should be rctractcd bccawe it is either fnlse, or mats thp. ulnndemus assumption t h ~  the 
Secretary chmpd his mind &our the 30 1 st twice. acd would want to change it again. It also is arguing for 
comidaatiou hat is pohibitcd by law. 

SIGWICANT ECONOMIES OF SCALE: Thcsc presumption& were bsved ou: 
Tne 482nd end 3Olm 2s "reked a d  inrerdependent" "must be h e position ro suppart-day to day operations 
and specific exercises or h e  482nd" "daily mining octiviriet; c o o r ~ e d  with F-16 np.mhnrr" Tnese 
smmnents and those associated with them are completely false. 

no dmIv tr- a n d m  2.3- v-~.rd 4- 
Of these, one was at Homestead. It wtis held UVCI the open occan. The 4B2nd s3hpIy provided F-16 fighter 
cover for the 301n7s HC-130 and helicopter. This is nbunal compared to a me Search and Rescue Task 
Force (SARTAF.'). lhe other, was e SARTAF rxercisc, held wirh thc 5Olsr at P d c k .  the objective haing Avon 
Park Bombing 'Range, 100 miles closer to Patrick and the only overland bombing range in Central or South 
Ficnda. T b  exercise was many m c v  UUI a I c a W c  and bc*r for mining. This farwflrd riirpto~ment of  
slower rescue assc~ is typical of operations now happening across the world The key playa in a SARTAF is 
the A-10 The A- 19 di r~hc  A-IC) the thehclicop~ert md F- 16 ~rrike 
aimaft. ALI A-I0 units are north of Petrick. 

The statement that the b- 16 is designaled to "esunl ~cscuc hucts during codngencies in Southwed Asia 
at this time" is not me. The F-16 did perform this role (in a limited mannerj when A-10s weren't there. It 
C O U ~ ~  only do this because this IS one of the Itw place5 wvilclwidc that is both oompieteIy flat and un-vegcraed 





MINIMAL OFFSETITNO COSTS l 3 e  cost fiewas sauad when esumsdng the 3Olst's pan of the Homestead 
plan nre usually just for the 30lst's specific facilities. Much of the facilities dedicated m the 482nd arc joint 
facilities, or for functions currently within the 301st The 30 1st at its current size, wan't fit in the Homestead 
plan I l ls ,  and the need to reduct or split the 301st between Patrick and Homestead to make it fn isn't 
addresstd The 301 st has just as many aircraft and people as the 482nd. Eve3 with the toutad "economies of 
scale" the 1 q t  mua use close to half of the facilities. Using the plans the presentation provided, this is half of 
78 Million (M). The report adrnlts that rhe DOD observed that excess funding would be required. Keither 8re 
the effects this wnilfd have on added operational expenses and readiness. 

Regardless of the scenario, and including all associated costs, at! surveys show keeping the 201st at 
Patrick to be much le sc  expensive, MOR mportantly, aU bed down h d s  would be completely and rapidly 
recovered from saved relocation and operational costs. No, this isn't a "%e ride" f ~ r  the American 
taxpayer". It's apadrjO(P that w-I1 pay off indefiaifely. 

What the Mimi Chamber of Commerce Considen minhal is up to them. But more importantly these 
millions mwt be invested wisely. n r  mqnrrt). nf all the r a t  of the points in the presdaticn mast be 
conclusively proven (an impossible task) to make the offsetting costs truly minimal. 

EFFECTIVE ANNUAL OPERATIONS: That neither the 482114 or the 301rt has any oeed for the 30Ist to be 
at Homestead mea covered above.. Hem m dcails of haw i d c r i u e  it would be. 
r Space Suppon -Missions: The prcsentaticm ffw skewed the data by spreading helicopter t i e t  across both 

rrircm!I, and tben used d m  fkom M c k  to mprmmt how Usasy" this would be fiom Homestead The 198 
hours stated seem short, and probably don't include nammous photo, VIP support, administrative, 
training, and other mixions in ouppm of NASA. Wtheso "1 98" hours. almost aU are helicopter hours, so 
the quoted 5.4% is 10% of the HH-60 flying h e .  Flying the aircraft up from Homestead adds 3.0 houn 
for cach holicoptcr flying the mission, which is usually lens than 3 fl hor~rx. But. being conservafve and 
ramding up, this means that &om Homestaad, this would double the t h e  to 20% of the HH-60 h e .  
Ftuthcmore, sparc aircmft (and the crew5 necessary u Cy them) wni~ld have to be flown up. For such a 
critical task, one spare is readied for each two aircraft. This raises the total to 25%, 15% of which is taken 
away fium the 30lst's primary rnj3sion: combst training. So for rhe heljchpters, this mission takes 2.5 
times more flying hours plus; 

LUY~IJ~ &o vital abiiity to perform both S p ~ e  Support missions md local rnnicr the same day. 
e hunches slip, sonetimes with amnprs every day for weeks. This would wreak havoc with local 

mihe;, keep crew3 from &cir administrotire jobc, and require some crew rnemhers to be reiieved. 
Having many maintenance and parts intensive heliwptars away from home maintenance would 
requrc p u b  rurd 5pccid.m to bc flown b d  and for& to repair ~~ tbnt malfimctian. 

Orher: Patrick's proximiry ro Avon Park and the rest of the US is arguably a larger benefit for the 30 1 st 
tbm it's proxlmiry to NASA. 

REDUCEL) &fiIXTENANCE COSTS: The slatemant about IIamcstwd: "where corrosion ia not of 
significance" is dehni.zly not supported by historical records. One HC-130 (5830) t!at was stationed at 
Homestead, had to be overhauled early. 11 ~reodcd a waiver to bc flown (in a vexy resuicted flight regime) to the 
depot. It spent 19 months in overhaul. Documents on its extensive corrosion -airs and many others 
dbcumentnxg Humestead's cornsion prubleus B L . ~  available. 

This point was about the "amespheric conditions" at Pauick Whar wasn't stated was that for che 
heIicoptm and equpmenr, the majorin ofr~pu~ur~e KO saltwaccr L in flyins operations, just 99 it WR* at 

Homestead. Most of the 50 Helicopter crewmembers must perform these missions at least every 70 days. Many 
pilots use Palrick's nearby treshwarer bikes lo do dEy w a h  operations. Thc pre,entation's attached report 
showed that the areas most conoded were generall? on the bottom of the helicopter, where salt spray from 
hovering is greatest. Closed areas such as the avionlcs compnrhlallt, vcntittcd oaly when tha aircraft h 
running, were also noted. Areas typically affected by sea breeze salt deposits, such as the top ofthe helicopter, 
placed last in corrosion. Their conclusions weren'r dkecrcd at luatiou, but at indoquate maintenance attentinn. 
The worst case a i d  was at Hurlbun, which is two mila fiom shallow, calm Gulf waters. Homestead is 
three miles from the O c w .  



?he problems stud abauc wuh tack inaccessibility It Patrick sran tom u p g d .  comrmction delays .t 
Patrick's wmb rack Obtiwb., them b* t e n  tide mble .  One of lhc h u i g a  at W e k  nlaa doubla IN ti 
wrsh nck, and an unwed w d  mck rd jnaa t  to tbc flight line auld be rcp;ld and up+. The increased 
efforts u, prevun c ~ i l i w  a Patrick have nat required any additional mat&g. 

Whnt wasn't rsid was that tho plan ot H~mbOtCdd hu only one dtdlca~rd wash rrrck. It will not fit C 
130s. The only srcs for rhr GlHh is b i d e  the he1 -11 hmp.  This would be unavailable in the event 
l d y  fie1 cell work is nquhed. 7%- am m n y  m~fftaive ways to s~mm d o n .  A mLthrou& 
hlwatef rinse rack, a igbaf ly  p m p d  u H m d  has been f d o d  at Panick 

Tbgt the exposure ro paradutcs ood medical gar 'cnata an inhamt danger nut only for the prateme 
team but also for those rrquirtag their asahnce'' is not tNe. nlhi, is caused by p d ~ u h g  iab the u m e  ocean 
at Horntstted, and equipment Urpolrad in hrining. In m e  ways, Panick's proxhhy ru the ooem savtu monw 
and in- day. P8UiWs rlw c r d n g  anr k behind the 3Olst Oprdm Wding. I I m ~ d ' s  plu 15 
milet m y  by rod, with no 9#tiby I&g prw9 a d  out of r d o  contact At Pazick, ahwaft can drop or 
pickup p a m e s a u n a  h m  the river, ud do bastid Lad opcrationt st Patrick's slmg a ~ ,  dl dre while king 
mdtnred by both towa and the SupsnicaP of Flying. That tha Air Force has lost 2 htlicuytcn doing nigh 
write operations the n a d  ibr guud safety me- 

nte h d c k  ~ ' r  lower ws orlivin& kdbx lowern the cost of l i v k  pay nseded fbr Wagc Gnde 
mn~ntdnance workem. Patiick's t e m p  aSt climatr uva rn utilities. Cosfs of necessaxy go& and services a n  
lower m the local area Corn assodated with crime are lower also. 

BE1Tf.R WRLJITMENT WABXLITIES: Of 011 tbe atntrmrmrr. tbis was the most blamtly f&c. 0 If Mi& il such a pat locution ul I-it fmm DOW (after Hurricane Andrew, with no lugs active duty 

b w  to &t h) then why w u  data h m  301st's m d g  hefore the H d c a ~ t  wed instead uf curront 
402nd .ctatistics? Why then doas the 481nd ham to &lift memists h m  Swth C a r o b  and OTher p o h ~  to 
Pupm fb o w ?  All @xu sbow that &o 482nd is in a bad madng situation t h l  is getang w o ~ .  

m a t  thrt "a -ing dcflckncy & in tho critical -me mmpontnt" d4all't MY that 
tbiz ism Air Farce wide problem, due to a lmg training p r o p  aad nthar urtaaal f'actors. 'Ihi h a  norhini$ 
to do with Panick's location, h frcS Yaick'r l& is a mjn w o n  why the 301st was able to r@W htrc 
the and many & highly qualibul ytoplc noadd to suppmt its growth. 'Ibc threat of 
rrtmning- tn Homestead ir the d y  thing that has kept even mare p p L  h n  appbripg. Pstrick's e g  
arm inchrlcs the Mi, T- Orlando, and Jacksmvillo metro msso, dong with the highly populated North 
C . o d  Plorick region. This i9 three times as large as HornnWr. Thm the 301 st was able to survive 8 
hurricane. move, rmd abnost double in siu proves haw amattivt this looafion is. 95% nf thc 30Isl's full time 
mployoa, and 9Q% of its n~~ists want the nnit to my at Pm&ick. Oftho &dm, most are near 
maixement. Melboma, amss the rives liOm PlDrick'bu the lowast d cotnk costs in tbe me. Miami has &e 
higert, Pad the h i g h t  level ofsuious a imc In the nadm Pnkick's nickname "Mck WorW is wel! 
dcEavcd. It hm a beautiful area and climats, some of the higbu~ rwdaKL of living, and snmc of the lowesl 
~os tp  of lrviw in tbc nxth. Thi, area h a worklclas magnet for kighfy qudifid people, providing a quaiitf 
of life no motint of money auld buy at Homemad. 

A tml retraction is necessary unles the followmg dma aa b yrwad: 
t ~ a t t h L H ~ ~ d ~ n e c a n c o a u f n u e  to supponB~482nd f o r ~ ~ r o c a m c  

'ht it cadd also Nppgltthc 301d durirrg the aitical post-rclodon puid and well into the fi~nrre. 
Most -, if this pmdcllrmot be givm, thls faa alone m- fhOt tb 301Et ~ t a y  at Patrick. 

for the simple fict that you csmnat nm my wganizatlon wrchoat an plop^ 

WTER KXmVti ECONOMIC IMPACT: l'hii~ impact u mlliury millions to build facilities that the a% 4 b' w. b.n. p?tx@ OW IE& rVi be ri&er s m a  because of inability for 
to pmvide manning, or lat#h?cause inability of tho ml- lv yaform b miuaons due m high 

o ~ d g  costs and cnnflictr with the gmwing &field Tbtf would be a 100 udion d o b  grant for an m a  that 
the C d C  admits mn invert 2 16 million in prime funds. ObnouPly this is a impact: positise for tfie 

community (BRAC pricdW 6). gdd very negative for the DOU and 'Weral budget @RAC prioritia 1.5). 





BY FRAN BRENNAN July 8, ,993 
Herald Staff Writer , 
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WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-5002 

May 10, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 

: Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Al: 

I write to strongly rebut the fascinating rhetoric coming 
forth from the North Dakota Congressional Delegation letter dated 
May 5, 1995, requesting that F.E. Warren Air Force Base be added 
to the base closure and realignment list. 

Everyone is entitled to his own opinion - -  but everyone is 
not entitled to his own facts! It appears that the North Dakota 
Delegation has truly initiated a "Range War," by distorting the 
facts. Allow me to set the record straight. 

Unlike the delegation that represents the state to the north 
of my own beloved Wyoming, I do not believe that "adding . . .  bases 
is essential to ensure a fair and comprehensive review of basing 
options for Minuteman I11 intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(IC3Ms) . " What absurdity ! 

