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Environmental 
Action 

WDATE 
McClellan A F B  Evaluates Innovative 
Environmental Cleanup Technologies 

McClellan AFB is examining 
several innovative technologies to 
clean up environmental contami- 
nation. If these technologies are 
effective in the small scale tests. 
they could be used at several areas 
of contamination a t  the base. Four 
of these technologies: solidification/ 
stabilization, soil vapor extraction, 
steam injection and vapor extrac- 
tion, and bioremediation, are de- 
scribed in the following. 

In this process, chemical addi- 
tives similar to cement are mixed 
with soil. Physical and chemical 
reactions solidifl/stabilize contami- 
nants in the soil, reducing contami- 
nant movement and toxicity. 

Solidification/stabilization has 
been successfully used in treating 

soils contaminated with heavy met- 
als, inorganic contaminants, low to 
moderate concentrations of organic 
compounds, and wasteswith mixed 
contaminants. A pilot test of the 
solidification process is planned for 
Site 22 in Operable Unit C- 1, on the 
west side of the base. 

The purpose of the pilot-scale 
test at  Site 22 is to evaluate the 
ability of the solidification/stabili- 
zation process to reduce the leach- 
ing and movement of the contami- 
nated waste pit materials. The test 
will also provide information about 
how easily the technology can be 
implemented at Site 22 and how 
much it will cost. 

Soil Vapor Extraction 
In some areas of the base, con- 

tamination may be able to move as  
gases in the soil between where it 

was spilled and the groundwater. 
Soilvapor extraction (SVE) removes 
and treats this contamination by 
using a vacuum pressure to pull air 
through the soil to suck volatile 
organic compounds O C s )  from 
the contaminated soil. The contami- 
nants are collected and destroyed 
in an  emission control system. The 
process is being tested at Site S in 
Operable Unit D in the northwest 
part of the base. Fact Sheet No. 13, 
sent to base neighbors in August 
1992, describes the process in more 
detail. 

New Representative ......... 2 

Shallow Soil Sampling ..... 3 

Crawl Space Sampling ..... 4 

In Situ Solid~cation/Stabilization 



Steam Iqjection and 
Vapor Extraction 

Steam injection and vapor ex- 
traction removes and treats soil 
and groundwater contamination 
that cannot be treated by normal 
Soil Vapor Extraction. Steam is 
injected into the ground at vari- 
ous depths to loosen and draw 
out hard-to-remove contaminants, 
such a s  fuels and industrial sol- 
vents. 

As the steam moves through 
the soil, the soil's temperature 
increases and the steam condenses. 
Eventually the soil is treated to 
the temperature of the steam. The 
steam grows and extends toward 
thevacuumextraction wells, push- 
ing much of the contamination 
ahead of it. In the steam, the 
residual contamination vaporizes 
at  the elevated temperature and 
is swept toward the extraction wells. 
After steam enters the extraction 
wells, the steam injection. contin- 
ues or can be alternated with air 
injection a s  the residual contami- 
nant continues to evaporate. The 
extracted vapors are treated by 
systems a t  the groundwater treat- 
ment plant or an onsite emission 
control system. Groundwater and 
steam condensate extracted dur- 
ing the process are cleaned prior 
to discharge. This process will be 
tested a t  Site 22 in Operable Unit 
C-2 on the west side of the base. 

1 Calendar 

Technical Review 
Committee 

Thursday. October 22. 1992 

9:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. 
McClellan Air Force Base 

Off~cer'cr Club 

No Host Lunch to Follow 
Tour of SVE Project in OU D to 

Follow Lunch 
Transportation Will be Provided 

Manure Compost 
Pile B 

~iofilter' 
Bypass 

Bioremediation 

Bioremediation 
Bioremediation uses natural 

New Public 
biological decomposition to treat Representative 
soil contaminated with fuel and 
oil products. Bacteria already liv- 
ing in the soil are encouraged to 
use the contamination a s  a food 
source by adding manure and wood 
chips. The bacteria break the con - 
tamination down into harmless 
components (water, carbon dios.- 
ide). A pilot test of bioremediation 
is being conducted on approxi- 
mately 60 tons of contaminated 
soil a t  a site near Building 701 on 
the west side of the base. 

For more information about these 
technologies, please contact the 
names listed below. 

Ernesto 'Ernie" Garcia has 
been appointed to assist Direc- 
tor of Health and Safety for AFGE 
Local 1857. Ray Martinez, a s  
public representative to the 
McClellan AFB Technical Review 
Committee me) for the environ- 
mental cleanup. 

Public representatives ensure 
that public concerns and ques- 
tions are  brought to the TRC. 
The public representatives also 
help communicate the tech- 
nical issues discussed a t  
meetings to the public a t  large. 

For More Information Contact: 
Community 

Affairs Coordinators 

Patt Robino 
Office of Public Affairs 

McClellan AFB 
643-1250 

Andrew Bain 
U.S. EPA 

(415) 744-2184 

Sue Sher 
Cal-EPA 

855-7802 

Public 
Representatives 

Ray Martinez and Ernie Garcia 
AFCE Local185 7 

322-3250 

Chuck Yarbrough 
City of Sacramento 

643-0635 (day) 
922-7906 (evening) 

Burl Taylor 
County of Sacramento 

344-8165 



Shallow Soil Sampling Begins North 
and West of ,McClellan 

McClellan AFB is using a 
specially equipped pickup truck 
to conduct a shallow soil gas. 
sampling program in the area 
around Operable Unit D. The sam- 
pling will help determine if con- 
taminated gases have moved from 
contaminated areas on the base 
to residential areas off the base. 

Soil gas sampling is being 
conducted in September and Oc- 
tober on approximately 200 prop- 
erties in the residential areas to 
the north and west of the base. 
The sampling program is being 
overseen by the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the California Environmen- 

tial underground buildup and 
movement of vinyl chloride and 
other contaminants in soil gas 
on and off the base. (See back 
page for more information about 
vinyl chloride.) With the results 
of this study, McClellan will de- 
termine the extent of vinyl chlo- 
ride and contaminant movement. 
and will determine if any resi- 
dences may be affected. 

At this time, there is no in- 
dication that residents living next 
to the base are exposed to harmful 
levels of soil gas contaminants 
in the air they breathe. How- 
ever, if the results indicate that 
contaminant levels are above 

clean u p  the source of the con- 
tamination problem and remove 
the soil gas from the ground. 

Prior to and during sampling, 
precautions are being taken to 
ensure that the public is not ex- 
posed to soil gas contaminants. 
Precautions are also taken to en- 
sure that sampling locations are 
left in the condition they were 
found. 

McClellan AFB has obtained 
access permission from property 
owners to collect the samples. 
McClellan is collecting the samples 
quickly, about one hour per sample, 
to minimize disruption. 

tal Protection Agency, Depart- expected levels, several actions If you are interested in visit- 
ment of Toxic Substances Con- will beimplemented. Short-term ing the sampling sites, or would 
trol (Cal-EPA/DTSC). solutions include venting of like further information, please 

crawlspaces under homes or im- contact the McClellan AFB. EPA, 
McC1ellan AFB and the agen- proving ventilation inside living Cal-EPA, or Public Representa- 

ties are poten- areas. The long-term plan is to tives listed on Page 2. 



Crawl Space Sampling Completed 

In June 1992. McClellan AFB conducted a 
sampling program to determine if volatile organic 
compounds W C s -  petroleum byproducts that 
evaporate easily) are present in the crawl spaces 
beneath homes on the northwest side of McClellan 
AFB. VOCs can move a s  gases through'spaces 
between soil particles from contaminated sites on 
the base. If these chemicals were found in crawl 
spaces above certain levels, there might be some 
health risk to people exposed to them. 

Sampling and testing of crawl spaces and 
domestic wells a t  four homes near Operable Unit 
(OU) D from 1984 to 1987 indicated that there 
were no unacceptable health risks. McClellan 
AFB conducted additional sampling in January 
1992, but EPA requested that a different sam- 
pling method be used to detect even lower levels. 
In June,  the crawl space sampling was repeated 
using the new method. Laboratory results will be 
provided to the community in the next newsletter. 
Additional testing for VOC gases in the soil is 

being conducted in September and October (see 
story on page 3). 

One of the VOCs of concern is vinyl chloride. 
Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, 
sweet odor. It js commonly used to manufacture 
plastics (also called polyvinyl chloride or WC). 
Vinyl chloride is also formed when some sol- 
vents decompose in the environment. Vinyl chloride 
is a concern because it is known to be a human 
carcinogen (meaning it can cause cancer). It can 
move through soils a s  a gas and collect in 
enclosed spaces such a s  crawl spaces and do- 
mestic wells where people might be exposed by 
breathing or drinking it. When exposed to light, 
vinyl chloride breaks down into harmless com- 
ponents. 

The crawl space sampling program and the 
soil gas sampling program are being conducted 
to help determine if vinyl chloride or other VOCs 
are moving off base through the soil. 
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In formation A bout 
Environmental Cleanup 

C.4 ' FACTS at McClellan AFB. 

Soil Vapor Treatment Study Begins in 
Operable Unit D 

McClellan Air Force Base is irnple- 
menting a demonstrated cleanup 
technology called soil vapor extrac- 
tion (SVE) as part of the ongoing 
environmental restoration program 
under the interagency agreement. In 
this technology. air is pulled through 
the soil and soil pore spaces to strip 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
from soils contaminated with sol- 
vents and fuels. Contaminated soil 
vapors are vacuum extracted from 
the ground and sent to an offgas 
treatment system. As a result. sub- 
surface sources of contamination are 
eliminated directly, without soil or 
waste excavation. 

Soil vapor extraction technology 
is similar to the steam injection/ 
vapor extraction process described 
in The Facts. Number 8. The differ- 
ence is that no steam is injected in 
soil vapor extraction. Ambient or 
heated air may be injected or allowed 
to passively enter the ground and 
move through the soil. Vapors are 
vacuum extracted from the soil by 
pulling a negative pressure on wells 
that are screened (perforated] in the 
soil zone where the contamination is 
present. Contaminants are recov- 
ered as vapors that are treated by 
adsorption on activated carbon or by 
catalytic oxidation. Air emissions re- 
leased from the offgas treatment sys- 
tem must meet applicable federal. 
state. and local air quality require- 
ments. 

Field studies of SVE technology 
are undenvay in Site S of Operable 
Unit D (see map at right). Site S, a pit 
approximately 9.200 square feet in 
area, was one of 12 prior waste dis- 
posal sites in the northwest area of 
the base. It was used for disposal of 
jet hels and cleaning solvents. The 
pit extended four to 15 feet below 



ground surface prior to being filed 
with soil. Contamination moved 
through the pit into the underlying 
soils. Groundwater is approximately 
100 feet below the surface. 

The field studies are in two 
phases. In the Brst phase conducted 
this summer, the site was tested to 
gather pilot system design informa- 
tion such as soil permeability and the 
nature and extent of soil contarnina- 
tion in and below the pit. Results of 
this study phase will be available in 
November 199 1. and copies of the 
study reports will be placed in the 
public tnformation repositories a t  the 
Rio Linda Branch Library and the 
McCleIlan AFB Lt5rary. The second 
phase will be installation of a pilot 
SVE system tn 1992 to test the tech- 
nology a t  Site S. 

Site S (and all of Operable Unit 
D) is covered by a low permeability 
cap to prevent soil gas from venting 
to the surface and to keep rainwater 
from entering the soils. The design of 
the system will include measures to 
allow installation of SVE wells with- 
out jeopardizing the integrity of the 
existing cap. 

Soil vapor extraction technology 
has been used for cleanup of soil 
contamination at hundreds of sites 
in the United States and other coun- 
tries. Sites where it has been used 
range in size from one-tank gasoline 
stations to Superfund sites with 
multiple sources of contamination. 
Concentrations of hydrocarbon con- 
taminants (e.g.. fuels and solvents) 
can be reduced from 95  to 100 per- 
cent, with recovery rates typically 
around 150 pounds per day. The 
McClellan AFB pilot system demon- 
stration is expected to take six to nine 
months to complete once the system 
becomes operational. 

Prior field tests a t  Hill Air Force 
Base in Utah have shown cost-effec- 
tive results. A system of 16 extrac- 
tion wells, with an average depth of 
50 feet. removed 114.960 pounds of 
hydrocarbon contamination over a 
1 0-month period. Catalytic oxida- 
tion was used to treat the vented 
offgas. The estimated cost was $22 
per cubic yard of treated soil. In 
contrast, soil excavation followed by 
onsite soil incineration may cost a s  
much as $300 per cubic yard. 

McClellan AFB is working with 
the regulatory agencies and contrac- 
tors to implement the treatability 
study. Preliminary results from Site 
S indicate that the pilot scale system 
may be able to remove contaminants 
a t  an  initial rate of 300 pounds per 
day, or more. For comparison. the 
groundwater extraction and treat- 
ment system at the base has removed 

approximately 20.150 pounds ofcon- 
tarninants in 4.5 years of operation. 
or an average of 12.3 pounds per day. 
Early indications are that SVE tech- 
nology may prove to be an  efficient 
and cost-effective cleanup altema- 
Uve. If successful in pilot tests, it 
may be used alone or in combination 
with groundwater treatment to clean 
up other sites on the base. 

Soil Vapor Extraction Schematic Catalytic 

Oxidation 
Sptern 

Air Water 

Soil Vapor 
Separator 

Vacurnrn I I 

I Evaporation of Volatile Contaminants b I by Soil Vapor Extraction 1 
I Ventilated Soil Unventilated Soil I 

In ventilated soil, the frtsh turbulent air maximizes In unventilated wil the air trappd in the 
the evaporation rate. The soil venting rapid1 contaminated roil decomer saturattd with the 
reroves the vobti,e contaminants from the roil: contaminants. I 

I Lcsc* 
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For More Information Contact 
Community 

Af'fairs Coordinators 

Victoria Memweather 
McClellan AFB 

Environmental Management 
643-1250 

Andrew Bain 
U.S. EPA 

(4 15) 744-2184 

Sue Sher 
Cal-EPA 

855-7802 

Public 
Representatives 

Burl Taylor 
County of Sacramento 

344-8165 

Barbara Walsh 
AFCE Local 185 7 

322-3250 

Chuck Yarbrough 
City of Sacramento 

643- 1520 (day) 
922-7906 (evening) 

SAC28722.19.60 Facts Y 10 09-05-91do 



exhaust gases will include CO,, H,O. 
HC1, NOx. CO, and small amounts of 
residual soil vapors. 

The exhaust emissions have 
been reviewed by the U.S. Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency (U.S. 
EPA), the California Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), 
and the Sacramento Metropoli- 
tan Air Quality Management Dis- 
trict (SMAQMD) to make sure that 
federal, state, and local require- 
ments are met. During the test. 
stack emissions will be sampled. 
In addition, a human health as- 
sessment is being conducted to 
ensure that the potential health 
effects that might be associated 
with the exhaust emissions are 
within acceptable levels. 

What Kind of Results 
Can Be Expected? 

The pilot-scale SVE system 
design is based on the results of 
field studies of soil conditions, 
the nature and extent of the soil 
contamination, and experience with 
SVE a t  other sites. The system is 
expected to remove most of the 
contamination in and near the 
former pit area, and prevent it 
from reaching the groundwater 
table. 

Based on field study results, 
the pilot-scale system could po- 
tentially remove 300 pounds per 
day of contaminants, or more. This 
compares to 12 pounds per day 
removed by the groundwater ex- 
traction and treatment system cur- 
rently in place a t  McClellan AFB. 
Once the pilot-scale system is up 
and running (see the adjacent 
schedule), system performance and 
operation will be monitored closely 
to ensure safe operation. 

SVE cleanup technology has 
been successfully demonstrated 
at hundreds of sites throughout 
the United States. Initial results 
from McClellan AFB studies are 
also encouraging. Implementing 
the pilot-scale SVE technology a t  

Site S in OU D will help McClellan pilot tests, it may be used alone or 
AFB move forward with its overall in combination with groundwater 
environmental restoration program. treatment and other processes to 
If SVE technology is successful in clean up other sites on the base. 

Figure 2 
Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) - Schematic 

Catalytic 
Oxidation 
System 

Air F l a r  Portion 

\ 

SVE Pilot Study Schedule 
Complete Design 
August 1992 

Install Pilot System 
July to October 1 992 

Pilot System Operation 
Nov. 1992 to April 1993 

For More Information Contact 
Community 

Affairs Coordinators 

Patt Robino 
McClellan AFB 

Environmental Management 
643-1250 

Andrew Bain 
U.S. EPA 

(4 15) 744-2 184 

Sue Sher 
Cal-EPA/LYISC 
855-7802 

Public 
Represcntative~ 

Ray Martinez and 
Ernie Garcia 

AFGE Local 185 7 
322-3250 

Chuck Yarbrough 
City ofSacramento 
643-0635 (day) 

922-7906 (evening) 

Burl Taylor 
Sacramento County 

344-8 165 

! FACTS 
Department of the Air Force 
SM-ALC /PA 
McClellan AFB. CA95632-5990 

PRESORTED 
FIRST-CLASS MAIL 
US POSTAGE PAID 
SACRAMENTO. CA 

Permit No. 1273 

OFFICIAL BUSINESa 



Information About 
Environmental Cleanup 

w FACTS at McClellan N B .  

Design of Pilot-Scale Soil Vapor Extraction 
System Completed 

McClellan Air Force Base (AFB) 
has completed design of a pilot-scale 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) treatment 
system. The system will be used to 
test removal of soil vapor contami- 
nants fmm Site S of Operable Unit D 
(OU D) Figure 1). Site S, formerly a pit 
extending 4 to 15 feet below the 
ground surface, covers approxi- 
mately 9,200 square feet and was 
historically used as a disposal site for 
fuels, oils, waste solvents, and indus- 
trial sludges. The SVE process in- 
volves uskgvacuum pressure to pull 
air through the soil to strip volatile 
organic compounds (vOCs)from the 
contaminated soil. The VOCs are 
then collected and destroyed in an 
emission control system. sVE tech- 
nology was previously described in 
The Facts, Number 10. 

Background 
In the past, McClellan AFB 

disposed of wastes and solvents 
in pits in the northwest area of 
the base, now referred to a s  OU D. 
In 1985, a n  eight-acre cap was 
constructed over the pits to pre- 
vent rainwater from canying wastes 
down through the soil to the ground- 
water. A collection and treatment 
system has  also been constructed 
to treat contaminated groundwa- 
ter. Since that time, McClellan 
AFB has  been investigating meth- 
ods to remove contamination from 
the pits and soil. 

The pilot system will help de- 
termine the effectiveness of the 
SVE process in removing subsur- 
face contamination. 

Figure 1 
Operable Unit D, Site S 

r------  1 
I I 0 300 

rn 
Scale In Feet 

Eight Operable Units have been identified at 
McClellan AFB. OU D is in the northwest part of 

- 

How Does SVE Remove 
Contamination? 

The pilot-scale SVE system will 
consist of three individual networks 
of shallow (approximately 15 to 28 
feet deep), intermediate (approxi- 
rnately 27 to 40 feet deep), and deep 
(approximately 40 to 95 feet deep) 
vapor extraction wells (Figure 2). 
Individual wells will be spaced ap- 
proximately 20 to 30 feet apart and 
screened (perforated) to allow re- 
rnoval of contaminants from within 
and below the waste pit. The well 
rietworks will be connected to 
vacuum pump systems. The shal- 
low well system will remove the soil 
vapor from within the pit area, and 
the intermediate and deep well sys- 
tems will remove the soil vapor from 
beneath the waste pit. Water vapor 
will be separated from the soil gas 
and sent to the McClellan AFB 
(houndwater Treatment Plant. 

The extracted soil vapor con- 
taminants will be destroyed in a 
catalytic emission control system. 
111 this system, the soil vapors are 
heated with a natural gas burner to 
approximately 800 degrees Fahren- 
heit ("F). The vapors then pass over 
a bed of catalyst where the contarni- 
rlants are converted to carbon 
dioxide (CO,), water (H,O), and 
hydrochloric acid (HCI). The 
catalyst is a material that initiates 
and  accelerates the  chemical 
conversion. 

What About Air 
Emissions? 

Based on performance of sirni- 
lar systems a t  other facilities. the 
emission control system is expected 
to remove and eliminate over 99 
percent of the  organic vapors 
extracted &om the ground. In addi- 
tion, the use of catalyst allows the 
process to take place a t  much lower 
i emperatures (approximately 800°F) 
than a conventional incineration 
process ( 1,600 to 1 .800°F). Because 
of the lower temperatures, the sys- 
tem will produce less air pollution 
[e.g., oxides of nitrogen INOX] and 
carbon monoxide [CO]). 

The exhaust gas from the emis- 
sion control system will be vented 
i.hrough a discharge stack that will 
be 12 inches in diameter and 
approximately 23  feet tall. The 



Information About 
Environmental Cleanup 

Cc FACTS at McClellan AFB 

OPERABLE UNIT B 
REMEDLAL INVESTIGATION 

From May 1991 to June 1992. 
field crewswill be sampling soils. 
surface water, and groundwater, 
and operating drilling rigs in the 
southwest portion of McClellan 
Air Force Base (AFB). This is 
part of the Operable Unit B (OU 
B) Remedial Investigation (RI), 
an integral part of this area's 
overall Remedial Investigation/ 
Feasibility Study (RI/FS). 

Previous actions were taken 
in this area to address contami- 
nants migrating toward water 
supply wells (see Fact Sheets 4 
and 6). The focus now is to iden- 
tify the sources of that contarni- 

nation. The investigation is a 
comprehensive effort to deter- 
mine the magnitude and loca- 
tion of the contaminants in the 
Southwest area. It will also 
support the development, evalu- 
ation. and selection of appropri- 
ate response actions. 

Operable Units at McClellan AFB 

To make the RI/FS process 
more manageable, the Base has 
been W e d  into 8 separate areas, 
called Operable Units. Each will 
be investigated. Operable Unit 
B is the first to be investigated 
because of groundwater contami- 
nation found near off-base resi- 
dential areas. Crews will sample Magpie Creek 

onbase, and drainage ditches 
on bczse to determine ifcontami- 
nants were transported by 
surface waters. 

Risk Assessment 

Besides identifying sources 
of contamination. the investiga- 
tion includes an assessment of 
potential risks to human health 
and the environment. This data 
will help develop cleanup reme- 
dies. 

Sampling Strategy 

The first step in determining 
the extent of contamination is to 

(Continued on Page 2.) 



A technician catefully sterilizes 
a drilling rig before sampling 
boreholes. 

(Continued fiom Page 1 .) 

conduct background sampling. 
Focusing on off-base areas un- 
likely to be contaminated, the 
study will iden* concentrations 
of elements (mostly metals) that 
occur naturally in the ground. 
These will be compared with 
concentrations found at sites on 
base. The background investi- 
gation is performed early in the 
FU. Ten deep borings wlll be 
drilled at locations on and off 
base, and soil samples will be 
extracted and analyzed. 

Once the background study 
is finished, the focus shifts to 
the 43 on-base sites. Not all 43 
sites are known to be contami- 
nated, but all have some history 
of activities or operations that 
may have affected the environ- 
ment. whether it be a long his- 
tory of chemical usage or a re- 
ported spill. The sites, and the 
sampling plan used in the RI. 
have been carefully evaluated 

by the Air Force. DHS. and EPA. 
Specific field tasks include sam- 
pling surface water, stream sedi- 
ments. soil, soil gas, and ground- 
water. 

Creeks to be Sampled 

First to be sampled, both on- 
and off-base, are sediments and 
surface water. Both the old and 
new channels of Magpie Creek 
(from base boundary to Raley 
Boulevard) will be sampled. On- 
base sampling will include drain- 
age ditches and storm drains 
that collect water from on-base 
areas. This sampling will help 
determine if any contaminants 
were transported in surface 
waters. and caused either soil or 
groundwater contamination. 
Surface water samples will be 
collected by submersing sam- 
pling containers into the creek 
or ditch. Sediment samples will 
be collected from dry stream- 
beds and drainage ditches. 

More OU B Sampling 

Next. soil samples will be 
collected by two methods: from 
hand auger borfngs at 8 sites. 
and hollow-stem auger drilling 
at 43 sites. Hand augering is 
primarily used to collect soil 

samples to a depth of about 5 
feet below ground surface. 

Hollow-stem auger drilling. 
to collect soil and soil gas samples, 
is the next step in the field work. 
Approximately 450 hollow-stem 
auger borings at  43 sites will be 
drilled in OU B. Generally. soil 
samples will be collected con- 
Unuously from 1 to 15 feet, and 
then at 20-foot intervals to a 
maximum depth of 95 feet. Soil 
gas samples will be collected from 
the borings at depths of 15 to 95 
feet. 

Monitoring wells will be in- 
stalled during the investigation 
to determine if'contarnlnation at 
a site is aiTectlng groundwater 
quality. Specific locations of these 
wells will be determined as the 
RI progresses and the need for 
additional groundwater data 
arises. 

The OU B Remedial Investi- 
gation will consist of a one-year 
concentrated field effort, from May 
1991 to June 1992. A compre- 
hensive report will be prepared 
during Phases 2 and 3 of the field 
effort. The report is scheduled 
for public release in mid-1993. 

- 
For More Information Contact 

Community -8 Coordinators Public Representatives 

Victoria Memiweather Burl Taylor 
McClellan AFB County of Sacramento 

Environmental Management 344-8165 
643-3672 

Bob Wright 
Andmw Baln f f i E  Local 1857 
U.S. EPA 332-3250 

(415) 744-2184 
Chuck Yarbrough 

Sue Sher City of Sacramento 
DHS 643- 1520 (day) 

855-7802 922-7906 (eve.) 



Children from the base child 
development center were on hand 
recently to help officially open the 
newly created "Beaver Pond. " As 
part of an overall environmental 
effort, the pond was created using 
clean water from the groundwater 
treatment plant. The pond takes its 
name from the family of beavers that 
reside at nearby Don Julio Creek. 
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As base officials in conjunction 
with the regulatory agencies make 
decisions about the cleanup process 
on the base, concerned members of 
the community are encouraged to 
ask questions, express opinions, and 
in general become an integral part of 
the decision process. Though base 
officials are required by law to keep 
the community informed about the 
cleanup, it is equally important that 
the public understand the process as 
well as the background to gain a 
clearer understanding of the "big 
picture." Public participation is not 
always as easy as it appears to be. 
Many people are afraid to speak out; 
others simply don't know how to go 
about it. If you fall into the latter 
category, the following hints may 
prove helpful. 

1. Call the base directly. If you 
have any questions or don't under- 
stand something, contact the Com- 

Public Participation.. . 
it's your right! 

munity Relations Specialist for the to ensure your voice is heard in the 

Environmental Restoration Program. Process. All the C~n~ments  are 
She will speak in layman's terms responded to and included in the 
(she's not an engineer!) and work to responsiveness summary which is 
find the answer for you. available for review in the Adminis- 

2. Attend meetings. McClellan tra tive Record. 
AFB hosts a quarterly Technical 5. Contact your public represen- 
Review Committee Meeting to tative. Your public representatives 
discuss the progress of the base play key roles in the public participa- 
cleanup program in detail. Public tion process. They are the go- 
meetings and open houses are held betweens through which information 
periodically when an issue needs to can pass, in both directions. For 

be presented and/or explained to the example, the public representatives 
community. Check the Sacramento receive information and briefings 
Bee. or have your name placed on more often than the general public. 
the mailing list to receive notices of As such, they may be able to provide 
these meetings. you with some insight or background 

3. Read your newsletter and to clarify an issue for you. On the 
factsheets. The Environmental Action other hand, they can raise a question 

Update is published quarterly and is or COn~ment to base/regulator~ 
an excellent way to stay up to date. agency officials on Your behalf- 

4. Participate in public comment 6. Arrange for a guest speaker for 
periods. At various points in the your organization or group. To 
CERCLA process, the Air Force is arrange for a speaker to talk to your 
required to hold a 30-day public group about environmental issues, 

comment period. During that time, contact the Environmental Restora- 
comments are accepted in writing or tion Community Relations Specialist. 

at a public meeting which is nor- See FOR MORE INFORMATION 
mally held in the middle of the on Page 2 of this Update, for the 

comment period. Provide your names and phone numbers of people 

comments, _bc they favorable or not, who can help. 



CERCLA, conrinuedfiompg 3. 

ground geology and groundwa- 
ter movement is needed before a 
remedy can be applied. 

During the Remedial Investi- 
gation, the project team also 
collects and analyzes data about 
waste characteristics. Soil, 
groundwater, surface water, or 
living organisms (such as fish) 
are sampled. The samples are 
then tested to see what contami- 
nants are present and at what 
levels. Samples taken from 
different locations can show how 
far the contamination has spread 
and help to determine the extent 
of contamination. For example, 
at groundwater sites, the base 
may need to drill monitoring 
wells in several places or punch 
deep holes into the soil on or 
near the site to get a better 
"picture" of contaminant move- 
ment. 

During the Feasibility Study, 
site cleanup alternatives are 
identified and evaluated. For 
most sites there is a range of 
alternatives. For instance, at a 
site where leaking drums have 
contaminated the soil, the soils 
could be removed to an appro- 
priate disposal location, the soil 
could be capped to prevent 
contamination from spreading 
off-site, or the soil could be 
treated on-site to destroy the 
contamination. 

REMEDIAL ACTION 
(PROPOSED) PLAN (RAP) 
The Draft Remedial Action, or 

Proposed Plan describes the site 
conditions, the cleanup alterna- 
tives, and a recommended 
cleanup plan. The cleanup 
alternatives are evaluated using 
the nine criteria set forth in 
CERCLA. At most sites, the final 
cleanup involves a combination 
of alternatives. The Draft Pro- 
posed Plan is available to regula- 
tory agencies and the public for 
review during a 30-day comment 
period. During this time a public 
meeting is normally held to 
explain the alternatives available 
and solicit public comment. 

REMEDY SELECTION 
Following feedback from the 

public, a remedy is chosen. A 
Responsiveness Summary ad- 
dresses public comments and is 
incorporated into a document 
called the Record of Decision 
(ROD). It is this ROD that 
officially indicates the chosen 
cleanup method. 

REMEDIAL DESIGN (RD) 
Once a method is chosen, 

engineers must plan how to 
implement the decision. The 
Remedial Design details how the 
cleanup will proceed. For in- 
stance, if contaminated soil is 
being removed from the site, the 
Remedial Design will define 
which soil to remove, how deep 
to dig, how to get heavy equip- 
ment to and from the site, how to 
decontaminate the equipment, 
where to take the soil, and what 

to replace it with. It will also 
outline precautions to take, and 
the type of monitoring to be done 
during the process. 

REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) 
Once the Remedial Design is 

completed, site cleanup begins. 
Depending on the type and vol- 
ume of contaminants, remedial 
actions can last from several weeks 
to several years. 

OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 

After the remedial actions are 
complete or treatment systems are 
in place, the Air Force still must 
oversee site maintenance and 
operation. These activities may 
continue for as many as 10 or 15 
years. In fact, operations and 
maintenance is likely to continue 
even longer at very complex sites 4 

with extensive contamination. 
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Herb Levine, formerly the U.S. EPA Remedial Program Manager at Travis AFB r e  
placed Kathi Moore as U.S. EPA Remedial Program Manger for McClellan AFB. 

I 

Jim Bryant replaced Ray Martinez and Charles Lopez as the new Health and Safety 
Representative for the American Federation of Government Employees, Local 1857. Ray 
and Charles had previously replaced Del Callaway. 

I 
FS/PP -z+i5 

 FIN^ ROD 

Jeny Styles, replaced Fran Slavich as the McClellan AFB Environmental Restoration 
Remedial Project Manager. 

Thank you and best wishes to those who have served so well. Welcome to the new 
folks, good luck as you tackle the tasks that lie ahead! 
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Cleaning up  hazardous waste 
sites doesn't happen overnight. 
Why? Probably because the first 
"C" in CERCLA stands for "com- 
prehensive." 

The Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act, or CERCLA, is 
the law that regulatesthe cleanup 
at many hazardous waste sites- 
including most of those at McClel- 
lan AFB. 

CERCLA sets forth a step-by- 
step process of investigation, 
study and action that all sites 
must complete. The total time to 
complete the CERCLA process car 
range from a few months to 
several years, depending on the 
complexity of the site and the 
amount of contamination present. 
The process begins with ... 

SITE DISCOVERY 
A site is discovered through a 

number of ways, such as investi- 
gations, historical documentation, 
referrals from other agencies, or 
first hand reports from members 
of the public. 

If an immediate health or 
environmental threat exists, base 
officials can take short term ac- 
tions. For instance, if people were 
being exposed to soil contami- 
nants at dangerous levels, the soils 
could be removed. These short- 
term actions allow the base to 
address immediate health threats 
before a more lengthy site investi- 
gation is complete. These actions 
are temporary measures, but are 
consistent with long-term plans for 
the site 

ENGINEERING EVALUA- 
TIONICOST ANALYSIS (EEICA) 

If the planning period for on- 
site activity exceeds six months, 
the next step in the removal 
program is to prepare an engineer- 
ing evaluation/cost analysis (EE/ 
CA). The purpose of an EEICA is 
to balance cost with technical 
concerns for each removal alterna- 
tive under consideration. The EE/ 
CA reviews removal alternatives 
and documents why a particular 
alternative was selected; it is 
somewhat similiar to a feasibility 
study for a remedial action. 