A "fair and comprehensive review of basing options" was 
conducted by the Department of the Air Force prior to making its 
recommendations for base closures to the Secretary of Defense. 
According to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
guidelines, "the Air Fcrce's 1955 seleccicii procsss shares the 
fundamental approach used in the 1491 and 1993 processes. The 
basis for recommendation was the DoD Force Structure Plan 
approved in January 1995 by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, and 
the eight selection criteria approved by the Secretary of 
Defense . " 

Additionally, the BiZAC guidelines spelled out that, "the Air 
Force base closure and realignmezt recommendations were 
determined through an in-depth, base-by-base analysis." 

If the experts iz t h e  Air Force have told the BliAC - -  and 
they have - -  that Warrs~ Air Pcrcc Sase should rot be on the base 
closure list, what amount of fancy jackstage footwork from others 
who know nothing abouc the military value of Warren Air Force 
Base can persuade the 3,UC Commissioners to do otherwise? 



Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
page two 

While these opponents of Warren Air Force Base have been 
&. , inundating the BRAC staff with capricious arguments regarding the 

perceived weaknesses of Warren Air Force Base, they have failed 
to make any strong argument for maintaining their own bases. 
What hypocrisy! You do not "sellN your own product - -  instead, 

. you surreptitiously attempt to convince the consumer that the 
competitor's product is not worth buying. That is surely not the 
way we do business in Wyoming. 

. . 
I would simply reiterate to you that "the Commission may 

only make changes to the Secreta,ryls recommendations if it 
determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection criteria." 

Clearly, the Secretary has not erred in leaving Warren Air 
Force Base off the base closure list. It would make absolutely 
no sense at all to consider Warren Air Force Base for possible 
closure in light of the fact that the Peacekeeper missile must be 
taken into account. 

As you well know, the Peacekeeper missile is based at Warren 
AFB and it is targeted for elimination under the START I1 Treaty. 
Under the START I1 agreement, that would not occur until the year 
2003. In the meantime, no unilateral action on our Dart should 
take place regarding the Peacekeeper. If we were to take such 
precipitous action, what leverage would we have in dealing with 
the Russians in the ongoing national security negotiations? 

Al, we can not even be certain that the Russians will accept 
the START I1 Treaty as it currently stands. Why should we give 
away our "ace in the holen prior to ratifying the START I1 
Treaty? That would be a grave mistake to make and that is not 
the way to deal with the Russians. 

One has only to look at the current situation in the Russian 
"republicu of Chechnya and to the continued instability in the 
former Soviet Union, to realize that we must maintain the most 
technologically advanced, most lethal, and most cost-effective 
missile system in our defense arsenal. That is the Peacekeeper. 
Accordingly, Warren AFB should certainly remain off the list of 
bases to be considered for closure and realignment. 

The strongest argument for maintaining Warren AFB's current 
mission is indeed its military value to the national defense. 
That argument has been made in the recent Cheyenne Chamber of 
Commerce Task Force Report which you received earlier this year. 



Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
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It is so unfortunate that the different realities of 
politics have clouded the eyes of others and thus, prevented them 
from seeing this crystal clear fact regarding the ICBM defenses 
of our national defense system. 

I thank you for allowing me this opportunity to respond. 
With my best personal regards, 

- . Alan K. Simpson 
United States Senator 
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The Hono rable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Clos ure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore St. Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Dixon: 

Albuquerque Ch 
amber of Commerce we 

1 and concern regarding th e possible 

~ r c e  Base. We stand united in our 

are convinced that the factual 

- -a Lc~mmendat s ,-n - ' - - 

P.0. Box 25100 
*Ib"qucnluc. A% ,371~' 
("5) 761-3700 
C q -  .... J&-j?;< 

.gnment will cost the Federal 

itlal and ongoins than is 

1 l"ilitzry eiliipncy 7 be 

will be compromised ;c 



inadequate logistical measures which fail to properly address the 

critical issues of nuclear safeguards, storage and management. 

Based on these facts, the DOD decision to realign Kirtland AFB 

should be reversed. 

Those of us in the private sector have seen significant, local 

productivity improvemenes in recent years, and suggest that our 

Federal Government take advantage of the productive workers and 

community infrastructure which currently exists and continues to 

develop within the Greater Albuquerque area. 

We implore you to revisit the Department of Defense's 

recommendation to realign Kirtland AFB. The potentially staid 

consequences of a Kirtland realignment expose national interests, 

in terms of both fiscal cost and security, to unnecesszry 

C3nC2SS12?-&. 

- i ' e r r i  L .  Cole, CCZ 

Pr5sident 

' - 7 r T 1 '  Gez.  C.2. Eax-is, 5'SA.F \?c;,, 

S. Lee King 
-WDK lenjamin F. Montoya, VSN ( l i3T) 
MG Josue Robles, Jr., USA (RET) 
Wendi Louise Steele 





KIRTLAND RETENTION TASK FORCE 

320 Gold Suite 200 
Albuquerque. NM 87 102 

(505) 766-647 1 
Fax (505) 766-6474 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

KIRTLAND Cllairmal i.'ii,:~.: .-> I ;!:& rai; /a ,&",: 
RETENTION Defense Base Realignment and Closure Conlmission ri.m -mw-C\.cc5 1 - 4 
TASK FORCE 1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
STEERING 
COMMITTEE: ArJ ington, Virgi~~ia 22209 

Bob Francis Dear Chairman Dixon: 
Leo Marquez 

Sherman McCorkle 
The ar t land AFB Task Force Steering Conunittee is very appreciative of the 

kind consideration that we have received from the Commission. We now believe we 
Hanson Scoct nlust ask your assistance. We request that you inst~uct the Air Force to provide their 

Charlie Thomas "best and final" realignrne.nt pla~ls for Kirtland AFB by NLT 32 May, 1995. 

John Vukstch As you recall, OLU community demonstrated to the Commission on 20 April 
1095 that the A a  Force proposed realignment of Kinland AFB failed to sa t~sm any of 

Task Force 
Coordinator: 

thz criteria of military utility. cost or ec.onomic reuse potential. Cost estimates 
submitted by the Air Force to the Conmission on 3 May confirmed the cost errors we 

Leo Marquez identified, and the cover letter from Major General Blurne alluded to the correctness 
01' the operational issues that we raised. In sholt, the Air Force proposal for the 
realigmlent of Kirtland AFB, as submitted by the Secret,~ to the Conmission on 38 
February. is llow globally recognized as untenable. 

Since the hearing, the Air Force 11a.s been struggling to develop a plan. any 
plan, for the realignment of Kirtla~d AJ3B that might plausibly have merit. For 
esan~ples, the Air Force: is considering Beale AFB and Hill AFB as potential receiver 
sites for the 58th Special Operations Wing; is considerins keeping Field 
CommaxlcUDefense Nuc.lear. Agency at Kirtland AFB; is searching for any location, 

. .  . 
mission impacts notwithstanding, that does not require military construction costs for 
the AF Operatjonal Test & Evaluation Center as well as the AF Safety Agency and 
ti12 AF Inspection. Agency; is no longer planning to civilianize the guard force for the 
underground storage mission; is considering razing all the f a~ l i l y  quarters; is 
c.onsidering the formation of a central support org.miz~tion under the Phillips Lab 
command structure to support all Kirtland AFB organizations, inc.luding those from 
the Dep,utment of Energy; and, is collsidenng the retention of the cornn~issary, base 
ischange and day-care center, but no medical facility. to support a military population 
of between 625 and 1000 personne.1. The effort undenvay points to an entirely new 
proposal rather than 3 refinement to the esisting one. 

Gi~ren the scope of the Air Force's c.un-ent search for some plausiblr realignment 



realignment plari, we believe that any new proposal for the realignment of Jiirtland AFB should 

: : -  ' . . ' be provided to the community as soon as possible. We are concerned that the Air Force will .. 

. . . .. - - ,  
submit a las? mminutl propdral for the realignment of Kktland AFB that.will s ~ u l t a n t i o i ~ i y  '' 

. . render the analysis we presented on 20 April irreleyant, and.inhibit a c~rnprehcn$.i.ve.qo&munity 
review of the new proposal prior to yotu final hearing on 22 June. We are positive that no . 

alternative proposed by the Air Force . .. match . the cost and operational . advantages inherent in . . .. 
remaining at Kirtlandi however,we respect the advantage in resources that the Department of. .. . 
Defense has over any community organization, to which we cannot afford the added advantage 
o f  time. If you strongly support our request that the Air Force submit their redignment plan, 

. with all supporting documentation, by 22 May 1995, our community will have adequate time to 
provide the ~oinriiibi6ii our independent 'assessment. .- - . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  

The Air Force had over a year to conduct a responsible anaIysis of their infrastructure 
needs. The GAO recommended that the Commission closely examine expected cost savings and 
operational impacts associated with the Kirtland AFB realignment as proposed. The analysis we 
presented to you on 20 April indicated there were negative savings and severe operational 
degradations, an assessment with which the Air Force now agrees. There is little reason to 
believe that some eleventh hour analysis of Kirtland AFB will yield a reali-ment scenario that 
satisfies the Secretary's criteria, yet the Air Force is attempting just that. We believe that 
Kidand AFB has becomea point-of-honor to the Air Force and that they will strive mightily to 
save a few dollars no matter what it costs in operational mission effectiveness or in hardships 
imposed on the-uniformed personnel who will remain. 

We appreciate the enormity of your task in these final days of the base closure process, 
and our desire is to be helpful to you in any manner possible. We believe Kirtland AFB has a 
role in the continuing defense of our nation, md we are prepared to convince you. However, we 
must have the necessary time to review any new Aix Force proposal before we can be of service. 
We request your assistance in hastening the Air Force's revised proposai, 

Respectfully, 

a d k f w f d  
Bob Francis 
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MEMORANDUM 

COMMITTEE ON FORCIGN RC iAT1OWS 

C0MM:REl ON 7Hl JUDICIARV 

COMMITff E ON RULES AND A3MINISTRA1 IOh 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

DATE: May 2, 1995 

TO: Mark Pross 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

FR: Robert ~ e s t m a n @  
Office of Senator Dianne Feinstein 

RE: Comments on Onizuka Air Station 
........................................................................................................... 

I have attached an in-depth and objective analysis of the Defense Department's 
recommendation to realign Onizuka Air Station. This analysis was done by a person 
who is very familiar with Air Force Space Command, satellite control and 
communications issues, and operations at both Onizuka AS and Falcon AFB. The 
author wishes to remain anonymous. 

I hope this material is useful to you and the Commission as you continue to review the 
Onizuka AS proposed realignment. Please let me know if you have any questions or if 
yo2 need say addition21 informatiori. 



Comments on BRAC Analysis 
- 

General Comments 

1. The BRAC seem not to have recognized the fact that "realignmenf' of Oninrka Air 
Station (OAS) will not result in the elimination of the functions displaced. Among 
other benefits, OAS operations currently meet all of the requirements of the AFSX 
Policy Directive on Backup Satellite Control dated 30 January 1995. Clearly, it is the 
intent of the Air Force to continue "backup" sateIlite control hnctiom which, given 
OAS "realignment," must be relocated. The development and implementation as 
well as operations and maintenance cws of continuing these functions at one or 
more alternative locadons must be added 60 BRAC estimates to realistically estimate 

' 

- the total cost of W  alignment" This, plus the preparation of more realistic 
closure cost comparisons by an independent agency i s  necessary to support an 
objective evaluation of the relative merits of the competing alternatives. 

2 The association of the National Test Facility 0 with. the satellite control mission 
is a "'red herring in the comparative analysis arguments. The NTP was designed 
and constructed to be a ~tand-alone RMM type of installation for support of SDI 
Technology Verification Demonstrations and Battle Management Command, 
Control and Communications System concept evaluations. With the demise of SDI, 
it became a "white elephant" facility looking for a function and/or a reason for 
existence. Air Force Space Command (A,FSPC), itself looking for a mission and a 
reason for continuing operation, agreed to assume control of the facility. The 
L L . ~ A ~ . E C ~ ~  raticsde was to present the Nation with afiit ciccmpli in terms oi 
sunk cats in o r b  to present a FAFB facility base designed to preserve the APSPC 
'33!iticd pm7e S F J I C .  -PC is Wing to justify itE position by assodating t h e  
kTF with its satellite Ebntrol mission 'The NTF is not necessary to the AFiSPC 
sete2Iite m.tro! missior?, has no strong assodation with current oper~tional or 
p h n e d  satellite missions and does not properly belong as an element of the subjee 

, comparative cost analysis 

3. With respect k the relocation of De Wunent 2 of SMC/CU, it is not clear thtit a 
relacetion to FAPB is likely or desirable. AFSPC will not welame such a relocation 
and, indeed, has recently asserted that there is no roam at FAPB to receive 
Detachment 2 operations. One option being discussed by AFSPC is to build another 
building et FAFB tci house the relocated. functions of SK3 38 and 99 as well as the 
Det 2 SCX. Recognize that the fundon of Detachment 2 is primaily support of 
ROD Research, I)evelopment Test and Bvaluation (RDTM) and non-Air Force 
satellite programs. Such activities appear to be an anathems to the operational 
objectives of AFSPC. Spacedt operations functions and W & E  activities, like oil 
znd water or cats and dogs, apparently do not mix well. Relocating an RDTgcJ! 
activity to an o2erafional location will only diminish the effectiveness of the RDTm 
function 2nd be a source of irritation to the operational activity. In recent years, 
OAS w u  cbrkred to be the RDTM hub for spacecraft support in addition to its 
other functions. It makes sew to preserve that capability for future application 



(e.g., as a bridge betweenmilitary spacecraft control technology and the dvUm 
sedor) md keep Detachment 2 functions at their present location, 

4. The presence and potential of the Mofktl field fadlities h support d the Onizuka 
operation has been largeIy ignored by fhe evaluation precess. It is about 2 miles by 
surface road from Onizuka to the edge of the field. It is not closed and is stiIl in a 
good state of readiness with cs1pabllity to hsndle Large military airlift type of aircraft. 
~ignifimt &&on III.1 types of facilities would be immediately available through 
application of this resource. If operated as an adjunct element of the satellite control 
facility base, the Contingency, Mobility, and Deployment R ufrements needs 
established by the BRAC for satellite control activitier would largely s a W e d  at 
little additional a t .  

"$, 

5. The e a n d c  impacts of the "realignment'/ (which will constitute a be kcto closure 
action) are not properly presented* If Detachment 2 and the AFSPC eIements 
relocate, the RDTM mission and base support infrastructure service at Onizuka are 
effectively ended Other users will leave in subsequent years and OAS will be 
forced to close. Moffett field will have lost another key vser and NASA AMBS will 
probably not wish to maintatn that facility on its own, NASA AMBS will reloate. 
While this is going on, the civil space systems support i r h 8 8 t r m  will not be 
standing still. Key players such as M e e d ,  LORAL, GTE, IBM, etc will ale0 
choose to relocate to fallow the lead d the customer. The impact in the South Bay 
will be much mare severe than asserted by the provided BRAC analysis. Upwards 
of 15,000 direct space-systems-related jobs auld be lost (instead of the 1,403 Direct 
Job hss  fig^"^! e~IT,ste.ei? the EFACl uLe, iisi;tg the 3:1 ratio implied by the 
E U C  m~lysis, the wtd i q a c t  m d d  be almost 45,000 jobs. 

5. 5AS is the 'nub d tne conmuicctions iar the WSi end the costs of replicating 
i-ize h~cessc~ mmm~ric2tiom e@per i :  after the eventual OAS cfosure have 
~ro'5lib1y not b ~ n  indude6 in the estimates. Tnese costs could be we11 over $100 
&tion, 

7* With respect to  the Mcrdr 28,1995 Air Force answer to your Question 6 with respect 
to the amdination and/or camrnunfcaticm between the Air P m  and other tenant 
activities at CMzuka AS during the Air Force's BRAC 95 process, the following 
insidefs viewpoint is ofkred. AFSPC was in charge of the study and established the 
assum-pions, grwmd rules a d  qW?iox to be enswered. The personnel at Onizuh 
responded as directed. It seemed clear that AKPC had it own agenda (closure of 
Dnizuka) in mind and it proceeded to slant the results to its own ends. (It viewed 
the analysis as an opportunity h mntinue its previous studies aimed at justifying its 
decision to dose Onizuka.) In general, it fs felt that once questions were asked, if the 
results were not favorable to the desired AFSPC position, the question would appear 
~gaix in an altered form until an arlswer ztisfzctory to the predetermined 
mndusions of the enalysis was attained. Final scoring of results was not through 
joint agreement but done by AFSPC in support of its own objectives. As presented, 
the result is dearly a less thm cumpletely unbiased d y s i s  es suggested by the 



comments on the s w  provided below. Had not the GAO become kvolved, 
the conclusions would have been even less objective. 

8. The summary chart asserted to "reflect the Information on which the BCEG 
members based their tiering determfnation" does not accurately reflect the results of 
an objective analysis. It does appear to reflect the roll-up of the information detail as 
summarized by the charts of Appendix 5. As suggested by the comments supplied 
here, the information of the summary cham seem biased in favor of the AFSPC 
position relative to the facts of the situation. 

Specific Comments 

SPACE-SATBLLZTB CONTROL Subcategory 

I.3.A Falmn AFB received "Green-" and Onizuka AFB (sic) received a 'Yellow+" yet 
FAFB L2.K.1 shows ''This installation does not have suffiaent capacity to 
accomplish all core operations," "The node has 13 equivalent CPUs of 
p r m b  power," 'The base has 21 satellite mnml points," 'The total data 
mmmunications bandwidth capability (satellite terminal) is 705 Mbps," and 
'The total data ~3municiitions bandwidth capability (base infrastructure) is 
30 percent of the benchmark." while OAS ILK1 asserts items such as 'This 
Lastallatioa has sufficient epzdty h 2~r.pl ish 6U a r e  operttiom £or both 
sateilite con';oi nnodes," 'lne node has 25 equivalent CPUs of processing 
parer," 'Tne base 35 sekllite m2k01 mints," 'Tne bCd daiz 
comw?ice5ans bandwidth capabiiity (sak~ie terdmd) is 654 Mbps:' end 
'Tne Wd communications bzndwidth capability (base infrastructure) is 100 
perent of the benchmark." The evaluation seems inconsfstent with the facts 
as adseaed by t h e  quesriomaite material. The ratings appear to have been 
feyweii, 

1.3.C Palcon AFB received a "Green" and Onfiuka AFB (sic) received a "Yellow-" but 
no rationale is presented to support the evaluation. In fact, OAS has been in 
&tempted operation far over thirty ye= - imaginary threats not 
withstending. I.mgmy theets fD"nizuk~ can be countered by equelly 
probable imaginary threats for FAPB. Risk element ratings should be roughly 

I.3.hZ The conclusion presented by &.is category appears to be flawed, The 
assessment was to address the potential of each site for performix-% the satellite 
control mission of the future, Lf one node is to be closed, then the entire nefwork 
load is to be assumed by the 0 4 h r .  Given that circumstance, how can the 



projected mission load for one node be different than the other? It litrue hat, 
given current uncertainties, same OAS users are projecting vacating facilities. 
However, if the dedsion is made to retain Onizuka, that position could change. 
Additionally, if one node i s  to assume responsibility for all future missions, 
phase out of some current missions could be a "plus" in term of future capacity 
and flexibility. Finally, observe that FAR3 1.2.K.l.a asserts that %is installation 
does not have sufficient capacity to acmmplish all core operations'' Since FAFB 
cannot perform the mission, it must be rated ''redt' Evidently the BRAC 
inadvertently reversed the ratings in this category when the s t~mmary  was 
made. Neither the "G'~reerr" for FAFB nor the Yred" for Oninttr are justified 
by the fads.-- - 

I.3.A.2 As noted just previous, the BRAC determination was that FAFB cannot 
accomplLh the *'coreft mission Normslly a lack of mission performance ia 
assessed as a "red" condition. It seems that the "Yellofl rating for PAR3 is 
overly generous in that context. 

I.3.B FAFB 1.2.KZ.e states ihat "The total data communications bandwidth capability 
(base inkwnucture) is 30 percent of the bendmark." Both sites have satellite 
temrinals with a total thmughput of 3066 Mbps. Additionally, there are several 
FAFB ci~nmunieatiom fvnetim which can be executed only by going through 
Onizuka. Recently, 2 ssituation occurred where the Secure Voice System failed 
md the cnh wey FPIaB =*Ad csrni~hi~ with a RenOi.0 Tracking Station wrs 
through enither voice ccnununicztion system tt OAS. The overel! 

- mmmieticns c ~ ~ ~ b i E t v  zt FAFB is R D ~  i d e q i ~ ~ t e  ts essume renonsibifiQ for 
the enfire satellite ebntrol Tne 'Yelimflf rating given t3 F~ is generous. 
H ~ r e .  if it is dowed to stand as e "Y~UOH?-" the overall rating for FAFB, at best, 
would be "reti+." The FAFB rating is mt ccmistent with the facts. 
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1.3.B.Lalhe satdteILite terminal bandwidth is and has been adequate at Onizuka for the 
perfo-ce of all satellite control functions. Also note remarks against the 
previous paragraph. The OAS YYello~+ seems unjwtified. 
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I3.CZ Tnere have been no significant, mission-impacting security breaches at Onizuke 
during its history. There is no bask (other than imaginary threat Wenaria) for. 
the assignment of a "red" rating to OILizrrka 

I3.C.3 As for core operetions, 0;.2izttkais capability tc~ stsrein nre operations is a 
matter oi historical fact and verified by OAS I.2.Kl.t. Any assertion t o  the 
contrary at this point is pure speculation. A "red" rating is not justified. 



Additionally, since PAFB cannot accomplfsh the required core oper&ons 
(reference FAFB 1.2,Kl.a), it cannot be rpkd as ''YGILo~" Its la& of capability 
would more reasonably be a~sessed es "redw Evidently the BRAC 
inadvertently reversed the ratings fn this category when the tummary was 
made, 
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IL1 OAS successfully supported a l l  satellite mhol operations in the past. Facilities 
have been recently expanded Resident missions are purponed to be 
domizing. The adjacent Moffett field facilities are within a mile or two and 
are accessible. The 0nizuka r a w  in this category should be as *GreenJ/ as 
PAPB. 

11.2 There b no on-base housing at FAFB (See FAFB II.1.O. It is not possible that 
FAFB could receive anything other Uun a "redn rating in this category, O n  a 
corn arative basis, OAS on base housing is sipificdntly better than that J av ' able at FAFB. The relative ratings should reflect that f a a  

IL4 With respect to air quality, OAS activity is of insignificant import within the 
San Jose SMSA All standpuds are being complied with and no extreme 
measures are being required of the base. Base operations do not negatively 
impact local air quality. Base doswe would not change the current afr qualfty. 
An - a t  could be made h t  the sitation is different et FAFE. FAFB hs 
inaj3r f=paci ( e s p d f y  when evdli~ited ox a reiative b v k j  ort h e  zii q ~ d ~  
environment E: it6 1oat;On. It has taken z pristine envkanneat an6 berte? & 
the p3Uutnb zsocizted with eutarnobile k ~ i c  a.?t bae qe:r5s;.s. CY. .E 

relative bsk, ik~e h.?act cf FbMI  is sipAf:c~tiv p a t e r  in toiorsdo than k 
OAS in the San Jose are&. C o . m ~ d h @ y ,  &change in air sualih, will be 
propot.tionate1y more remgnhbile at FAFB than at OAS with dosure. Here, 
again, the ratings far the two facilities seem to be reversed ~ i f h  respect tc 
reality. 

This evaluation category is inappropriateiy applied. It b true that radiation c 
ground level is restricted zt OnizukP. However, at OAS there is no need to 
rzddiate at low elevation angles ss may be the c s e  at FAFB. Antennas at OAS 
c m r i t u n f c ~ t e  ~ 1 t I - t  geosyn&rwa and/or 'nigh fiying sparecraft for k s t  and 
mmmunications relay purposes only. Eievation angles w d  are not close to 
ground level. At PAPB, the Colorado tracking station (CIS) is used for satellite 
command and control. To perform its function, lower elevation angles (down to 
zero degrees) are used at times to acmmplish mission support objectives. (The 
fact thst CTS was implemented despite the fact that it represents an unneowiiry 
capability for the network is another insmice of AFSPC palitid maneuvering.) 
Frequency deeranoe for radietion is the sexnd aspect of this factor. OAS has all 
the requisite permissions to radiate in the portions of the radio freouency 
spectmn of importance to its mission. Yes, ~ z i s l t s  exist, but they u e  of no 



impact to the satellite control function OAS should be rated as "Gigen" as 
FAFB b on this factor. 
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1Ll.A The FAFB inventory indudes remote sites in the Seychelles, New Hampshire 
and White Bluffs as part of the baseline. These facilities are not dedicated or 
attached to FAFB per se and should not be considered as such in the evaluation 
of this factor. Alternatively, the sites should be mnsidered as being attached to 
Onizuka when it is compared with FAFB with respect td facilities. For reasons 
noted previously, e.g., see I3.A.I and 13.C-3, Onizukafs~capadty must be judged 
as adequate. Also, with reference to the third general remark provided, it ts 
difficult to understand how FAFB w.n be judged to have adequate capacity 
when there is not even enough room at present to receive the Detachment 2 
transfer. Once again, the ratings seem to have been mersed. 

II.l.C ?he questionnaire data acknowledges that the Fdmn mmmunicstions 
mhstm%m is not ss robust as OAS (FAFB 1.2.K.2.e). It a h  concludes that 
OAS has capability to mmpl i sh  the mre &ion fa. both satellite control 
nodes (OAS L2X.l.a) and that there are no known deficiencies in the base 
infrashcture to preclude future mission expansion (OM I.2Xl.c). O M  utility 
systems are not as f a y  utilized parantage wise es those et FbB 0. It is 
diificult to constnut the ratia& maloved tc reach the rehtive retings oi OkS 
and FAFB as pwented in the kbie. h;n@ zppeiir tc have been rwerset. 