PRELIMINARY INVESTIGA- 
TIONISITE ASSESSMENT 

(PNSI) 
The first step in the actual 

investigation is to evaluate the 
severity of the problem. This 
includes record searches, inter- 
views, and initial sampling at the 
site. Once completed, investiga- 
tors have a good idea of what is or 
is not present at the site. This 
background information is com- 
piled into a Preliminary Site 
Assessment Report. 

REMEDIAL INVESTIGA- 
TIONIFEASIBILITY STUDY 

(RIIFS) 
The remedial investigation 

involves defining the nature and 
extent of the contamination, and 
gathering the technical informa- 
tion needed to evaluate possibIe 
ways to clean up  the site. Envi- 
ronmental engineers must first 
understand site conditions affect- 
ing contamination spread, and 
therefore possible cleanup actions. 
At groundwater sites, for example, 

SHORT TERM CLEANUP I infGrmation about the site's under- 
REMOVAL ACTIONS See CERCLA, page 6 

- - 3 



Progress , continued from page 1 .  

recommendations for remedial 
actions at the sites. The draft RI is 
due out in April of 1994 and the FS 
to be completed by July 1994. 

OU B1-- The RI/FS was com- 
pleted earlier this year with the 
interim record of decision being 
signed on September 3,1993. The 
chosen remedy is capping the area 
with an asphalt-like cap, and 
continuing to investigate advanced 
technologies for treatment of the 
contamination. The remedial 
design phase has begun with 
construction of the cap anticipated 
in April 1994. 

OU C -- The final OU C Prelimi- 
nary Assessment / Site Investiga- 
tion (PA/SI) report was completed 
in July 1993. The PA/SI identified 
43 sites on 750 acres. The draft OU 
C Phase I RI Sampling and Analy- 

. , .  .- 
sis Plan (SAP) will be completed 
in November 1993. The SAP will 
detail the Phase I RI field work 
that is scheduled to begin in 
April 1994. This field work will 
consist of locating and character- 
izing sources of contamination. 

OU C1 -- The RI field work is 
progressing well and is sched- 
uled to be completed by Dec 93. 
Forty-seven deep soil borings 
have been completed, and of 
those, 11 have been converted to 
soil vapor extraction (SVE) wells 
to support the basewide SVE 
removal action. Sixteen boorings 
remain to be completed and the 
RI/FS report is scheduled for 
completion during the Spring of 
1994. 

OU D -- At least 10 former 
waste disposal pits have been 
identified within OU D. Cur- 
rently, a groundwater extraction 

and treatment system is operating 
within OU D and soil vapor extrac- 
tion studies are being conducted. 
The PA for sites within the OU D 
was conducted during the summer 
of 1992, and a summary Technical 
Memorandum was prepared in 
October 1992. 

OUs E - H -- These units are 
thought to present the least risk to 
human health and the environment 
and will be addressed after the worst 
sites in operable units are conducted. 

Groundwater (G W) OU -- An 
eleventh operable unit, has been 
designated to apply to the contami- 
nated groundwater underlying 
much of the base and facilitate 
basewide groundwater cleanup. The 
draft GW OU RI/FS Document will 
be completed in November 1993. 
This document will identify target 
volumes for groundwater contain- 
ment and data gaps which will need 
to be completed in order to fully 
characterize the groundwater. 

Unit, Continued from pg 1 

problems that could pose the great- 
est threat to human health or the 
environment, and start the cleanup 
aciton for those sites while it investi- 
gates problems that pose a lesser 
threat. These smaller more manage- 
able units are refered to as "Operable 
Units" or "OUs." It is possible that 
the investigation of any OU could 
identify "hot spots" and indicate the 
need for early remedial action. In 
such cases, a subset of sites can be 
split out, as in the case of OU B1 in 
OU B and OU C1 in OU C. The 
decision to break out OU C1 is 
typical of this approach: hot spots 
suspected to be responsible for the 
continuing release of VOCs into the 
groundwater were discovered, 
grouped together and designated 
ou C1. 



Environmental 
Action ws/ 

UPDATE 
' Base restoration: A progress report - - 

McClellan AFB Environmental Progress Summary . . . lyzed. Phase I1 field work is 
Managers, along with U.S. and expected to begin in November 

OU A -- Phase I of the Operable 1993. California Environmental Protec- Unit (OU) A field work has been 
tion Agency officials continue completed. This included a soil 
working together toward the OU B -- Field work for the OU B 
common goal of cleaning up  all 

boring program ('lo borings), Remedial Investigation/ Feasibil- 
a soil gas investigation program 

hazardous waste sites on the base (approximately 2000 shallow soil 
ity Study (RI/FS) has been com- 

b~ the Year 2010' This 
gas 392 deep soil gas 

pleted. In total, over 26,200 feet of 
edition of the Environmental drilling was accomplished and 

probes, 8 soil vapor extraction 
Action Update is an effort to close to a million pieces of data 
explain both the cleanup process 

and a groundwater have been collected. The next step 
gation program (52 hydropunch is to write the RI report and make and Progress that has been made locations; 2 monitoring wells). 

See Progress, page 2. 

Operable Unit: A 
Management Tool 

The primary restoration 
concern at McClellan AFB is 
contamination of the ground- 
water. Currently the base has 
identified more than 250 sites 
across the base that may have 
released contaminants into the 
environment. If the investiga- 
tion were now to proceed 
through the CERCLA process 
(see related story, page 3) for 
the base as a whole (that is not 
broken u p  into operable units), 
a preliminary assessment and a 
remedial investigation would 
have to be performed over the 
entire base before any cleanup 
action could begin. By breaking 
the base up into smaller more 
workable units the Air Force 
can first investigate those 

See Unit ,  page 2. 

at McClellan. 
b 

I I 

i 

This data is currently being ana- 

Operable Units 
at McClellan AFB - 

Operable Unit - 
The base is di- 

Scale ~n M~les 
vided into sepa- 
rate areas of study 
so each can be 
investigated and 
cleaned up on an WaftAy 
independent / 
timeframe. 

Roseville Road 
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compounds in order to develop op- 
tions for disposal. These piles are 
believed to be the soil excavated 
during removal of the underground 
storage tanks in 1988. 

Soil Gas Sampling 

Soil gas is the air found between 
particles of soil beneath the ground. 
The soil gas is found between the 
ground surface and the water table. 

L When that air comes into contact 
with VOCs in the soil, the VOCs 
evaporate into the soil gas. The con- 
taminated soil gas may then move 
through the soil. The unventilated 
soil and contaminated soil gas can 
then continue to be a source of 
contamination for the groundwater 
as water levels rise and fall. 

During the soil gas sampling 
of the Remedial Investiga- 

tion, special wells willbe constructed 
to sample the air between particles 
of soil and gravel below ground. 
Identifying areas where this air (soil 
gas) is contaminated helps locate 

/ 
the areas with highest contaminant 
concentrations in both soil and 
groundwater. 

SVE is often an emcient way to 
remove contamination from soil. 
Once extracted. soil gas is cleaned 
at the ground surface through treat- 
ment processes. McClellan AFB will 
evaluate a variety of methods to 
fflter the contaminated air or break 
down the contaminants. The best 
method will then be selected for 
treatment of the soil gas. 

Groundwater Monitoring 

Twenty-nine monitoring wells 
around the site will continue to be 
sampled and analyzed to: 

Obtain more information on water 
conditions and water movement un- 
der the site. 

Monitor groundwater levels. 

Characterize the seasonal variations 
in the direction and rate of flow 
within the groundwater zones. 

Investigate the seasonal variation in 
water quality in both the upper (B and 
C) and lower (D and E) zones. 

What is the Intennedi- 
ate Cleanuv Action? 

Air Permeability and 
Treatability Testing Preliminary investigations in- 

dicate that there is no active source 
1- McClellan AFB is conducting of contamination on site. There- 

air permeability tests to see how fore. Zone B groundwater is con- 
difficult itwill be to draw air through sidered to be the current 'source' 
the soil. The easier it is to draw air of contamination to the lower 

I 
through the soil. the easier it will be groundwater zones. In light of this, 
to remove contaminated soil gas McClellan will be implementing an 
(See Figure 2). The process of ex- intermediatecleanupaction tocon- 
tracting air from below the ground tain and cleanup the shallow zones 

I surface is called soil vapor extrac- of contaminated groundwater be- 
) 

1 
tion (SVE). neath the site. The intermediate 

I I Schedule 
Groundwater Sampling .............................................. Ongoing 
Soil Gas Sampling ....................................... September 1992 
Other Investigation 

........................................ Activities October to December 1992 
Intermediate Cleanup 
Action Design .................................................... January 1993 
Intermediate Action Construction ............................. Fall 1993 
DraJ Remedial Investigation 

............................................................ Report November 1993 
.......................................... Proposed Cleanup Plan J 1994 

................................................................... Construction ,1995 

action will pump contaminated 
groundwater fromthe upper ground- 
water areas (Zones B and Cl and 
treat it to remove the contamina- 
tion. 

McClellan will be evaluating dif- 
ferent options for extracting, treat- 
ing, and reusing the water. Among 
the treatment options being evalu- 
ated are innovative technologies that 
include using horizontal wells to 
extract contaminants from the 
groundwater, and pulsed ultravio- 
let light to break down contami- 
nants. The options under consider- 
ation for subsequent reuse of the 
treated water are agricultural use or 
Wilson Park irrigation. The treated 
groundwater can also be reinjected 
and reused later. 

Schedule 
The investigation activities at 

the site will take place through De- 
cember 1992. The preliminary de- 
sign of the intermediate cleanup 
action is targeted for completion by 
early 1993. with implementation 
planned for Fall 1993 (See schedule 
below). 

For More Iqfonnation 
For further information about 

the Global Communications Site. 
please contact the McClellan AFB or 
Cal-EPA representatives listed be- 
low. A mailing list coupon is pro- 
vided if you are interested in receiv- 
ing future mailings about site is- 
sues and activities. 

For More Information 
Contact: 

Community Affairs 
Coordinators: 

Patt Robino 
McClellan AFB 
Public Aflairs 
643- 1250 

Sue Sher 
CaL-EPA/DTSC 

Community Relations 
255-3647 

- L 



What is the Problem? 
In 1985. soil contaminated with 

petroleum hydrocarbons was dis- 
covered around three leaking under- 
ground diesel he1 storage tanks. The 
tanks were drained and subse- 
quently removed in 1988. Addition- 
ally, studies have shown that soil 
and groundwater beneath the site 
are contaminated with volatile or- 
ganic compounds (VOCs). VOCs 
have been detected in areas distinct 
h m t h e  USTlocation. VOCs include 
substances such as solvents that 
evaporate easily. The primary VOCs 
of concern at this site are trichloro- 
ethylene KCE). tetrachloroethylene 
(PCE), andvinyl chloride. The source 
or sources of this contamination are 
unconfirmed; contaminants may be 
associated with a historical solvent 
spill or multiple smaller spills. 

There are 29 groundwater r.ani- 
toring wells at the site that sampie 
water from four groundwater zones: 

TCE is the predominant con- 
taminant detected in groundwater 
at the site. Samplingresults in 199 1 
show that the highest concentra- 
tions of TCE contamination in 
groundwater are found in Zone B, 
with results as high as 200 parts 
per billion (ppb). The concentra- 
tions decrease with depth: Zone C 
results show 32 ppb ofTCE. Zone D 
2 1 ppb. Results also show that the 
concentrations have decreased 
since 1988. Zone B results showed 
3.000 ppb in 1988. decreasing to 
200 ppb in 199 1. These concentra- 
tions exceed the state and federal 
drinking water standard for TCE of 
5ppb. 

In the region, most pumping of 
groundwater for agricultural pur- 
poses occurs from the D and E 
Zones. 

Studies indicate that contami- 
nation is contained completely 
within the site boundaries. The area 
of contaminated groundwater is 
approximately 15 acres in size and 
less than 200 feet deep. 

Who's Coordinating the 
Cleanup? 

In August 1992, the U.S. De- 
partment of the Air Force and the 
Worn i a  Environmental Protection 
Agency (Cal-EPA) signed a Federal 
Facility Site Remediation Agreement 
to coordinate the cleanup at  the 
Global Communications facility. The 
agreement calls for McClellan AFB 
to conduct the investigation at the 
site with review and oversight by 
Cal-EPA's Department ofToxic Sub- 
stances Control and the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The 
agreement also establishes an en- 
forceable schedule for cleanup. 

What Does the Remedial 
Investigation Involve? 

The Remedial Investigation is a 
comprehensive study to determine 
how far contamination has migrated 
(moved) and how it might be con- 
tained or cleaned up. The following 
are important components of the 

4 
Remedial Investigation at the site. 

Soil Sampling 

Two piles of potentially con- 
taminated soils at the site will be 
sampled to evaluate the extent (if 
any) of contamination by petroleum 
compounds in order to develop op- 
tions for disposal. These piles are 
believed to be the soil excavated 

1. Ventilated Soil Unventilated Soil 

In ventilated soil, the fresh turbulent air maximizes In unventilated soil, the air trapped in the 
the evaporation rate. The soil venting rapid1 I contaminated soil becomes saturated with the 
removes the volatile contaminants from the soi contaminants. 

Legend a Dissolved Contaminants Liquid Contaminants 0 Adsorbed Contaminants 

Figure 2 
Soil Gas in Ventilated and Unventilated Soil 



Information About 
Environmental Cleanup 

at the Davis Global 

c1 FACTS communications site 

Remedial Investigation Continues 
McClellan Air ForceBase (AFB) Road 36. A residence is located the intersection of Mace Boulevard 

is continuing the investigation of about one-half mile from the site at and County Road 36. 
environmental contamination at the 
Global Communications Site near 
Davis. California. The. investigation, 
which is called a Remedial Investi- 
gation, will iden* the type and 
extent of contamination in soil and 
groundwater at the site. Durlng the 
investigation. soil, soil gas. and 
groundwater samples will be ana- 
lyzed. and air permeability testing 
will be conducted. In addition. a 
proven intermediate cleanup ac- 
tion will be implemented to treat 
known areas of groundwater con- 
tamination. 

Background 
The Davis Global Communica- 

tions Site is located approximately 
20 miles southwest of McClellan 
AFB. It is situated in a predomi- 
nantly agricultural area near the 
Yolo-Solano County border, ap- 
proximately 5 miles south of Inter- 
state 80 at the intersection of County 
Roads 104 and 36 (see Figure 1). 
The 3 16-acre facility is a communi- 
cations center annex to McClellan 
AFB and is manned 24 hours per 
day by military staff. 

The site is surrounded by farm- 
land on all sides, except on the west 
where it is bounded by Wilson Park. 
Wilson Park is a 320-acre parcel of 
land that was formerly part of the 
communications facility. The Air 
Force transferred this parcel to Yolo 
County in 1973 for development as 
a park. Yolo County currently leases 
portions of the park to an archery 
club, a horseshoe pitching club. 
and a dog training club. The rest of 
the park is undeveloped grassland. 
The Davis Migrant Center is located 
south of the site just beyond County 



Building 252 Update 
When Building 252 was being converted into office The 48 tested employees had either painted dials with 
space, the discovery of mercury contamination caused radium paint, or had worked on the conversion of 
the closure of the building. At the following July Building 252 into office space. These same workers 
1993 Technical Review Committee Meeting, Mr. Burl were tested for mercury contamination in the Sum- 
Taylor (Public Representative for Sacramento mer of 1993, and no medical abnormalities were 
County) asked if there was any radium contamina- found. The 48 employees that were tested are be- 
tion detected as well. During the 1940s and 1950s, lieved to be the group of people that have the highest 
Building 252 was used for a variety of instrument risk of radium exposure, due to the nature of their 
repair work, including the painting of aircraft dials, past work. Since their test results showed negative 
watch hands, and compass needles with radium paint. radium contamination, the likelihood of any other 
The radium would give these items a luminescent Building 252 worker having been exposed is remote. 
glow for nighttime use. Since that meeting, the issue 
of possible health hazards resulting from radium and Radium itself is a naturally occurring metal in the 
mercury contamination in Building 252 has gener- environment. It is a product of the decay of other 
ated many questions. radioactive materials. It can be found in food, water, 

wood, and other building materials such as cement. 
After the radium concerns were brought to light, the Radium primarily emits Alpha radiation particles, 
Technical Review Committee contacted the Air which can only travel short distances from its place 
Force's Health Physics branch at Brooks AFB in of origin, and cannot penetrate skin tissue, paper, or 
Texas. McClellan's EM staff requested an investiga- clothing. Due to radium's low energy, measurements 
tive team to examine Building 252 in November of are taken of daughter products resulting from the 
1993. Results of the testing showed that levels of breakdown of the radium. Although the daughter 
radium-226 were detected on the first and second products are not in equilibrium to radium-226, they 
floors in an older part of the building. In addition, an allow for accurate sampling. 
old drainpipe that was once part of a sink drain in a 
janitors closet was found to have contamination. Soil and sewer sampling of the areas outside Build- 

ing 252 have shown no extensive radium contamina- 
As a result of these findings, 48 former and current tion to date. Further testing of piping in Building 
civilian base employees have undergone full body 252 will commence after coordination with the Air 
radiation scans to see if any detectable traces of ra- Force Radioisotope Committee has taken place. 
dium existed. McClellan contracted Helgeson Sci- 
entific Services, a private company in Pleasanton, Anyone seeking further information on Building 252 
California, to perform the testing from late March to can contact Captain Paul Feeser at (916) 643-03 11 
mid April. All results showed that radium levels were or by contacting your public representatives listed 
below detectable limits. Helgeson Scientific Services on page three of this newsletter. 
does not consider the results obtained from the whole 
body scans to be unusual or cause for concern. If a 
random sampling of people from the general popula- Operable Unit Update ........................................ 2 

........................................ tion of Sacramento who had never worked with ra- Questions & Answers 3 
dium-226 were taken, the results of the testing would 
most likely be similar to those of the group that were rner ............................................... 

1 



Operable 
I 

Unit 
Update 

Soil Vapor Extraction Surpasses Expectations 
A Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) system was recently 
installed at Site S in Operable Unit D where waste 
fuels, oils, solvents and industrial sludges were once 
disposed of in an open pit. This classification of waste 
is commonly referred to as VOCs or Volatile Organic 
Compounds, which SVE is designed to treat. 

The system is currently removing between 50 and 70 
pounds per hour or a total of 1200-1 680 pounds per 
day. As of July 1 1 ,  1994, approximately 150,000 

pounds of VOC:s have been extracted and destroyed 
by the system. The success of this system is promot- 
ing optimism for ir~stalling SVE at other sites onbase 
with VOC contamination. Even though this may seem 
like a large volu~ne of extracted contaminants, i t  is 
only a portion of what remains. There also remain 
non-VOC contaminants that cannot be removed by 
the SVE system. These contaminants will be ad- 
dressed in the future after the SVE treatment has run 
its course to completion. 

Operable Unit B 1 Capping Action Begins 

Natural Ditch 

OU B 1 covers approximately 1 1 acres within a stor- 
age yard for the Defense Reutilization and Market- 
ing Office. (See figure 2) The Air Force currently 
stores used material at the yard for either reuse at 
other Air Force bases 
or for sale to public1 
private entities. OU 
B 1's primary soil con- 
taminant is Polychlo- 
rinated Biphenyl 
(PCB) contamination, 
resulting from prior 
storage of old electri- 
cal transformers.  
PCBs pose a particu- 
lar problem with treat- 
ment since the only 
known way to effec- 
tively decontaminate 
an area is to excavate 
and incinerate the soil. 

However, PCBs do have some characteris- 
tics that help solve the problem of containment. They 
are very heavy, do not readily dissolve in water, and 

are therefore highly immobile. Most of the contami- 
nation in OU I.! 1 occurs within the top 12 inches of 
the soil. As a result, the area is able to be covered 
with an asphalt "citp" which blocks the two potential 

exposure pathways, 
rainwater drainage car- 
rying the soil off the 
site, and blowing dust. 
A portion of the 11 acre 
area was temporarily 
capped with a thick 
plastic liner that was re- 
moved prior to the pav- 
ing action. Asphalt 
capping action recently 
began, as was outlined 
in the OU B 1 Interim 
Record of Decision. 
The draft design and 
workplan were ap- 

proved on March 30, and the capping action began 
April 11. Phasr: I was completed on July 12, 1994, 
and the northern scction (Phase 2) is scheduled to be 
completed by the end of August 1994. 



222 Questions and 

0 0 A n s w e r s  
How long will it take to clean the base? 

Treatment of contaminated water began in the mid 
1980s, and soil cleaning has recently begun. Reme- 
dial Action (the final stage of the cleanup process) is 
where all of the sites are being cleaned up with ap- 
propriate technologies. This stage is expected to be 
reached within the next decade. After that, it is a 
matter of how long it will take to physically remove 
the contaminants. 

My kids walk past Magpie Creek everyday - are 
they in any danger? 

No. Magpie Creek's water has been investigated ex- 
tensively since the beginning of the restoration pro- 
gram to ensure that no contamination was leaving 
the base. The surface water is still monitored monthly 
to ensure cleanliness. The water that is discharged 
into Magpie Creek from the groundwater treatment 
plant meets all regulatory requirements. 

Is my water safe to drink? Why do you keep sampling my property? 

Yes. In 1986, McClellan AFB connected 548 neigh- Offbase sampling is acontinuous process that allows 
boring residences to Sacramento's municipal water the base to be constantly aware of any contamination 
supply to alleviate reliance upon wells as a primary that may have changed direction or intensity. All of 
drinking water source. Any residence with the slight- the testing results are made available to the public 
est potential of having a well within a contaminated through the public information repositories listed in 
area was changed over at this time. this Newsletter. 

Elaine Anderson has been promoted to 
the position of Alternate Remedial 
Program Manager for McClellan's 

Environmental Restoration Division. 

Lt. Colonel Richard L. DeLeo 
is welcomed as the Deputy Chief of 

McClellan's Environmental 
Restoration Division 

I Contact in the Public Affairs Office. I 
I Kendal Tanner replaces Jerry Styles as 

the McClellan AFB Environmental 
Restoration Remedial Prograrn Manager. I 

I Thank you and Best Wishes to 
those who have served so well! I 

. 
For more In formation, 

contact your Public Representatives: 

Jim Bryant Burl Taylor 
AFGE Local 1857 Sacramento County 
(9 16) 332-3250 (9 16) 344-8 165 

Chuck Yarbrough 
City of Sacramento 

(9 16) 643-0635 (Day) 
(9 16) 922-7906 (Eve) 

Or call your 
Community Affairs Coordinators: 

Margaret Gidding 
Office of Public Affairs 

McClellan AFB 
(9 16) 643-0950 

Sue Sher Dorothy Wilson 
Cal-EPA/DTSC US EPA, Region IX 
(9 16) 255-3647 1-800-23 1-3075 

@ Please Recycle this Newsletter! 



FA Corner - by Paul Brunner; Director Environmental Management 

As with all remediation activities, what lies ahead in the future 
of McClellan AFB's environmental cleanup efforts depends 
heavily on funding. Competition for budget dollars between 
Department of Defense installations is intense. McClellan is 
making concerted efforts to obtain the needed dollars to main- 
tain good progress on cleanup efforts. Although McClellan failed 
to receive all of the funding requested for cleanup activities this 
fiscal year, we were still able to make progress in our cleanup 
efforts in the higher priority contaminated sites. This progress 
was due to great effort by my staff, the regulatory agencies, and 
the public support. I appreciate the community's team approach 
to solving this complex problem. Thank you all. 

Also, McClellan was recently designated as a national testing 
site for the Development of On-site Innovative Technologies. In 
the years to come, technology partnerships will be formed with 
public and private entities to develop new technologies that clean 
the contaminated sites faster and more effectively, and for far 
less money. The Soil Vapor Extraction system is only one ex- 
ample of the success that new technologies can bring. Basewide 
cleanup will not happen overnight, but McClellan will take ad- 
vantage of every technological breakthrough to ensure the best 
job possible. 

Clhanges are coming to the format of 
the McClellan Air Force Base 
Technical Review Committee 

The Technical Review 
Committee is transitioning 

to the Restoration 
Advisory Board 

Please watch your mailbox 
for information concerning a 

Public Meeting to discuss these 
changes, and opportunities for 

community participation. 

Environmental Action 
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Environmental 
Action 

Z E  
Improved Technologies Aid Base Cleanup 
McClellan is implementing new inno- 
vative technologies at the base in or- 
der to accelerate cleanups and perform 
cleanups in a more cost-effective man- 
ner. Ever since 1979, McClellan AFB 
has been involved in an extensive pro- 
cess to investigate and treat the envi- 
ronmental contamination resulting 
from past waste disposal practices. 
These past handling and disposal 
practices resulting in contamination 
have been stopped. 

As part of the basewide investigation, 
McClellan has been improving its 
understanding of groundwater qual- 
ity on base and in surrounding areas. 
In June 1983, the base completed an 
investigation confirming that ground- 
water beneath the base was contami- 
nated with organic compounds. 

Pump & Treat 

Due to the potential for off-base mi- 
gration of contaminated groundwater, 
initial emphasis was placed on con- 
tainment; keeping the contaminated 
groundwater within the base bound- 
aries and under control. In March 
1987, a $3.2 million dollar ground- 
water treatment plant began treating 
contaminated groundwater under Op- 
erable Unit (OU) D using a type of 
technology commonly called "Pump 
and Treat." Basically, this type of 

system pumps up contaminated 
groundwater from underneath the sur- 
face. Extraction wells pump water to 
a treatment facility where a variety of 
treatment methods are used to clean 
the water. The cleaned water (drink- 
ing water quality) is then discharged 
into Magpie Creek. Six wells in OU 
D draw approximately 200 gallons of 
water per minute, creating a "cone of 
depression" to limit groundwater mi- 
gration from the source. To date, the 
groundwater treatment plant has re- 
moved more than 41,000 pounds of 
organic contamination from the 
groundwater beneath OUs B, C and 
D (Please refer to the base map, fig- 
ure 1 below). 

Two-Phase Extraction 

A new system being used at the 
base to extract contaminated ground- 
water is known as Two-Phase Extrac- 
tion. Two-Phase allows us to treat 
more contaminants for less cost, be- 
cause the contaminants are removed 
from the groundwater and soil gas at 
the same time. 

Soil Vapor Extraction 

If we only contain and treat the 
groundwater without going after the 
source polluting it, we will have to 
treat the groundwater for a very long 
time. Therefore, to adequately clean 
up the contamination source and ac- 
tually remove it from the soil, another 
type of technology known as Soil Va- 
por Extraction (SVE) has been used 
with much success. In August of 
1992, a pilot-scale SVE treatment 

Please see Cleanup, page 3 

OU Progress 
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Hazardous Wastes at 
McClellan ........................... Page 3 

I I Public Representatives and 
Community Affairs 
Coordinators ...................... Page 3 

I I Technical Review 
Committee Meeting 
Announcement ................. Page 4 
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Progress Report 
CERCLA Process Groundwater 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com- A separate operable unit (OU) to address the con- 
pensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) sets forth a taminated groundwater underlying much of the base 
step-by-step process for investigating, and taking has been designated the "groundwater operable unit." 
action at contaminated sites. The first step is a Pre- The magnitude of contamination is quite extensive 
lirninary AssessmentISite Investigation (PNSI). Ac- and officials esti.mate approximately 8 to 10 (and as 
tivities may include record searches, interviews and many as 15) ex.trac:tion systems will be required to 
initial sampling at the site. Once completed, investi- address the groundwater plumes beneath the base. 
gators have a good idea of what is or is not present Currently, there are 4 extraction systems in place with 
at the site. more than 40,000 pounds of contaminant removed 

from the 
groundwater 
to date. The 
RYFS for the 
groundwater 
OU is in its fi- 
nal stages, 
with the pro- 
posed plan 
expected to 
be released 
for public 
c o m m e n t  
sometime this 
summer. 

The next step 
in this pro- 
cess, known 
as the Reme- 
dial Investiga- 
tionIFeasibi1- 
ity Study (RLI 
FS), involves 
defining the 
nature and ex- 
tent of the 
contamina-  
tion, and gath- 
ering the tech- 
nical informa- 
tion needed to evaluate possible ways to clean the 
site. During this RI phase, soil and waters are sampled SVE 
to determine the nature and extent of the contamina- An Engineering EvaluationICost Analysis (EEICA) 
tion. The project team analyzes data and defines if a document that established the framework for a 
potential threat to human health or the environment basewide removal action was presented to the pub- 
exists. lic in September of 1993. The EEICA addressed the 

cleanup of solvents in soils at various sites on base 
Using information from the RWS, the project team and identified soil vapor extraction (SVE) as a pre- 
identifies and evaluates possible cleanup alternatives sumptive remedy (See related story, page I). As 
for each site. By the time the RWS is complete, soon as soil gas measurements and soil characteris- 
investigators have a clear picture of what is happen- tics are available, a site can be evaluated against the 
ing at a particular site, and are comfortable develop- criteria for using SVE even before the site is com- 
ing a proposed plan of remedial action to present to pletely characterized. If the site is selected for an 
the public. As seen in Figure 2, a majority of the SVE removal action, the bulk of volatile organic 
sites at McClellan are nearing completion of this RU compound (VOC) contamination will be removed 
FS phase, and will soon be ready for remedial action. while the remaining remedial investigation contin- 

Please see Progress, page 4 

, 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Progress 
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Cleanup, continued from page I 

system was launched to test 
the removal of soil vapor 
contaminates from the soil at 
a site (Site S) in OU D. Site 
S was formerly used as a 
large disposal pit for fuels, 
oils, waste solvents and in- 
dustrial sludges. The SVE 
process involves using 
vacuum pressure to pull the 
air through the soil and liter- 
ally strip the volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) from 
the contaminated soil. The 
VOCs are then collected and 
destroyed in an emission 
control system. The pilot 
study proved very effective 
in removing contaminants 
from the soil at McClellan; 
in just eight weeks, over 
40,000 pounds of contami- 
nants were removed. 

For more Information, 
contact your 

Public Representatives: 
Chuck Yarbrough 

City of Sacramento 
(916) 643-0635 (Day) 
(9 16) 922-7906 (Eve) 

Burl Taylor 
Sacramento County 

(9 16) 344-8 165 
Jim Bryant 

AFGE Local 1857 
(916) 332-3250 

Or call your 
Community Affairs 

Coordinators: 
Debbie Heindel 
Office of Public Affairs 
McClellan AFB 
(916) 643-0830 ext. 385 
Sue Sher 
Cal-EPNDTSC 
(916) 255-3647 
Dorothy Wilson 
US EPA, Region IX 
1-800-23 1-3075 

What is Hazardous Waste 
Hearing the term "hazardous 
waste" conjures up the image of a 
bubbling cauldron of green slimy 
goo, giving off a horrible stench in 
a cloud of escaping vapors. While 
that may sell a few novels, it does 
not adequately describe the more 
common industrial hazardous 
wastes. A waste is considered haz- 
ardous if it could potentially 
threaten human health or the envi- 
ronment. By definition, a hazard- 
ous waste has one or more of the 
following properties--it can ex- 
plode, it can ignite, it corrodes 
materials, or it poisons living or- 
ganisms. 

Hazardous waste is generated in 
many ways. Some manufacturing 
processes, such as those used in the 
electronics and petroleum indus- 
tries, produce hazardous wastes 
(fuel, oil, battery acid, etc.). Other 
waste is generated through the use 
of products containing hazardous 
chemicals. Examples include sol- 
vents used for dry cleaning, plate 
cleaners used in printing, pesticides 
used in agriculture, and paint 
thinners used in households. At 
McClellan, the types of waste that 
were traditionally disposed of in- 
clude products such as electrical 
transformers, used oils, fuel, sol- 
vents, paint thinner, batteries and 
old paint. 

As late as the 1970s, proper dis- 
posal practices for hazardous 
waste involved dumping every- 
thing into a landfill, and covering 
it. Our parents and grandparents, 
and perhaps even we would think 
nothing of changing the oil in our 
cars and dumping the used oil out 
in the backyard. Depending on the 
amount of oil and the number of 
times they dumped the oil in the 
same spot, they were in essence 
creating their own disposal pit. 
Most disposal pits, however, were 
positioned much deeper in the soil 
and in an unpopulated area, and 
therefore not much risk to human 
beings at that time. What they 
didn't know then, but we know 
now, is the waste that was dumped 
into these pits could slowly leach 
through the soil and contaminate 
the groundwater below. 

While the previous disposal prac- 
tices of "dumping" waste are no 
longer being done, the industrial 
processes at McClellan continue to 
produce hazardous waste. Fortu- 
nately, today's technologic ad- 
vances have enabled McClellan 
employees to use far fewer cherni- 
cals in their industrial processes 
and dispose of generated waste in 
a safe, standard practice. 

designed to keep the public informed of environmental restoration 
activities at the base. 

To be added to the mailing list, please write to: 

Environmental Action Update 
SM-A LC/PA E 

1 5241 Arnold Avenue, Suite 3 



The Public is invited to 
attend the next 

Technical Review 
Committee Meeting 

Thursday, April 21,1994 
9:OO a.m. - 3:00 p.m. 