- ,  
E.l.9 Tie ciisptrity betweerr f i e  ratings %--iC& tirid ekegory is extreme, r~ts:ex: . , 

&e s~pplies ~dq @ of udcue fz&5e., c r y +  ' i n  z&G5crc ~ x ~ q ~ ~  
=?abilities ~t Onizuicz such ES "ccnes5c ~ z L - ~ x f  =atiox szkUitE t e , ~ z ~ ,  
(two in the perkirtg lot plus two(?) additlond zt Mc~fi* fiela, the ELAD &.!c~L A 7  

spacec:aft operations center ma a h s k r  lz*mch scpp1.i; o-pratiarts carrabili* 
(whidt MSX p h  to relocete to the launch site0 with OAS closirr~). ' 

IL2 FAFB ILI .C shows that there is no on-base housing st the Colorado faality. 
T H o ~ 7  an  the rzbthgs for items a . 2 ~  and I12.b 'be other tlrm "red" fo: FkW? 
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II.4.B It is We that there are regtrictions in the Sunnyvale a m  directed at malt:aining 
air qualify. However, QAS is currently in compliance with all standards and no 
violafions are projected to occur. As fne restrictions currently will not have 
missiort pdonnmce  impzct, the *.'rep rzting for OAS is not justified. 

Page 12 



II.5.B Ground-level radiation is not a mission requirement at Onizuka. It ddentiy is 
at FAFB. The selection and presentation of this criteria is representalive of the 
bias toward Falcon. Since it is a ''non-issue" at Onizuka, the OAS "red" rating 
is unjustified. 
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111 There have been classified exercises at 0ai.zuka addressing contingency 
scenarios wherein the capability for re deployment and remnstitution of high 
priority missions on a short timeline has been demonstrated. Have the results of 
those exercises been factored into the BRAC evaluation? 

N/VNI Refer to the remarks in the general comments section. An independent 
evaluation of the results, assumptions and e c o n d c  impads presented by the 
analysis needs to be made by, e,g., the CBO. 
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Thm are sevual reasone b suspect the objectivity of this evaluetion, 
Clearly, the attempt to assert parity in the table is c prej'~diceC dewpain, + Tnere 
is no possible way to conslude thnt recreational oppmtmities for the ColrJr~d~ 
Springs are2 come dose to marching those in the S& Jose Arer. Educ&oz i; 
the proximity af 0aiz.h is "warid ci=sf' nc: just ~derzete u ir. k'ae czse kL 
Colorado Springs. A "red" r ehg  for Eqr- Atez een?io~.=nmt U ~ > ~ ~ L Z ~ L E  2 - - 
shpiy r iudous!  ntl overd! rzmg EhowLw e q ~ d i t -  b&vT?err. bLc 5ji- jssr 
area mci Cdoradc 52- m e  c~mmunitiecjusk is na: reeiisii: 

Suitable, although more a p m i v e  then Colorado Szings, aff-hse housing 
exists in the San Jme area. A "red" rating for Or~&ke is wt jzt%eL. 

Public transportation to and from the base is clearly superior at Onizuka. As 
thme who fly frequentiy know well, the Muniapd Airport facility snd carrier 
schedule at Colorado Springs is no match for the combined resources of the Sar. 
Frandsm and Sm Jwe Airp3rts ((not to mentioll Oekle?dl. The rating rioer no: 
reflect these facts. 

VILS The quality and quantity of off-base recreational facilities is cieariy sxperior et 
O & h .  There is a golf wurse st Moffett field. Pook, theaters and bo~~ling 
facilities am more numerous and in closer proximity than at FAFB. One can all 
but spit in San F r m h  Bay from OAS for boating and fishing opportunities. 
bating on Safi Francism Bay and in the surrounding lakes m o t  be equetes tt:, 
boating on Frospect like. Better k h  waber fishing opportunities exist than 
"Big Bash" which is mainly a redwood grove. Salt water fishing is dso a pius 
not seen in Colorado Springs, The newest major ~queritrrn is in Say, Fr~?cism'~ 



Golden G a t  Park mt far from the zoo - not ln Monterey. ~ollegiatbsp~rts are 
available at Stanford University (among others) which is about 15 miles and at 
most.thirty minutes away from Onizuka, etc The equivalency beween sites for 
most d the other factors is also not well founded. Clearly there are world J a s s  
beaches closer than San Ran* (e.g., in Santa Cruz which is about a one-hour 
drive) and they are far superior to those of prospect lake. With respect to winter 
spom, for those who have interest there is lde Tahoe among other facilities. A 
red for winter sports at Onizuka is not justified nor is the assertion of overall 
parity in recreational opprtuntties, 

MI.7 Educational opportunities for Chimka include Stanford Universityt San Jose 
State, University of Santta Clara, University of California, and on and on. 
Vocational school opportunities abound. There is no parity between 
opportunities at Onhka and at those PAFB as a s m d  by the evaluation. The 
Bay Area educational environment is clearly superior. 

VIL8 Employment oppo&ties within the San Jose area are good if not better 
than in Colorado Springs. There b a greater variety of opportunitia and a more 
substantial economic base. The disparity in the ratings between the two sites 
i s  not justified. 
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VIII While it is true that asbestos exis& at the Onizuka facility, rno5iiicatiow ur 
undermy b a&ress that issue. It is not a =jar b z a d  End  doe^ not c3~5r:;~ 
s basis for a "redtf rating at C k t h k .  With respect to biologicsl m m s ,  
Onizuk~ is entireiy paved. It is hoarsiihle far e  mi mil kg QM~!" ic i l e x  m i  

,. exis: &t some a i s b ~ c z  kc. feel threatened there. Tne fact that's pnblem mi& 
Camp Parks is not gemurne to the antlly&, (Cmp Parks is ss much an elemen: 
of FAFs as it is of Onizuka.) No biological problems exist at Onizuka due to 
threatened or endangered spedes. The proper rating is "Green!' 

1995 AIR FORCE EASE QUESTIOh%TAIRE 
0- AFB - AFSPC 
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I3.A.4 WNle it Ls true that the base does not have a runway, nearby Mcffett Field, 
which be accessed through a j~int use agreement with NASA, does. I: has 
been used in the past by large &craft to transport deploycble entema system 
from OAS to other parts of the world. 



1*2.B.I Moffett ReId L suitable for airlift operations with runmy, hanger,-storage and 
staging facilities. 
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1.2.8.6 Among otherst Half-Mmn Bay airport might be a suitable fanlity for meeting 
such requiremenk. 

I Page LID 

I The Camp Park fadlity is basically a unique radio frequency wt and 
alibration range. It might be considered as a range element within this 
=aeov* 
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12.823 The lu.ertirm that there are no drfleldl within a 50 mile radivr of the h ir 
not factual. There are several mafm and minor mmmaclal Yport fadlities. 
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I.2XLa.l Exclusion of '3-g RDTM and NASA/Cim supph operationif 
*ages mnsideration of 8ignifiwt DoD and dvillan space mms 
development and operations missionr pedormed by Onizukz M Station. 

U K L b  This pmjection mmt be relative to the mfinuation of m n i  operatiom by 
in-place tenants The mojeetion mar chage if the BK4C tiecisha or. Cr?:kS:-; 
is to retain its ~+pabiii+. Aiso, wladve to the overall mllitarp missior, 
cumdidation at Onizuka instead of at Fdmn would certainly reverse & 
projection 
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LZK3 Enrmachment is not an issue relative to the satisfiction of &ion 
quiremen& at O n W .  

Page n.14 

II.l.A.1 Camp Parh ia not a part of OAS. It is Iuated h Pieasanbn, CA some 20 miles 
from the OAS location. 

II.LB.1 Moffett Reid facilities mdd earily be made aviilable to add to the facilities 
baseline. 

Page II. 19 



n.4 Moffett Field facilities within this category are accessible. - 

1 I . U  The conclusion d this paragraph is dearly in error as asserted by the 
supplementary list provided and the additions stipukted in Item II.1.D 
pnviowly. The Camp Parks fadlity might also be considered to be a "unique 
fdy as well (See Item I.2.D.1 above). 
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n1.l Moffett Field offers the opportunity to maintain such a capability at little 
incremental mat. Certainly at significantly less cost a a n  would be 
experienced if such a capability were attempted at FAFB. 

m U  The descriflon within -&is item is far from complete- Multiple, major 
installations have been selected for dosure within a relatively short distance of 
the Onkdca installation. The medical facility is one minor one within the 
cvtent base closure round., 

Page N/V.27 

IVN The adequacy of these figures cannot be evaluated based upon the information 
given Informal., off-theread mmments by local personnel suggest the costs 
are probably underestimatteci end the savings overestimated. Those 
impressions plus the bias in h e  summary charts lead one to suspect the 
hitorn li?e mnclusions of the andysis and, as &e B U C  his relied u33r. t ~ e  
aixilysi to support its recommendattian, fie conciusion or' tile BMC.' 

Page VL28 

VI: As noted in the general mmments section, one suspects the emnomic impacts 
are grossly underestimated even though die figures provided may be correct 
an the surface, 

Page VIL29 

WLl.B.4 Since 64.2 percent of all military families live on base (a maximum 10-minute 
commute) per ILI.CS.a, to get an average 42 minute commute for d i t q  
personnel, the remainder must average 99 minutes commute time. This seems 
an excessive h e  allowance. The rationale for the asserted figures needs 
attention. 

V1LZ.C There are many bccuracies in the table supplied. Refer to prior comments 
for same of those. Baylands park is two miles and five minutes from OAS. 
The Steinhert aquarium is about 60 miles and 60 minutes from OAS. SWord 



University is 15 miles and 30 minutes from OAS, The beaches at Smta Cruz 
are approximately 40 miles and 60 minutes from O M .  And so forth. In 
general, travel fimes are all worst case "rush hour" figures at best. 

Page VIL30 

MI.2.E The listed institutions do not begin to characterize the educational 
opportunides available locally. There are several opportunities for off-base 
education closer tfran within 25 miles of the base. 

Page VIU.34 

V I D L B  While it is theoretidy possible that a semnal watershortage might call for 
restraint in base water usage, the probably of mission &pact is zero. Also 
note that per OAS IL3A.1, water utiljzation is currently at 2% of available 
capacity. Another "non-issue" thrown into the analysis. 

Page Vm;36 

VIIL9.8 As stated, there is no co~~cern for the bunowing owl relative to OAS. It is 
unclear why this "non issue" is bmught into the discussion. 

Page Vm.38 

VIES-A Conve~.tid wisdom suggests that clean up costr for the base c ~ u i d  be 
rubsiandaL Tine possibility of of substantd dean up cost is one reason why 
APSK: wants the BRAC to close the base rather than heving to do it 
themseives. If a BRAC closure, then AEPC will not incur any dean-up cos:. 

Spedfic Comments 
! 3 -- 

1995 AIR FORCE BASB QUBSTIONNAIRE 
Falcon AFB - AFSPC 

Page 1.03 

1.2.B.3 Buckley ANGB is more like 72 mfles away from Falmn AFB rather than 12. 

Page 1.10 

13E.W The Air Force Academy glider port cmnot be considered to be equivalent to 
an airport facility in the usual sense. Also, Petemon AFB and the Colorado 
Springs &port share runway facilities. Should these be counted twice by the 
table? 



Page Ll2 

12.K.l.a The statement is that Faloon cannot petform the mission. Why is addi tianal 
discussion necessary? Its rating is "red!' End of analysis. 

I1.K.la.l Of course, just bring money. 

I.Z.K.l*c Studies have been conducted which dearly indicate that if Onizuka were to be 
completely closed, the mmmunicatio~s infrmbucture at F h  could not 
support the relocation of all Onizuka tenants unless it were augmented. That 
seems like a limitation which is not recognized by the assertion of this 
paragraph. 

lZK.2.e 30 percent of benchmark here versus 100 percent of benchmark at Onizuka 
seems a significant difference. 

I Z U b  The one hour f i p  seems suspect. There are periodic storms in Colorado 
Springs which make the roads icy and absolutely impassable. What is the 
impact of those? Are no support horn lost at the expense of triple shift work 
by personnel trapped on site? How is such a situationfhandled? 

ILLA The Mehe, Mew b s b r ~  ad VaJte Bluffs fzdlities m renote sic. Tnq- 
~3215 b z s s d t t ~ d  with bOth network nocies - not just Falmn. 

- 
:*E@ E.17 

I1.LCI.d 950 unis is a large net housing 6eficit. Why is this not brought out by the 
znalysis conclusions? 

II.LC.2.b How is it Qat there ia no base housing and yet 112 units requiring renovation 
exist? 

Page II.! 9 

n.54 As is weU known, there is a WCS Facility at OAS as well. Why was it not 
called out as a "Unique Facility" in the comparative analysis effort? This 
facility need not be "replaced" if the satellite operation center were closed. It 
muid continue to operate under the auspices of the NTF. 

ILtA The National Test Facility ' h e p p "  to be at Falcon Air Force Base. It is a 
separate installation and not intimately related to the satellite control mission 
of AFSPC. ('Indeed, at one poinf the Congress asserted that ihe SALT treaty 
prohibited it even having the appearance of being connected with satellite 

F.-98% 0 ' - 1 9 - 9 5  95 z!?X: PC:: g : :  



operations) It was desfgned to be a stand-alone facility and should be 
evaluated as such. FAR3 sate& operations should be made to stand or fall 
based upon its own merits - not because it is collocated with the NTF. 
Likewise, the NTF should be separately evaluated based upon its particular 
merits as weU. 

Page III.21 

IILLG.2 The distance to Cheyenne - W a n  AFf3 seems to be understated. 

Page T V f  V.26 

NN It is not possible to evaluate the results presented based upon the information 
provided An objective look at the anumptions, methodology and 
mnclusions of the analysis is needwl. 

Page VI.27 

M This may represent the economic impact of dosing all of FAFB. What would 
be the impacts if just the sateUite operations mar portion of FAFB were 
dcsed? Supporting infrastructure and mUateral organization impacts wfll 
likely be mu& less then wo*dd be seen in the Sunnyvale are.. 

Pzge 'IQ.28 

FTL1.C O j p , v e  evzkietion would probably mnceck that winter sport ouporturitis 
ucw ta Caigredg S ~ ~ n g c  zre better io,' Szn Jose. The other &&ties me 

I 
not on E pe; in terxts of quantity and quJity ~4th Bny Aree resources. 

Page VII.29 

VIt2.E Should add fhe University of Colorado, Colorado Springs. 

Page ' tm3 

VIII.2.B Water availability hrs been and will continue to be a major concern dong the 
Front Range in Coloraao. This couid be a real issue impacting iuture 
operations at Falcon AFB. Such has not been noted by the analysis. 

Page Vm.35 

- -  .. 
- ~Vm.lO-kl The requirement for military involvementinthe managemeiit of wetland 

resources cannot be a plus fo: F m .  
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United States @metr 
COMMllTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

WASHINGTON, OC 20510-6025 

April 28, 1995 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 

1 7 0 0  North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am writing to you regarding the concerns of some of my 
constituents about the possible closure of the 911th Airlift 
Wing at Pittsburgh International Airport. As you might 
surmise, closure of this facility wou1.d not only impact the 
State of Pennsylvania, but also surrounding states, 
particularly West Virginia. I understand that there are 1 0 9  
reservists and 2 1  full-time civilians from my State who are 
stationed at the 911th. 

According to some of these constituents, data relative to the 
operating costs of the 911th Airlift Wing may be inaccurate. I 
am enclosing information substantiating these concerns for your 
review, and I ask that you respond to the points raised. 

I trust that the Commission will carefully examine this 
additional information, review related testimony to be 
delivered at the May 4 regional hearing, and consider 
Congressional testimony to be delivered on June 12-13, before 
making any final determinations. 

With k i n d  regarus, I a m  

Sincerely yours, 

RCB : smb 



The Honorable Robert C. Byrd 
United States Senate 
Senate Hart Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

ROBERT C. BYRD 

1 1 April 1995 

Dear Senator Pyrd 

I would like to thark ri.:! lor j ~ u r  iecent letter answering my concern; about the: clicsing of h e  91 lrtr 
Airlift Wing at Pittsburgh International Airport. You have always provided quick and honest answers to 
my questions and I appreciate that. However, I am still concerned that you do not have some of the 
pertinent facts in this case and it has come to my attention that you are still in favor of closing the 91 lth 
AW. 

The 9 1 1 th AW employs 109 reservists and 2 1 full time civilians from West Virginia and accounts for a 
$625,009 economic boost to the economy of West Virginia. Furthermore. the face presented for 
deliberation by the Reserves appear to have been grossly inaccurate and do not provide for a fair 
assessment of the 91 I th AW abilities to contribute to national defense at a low cost. I have taken the 
liberty of enclosing the tex? of several briefings provided to the BRAC commissioner recently. It is my 
hope that after reading the facts herein, you will share the opinion of all the West Virginia voters that I 
have shown these facts. Keep Pittsburgh open! After reading these facts, it is amazing that Pittsburgh 
was even considered for base closure, especially in light of the cost to run Youngstown which is so close to 
the 91 1th AW. In addition, the 928th AG in Chicago is unwanted by O'Hare Airport and unable to find a 
new home! This is a remarkable contrast to the Pittsburgh International Airport and Allegheny County 
effort to keep the 91 I th AW at Pittsburgh with the granting of 77 additional acreage at the cost of $1. 

Once again. I know that after further review, you will come to the unmistakeable conclusion that closing 
the 91 Ith AW will cost the American taxpayers and the citizens of West Virginia not only invaluable 
national defense. but millions of unnecessary taspayer dollars in costs of closing the base and keeping 
vastly more espensive operations open elsewhere! Once again. thank you for your time and consideration. 



Ol'ERHEAD PHOTO 

Colonel Spencer ( I  5 min.) 

Commissioner Cornella. thank you for coming to experience the 
3 1 1 Airlift Wing Miiitary Vdlle Bt iefmg 7hc  9 l l th Airlift 
Wirg  has a superior operational history. According to the 
BRAC Criteria, Pittsburgh definitely ranks as one of the two 
most mission effective C-130 installations in the Air Force 
Reserve. The excellence of the 91 lth is reflected in the spirit of 
patriotism and volunteerism that you have witnessed here today. 

iMILITARY MISSION of the 911th Airlift Wing 
- to train reservists: 
- to provide airlift for airborne forces, their equipment and 
supplies: 
- to provide inter-theater aeromedical 
evacuation: 
- to provide support for active duty forces, the Pennsylvania Air 
National Guard and more than fifty federal agencies in Western 
Pennsylvania. 

These examples. Commissioner Cornella_ account for only a 
fraction of our activity. Accordingly. we will continue to 
improve toward the 9 1 1 th's stated vision: --World's most 
respected airlift organization." 

In pursuit of this vision. the leadership of the 91 1th has 
introduced a concept of readiness reaching far beyond routine 
training requirements: 

- b) fully utilizing rhc eagerness and availability of our 
reservists. 
- by maximizing budgeted t a ~  dollars for training. We are 
perennially at 100% of the authorized budgets. and 
- b \  seizing every opportunity to initiate interservice training 
exercises. We epitomize Reserve Forces Interoperability with 
locallc- - L generated training exercises such as: 

spencer Page 1 1:10/95 9 30 Ah.1 
I 



- Provide Pitt II/99th A m y  Reserve Command, Franklin 
PA. this past month 

- In August a joint exercise with 500 personnel involved, 
and in 

- and in October joint exercise with 1800 personnel 
involved. 

- HQ, 99 ARCOM is only five miles distance away, and 
is HQ to Army Reserve organizations in four surrounding states 
and commands 75,000 reserve troops. 

RECRUITINC/RETENTION 
The demographics in the Pittsburgh area provide abundant 
recruiting 
- the 9 1 1 th maintains exceptional manning numbers. in fact - 
over i 00% for the last five years running. 
We maintain very high retention rates. Iin excess of 97% of our 
eligible airmen reenlist, and 
- Our 2 medical units are continuously fully manned with 
recruits from Pittsburgh's world class medical community. 

PERSONSEL 
Commissioner Cornella, 
- 1300 reservist are assigned with 357 full-time employees 
of which 143 are ARTS . 
- 80% of our reservists live within a 50 mile radius of the base 
in the four surrounding core counties. 
- Pittsburgh International Airport. collocated with the 91 lth. 
provides a significant pool of experienced personnel. This hub 
of a major US airline makes Pittsburgh a valuable resource for 
aircrew recruiting and aircraft maintenance technology. 

MAP OF COUNTIES 
- 39% Allegheny County residents 
- 5696 live within a 25nm radius 
- 80% live within a 50nm radius 

Page 2 



CURRENT BASE LOADING 
Commissioner Cornella, the 9 1 1 Airlift Wing is unit-equipped 
with 8 C-130 Hercules aircraft which are 

- 1986 models and are fully modified with the most 
current avionics and dekt~sive equipment 

We have 2 C-130 aircraft temporarily assigned from 
Youngstown ARS, plus one from various other bases as part of 
an aircraft upgrade suppon program in conjunction with 
Lockheed Corporation. 

One of our hangers has been occupied for the last two 
years. and is scheduled for anot!!er one and one-half years under 
agreement with Lockheed and AFRES to modify all of the 
Hercules C- 1 3 0 fleet. 
- all totaled. there are routinely eleven C-130s in operation at 
the 9 1 1 th. 

Commissioner Cornella every member of the 91 1th takes 
personal pride in the unit's motto: Whatever it takes. As a 
result. the 91 1th is able to exceed its readiness and mission 
requirement levels. For example. we simultaneously handled - 

- USAir Flight 427 aircraft disaster - on siteion base - 550 
personnel 

- Lockheed Modification program 
- Haiti. Uphold Democracy initiative 
- Phoenix Jackal. Sadam Hussein's last saber-rattling 

exercise. 

.All. \\-hile maintaining a Full training schedule and never missed 
a training sortie. 

Factual BIvDGET figures are 
- $10.16 million Base Operating cost for FY 1993 ~vith an 
associated manpower tigure of 12 1 civilians 
- as defined by the Air Force Reserve Comptroller. 

spencer Page 3 
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Mr. Cornella. the 9 1 I th Airlift Wing has some very 
UNIQUE ASSETS 
1. We have access. at no cost. to the remarkable support and 
continually modernized facilities of the Pittsburgh International 
Airport. one of the largest land mass commercid airports in the 
1J.S. 

- Pittsburgh International Airport's Air 'Fraffic Control 
system. one of the most modem in the U.S.. 

2. - For onlv $20.000 per year we receive the following services 
from ~ l l e g l - k n ~  County. 

- Aircraft Fire and Crash rescue 
- Structural fire protection 
- Landing & Take-off fees 
- Runway maintenance and repair 
- Emergency ambulance/Medical Services 
- Control Tower services 
- Runway snow removal 

3. The 9 1 1 Airlift Wing is actively involved in the National 
Defense Medical System, interacting with the Veteran's 
Administration. U.S. Army. our own two Medical Squadrons. 
and Pittsburgh's world renowned medical facilities. 

OUR CURRENT RAMP CAPACITY HAS THE- 
4. Ability to handle any aircraft in the U.S. military inventory 
on existing ramp space which c w  support the size and wsight of 
the C-17. C-5. KC-I 0 and the EJB National Emergency 
Airborne Command Post and all commercial jumbo jets. We 
have four main runways with a 5th projected. capable of 
handling maximum ~veight emergency warloads for any of the 
mentioned aircrafi during the most difficult take-off conditions 
in mid-summer. 

5 .  We have in operation a new. environmentally benign de- 
icing facility which greatly extends the 91 1th Airlift Wing's 
military operational capability. This is one of only three in .the 
Air Force and the only one in the USAFR. 



6. We have an Advanced Consolidated Communications 
System, which is $1 5.1 million dollar investment and is the only 
operational fiber optic network in the Air Force Reserve. 
- it complies with the Tafomation Highway 2000 Initiative 
- it includes ii Local Area Network consisting of state-of-the-art 
equipment, capable of expansion into the next century 
- it serves more than 50 federal and community facilities and 
the Pennsylvania Air National Guard. Support to the Air 
National Guard includes 100% secure and voice data capability. 

7. We have at our disposal, two environmentally approved drop 
zones within 40 miles driving distance of the base at no cost to 
the taxpayer. 

CONTIXGENCIES support is a regular occurrence at the 
91 1 th Airlift Wing. 

Commissioner Cornella, the 91 1th Airlift Wing has always been 
in the forefront of volunteer support for National Military 
Objectives and Humanitarian activity. For example, we have 
supproted over 20 real world contingencies in the last five years. 
The most significant of these are: 

- Desert Shield (Iraq) 
- Desert Stonn (Iraq) 
- Provide Promise (Bosnia) 
- Provide Comfort (TurkeyAraq) 
- Uphold Democracy ( Haiti) 
- Coronet Oak (Panama 
- Hurricane Andrew 



CONCLUSION 

Commissioner Cornella, it is evident that the 91 1th AW 
provides significant military value to the U. S ~ c p % i a n t  of 
Defense at a vwe~y low cost. 

This concludes the military value briefing for the 91 1 Airlift 
Wing. 
Commissioner Comella before I depart, do you have any 
questions of me concerning the 911th Airlift Wing Military 
Value? 
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The Honorable Robert C. Byrd 
United States Senate 
3 1 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
L%'ashington DC 265 10 

UNITED STATES SENATE 

Dear Senator Byrd, 

I am writing this letter to inform you of an issue that will affect many United States Air 
Force Reserve member; now eerving this country with great pride and professionalism. -4s 
you may well know the Department of Defense has submitted to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission (BRAC) a list of military bases they are recommending to 
be closed or realigned in accordance with budget cuts mandated by congress. On that list 
is the 91 1th Air Wing located in Pittsburgh Pennsylvania. What you may not be aware of 
is that also included in the 91 1 th to be closed is the Civil Engineering Training Facility 
located in Morgantown, West Virginia, formerly the 91 1th Civil Engineering Squadron 
Det. 1, now referred to as the 625th Civil Engineering Squadron. 