McClellan AFB 
Officers' Club 

Progress, Continued from page 2 

ues. Base officials envision 5 - 8 SVE systems operational withln the next 5 years. Currently five 
sites across the base have been identified for using the soil vapor extraction system (OU DISite S; 
OU DISite 3; OU C1; IC 7; and IC 1). There is currently one system on-line at OU DISite S (thought 
to be one of the worst contaminated areas on base); another one is expected to be ready in June of 
1994. The remaining three should be on-line by the spring of 1995. 

Environmental Action 
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a site. Necessary for the development of a remediation strategy. 
Most sites at the base are in thls stage. - 
3. Remedial Action - Activities directly related to cleanup. 
4. Program Support - Activities not limited to a single site 
or that support the overall program goals, including, but not lim- 
ited to, performing feasibility studies, treatability studies, and 
records of decision. 

For each of the four categories, a separate priority matrix (see fig- 
ure 2) is used to evaluate which sites are of greater importance 
relative to another. Every one of the 254 identified sites at 
McClellan will be prioritized by the appropriate matrix. 

The following risk calculation factors are used for each site that 
falls under the Site Inspection matrix parameters: 

1.  Risk - Site SpeciJic: Risk calculation is dependent on 
available data from a site. One of several risk models is used 
depending on where the site stands in the remedial process. 
2 .  Public Interest: Input is solicited from the Public and 
Public Representatives concerning the sites in question. 
3 .  Technology Development: A site that has potential for 
testing new, cost-effective remediation technology would receive 
an appropriate ranking value in this category. 
4 .  Project Cost: The projected cost of the project is com- 
pared with the overall budget to see if finding is available for 
cleanup during that budget year. 
5. Base Mission Impacts: Certain projects are sensitive to 
base needs. For example, if there is a site that the base needs for a 
construction project, then that site may receive a higher ranking. 
6. Groundwater Impacts: Potential to contaminate ground- 
water. 

The Remedial Investigation matrix includes all of the above risk 
factors in its matrix along with: 
7. OfSbase migration: Accounts for the possibility for any 
contaminant to migrate offbase. 

The Remedial Action category includes all of these risk factors in 
its matrix along with: 
8. Mass of Contaminants: The total estimated amount of 
contaminants discovered at the site. 

After being evaluated by the priority matrixes, the information 
obtained will be used to gain answers about actions to be pursued 
first. A prioritized project list will be developed based on this 
data. All available resources must then be optimized to make sure 
the project list can be adequately completed. If any discrepancies 
are found, all values are lowered proportionately and run through 
the model again. 

The project list is then taken into the validation stage where the 
final evaluation is made. This evaluation assesses whether or not 
the high priority sites have adequate funding for complete reme- 
diation. 

For further information, you can contact the Community Af- 
fairs Coordinators for the participating agencies: Dorothy WiL 
son of U.S. EPA at (415) 744-2179; Sue Sher of Cal-EPALDTSC 
at (916) 255-3647, or Margaret Gidding of McClellun AFB Pub- 
lic AfSairs at (916) 643-0950. You may also contact your Public 
Representatives: Jim Bryant, representing AFGE Local 1857 at 
(916) 332-3250; Burl Taylor, representing the County of Sacra- 
mento at (916) 344-8165; or Chuck Yarbrough, representing the 
City of Sacramento at (916) 643-0635 (days) or (916) 922-7906 
(evening). 
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E FACTS  tion on About 
Enn!mnment;al CIeaflup 

at McCleUan AFB. 

Risk-Based Prioritization to 
Drive McClellan Cleanup 

Since the basewide environmental cleanup effort started in the early 
1980's, a tremendous amount of data has been collected on the 254 
identified sites. Much is now known about the nature and extent 
of the contamination on base, as well as possible cleanup or reme- 
dial treatment alternatives that may be used to address the prob- 
lem. Based upon this information, the Remedial Project Manag- 
ers from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Cali- 
fornia State Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA), and 
McClellan AFB have developed a computerized Project Prioriti- 
zation Model (PPM). The PPM evaluates sites on an individual 
basis and allocates resources to those sites considered to be the 
most highly contaminated. The PPM is a tool that assists McClellan 
in transitioning to a basewide risk-based approach for cleanup and 
remediation efforts. This approach provides the following ben- 
efits: 

1. Improves Cleanup Process: Enables "high risk" sites to 
be moved quickly toward remedial action, regardless of which geo- 
graphic area they are associated with. This will accelerate progress 
on "higher risk" sites faster than the current schedules allow. 
2. Eliminates Redundant Reports: The transition to the 
basewide risk-based approach eliminates the need for developing 
repetitive Operable Unit Remedial Investigation/Feasability Study 
reports. 
3. Optimizes the Utilization of Resources: This approach 
helps focus the limited resources (financial and personnel) of all 
parties on those actions that are associated with achieving the great- 
est risk reduction. 

The bottom line is a more optimized cleanup process and utiliza- 
tion of the resources (financial and personnel) allocated to achieve 
cleanup. This PPM tool will be utilized by the Remedial Project 
Managers and the Public Representatives on McClellan's Techni- 
cal Review Committee to help focus activities on doing the right 
things first. 

The objective of the Priority Model is to address Risk-Based Goals, 
set by the remedial Project Managers from EPA, Cal-EPA, and 

McClellan AFB (See figure 1). These five risk-based goals are: 

1. Containment - Containment means cutting off contami- 
nant migration pathways such as groundwater or surface water. 
This includes preventing contaminated groundwater plumes from 
migrating offbase, or ensuring that rainwater does not wash sur- 
face contaminants into local creeks. 
2. Hot Spot Removal - In areas of the base requiring irnme- 
diate remediation, these sites will have priority. 
3. Cleanup VOC Contaminated Sites - McClellan AFB ini- 
tiated a "plug-in" approach to cleaning up sites with Volatile Or- 
ganic Compound (VOC) contamination. The Soil Vapor Extrac- 
tion (SVE) Engineering EvaluationICost Analysis (EE/CA) docu- 
ment defines the type of site and the contaminants that can be 
cleaned up using SVE:. When a site matches these conditions, it is 
"plugged in" to the ongoing EEICA action. This results in a quicker 
cleanup action for the site. 
4. Demonstrate Innovative Treatment Technologies - 
McClellan will continue to pursue new technologies that will al- 
low for faster remediation at lower cost. 
5. Investigation - McClellan will continue to investigate any 
area on base with potential of contamination. 

The 254 sites have been dividedprioritized based on risk to hu- 
man health and the environment. This was determined by a math- 
ematical matrix that assigns a ranking value to each site. The 
PPM and criteria (1.e. - Risk Calculation Factors) have been jointly 
developed with input and involvement from the regulatory agen- 
cies and public representatives on the McClellan Technical Re- 
view Committee. The Funding Distribution table in the Prioriti- 
zation Model (figure 1) demonstrates the approximate allocation 
of funds for the re~netlial activity. Since the 254 sites are not all at 
the same point in the cleanup or evaluation process, they will be 
classified by one of the following four categories: 

1. Site Inspection - Activities involved when a site is as- 
sessed at the initial stage. 
2. Remedial Investigation - Activities required to evaluate 

Continued on next page 







! FACTS Inforrmation About 
Environmental Cleanup 

at McClellan AFB. 

Groundwater Operable Unit RI/FS Plan 
Available for Public Comment 

The U.S. Air Force has completed a Remedial Investiga- extent of contamination that resulted from these past dis- 
tionReasibility Study OU/FS) report on the Groundwater posal practices. When the preliminary investigation was 
Operable Unit at McClellan AFB. The RVFS report sum- completed, it confirmed that shallow groundwater beneath 
marizes the remedy selection process, different cleanup the base was contaminated with Volatile Organic Com- 
alternatives, and the rationale b h d  the selected alterna- pounds (VOCs). In 198 1, the DOD developed the Instal- 
tive. The public is encouraged to review the RVFS and lation Restoration Program to evaluate contamination 
other siterelated documents, as the Air Force is seelang problems at DOD installations. 
public comment on the selected cleanup alternative. 

Groundwater Contamination 
There are several different agencies and regulators involved 
in the development of the plan. The ~epartment 
of Defense (DOD), through the Air Force Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) is the lead agency for the 
McClellan site. The U. S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, California Department of Toxic Substances Con- 
trol, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board are 
all contributing agencies to the IRP. The development of 
the proposed plan for remdal  action is required by the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA), as authorized by the 
Superfind Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. 

The Air Force may modify the preferred cleanup alterna- 
tive or select a different response based on new informa- 
tion or comments from the public. The public is encour- 
aged to review and comment on the RUFS during the pub- 
lic comment period, which is July 6 to August 5, 1994. 
The RVFS may be viewed at the three ~nformation reposi- 
tories listed on the back page of this factsheet. 

Background 

McClellan AFB was established as an aircraft repair de- 
pot and supply base in 1936. Due to the nature of the 
repair work, the use of many types of hazardous chemi- 
cals was required to accomplish the base's mission. Tra- 
ditional chemical disposal practices of the time led to 
today's groundwater and soil contamination, In 1979, 
McClellan began environmental testing to determine the 

Soil and gas samples show the presence of contaminants 
in the area of soil between the ground surface and the water 
table. Ths  area of soil is called the vadose zone. The 
contaminants in the vadose zone are considered the main 
cause of the groundwater contamination. Thls contami- 
nation exists in three forms: (1) contaminants attached to 
soil particles storing groundwater, (2) contaminants that 
cannot mix or dissolve in the water, (3) contaminants &s- 
solved in the groundwater. All of the action alternatives 
in the RVFS would contain contaminated groundwaters. 
The objectives of the cleanup alternatives are to protect 
public health and the environment; to prevent migration 
of the contaminants; to use innovative technologies to mini- 
mize the duration and cost of the cleanup action; and to 
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate re- 
quirements . 

A public meeting will be held at the Bell Avenue School 
auditorium on July 20th, from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
A presentation on the RI/FS will be made, and the public 
may obtain copies of the plan for review and comment. If 
advance copies of the RUFS are desired, please submit a 
written request to: 

Margaret Giddmg 
Department of the Air Force 

SM-ALCPA 
524 1 Arnold Avenue 

McClellan AFB, CA 95632-5990 



Public Comment Period 
July 6 - August 5,1994 

This date has been changedfrom the initial 
public comment periodfrom June 1-30,1994 

'Ille public is encouraged to comment 
on the alternatives and site-related 
documents during the public comment 

The RUFS and ite-related documents can be viewed at: 

McClellan AFB Library McClellan AFB 
5703 Skvarla .Avenue Administrative Record 
McClellan AFR, CA 5050 Dudley Boulevard 

91 61643-4&$0 McClellan AFB, CA 
91 6/643-0545 

Rio Linda/Elverta Community Center 
810 Oak Lane 

For More Information Call: 
You are invited to attend the Public Meeting Margaret Gidding Sue Sher 

on the RIFS Plan at the Public Affairs 
Bell Avenue School Auditorium, McClellan AFB DTSC Public Community Relations 
located at 1900 Bell Avenue on 9161643-0950 Participation 415/744-2179 

Wednesday, July 20,1994, 9161255-3647 800123 1-3075 
from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
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Information About 
Environmental Clecznup 

c.r FACTS at M C C ~ ~ ~ ~ C U I  AFB. 

McClellan Expands Groundwater Invest- 
igation to Areas Southeast of Base 

This fact sheet provides a description ofthe basewide 
environmental investigation and cleanup that has been 
underway at  McClellan since 1979, as well a s  informa- 
tion about contamination assessment and cleanup ac- 
tivities in the southeast portion of the base, known a s  
Operable Unit (OU) A. McClellan Air Force Base (AFB) is 
continuing its investigation of environmental contamina- 
tion on- and off-base. McClellan has been expanding its 
investigation of groundwater contamination to areas 
adjacent but outside the borders of the base. For the past 
year, the area south and southeast of the base has been 
under investigation. Figure 1 is a map of the base and the 
location of the various operable units. 

Background 
Since 1979, McClellan has been investigating envi- 

ronmental contamination resulting from past hazardous 
materials handling and disposal practices. As part of a 
basewide investigation, McClellan has been studying the 
groundwater quality on base and in areas surrounding 
the base. 

In June  1983, McClellan completed a preliminary 
investigation which confirmed that groundwater beneath 
the base was contaminated with organic compounds. 
The materials handling and disposal practices that re- 
sulted in the contamination have been stopped. McClellan 
currently uses environmentally safe guidelines for man- 
agement and disposal of petroleum products and sol- 
vents. 

As part of its investigation, McClellan installed and 
sampled monitoring wells off-base to determine the ex- 
tent of groundwater contamination. The results of the 
off-base sampling revealed that contamination had moved 
off-base to the west near OU D. In May 1986, McClellan 
launched a $3.4 million cleanup plan that included 
hooking up approximately 550 residences to municipal 
drinking water sources. These homes, located west of the 
base, had previously used private wells. While these 
wells were not all contaminated, McClellan officials be- 
lieved it was best to connect all residents simultaneously. 

Groundwater cleanup efforts have been prioritized 
based on risk. In March 1987, a $3.2 million groundwater 
treatment plant began treating contaminated groundwa- 
ter beneath OU D. In July 1988, McClellan connected 
monitoring and extraction wells in OU C to the ground- 
water treatment plant. To date, the groundwater treat- 

ment plant has removed more than 41,000 pounds of 
organic contamination from the groundwater beneath 
OU C and D. In July 1990, McClellan's Groundwater 
Treatment Plant was selected for the 1990 Environmen- 
tal Success award given by the National Environmental 
Awards Council. 

McClellan AFB is continuing to make progress in 
determining the nature and extent of groundwater con- 
tamination on and off-base. Groundwater contamina- 
tion can be minimized or removed by treating the source 
of contamination. To remove source contamination, 
McClellan is using innovative treatment technologies to 
clean up  prior waste disposal pits and contaminated soil 
a t  several locations throughout the base. For example, a 
soil vapor extraction system was installed in OU D in 
1992, and this system has removed over 46,000 pounds 
of contamination in pilot tests. 



Operable Unit (Om A 
Operable Unit A is located in the southeast portion 

of McClellan AFB. Aircraft support and maintenance 
facilities have been located in this area since the late 
1930s. Industrial activities and facilities within OU A 
include aircraft and engine maintenance facilities, sur- 
face drainages, underground facilities, laboratories, stor- 
age areas, and warehouses. 

On-base monitoring wells have shown the ground- 
water beneath OU A to be contaminated with volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) such as trichloroethylene 
(TCE). VOCs are organic compounds that readily evapo- 
rate (volatilize) a t  room temperature. W E  is a n  organic 
solvent that was widely used in aircraft maintenance 
activities a t  the base until 1978. 

McClellan has  been investigating groundwater con- 
tamination throughout the base as part of its Groundwa- 
ter OU Remedial Investigation. McClellarl created the 
Groundwater Operable Unit in 1992 to more comprehen- 
sively study basewide groundwater contamination. 
McClellan is also investigating the possibility of installing 
extraction wells and an  additional groundwater treat- 

(RI/FS) in Februa1-y 1'394. The RI/FS for the Groundwa- 
ter Operable Unit will be available for public review: a 
public comment period is planned to begin in April 1994. 

In the past, trace levels of trichloroethylene (TCE) 
have been detected off-base in the shallow groundwater 
zone, approximately 100 to 125 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). The levels of TCE found off-base near OU A are well 
below the maximum contaminant level (MCL) permitted 
by the State of California, which is 5 parts per billion 
(ppb). An MCL is .I dr~nklng water standard promulgated 
under the Safe Dllnking Water Act. 

Figure 2 show ss t hc location of the off-base monitoring 
wells and Table 1 presents some of the groundwater 

J 

sampling results 511- 'KE. 1 

Preliminary results of prioritized study indicate soil I 
and groundwater con tamination has been found on-base, 
southwest of MW 1061 near Site 24 in OU A. This site- 
specific investigation is refining McClellan's understand- 
ing of regional gro~~ridwater quality and flow direction and 
rate. McClellan has expanded its study to off-base areas 
near Site 24, and urill be installing and testing monitoring 3 
wells near the A I ~  Vattonal Guard Station. Potential 

nlent plant in OU A. 

Results of Sampling Off-BaseNear OUA A 'b 
McClellan AFB has  been conducting quarterly 

groundwater sampling in off-base monitoring wells near 
Operable Unit (OU) A. The groundwater plume beneath 
OU A is being further studied to determine flow direction 
and rate. 

McClellan AFB will continue to conduct 
quarterly groundwater sampling and results 
will be presented at  the quarterly Technical A 

Review Committee (TRC) meetings and in 
future fact sheets and newsletters. Results of 
extensive quarterly sampling and analysis of 
cleanup remedies will be presented in the 
draft remedial investigation/feasibility study 

2,250 

I 
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Figure 2 
Extraction, monitoring, and water supply wells on and off base. Contours indicate concentrations 
measured for n=E in parts per billion (ppb) in the shallow groundwater zone. 
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sources of the groundwater contamination will be inves- Rio Linda Public Library " 
tigated and remedlated. More information on results of 902 Oak Lane 
study in this area will be provided a t  future TRC meet- Rio Linda, CA 95673 
ings, newsletters, and fact sheets. Phone: 9 16/99 1-45 15 

Information Repositories 
Hours: Wed. 3 p.m. - 8 p.m., Thurs. 1 p.m. - 6 p.m.. 

Frl and Sat I p.m. - 5 p.m. 
McClellan AFB maintains information repositories 

containing fact sheets, minutes from Technical Review McClellan AFB Library 
Committee meetings, technical documents, the Commu- 5703 Skvarla Avenue 
nity Relations Plan, and other reference materials. For McC]e]lan AFB, CA 95652-1204 
further information, please contact Debbie Heindel, Com- phone: 9 16/643-4640 
munity Relations Coordinator, a t  (9 16) 643-0830, ext. Hours: Man. - Thurs. a.m. - 8 p.m., 
385. Fri.-Sat. 10a.m. -5p.m.,Sun.  11 a .m.-5p .m.  

For More Information Contact Table 1 - TCE Concentrations @ p b ~  
in 03-base Monitoring Wells 

10/2/92 4/ 13/93 Community Affairs Public 
Coordinators Representatives 

Debbie Heindel 
McClellan AFB 
Publtc Affatrs 

643-0830, ext. 385 

Nontietert able 

Nondetectal>le 

0.68 

Monitonng Well 1067 
( 104 to 124 feet bgs) 

Mon~toring Well 28D 
(125 to 135 frrt 1)gs) 

Monitoring Well 106 1 

(98 to 118 feet bgs) 

Dorothy Wilson 
U.S. EPA 

(4 1 5) 744-2 179 
(800) 23 1-3075 

a Thir was the tlrst t ~ m t  thlq well showrd any drtrctablc colicrn 
tratlon, berause the well has, h~~tor l ra l ly  been dry Again the 
roricentration detpcted 15 far below the state MCI, 

1.3 

Nond~tectable 

Nond~tertable 

Sue Sher 
CaL-EPAIDTSC 

255-3647 

Jlm Bryant 
AFGE Local 185 7 

322-3250 

Chuck Yarbrough 
Clty oJSacramnlo 

643-0635 (day) 
922-7906 (evening) 

Burl Taylor 
Sacramnto County 

344-8 165 
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Environmental 
Action 

LIPDATE 
McClellan Restoration Advisory Board 

Hosts First Public Meeting 
The first full meeting of the McClellan Air Force 
Base Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) was held at 
Vineland Elementary School on Wednesday, January 
18, 1995. The order ofbusiness for the meeting was 
to establish the RAB as a I11-fimctioning, organized 
body. During the meeting RAB members developed 
a charter that defined the operating policies of the 
organization. 

The purpose of McClellan's 
RAB is to present opportuni- 
ties for communities to come 
together with the Air Force 
and environmental regulatory 
agencies to offer advice on the 
cleanup process for 
McClellan's Installation Res- 
toration Program The RAB 
community members will pro- 
vide advice to assist in the 
decision making process on 
restoration issues. The RAB 
is a forum to be used for the 

Three subcommittees to the RAB were established 
to use the existing knowledge, expertise and interests 
of the RAB members to aid in the exchange of 
information. The subcommittees are: a Community 
Relations subcommittee to guide the community 
outreach program, a Relative Risk Ranking 
subcommittee to provide input on ranking sites by 
priority, and a Technical Report Review subcommit- 

McCIellan RAB members fine tune their charter 

expression and consideration of all points of view. 

The RAB consists of twenty-four members made up 
of community and local business representatives, 
state and federal regulatory agency representatives, 
elected officials, a federal union representative, and 
McClellan personnel. By unanimous vote, Charles 
Yarbrough was elected the RAB Community Co- 
Chair. He will serve for one year alongside Mario 
Ierar4 the Department of Defense RAB Co-Chair 
fiom McClellan. 

tee for the review of technical documents on the 
Installation Restoration Program at McClellan. 

The next RP;B meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. on 
Wednesday, April 19 at the Vineland Elementary 
School in Rio Linda. A posterboard session will 
precede the meeting fiom 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. 
Members ofthe public are encouraged to participate. 

For a complete list of all RAB members, please see 
the table on page three. 



Unit Operable @ 
U pdate *E w*  

Site Characterization Follows Drum Discovery in Operable Unit C 
In October of 1994, two drums with radioactive radiation has not entered the groundwater. 
labels were discovered at McClellan AFB at the site McClellan will continue to monitor these wells to 
of an old disposal pit, now known as Confirmed Site check for contamination. 
(CS) 10. Located within Operable Unit C, CS 10 
closed in 1957 and is the oldest disposal pit in a series McClellan is performing a thorough search of the 
of five in the area. Before 1959, burying low level base to ensure there are no other radiologically 
radioactive waste was a common practice. There are contaminated sites. When the contamination was 
no known records describing the contents of these first discovereci, McClellan took steps to make sure 
pits. CS 10 has been fenced to restrict access to the the contaminatilon did not pose an immediate threat 
area. to human health or the environment. A more 

comprehensive 'study is now being conducted and the 
Since the discovery of the drums, McClellan has next step is to characterize the contents ofthe drum 
taken several steps to finther characterize the area. markedwiththe radioactivelabelat CS 10 (one ofthe 
McClellan has hired an outside contractor to perform drums was enqlty). A more extensive surface - 
a surface characterization of CS 10 and a scan of characterization of the additional areas previously 1 
adjacent disposal pits. The characterization also scanned is plantlecl. 
included soil sampling for radiation. The low level 
radiation discovered to this date is harmless beyond a McClellan is working closely with federal, state and 

1 few feet fiom the point of discovery. Groundwater local regulators to ensure that appropriate steps are 
monitoring wells were also installed adjacent to CS being taken to1 adequately resolve this potential 
10 to determine if radiation has entered the contamination problem. 
groundwater. All sample results have indicated 

Fact Sheets Provide Detailed Information on Important 
Aspects of Cleanup at McClellan 

McClellan uses fact sheets to give detailed 
information on specific topics that are important to 
the cleanup effort and the community. For example, 
as technologies for environmental cleanup are tested 
and advanced, McClellan typically uses fact sheets to 
highhght new technologies being tested and explain 
how they work and how they can benefit McClellan's 
Installation Restoration Program. Fact sheets, 

'The Facts", have been used to relay this 
special information for more than five years. To date, 
McClellan has published 23 issues of The Facts, and 

public participation in the cleanup process. 
Facts is an informational publication and often 
solicits comments and responses fiom the commu- 
nity. The three latest issues published within the last 
several months art: summarized as follows: 

The Facts #2 1 "McClellan Announces Change to the 
Groundwater Operable Unit Proposed Plan" - This 
fact sheet describes the change to the containment 
volume in the overall plan to prevent groundwater 
fiom fhrther migration. The change, made in 

continues to use it as a valuable tool to encourage consultation with and approval fiom the California 
Continued on page 3 

I 

I 2 



Environmental Protection Agency and the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, will result 
in a significant reduction in cost (over $14.4 million 
dollars total). 

The Facts #22 "Soil Vapor Extraction System - 
Progress at Investigative Clusters 1 & 7 in Operable 
Unit B" - This fact sheet discusses the new Soil 
Vapor Extraction (SVE) systems used in Operable 
Unit B. SVE systems have been extensively tested at 
the base and found to be highly effective and 
economical at removing soil contaminants. 

The Facts #23 "McClellan Tests Two-Phase 
Technology" - This fact sheet tells how the Two- 
phase extraction system is being tested at sites where - 

contaminated soils have caused groundwater 
contamination. Preliminary results show Two-phase 
extraction has proven to be highly effective at 
removing contamination fiom the soil and ground- 
water. 

If you would like to be on our mailing list or for 
copies of these fact sheets, or for more information 

on fact sheets and newsletters published by 
McClellan AFB, please contact Margaret Gidding 

1' at (916) 643-0950 

The Urban Creeks Council is sponsoring a 

cleanup of Don Julio Creek, Saturday April 
22 from 900 t o  11:30 a.m. Participants can 
meet a t  the credit union parking lo t  on base 
a t  8:45 a.m. ARer the creek cleanup, come 
.t;o the Discovery Museum and Learning Cen- 
ter; a t  3615 Auburn Boulevard, for a picnic 
and other activities from noon t o  200 p.m. 

The public is invited to 
attend the next meet- 
ing of the McClellan AFB Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB) on Wednesday, April 19 at the Vine- 
land School, located at 6450 20th Street in RIO Linda. 

#' 

I Mark Malinowski 
Sue Sher (Alternate) 

Charles Yarbrough - Community Co-Chair 

Cal-EPAIDepartment of 
Toxic Substances Control 

Stephen C. Brown 

Joan Calhoun 

Edward Freuer 

Bill Gibson 

Earl Hovda 

Jeannie Lewis 

Susan McKee 

Joseph R. Ogle 

Burl Taylor 

Mario Ierardi - McClellan @OD) Co-Chair 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Rio Linda Water District 

Community 

Congressman Vic Fazio 

Community 
- - 

Community 

James Bryant 

Del Callaway 

Mannard G. Gaines 

Sheila Guerra 

John Leuthe 

Bruce McCloud 

Ben Norman 

Sirneon Okoroike 

State and Federal Regulatory Agency and U.S. Air Force Members 

Kirk Schmalz 
Elaine Anderson (Alternate) 

AFGE Local 1857 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Community 

Joe Healy 
Dorothy Wilson (Alternate) 

McClellan AFB 
Remedial Program Manager I 

Staff Member Congressman Robert Matsui 

US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Alex MacDonald 

Cal-EPAIRegional Water 
Quality Control Board 
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For  M o r e  
Tnformution 

Margaret Gidding 
McClellan AFB 
Community Relations 
Coordinator 
(916) 643-0950 

Sue Sher 
Cal-EPAIDTSC 

Public Participation 
Specialist 

(916) 255-3647 

Dorothy Wilson 
United States EPA 

, 
Community Relations 
(415) 744-2179 

~Gar tment  of the Air Force 
SM-ALCJPAE 
50 5 0 Dudley Boulevard, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95652-1389 
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Addendum 
In our last Envirorunental Action Update, we featured an 
article titled ''Radiation and the Environment," and we also 
had a section tilled "Compute Your hw Radation 
Exposure." 

The article pointed out some natural sources of radiation, such 
as cosmic rays ancl radioactive elements naturally existing in 
soil, air and water. Among the elements naturally existing in 
soil, air and water, the hghest contributing factor to 
background ra&ation exposure is Radon, a rdoactive gas 
that comes from the natural breakdown of Uranium. Figure 1 
shows the percentages of the average contributions to 
background ra&al.ion for a person living in the United States. 

T h e  2 5 t h  A n n i v e r s a r y  
of E a r t h  Day is I 

Other 1% L-------" - Consumer 
Nuclear -,- c-- 7 Products 3% 
Medlcine 4% - C o s m i c  8% 

Terrestrial 8%) 

- -  ~ e d i c a l  X-rays 11% 

Internal 1 1'36 --- 

I -Radon 54% 

Figure 1 
Average Contributions to Background Radiation --- 
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UPDATE 
Restoration Advisory Board Takes Shape 

The complete transition of the Technical Review Com- 
mittee (TRC) to the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) 
has been completed at McClellan AFB. The deadline for 
applications for RAB membership was extended from 
October 14 to October 24. Applications were reviewed 
by the Environmental Community Relations Steering 
Committee and a list of recommended members was com- 
piled. This list was then given to Major General John 
Phillips, McClellan's commanding officer, for review and 
ratification. Letters were mailed to selected RAB mem- 
bers on December 12, 1994. 

As with the TRC, all members of the public are encour- 
aged to attend and participate in RAB meetings. For 
more information, please contact the following people: 
Margaret Gidding, Environmental Community Relations 
Coordinator at McClellan AFB, at (9 16) 643-0950; Sue 
Sher, Public Participation Specialist with Cal EPA-DTSC, 
at (916) 255-3647; Public Representatives Burl Taylor 
at (9 16) 344-8 165 and Chuck Yarbrough at (9 16) 643- 
0635 (daytime) or (9 16) 922-7906 (evening); Jim Bry- 
ant representing AFGE Local 1857 at (916) 332-3250. 

The RAB will initially meet quarterly to review and com- 
ment on technical documents and plans relating to the 
ongoing environmental cleanup activities at McClellan. 
Members will be expected to act as a liaison with the 

i community and be available to meet with community 
f members and groups. The RAB will develop a charter 
1 and operating procedures to go by. 

Goals of the RAB are to act as a focal point for exchange 
of information between local community members, 
McClellan AFB, the United States Environmental Pro- 
tection Agency (US EPA), and two agencies within the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) 
- the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). The RAB is not a consensus seeking or de- 
cision making body. It serves to voice concerns of com- 
munity members and other interested parties affected by 
McClellan's cleanup activities. The RAB is intended to 
bring together community members and other interested 
parties who reflect diverse interests within the local area. 
This enables early and continued two-way exchange of 
information, concerns, values and needs between the af- 
fected communities, the state and federal regulatory agen- 
cies and McClellan AFB. 

Building 252 Update 
In the last Environmental Action Update (Summer '94), 
the front page featured a story on Building 252 and the 
radium contamination discovered. To complete the in- 
vestigation of the building, coordination with the Air 
Force's Radioisotope Committee (RIC) needed to take 
place. 

Once obtained, further testing in the October '94 time- 
frame revealed additional contamination in a newer part 
of Building 252 in pipes and in soil within an excavated 
trench. The discovery was investigated and remediation 
will restart on January 4, 1995 if the RIC has approved 
the Health and Safety Plan and Work Plan submitted by 
McClellan for the site. 

All contractual and funding issues have been worked out. 
There is a tenant activity waiting to occupy the building. 
The activity has temporarily moved to Mather AFB from 
the closing Sacramento Army Depot, and plans to move 
into Building 252 during November 1995. 



FY95 Budget Focuses on Remediation aver Investigation 
With the fierce competition between Department of De- fund bases that are prepared to clean up now, rather than 
fense (DoD) installations for restoration funding, continuing to study their problems. DoD has issued a 
McClellan Air Force Base will devote 82% of their Fis- goal for bases to use 60% of their budgets towards ac- 
cal Year 1995 (FY95) budget towards remediating con- tual cleanup to reduce risk to public health and the envi- 
taminated sites, a 42% increase over cleanup funds in ronment. Because McClellan will allocate 82% of the 
FY94's budget. Competition stems from a 20% cut in FY95 funds to cleanup, it will position them well in the 
DoD funds for base restoration. For FY95, DoD sub- competition for funding. 
mitted an initial request of $2.2 billion dollars, but in- 
stead will only receive $1.78 billion dollars for remedial McClellan has proposed a budget of $24.6 million dol- 
programs. lars for FY95. a 20% decrease compared to funding re- 

ceived in FY93. McClellan's challenge will be maintain- 
McClellan Environmental Management Chief Mario Ier- ing momenturri with their cleanup program while faced 
ardi stated that there is a preference within the DoD to with less dollar!< to implement its program. 

Operable Unit 
Update @ 

Tip from Former Base Employee Leads to Buried Drums 
Based on the memory of a former McClellan employee, the early to mid 1950s. Disposing such materials into 
base environmental officials have discovered several waste pits and covering them over was the standard ac- 
drums with radioactive symbols in an old landfill in Op- cepted practice of' the time. Mr. Boothe related this in- 
erable Unit C. Leland Boothe, an aircraft mechanic at formation to E3url Taylor, Sacramento County's public 
McClellan during the 1950s, recalled seeing bulldozers representative to the former Technical Review Cornrnit- 
digging trenches to the west of the runways, and trucks tee (now the Restoration Advisory Board). A complete 
disposing 50 gallon drums into them some time during investigation of the findings and the site is under way. 

*4 
'x 

Radiation and the Environment 
The discovery of the drums with the radioactive symbols 
has prompted many questions about the hazards associ- 
ated with radiation exposure. Scientists know that large 
doses of radiation are harmful, but no ill effects have 
ever been directly experienced for exposures below 
50,000 units (millirems). In order to examine low-level 
radiation effects, studies were conducted on large num- 
bers of people that have received small doses of radia- 
tion to determine if that population has a higher inci- 
dence of illness. 

In formulating a basis for comparison, natural exposure 
to radiation must be accounted for. Over the course of 
one year, the average American is exposed to between 
100 to 300 units of background radiation. This radiation 
is from medical x-rays and other natural sources of ra- 

diation, such as cosmic rays, radioactive elements natu- 
rally existing in soil, water and air. For example, Colo- 
rado residents receive twice the amount of radiation as 
the average American because of Colorado's altitude and 
its many naturally radioactive ores. If radioactive levels 
over 200 units ?&ere linked to increases in cancer, Colo- 
rado would show higher instances of cancer. However. 
Colorado residenls have one of the lowest cancer rates 
in the country. l'his does not disprove any low-level ra- 
diationlcancer connection, but it does strongly indicate 
that the radiation effects must be small in comparison 
with other causes of cancer. 

The National Clouncil on Protection and Measurements 
has reviewed the enormous amounts of radiation research 
data available from test animals as well as what is known 
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SOME COMMONLY USED ACRONYMS 

day course of business. As more and more community members are becoming involved with resto- 

nyms and terms commonly used in articles, factsheets, newslette 

stands for Comprehensive can be investigated and cleaned up on an independent 
CERCLA Environmental Response, timeframe. 
Compensation and Liability Act (also known as 
Superfund). The Superfund Act, established in 1980, stands for Polychlorinated Biphenyl, a 
provides the federal government with the mechanism PCB chemical compound used in transform- 
to take emergency or remedial action to clean up both ers and capacitors for insulating PurPoses, and in gas 
abandoned or existing disposal sites whenever there pipeline systems as a lubricant. 
is a release or potential threat of a release of a haz- 
ardous substance which may endanger public health stands for Remedial Investigation/ 
and welfare. RIPS Feasibility Study. The RI/FS is the 

investigation conducted in an OU to determine what 
Engineering Evaluation/COst contaminants exist and the risks posed by those con- EE/CA The 's the taminants, followed by the study which evaluates the 

evaluation of a 'leanup The public is different cleanup options available for the sites. 
entitled to comment on this document. McClellan 
uses the EEICA process to implement a quick 
cleanup. is the acronym for Volatile Organic 

'OC Compound. VOCs are compounds 
is the abbreviation for Operable Unit. such as cleaning solvents, degreasing agents, and used OU McClellan has been divided into separate fuels. VOCs are the most widespread contaminant 

preliminary areas of study (operable units), so each at McClellan. 

Continued from page 2 

from accidental, occupational and medical exposure on 
humans. They have recommended limits on exposure 
that have been widely adopted by regulatory agencies in 
countries around the world. These limits are considered 
to be very conservative by most workers in the field. The 
average person may not receive more than 500 units per 
year. Workers exposed to radiation on the job may not 
receive more than 5,000 units each year. 

To find out your average yearly radiation exposure, please 
turn to "Compute Your Own Radiation Exposure" on 
page 4. 

Environmental Action Update 
is a publication of the Environmental Division 
of the Public Affairs Office, McClellan AFB, 
CA, designed to keep the public informed of 
environmental restoration activities at the base. 
To be added to the mailing list, please write 
to: Environmental Action Update, SM-ALCI 
PAE, 5050 Dudley Boulevard, Suite 3, 
McClellan AFB, CA 95652- 1389 



We live in a radioactive world. Radiation is all'around us and is part of our natural environment. By filling out 
this form, you will get an idea of the amount you are exposed to every year. 
The average American is exposed to between 100 and ,300 units per year. 

Cosmic radiation that reaches Earth: 44 If you've had intestinal x-rays, add 210: - 

Because cosmic radiation is modified by the 
For each 1500 miles you've flown in a jet atmosphere, add 1 for every I00 feet 

above sea level (Sacramento is 25 ft.) .25 airplane during the year, add 1 unit: - 

If your dwelling is brick or concrete add 45 If you live withrn 5 miles of a nuclear or 
stone add 50 coal-fired power plant, add 0.3: 
wood add 35 - 

Ground Radiation (U.S . Average): 

Water, Food, Air Radiation (U.S. Average): 

If you live more than 5 miles from a nuclear 
15 or coal-fired power plant, add 0: - 

If you've had a chest x-ray this year, add 
9 units for each one: - 

25 
Nuclear weapons testing fallout: 

TOTAL: - 

A meeting of the  McClellan 
Please Rest,or;ation Advisory Board 

will be held on Wednesday, 

Mark Your .January 18, 1995 
a t  7 :00 p.m. in t he  Main Auditorium of 

Calendars! Vineland Elementary ~ G ~ O O I  
located .st; 63450 20-t;h 5 t ree t  in Rio Linda 

Environmental Action 

UPDATE 
Department of the Air Force 
SM-ALC/PAE 
5050 Dudley Boulevard, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95652-1389 
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FIRST-CLASS MAIL 
US POSTAGE PAID 
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McClellan AFB Proposes 
Cleanup Plan for Davis  Site 

Produced by McClellan AFB Environmental Management May 1994 

The U.S. Air Force is-requesting 
public comments on this Proposed 
Plan for cleanup of soil and ground- 
water contamination at  the Davis, 
Global Communications Site (Davis 
Site) near Davis, California. This Pro- 
posed Plan summarizes the Reme- 
dial Investigation/Feasibility 
Study (RI/FS) report. The RI/FS re- 
port can be reviewed a t  the informa- 
tion repositories listed on page l l of 
this Proposed Plan. The Proposed 
Plan provides a description of the 
four cleanup alternatives developed 
for cleaning u p  soil and groundwater 
contamination a t  the Davis Site. 
Words highlighted in bold are de- 
fined in the glossary on page 10. 

The Air Force's preferred cleanup 
alternative has two elements, cleanup 
of contaminated soil and contain- 
ment and treatment of contaminated 
groundwater. The Air Force pro- 
poses to remove contamination from 
soil using a soil vapor extraction 
(SVE) system. Extracted vapors 
would be treated before being vented 
to the atmosphere. For the contami- 
nated groundwater, the Air Force 
proposes to extract and treat the 
groundwater using advanced ultra- 
violet (UV) oxidation technology. 
Treated groundwater will be injected 
onsite or used for imgation on a 
nearby farm. 

I Center (316 Acres) I 

figure 1 
Site M a p  

Background 
by farmland on all sides, except 

The Davis Site is located ap- on the west where it is  bounded 
proximately 20 miles southwest by Wilson Park (see Figure 1). 
of McClellan Air Force Base (AFB) The Davis Site is situated near 
and 5 miles south of the City of the Yolo-Solano County border, 
Davis. The Davis Site is surrounded approximately 5 miles south of 

Opportunities for Community Involvement 

- 

Public Meeting M a y  19 from 7-9 p.m. 

You are invited to an upcoming meeting regarding the 
investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater contami- 
nation at the Davis Site. The Air Force will present a 
summary of the cleanup alternatives. The meeting will be 
held at: Holmes Junior High School 

Multi-purpose Room 
1220 Drexel Drive 
Davis, California 

You will have' the opportunity to ask questions and com- 
ment on the clean-up alternatives. A Spanish/English 
translator will be at the meeting. A map to Holmes Junior 
High School is provided on page 12. 

Public Comment Period M a y  6 - June 9,1994 
We encourage you to comment on the alternatives and 
site-related documents during the public comment period. 
Comments may be submitted either verbally or in writing 
(English and Spanish) at the public meeting, or you can 
send written comments postmarked no later than June 9, 

1994 to: Victoria Merriweather 
Dept. of the Air Force SM-ALC/PA 

5241 Arnold Avenue, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95652- 1089 

All comments received by the Air Force will be considered 
in the selection of a final clean-up plan for the Davis Site. 



Interstate 8 0  a t  the intersection of 
County Roads 104 and 36. Since 
the 1950s, the 3 16-acre facility has  
been a communications center an- 
nex to McClellan AFB. It is.staffed 
24 hours a day by members of the 
2049th Communications Squadron. 

In 1985, soil contaminated with 
petroleum hydrocarbons was dis- 
covered around three leaking un-  
derground diesel fuel storage tanks. 
The tanks were drained and subse- 
quently removed in 1988. During 
the underground tank investigation, 
soil and groundwater samples col- 
lected below the tanks were found 
to be contaminated with petroleum 
hydrocarbons and volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs). VOCs include 
substances such a s  solvents and 
degreasers. 

How McCLeZlan investi- 
gated the contamination 

Since 1985, several investiga- 
tions have been conducted to deter- 
mine the nature and extent of con- 
tamination. Over 500 soil, soil gas, 
and groundwater samples have been 
collected and analyzed. At present 
there are 14 soil vapor monitoring 

points and 43  groundwater wells 
used to monitor vadose zone arid 
groundwater contamination. . 

Understanding the  geology, 
groundwater, and extent of con- 
tamination a t  the Davis Site is : I  

complex task. The subsurface at 
the site can be separated into 1111: 
vadose zone and saturated zone. 
The vadose zone is the area that  
exists below ground surface anti 
above the groundwater table. 'I'hc: 
vadose zone consists of soil par- 
ticles and voids or spaces betwer:n 
the soil particles. Contamination 
in the vadose zone generally takes 
the form of soil gas or vapor that 
occupies the voids between soil 
particles. 

- The saturated zone is the area 
beneath the groundwater table where 
water fills all voids between soil 
particles. Contamination within the  
saturated zone is referred to as  
groundwater contamination. 

To determine the nature and 
extent of contamination, three types 
of samples were collected: son, soil 
gas, and groundwater. Soil samples 
were collected a t  different deplh:; 

when soil borings were drilled. 
Soil gas was collected from soil 
borings, or from soil vapor moni- 
toring points. Groundwater samples 
were typically collected from ground- 
water monitoring wells. 

Groundwater 

Understanding the geology (how 
the clay, sand,  and other materi- 
als are arranged) and hydrogeology 
(how water moves through those 
materials) is important'to under- 
standing contaminant migration 
and how groundwater can be con- 
tained. During the investigation, 
five geologic zones or layers were 
identified beneath the Davis Site. 
Figure 2 s h ~ w s  the approximate 
thickness and composition of each 
of the five layers. The zones have 
been named A (also known a s  the 
vadose zone), B, C, D, and E, with 
the A Zone being the shallowest 
layer and the E Zone being the 
deepest. These geologic layers are 
made up  of coarse-grained mate- 
rials, like sand and gravel that  are 
highly permeable, and other ma- 
terials like silt and clay that  are 
not very permeable. 

0 
(Winter Water Table) 

A Zone 
(Vadose 
Zone) 

Q) 8 65 
'C L 

3 
B Zone 

V) 
95 

3 

2 c Zone 
CJ 

5 145 - 
Q) m 
C, 

D Zone 
Q) 
Q) 

I 1  r n r  

Approx. Vertical Scale: lW=75' 0 Fine-Grained Coarse-Grained 

Figure 2 
Geologic Zones 



Groundwater a t  the Davis Site 
tends to move through layers of gravel 
or sand, called aquifers or ground- 
water zones. Groundwater moves 
slowly in comparison to surface wa- 
ter, such as  rivers or streams. Ground- 
water flows both horizontally and 
vertically. 

The regional hydrologic condi- 
tions are complicated by heavy agri- 
cultural pumping near the Davis Site 
in the summertime. Groundwater 
levels drop by as  much a s  40 feet a s  
a result of agriculturd pumping. From 
May through October, groundwater 
is pulled downward from the B and C 
Zones to the D and E Zones. This 
downward movement of the ground- 
water provides an  opportunity for 
contamination to move into lower 
zones. 

Types of contamination 
The predominant contaminants 

of concern in the groundwater be- 
neath the Davis Site are VOCs, par- 
ticularly trichloroethene(TCE), 

perchloroethene (PCE), 1.1- 
dichloroethene (1, 1-DCE), and vi- 
nyl chloride. 

VOC contamination a t  the Davis 
Site is believed to be the result of 
past disposal practices and/or ac- 
cidental spills. Soil and soil gas 
samples taken from surface and 
subsurface soils show the presence 
of VOCs and petroleum hydrocar- 
bon contamination. Groundwater 
samples collected from the produc- 
tion well and monitoring wells a t  
the Davis Site show contamination 
in the B, C, D, and Ezones. Ground- 
water samples have been analyzed 
for VOCs, semi-volatile organic com- 
pounds, pesticides, metals, and 
trihalomethanes. 

Extent of contamination 
Contamination in both the va- 

dose zone and the groundwatkr are 
characterized in two ways: first, by 
the extent of the contamination 
and second, by the concentration 
of contaminants. Contamination in 

the vadose zone is considered to be 
the source of contamination to the 
groundwater. 

Contamination in the vadose 
zone is less widespread than the 
contamination in the groundwa- 
ter. The vadose zone contamina- 
tion extends over an-area of about 
4 acres, while the groundwater con- 
tamination spreads out over a n  
area of about 30 acres. All of the 
known contamination is near the 
center of and within the bound- 
aries of the site. The known ground- 
water contamination is over 500 
feet from the nearest property bound- 
ary. Figures 3A through 3 E  show 
the extent of contamination within 
each zone. 

At the Davis Site, approximately 
85 percent of the VOC contamina- 
tion occurs within the A, B, and C 
Zones. As the VOC contamination 
m w e s  downward from the vadose 
zone into the deeper zones it tends 
to spread out and decrease in con- 
centration. 

I = Contamination I I = Contamination 
Fiaure 3B Fiaure 30 I 
Extent of Groundwater Extent of Groundwater 

= Contamlnatlon 
Figure 3C 
Extent of Groundwater 
Contamination in the C Zone 
Davis Global Communications Si te  



I Table 1 . 

Ranae of Contaminant Concentrations Found in Vadose Zone and Groundwater 

Range of detected 
concentrations (ppb) 

July 1992 - November 1993 

Compound Maximum Contaminant 
Level (ppb) 

Zone 

PCE 

% TCE 

Vadose (A)  
B 
C 
D 
E 

Vadose (A) 
B 
C 
D 
E 

Vadose (A)  
B 
C 
D 
E 

Contaminant Concentra- 
tions 

Vinyl Chloride 

Table 1 provides the range of 
concentrations in the vadose and 
groundwater zones ofTCE, PCE, 1 , l -  
DCE, and vinyl chloride. In the va- 
dose zone, PCE is the major con- 
taminant of concern. Maximum con- 
taminant levels (MCLs) do not exist 
for soil contamination. However, the 
goal for cleaning up  contamination 
in the vadose zone is to eliminate it 
a s  a source of groundwater contami- 
nation. The State and Federal MCL 
for PCE is 5 parts per billion (ppb). 
In the B and D Zones, PCE is above 
its MCL, while in the C and E Zones, 
PCE has  been detected a t  or below 
the MCL. 

TCE is elevated above the State 
and Federal MCL of 5 ppb in the B, 
C, and D Zones. In the E Zone, it is 
below the MCL. The State MCL for 
1.1 -DCE is 6 ppb. 1.1 -DCE, occurs 

ND = Not Detected *MCLs do not exist for soil. .' California MCL. The Federal MCL is 7ppb. 

Vadose (A) 
B 
C 
D 
E 

above its MCL only in the B Zone. 
Vinyl chloride is elevated above the 
Federal MCL 0.f 0.5 ppb in the: B 
Zone only. 

Target Volume 

ND to .004 
2.3 to 66 

ND 
ND 
ND 

The target volume is the esti- 
mated volume of contamination 
within each zone which must be 
cleaned up  to restore the site to 
meet regulatory cleanup goals. These 
goals state that the site must be 
restored to a level where no VOC 
contamination can be detected in 
vadose zone or groundwater moni- 
toring wells. Final cleanup stan- 
dards will be established based on 
performance data gathered during 
operation of the interim groundwa- 
ter remedial action. 

* 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 

The results of soil gas and grouncl- 
water sampling are used to develop 
a target volume for site cleanup. 
Target volumes for each zone are 
shown in Table 2. 

The majority of groundwater con- 
tamination has  been found in the B 
and C Zones. Estimates indicate four 
extraction wells will be needed to 
capture the contamination in the B 
and C Zones (Target Volume 1). with 
a n  estimated flow rate of up to 380 
gallons per minute (gpm). Nine ex- 
traction wells will be needed to cap- 
ture the target volumes of contami- 
nated groundwater from the B, C, D, 
and E Zones (Target Volume 2). a t  a n  
estimated flow rate of up  to 820 gpm. 
These extraction rates are consid- 
ered adequate to capture the tar- 
geted contamination during summer 
groundwater conditions. During winter 
conditions, total flow rates can be 
reduced to approximately one-third 
of the summer rates. 

Ongoing Site Work 

Remediation of petroleum hydro- 
carbon (diesel) contaminated soil is 
managed under the Underground Stor- 



age Tank Program. Currently, a pi- 
lot-level bioventing study is under- 
way to determine the effectiveness of 
this technology in treating diesel con- 
tamination. Bioventing is a low-cost 
method of reducing or eliminationg 
diesel contamination. 

The bioventing process involves 
supplying oxygen to the area of soil 
contamination. Oxygen is delivered 
to the area of soil contamination by 
pumping air into the ground using 
small-diameter wells. The air pro- 
vides oxygen to naturally occurring 
micro-organisms which need oxygen 
to survive. When supplied with a 
sufficient amount of oxygen, micro- 
organisms break down the diesel con- 
tamination to nonhazardous by-prod- 
ucts. from this studywi11 be well. The major difference in con- more efficiently in areas of fine- 
available by February 1995. struction is that the portion of the grained materials. 

Pitot Studies well that is open to the groundwater Results from these studies will 
is constructed horizontally (parallel be evaluated to determine their po- 

Two other pilot-level studies are to the ground surface) instead of tential uses at the Davis Site during 
planned for the Davis Site during the vertically. The horizontal portion of site cleanup. 
next two years. One study involves the well is usuallv constructed in a 

Table 2 
Target Volumes for Each Zone of Contamination 

evaluating an innovative technology zone of contamination. This allows Additional wells will be installed 
for treating-contaminated groundwa- more of the contaminated ground- at the Davis Site to provide monitor- 
ter. The other study involves intstalling water to be in contact with, and ing for contamination during site 
a horizontal well to capture ground- pumped out of the well. cleanup. Installation and testing of 

- 

Zone 

A 
I3 

C 

Total Target Volume 1 (A-C) 

1) 
E 

Total Target Volume 2 (A-E) 

water contamination. interim cleanup methods is sched- 
Installation and 'peration Of a uled to begin in Ule Spring of 1995. A horizontal well functions in the horizontal well could serve to cap- 

Target Volume (gallons) 

2,1 00,000* 
40,700,000 

56,000,000 

97,500,000 gallons + 2,100,000 cu ft 

76,100,000 . 
74,600,000 

248,200,000 gallons + 2,100,000 cu ft 

same capacity as a standard vertical ture groundwater contamination 

* The A Zone contarn~nat~on volume IS glven m unlts of cublc feet. 

How were health risks evaluated? 

As part of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for the Davis Site, a 
preliminary risk assessment was conducted to identify potential chemicals of 
concern a t  the site and characterize potential risks to humans and the 
environment. The risk assessment examined potential health effects if 
individuals were exposed to contaminated groundwater or soil gas. 

The contaminants of concern evaluated in the preliminary risk assessment 
were VOCs in the vadose zone and groundwater, and petroleum hydrocarbons 
and semivolatile organic compounds in subsurface and stockpiled soils. 
Exposures to these contaminants were based on the highest concentrations 
detected at the site. The results from the risk assessment indicate that some 
action may be required to reduce potential risks to human health if the 
groundwater was not treated before it was used. However, no imminent or 
substantial threat to human health currently exists under present 
conditions. The risk assessment is available at the information reposito- 
ries listed on page 11. 



Cleanup Alternatives Evaluated 

Alternative 
No-Action in the Vadose Zone and Groundwater 

The No-Action alternative serves a s  a "baseline" against which other alternatives are compared. This 
alternative is  evaluated to determine the risks to public health and thc. environment if no action were 
taken to contain or treat the VOC contamination. The No-Action option for the vadose zone would leave 
the VOC contaminants in place within the soil, where they would ccjntinue to migrate either to the 
surface or percolate downward to the groundwater. For the groundwater, the No-Action option would 
allow contaminants in the A, B, C, D, and E zones to continue to nlcbve laterally and vertically with the 
possibility of moving beyond the Davis Site boundaries. Alternative 1 would involve continuing vadose 
zone and groundwater monitoring, but  no additional cleanup activities would be conducted. Alternative 
1 does not satisfy the nine criteria listed on page 7. Costs will be i~ ic~ l r red  for continued monitoring. 

Alternative 2: 

Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) in the Vadose Zone/No-Action in the Groundwater 

Alternative 2 involves capturing and treating contaminated soil vapor within the upper 40 feet of 
the vadose zone using extraction wells connected to a vacuum pump system. No extraction and 
treatment of the groundwater would take place. 

The soil vapor extraction (SVE) system strips VOCs from contaminated soil by pulling air through 
the contaminated soil. As contaminated soil vapor is removed it is gradually replaced with clean air from 
the ground surface. The continued replacement of contaminated air with clean air leads to the gradual 
decontamination of the soil. 

To use the SVE process, existing soil vapor monitoring wells would be turned into extraction wells 
by attaching a vacuum pump system. Subsurface monitoring would be conducted while the SVE system 
is  operating to provide information about how well the system is wol-king. This information would be 
used to check the rate of air flow in the area of contamination. At a minimum, quarterly soil gas samples 
would be taken to evaluate cleanup. It is estimated to take about 10 years for the SVE system to remove 
contamination from the vadose zone. 

The extracted soil vapor contaminants will be destroyed usnrlg a catalytic oxidation (CatOx) 
emission control system. With this system, the soil vapors are heated with a natural gas burner to about 
600 degrees Fahrenheit. The vapors pass through a catalyst where the contaminants are converted to 
non- hazardous by-products. The catalyst speeds up  the chemical reaction while remaining unchanged 
itself. The CatOx system has  a demonstrated success a t  destroying over 99 percent of contaminants 
from waste streams similar to those found a t  the Davis Site, inclutling vinyl chloride. 

Treated offgas will be discharged into the atmosphere following sampling and testing to ensure that  
it complies with all federal, state, and local air quality requirements. Alternative 2 satisfies the criteria 
of longterm effectiveness but does not meet the other seven criteria because it does not remedy the 
groundwater contamination. Cost: $600,000 



A l t e r n a t i v e  3: 
No-Action in the Vadose Zone/Groundwater Extraction and Treatment 

Alternative 3 includes extracting and treating groundwater, but no-action is taken in the vadose zone. This 
alternative was evaluated for the two target volumes. For Target Volume 1, the wells are designed to capture 
contaminated groundwater within the B and C Zones. For Target Volume 2, the wells are designed to capture 
contaminated groundwater from all zones. The extracted groundwater would be filtered to remove any 
suspended solids and then treated for VOCs using advanced ultraviolet (UV) oxidation. Two other treatment 
methods, air stripping and granular activated carbon beds, were originally proposed, but during evaluation 
of this alternative, advanced UV oxidation was determined to be the most suitable treatment method for the 
Davis Site. The advanced UV oxidation system uses UV light in combination with an  oxidant such as  hydrogen 
peroxide, to destroy the contaminants in the groundwater. 

If Alternative 3 were selected for the Davis Site, it is estimated that cleanup might take over 200 years, 
because the vadose zone contamination would be a continuing source of groundwater contamination. 
Alternative 3 currently meets four of the criteria. Target Volume 1 cost: $14,300,000. Target Volume 2 cost: 
$23,900,000. Costs for remediation assumes a cleanup time of 200 years. 

Alternative 4: - The Prsferred Alternative - 
SVE in the Vadose Zone/Groundwater Extraction and Treatment 

, Based on the FS, Alternative 4 was chosen a s  the proposed cleanup option. This alternative involves 
using soil vapor extraction to treat contamination in the vadose zone and extracting and treating 
groundwater using advanced UV oxidation. Two beneficial end-uses for the treated groundwater would 
be used a s  shown in Table 4. Alternative 4 currently meets all seven of the criteria and should achieve 
remedial response goals within 30 years. Target Volume 1 is the proposed cleanup target volume. 

What's Next? 

Table 4 , 
Treatment and End-Use Options Evaluated for Soil Vapor and Groundwater Contamination - 

McClellan AFB will select a final remedy for the soil and groundwater contamination at the Davis Site based on 
the RI/FS, other site-related reports, and comments received during the public comment period. The decision will 

b be contained in a document known as a Interim Record o f  Decision (IROD), which will include a Responsiveness 
Summary addressing public comments on this Proposed Plan. McClellan AFB expects to the sign the IROD by 
December 1994. The IROD will be available for public review and McClellan AFB will inform the public of the final 
selected cleanup remedy through an announcement in local newspapers. Signing the IROD is a major step toward 
correcting the environmental problems at the Davis Site. Prior to cleaning up the site, McClellan AFB will continue 
quarterly groundwater testing and designing and testing the chosen remedial action alternative. 

Contaminated 
Media 

Groundwater 

So11 Vapor 

1 

Treatment Method 
Selected 

c;i;?l 

c;l 

Treatment Methods 
Evaluated 

UV - Oxidation 
Granular Activated Carbon 
Air St r~pp~ng 

Catalytic Oxidation 
Purus Padre 
Electron Beam Technology 
Granular Activated Carbon 

End-Use Options 
Evaluated 

Wllson Park Irrlgat~on 
Wallace Farms Irrigation 
Surface Water Diwharge to 

, Putah Creek 
Onsite Groundwater Injection 
Ons~te Irr~gation 

Not Applicable 

I 

End-Use Option 
Selected 

v 
t9 

Vented to 
Atmosphere 



Glossary of Terms 

1 1.1 ldichloroethene (1.1 -DCEI 
Anon-flammable liquid which is a break- 
down or degradation product of PCE and 

I TCE which may have been used at the 
site. It is a suspected carcinogen. 

, Applicable or Relevant and Ap- 
propriate Requirements (ARARs) 
Remedial actions must comply with all 
substantive elements of Federal laws and 
more stringent state and local laws that 
apply or are determined to be relevant and 
appropriate to the remedy. 

Aquifer 
An underground formation composed of 
materials such as sand or gravel that can 
store and supply groundwater to wells and 
springs. 

Groundwater 
Underground water that fills pores between 
particles of soil, sand, and gravel or open- 
ings in rocks to the point of saturation. 
Where groundwater occurs in significant 
quantity, it can be used as a source of water 
supply. 

Interim Record of Decision (IROD) 

A public document explaining which 
cleanup alternative(s) will be used at the 
site. The IROD is based on the RIPS,  
other technical documents, and public com- 
ments and concerns. 

Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCLs) 
The maximum permissible level of a 

contaminant in water delivered to any 
user 6f a public water system. MCLs are 
enforceable standards. 

Monitoring Wells 
Special wells drilled at specific locations 
on or off a hazardous waste site where 
groundwater can be sampled at selected 
depths and studied to determine the direc - 
tion in which groundwater flows and the 
types andamounts of contaminants present. 

Parts Per Billion (PPB) 
Units commonly used to express low 
concentrations of contaminants. FOI 
example, one cup of TCE in 60 million 
gallons of water is 1 ppb. 

Perchloroethene (PCE) 
A nonflammable liquid used com~nonlq 
as a solvent to remove grease from equip 
ment. It is a suspected carcinogen. 

Permeable 
An area, that is open to passage or peli.- 
etration by fluids or gas. 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibil- 
ity Study (IU/Fs) 
A two-part study of a hazardous waste site 
that must be completed before the site 
remedy is chosen and implemented. T11e 
Remedial Investigation examines the na- 
ture and extent of site contamination. 7'111.: 
Feasibility Study identifies and evaluates 
alternatives for addressing site contdr~~i- 
nation. 

Saturated Zone 
The area beneath the groundwater table 
where water fills all voids or spaces be- 
tween soil particles. 

Semi-volatile Organic 
Compounds 
An organic compound that does not 
easily evaporate at room temperature 

Soil G a s  
Soil gas is the air found between particles 
of soil beneath the ground surface and the 
water table. 

Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) 
This technique is used to reduce con- 
taminant levels in the soils located above 
the shallow groundwater table. Wells 
are drilled into the contaminated soil 
and then contaminants are removed by 
applying a vacuum. The extracted va- 
por is treated before being vented to the 
atmosphere. 

Target Volume 
The volume of contamination within each 
geologic zone that must be cleaned up to 
meet regulatory goals. 

Trichloroethene (TCE) 
A nonflammable liquid used commonly 
as a solvent to remove grease from metal. 
It is a suspected carcinogen. 

Ultraviolet (WI Oxidation 
A technology for treating organic con. 
taminants in groundwater by exposinp 
them to ultraviolet light. UV light emits a 
wavelength that breaks down the cornpo- 
nents of the organic contaminants intc 
non-hazardous by-products. UV light is 
often enhanced by adding o x i d a n t s 
such as ozone or hydrogen peroxide. 

Vadose Zone 
The area between the ground surface 
and the water table. Also called the I 
unsaturated zone. 

Vinyl Chloride 

Vinyl chloride is a breakdown ordegrada- 
tion product of PCE and TCE, which may 
have been used at the site. It is a known 
carcinogen. 

Volatile Organic Compounds 
WOCS) 
An organic compound (carbon contain- 
ing) that evaporates (volatilizes) at room 
temperature. TCE and PCE are VOCs. 



Who do I call if I have a question or concern? 

Victoria Merriweather Sue Sher 

McClellan AFB Public Affairs Cal-EPA/DTSC PublicParticipation 

916/643-6127 or 6128 916/255-3647 

Where can I review the RI/FS Report? 

There are two information repositories for the Davis Site where you can go and review the RI/FS 
Report and other documents. 

McClellan AFB Library Yolo County Library 
5703 Skvarla Avenue Davis Branch 
McClellan AFB, CA 315 E. 14th Street 
95652- 1204 Davis, CA 95616 
9 16/643-4640 916/757-5593 
Hours: M-Th 10:OOa.m. to 8:OOp.m. Hours: M 12:OOp.m. to 8:OOp.m. 

F-Sat 10:OOa.m. to 5:OOp.m. Tu-Th 11:OOa.m. to 8:OOp.m. 
S u n  11:OOa.m. to 5:OOp.m. F-Sat 10:OOa.m. to 5:30p.m. 

Sun  Closed 

& Please cut  along dotted line &' 

Mailing List Coupon If you're on our List and 
there are no changes, you , 

do not have to reply. 
If you would like to receive information about the 

I Davis ~ l o b a l  Communications Center site, please 
complete this form, clip, and mail to: If you would like to be added to our list 

Victoria Merriweather 0 If you would like to be deleted from our list 
Department of the Air Force 
SM-ALC/PA If you have changed your address 
5241 Arnold Avenue, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95652-1089 

I 
I Name: Affiliation: 

I Address: 
' I I City State Zip Code I 



A public meeting will be held Thursday, M a g  19 from 7:00 to 9:'00 p.m. 

Davis Global Com- 
munications Site 
Public Meeting 
Holmes Junior High School 
Multi-purpose Room/ 
Auditorium 
1220 Drexel Drive 
7:00 - 9:00 p.m. 

From Sacramento: 
Take 1-80 west to Mace Blvd. 
Turn right onto Mace Blvd., 
Follow the sweeping left curve 
and Mace will turn into Covell 
Blvd. Proceed on Covell until J 
Street and turn Left on J. Pro- 
ceed south to Drexel Drive, 
which will be on the left. The 
school will be on the right side 
of the street. 

From San Francisco: 

Take 1-80 east to Highway 113 
north. Proceed on Hwy 113 to 
Covell Blvd. and turn right. 
Proceed on Covell to J Street 
and turn right. Proceed south 
to Drexel Drive, which will be 
on the left. The school will be 
on the right side of the street. 

Department of the Air Force 
SM-ALC / PA 
524 1 Arnold Avenue; Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95632- 1089 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

DANNY DURKEE 

SM-ALC/EMR 

5050 DUDLEY BLVD, SUITE 3 

MCCLELLAN AFB CA 95652-1389 

PRINTED ON 
RECYCLED AND 
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McClellan AFB Proposes Cleanup 
Plan for Groundwater Contamination 
Produced by McClellan AFB Environmental Management June 1994 

The U.S. Air Force has completed 
a Draft Remedial Investigation/ Fea- 
sibility Study (RI/FS) report for the 
Groundwater Operable Unit (OU) at 
McClellan Air Force Base (McClellan 
AFB) in California. The Groundwater 
OU, along with other OUs at McClellan 
AFB, is depicted in Figure 1. This 
Proposed Plan summarizes the rem- 
edy selection process, the rationale 
for selecting the preferred alternative 
from the alternatives evaluated, and 
a description of the preferred alter- 
native. The Air Force is requesting 
public comment on this Proposed Plan 
for the cleanup of the contaminated 
groundwater. The Proposed Plan is 
not intended as  a substitute for the 
RI/FS, and the public is encouraged 
to review the RI/FS and other site- 
related documents in the Adminis- 
trative Record at the information reposi- 
tories listed on page 1 1. The Air Force 
is seeking public comment on the 
preferred alternative a s  well a s  the 
other remedial action alternatives 
evaluated. 

The Department of Defense (DOD) 
is the lead agency for the McClellan 
AFB site. The Air Force's activities 
are reviewed by the U.S. Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA), Cali- 
fornia Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC), and the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
CentralValley Region. EPA has final 
authority for selecting the remedies 
a t  federal facilities. 

The Air Force, in consultation 
with the supporting agencies, may 
modify the preferred alternative or 
select another response action pre- 
sented in this Proposed Plan and the 
RI/FS report based on new informa- 
tion or public comments. Therefore, 
the public is encouraged to review 
and comment on all the alternatives 
identified in the Groundwater OU 
Draft RI/FS report. 