First of all we have been briefed that some of the data used to make the decision may in 
fact be inaccurate regarding operating costs of the 91 lth Air Wing. That, we hope will be 
rectified when the units are audited by BRAC in the process of defining what bases will 
actually be submitted to President Clinton for closure approval. Secondly, I would like to 
give you an idea of the many training projects we have performed in just the last couple of 
years. 

The 94 lth CES deployed to the impoverished island of Tobago and successfLlly built two 
bridges that had been destroyed by natural disaster. We are the only unit in the USAFR 
with the capability to undertake such a major project and complete it on schedule using 
our own resources and personilel. 

The Morgantown unit has contributed to many projects right here in our local community, 
to include work on the Mason Dixon Park on Rt.7 west of Morgantown, renovation of 
the Smithtown Community Center near Fairmont, building a handicap fishing pier at 
Westover Park, insulating and installing heaters in buildings at Coopers Rock State Park 
and extensive renovation of a very old school house into a nature wildlife center and also 
building an addition on to the park office at Chestnut Ridge Park. These srojects are 
completed during our monthly weekend training periods as well as our annual training 
tours. Therefore, there is no additional cost to the taxpayer while providing direct benefit 
to the community. 



Please keep in mind that these beneficial community projects are an integral part of our 
civil engineering traiting, as our main nussion during war time i s  that of rebuilding 
destroyed base structures, rapid runway repair and initial base build up. Practical training 
that could become invaluable should our services ever be needed, and in addition it allows 
us to also give something back to the taxpayers, we don't charge for our services. Along 
with our busy construction projects we also complete training in chemical warfare, 
weapons qualification and meet all of the required Air Force training specifications that 
allow us to proudly maintain the highest level of readiness in the United States Air Force 
Reserve. 

The 91 lth Air Wing's readiness was quite evident with the disastrous crash of US Air 
Flight 427 when over 500 of our dedicated reservists responded to this tragedy voluntarily 
while the base itself was used as an operations site, morgue and storage facility. This is 
certainly not the typical activity we are trained for or wish to respond, but it clearly shows 
the capability of our readiness to serve regardless of the mission requirement. 

While my letter is fiom the civil engineering perspective, for which I am most familiar, let 
us not forget our flying mission that has provided support during Desert Storm, and the 
humanitarian relief efforts in Bosnia, Somalia and Rwanda. There are pilots to fly those 
aircraft, mechanics that maintain, security to protect, and supply for logistic support. Our 
messing facility has been awarded with the "Best in Air Force " honors three times in the 
last four years, we know how important the chow hall is to all service personnel. There are 
personnel that have the responsibility to provide training in every area fiom firearms and 
chemical warfare to disaster preparedness and field sanitation. We have a newly built 
medical facility that can be rivaled by few in the reserve community. Truly a well trained 
and balanced team fiom the base commander to the newest airman that reports for duty 
for the vely first time. 

We are very proud of our unit and take a great deal of pride in our responsibility to serve 
our country with honor, commitment and hopeklly distinction. We strive to be the very 
best and our past inspection records reflect that. I personally wear my uniform with a great 
deal of honor, the very same honor I felt during the six years of active duty I have given 
my country. In all, I now have proudly served for fourteen years. I have not regretted one 
hour of sacrifice or time spent away from my family because I believe that my service is 
important to the preservation of my country, my state and my constitution. 



I ask, as others will, that you Sir, do everything in your power to keep this very important 
facility open ruad operational. 1 am noE adcing for myself, a l th~ i l~h  ]I do not have enough 
time to rdire, my service ha; been extremely rewarding and I believe beyond a shadow of 
a doubt that the success I have achieved in my civilian career can be credited to the 
training and discipline I have received while serving this great country. I ask because I 
believe the 91 1th Air Wing of the United States Air Force Reserve in Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania and the 625 Civil Engineering Squadron in Morgantown, West Virginia are 
vital pieces in the overall defense strategy of our great and powerfbl country. Not only 
that, these units are good neighbors and positive participants in the community for which 
they reside. 

I am enclosing some past issues of The Flyover, the 9 1 1 th Air Wing's base newspaper, 
including March of 1995 which announces the addition of our base to the BRAC list. 
Reading them may also give you some insight as to the caliber of the organization we are 
so proud of. 

Serving the United States of America and the State of West Virginia. 
625 Civil Engineering Squadron, Morgantown West Virginia. 

~ e m e t h  J. ~aurborn 
407 Third Street 
Mannington, West Virginia 26582 

P.S. Our unit members come from all points in West Virginia. They travel fiom as far 
south as Kanawha and Caulhoun, Wood fiom the west, Tucker and Preston in the east and 
from the northern counties such as Hancock, Marshall and Ohio. And there is a strong 
representation from Marion, Monongalia and Harrison. 
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May 8, 1995 

Suite I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to thank you and the Commission for allowing me to testify at Friday's 
hearing in New York City. I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to express my views 
on the importance of keeping the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility 
(REDCAP) operating in Western New York and your interest in my testimony. 

As you know, REDCAP and Calspan provide crucial training and testing functions for 
the Air Force. I feel that this important element would be lost for the Air Force and the 
Department of Defense should this facility be merged or eliminated. 

As you heard in my testimony, it is also my view that the REDCAP-Calspan program 
should not be considered for closure because it does not meet the criteria of 300 employees 
nor is it a base. 

1 also have concern about the possible realignment of the REDCAP-Calspan program 
because of the significant, positive impact that it has had on the Buffalo economy. Over 30 
separate, new businesses have emerged in Western New York as a result of its location in our 
community. 

Again, thank you for allowing me to testify before the Commission and for your 
interest in my views and opinions on E D C A P .  I hope that you do not hesitate to contact me 
at anytime should you or any other members of the Commission require any additional 
comment or have any additional questions. 

Best wishes. 
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May 11, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As members of the New York State ~elegation in the House of 
Representatives, we are deeply concerned about the last-minute 
addition of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station to the list of 
sites that might be included for realignment or closure in the 
1995 round. 

while all the facts are not in, it appears that the Air 
Force had recommended closure of the ~ittsburgh ~ i r  Force Reserve 
Station, where C-130 aircraft are based, but that both BRAC and 
the Air Force have now concluded that the actual facts used by 
the Air Force to make that recommendation were erroneous; and, as 
a result, five additional reserve stations where C-130 aircraft 
are based throughout the country are to be analyzed over a six 
week period. 

The 914th Airlift Wing, which is based at Niagara Falls, is 
an outstanding asset to the Air Force. Last year, the Air Force 
Reserve gave the 914th a rating of "excellentrr for its 
operstional readiness. The Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station is 
one of the largest and most important employers in all of Western 
New York, which remains an economically distressed region. The 
base employs over 4,400 people, with an annual payroll of more 
than $56 million and an annual aggregate economic impact in 
excess of $100 million. 

We are confident that any objective analysis of the base and 
of that region will result in a conclusion that this base should 
remain open to serve the nation in the future as it has in the 
past. Our purpose in writing today is to urge you to ensure that 
the review now underway is indeed objective, and to express our 
hope that you and your commission colleagues will ultimately come 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A I R  FORCE 

i 1 MAY 1993 

lIlJ 
p;-,:v,::+ ;:;: , ,. ?.:: :- ,. .,q: <E(3 [ [-, ,& 

MEMOR'4NDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 
,.,;l.c>'q -.: ?" 'C:~:y^..~l.-\ . . .  . I _ '  . - -, - - '.----.~;';. 

FROM: HQ USAF/RTR 

SUBJECT: Request for JCSG-UPT Data 

I understand that during your review of JCSG-UPT data. two additional exc~vsions were 
conducted comparing DoD UPT bases. Request you forward these analyses and results for our 
files. Please feel free to call if cluestions. 



FAX COVER SHEET 
HQ USAF/RTR 
HQ USAJ?/RTT 

1670 AKR FORCE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON, DC 2fl330-1670 
DSN 2256766 or (Comm) 703/695-6766 

FAX DSN 223-9707 or (Comrn) 703/693-9707 

FROM: U J M / ~ ~  

L/ #. /%?41/f~ttLD 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RTR 

SUBJECT: Request for JCSG-UPT Data 

I understand that during your review of JCSG-UPT dam, two additional excursions were 
conducted comparing DoD UPT bases. Request you forward these analyses and results for our 
files. Please fez! free to call if questions. 

~hief@ase @i$n1ent Division 
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WASHINGTON, UC 206 10 

May 10. 1995 

The Honorable Alan DLXOII E~;-.c.c:: , , .. *, , a ., ;;;;; ; b:> ; ' .  ; ~ -~~~~ : .~ i  

Chairman &. , !L ,  ,n , , , , .  r- . ..... ,., .,-., -. 1 , , 4 c A -  ..- pJ'JXSI\-\\ 
The Defcxlse Bave Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N ~ ~ r - t h  Moore Slreel. Suite 1425 
Arlulgt.on, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are w-iUng to ask lc~r' clanficatiorl regarding the action the took tlarlic~. r.orlay 
to add Carswell All. F O I - C ~  Base lo l l ~ e  list for closure considcratton so  we c m  he cert.9in we 
understand Che scope ol'the invesligatio~? allowed by Ule icsolution the Com~nission adopted. 

As you kulow. "Cxswell Alr Force Base" no loi~ger exists; as of November, 1994. it  becamc 
Navnl  Air Stalfuri Folt Worth Jolnt Reserve Base (NAS Fort Worth JHU). Tlier.~: fire some 
3,500 active cl~cty military rnerllt~crs and civilians supporting almost 8.000 reservists arid 
guar-dsrnrrl r'epresenting each o i  the  reserve components who drill at NAS Fort Worth. The 
1993 Commission re~iewed the establlshrr~erll of NAS For1 Woi'tll JRB in great. detail before 
apyrxwlng the Defense Depart.mentls reconune~?clatfons lu close NAS Dallas and move its 
uiiils (as well as ur~its  fiarn Tennessee. Florida. and Michigan) to the fon~~er .  Car-swell AFB. 
We helieve the decision ~ f ~ h e  1993 Cotilmlssion was sourld and need not be reviewed by the 
1095 C:ommission. 

It is OUI- understanding that t.he r e s o l u ~ o n  adopted by the C.ommisslon today is llmited to 
rwiewing the possible 111ove of the AJJ- Forcc Reserve F- 16 unit. and that  the ~&nmiss ion wlll 
rlot review any olhcr- 11nlts at NAS Fort. Worth. At Chc same lime. we slrongly believe [ha( 
clarifyhg Ule Ilrnits of lhe r.eso11~tion in l l ~ l $  manner should in no way prexrer1t the  
Commission I'rom decidirig t.0 move addiliorial reserve urliCs to NAS Fort. Worlh. NAS For-t 
Wolth is a premier Master Reserve Rase 1oc.ated in nxlt. cJ tllc best recrui t i~q regions in the 
cnuntry, rirrd is a superb candidate 10 accommoclatc additional rn~ssits~x,. 

We lhril~k ynlr for selllrlg rllc record slraight on this matter. If  we cat1 be of any assistance 
please do not hesllate to contact us. 

Yours respectlidly. 

y HIL GRAMM 
LJrril '  States e ator ,LJ- I.Jnlted States Scr~ator 

JOE 
Mer ' el- of Congress r". 
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ISDA FRATERNAL ASSOCIATION 
A Fraternal Brnrfit Society 

419 WOOD STREET PITTSRURCH, PENNSYLVANIA 15222 PHONE: 261- 

May 8, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As National Presiden~ of Italian Sons and Daughters of 
America, one of the largest Fraternal Benefit Societies in the 
country, I wish to convey the support of our organization for the 
retention of the 911th Airlifc Wing at Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. The 911th and its predecessors have been 
a unique p a n  of the Pittsburgh area and community for most of the 
lifetime of che people in this area. Many of our members have aC - - 

one time or another been involved with the activities of the Air 
Force at Greater Fitt. 

We are proud of the role the 911th Airlift Wing has played in 
humanitarian services in airlifting life sustaining supplies to 
areas like Bosnia, Haiti and the hurricanes in the south. It 
provided substantial and unparalleled support in the recent 
disaster of the crash of Flj-ght 427. 

The economic effect on the community would be substantial, 
resulting i~ the loss of 359 civilian employees on the base and 
the involvement of 1,290 reservists. The annual salary and 
purchases in the area extend beyond $40 million. 

We are aware that any base reduction or closure has an 
economic impact, but from the briefing presented on April loth, 
which I attended, it would appear that the impact is greater here 
than elsewhere, while the cost to maintain the ~irlift Wing is 
less than projected by the closure proposal. 



- 
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May 8, 1995 
Page 2 

I appreciate your consideration of our appeal and, on behalf 
of ISDA membership, request favorable consideration to retain the 
911th Airlift Wing at the Pittsburgh Airport. 

National President, ISDA 

cc: Mr. Rick DiCamillo 
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CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 
790 N. I-IOMESTEA D BOULEVARD/HOMESTEA D, FLORIDA 33030/ TELEPHONE: (305) 24 7- 1801 

May 1, 1995 

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

I Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Attached is a resolution of the City Council of the City of Homestead supporting the return of the 301s~ 
Rescue Squadron to Homestead Air Reserve Base as recommended and signed into law in the 1993 Base 
Realignment and Closure process. 