Words highlighted in bold are deJined in the 

rJ = Groundwater Contamination 
Figure 1 
Si te  Map of Operable Uni ts  
The Groundwater Operable Unit addtesses all groundwater wntamination. 

Once this or another interim strat- 
egy is selected, an Interim Record 
of Decision (Interim ROD) will be 
developed documenting the selection 
of the interim remedy. This pro- 
posed cleanup strategy is interim in 
nature and will be reevaluated when 
a final cleanup strategy for the Base 
is developed during the ongoing 
basewide RI/FS and selected in the 
basewide ROD planned for 2003. 

qlossary on page 10. 



Background 
McClellan AFB was established in 

1936 as  an aircraft repair depot and 
supply base. The primary mission of 
McClellan AFB has been to provide 
logistics and maintenance support for 
aircraft and communications and elec- 
tronics systems. Fulfilling this mis- 
sion has involved the use of a wide 
range of toxic and hazardous sub- 
stances, including industrial solvents 
and caustic cleaners, electroplating 
wastes, oils contaminated with poly- 
chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), low-level 
radioactive wastes, aviation fuels, and 
a variety of oils and lubricants. 

In the past, hazardous wastes from 
operations at  McClellan AFB were dis- 
charged to land onbase (in burial pits, 
landfills, sludge/oil pits, and burn 
pits) or piped through a subsurface 
industrial wastewater line to two in- 
dustrial waste treatment plants lo- 
cated on the east side of the Base. The 
materials handling and disposal prac- 
tices that resulted in the contamina- 
tion have been stopped. McClellan 
AFB now follows environmentally safe 
guidelines for the management and 
disposal of all hazardous materials 
and waste. 

Since 1979, McClellan AFB has 
been investigating environmental con- 
tamination resulting from past waste 
management and disposal practices. 
A groundwater sampling program be- 

gun that same year confirmed that 
trichloroethene (TCE) was present 
in some of the Base wells. In June 
1983, McClellan AFB completed a 
preliminary investigation that con- 
firmed that shallow groundwater 
beneath the Base was contaminatetl 
with volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs). There are currently 15 re- 
medial extraction wells onbase con- 
taining the migration of portions of 
the groundwater plumes. Contami- 
nation moving in groundwater is com- 
monly referred to as  a plume. 

The Air Force Installation Resto- 
ration Program (IRP) was developed 
in 198 1 by DOD to identify and evalu- 
ate suspected contamination prob- 
lems resulting from past hazardous 
waste disposal practices at  DOD fa- 
cilities. Since then, McClellan AFB 
has responded to groundwater con- 
tamination problems in accordance 
with the IRP. Due to the extent of 
contamination, McClellan AFB was 
included in July 1987 on EPA's Na- 
tional Priorities List (NPL). The NPL 
is a list of top-priority hazardous 
waste sites in the country that are 
mandated for cleanup under the Fed- 
eral Superfund program. 

On May 2, 1990, the Air Force, 
EPA, and DTSC signed a Federal 
Facilities Agreement, commonly re- 
ferred to as the McClellan Inter-Agency 
Agreement (IAG), requiring compli- 
ance with all federal and applicable 

state laws, policies, and guidance. 
'Under the IAG, the Air Force agreed to 
undertake and fund all investigations 
;and cleanup activities. 

Summary of the Ground- 
water Problem 

Since 1986, McClellan AFB has 
been monitoring the groundwater for 
'bTOCs, semivolatile organic compounds, 
metals, pesticides, and dioxins. Con- 
taminants most frequently detected 
m the groundwater are VOCs. The 
principal contaminants are TCE, per- 
chloroethene (PCE), cis-1.2- 
dichloroethene (cis- 1.2-DCE), and 
1.2-dichloroethane (1.2-DCA). TCE, 
PCE, cis- 1,2-DCE, and 1.2-DCA have 

:\ 
consistently exceeded their respec- 
tive maximum contaminant levels 
{MCLs). MCLs are federal drinking 
water standards promulgated by the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. Table 1 lists 
the average concentrations of these 
contaminants. 

The groundwater table beneath 
McClellan AFB is approximately 100 
feet deep. The investigation of ground- ! 
water contamination has generated a 
large amount of information, most of 
which is presented in the draft Ground- 
water OU RI/FS report. The geology 
beneath the Base is very complicated 
and consists of many interconnected 
water-bearing zones called aquifers. 
Figure 2 is a geologic cross-section 
beneath McClellan AFB. 

Table I 
Concentrations of Contaminants of Concern warts per billion) 

TCE cis-13-DCE 1,2-DCA PCE 

MCL 5 6 0.5 5 

Summarv Statistics of the Re~resentative Concentration Data Set 

Notes: ND = Nondetect. 
Source of MCLs: U.S. EPA, 1992. 
Average calculated with nondetects as zero. 
The data set described in Section 4.6.1 of the RUFS represents the current contaminant concentrations of groundwater. 

L 

13.61 

2,100 

11 

Average Detection 

Maximum Detected 

Frequency of Detects (%) 

3.54 

210 

26 

45.3 

26,000 

5 1 

1.7 

120 

9 



Groundwater contamination ex- 
tends over much of the Base (see 
Figure 3), with TCE being the most 
widespread contaminant. Contami- 
nation on the east side extends to a 
depth of approximately 255 feet. Con- 
tamination on the west side is ap- 
proximately 400 feet deep. Ground- 
water flow directions are shown in 
Figure 3. 

Summary of Site Risks 
A risk assessment is a scientific 

procedure that uses facts and as- 
sumptions to evaluate the potential 
adverse effects on human health of 
exposure to chemicals. Sampling data 
are used to estimate potential expo- 
sure to chemicals in drinking water, 
soil, and air. These potential expo- Approx. Vertical Scale: 1 "=1408 1 Fine-Grained Coarse-Grained 

sures are then compared to amounts 
of the chemicals known to cause harm. 
To ensure protection of human health, 
conservative assumptions and safety 
factors that tend to overestimate the 
risk are used. For example, exposure 
is assumed to occur 24 hours a day, 
365 days a year, for a 70-year period, 
even though the actual exposure is 
likely to be far less. 

Risk is expressed in terms of the 
chance of contractinga disease. VOCs 
such a s  trichloroethene have been 
shown to increase the rate of cancer 
in laboratory animals. Exposure to 
these VOCs may also increase the risk 
of cancer in humans. Therefore, at  
McClellan we are most concerned about 
the possibility of someone developing 
cancer due to exposure to the VOCs 
we have identified. Please note that 
we are considering ( 1 )  the potential 
combined health effects from allVOCs 
found at McClellan, and (2) the cancer 
risk in addition to that from all other 
sources of cancer risk during a person's 
life. 

The results of the risk assessment 
indicate that contaminated ground- 
water under McClellan AFB does not 
represent a significant risk to public 
health under current conditions. There 
are no existing routes of exposure to 
individuals onbase or offbase because 
of interim remedial actions such as  
connecting nearby residences to mu- 
nicipal water supplies and extracting 
and treating contaminated ground- 
water. However, the contamination 

= Water Table 

figure 2 
Ooologic Section - 

APPROX. SCALE IN FEET 

figure 3 
Potential Cleanup Volumes in Monitoring Zone A 

I 



represents a potential threat to the 
quality and potential usability of 
groundwater if it is left untreated. 

The only contaminated supply well 
is Base Well 18. If water from Base 
Well 18 were to remain untreated, the 
overall excess cancer risk from the 
VOCs at McClellan AFB would be 
approximately 1 in 100,000. This 
means that if 100,000 people were to 
drink about 2 quarts of the untreated 
water each day over a 70-year life- 
time, at  most 1 additional person 
would be expected to develop cancer. 
Base Well 18 is the only contami- 
nated supply well and is equipped 
with a granular activated carbon treat- 
ment system that provides quality 
drinking water. 

Scope and Role of Action 
This Proposed Plan is for an in- 

terim remedial action for the Ground- 
water OU. The Groundwater OU is 
one of 1 1 operable units at  McClellan 
AFB (see Figure 1). An Interim ROD 
will be developed following public com- 
ment on this Proposed Plan and the 
Groundwater OU RI/FS report. 

In 1993, an Interim ROD for OU 
B 1 selected a cap to cover soils con- 
taminated with PCBs. Two removal 
actions have been initiated; the first 
installed three extraction wells in 
OU B to reduce movement of con- 
taminated groundwater off base, and 
identified Base Well 18 a s  a remedial 
action well. The second removal ac- 
tion, which is currently being imple- 

mented, includes the removal ofVOCs 
from higly contaminated soils using 
Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE). This 
proposed interim remedy for the 
Groundwater OU is compatible with 
both removal actions, except that 
the OU B action included using Base 
Well 18 a s  a remedial action well, 
and the alternatives considered in 
the Groundwater OU RI/FS recorn-- 
mend decommissioning Base Well 
18 because it causes downward mi- 
gration of contaminants. 

The Air Force has initiated othel: 
actions including a cap over the OLI 
D waste pits, groundwater extrac- 
tion wells in OUs B, C, and D, ancl 
construction of a groundwater treat- 
ment plant (GWTP). These existing 
actions are compatible with this in- 
terim remedv. 

Future Interim RODs are planned 
for the vadose zone (basewide) ant1 
possibly for sites or contaminants 
not covered by the existing or planned 
Interim RODs. Following comple- 
tion of all remedial investigations, a 
Final Basewide ROD will be pre- 
pared, approximately in 2003. 

Deuelopment and Screen- 
ing of Alternatives 

Acomplete alternative would corn- 
sist of the following key components: 
containment by pumping, treatment 
of the extracted groundwater, and 
treated water end use. There are 
many options for each of the compo- 

nents; for example,the groundwater 
could be treated by using liquid- 
phase granular-activated carbon or 
air stripping, or a variety of other 
options in different combinations. 
The Air Force considered a wide range 
of potential options for containing, 
treating, and reusing the ground- 
water. The RI/FS report includes a 
complete analysis of the potential 
options for each component and the 
reasons for selecting the options that 
were used to assemble the complete 
alternatives. 

Table 2 is a summary of the 
options for each component from 
which the groundwater remedial ac- 
tion alternatives were assembled. 
Each of the groundwater contain- 
ment options was combined with 
each of the treatment options and, 
in turn, combined with each of the 
end-use options to form the possible 
alternatives. This led to the forma- 
tion of 72 alternatives. Through 
screening of these alternatives based 
on several factors (see Chapter 10 of 
the RI/FS report), six remedial ac- 
tion alternatives were selected for 
detailed evaluation. All three con- 
tainment options were retained be- 
cause they each offer a different level 
of protection and Applicable or Rel- 
evant and Appropriate Require- 
ments (ARARs) compliance, and only 
through a detailed evaluation can 
the costs and benefits be compared. 
The treatment options were screened 
down to four options. The options 
that used advanced oxidation pro- 

I Containment of the Groundwater I Groundwater Treatment I Treated Water End Use 1 
1 Contain groundwater with contamination I Liquid Phase GAC I System 1--use up to 200 gprn of the I 

Contain groundw I . . .. 

I - I water or discharge the remainder to Mag- 
pie Creek I 

I greater than MCLs 

ater with contamination 

I greater tnan rnar which could cause a 1 in 1 
million risk of cancer 

Advanced Oxidation Process 

Air Stripping 

Vapor Phase GAC 

treated water in the McClellan grey water 
system and deliver the remaining treated 
water to local utilities 

System 2 -- use up to 200 gpm of the 
vtic Oxidation 

Contain grounawater wlrn conrarmnauon 
1 greater than background ( Existing Groundwater Treatment Plant 

treated water in the McClellan grey water 
system and inject the remaining treated I 



le 3 
rnatSves Evaluated in Detail 

Treatment Flow 

(gpm) Treatment System 
ilternative I Cleanup 

No. Goal East West East West End Use I 
I 1 MCL 460 630 Air Stripping, GWTP 

Cat OXILGAC I 
2 Risk 590 820 Air Stripping, GWTP wl 

CatOx/LGAC expansion I 
system 2 1 

3 
I I Background 1 710 1 1.30 I Air Stripping, I GWTP wl I System 2 

CatOx/LGAC expansion C 
4 

cesses (UV/hydrogen peroxide or Determine the need for met- summarized below, the Air Force pro- 
ozone/hydrogen peroxide) were not als removal prior to use of poses Alternative 4 as the interim 
found to be cost-competitive. Op- the treated groundwater. remedy for the problem of contami- 

590 

590 

tions that used air stripping alone for 
water treatment were not considered 
further because of their limited abil- 
ity to respond to the potential changes 
in concentrations over time and the 
need for some form of pretreatment or 
polishing. The options that remained 
for water treatment were air stripping 
with liquid-phase granular-activated 
carbon (LGAC) polishing or LGAC alone. 
The options for treating the offgas 
from the air stripper are catalytic 
oxidation (CatOx) and vapor-phase 
granular-activated carbon (VGAC). 

The FS identified the basic re- 
quirements that all the alternatives 
would need to satisfy during the 
implementation of the remedial ac- 
tion. All of the alternatives, includ- 
ing No-Action, would continue to 
monitor water quality and water lev- 
els in the existing monitoring wells. 
All of the alternatives, except No- 
Action, would include the following 
major requirements: 

1. Perform further characteriza- 
tion and evaluation. 

I 

820 

820 

Design contingency plans for 
the appropriate offbase wells 
(currently CW 132 and CW 
155, but there could be addi- 
tional wells threatened by OU 
A contamination). 

820 Risk 

Search for other wells that 
could spread contamination. 

590 

Air Stripping, 
CatOxLGAC 

LGAC 

2. Properly decommission Base 
Well 18 and any other wells 
that could spread contami- 
nation and replace the water 
supply - 

Air Stripping, 
VGAC, LGAC 

3. Continue operating the ex- 
isting west groundwater 
treatment plant. 

GWTP wl 
expansion 

GWTP wl 
expansion 

4. Contain the groundwater hot 
spots to reduce further mi- 
gration from the most con- 
taminated areas. 

GWTP wl 
enpansion 

System 1 

System 2 

5. Operate extraction and treat- 
ment systems until the 
cleanup goal is reached or 
until another or final remedy 
is selected in a future ROD. 

System 2 

nated groundwater a t  McClellan AFB. 

Detailed Analysis of the 
Alternatives 

The Air Force used the nine crite- 
ria described on page 8 to evaluate 
the alternatives developed in the FS. 
Seven of the criteria were used to 
evaluate the alternatives based on 
environmental protection, cost, and 
engineering feasibility issues prior to 
public comment. The alternatives will 
also be evaluated in terms of state 
and community acceptance a t  the 
end of the public comment period. 
Due to the complexity of the Ground- 
water OU, the alternatives were also 
evaluated in the FS in terms of the 
impact of uncertainties of future site 
conditions on their effectiveness in 
containing and removing the ground- 
water contamination that exceeds the 
cleanup goal. 

Overall Protection of Human 
Health and the Environment 

The No-Action Alternative would 
not provide adequate protection of 

Determine the extent of con- 
Table 3 is a summary of the six human health and the environment. 

tamination. 
alternatives retained for detailed Although there are no significant risks 

to human health or the environment evaluation. Based on the analysis under current conditions, groundwa- 



ter contaminants within OUs A, B, 
and C are not contained and could 
migrate offbase, contaminating mu- 
nicipal or supply wells. Alternatives 1 
through 6 would protect human health 
and the environment by containing 
contaminated groundwater and pre- 
venting future migration offbase. 
Alternative 3 would offer the greatest 
level of protection from the potential 
exposure to contaminated groundwater 
because it extends containment to 
the most stringent levels. Alterna- 
tives 2, 4, 5, and 6 would provide 
equal levels of protection from expo- 
sure to contaminated groundwater be- 
cause they all contain contamination 
to the level that could cause no more 
than a 1 in 1 million increased cancer 
risk. Alternative 1 would be the least 
protective of the alternatives in terms 
of containing the groundwater con- 
tamination, but still meets the MCL 
requirements for d~kingwater .  Water 
and air treatment systems for all of 
the alternatives are equally protec- 
tive. The end-use options are also 
equally protective because of the treat- 
ment levels required by RWQCB. 

Compliance with ARARs 

The No-Action Alternative does 
not comply with ARARs. Concentra- 
tions of groundwater contaminants 
exceed allowable levels under state 
and federal requirements, and the 
plumes are not fully contained by the 
existing groundwater extraction sys- 
tems. 

The treatment options for Alter- 
natives 1 through 6 would meet fed- 
eral and state MCLs under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act as  well as  dis- 
charge requirements under the Clean 
Water Act and California's Inland Sur- 
face Water Plan requirements. 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 would 
use air stripping with CatOx to con- 
trol offgas from air stripping towers. 
These alternatives are subject to ARARs 
limiting acceptable nitrogen oxide (NOx) 
discharges and requiring best avail- 
able control technology for offgas control 
on new emission sources. Currently, 
McClellan AFB is not permitted to 
discharge additional amounts of NOx. 
These alternatives potentially would 
not meet Sacramento Municipal Air 
Quality Management District 
(SMAQMD) rules for new source re- 

view. To operate the equipment 
identified in these alternatives, it 
would be necessary for McClellan 
AFB to offset NOx emissions from 
other sources within the Base or 
purchase NOx credits. 

In Alternative 4, the use of va- 
por-phase carbon for offgas control 
in the east side plant would not 
create NOx or sulfur oxides (SOx). 
Alternative 4 would most easily comply 
with ARARs for air emissions. 

The existing GWTP is currently 
operating under the substantive re- 
quirements of permits for water and 
air discharge and compliance with 
ARARs would be readily achievable. 

Long-Term Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

The No-Action Alternative would 
not be effective in the long term be- 
cause contamination would continue 
to migrate offsite. Alternative 3 would 
provide the lowest residual risk be- 
cause it would contain all detected 
VOC contamination from McClellan 
AFB. Alternative 2 would provide a 
fully acceptable residual risk of 1 in 
1 million increased cancer risk. Al- 
ternative l would entail the greatest 
residual risk, but is still within EPA's 
acceptable risk range. Alternatives 1 
through 6 should be equally effective 
in their adequacy and reliability of 
controls. 

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobil- 
ity, or Volume Through Treat- 
men t 

Alternatives 1 through 6 would 
equally reduce the toxicity and mo- 
bility of contaminants through 
their treatment methods. The dif- 
ferences among the alternatives are 
in terms of where the contaminants 
would be destroyed. In the case of 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5, destruc- 
tion of the contaminants would take 
place in the CatOx unit at  McClellan 
AFB. In the cases of Alternatives 4 
and 6, destruction of the contami- 
nants would take place at  the car- 
bon regeneration facility, which could 
be outside California. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Construction of facilities for Al- 
ternatives l through 6 would not 

pose any greater risk to worl k 

normally encountered during 
tion activities. Constructit .'i 
ties would not expose the 
increased risks. No construct- 
be required for the No-Actic. 
native. 

il 
Implementation of ~lternd"!~ , 

2 3, or 5 could cause some s 
term health risks due to emissio . 
acid and oxidant gases from C .. . 
offgas treatment. These impacts w 

' 

bemitigated by selecting a remc 
action alternative that does not u. 
CatOx system, installing emissic 
controls, or siting the facility so tl 
air quality impacts fall on uninhak 
ited locations. The time needed to 
meet the response objectives varies 
with each alternative by only a small 
amount. Based on this criterion, 
Alternatives 4 and 6 are superior. 

Implementability 

Alternatives 1 through 6 are very 
similar in their technical and admin- 
istrative feasibility. All the treatment 
technologies identified for the alter- 

' 

natives are proven in applications a t  
similar hazardous waste sites. Engi- 
neering principles and calculations 
can be applied to design and specify 
the types of equipment in the options 
chosen with relatively high accuracy. 
Regulatory agencies and end users 
are familiar with components of the 
water treatment processes, providing 
high institutional and administrative 
feasibility. In addition, numerous 
vendors are available for each compo- 
nent, providing excellent availability 
of most services and materials. 

Cost 

The No-Action Alternative has cost 
associated with operation and main- 
tenance of the existing extraction, 
treatment, and end-use systems. This 
a'lternative is expected to cost $1 mil- 
lion per year to maintain the wellfield 
a-nd operate the existing groundwater 
treatment plant and $1 million per 
year to continue the groundwater moni- 
toring. 

Alternative 1 has the lowest cost, 
net present value of $50.6 million, 
but it offers the least protection of the 
three containment options. Alterna- 
tive 3 is the most costly due to the 
high flow rates required to contain all 



I 
lated Costs for Alternatives ($1 million) 

the groundwater with detectable con- State Acceptance Community Acceptance 
tamination. Comparing Alternatives After the public comment period, 
2 and 5 indicates injection is a less Community acceptance will be 

costly end use than delivering the the State of California, through DTSC addressed after public review and 

water to the utilities over the life of and RWQCB, will indicate acceptance comment on the Groundwater OU 
by signing the Interim ROD. the project, but is more expensive to RI/FS and the Proposed Plan. 

build. A comparison of Alternatives 
2, 4, and 6 shows that Alternative 4 
offers the least costly treatment method, 
both in capital and net present value. 
Table 4 is a summary of the costs for 
the alternatives. 

What's Next? 
The Air Force will make a final decision on an interim remedy for groundwater contamination based on 

the RI/FS, other site-related reports contained in the Administrative Record, and comments received during 
the public comment period. The decision will be contained in a document called an Interim ROD, which will 
include a Responsiveness Summary addressing public comments received during the public comment 
period. The Air Force expects to sign the Interim ROD by December 1994. The Interim ROD will be available 
for public review at the information repository, and the Air Force will inform the public of the selected interim 
cleanup remedy through an  announcement in local newspapers. 
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I How a Remedy is Selected 
The U.S. EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate alternatives for cleaning up a hazardous 
waste site. The nine criteria are as follows: 

capital and opefation and maintanance 5 costs of each alternative. 

controlled through engineering or institutional'control. 

statutes andlor provide grounds for invoking a waiver. 

0 Short-Tern 
Effectiumess -- 

6 Addreshes the period of time needed to 
complete the cleanup and address any adverse impact 
on human health and the environment that may be 
posed during the construction and implementation 
period, until cleanup goals are achieved. 

LonpTerm Effectiveness Zmplemen tability 
and Permanence 7 Refers to the technical and 

Refers to the ability of a remedy to maintain administrative feasibilty of a 
reliable protection of human health and the 3 remedy including the availablity of materials and 
environment over time, after cleanup goals have services needed tcl c;my ,out a particular option. 
been met. 

Reduction of Toxicity, 
Mobility, and Volume 
Through Treatment 0IUV.l 

Refen to the anticipated ability of a 
remedy to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and 

volume of the hazardous components present at the site. 

State Acceptance 

Indicates whether, based on 
its review of the info~mation, the state concurs 

Community 
Acceptance 

\ Indicates whether concerns are addressed 
~ 

by the remedy, and whether the community has a 
preference for a remedy. Fublic comment is an 
important part of the final decision. 

- 

The Preferred Alternative 



The preferred alternative would Phase 2 would further define Once groundwater extraction rates 
be implemented in three phases: the plume boundaries, com- and concentrations are sufficientlv 

plete containment of the high defined, the construction of the major 
Phase 1 would reduce data gaps priority areas and begin con- water pipelines and east side treat- 
and begin containment of the tainment of low priority areas. ment plant would begin. Each phase high priority areas (Figure 4 

Phase 3 would complete the is estimated to take up to 2 years to shows the high and low priority 
containment of the contami- complete. areas). 
nated groundwater. 

Figure 4 well 18 

Schematic of Preferred Alternative 



Glossary of Terms I 
1.2-dichloroethane (1.2-DC4) 
A chemical used to make vinyl chloride 
and several substances that dissolve 
grease, glue, and dirt. 1.2-DCA is also 
added to gasoline to remove lead. 

Aquifer 
An underground formation composed of 
materials-such a s  sand, soil, or gravel 
that can store and supply groundwater 
to wells and springs. Most aquifers in 
the United States are within 1,000 feet of 
the earth's surface. 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropri- 
ate Requirements (ARARs) 
Remedial actions must comply with all 
substantive elements of federal laws and 
more stringent state laws that apply or 
are determined to be relevant and appro- 
priate to the remedy. 

Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLAJ 
Federal law passed in 1980 and modified 
in 1986 torebond directly to the nation's 
hazardous waste ~roblems that threaten 
public health and the environment. 

Cis-1 '2-dichloroethene (cis-1,2-DCE) 
Cis- 1.2-DCE is a breakdown or degrada- 
tion product of PCE and TCE, which may 
have been used at  the site. 

Groundwater 
Underground water that fills pores be- 
tween particles of soil, sand, and gravel 
or openings in rocks to the point of 
saturation. Where groundwater occurs 
in significant quantity, it can be used a s  
a source of water supply. 

Hot Spots 
Small areas of elevated concentrations 
of contaminants surrounded by larger 
areas with lower contaminant concen- 
trations. 

IMuent 
Awaste stream prior to treatment. Influ- 
ent can be in the form of water or vapor. 

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) 
The maximum permissible level of a con- 
taminant in water delivered to any user 
of a public water system. MCLs are 
enforceable standards established by 
state or federal agencies. 

Migration 
Movement of contamination with the 
groundwater flow. 

Monitoring Wells 
Special wells drilled at  specific locations 
on or off a hazardous waste site where 
groundwater can be sampled at  selected 
depths and studied to determine the di- 
rection groundwater flows and the types 
and amounts of contaminants present. 

Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLs) 
Liquids occurring in the vadose and satu- 
rated zones that do not mix or dissolve in 
water. NAPLs can be either lighter than 
water (called light NAPLs or LNAPLs) or 
heavier than water (called dense NAPLs or 
DNAPLs). 

Operable Unit (OW 
A distinct action taken a t  a site that 
contributes to permanent site cleanup. 
Operable units may address geographic 
portions of a site, specific site problems, 
or the initial phase of an  action. 

Parts Per Billion (PPB) 
Units commonly used to express low con- 
centrations of contaminants. For example. 
1 ounce of TCE in 8.5 million gallons of 
water is 1 ppb. In water, ppb is expressed 
as  micrograms per liter @g/L). 

Perchloroethene W E )  
A nonflammable solvent used commonly 
to remove grease from equipment. It is 21 

suspected carcinogen. PCE is also know1 
as  tetra-chloroethene. 

Permeable 
Describes an  area that is open to passage 
or penetration by fluids or gas. 

Plume 
A three-dimensional zone within the 
groundwater aquifer containing contarni- 
nants that generally move in the direction 
of and with groundwater flow. 

Interim Record of Decision (ZROD) 
A public document explaining which 
cleanup alternative(s1 will be used at a site 
in the interim until the final remedy is 
selected. The IROD is based on infornia- 
tionand technical analyses generated dur- 
ing the remedial investigation/feasibility 
study and consideration of public com- 
ments and community concerns. 

Remedial Znvestigation/Feasibility 
Study (RIDS1 
A two-part study of a hazardous waste 
site that must be completed before the 
site remedy is chosen and implemented. 
The Remedial Investigation examines 
the nature and extent of site contami- 
nation: the Feasibility Study identifies 
and evaluates alternatives for address- 
ing site contamination. 

Saturated Zone 
The area beneath the groundwater table 
where water fills all voids or spaces 
between soil particles. 

Soil Vapor Extraction (SYE) 
A technique used to reduce contami- 
nant levels in the soils above the shal- 
low groundwater table. Wells are drilled 
into the contaminated soil and then 
contaminated gas or vapor is drawn out 
using vacuum pressure. The extracted 
vapor is treated before being vented to 
the atmosphere. 

Trichloroethene (TCE) 
A nonflammable liquid used commonly 
a s  a solvent to remove grease from 
metal. It is a suspected carcinogen. 

Vadose Zone 
The area between the ground surface 
and the water table. Also called the 
unsaturated zone. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 
An organic compound (carbon contain- 
ing) such a s  TCE that evaporates (vola- 
tilizes) readily a t  room temperature. 

Vinyl Chloride 
A breakdown or degradation product of 
PCE and TCE, which may have been 
used at  the site. It is a known carcino- 
gen. 



Whom do I call if I have a question or concern? 

Margaret Gidding Sue Sher Dorothy Wilson 
McClellan AFB Cal-EPA U.S. EPA 
Public Affairs DTSC Public Participation Office of Community Relations 
9 16/643-0830 9 16/255-3647 4 15/744-2 179 

800/23 1-3075 

Where can I review the RIPS Report? 

There are two information repositories for the Groundwater Operable Unit where you can review the 
RI/FS and other documents. 

McClellan AFB Library Rio Linda Public Library 
5703 Skvarla Avenue 902 Oak Lane 
McClellan AFB, CA Rio Linda, CA 
95652- 1204 916/991-4515 
9 16/643-4640 Hours: Sun-Tu Closed 
Hours: M-Th 10:OOa.m. to 8:OOp.m. Wed 3:OOp.m.-8:OOp.m. 

F-Sat 10:OOa.m. to 5:OOp.m. Th 1:OOp.m.-6:OOp.m. 
Sun 1 1 :00a.m. to 5:OOp.m. F-Sat 1:OOp.m.-5:OOp.m. 

- 

9 Please cut along dotted line r- .................................. 
I 
I Mailing List Coupon 
I 
I If you would like to receive information about 

McClellan Air Force Base, please complete 
I this form. clip, and mail to: 
I 
I 

I Victoria Merriweather 

I SM-ALC/PA 
I 5 2 4 1  Arnold Ave., Suite 3 

I McClellan AFB, CA 95652-1088 
I 
I 
I Name Affiliation 

I Address 
I I City State Zip Code I 



tamination at McClellan AFB. The Air Force tives and site-related documents during the pub- 
present a summary of the cleanup alternatives. lic comment period, July 6-August 5. Comments 

comments postmarked no later than August 5 to: 
Bell Avenue School Auditorium 
1900 Bell Avenue, Sacramento Margaret Gidding, SM-ALC/PA 

You will have the opportunity to ask questions an 5241 Arnold Ave. 
comment on the cleanup alternatives. McClellan AFB, CA 95632-5990 

McClellan AFB Superfund Site 

Department of the Air Force 
SM-ALC /PA 
524 1 Arnold Avenue, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB, CA 95632- 1088 

OFFICIAL BUSINESS 

Proposed cleanup plan for 
contaminated groundwater I 
Public Comment Period 
July 6 - August 5, 1994 I 
Public Meeting 
Wednesday, July 20, 1994 
7:OOp.m.-9:OOp.m. I 

PRESORTED 
FIRST-CLASS MAIL 
US POSTAGE PAID 
SACRAMENTO, CA 

Permit No. 1827 1 
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S9nt to: 

From: 

Battelle Advanced Technology Offlce 

Quincy Street Statlon 
4001 N. Falrfax Drlve, Suite 600 

Arllngton. VA 22203 

Facsimile Transrnisslon 

Facslrnlle Number 703-243-561 7 

VERIFICATION 703-875-3340 

Total Pages (Excluding Lead): 7 

Fax Number (70L) -. 696 - O $ ~ O  

Telephone C? QI\ Cq\, - o ZQ 3 
\ 

Name \20.! eh&t-'Q%/L\~/ 

Telephone 7 \3 3 / S \ L , - ~ ~ L  
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Fax use only: 
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Envlo nrnental C ntamlnatl n 

McClellan AFB, Calif onia 

Backgo und 

*Placed on NPL 1987 
WEPA score of 57.93 highest of any USAF base 
e 3  huge plumes of contaminated groundwater with more than 11 billion gallons 
to depth of 400 feet 
*Worst contamination Is near western boundary 

-Drinking water wells closed, drilled of new wells banned, purification 
systems installed 

a400 acres contaminated to depth greater than 300 feet 

lnteoagency Ageement 

.Signed with EPA and California EPA in 1989 
.PAIS1 phase complete: 258 potentially contaminated sites identified 

-Most of the 258 sites are in RllFS phase 

CERCLA Po cess phase 

Study 258 
Interim remedial action underway 15 
Interim remedlal action complete 134 

Remedial action 255 
Remedial action in place & operating 0 

.Remedial action complete 3 

.Closed out-no further action 36 

casts 
*USAF has spent more than $155 million on cleanup through FY 94 

01 992 cost estimate for remediation reduced from $1.3 billion to $300 million 
.Reduced estimate dependent on emerging technology, extension to 201 0, new 
initiatives successful 
.McClellan officials say technologies to clean up soil & groundwater not 
currently available 
wMcClellan officials say using current technologies would push remediation cost 
to $10 billion 
eMcClellan officials prefer to contain, manage sites until emerging technologies 
proven 



Optl ns C nsideoed 

~McClellan testing several new technologies 
.Includes two-phased extraction and soil vapor extraction 
*Assessing feasibility of dislodging contaminants by lowering table and 
extracting through vacuum 

Opti n Selected 

.Final options not yet selected 
.Actions implemented to limit exposure--pump & treat, removal of hot spots 

Expected C mpletl n 

eMcClellan says USAF goal of year 2000 completion not realistic 
*Want to stretch to 2010 to permit use of emerging technology and natural 
remediation process 

Staffing 

*McClellan officials say staff too small support expanded IRP requirements 
*30 percent turnover in environmental staffmembers over past year 
.Difficult to find replacements due to personnel constraints 
*Proposed RIF could eliminate over 20 percent of DEW-funded 
staffmem bers- 

Similar prnblems at EPA and California EPA 
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/ 
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A NEW ENVIRONMENTAL RESTUKA 11ON PLAN 
I 

Thc Erlvironrncntal Management (EM) dhtoratc;  at McClcllan Air F rcc Base (AFB) R hag been asked by Mr. Cfar), Vkat, SAP-MIQ, Vrwldc its view on how u Air Fomr 
InstRllRtion Restondon Program (IRP) might bc facilitated, Mr. Vcsr is prrrdcularly lntonstcd 
in tho cffwt of'mmoving pexdvtd boundaries on the envimnrntna pm am that mfght have 
bccn impoeod by the Air Forcr. Thee boundatits include Intcqrctation f the year 2000 1 
$cud, i n t c d a t e  yearly goals, and policy and ragulatury constraints on e jxd~tcd 
nxchanisms for program execution and st f ig .  M d u n a l l y ,  we wcrt 'od to consider the 

d m n n m k  alernsnu of a SUCCCPS~U~ IRP. 

L 
possibility of setving aa a w a s m  regional d c e  center or as a proto* in~tallation to 

I 

Wc worked in accurdanco with some p u n d  rulcs that conditioned thb development of 
(hlr rtudy ~d oonrrlb~l~d \+ rrony nf thr - rnmdnt(on~ dfmrdr I 

I 

* The plan would work toward the pmnl  Air Forsc goal cd both r&uciny dsk arid 
saving progrpm dollan. I 

TI lc plan would consider tho p r o w  as a "clean nlote" and challthge ass~rmprions. 
I 

?he plan would ~nccrporatc gocd idea that have orlglnatd ludl b~ McWcllan and or 
other in~tallations. Many an innovadvc new Ideas, others have bgcn dscussad or 
Impt~ent&u.*_lic~~hcJ_w~y In t h ~ , ~ ,  I 

I 
h l ~ C l s l l ~ l ' ~  C L U ~ L I I ~  work on rho " c l w  ilntc" conarpb ru ornhxlickl i s  thin dmumms 
is an interim step in developing a comptehensjve plan ro implcmcl)t wonhy, si@IMwnt 
changes in the Air Force IRP. This work was not inrunded to either dc~clop or 

( M7i$&w bc a croac-Air Porcc conlensus on IRP plmnicg principles or execution. 
i n [ q f d  nrdculstca tho viewpoint of hloClollan Ebf nnd hw mce veil nupport from 

%*I)( Iv4( r e p l a m  in Region IX. ! 
h d 0 f p - J  +@ 

p0-4 . I Evcnaurl preparation of a comprehensive implermntaiion plan wih be undertaken in 
t ; I closc coordination with SAF-MXQ. 
wd-4 Lyb i 

h l ( o r &  it. ) In rerponae to Mr. Vm'l request, we have performed s (Lnt-order rc/icw of our program 
rhe ponpcct.~vc of assessing the ir~lyvcr that starting &om a "clean 61 to" rni&t have on 

rhs pro- efficiency and potential overall cost saving& of both McOellL md the Air Force 
as a whk. Our approach is to interpret the "clean slate" i d a  in rhc context of our own IRP, 
sincc wc know it so woll. We focus on new w ~ y s  nf dhing business that impact our program 
and then, by analogy and extension, how they could impact the nst of th Air Force IRP. Wc 
ma.hzo thcre are many new and wurdly i&as being mad a m s s  tho Air F roe and D e p m e n t  i 
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of Dafense, and do not intend to diminish or ignore any of that g a d ,  innc)vative work, but 
his trtclhod wi~ccalrutcs tha rliwuniun on McClcllm'w own pmgram us ;yl cxwnplc of how 
yurrl llrlsrar cun imput rlrk rrcducdOn and colt. I 

In thio document, we have mrpondcd with; I 

i 
A summary of the mann by which we art planning ro achieve p r o p  goah 

Remmmcndalions for how SAPMIQ cul h i l iu t~  pcgrun p ~ & s  based on the 
"elm siau" idea i 

A h e w o r k  for intarprrting the rccommcndadons within the M 
context 

I 
@ A first-order estimate of the cost hpacr of 1mplrmcntFng Lhc~c nCoi~~~~endodons  

1 
From our standpoint, many af the policy and regulatory impediments to a mon eftinen1 

IRP ur within the rbiUty of the Air Fom to control, rrdtigntc. or tlimina Many 
impedimbnts can be addjusstd by recognizing that they arc the consaquc s of applying $ policy dcsigntd fm other purposes iu drt; EM field, whlle othcn rcsult fn(m thc impositfon of 
arbitrary goals on the IRP. Sdll other impdments can ba addressed by developing an 
al ipmmt of Air Force restoration policy with the new nmedietion parad gm proposed by the 
Iinvtronmntrl Pmtection Agc.ncy, the " S ~ ~ p f h n d  Aacelaratrd CIeanup d c l "  (SAC541, to 

advanrage of the many opportunities it offon. 1 
Figure E-1 lists ways In whfch the Air Force might hcilitate our progfam's suategic 

ckmcnts. The flwe Jw, includes estimates of the pro~ecdvc marginpl p v l n p  mat muld 
accrue at McClellm, and potentidly across the Air Pnrcc. if a "New Environmantal 
Restoradon Plan" wem implcmtnd. The flgurc tics specific suBgcsnons for SAF-MIQ to 
McClcllm's goal, objectives, suamgy, aM implcmcnti~lb( r l w s .  Our firs1 ardtr erdmarcs of 
cost savings indicate that slinhtlv less than one third of &e M - y t e d  baselm= cost, 
$1.6 biuJon1, could bc vnvcd at McClcllrrn throughout thc propfun lifc c-y -lc, whilo rli8hlly 
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Exwtiwb Summary 

A NEW ENVIRONMENTAL RESTURA'I'ION PLAN 
I 

E.1 McCLELLAN AFB PROGRAM COAL AND OBJECTIVES I 

tpon than one third of the $4.89 billion2 projected Air F o ~ e  basalinc cos; 
acrw thb Air Porcc as a whole,> 
-- - - _ _  

Overall, tho McClellan AFEl EM goal i s  to mak4 optimal usb of prog&n rasawces in  
pbnnlng andor snccurllyl ramdcUatlon acrww rhat achiavc our cwtomo' 's goal of 
protucting human k d t h  and ths snvlromrrr through cleadng up hoza us w a t e  
c o n M ~ r i o n ,  Optimal use of ~ t m w t s  involves a comphx process of alancing cost, 
p r o m  amalarrrdon, cleanup lcvds, ramcrllal mauurs dkmadves, and ommunity and 

tho invemcnt made. 

I+ 
requlatay (customar) interoats to achieve a program thnr dclivers the be$ possible value for I I 

could bc saved 

We have devcloM f ~ u r  p r Q p m  nhJe4fivan that s11ppn our god MI reflect our srrbt6gy 
fot implementing tho propun. Thesa objectives an illustmted in figure -2, and arc dtgribtd 
Mefly below: 1 

Cleanup Fbcused on Accelerated Risk 
using appropriate t4chndoSfea can result 
problematic sitcr can be given lower 
application of innovative technology 
rwicctiation for long-corm, 
accomplhihcd. Tho 
to risk reduction by 
advancemnr of slwn frum hlym- ur luwsr~lcvc11lrL calayurles, 

Enhance Regulstory and community ry and community 
coordination and coopemdon arc essen rial for maintaining 
rqmcdlsdon cffonr, and ur; h ~ y  olonxntr In dar.c.loping 
mducdon. 

3 ~ b  #4 net LUd UIY MOCl#llm comprhtr on* rNrl 31 ~hl tqtd hP In* p y r m  & p i n &  uld Air  F-. 
r4dm p-rr*m s ~ r i  e~ l l rnatm wm dfi~alopqd Indrpmdm~l)*, bud w, ninny w(dt\y ntrnpttnn. A a  r ~ ~ c h .  ha 

Y r ) u w  fr rwh rrlhwim u m m t  h rllnrrly r ~ r n y r r 9 ~  





1.10. 131 D l 4  

W n  Summuy 
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6 Enhance Program Execution Infrastructure-Wc have bccn in 1 olvcd in 
environmental rcmcdiation for mom man ten years, and we pracd4c to& quality 4 ' ~ y  npprtl lnit i~s mannp-mnr md vonrinnd praotsi irnpmn:tmrnr tt/;hm;q-b4 tn 

nh 

tCI eManCC pmpram axwuuun.--Tilebe nrlno~uculciru includc impmvcd connooting 
mhlulislns, beacr staffing rcsourccj, and improved oy stems. We have m ~ d e  
CdfiMfl4fabl8 pmgrcss In vlcsc tutus, irul irclp ~ I U A I  3AT4vlIQ Lan fnolliultcl rnpid 
improvements. 

t Share McCluIiun'r Phijwphy,  C ~ p p ~ ~ l I t I ~  ~ n d  Hxperlcnct.-cOw anvironmant.d 
m n n n g c m t  wpabillllos ars well d s v c l o ~ ,  nnd we have astablishd A 8 d  mppwr 
witb rhe rogulaton in Rt@on H. The spsoial a%pdancca, l n s ~ y h b ,  tlr~d y d w d  
developed ~t McCltllw can be tharrd actoas h a  Region and throughout che Atr Porcc 

our p r o w  cvndnutt t+ mqhlz  In many inst~ncar, we have transferred our 
- - cxprtcncaun-wut m ; b r - a  ~ ~ p r c h o a s k t c  cllfoii ~ ~ i i ! d  x.c.;;i~ oMw-agemcnt and 

suppon from SAP-MIQ. -- 

E2 MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SAFaMIQ I 

fi.ch a e t j ~ n  cf the dwumcnt devplnpc s Q&AC d ncommendations relevant to each 
~ ~ Y ~ & ~ - f ~ ~ : r u ~ l - p r q ~ r n ~ l .  ' P I S ~ n ~ i r ~ d i ~ o i ~ a  w; idrxttf.,. fc: -!+t=AAlQ pre 

SU&& blow. by p m p m  objrcdvc md sttorcgy clemcnrs t h ~ t  ~ v p  fl emch ohjcctive: 

Q S j ~ ~ t l y f i  1: C k ~ u p  Fmuscd qn AcctlcratgA R i ~ k  Kcduction (Sec on 2 )  P 
mpk rr+:*-tlnn *h,f~ h -ply ortlnn P r i m a r y  mrnnnp the rtrstcpy alernents for this Q 

C ~ N . , ! V V  i u  II;I p q ~ l c l  ate. 14tC i a l u ~ ~ i o n  Ihmufi early action (LL hie-riak clrrs usinp 
appmprhrc whr~ulvyg. h7dlt  this getlcrd idca is not now, McClcllan isi we!! on the way to 
Lrrp-8 i i - r i l i ~ & - ~ f - i ~ - ~ i t ~ ~ i ; r -  s new way. At McMcClc!Inn, early knon is expected to 
luvolve re~ooval action4 fu~portcd by a bawwlda Enginuriq avrlulrioq~un Asalyslr 

- - # & , ) d o ~ u i i i ~ ~ 5 ; d s ~  :kc: ~ppliar grnrrally tc a ttt cf rittc hflp bnd 4 luhflfilapy cast 

~dysin. ACIdi\i~~i~d bile5 r?n hruc c.nn hc ddcd through a etmightfmv+ a d o n  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ u n  whem Ch0 ~mdjdunb a p i n c d  in ihc EWCA pmvnll. ~ b + v d  and remedial 
W ~ I I  LIUL!IVII[IC~ I,r,lq ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ r l r I ~ a s i L l u l  U I ~  ~u~~s ldcrrd tcrtoi~it~r undei th, Encha 
Removal action work and documentation will k designed to s u p p o ~  and "plug fnro" h e  
Rfqyqd~ t$ Daeiclon fo+ tha flkd rrmady. 

T c ~ h n u l u y ~  dovelopmcnt is a critical elomant for accomplishing t h s  bhj rhve and for Cost 
sf i~ct ivr ly hplcmenring the rPP a r ~ s s  the Air Fnrcc Cost-cfYectivt. irinovative 
rcchnoIuglcs can be L ~ C I I I U I I S U ~ ~ ~  ~ 1 1 r j .  COSI/PCTZO~~IWCC clnu c ~ l l c u ~ u d  o pan of tho r u l y  
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-- - - - d m  pwjms Skce new !ech~ology duvalopment would have such wid 1 applicability, wc 
rmmmcnd that tha Air Forcc support a coordinated ttchnology 
auign McCLellan AFB a mle, and tncouroge a ccwmlinatd 
dnology dcvclopmcnt 

E n d m  early action at high-risk sites using appropriate techno10 d 
I \ 

Support a coordinatd, integrated nmedilrl technology dovclopmedt program 
tho Air Fwce; encourage a national stratbgy i 
Modify year 2000 "sltes completed" god wlm a metric chal accou~& for risk / 
reduction, regulatory consensus, and other propers indicaron j 

1 

1 
N o r  recommends tions: i 

Empower installations with marurc environmental progress to rcac agncment with 
regulators P I 

Lonpterm remedlstlon. ihe key to saving money on cleanup is to abpl)  hv-MSI 
innovative a emerging technology [o clean up the conurnination ihar r e q n s  after cvly 
actions. Unfortunately. this technology is not yet available, but shows h e  prnisc of 
nppcaring gradually through rhc rcst of thc dccadc and beyond. Ktducing risk in thc short 
rrm throqh w l y  hifil-llrr: q y  ~tt fv iCj~ I ~ C  bFPuttaln& Y P P C ~  n r c a s f q  ra ifvalt rha 
commoniallration of n c w c ~  cust-cflwiivc ~echnoloy!cr. Flyure E-3 lllus res a COnCCpNal 
eladonship batween development timc and cost of innovative technologic 7. However. the 
Air wee-zoel ts complttr ciaanup by rho yoar 2000 (and its intcrmcdiatc: b n u a l  goals) 
focusas rhc inserrllntion on canventionat technology that is currently rrvaiilrdlc. If thc 
year 2000 goal i n c u p ~ a l o  u rbk-ruluuliun goal achlrved m u g h  shon-ifrm scaont, lhkh 

I 



Current 
f rohnobgy 

Flyurt E-3. Cullccy~ual R ~ l a L J u ~ ~ l d p  ~ ~ U U L I I  Tult~lo 
Advancerncnl cu~d Cost Rcducdon ovcr Tima I 
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the longer-term response can include laler.srrivtng innovadvc icchnology' that can d u c c  the 
uost of implementmg permanent rtm6dfas. 

I 

Modify the year 2000 goal to permit impkrncntation of rcmedies as cost- 
ddrs w t ; d ~  h s m u s ~ r i l a b l a  khst a aftp thc y c u  2000 

Elevate technology dsmonsmtion (and asrocintad dwelopmant) fo the category 1 a 

priority hierarchy In Defense E n h m n t a l  Rtubradon Account DERA) guidance I' 
S u p p n  hudget rcqueata far contaminant syrtms 

Objective 2: Enhmoo Rogulntary and Community Rudoipodon (S tion 3) 4 
h U d o n  K, mocrdng olirsiornup ubUyrrlumi urrdrr rhr labbar uld ap b r of th* law, 

McCllcll~r~ AFR view? the TRP sc serving it$ c \~$t~r rqr$ .  (?lit cl~ctnrnprr qrr. thq 1 ~ ~ 1  

community in which McCIe1la.n AFB exists and the body of mgulators ch+rged with 
Lmplamcnting envimnm&nlal law through rr.g\tlati~n. I 

I 

Enhand regulatory and community participation haa b n  substanti 1y facilitated by thr 
hL-CIeih~ MB Z u v i r u ~ u ~ ~ c ~ ~ u l  Plwurs lu~pluvcimln Ce111el (EPIC). s yiulpalll is 
designed to improve cornmunicabon arnong the various participants in th i IRP, and to achieve 
conknsus arnong the stakaholdm to guide formation and implernen~atio~ of the IRP. 

The mgdat0r6 am respondbit for -viewing dbcumtnto submitted by b TcClellan A R i  in 
compliance with the regulations but local, county-lcvcl environmental ofljces arc nsourcc 
~nttrf l inrrl  prtd wc ~ f t e n  l ln~ble tn ~rr)vidc rlrncly fivici*. Cunrndy, k f c n d c t a f ~  
Mcmmda of ,4gmrirront donuthpply a1 the local Icvd, 

Major rccommendntinns. i 
Support thc sustdning md smngthoning af McClollan'c EPIC 

Support a Memorandum of Agreement beween McClellan AFB b d  thc Sacrwntu 
County Environmenral Management Depamdcnt 10 reimburse coftr associated with 
facilitating cleanup at McClellan AFB I 

I 
I 
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Objcctlva 3; Enhance McCleilan AFB's Program Execu'cion Infmaucturc (Scc~on 4) 

Imorove contracting mechanisms. EM at hlcC1elln.n AFB and other govtmttxnr 
environmental managers have asscned that too often tho contracting funcdon imposes 
unncxlesw i r n m n t r  on the program by ~pplying less cflicient conuacting methods w 
cnvironmcntal restontion than arc permitted in many cases under the Fderal Acqdsidon 
Regulations, Ad&tionally, new mcchanlsmr fur cu~iu~acdng for anviromcntal w w i  need to 

be davelopcd born existing conbacting tools or fram ncw mechanisms altogechcr. The new 
contracting approach wouldpcrmit "cradle-to-pve" responsibility to be assigned to a single 
contractar. Furthomore, It would encourage incraa~ed use of largely off-the-shelf solutions 
when available. 

Aaknowladgo formally that restmrinn is not quivalenr to construction 

Approve systems aquisidon approaches fa environmcntal work 

Provide mining for contracting and projtct omccrs i n  environmental restoration 
contracting altcmadvos 

b Delegate ~uthori ty far 1wd funds Wancirlg ro rcallgn funds among cnvtmnrncnral 
P~=U 

Emblish n consistent framework or environmental cost estimating an6 project 
tracking 

Ensauragc "off-the-shelf' soludons when appropriate 
2 

lmprovt stafllng. Assembly of a well-mined, h i g h l y - q ~ ~ t d ,  technically competent- 
cnvlrcnmenml stafY la: csscrrlial lo txccutlng thc program. Such a staff i~ in the bast psit i f in 
to control. rninjdzc, and avoid unnecessary wars on environmental restoration pro-iects. 
McClcllan AFB ncommcnds that direct-hftt authority be granted for Enviranmcnd Enginccr 
and EnvironmenraI Specialist  position^. These positions should carry a premium pay rate. 
The c m n r  fured percentage of the DERA budget that the Air Force applies for staffing needs 
1s uiu~ali~li i&lly low &nil d a r  nu1 r r f l ~ i l  ~ 1 2 0  VUL ~ilanpowor o\ crhead rcqukod to conduct tho 
p r o m  Thc staffing level should reflect a longvtcnn commimnt  to conducting 
envimnmenml atjvity throuah Air F m t  rCmmes. Since the practlcc of envlronmcnral 
onghaering in rho Air Force has  many ~mh-pe practical aspects to it, field training to 
jupplimcnt Ah r~mc hrtituto ~f T ~ h n ~ l n m  phnpld hn nntnhl inhd tn p r ~ v i d r  thr c r i r n r p d ~  
and wining necessary ro pcrmlr new vtnff to k pmduodva early and LO roach h e i r  
professional potential quickly. 
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Majar recommendations: 

Rndoret lur cnvbnmmtal rn~dgamtrrt 4 t . g  policy fiat reflsctk long-term 
commltmcnt to accomplishing he program t h u l h  Air Fom resources 

6 P t d t  direct hire authority and offer sptdnl pay ca~egorics for environmental 
apoolaldos 

Exempt cnvimnmental fldd hm d~ll s r r g h ~  career path 

Support establishment of a trdning academy 

Implement oyatemr Implemwrtarion and me of modern information mantigornent 
tochniquas needs to bu supported on-site when the anvlronmend situation is sufficiently 
complex and management of the p w p u  iiwolvcs planning and trackin6 of multiple projecr~. 
Boch technical projeer officers and program managcrs at McClellan nccd to access, synthesize. 
walyze, and epon on tho technical and mana~cmnt informadon relevant to thcu work arecr?i, 
and to urn the aacumulated information record to support dccision making. Overall, thtsc 
individual work alcmcnts, whon considad in a coordinated management framework 
comprba tho whole pmgranz 

Modem information system can facilltttte accumuladon, collection, ntrieval, analysis, ru~d 
pnentadm of project nnd program information. and ~ 8 n  ald in intsrpretlni its meaning In 
support of decision maldng. McClellan has two closely-tied prototype development efforts 
undmay: the Twh~licnl Informadon Systom WS), w h l ~ h  m a g a s  oitc.rpeciflr simple nnd 
analysis data, and the Environmental Renxdladon lnfonnadon Syntcm (EMS), which 
~ g t o  project informadon, $it6 summary data, p r o m  managemnr support., wid 
prseentation crrpahililic~. These systems imp088 a data m r d n g  discipline, speed information 
d a v a l ,  provide data in a suitable analytic &ImcwoB, deliver dasa analysis, and x k k s s  
rapordna needs in uwTul ways that could nor hwc been acoomplfehd otherwise. The first of 
thasc capabilities has been on-line for a short dmo and has been wen to inmasc the ut iky  of 
axiadng and naw flold ha, rhuc improving the quality ~t ckcioion rncsking end tnhnnrirly 

dfiaicwroy in tho program. Support fnr implementing and using these tools under appropriate 
cttcumstances will improve staff efficiency, planning accuracy, and project and propram 
control. 
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Suppan irnplcmentadon and use of rnodtm, tnmgmted ttehnical and 
managementinfmation system 

ObJedlve 4: Shnrc McClcUan AFB Philosophy, Capabilities, and Experience (Section 5 )  

Prototype Federal Facll(ty, McClellan AFB offers rnmy recomrnendarions for how the 
IRP could be fadiltated, Some of the recommendations involve Prying new ways to 

implement advanccd ~modtoJ whnology to snve monoy end d u c a  risk, utilizing S ACM and 
its related steps, coupled with new contracdng methods, to permit mon cmcient execution. 

McClellan EM believes that thasa new approaches should bc tried on base where an 
integrated t e a  of environmental and conmct professionals interact successfully with 
mgulatm, suppliers, and the community in a spMt of teamwork, 

Endorst McCieUsn to serve as a prototype federal facillry ro implement new c l u l u p  
ideas 

- Irnplcmcnt SACM and test at McClollan 

SuppQtt rtmcdial technology research, developmcnr, and ricrnunsmiiuil at McClcJlan 

Regional Environmental Support Center. McClellan AFB has a demonstrated 
a n v i r o m n d  crpnbility and infmrrmcnln. Irr fnrnlol role could be extended beyond 
SM-ALC to n u p p n  ncher inrtdladnnc h a t  an whrking tn implement the IRP and orher 
cnvironmenral pnsgmm. McClellan APB wrJJ ylvvldc technical, planning systoms, and 
oonrz~cting oapnbilide~ to o h r  inr,rplipti~n~ m d  onvld d c ~  cmrvr rr a ringlo r o w t  fur 
synthesis and dissemination of technology infomaon, as well as a test bed for ucatabiliry 
studios a d  technology dcmonstradono. 

Endorsa McClelian to sarvt as a Reflonal Environmental Ccnrer 

- Work with McClcllan, regional installadona, and regularfirs t~ d t  the highrrt- 
vdut  most-effccrivc role - Provide funding support 10 establish and sustain activity 
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A Naw FrJVtRfiNMnrTAl.Rl?STC)RATl~N PLAN 

J3.3 PROJECTED COST S A V ~ G S ~  

- -  ----Whilt cosr.sav-f#gr&-?,&pe?! !n.th~.p!p.g nlew to a b u t  a half-dozen g c n d  
rocammndations, wtual significant cost savings a c m e  only whcp myriad individual 
p u ~ ~ m ~ n l a +  that can hm ncdlmd nt h a  lhcal p m p m  lrvel nctunlly tate place.. rand the resultant 
savings begin to flow to thc bottom lhe. This plan pinu our a wide-ranging menu of pogsiblc 
opportunities, We believe that thes6 opportunities, U U e n  as a whole, cuuld inu'oducc 
w&ltkant dvki#lY Il i  thh IRP. Wt t S ~ ~  WJMMd colt SgV!IlfiU of muse uppumnidcs 111 a 
b t s r d a r  manner, Thcsc pmjectcd savings arc assodam! wlth implementing our strategy 
alwlru fur Irutl~ ~tClollan AFB wul uumas ills Air Firm. The lrrgcrr projecrsd mxt 

savings outlined In this plan, in order of esheted coal impact, arc listed below: 

1, Cost-effcctlve mhnology is used for cleanup; tMs includes talunb tAtl) attlbnf tb M U M  
risk and apply hg new technology as It becomes availabfe. (Objcctiva 1) 

2. ?he contracting machanisms used for the IRP art improved to avoid the desi~n-lrnplerncnt 
h~ndsfY,  lrnd rca~w~~filbrlrty 1'& a ritc 1s hSi)i&nd t+ fi l l h $ ~  ~?HWW~LW (CI~JCPI~VC 3 j  

3. M e r n  ttchfCd and rnana$emcnt tnibmadon uystct~la nra Lnplcmcntd to wgtmirc. 
a r m  wtricvr nnniv7r: a n A  nnmt nn the. 6rrendvl: ~ n r l  e n r n ~ l ~ x  accumulation of both 
twhniad and managemant infomution in support of highquality dwlsion making. 
(Objccdue 3) 

- - 
?bo  mu&^ m6. ratida?uvriu#.lopmnixrcmlmwri curnrinp EI c w i l  d w r  ilf fhb JOLun~onf uui 
6 - d  Ln f rbb 1 - 1, are d i w d  in soma &tdl In their mspootlva bbuiocur.  In many c w x ,  u v h c  otimltu 
m bud wlc ly  tha t r r i  jt~ilgrnmt Ftw hr.hmv A glrnclam&~t cwld Impact cftlaimoy md h w  eoct. In other 
in-r. romo limircd data may o~k l  lo support a ualt c a r  1avin81 In r pvliculu rlhwion, Pnd rhi# vdue is wad UJ 

rruapolrrc suvl i tp  .I hkC1aUu1 md *ornu A4 Ah FOR. without hi.h~f edjrrrhnaa~ Addiliunally. ~ lavlnp not 
Ukrly to bc a Unra nunrndon of hdiv ldd uvirrp, u usurn&! herr, bu~ hdlvldurl irvlny wil l  aflrct ono Motha 
ud hU8 r A ~ h g s  ur~alusd W U  Ik. toUl of Jlt plm olomarw, OJJM dlrnculrlcr with d*vvlopAng olau\tii? coal 

rrtimrur In DOD ur wall known ud w o n  ~ r u a l l y  outlined In 00D Kdmarc$ for Clwrlng Up C w d d  Surr 
Improrvd b r  SllU Cmrrah&, OAWStAP93-37, Octakt 1 WI. 

hptmiUU thur rho *owd vduo 0f-t ravfnsr mpfnef~d hm, i# h e  i d u  k.1 we bsllovo 11 pOlribb lo 
d r a  mu andtor Lacrurc effectlvmur u, r rl~nlfloma~ dogroc ~KM@I cauidarlng and lmplarnm~lng 1h8 

~ l i o n r o u d f n c d .  
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4. Participation amon8 the A 2  Force, the community, ~ n d  rho regulators is facilitated to 
obtain the benefits of doveloping consensus on conducting tho IRF In a "bancr way." This 
-don is key to beinn able in impltmnt the amtcgics of Objective 1 and achieve the 
tusociattd c a t  savings out l id  above. (Objactlve 2) 

5. ~roccdurea for m i t i f i g ,  h M g ,  mining, and retaining of thr highlyqualificd 
a n h n m u r d  engineers and specilitists nead~d to do rhc job f~cilitntcd. (Objcctivo 3) 

6. McClellan AFB is atablishad a~ a prototype f d r y  for this New Environmental Plan. 
Levoraging rho exlrtlng BM capabilities could eliminate the need f& other installatfons to 
go outside tha Ah Forca for environmental support and eliminate the need for tach 

- - -  -4iiWadon-:o-&vatq3.!,~ c?vn fi;!!-ycrvi~r 1wal capabifillty. Tbc center could also serve to 

coordinate R8dI in innovadva tcchnologiee and rcduce the potential for duplicate work, 
While this clemant can saw funds acms6 the Air Force h the longer run, i t  will require an 
hvcsunonr in the near term to actrblith Ihc enter er McClcllan AFB. (Objecdvc 4) 

E.4 R~COMMENI)A'~'IONS FOR FURTHER WORK TO DEVELOP A NEW 
ENVLRONMENTAL RESTORATION IMPLEMENTA'I'fON PLAN 

We welcome the opportunity to consider tho affect of a clean slate approach on OUT ability 
- -  - -tctm&a opd~"4  v;c+f $.is ~ o s l ; ~ a e k ~ + : . i n - i ~ . w d x r ~  the.T.RP.-llir IRP amikgyhas 

evolved and dovelopcd over ~ l w  course of many yoars in rbspongs to a wide variety of ex tsmal 
influonccs from the regulators, tho community, and Air Fmt management. Our 
mcammendadons for SAF-MIQ an bared on careful conddmtlon of our cxporlun~cs in 
making tho program work w4thit1 the conaaPinta imposed upon it and with resources provided 
tb it, 

McClcllan AFB has offered m y  ideas which, if taken as a whole, represent a considend, 
coherent approach to reducing risk and saving money, as indicaiccl u l  tablc E-1 a W c  
m m m a n d  implementation of any of the sug~trdons cmpxiaint this plan that ata found to 
have merit and that arc sufflcientfy well developed to achieve both accelerated risk reduction 
and p r o m  cfficlancica, We will aondnue to dovalop tho other elements far impbmcntation 
at a future date. 
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Table 8-1. Summary of Potential Cost Savlngs Attributable 
to the New Envlronmcntal Rmtoration Plan 

savings irnpac~q h a t  an shown in flgura E-I, amciawd with the IRP strategy 
elements in this plan, are first-cut csdmatts, This iddd effort should be followed by a morc 
thorough rcvicw uf Ihe program, wuplod with a mom cofiprehanslvc analyais of the 
mmmondatians and 8 morc complete consideration of coat. manegcrnent. and administradve 
impacts at McClellan and across the Air Force. Addfrional wurk would idcntify sgaoific stope 
that would make the most diffdmnce to the cost and success of the program at McClcllan and 
w u s  the Air Force. 

PolronUal Lift Cycb 
Savlngrr A m s s   he 

A& hrca 

SW2 million 

m 

$2.5 mllllon 

$712 mllUon 

Included In olhar cost 
uvings 

3 

5 1,677 rnlllion 

(35% of $4.83 bi1lion)l 

I 

&don 
Numbat 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I _ 
Tad 

Do~cdpdon 

Objectlrr 1: Clmup focused on 
scolsmrad drL: mduutlon 

OhJdve 2: E n h M c b  regulatory and 
oommunlt - y pdclpntlon 

Objcctlw 3t Enhaace 
McCldlan Am's p r o w  o~wudoa 
intraruuc tun  

Objectlvd 41 Share McClallsn AFB 
phlloaophy. r n p h l l i d ~ ,  and 
expa- 

- 

Pounllol Life Cycle 
Savings at 

M C k h  AFB 

$336 million 

50,8 r11ilioc1 

$219 million 

$30 mllllon 

$326 millivlh 

(32% of $1 b 
bi U lon) 





TOPICS 

- STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

- ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS IMPROVEMENT CENTER 

- RESTORATIONICLEANUP EFFORTS 

- POLLUTION PREVENTION EFFORTS 

- SUMMARY 



STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

- HEALTHY, AND UNDER CONTROL 

- GOOD REGULATORY INTERFACE 

- GOOD COMMUNITY SUPPORT 



Environmental Process 
Improvement Center (EPIC) 

Partnership 

PURPOSE: 

9 Streamline management 

Improve administrative and 
regulatory processes 

Demonstrate technological 
innovations at McClellan 





CLEANUP/RESTORATlON 
EFFORTS 



WHAT IS THE PROBLEM 

- FOUND CONTAMINATION IN 1979 

- PRIME CONTAMINATION ARE ORGANICS 
(e.g., CHLORINATED CLEANING SOLVENTS) 

- ENTIRE BASE ON NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST (NPL) 

- EXTENSIVE SOIL & GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION 

- GROUNDWATER CONTAINMENT SYSTEMS INSTALLED/ 
MASSIVE CLEANUP EFFORT UNDERWAY 

- INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT' (IAG)--SIGNED MAY 1990 
\ 

- DRAFT AGENCY FOR TOXlCS SUBSTANCES AND 
DISEASE REGISTRY (ATSDR) REPORT RELEASED - 
FEB 1993/PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARD 



STATUS AND PROGRESS TOWARD 
ELIMINATING PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARD 

ATSDR 
CLASSIFICATIONS 

URGENT PUBLIC 
HEALTH HAZARD 

PUBLIC HEALTH - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - -  

HAZARD 

NO APPARENT 
PUBLIC HEALTH 

HAZARD 

NO PUBLIC 1 
HEALTH HAZARD 

1979 1983 1993 2003 20 10 
BEGINNING PARADIGM CURRENT RODS CLEANUP 

SHIFT STATUS DONE 
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RESTORATION EFFORTS 
L E G E N D  

- E X f  R ~ C T I O H  U E L L S  

- n p P d o x  R R E ~  OF 
U E L L  CFIPT~ IRE 

- ~ L U H E  R F t k d S  

L L A T E R  HODKIIP 
R,,,, 

~ ~ R Y S V I L L E  
B L ~ D  
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TECHNOLOGY 

GOAL: DEVELOP NEW OR EXISTING CLEANUP 
TECHNOLOGY FOR USE AT MCCLELLAN TO 
ACCELERATE CLEANUP AND CROSSFEED RESULTS 

"CLEAN SITES" PUBLlC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 

- TEAMS MCCLELLAN WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY 
AND EPA 

- INDUSTRY OBTAINS COST AND PERFORMANCE DATA 

- MCCLELLAN OBTAINS INDUSTRIES EXPERTISE 



TECHNOLOGIES 

- COMPANIES PARTICIPATING 

-- DOW 
-- XEROX 
-- AT&T 
-- DUPONT 
-- BEAZER 
-- MONSANTO 
-- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 

- EXAMPLES 







TECHNOLOGIES 
(CONT'D) 

- WESTERN GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION PARTNERSHIP 

- OTHER TECHNOLOGIES BEING EXPLORED: 

1. CHEMICAL DECHLORINATION OF PCB 
2. SOIL/WATER BlOREMEDlATlON 
3. SOLIDIFICATION/STABILIZATION 
4. BlOVENTlNG 
5. VOC DESTRUCTION VIA ELECTRON 

BEAM (ZAPPIT) 
6. SOLAR DETOXIFICATION OF WATER 
7. VOC REMOVAL FROM AN AIR STREAM BY 

RESIN COLUMN \ 

8. AIR SPARGING 
9. DUAL PHASE VACUUM EXTRACTION 







Environmental Management 

Other Air Force 
lnstallatlons 

Cleanup focussed on 
accelerated risk reduction 

Enhanced program 

(Objective 3) A 



MCCLELLAN PROJECTED 
TOTAL CLEANUP $ 

$ BILLIONS 

32% REDUCTION ? 