As you know, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission allowed the retention, at Homestead 
Air Reserve Base, of the 482nd Fighter Wing and the 301st Air Rescue Squadron because of the military 
value of their Interrelated missions. 

The recent Department of Defense recommendation to move the 301s Rescue Squadron to Patrick k r  
Force Base for a secondary mission of manned space flight support diminishes the primary purpose of 
search and rescue and support to combat-ready air units in South Florida and the Caribbean. The 
recommendation also negates the policy of the 1993 BRAC. 

The 30 1 st k r  Squadron is an integral part of the recovery of South Dade County following the Hurricane 
Andrew disaster. The Air Reservists are residents, business owners, employees and community leaders. 
The retention of the 301st is vital to the socioeconomic well being of South Dade. 

We respectfully request that you consider these factors 

Sincerely, 

Mayor 

JWDIcmm 
Enclosures 



CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 
790 N. HOMESTEAD BOULEVARD/HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 33030/TELEPHONE: (305' 217- 3 801 

J.W. DEMILLY 111, Meyor COUNCILMEN. ELIZA D. PERRY 
ROSCOE WARREN, Vicx-Mayor RUTH L. CAMPDELL STEVE SHIVER 
WILLIAM T. RUDD. Cily Mana6er JEPP KIRK N I C H O L A ~  R. SINCORE 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
SS 

COUNTY OF DADE ) 

I, Velva J. Burch, duly appointed City Clerk of the City of Homestead, 
Florida, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
R95-05-29 which was passed and adopted by the City Council of the City of 
Homestead at a regularly scheduled meeting on Mondajl, May 1, 1995. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and the official seal of 
the City of Homestead, Florida, this 2nd day of May, 1995. 

Velva J. ~ u r c l # c h l ~ ,  City Clerk 

-- - 



RESOLUTION SO. R-95-05- 2 7 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
HOMESTEAD, DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, SUPPORTING 
THE RETURN OF THE 301ST RESCUE SQUADRON TO 
HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE AS RECOMMENDED AND 
SIGNED INTO LAW BY THE 1993 BASE REALIGNMENT 
AND CLOSURE COMMISSION (BRAC). 

WHEREAS, the location of the 301st Rescue Squadron at Homestead Air Reserve 

Base comprises a critical anchor tenant for Defense Secretary Perry's model re-use plan for 

dual military and civilian use. The Air Force policy of composite wing efficiency is 

achieved through the pairing of the 482nd Fighter Wing at Homestead Air Reserve Base with 

the 301st Rescue Squadron in their training missions, and 

WHEREAS, the one-time cost to permanently move the 301st Rescue Squadron from 

Homestead will require an additional BRAC 95 funding authorization, while funding for the 

301st facilities at Homestead has already been made available from a FY92 Special 

Appropriations Bill designed to reestablish a functional airport at Homestead, and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense asserts that the one-time cost to implement 

this change is $4.6 million, while the 1993 Air Force COBRA estimate for construction at 

Patrick Air Force Base alone will be $6.7 million. Reduced costs to the American taxpayer 

can and will be achieved through the minimized maintenance costs of military aircraft and 

equipment as documented in Air Force studies, and 

WHEREAS, there will be a greater positive economic impact to the greater 

HomesteadIFlorida CityJSouth Dade area through the return of the 301st Air Rescue 

Squadron than would be achieved through its remaining at Patrick Air Force Base, and 

WHEREAS, the deliberative process of the Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission should be one which abides by earlier decisions which have the effect of law. 



The Department of Defense recommendation seriously erodes the government's previous 

commitments to assist in returning the South Dade area, and Homestead Air Reserve Base in  

particular, to a level of economic vitality commensurate with pre-storm conditions. While 

the loss of the squadron may be relatively small in absolute terms, it serves as a graphic 

symbol of the federal government's deteriorating commitment to South Dade's hurricane 

damaged area, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL O F  THE 

CITY O F  HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA: 

Section 1: The City Council is opposed to the permanent relocation of the 301st Air 

Rescue Squadron to Patrick Air Force Base and hereby stands by the testimony before the 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission to bring the 301st Air Rescue Squadron back to 

Homestead Air Reserve Base as stated by the 1993 BRAC. 
i? 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this / day of May, 1995. 

ATTEST: 

VELVA J. B ~ C H ,  CMC 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM & CORRECTNESS: 

MICHAEL E. WATKINS 
City Attorney 



Motion to adopt by 
seconded by m?. / 

7 

FINAL VOTE AT ADOPTION 

Mayor J. W. DeMilly 111 
Vice Mayor Roscoe Warren 
Counciln~an Ruth Canlpbell 
Councilman Je$f Kirk 
Councilman Eliza Perry 
Councilman Steve Shiver 
Councilman Nick Sincore 
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RAY POWELL, MS., D.VM. 
COMMISSIONER 

May 2, 1995 

$hie of ;WPh $sxiro 

~ummiesioner of @uhlit punbe 
310 OLD SANTA FE TRAIL PO. BOX 1148 

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-1148 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to submit testimony to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
respect to Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, NM. 

As the administrator of the land grant trust for the State of New Mexico, 1 am responsible for 
maximizing the revenues and uses of nearly nine million acres of state trust land. 

One of our most valuable properties is the 12,500-acre Mesa del Sol tract, held in trust for the 
University of New Mexico. It is located in southeast Albuquerque and immediately adjacent to 
Kirtland Air Force Base. For many years, we leased portions of Mesa del Sol to Kirtland Air 
Force Base for various activities. 

About a year ago, I extended an offer to base commander General Charles Perez that he 
consider leasing portions of Mesa del Sol again if it became desirable or necessary to help 
Kirtland Air Force Base preserve or expand its missions. 

I hereby reiterate that offer to the commission. I am prepared to approve long-term leases to 
the base for any appropriate mission and support activities, such as offices or base housing. 

The availability of Mesa del Sol not only means that Kirtland could remain viable, but could 
support an Air Force decision to relocate other, compatible operations to Kirtland. 

Moreover, utilizing part of Mesa del Sol for housing and support facilities could alleviate 
concerns about Albuquerque's air quality. 



MESA DEL SOL 
MAY 2, 1995 
PAGE 2 

I appreciate the commission's efforts in resolving this difficult issue, and I appreciate your 
consideration during your deliberations. 

Please call me if I can help in any other way. 

RAY P O ~ ~ L L ,  MS. ,  D.V.M 
COMMIS~S~~ONER OF PUBLIC LANDS 

Enclosure 

xc: Kirtland Retention Task Force 
Mayor Martin Chavez 
Senator Jeff Bingaman 
Senator Pete Domenici 
Representative Bill Richardson 
Representative Steve Schiff 



RAY POWELL, M.s., D.VM. 
&mtntieeim~r of qublis *be 

COMMISSIONER 310 OLD SANTA FE TFIAIL P.Q BOX 1148 

February 14, 1995 
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87504-H48 

8 
Erig. General Charles E. Perez 
377 ABW\CC 
2000 Wyoming, SE 
KAFB, NM 871 17-5606 

kE: Availability of ?.iesa del Sol for KAFB Uses 

Dear General Perez: 

In my position as C~mmissioner of Public Lands for the State of New Mexico I am charged with the 
responsibility of m: ]aging and controlling approximately nine million surface acres throughout the state 
of New Mexico. i.s you know one of the key components of this land trust is the area known as Mesa 
del Sol. 

I am keenly awa -e of Kirtland Air Force Base's contributions to New Mexico, the United States and 
indeed the worlc'. I am also aware that in today's atmosphere of government "downsizing" a base must 
either be a grou,ing entity or face potential reductions, even closure. In the past, the State Land Office 
has made known to Kirtland :hat Mesa del Sol could be utilized for certain base mission expansions, 
housing and sc..entific research. The availability of adjacent land would, hopefully, assist in the decisivn 
making proce: s to make sure that Kirtland Air Force Base remains viable. I again wish to re-enforce 
and reiterate the availability of the Mesa del Sol area for the appropriate type of base expansion. 

I am very g:ateful for your cooperation regarding the potential loop road. This type of cooperation 
lends itself to mission expansion and further development of both Kirtland Air Force Base and the 
greater Alt,uquerque area. 

I would like to invite you and your staff to the State Land Office to meet with me and Mr. Harry 
Relkin, r y  assistant for Commercial Resources. We can fill you in on our planning process for Mesa 
del Sol 2nd discuss the potential for a cooperative relationship. 

Sincere' 

L& 
RAY P o V ~ ~ L ,  M.S., D.V.M. 
COBiMIS ONER OF PUBLIC LANDS 
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T A ~  COCHRAN 
MISSISSIPPI 

Unitcd Btatcs S r n ~ t c  
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2402 

May 9, 1995 

COMMllTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 

AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE ON 
RULES AND 

ADMINISTRATION 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Re: Columbus Air Force Base Briefing 

Dear Alan: 

I am pleased to send you several copies of a brief summarizing the many strengths of 
a truly outstanding military installation, Columbus Air Force Base. I am familiar with the 
attributes of Columbus AFB, which include its first-rate facilities and infrastructure, superior 
military housing and quality of life, and an exceptionally supportive local community. 

I'm sure that as you review the distinguished record of Columbus AFB Base during 
the course of your important deliberations you will realize that it sets a standard of excellence 
for other UPT bases to meet. Given the unique flexibility and capacity of the base, you will 
find that other missions also can be accommodated at Columbus AFB. 

If I can be of any other assistance, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

I 

THADCOCHRAN 
United States Senator 
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FRANK 0. LUCAS 
6lX DISTRICT. OKUHOMA 

2206 RAVBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

Congrees of the Wnited $tates 
WASHINGTON. OC 2061E-3Em 

12021 2155m t9ouse o f  Repnsentatiure 
COMMI'ITEES: 

AGRICULTURE 

GOVERNMENT O P F ~ ~ T I O N S  

CHIEF OF STAFF: ALLEN 8. WRIGHT 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
~rlington, VA 22209 

1007 MAIN STREET 
WOODWARD, OK 73802 

1405) 2565752 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

215 DEAN A. McGEE AVENUE 
ROOM 109 

OKLAHOMA CITY. OK 7 3 1 0 2 - m  
14051 231-5511 

= D E W  BUILDING 
P.0. BOX 3612 

ENID. OK 7x01 
14051 ZE-9224 

Dear M r .  Dixon: 

Throughout the Air Force analysis and 1995 BRAC process the factual 
statistics of Vance AFB have stood strong. In review of the Vance 
AFB data, your analysis should conclude that Vance is clearly 99f; an 
"add listm candidate. 

VANCE AFB STATISTICS, ENID, 

- Larger airspace than other UPT bases (8,000 square miles). 
- Most cost-effective UPT base (81K savings per student). 
- Base is expandable with acquired 170 acres of land. 
- Ability to double its current student load without construction. 
- High military value ranking in Joint Cross Service Group 

& Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. 
- Superb quality of life and community support in Enid, Oklahoma. 
- Overwhelming economic impact to Enid & rural areas. 

Since neither the Air Force nor the BRAC staff analysis concluded 
Vance should be closed, adding Vance to the list would appear to be 
done only to placate another state's delegation. 

Thank you for your continued dedication as a member of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. Please feel free to call if I can 
be of assistance or answer any questions throughout the BRAC process. 

/ 

- - - 

Member of Congress 

FDL/cr 

cc: Mike Cooper, Mayor of Enid 
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May 8, 1995 

erratum : 

The attached letter which was sent to you was incorrectly dated as March 14, 
1995. This copy is correct. We apologize for the error. Thank you. 
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May 8, 1995 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox, 

Enclosed is the information you requested at our 5/3/95 meeting. I hope 
that you and the Commission find it as compelling as I do. This data, 
showing savings on annual recurring costs (O&M), should be sufficient 
justification for the Commission to add the "March Opportunity" to its list on 
May 10. Taken together with the data in our booklet and that presented in our 
briefing to you and the BRAC staff, this new information significantly makes 
our case. Please remember that all of our data comes from Air Force and 
Marine sources. 

As you will see, the O&M numbers indicate an annual recurring savings 
of $2 million -- no matter who runs Miramar. This bumps up the total savings 
realized by DOD under the March scenario to nearly $340 million. (Another 
source of savings which may not even be fully counted here is that March is 
closer to USMC helo training sites than is Miramar.) 

I would also note that exercising the March Opportunity does not reopen 
a closed base -- despite the Navy's answer to BRAC (see transcript attached). 
March is slated to remain open as a large AFRES facility with irreplaceable 
responsibility as the transit point for Marines and others deploying fiom 
Southern California. (As was mentioned in our briefing, the O&M costs for 
March as a reserve facility actually rise.) 
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The BRAC would be hlly within its rights to consider this redirect, 
particularly given its interservice nature. The April 1995 GAO report 
criticized DOD for the scant results in its quest for interservice cooperation. 
BRAC can take the broader view that DOD (for whatever reason) failed to 
take. Specifically, under the March Opportunity: 

- DOD does not pick up any additional bases, 

- DOD/taxpayers save money, 

- Operational effectiveness for all affected forces at all affected bases 
would improve, and 

- BRAC N would build on its predecessors actions (i.e. make maximum 
use of the MilCon funds poured into March as a result of BRACs I and 
11). 