CURRENTPLAN NEW PLAN 





PROPERTY USE: 1998 PROJECTION 

ENCUMBERED 





PROPERTY USE OF ENCUMBERED LAND: 

12) NO LEASE 

POTENTIALLY NO LEASE 

a SIGNIFICANT LEASE RESTRICTIONS 







ELECTRIC VEHICLES (EV) 

- MCCLELLAN TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION 

- JOINT RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT BETWEEN 
SMUD AND MCCLELLAN 

- DEMONSTRATE EV TECHNOLOGY IN SEVERAL 
APPLICATIONS 

- USE SUCCESSES AS PILOT FOR EXPANDED 
EV APPLICATIONS AT CALIFORNIA 
DOD BASES \ 

- SHARED EXPERTISE AND RESOURCES 



ELECTRIC VEHICLE STATUS 

- 6 VANS DELIVERED 
(2 EACH FOR MCCLELLAN/TRAVIS/LEMOORE) 

- 3 BUSES ON ORDER (CONTRACT MAY/JUN 93) 

- PICKUPS AND UTILITY (HQs FOR APPROVAL) 

- SPECIAL PROJECTS 

I- TEST NEW INDUCTIVE CHARGER ON G-VANS 

I- BUILD/TEST LIGHTER EV COMPONENTS, 
i.e., COMPOSITE BATTERY BOXES, \ 

DRIVE SHAFTS 

I- BUILT/TEST COST EFFECTIVE ON-VEHICLE 
DATA COLLECTION AND STORAGE COMPONENT 



ELECTRIC VEHICLE FUTURE 

- ESTABLISH GOAL AND STRIVE TO CONVERT 
ALL NON-COMBAT, NON-DEPLOYABLE, SHORT 
RANGE VEHICLES TO ZERO EMISSION BY 
2000, THROUGH REPLACEMENT OR CONVERSION 

- SOLICIT PARTICIPATION BY OTHERS 

- SERVE AS TEST BED FOR NEW EV ENERGY 
SOURCES 1 

- RAPID PROTOTYPE MANUFACTURE 





TYPICAL TECHNOLOGY 
PROJECTS 

- DEGREASER COVERS 

- BEAD BLAST BOOTHS 

- CAN CRUSHERS 

- AEROSOL SPRAYING CAN ELIMINATION 

- PLATING SHOP RINSEWATER RECYCLE 

- MICROSEPARATORS 

- CONTAMINATED RAG LAUNDRY EQUIPMENT 





TOTAL ORGANIC GASES 
MCCLELLAN AFB 

1987 1988 1989 1990 I 1991 

TONS PER YEAR 

ANNUAL AIR EMISSIONS 



SM-ALC CLASS I ODC ISSUES 
IF WE GET FUNDED AS REQUESTED 



SUMMARY 

- CLEANUP WlLL NOT OCCUR OVERNIGHT, AND WlLL 
ALWAYS BE A GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY TO 
COMPLETE. 

- TECHNOLOGY IS NOT AVAILABLE TO CLEAN UP 
LARGE PORTIONS OF MCCLELLAN. 

- ACCELERATING TOTAL CLEANUP WITHOUT 
APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY WlLL INCREASE 
CLEANUP COST DUE TO USING EXPENSIVE 
TECHNOLOGY AND POTENTIALLY CLEANING 
UP MORE AREAS THAN NECESSARY. 



SUMMARY 
(CONT'D) 

- OVER TIME, SOME PORTIONS OF THE BASE 
CAN BE DISPOSED OR LEASED. 

- GOVERNMENT PRESENCE AT MCCLELLAN WILL 
REMAIN FOR MANY YEARS, WHICH LIMIT 
LAND REUSE OPTIONS; CONSEQUENTLY, 
THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD STRONGLY CONSIDER: 

_ _  MAINTAINING GOVERNMENT MISSION ON 
ENCUMBERED LAND. 

L 

-- UTILIZE PRIVATE/PARTNERSHIPS TO 

STIMULATE TECHNOLOGY ADVANCEMENTS 
AT MCCLELLAN. 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE INTERSERVICING 

CUSTOMER 

AIR FORCE 

ARMY 

MARINES 

NAVY 

% DoD TOTAL 

TOTAL 

SOURCE: DoD 7220.9-M (JDMAG) 





DEPOT MAINTENANCE INTERSERVICING 

SM-ALC AS 
CUSTOMER 

(REPAIR & RETURN (DMISA) ONLY) 

ARMY 

MARINES 

NAVY 

OTHER 

TOTAL 

SOURCE: RCS LOG-MA(Q) 7604 (HQ AFMC) 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE INTERSERVICING 

SM-ALC AS 
PROVIDER 

ARMY 

MARINES 

NAVY 

OTHER 

TOTAL 
SOURCE: 0-H036B-Ml l  -R4-8R4 (HQ AFMC) 









COMPLETED COMPETITIONS 
BRAG REVIEW 

I WORKLOAD DATE VALUE AWARD 

TRC 97 SEP 91 $2.8M SM-ALC 

LINK TUBE OCT 91 $15.6k SM-ALC 

AIRBORNE ELEC JAN 93 $4.6M TOBYHA 

NOTE: THE CENTER HAS BEEN AWARDED NUMEROUS WORKLOADS 
BASED ON DECISION TREE ANALYSIS PRIOR TO THE 

ADVENT OF FORMAL COMPETITION. THESE INCLUDE 
THE F111 AMP PROGRAM, F- I l l  HORIZONTAL STABS 

AND F-117 PANELS WHERE THE ORGANIC CENTER WAS 
A FRACTION OF THE COMMERCIAL COST 



FY 91 RATE COMPARISON 
SAAD WORKLOAD COMPETITION 

DEPOT 

RED RIVER 
TOBYHANNA 
SACRAMENTO AD 
TOOELE 
LETTERKENNY 
ANNISTON 
CORPUS CHRIST1 

MCCLELLAN 

CODE 

RRAD 
TOAD 
SAAD 
TEAD 
LEAD 
ANAD 
CCAD 

SM-ALC 

RATE 





COMPETITIONS IN PROGRESS 
BRAC REVIEW 

WORKLOAD COMPETITOR AWARD 
BRADLEY ELECTRONICS RED RIVER AD 13 JUL 93  
ELECTRO OPTICS ANNISTON AD 30 AUG 93 
RADAR LETTERKENNY AD 1 AUG 93 
RADIO TOBYHANNA AD 15 SEP 93  
GYROAND CORPUS CHRIST1 AD 1 OCT 93 
INTEL/EW TOBYHANNA AD 1 NOV 9 3  
TMDE/RADIAC TOBYHANNA AD 1 DEC 93  





DOWNSIZING THE WORKLOAD 
BASED ON THE FIRST AWARD 

DOLLARS 

PEOPLE 

LABOR HOURS 

ORIGINAL EST 

98 MILLION 

870 

1.5 MILLION 

DOWNSIZED 

12 MILLION 

110 

.2 MILLION 





NEW COMPETITION STARTS 
BRAC REVIEW 

WORKLOAD 

WIRE COM 

F-IIIE PDM 

AIRBORNE GEN 

RED FORCE 

COMPETITOR EST AWARD 

TOBYHANNA AD JAN 94 

COMMERCIAL/DOD JUL 94 

COMMERCIAL/DOD JUL 94 

COMMERCIAL/DOD JUL 94 



LOWEST COST WINS 
(NOT BEST VALUE) 

DEVIATIONS FROM TECHNICAL DATA 
ALLOWED 

- 

COMPETITION LESSONS LEARNED 
BRAC REVIEW 

BRAC6 
\ 

-- -- - - - 

a NO LEVEL PLAYING FIELD 





Docull-ellt Separator 



PER OUTPUT SALARY 

GOODS SOLD 

OPERATING RESULTS 
QMlF PROFIT/LOSS 



The operating cost rate, in conjuncti~n with a Center's abiiity to 
execute and achieve a desired profit/loss posture should be 
significant criteria for measuring the success or failure of an 
industrial facility. The primary reason is that any losses 
incurred' evenrually passes on to the customer in the fonn of a 
sales rate increase. This will, over time, diminish the strength of 
the customer dollar in terms of reducing the amount of work it 
will buy. It becomes even more critical with each force 
structure draw down and hudget tightening of customer %rids. 
If customer buying power diminishes faster than force stn~cture 
reductions, and/or sales rates continue to 3~ry le rz t t~ .  :be 
ccstcm-: : i i i l  be l~nakie :o Trocura dspot ievei repair to 
maintain the necessary level of support for their weapon 
systemdend items. 

I 



.ax.muuo-pad lenpp!pu! n a y  1 s u ~ 3 e  paJnseaw uayM JeIlop 
~aurolsn:, ayl JOJ anleA lsaq ayl sluasa~dal 37-v o)uauIeJ:,eS 
aeql a~t?mpu! AIJE~I:,  saleJ sales palsnlpe pue a:,ueurropad 
s s o v ~ g o ~ d  'tso:, 8uye~ado ayl ' p u e u u ~ o ~  ayi u! 1saqSy aqj s! 
o~uame.i:,es ae alms h e p s  a p u S  aSr:m ar;l jeql am1 sl . .  31 aIryAj . 

'(t. alqF..L 
aas) s a p  al!sodwo=, lsa.hiol pumas a q ~  pvq a.4-q plnoK, 
o ~ u a w c : ~ ~  - a ~ u ~ w ~ o - u a d  ssol/lyo~d llc.la.40 ,sJaJu;2 y3c; 
ua pare? pa!lddc a~a.4~. ss=lc~ sa!es aql 01 asca:3u1 sso; jca,r ~ o u d  
ay: 2; 'anue~su! joj $ 6 ~ ~ 3  u1 'sassol jca.4 ~ o u d  ~a.4o~a-l  o: uoja 
pueuwc73 aq] a i e p o u ~ u o m ~  01 (sxsol) xuu~lcq . .ad  : 3 p  
laylo JC qlnsa~ c sc t 6 - ~ 6 ~ . ~  102 pascanul aJax salc] sales 
01uaure~3e~ '1312; UI .palJmu! sassol ayl dno3a~ 01 XISU!PJC~~F 
zasca:=,u; s a ln  ialuolsnc, puc s;all;=> a!,? a;: SSO:~U pcalar 
a ~ a m  pund ~ c ! ~ l s n p u ~  3jqn ay! U I ~ I L A I  . . S ~ S S O ;  ' i i l ~ u a a  puiq 

-1XX4033X 
O::'~L=(SSG? Ad CS'Cji, SSOTT XOIXJ X03 3SkJP23!a 2LT-T CGLT (iL2?.L!.'3 OT'iXJq). 

0 6 ' ~ ~ s  

I:, CE'9L.S 

S6't6$ 
r m 

9 L ' k ~ a  

6 L  'Z6S 

ZLISOJllr03 

i "PSI 
(1 '1s )  

(0 '99s)  
-. 
L 11s 

~ 1 6 0 1 1 )  

ZLYX SXTTYS csm 
TYLOL/ 6 6 0 6 ~ 1  6 ~ l ; i i l  8 6 ~ 1  ~ 3 1 ~ ~ 3 /  - 

tooo-oook (ssozt r L H O X ~  

I 

-a"- 

( L";ESI 
L'IS 

( ? 'sI$)  

9.95s: 

I'SZS 

9'SS 

1'1s 
6 ' tS  

( 6't-$1 

5 -  ( 9 ' 2 i ~ )  I O L L L  3 T - O C )  .- P". 

( 0 9 ~ ~ )  JiTfiiS;) L ' I I S  1 3T-30 

r 'ZZS c LiS 

i- i ' b i i  ( 9 . ~ 1 ~ )  

ST-x~:~ I 

3 W - J q S  

3 W - Y S  

! L ' E  I S) 

( 8 '62 )  

( L'OSS! 

C'Sr? 

T'tS 

0'8$ 



FY94 COMPOSITE 
REVENL!E/SALES RATE 

"M-ALC LJ 

DIRECT LABOR $25.83 \- 14.2% 

DIRECT MATERIA!- $20.33 26,9',6 

DIRECT OTFIEH $ .68 9 (1" /o 

FjRODUCTION OVERHEAD $2 1,96 29.1% 

GEUERAL 8 ADMINISTRATIVE $ 6,75 8.9% 

W F: -ALC $75.97 $75,55 100% 

OC -ALC k $77.34 
SA-ALC k $1 14.99 
OC-ALC L $ 1  1801 





PROFIT / LOSS 



TOTAL DMlF FY92 
PRODUCTION INDICATORS 

BUDGET TARGET 
PLA 31 12 DEC 

DPSH YIELD 1,496.4 1,497.6 

p E's 4,087 4,076 

% DIR O/T 1'.45 1.68 

TOTAL MATERIAL EXPENSE(M) 

YTD 
TARGET 

YTD 
ACTUAL 

* AVG YTD CIVILIANS ONBOAI3D (10 MILITARY BUDGETED) 

- AS OF 30 SEP 92 
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SPD AUTHORITY 

SYSTEM PROGRAM DIRECTOR (SPD): 

THAT INDIVIDUAL IN AN AFMC SPO WHO IS 
ULTIMATELY RESPONSIBLE AND ACCOUNTABLE 
FOR DECISIONS AND RESOURCES IN OVERALL 
PROGRAM EXECUTION. THE SINGLE FACE TO THE 
USER WHO OVERSEES THE SEAMLESS PROCESSES. 
(AFMC PAMPHLET 88-60) 



SUSTAIN F-I1 I WEAPON SYSTEM 

ENGINEERING AUTHORITY/CONFIGURATION CONTROL 

PROCURE/REPAIR SPARES 

* MODIFICATION ACQUISITIONS 

TECHNOLOGY INSERTION 

DEVELOP/PERFORM DEPOT LEVEL TASKS 









IWSM TENETS 

"SINGLE FACE TO THE USER" SIMPLIFIES CUSTOMER-SUPPLIER 
RELATIONSHIP 

"CRADLE-TO-GRAVE" MANAGEMENT IMPLIES LIFE CYCLE 
RESPONSIBILITY 

"SEAMLESS ORGANIZATION" PROVIDES A USER TRANSPARENT 
TRANSITION FROM ACQUISITION TO SUSTAINMEN-T IN THE 
LIFE CYCLE 

"INTEGRATED PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT'' BRINGS TO BEAR 
INTEGRATED SKILLS IN A TEAMING ARRANGEMENT TO IMPROVE 
OUR PRODUCT AND PROCESSES 



i 
I 

IWSM PROCESS 

TECHNOLOGY 
LOGISTICS 

CONTRACTING 



ORGANIZATION 

PRODUCT CENTER LOGISTICS CENTER 

I 

AIRCRAFT Dl RECTORATE 
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PURPOSE 
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IWSM MANAGEMENT PROCESS 

FIEF-I 11 WEAPON SYSTEM MASTER PLAN PROCESS 

SUMMARY 
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REORGANIZATION UNDER IWSM 

OBJECTIVES 
MAXIMIZE EFFECTIVENESS OF ORGANIZATION 
IMPROVE CUSTOMER SUPPORT 

ORGANIZED TEAMS TO EFFECTIVELY MANAGE DWINDLING 
RESOURCES 

INTEGRATED PRODUCT TEAMS 
PROCESS TEAMS 

STRATEGIC PLANNING PROCESS TEAM ENHANCES CUSTOMER 
SUPPORT FOR 

AIR FORCE (THROUGH AFMC) 
.* ACC 
* *  27 RN 



REORGANIZATION U N D E R  IWSM 

TEAM FIEF-111 

CUSTOMERS 

RESOURCE STRATEGIC PROCESS 
MANAGEMENT 

INTEGRATED 

CUSTOMERS 



INTEGRATED 
PRODUCT TEAMS 

ALIGNED WITH BASIC AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 

ACCOMPLISH LOGISTICS, ENGINEERING AND ACQUISITION SUPPORT 

SCHEDULE AND PRIORITIZE WORK, OVERSEE QUALITY 

SUPPORT PROCESSES THRU MATRlXlNG 

SINGLE FOCAL POINT FOR AREA 



INTEGRATED PRODUCT 
TEAMS (CONT) 

STRUCTURES INCLUDES: 
* *  BONDED AND UNBONDED PANELS 

AIRFRAME 
WINGS 
NACELLES 
TAIL 

MECHANICAL SYSTEMS INCLUDES: 
HYDRAULIC, LANDING GEAR, FLIGHT CONTROLS 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL SYSTEMS 

e e  ENGINES AND FUEL 
* *  PYROTECHNICS AND COCKPIT FURNISHINGS 



INTEGRATED PRODUCT 
TEAMS (CONT) 

AVIONICS SYSTEMS INCLUDES: 
COMMUNICATION 

e e  ELECTRONIC COUNTERMEASURES 
FLIGHT CONTROL SYSTEM (AVIONICS PORTION) 
ELECTRIC POWER 
AIS-R 

WEAPONS/NAVIGATION SYSTEMS INCLUDES: 
MUNITIONS 

* @  ARMAMENT 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
AVIONICS MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 
NAVIGATION 
RADAR 



PMT KEY PROCESSES 

ACQUISITION 
RESPONSIBLE FOR: MODIFICATION INTEGRATION 

* *  ACQUISITION POLICY & PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 
OVERSIGHT OF MAJOR MOD EFFORTS 

SUSTAINMENT 
PROVIDES DAILY LOGISTICS SUPPORT; SPARES, DEPOT 
ASSISTANCE, ENGl NEERING & TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONTINUOUS PROCESS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO IMPROVE QUALITY, 
CUT COST AND FLOW DAYS 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
MAJOR EMPHASIS IS  TRACKING AND ISSUING OF FUNDS 
MANAGES INTERNAL RESOURCES 

STRATEGIC PLANS 
LONG RANGE PLANNER FOR FIEF-111 TO ENSURE IT REMAINS A 
VIABLE WEAPONS SYSTEM IN THE FUTURE 





COMMANDER '--i 
CONTRACT1 N G  

DIRECTORATE . 
L . - - - .  I I 

ASC 

C O M M A N D  . 
t 

FUNCTIONAL - - - - -  





WEAPON SYSTEM 
MASTER PLAN 

- 

CURRENT FORCE STRUCTURE PROVIDES BASELINE 

WSMP IS A LIVING DOCUMENT 
HISTORICAL DATA 

m e  CURRENT DATA 
FUTURE PLANS 

BOTH SPD AND USER HAVE RESPONSIBILITIES IN 
PRODUCING SUBSTANTIVE DOCUMENT 

PROCESS 





EF-I1 I A  TACTICAL JAMMING SYSTEM 

STANDOFF JAMMER 
ESCORT JAMMER 

F-I 1 1 E/F-I  I I F FIGHTER/BOMBER 

NUCLEAR 
INTERDICTION 

*DEEP FIXED TARGET 
PRECISION BOMBING (F-111F) 

F-1 I 1G TRAINER 

CREW TRAINING FOR F-111E/F 



WSMP PROCESS 
BACK END 

t 
r RESOURCES/REQs 

SYSTEM PROGRAM DIRECTOR 4 

7 
PROGRAMS 

RESOURCESIREQs 
PRODUCT GROUP MANAGER + F USER 

t PROGRAMS 

MATERIEL GROUP RESOURCES/REQs I 
MANAGER + 

t PROGRAMS 

WEAPON SYSTEM 
WITH SUPPORTING 

TECHNOLOGIES, 
COMMODITIES, 

ETC. 
L 



PURPOSE 

lWSM MANAGEMENT PROCESS 



a " @  

I 

I 

FIEF-1 11 IS REORGANIZING FOR THE FUTURE TO: 
* *  IMPROVE CUSTOMER SUPPORT 

INCREASE COMMUNICATION FLOW & SYNERGISM 
POSTURE FOR CHANGE 

USE IWSM AND IPD TO TAKE CARE OF OUR PEOPLE, 
TAKE CARE OF OUR CUSTOMERS, 
TAKE CARE OF BUSINESS. 

USER INVOLVEMENT IN WSMP PROCESS VITAL 
PLANNING PROCESS BY WHICH USER & SPD 

GROW THE SYSTEM 
* *  R & M, INCREASED CAPABILITY, SAFETY 
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BACKGROUND 

SCOPE 

ALL ALC AND 652nd SPTG ORGANIZATIONS 

I OBJECTIVES 

DOWNSIZE AFMC FACILITY SPACE 10% BY FY97 
- DEMOLISH, BANK, TRANSFER 

VACATE ENTIRE BLDGS I BLOCKS OF SPACE 
I - INCREASES OPTIONS FOR REUSE 

-- NEW WORKLOAD 

I 
-- NEW TENANTS 

1 

- MAXIMIZE M&R AND UTILITIES SAVINGS 

METHODOLOGY 

BASEWIDE FACILITY SURVEY (MULTI-DIRECTORATE TEAMS) 
- IDENTIFIED AND ASSESSED UNDERUTILIZED SPACE 
- DEVELOPED COORDINATED PLAN WITH MILESTONES 



CURRENT SITUATION 

ACTUAL DOWNSIZING SINCE 1 OCT 91: 
METHOD # OF BLDGS* AREA (SF) 
BANK 8 297,125 
DEMOLISH 15 33,680 
TRANSFER 21 3,006,565 

CURRENT FACILITY INVENTORY: 424 BLDGS 17,597,989 SF 

PROGRAMMED DOWNSIZING THROUGH FY96: 
METHOD # OF BLDGS* 

BANK 21 
DEMOLISH 26 

AREA (SF) 

*some partial facilities 
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Finding a Better Way 





Activikiw * (Above): The Air Logistics Center 
Commander views the groundwater sampling vehicl 
designed for McClellan Am. (Below): The EM 
Director oversees drilling at a capped hazardous waste 
disposal site. (Opposite): EM compliance engineers 

I confer with a technician in the paint shop. (Preuious 

HERE AT MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, we've made 
a commitment to our environment, to our- 
selves, and to our community. A commitment 
to do things better. &t was common 
practice yesterday-for example, landfilling 
industrial wastes-we now know caused harm 
to the environment. We don't do those things 

from &re impact are part of our Air ~ o k e  - 

mission. The Directorate of Environmental 
Management (EM) was created to oversee the 
environmental aspects of all the work done at 
McClellan AFB. We were given the mandate to 
affect changes in the way business is conducted 
basewide. Along with that mandate came the 
responsibility to do what is right. So we 
employ a team of skilled professionals dedi- 
cated to finding solutions and protecting the 
environment-a team who won't take "no" for 
an answer. 

Today, we're working cleaner than ever before. 
We use fewer chernic*; we generate less 
waste. We recycle whenever possible. The 
changes we've already made will carry us into 
the future while we incorporate environmental 
awareness into the designs for tomorrow's 
aircraft, global communications networks, 
radar spems, and electronics. 

Key pick 
We wert! tbefirst installation in the Dquzrtment of 
De@w to jimn an Environmental Mamgmmt 
Directorate. We've m n  the Renew America 
Environmental Achievement Award for 
groundwater restoration, the Air Force General 
Thomas D. White Award for Environmental 
Quality, and the California Governo 
Historic Preservation. 



McCLmw AIR FORCE BASE is r recogrued leader in hnvironnwfzt;?l m g e m e n t .  In 1991, the 
U. S. Eneonmena h M ~ a  and State of California hmd asr aifiance with 
Mcf21ek.t AFB for the n Environmental Process Impavaent  Center (EPIC) 
that other fa&ities can emdate. 

The S m m t o  Air L C a t ~ r ,  Imated at McC1eIlan Am3, i q  rapid@ tyuming one of the 
Air Force's most a d v m d  -logical centen. Our missions M & e  avionics, fiber optics, 
and space and c 0 m u n i M w  su@. We maintain and rep& &at&# and provide logistics 
support for the F-217A Stdoh Fighter and the F-22 Advanced Ta&l Fighter. 

The team of e n v i m n m d  p h s i o n a l s  at EM are dedicated 20 pwy msm@ng, restoring. 
and preserving McClellanrs resources. The staff of more than 60 enuim~1mental engineers, 
planners, geologists, and chemists are developing ways to cut down on the amount of 
hazardous wastes permitted and produced each year; ensuring that MClelian meets federal, 
state, and local environmental regulations; supervising remediation of groundwater and soil 
contamination; and preserving natural and historical resources, EM'S team also includes 
attorneys, civil engineers, public affairs specialists, and contracting officials,;F+qf 5 ; 'J: , 

" : * 



o a cleaner future. Careful will 
us to use fewer and less toxic chemicals 

plluting fuel will reduce air emissions by 25 tons per 
wear. We recycle cleaning solvents and rags, and are 
iiminating the use of aerosol paints. 



IT USED TO BE standard practice to dump 
industrial sludge into burial pits. No one 
knew the chemicals would seep down 

rough the layers of sands, silts, and clays 
beneath the surface until they reached 
groundwater. These chemicals-mostly 
solvents-then moved with the ground- 

ater as it slo~ ' " )wed through the 

11 systems to pump an 
roundwater and 

-,-ating further. By 
_ - Aaminated water, and by 
-by residents with municipal 
, we've removed the potential 
le contamination posed. 
?%*?%= 

But the chemicals are still in the soils. 
Technologies to fully clean up all the 
contaminated soil at McClellan do not exist 1 
yet. So we're working with research 
scientists and federal and state agencies to 
develop ways to clean up contamination at I 
the source-in the s re it can reach 
the groundwater. 

Key facts: 
Since we began in 1980, we've spent close to 
$100 million on the cleanup. We're also finding 
ways to save money. With our prototype 
sampling vehicle, we can sample our monitoring 
wells as much as four times faster than before. 
Our two groundwater treatment plants typically 
remove 1,320 pounds of contaminants each year 
Early estimates indicate vapor extraction can E&; remove as much as 3,000 pounds of contam- 
inants from the soils each r 



All across McClellan AFB, we're uL kng 
to improve the way we oMra+~ 



L - .  - . , ~ ~ w ~ ~ l l w l l  

Are you meeting your goals? Are you complying with the laws? 

leaking, and replacing those th ith aboveground tanks. 

compliance program; the program ensures compliance in 12 areas, includ- 
ing air, water, soil, and hazardous and solid waste. Each building that 
stores and uses chemicals has its own spill response plan to ensure quick 

.- 



Activities: (Upper left): Two operators in the bead blasting shop inspect an aircraft; bead blasting strips 
paint off aircraft without using solvents. (Abme): A new technology-ion vapor deposition-will 
reduce the need for highly toxic cadmium in electroplating operations. (Left): A technician uses a 
high-pressure water pick, instead of solvents, to remove sealant from an airplane wing; the face mask 
protects him from splashing hot water. (Lawr I@):  In the plating shop, a vapor degreaser uses less 
solvent to remove oil and grease from parts and reduces air emissions. (Far left): The F-22 Advanced 
Tactical Fighter; for the first time, we're working with the designers to find wa 
an aircraft without using hazardous materials, if possible. 



-- 

Activities: (Upper left): We're working with UC Berkeley scientists to clean 
VOC contamination from soil by injecting afeam and extracting the contam- 
inated vapor. * (Center): We've drilled over 350 wells to monitor groundwater 
contamination. * (Upper right): The public is an integral part of our cleanup 
team, as are the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency and State of California; 
we hold public meetings and publish a quarterly newsletter to keep the com- 
munity involved. (Lower right): Technicians sample a monitoring well. 

(Lower left): Water discharged from our Groundwater Treatment Plant into a 
creek on base is carefully monitored to make sure it's clean. * (Background): 
Vials used to collect groundwater samples. 



L 
I I ILVLI i v n 1  IWII 

SoME TI-DNGS are worth keeping for their own sakes. 
Our natural resources. Our historic buildings. 

On the west side of the base, beyond the runways, 
are examples of a type of habitat found only in 
certain places in California, and nowhere else. Low 
places, where water collects after a rain, and where 
the clay soils prevent it from seeping in. They're 
called vernal pools. In the spring, before the water 
evaporates, they're ringed with wildflowers that 
only grow in such areas. Then, in the summer, they 
dry up and disappear until the winter rains return. 

Vmal pools are but one example of the natural 
habitats and historical areas preserved at McClellan. 

c 1 
A - 

Key facts: ! Y L u + a  1 
We protect 200 acres of wetlands on base. We recycle 
500 tons of white paper each yew. The base headqwrters 
building hm been restored to the way it w a s  when it was 
built $re than 50 yeurs ago. Thc besr district, 
m p i s i n g  more than 50 buildings, is ciigibh to be list& 
on tke National Register of Hisfork P W .  





AT ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, we're I working hard to conserve our natural 
'1 resources. We're developing innovative 

methods of restoring and preserving our 
environment. We're developing ways to 
continue 6ur Air Force mission while using 
fewer chemicals and generating less waste. 

needs and wishes. 

And we want to share what we've learned 
with other facilities, so they can benefit 
from our experience. That way, we can all 
have a better tomorrow. 

I 

Activities: (From top to bottom) A technician checks a 
reading on the JP-8 aircraft refueling truck. Recycling 
rags cuts down on the amount of hazardous waste we 
generate each year. We're careful to ensure the water we 
drink is clean. Our community is also our environment; 
we want to contribute positively to our neighbors' quality of 
life. Ducks on their way north in the spring stop over at a 
marsh on base. (Background): The marsh is one kind of 
wetland found on base. 