Frankly, by adding the March opportunity to the BRAC list to examine 
as a redirect, only this Commission can fblly verify the data in this scenario. 
This Commission is in an historically unique position to hlfill the BRAC 
mandate in its fbllest sense. Yet, it requires no extraordinary authority to do 
so. By simply adding the redirect of USMC helos to March AFB to your list 
at the May 10 hearing, BRAC IV will take a necessary and legitimate step 
toward examining the March Opportunity. 

Sincerely, 1 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
BRAC Staff 
March AFB Joint Powers Authority 
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J-‘ DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION p .02/02 

ba. No. T '  Deputy Secretary of ,Defense in an October 24, 1994 mernorandrma 
with tb concumace of the Sccrmrkn of the Atr Force md rba Navy, approved Air hrrce 
md Navy plpas to implcrxmt joint fixed-wing flight tmining p p m  and additional joint 
training initiatives. T&y, tbes6 consist of a consolidated initial Bxcd-wing drsnn training 
program and thne joint NPO prpgmns (advanced navigator, ~leCh.odc officer, and 
w-capous ayaem officer mid@. Navy helicopter and carria wht. im bahiq (mike and 
advanced E2/~2) rill DOC be integrated. 

In dcvtlopiag its recomnrca-, duting configuration d y s i s ,  the Navy accowted 
for Air Fore training that.k projected. ua&r cumat a@'f%mcnts, to be cooductcd at naval air : 
stations. Likewise, the Navy adjusted its PTR t t ~  reflect training thnt b ~dKxf~led to go to Ah 
For# facilities, 

7. Question. The Navy hu requested significant changer in the plan for basing titcraPL 
that &w from the 1993 &cision to close Marine CMpr Air station El Tom in C a i h d a  
and Naval Air Statim Cecil Field in FIorida Please explain what bar changed sin# 1993 
that caused the Navy to rsquirc such a dmxnatic change? 

Apswc~ Since BRAC-93 tlscre haw ken rignificant reductions in Navai Aviation 
Forces. FIX h t . ~ ~ ,  we have mired tb A-6 m c k  Pircraft scrim, reduced thc maritime 
patrol Pircraft inventory by about one-third, and eliminated approximately fie percent of the 
Navy'r F-14 inventory with iurtbtr ducticma forthcoming. After reviewing d options 
for reducing tbis excess, we concluded that utilizing ex* wrccsr air d w  capdty and 

' 

avoiding uanec- new c ~ l w t n d o n  wem both more cost-effective and opcmdonrlly 
naporuive. In the m s  we was able to avoid incuning about thrcequdrters of a billion 
ddl+rs in new construction c m .  a clear saving8 to the taxpap. '%' 

k! 
L 8. When considdig tbe rcdiict involving Maiac Cblps Air Stadoas Twtin 
$ and El Tm, did the Navy consider directing any aviation mcta to March AFB, Cdfcmh? 

lf so, why wasn't the option to use excess capacity at March acceptrbk to th: DON? 51 
A m =  Ycs, we did discuss the possible we of March AFB during &IiWons. ,< * However, siPCt W h  AFB was previousl clorred as ra rational base, tbis rlternative 

. J I  would have involved the noponinp -7= a a p ~ i i  &*~doc- twi th  
tbc Deparkmt's W y .  Additionally, becruse the Air Fonx i8 etimlnotiag tb holpital, 
coxwiuprv, exchange and dl other quality of Life sup* -, a6 put of 
this facility, we would have beGIl iaccd with the task of mcrcating and replicating fkilik 
that Wady exist at the base to which the M a r k  Corps aircraft uniu an amntly scheduled 
to relocate. 

9. -tion: It appecm tha~ the Navy ran a consolidated Cost of Baao Rcali-t 
Actiom, or COBRA, an Naval Air Warfan Center Indianaplilr and Naval Surface Warfare 
Center Louisvilla Were c l o m  decisioae based on the combined COBRA and not on 
individual dgscssmem? What are the specific corn to clom and tfie twenry year Net Present 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon . 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The Air Force has provided our delegation new cost estimates for the 
proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base. The estimates suggest the Air 
Force will incur a one-time cost of $538 million with a recurring annual savings of 
$32.8 million. The costs do not include the one-time cost to the Department of 
Energy of $64 million, nor the recurring annual cost to DOE of $30.6 million; 
when these costs to the taxpayer are considered, the one-time cost will be $602 
million with a recurring savings of $2 million. According to the updated Air 
Force estimate, under the most optimistic financial conditions, these recurring 
savings will not offset the one-time costs for many generations. 

In a preliminary review of the new Air Force cost estimates, the Kirtland 
AFB Retention Task Force has advised us that the Air Force may have 
underestimated annual costs. This review suggests that the Air Force did not 
include as much as $30.4 million in annual costs for personnel, CHAMPUS, 
Veterans Hospital, and Special Operations flight training. 

The new Air Force cost estimate, based on the original realignment 
proposal, has driven the BCEG to seek alternatives. Further, the Air Force will 
consider withdrawing key elements of the original proposal which may now leave 
Kirtland AFB largely intact and retain a much higher number of active duty 
personnel. These changes will also force the Air Force to provide support 
activities for agencies and units remaining at Kirtland--such as the Defense 
Nuclear Agency, military security for the KUMSC, and continued Air Force 
control of the land associated with DOE. 



The realignment now primarily focuses on relocation of the 58th Special 
Operation Wing. With an Air Force support structure remaining at Kirtland, we 
continue to question whether moving the 58th SOW is effective or less costly. 

The Air Force estimate, provided to the Commission by the Air Force, did 
not include costs to the Department of Energy. Enclosed is the Air Force COBRA 
data which includes estimated costs to DOE. 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. 

Sincerely, 

Steven H. Schiff 
United States Senator enator Member of Congress 
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Reserve Officers Association of the United States 
The Professional Ass& Repraertting All Ofim 

May 2, 1995 i d /  

Senator Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

I write to you today on behalf of the more than 100,000 members of the Reserve 
Officers Association, an organization founded in 1922 and chartered in 1950 by the 
Congress "to support a military policy for the United States that will provide adequate 
National Security and to promote the development and execution thereof." The purpose 
of my letter is to remind the Commission of the critical roles that facilities location and 
demographics play in the ability of the Reserve components of our Armed Forces to 
fulfill their missions as critical elements of the Total Force. 

As I am sure you are aware, members of the Reserve components are civilians 
who are also part-time soldiers -- soldiers whose dedication, professional achievement, 
and reliability have stood our nation in good stead since its very beginnings, and who 
most recently served superbly in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm and 
subsequent contingencies. Unlike the Active components, which assign and move their 
full-time personnel from one unit and locatbn to another, the Reserve components are 
constrained by the demographics of the population centers in which their members live 
and work in their civilians status. Simply put, Reserve units and their facilities must 
follow their members if they are to be effective. 

As a practical matter there are limitations on just how far Reservists might be 
reasonably be asked (and can afford) to commute regularly to train as unit members or 
as individual citizen-soldiers, sailors, and airmen. Thus, the closing of a local Reserve 
center or other training facility can have the effect of denying the Reserve components 
access to highly qualified, experienced personnel who would otherwise have served, and 
obviated the need for substantial training replacement costs. 

Many factors are considered in base realignment and closure decisions. Included 
are military requirements, costs, environmental issues, the economic impact on 
surrounding communities, and other issues. This Association is concerned that there has 
been an Active component bias, and that the unique needs and priorities of the Reserve 
components are not sufficiently understood or given the weight of consideration that 
they deserve. 

A m y  * N a y  * Air Force * Marine Corpr * Coast Guard * Pz16Ii.c Health Service * NOAA 

One Constitzltion Auenm, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002-5655 * Tehpbone: (202) 479-2200 



Emphasis is being placed upon the shared use of facilities. Sharing the use of a 
facility by two or more Reserve components or the use of an Active component facility 
by a Reserve component can eliminate duplication and thus be cost-effective. We 
applaud sharing the use of facilities wherever practical, but we caution that there are 
real limitations to the shared use of facilities by Reservists. It is not realistic to close a 
Reserve facility in an area where a large number of Reservists reside and expect those 
Reservists to travel great distances to train at another existing site. 

There may be a conception that the ongoing drawdown of ~ c t i v e  forces will free . 
facilities for use by the Reserve components. While Reservists may make use of a 
limited number of Active component facilities, the ability to save additional funds in this 
manner is minimal. The instances of Reserve components being able to take over 
facilities previously used by Active forces without alteration or renovation have been, 
and will continue to be, very few. Because of the demographic factor, facilities used by 
the Active forces will not meet the needs of the Reserve components in most instances. 
To the extent that Active component facilities can be usefully transferred to the Reserve 
components, those actions have already been considered in current planning and are 
reflected in the President's budget request. 

There is also a perception that some of the data collection done by the services 
to support their recommendations is flawed. This, it is alledged, is particularly true of 
the data collected by the Air Force. 

We hope that the Commission will carefully weigh all of these issues when 
reaching its decisions regarding the future of Reserve component facilities being 
considered for closure or realignment. Given the proper resources, the Reserve 
components can continue to be the best bargain in the Department of Defense today. 
With your help they will have the facilities they need to play their critical role in the 
Total Force. -- 
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Congrese' of the Hatniteb Otatee 
illFJasbington, @& 20525 

May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1 4 3 5  
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to reiterate our request made at the Commission's 
hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F. E. 
Warren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list. Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman I11 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

We recognize the challenge in making such tough decisions. 
All things being equal, we would not advocate shutting down any 
ICBM bases. At the same time, we believe that the Commission 
must meet its twin responsibilities of reducing bases and defense 
costs while preserving essential military forces. 

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFB is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of millions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 
bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. Air Force 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

In addition, there is inherent synergy between the two North 
Dakota bases. The tankers provide refueling support for the 
bombers. The proximity of the two missile fields has resulted in 
a sharing of parts and supplies that saves time and money. 

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called for a 
force structure of 450/500 Minuteman 111s. We can retain 450 
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost or disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decide to retain 500  Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be closed by redesignating Warren's 50 MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman I11 silos, transferring 
Malmstrom's Minuteman I11 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman launch facilities there. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 

When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 
determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $1 billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Grand Forks. We 
further understand that closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

Similarly, moving the Minuteman I11 wing from Warren to 
Malmstrom would allow closure of the former base when its MX 
missiles are eliminated under the START I1 Treaty. This move 
would also yield substantial cost savings, and the Air Force 
would not lose aircraft infrastructure, since Warren does not 
have a runway. 

Recent testimony by the General ~ccounting Office (GAO) to 
the Commission reinforces our position that all four northern 
ICBM bases should be studied for closure or realignment. As you 
know, the GAO pointed out weaknesses in the military servicesf 
processes for recommending closures or realignments. It 
concluded: 

In particular, the Air Force's process remained largely 
subjective and not well documented; also, it was influenced 
by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that changed 
when more focused analyses were made. 

In closing, given the Air Force's own conclusion that all 
four ICBM units are fully capable of performing the missile 
mission, we believe that the economic and operational advantages 
of dual-mission bases logically require retaining ICBMs and large 
aircraft at both Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases. Minot 

- and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

1 Thank you for your consideration. 

' QFqfi rT 5-n f Kent Conrad 
. 

Earl Pomeroy / 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 

- '%~WY%-\ 
Defense Base Closure and ~eali~nment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to ask you to support the addition of one or more 
Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) bases during the May 
10th hearing. 

While I understand and even agree with a reluctance to add any 
base for consideration, I believe that it is a necessity with 
regard to UPT bases for a number of a reasons. 

First, and most importantly, the commission should decide to 
review Air Force UPT bases because there is documented evidence 
of substantial errors in the Department of Defense (DoD)/Air 
Force analysis. These were not minor errors in unimportant 
areas. They were in areas declared to be vitally important by 
the Air Force (i.e., airspace, training routes and oth~r key 
measures of merit). The Air Force and the DoD have admitted 
errors in these areas. However, they have side-stepped or 
ignored other errors and maintain that the errors do not alter 
the outcome. The facts, however, indicate that correcting the 
errors does make a difference; it changes which base is closed. 

Second, the General Accounting Office (GAO) review of DoD 
mentioned specifically Air Force UPT as an area worthy of further 
review by the Commission. If the Commission does not challenge 
the DoD recommendation on Air Force UPT where the errors are 
glaring and numerous, then the commission will not have provided 
the review GAO requested or met its statutory responsibility. 

A third important reason to add Air Force UPT bases is that the 
cost and effectiveness of the bases were never considered. While 
Reese Air Force Base (AFB) has the lowest cost-per-flying-hour 
and the second lowest cost-per-student-graduate, it appears this 
critical issue was never a component of the Air Force/DoD 
analysis. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
May 5, 1995 
Page 2 

In light of the problems described above and in view of the 
concerns expressed by the GAO and members of the BRAC staff, I 
urge you to make sure that Air Force UPT bases are added and 
reviewed further by the Commission. 

This is a most important issue which deserves the full scrutiny 
of the BIiAC Commission. 

incerely , 

RN 
LC/ lec 

Larry Co est 8 
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