Blue Collar Series Total 
AS of 1 Jian 93 
(Excludes DLA, AFCOMS and Temps) 

Series 
2502 
2504 
2601 
2602 
2604 
2606 
261 0 
2701 
2805 
2810 
2854 
2892 
3105 
3359 
3364 
341 4 
341 6 
343 1 
3501 
3502 
3566 
3602 
3606 
361 0 
3701 
3703 
3705 
3707 
371 1 
371 2 
3725 
3727 
3735 
3736 
3806 
3809 
3858 
3872 
41 02 
41 04 
41 57 
4204 
4206 
4255 

Totals 
2 
6 
2 
6 

588 
2 6 
146 

1 
27 
9 

204 
167 
10 

207 
1 

80 
26 
3 
2 

5 8 
12 
3 
1 
2 
1 

2 5 
54 
3 
2 7 
4 
5 
1 
1 

14 
438 
133 
3 1 
3 

115 
2 
4 
11 
7 
3 

Group 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRON IC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUM ENTIELECTRONIC 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
INSTRUMENTIELECTRONIC 
MACHINIST 
MACHINIST 
MACHINIST 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 

Page 1 
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McCLELLAN AFB 

Blue Collar Series Total 
As of 1 Jan 93 
(Excludes DLA, AFCOMS and Temps) 

Series 
4352 
4373 
4402 
4406 
441 9 
4604 
4605 
4607 
461 6 
4701 
4742 
4749 
4804 
4805 
4840 
4850 
5026 
5201 
5306 
5309 
5350 
5352 
5378 
5401 
5402 
5406 
5408 
5409 
541 3 
5423 
5439 
5485 
5701 
5703 
5704 
5705 
5706 
571 6 
5725 
5801 
5803 
5806 
5823 
6501 
6652 

Totals 
23 
4 
1 
2 
8 
3 
5 
9 
4 
3 
14 
17 
3 
2 
3 
1 
2 
9 

49 
12 
29 
3 
54 
1 
6 
8 
13 
5 

3 5 
2 5 
3 
5 
7 
9 1 
3 
7 
2 
4 
9 
1 

2 6 
6 
17 
4 
5 2 

Group 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
TECHNICAL SKlLL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
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McCLELLAN AFB 

Blue Collar Series Total 
As of 1 Jan 93 
(Excludes DLA, AFCOMS and Temps) 

Series 
6901 
6904 
6907 
691 0 
691 2 
6914 
6968 
700 1 
7002 
7009 
7307 
7404 
7407 
7408 
8255 
8268 
8602 
880 1 
8840 
8852 

Totals 
19 
40 
5 2 
2 7 
16 
3 
1 
1 
6 

3 7 
1 
3 
12 
4 

25 1 
40 
22 
67 
22 

42 1 

Group 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MATERIAL HANDLERS 
MlSC SKILL 
MlSC SKlLL 
MlSC SKILL 
MlSC SKILL 
PNEUDRAULICS 
PNEUDRAULICS 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 
SHEET METAL 

TOTAL: 41 06 

Page 3 



Document Sepal-ator 



CATEGORY: BLUE COLLAR 

GRADES: ALL GRADES 

OCC SRS TITLES 

Utilities Operation General 
Foreman 

- Utility Systems Operating 
Sewage Disposal Plant Operating 
Water Treatment Plant Operating 
Fuel Distribution System Operating 
Sandblasting 
Testing Equipment Operating 
Aircraft Weight and Balance 
Operating 

Mobile Equipment Operator Foreman 
Motor Vehicle Operating 
Forklift Operating 
Tractor Operating 
Road Sweeper Operating 
Engineering Equipment Operating 
Crane Operating 
Mobile Equipment Maintenance 
General Foreman 

Heavy Mobile Equipment Mechanic 
Mobile Equipment Servicing 
Automotive Mechanic 
Electromotive Equipment Mechanic 
Chemical Handler 
Aircraft Ordinance Systems 
Mechanic 

General Equipment Examiner 
Tools and Parts Attending 
Warehouse Working 
Materials Expediting 
Material Sorting and Classifying 
Store Working 
Aircraft Freight Loading 
Packing 
Preservation Packaging 
Equipment Cleaning 
Meatcutting 
Pneudraulic Systems Mechanic 
Aircraft Pneudraulic Systems 
Mechanic 

Engine Overhaul Mechanic 
Aircraft Engine Mechanic 
Aircraft Fuel Systems 
Aircraft Mechanic Parts Repairer 
Airframe Test Operating 



CATEGORY; BLUE COLLAR 

GRADES: ALL GRADES 

OCC SRS TITLES 

Metal Tube Making, Installing, and 
Repairing . 

Painting 
Sign Painting 
Instrument Dial Painting 
Pipefitting 
Plumbing 
Fuel Distribution System Mechanic 
Plastic Fabricating 
Molding 
Bindery Working 
Film Assembling - Stripping 
Letterpress Operating 
Offset Photography 
Platemaking 
Offset Press Operating 
Silk Screen Making and Printing 
Blocking and Bracing 
Wood Working 
Wood Crafting 
Carpentry 
Patternmaking 
General Maintenance and Operation 
Utility Systems Repairing - 
Operating 

Maintenance Mechanic 
Locksmith 
Medical Equipment Repairing 
Tool and Equipment Repatring 
Mechanical Parts Reparrlng 
Bearing Reconditioning 
Reclamation Working 
Gardening 
Pest Controlling 
Maintenance General Foreman 
Rigging 
Air Conditioning Equipment 
Mechanic 

Heating and Boiler Plant 
Equipment Mechanic 

Production Machinery Mechanic 
Industrial Equipment Mechanic 
Power Support Systems Mechanic 



CATEGORY: BLUE COLLAR 

GRADES: ALL GRADES 

OCC SRS TITLES 

Telephone Mechanic 
Wire Communications Cable Splicing 
Wire Communications Equipment 
Installing and Repairing 

Electronic Equipment Repair 
General Foreman 

Electronic Measurement Equipment 
Mechanic 

Electronics Mechanic 
Electronic Industrial Controls 
Mechanic 

Electronic Digital Computer 
Mechanic 

Electronic Integrated Systems 
Mechanic 

Electrical Equipment Overhaul 
General Foreman 

Electrician 
Electrician (High Voltage) 
Electrical Equipment Repairing 
Aircraft Electrical Systems 

Installing and Repairing 
Fabric Working 
Instrument Making 
Instrument Mechanic 
Projection Equipment Repairing 
Machining 
Toolmaking 
Machine Tool Operating 
Worker Trainee 
Laboring 
Railroad Repairing 
Custodial Working 
Cement Finishing 
Masonry 
Roofing 
Insulating 
Metal Processing Foreman 
Welding 
Metalizing 
Electroplating 
Heat Treating 
Battery Repairing 
Buffing and Polishing 
Metal Phototransferring 
Circuit Board Making 
Metal Work Foreman 

Sheet Metal Mechanic 
Mobile Equipment Metal Mechanic 
Metal Tank and Radiator Repairing 



. CATEGROY: OTHER 

GRADES; ALL GRADES 

OCC SRS TITLES 

Fire Protection and Prevention 
Police 
Guard 
General Student Trainee 
Social Science Student Trainee 
Personnel Trainee 
Administrative Trainee 
Accounting Student Trainee 
Engineering and Architecture 

Student Trainee 
Information and Arts Trainee 
Contract Negotiator Trainee 
Supply Trainee 



CATEGORY: CLERICAL 

GRADES; ALL GRADES 
*Denotes Exceptions 

OCC SRS 

8 6 
*203 GS 1-5 only 
*204 GS 1-6 only 

*301 GS 1-6 only 
303 
305 
312 
313 
318 
3 19 
322 
*335 GS 1-6 only 
344 
350 
35 1 
355 
3 56 
36 1 
382 
394 

8501 GS 1-6 only 

GS 1-3 only 

GS 1-6 only 
GS 1-6 only 

GS 1-6 only 
GS 1-6 only 
GS 1-6 only 
GS 1-6 only 

GS 1-6 only 
GS 1-6 only 

TITLES 

Security Clerical and Assistant 
Personnel Clerical and Assistant 
Military Personnel Clerical and 

Technician 
Misc. Administration and Program 
Misc. Clerical and Assistant 
Mail and File 
Clerk-Stenographer and Reports 
Work Unit Supervising 
Secretary 
Closed Microphone Reporter 
Clerk-Typist 
Computer Clerk and Assistant 
Management Clerical and Assistant 
Equipment Operator 
Printing Clerical 
Calculating Machine Operator 
Data Transcriber 
Equal Opportunity Assistant 
Telephone Operating 
Communications Clerical 
General Accounting Clerical and 

Administrative 
Audit Clerk 
Accounting Technician 
Cash Processing 
Payro 1 1 
Military Pay 
Budget Clerical and Assistant 
Medical Clerk 
Legal Clerk and Technician 
General Arts and Information 
Editorial Assistance 
Procurement Clerical and Assistant 
Statistical Assistance 
General Suppy 
Supply Clerical and Technician 
Sales Store Clerical 
Transportation Specialist 
Freight Rate 
Trave 1 
Shipment Clerical 
Dispatching 



OCC SRS 

r2OOl GS 7-10 only 

r2005 GS 7-18 only 
w2101 CIS 7-10 only 
2102 

r2131 GS 7-18 only 
2135 

TITLES 

General Supply 
Supply Clerical and Technician- 
Transportation Specialist 
Transportation Clerk and Assistant 
Freight Rate 
Transportation Loss and Damage 

Claims Examining 
Cargo Scheduling 
Aircraft Operations 
Navigator 



CATEGORY: TECHNICAL 

GRADES: ALL GRADES 
*Denotes Exceptions 

OCC SRS 

29 
189 

w203 GS 6-18 only 
,204 GS 7-18 only 

*301 GS 7-10 only 
332 
*335 GS 7-18 only 
390 
392 
393 

*501 GS 7-10 only 

*525 GS 4-18 only 
620 
640 
645 
647 
669 
675 
68 1 
683 

699 
802 
809 
8 17 
8 18 
856 
895 
962 

*gee GS 7-18 only 
992 

*lo01 GS 7-10 only 
1020 
1060 
1105 

*I106 GS 7-18 only 
1152 
131 1 
1341 
1411 
1521 

*I531 GS 7-10 only 
r1670 GS 1-10 only 
1702 

TITLES 

Environmental Protection Assistant 
Recreation Aid and Assistant 
Personnel Clerical and Assistant 
Military Personnel Clerical 

and Technical 
Misc. Administration and Program 
Computer Operation 
Computer Clerk and Assistant 
Communications Relay Operation 
General Communication 
Communication Specialist 
General Accounting Clerical and 

Administrative 
Accounting Technician 
Health Technician/Vocational Nurse 
Medical Health and Student Trainee 
Medical Technician 
Diagnostic Radiologic Technologist 
Medical Record Librarian 
Medical Record Technician 
Dental Assistant 
Dental Laboratory Aid and 

Technician 
Health Aid and Technician 
Engineering Technican 
Construction Control 
Surveying Technician 
Engineering Drafting 
Electronics Technician 
Industrial Engineering Technician 
Contract Representative 
Legal Clerk and Technician 
Loss and Damage Claims Examination 
General Arts and Information 
Illua trating 
Photography 
Purchasing 
Procurement Clerical and Assistant 
Production Control 
Physical Science Technician 
Meteorlogical Technician 
Library Technician 

Mathematics Technician 
Statistical Assistant 
Equipment Specialist 
Education and Training Technician 



OCC SRS 

r2001 GS 11-18 only 
2003 
2010 
2030 

TITLES 

General Supply 
Supply Program Management 
Inventory Management 
Distribution Facilities and 

Storage Management 
Packaging 
Transportation Specialist 
Traffic Management 
Transportatione-Operation 
Air Traffic Control 



CATEGORY: ADMINISTRATIVE 

GRADES: ALL GRADES 
*Denotes Exceptions 

OCC SRS 

18 
28 
3 0 
80 
132 
188 
201 
205 
212 
22 1 
230 
233 
235 
260 

*30 1 GS 11-18 only 
334 
340 
34 1 
342 
343 
345 
346 
39 1 
i501 GS 11-18 only 

505 
560 
67 1 

*lo01 GS 11-18 only 
1035 
1056 
107 1 
1082 
1083 
1084 
1101 
1102 
1103 
1144 
1150 
1170 
1173 

,1531 GS 11-18 only 
1601 
1640 
1654 

,1670 GS 11-18 only 
1712 
181 1 
1910 

TITLES 

Safety Management 
Enviromental Protection Specialist 
Sports Specialist 
Security Administration 
Intelligence 
Recreation Specialist 
Personnel Management 
Military Personnel Management 
Personnel Staffing 
Position Classification 
Employee Relations 
Labor Relations 
Employee Development 
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Misc. Administration and Program 
Computer Specialist 
Program Management 
Administrative Officer 
Support Services Administration 
Management Analysis 
Program Analysis 
Logistics Management 
Communications Management 
General Accounting Clerical and 

Administrative 
Financial Management 
Budget Analysis 
Health System Specialist 
General Arts and Information 
Public Affairs 

A r t  Specialist 
Audio-Visual Production 

Writing and Editing 
Technical Writing and Editing 
Visual Information 
General Business and Industry 
Contract and Procurement 
Industrial Property Management 
Commissary Store Management 
Industrial Specialist 
Realty 
Housing Management 
Statistical Assistant 
General Facilities and Equipment 
Faci 1 i ty Management 
Printing Management 
Equipment Specialist 
Training Instruction 
Criminal Investigation 
Quality Assurance 



DECEMBER 1990 

CATEGORY; PROFESSIONAL 

5RADES : ALL GRADES 

OCC SRS 

Community Planner 
Chaplain 
Social Science 
History 
Psychology 
Social Work 
Accounting 
General Health Science 
Medical Officer 
Nurse 
Medical Technologist 
Pharmacist 
Optometrist 
Industrial Hygiene 
General Engineer 
Safety Engineer 
Materials Engineer 
Landscape Architect 
Architecture 
Civil Engineer 
Environmental Engrneer 
Mechanical Engineer 
Nuclear Engineer 
Electrical Engineer 
Electronics Engineer 
Aerospace Engineer 
Chemical Engineer 
Welding Engineer 
Industrial Engineer 
General-Attorney 
aeneral Physical Science 
Health Physics 
Physics 
Chemistry 
Metallurgy 
Librarian 
Operations Research 
Mathematics 
Computer Science 
General Education Training 
Education and Vocational Training 



Document Separator 







CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

POPULATION: 11,237 (PLUS 3,455 MILITARY) 

* AVERAGE AGE: 46 

AVERAGE SALARY: $35,515 

AVERAGE YEARS IN SERVICE: 15 





WHITE COLLAR WORKERS 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

POPULATION: 6561 

AVERAGE AGE: 46 

AVERAGE SALARY: $35,705 

AVERAGE YEARS SERVICE: 15 

RETIRED MILITARY: 792 



WHITE COLLAR SKILL MIX 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

MANAGEMENT 38% 
ERICAL 

iER PR( 



EDUCATION LEVEL-WHITE COLLAR WORK FORCE 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

COLLEGE CREDIT 44% 



BLUE COLLAR WORKERS 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

POPULATION: 4676 

AVERAGE AGE: 46 

AVERAGE SALARY: $35,265 

AVERAGE YEARS SERVICE: 15 

* NUMBER RETIRED MILITARY: 655 





EDUCATION LEVEL-BLUE COLLAR WORK FORGE 
MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 

H,S, DIPLOMA 40% 

COLLEGE DEGREE 3% 
MASTERS+ 3% VOCATIONAL 3% 

COLLEGE CREDIT 51% 
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SCHEDULE 
for 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
VISIT 

26 April 95 

0830-0940 Briefings - Room 508 

- WelcomeIAFSPC & OAS Mission Brief (40 min) 
- AFMC Mission Brief (20 min) 

0940- 1000 Press Availability - PIC Room 

1000- 1050 OAS Facility Tour 

- Network Scheduling 
- Test Support Complex (TSC) 1 
- Satellite Operations Centers (SOC) 38 & 39 
- Network Communications Center 
- Satellite Communications Ground Terminals 
- Base Power Plant 

1 050- 1 1 50 Classified Briefing or 
Lockheed Space Exhibit 

1200- 1300 Lunch @ Lockheed (Commissioners, Staffers, Local CEO's) or 
Lunch @ NASA Ames (All others) 

13 05- 1 3 5 0 Moffett Fed Airfield Briefing - NASA Ames 
-NASA Ames Briefing 
-Tenants (Navy Reserve, Retiree Community) 

13 50- 143 5 Helicopter or Bus Tour OAS Annex / Moffett Airfield 

1435-1 620 129th Rescue Group Briefing & Tour - Hangar 3, 129th 

1 630- 1720 Community Briefing - Silicon Graphics 



KEY PHONE NUMBERS 

Colonel Hamel (408) 752-3234 W (415) 964-4130 H 

Colonel Speer (4 15) 603-9 129 W (408) 736-7474 H 
Pager (800-759-7243 #82034) 

Art Haubold (408) 752-4026 W (408) 261-3821'~ 
Pager (408) 744-8361 

Lt Col Brock (408) 752-4961 W (4 1 5) 96 1 -0206 H 

Onizuka Command Post (408) 752-3840 



Onizuka Air Station Mission Briefing Attendance List 

1) Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
2) Commissioner Alton Cornella . 

3) Mr. Charles Smith (Staff Executive Director) 
4) Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
5) Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
6) Mr. Ben Borden (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 

7) Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
8) Col Daryl Joseph (Commander, Det 2, SMC) 
9) Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129th Rescue Group) 

10) Lt Col Eric Mann (50 Space Wing BRAC POC) 
11) Lt Col Jerry Straw (HQ AFSPC BRAC POC) 
12) Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 
13) Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 

14) Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staff) 
15) Mr. Matt Middlebrook (Sen Feinstein Staff) 
16) Mr. John Flaharety (Rep Eshoo Staff) 
17) Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staff) 
18) Mr. Matt Schenone (Rep Loftgren Staff) 
19) Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 

20) Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
2 1) Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
22) Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 
23) Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
24) Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
25) Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 

26) Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
27) Mr. Donald Fix (Consultant) 
28) Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 

29) Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC) 
30) Mr. Hal Smith (750th Space Group Technical Advisor) 



fk' 
SCHEDULE 

for 
F;bbv DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION VISIT 

L,O ty 26 April 95 
y- , 

\ bk 
/ 8' 0830-0940 Briefings - Room 508 

Plj'k 
, 11 

%\,, lY 
/ 

- WelcomeIAFSPC & OAS Mission Brief (40 min) 
- AFMC Mission Brief (20 min) 

0940- 1000 Press Availability - PIC Room 

1000- 1050 OAS Facility Tour 

- Network Scheduling 
- Test Support Complex (TSC) 1 
- Satellite Operations Centers (SOC) 38 & 39 
- Network Communications Center 
- Satellite Communications Ground Terminals 
- Base Power Plant 

1050- 1 150 Classified Briefing or 
Lockheed Space Exhibit 

1200- 1300 Lunch @ Lockheed (Commissioners, Staffers, Local CEO's) or 
Lunch @ NASA Ames (All others) 

1305- 13 50 Moffett Fed Airfield Briefing - NASA Ames 
-NASA Ames Briefing 
-Tenants (Navy Reserve, Retiree Community) 

1 3 50- 143 5 Helicopter or Bus Tour OAS Annex / Moffett Airfield 

143 5- 1 620 129th Rescue Group Briefing & Tour - Hanger 3, 129th 

- Silicon Graphics 



Onizuka Air Station Mission Briefing Attendance List 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Mr. Charles Smith (Staff Executive Director) 
Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
Mr. Ben Borden (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 

Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Col Daryl Joseph (Commander, Det 2, SMC) 
Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129th Rescue Group) 

Col Jim Stevens (SAFILL) 
Lt Col Eric Mann (50 Space Wing BRAC POC) 
Lt Col Jerry Straw (HQ AFSPC BRAC POC) 
Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 
Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 

Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staffer) 
Mr. Robert Mestman (Sen Feinstein Staffer) 
Mr. Bruce Ives (Rep Eshoo Staffer) 
Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staffer) 
Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 

Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 
Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 

Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
Mr. Donald Fix (Consultant) 
Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 

Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC) 
Mr. Hal Smith (750th Space Group Technical Advisor) 





Onizuka Air Station Tour Groups 

GROUP 1 
1) Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
2) Commissioner Alton Cornella 
3) Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
4) Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
5) Mr. Ben Borden (Staff Executive Director) 
6) Mr. Charles Smith (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 
7) Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129 RQG) 
8) Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 
9) Mr. Donald Fix (Consultant) 
10) Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group)* 
1 1) Mr. Art Haubold (750th Space Group Public Affairs)* 

GROUP 2 
1) Col Jim Stevens (SAFLL) 
2) Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staffer) 
3) Mr. Robert Mestman (Sen Feinstein Staffer) 
4) Mr. Bruce Ives (Rep Eshoo Staffer) 
5) Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staffer) 
6) Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 
7) Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
8) Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
9) Lt Col Jeff Wenzel (Dep Commander, 750th Space Group)* 
10) Mr. Hal Smith (750th Space Group Technical Advisor)" 

GROUP 3 
1) Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
2) Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
3) Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
4) Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
5 )  Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 
6) Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 
7) Lt Col Eric Mann (50 Space Wing BRAC POC) 
8) Lt Col Jerry Straw (HQ AFSPC BRAC POC) 
9) Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC)* 
10) Escort Officer * * - Escorts Officers 



Classified Briefing 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
Mr. Ben Borden (Staff Executive Director) 
Mr. Charles Smith (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 
Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC) 
Mr. Hal Smith (750th Space Group Technical Advisor) 
Mr. Art Haubold (750th Space Group Public Affairs) 

Lockheed Space Exhibit 

Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 
Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129 RQG) 
Col Jim Stevens (SAFLL) 
Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staffer) 
Mr. Robert Mestman (Sen Feinstein Staffer) 
Mr. Bruce Ives (Rep Eshoo Staffer) 
Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staffer) 
Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 
Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 
Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 
Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
Mr. Donald Fix (Consultant) 
Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 
Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
Lt Col Jerry Straw (HQ AFSPC BRAC POC) 
Lt Col Jeff Wenzel (Dep Commander, 750th Space Group) 



Lunch @ Lockheed 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Mr. Charles Smith (Staff Executive Director 
Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
Mr. Ben Borden ) (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 
Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129th Rescue Group) 
Mr. Bill Dean (Dep Center Director, NASA Ames) 
Mr. Ed McCracken (CEO, Silicon Graphics) 
Mr. Me1 Braschears (VP, LMSC) 
Mr. Charlie Trimble (CEO, Trimble Navigation) 
Dr. Bill Blanchard (Pres., Loral Space & Range) 
Mr. George Chadwick (CEO, Deskin Research) 
Mr. Richard Dessling (VP, LTOC) 

16) Mr. Art Haubold (750th Space Group Public Affairs) 
17) Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 



Helicopter Tour 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129RQG) 
Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 

Bus Tour 

Mr. Charles Smith (Staff Executive Director) 
Mr. Ben Borden (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 
Col Jim Stevens (SAFLL) 
Lt Col Jerry Straw (HQ AFSPC BRAC POC) 
Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staffer) 
Mr. Robert Mestman (Sen Feinstein Staffer) 
Mr. Bruce Ives (Rep Eshoo Staffer) 
Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staffer) 
Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 
Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 
Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 
Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
Mr. Danald Fix (Consultant) 
Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 
Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
Ms. Suzanne Petroni (Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
Mr.Car1 Honaker (Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
Mr. Art Haubold (750th Space Group Public Affairs) 
Lt Col Jeff Wenzel (Dep Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC) 
Mr. Hal Smith (750th Space Group Technical Advisor) 
Lt Col Gary Cassidy (Army Reserve) 



Community Briefing 
Silicon Graphics 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner Alton Cornella 
Mr. Mark Pross (BRAC Staff for Space) 
Mr. Craig Hall (BRAC Staff for Moffett) 
Mr. Charles Smith (Staff Executive Director) 
Mr. Ben Borden (BRAC Staff for Research & Anaylsis) 
Rep. Anna Eshoo 
Mr. George Schultz (Former Sec. of State) 
Col Mike Hamel (Commander, 750th Space Group) 
Col Steve Speer (Commander, 129RQG) 
Mr. Bill Dean (Dep. Center Director, NASA Ames) 
Col Jim Stevens (SAFILL) 
Mr. John Hess (Sen Boxer Staffer) 
Mr. Robert Mestman (Sen Feinstein Staffer) 
Mr. Bruce Ives (Rep Eshoo Staffer) 
Ms. Michelle Poche (Rep Mineta Staffer) 
Mr. Lee Grissom (Dir Plans & Research, Office of the Governor) 
Mayor Barbara Waldman (Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Robin Parker (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Karen Davis (Asst. City Mgr. Sunnyvale) 
Vice Mayor Stan Kawczynski (Sunnyvale) 
Landon Curt No11 (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Ms. Dena Bonnell (Councilmember, Sunnyvale) 
Mayor Patricia Figueroa (Mountain View) 
Vice Mayor Ralph Faravelli (Mountain View) 
Ms. Nadine Levin (Asst. City Mgr. Mountain View) 
Mr. John Scruggs (Consultant) 
Mr. Donald Fix (Consultant) 
Mr. Hayden Bryan (Consultant) 
Mr. Mike Falarski (Chief, Liaison Office, NASA Ames) 
Mr. Art Haubold (750th Space Group Public Affairs) 
Lt Col Tim Brock (750th Space Group BRAC POC) 
Mr. Tapan Munroe (Chief Economist, Pacific Gas & Electric) 
Mr. John McMahon (Pres., LMSC, Ret, Lockheed Martin) 
Ms. Dianne McKenna (Supervisor, Santa Clara County) 





MOFFElT FIELD AND SURROUNDING AREA 



ocumellt S eparator 



F-117A STEALTH AIRCRAFT 

To date the Advanced Composite area is repairing 4 0  assets per Aircraft. 
The following illustrates just 4 examples of the current savings over the 

period of 8 months by McClellan AFB versus contracting costs. 

F-117 COST COST 

COMPONENTS QTY McCLELLAN AFB LOCHEED SAVINGS 

200 15 16 2,400 EA TOTAL 38,400 56,000 TOTAL 896,OO $847,000 

200157 16 2,400 EA TOTAL 38,400 30,000 TOTAL 480,000 = $441,600 

20082 13 4,200 EA TOTAL 54,600 42,000 TOTAL 546,000 = $491,400 

F L ~ R  SHROUD 73 1,900 EA TOTAL 138,700 25,000 TOTAL 1,825,000 = $1,686,300 

TOTAL NET SAVINGS $3,466,300.00 
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S u b j e c t :  T-38 Radome Redesign 

Problem: The i n c o r p o r a t i o n  o f  a  weather  r a d a r  i n t o  t h e  T-38 nose was done 
under  a  g e n e r a l  c o n t r a c t .  The p r o t o t y p e  radome s u p p l  i e d  by t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  
was d e f i c i e n t  i n  f o u r  a r e a s .  

1 )  The radomes were n o t  i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e ,  b u t  had t o  be m a t c h - d r i l  l e d  when 

i n s t a l l e d .  
2) The a t t a c h m e n t  showed ev idence  o f  wear a f t e r  a  few f l i g h t s .  
3) The m a t i n g  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  radome d i d  n o t  f i t  on t h e  a i r c r a f t .  
4)  The d e s i g n  i n c o r p o r a t e d  f e a t u r e s  w i t h  s t r e s s  c o n c e n t r a t i o n s .  

S o l u t i o n :  NASA c a l  l e d  t o  see i f  McCle l  I a n  AFB c o u l d  change t h e  m o u n t i n g  
and do t h e  necessa ry  r e d e s i g n .  A f t e r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  p r o t o t y p e ,  
t h e  d e c i s i o n  was t o  r e d e s i g n  and s u p p l y  s o l u t i o n s  t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t  a r e a s .  

1 )  Redesign t h e  radome w i t h  an i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e  i n t e r f a c e .  A m e t a l l i c  
c  l o s e - o u t  of-  t h e  sandwich  s t r u c t u r e  a l s o  i  nc luded t h e  a t tach i -ng -  and 
s e a l i n g  f e a t u r e s .  

2) Redesign t h e  a t t a c h m e n t  f o r  d u r a b i l i t y .  I n c o r p o r a t e  s t a n d a r d  a i r c r a f t  

g rade hardware  w i t h  s e l f - l o c k i n g  b o l t s  and shear  p i n s  f o r  a1 ignment.  
3) Custom f i t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  A / C  w i t h  a  permanent i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e  i n t e r -  

f a c e .  T h i s  a1 lows andy radome t o  be used on any A / C .  
4 )  Redesign t o  e l  i m i n a t e  t h e  s t r e s s  c o n c c n t r a t  i o n s .  - 

The customer i s  c u r r e n t 1  y  f l y i n g  t h e  f i r s t  p r o t o t y p e  and i s  happy w i t h  
per fo rmance t o  d a t e .  A  second p r o t o t y p e  i s  schedu led  f o r  d e l  i v e r y  i n  June 
t o  v e r i f y  improvements b e f o r e  p r o d u c t i o n .  



F-5 NATO AIRCRAFT 

PROBLEM: DETERIORATION OF F-5 AIRCRAFT 
SURFACES DUE TO EXTENSIVE CORROSION. 
REPLACEMENT PARTS WERE NOT AVAILABLE. 

SOLUTION: MCCLELLAN AFB HAS PROVIDED 
SERVICES TO REMANUFACTURE AND REPAIR. 
DUE TO SAN ANTONIO, KELLY AFB COULD 
NOT PROVIDE THE SERVICE. 

TO DATE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED TO OUR FOREIGN CUSTOMERS: 

1) F-5 FLAP PANEL R/H - 44 EACH 
2) F-5 FLAP PANEL L/H - 66 EACH 
3) F-5 RUDDER - 52 EACH 
4) VERTICAL STABILIZER - 1 EACH 
5) FLAP LEADING EDGE - 3 EACH 
6) FLAP LEADING EDGE - 3 EACH 
7) VERTICAL TIP - I EACH 

EXAMPLE OF COST SAVINGS: 

COST SAVINGS FOR THE L/H FLAP LEADING 
EDGE: NEW PART $76,031.62 VS 
REMANUFACTURE COST OF $8,412.48. THERE 
IS A COST SAVINGS OF $ 67,619.14. 





Governor Pete Wilson 

December 8, 1994 



GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

December 8, 1994 

Dear Seminar Participant: 

Welcome to the California strategy seminar on Holding the 
Line against base closures and realignments in 1995. The highly 
qualified speakers and panelists should aid California communities 
with the development of winning strategies to avert the economic 
and social losses brought about by major base closures and 
realignments. 

~alifornia has been more severely impacted by previous rounds 
of base closures than any other state. Our combined net military 
and civilian job loss from closures announced in 1988, 1991, and 
1993 has equaled 69% of the total job loss in the nation. This is 
a trend that I do not want repeated when the final round of 
closures authorized under federal law occurs in 1995. 

This seminar is an important step in my support of local 
community initiatives to retain critical military facilities. It 
will complement the ongoing efforts of my newly appointed Military 
Advisory Council, chaired by General Michael P.C. Carns (USAF, 
ret.), and Judy Ann Miller, Director of Military Base Retention in 
my Office of Planning and Research. 

I look forward to working with you in the coming months to 
protect the military interests of California and the nation. 

Sincerely, 

PETE WILSON 

GOVERNOR PETE WILSON SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 (916) 445-2841 



ocument  Separator 



Speaker 

Biographies 



B I O G R A P H Y  

The Governorb Senior Adviror For Economic Development 
and Director of the Ofice of Planning and Research 

E D U C A T I O N  

BA. Public Administration, San Diego State University (1969) 

Master of City Planning, San Diego State University (1971) 

P R O F E S S I O N A L  E X P E R I E N C E  

July 1992 - Present Governor Pete When 5 Senior Advisor for Economic Development 
and Director of the Ofice of PlanningAnd Research 

A member of the Governor's Cabinet, his responsibilities include: 

Advise the Governor on significant economic and international issues facing California's diverse 
business community. 

Identify and promote programs to expand California's economy. 

Represent the Governor as his principal liaison to the California Business Community. 

Serves as Executive Director of the Governor's Council of Economic Advisors - 
(Chaired by Dr. George Shulrz). 

Is the lead State official for the redevelopment of military bases. 

Serves on California Council on Defense Industry Conversion. 

Serves as a Member of the California Housing Finance Agency. 

December 199 1 -June 1992 Ewecutive Director 
Council on Calz$rnia Competitiveness 

Appointed by Governor Wilson as Executive Director of the Council on California Competitiveness. 
Working with Council Chairman Peter Ueberroth, coordinated an in-depth study of California's eco- 
nomic problems with specific recommendations for corrective actions. The final report, Calforniai Jobs 
and Future, was presented to the State legislature on April 23, 1992, and became the cornerstone of the 
Governor's strategy to achieve the "California Comeback." 



Biography of Lee A. Gtirsom 
Page 2 

P R O F E S S I O N A L  E X P E R I E N C E :  

(continued) 

September 1975 -July 1992 President 8. Chief Operating Oficer, 
Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce 

Selected milestones during tenure include: 

Establishing the Chamber as an articulate, informed, tenacious advocate that was the focal point of 
business leadership for the region. 

Expanding facilities from a 6,200 square-foot downtown office to a 12,750 square-foot main office 
and a 4,000 square-foot satellite ofice in the northern part of the county. 

Organized and led LeadershipITrade Missions to more than fifty countries. 

Initiated the Border Forum to assure continuing dialogue and joint action programs with Tijuana 
and Baja California business leadership. 

Created Motion Picture and Television Bureau in 1976, to encourage the development of this 
industry in San Diego. Bureau ranked second finest in U.S. (behind State of Florida), and #1 
among city bureaus. 

Created Small Business Development Center which Senator Roberti and Assemblyman Katz used as 

prototype for SB 1255, signed by Governor Deukmejian in 1989, which created 27 similar centers 
throughout California. In 1991, the Federal Small Business Administration joined the State Depart- 
ment of Commerce in funding the Center, allowing for a substantial expansion of its activities. 

Organized 67 campaign committees on local ballot issues. Personally chaired successful campaigns 
for new Convention Center (opened 1989); $340 million expansion of U.S. Naval Hospital in 
Balboa Park (opened 1987); complete reorganization of County Government with appropriate 
Charter Amendments (1984); and the banning of public employee strikes (1979), among others. 

August 1974 to Sqt .  1975: General Manager, 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce 

]une 1973 to August 1974: Manager? PLunning Division, 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce 

Sept. 1965 to June 1973: Senior Research Associate 
Western Behavioral Sciences Institute, La J o b ,  Cal;fornia 

Directed several projects studying urban problems, published fifty articles and papers on the research 
conclusions; and Consultant to San Diego Police Department in development of community-oriented 
policing techniques. 

R E L A T E D  E X P E R I E N C E  

January 1972 to Sept. I975 KPBS- TK San Diego 

Produced, wrote and served as host of more than 150 television programs, including the CITY GAME 
series, focusing on major city planning issues facing the San Diego region. 



Biography of Lee A. Grissom 
Page 3 

C O M M U N I T Y  I N V O L V E M E N T  H A S  I N C L U D E D :  

Member, Board of Trustees, California State University System, 1984-1 99 1 
- Chaired Legislative Committee (3 years); 
- Chaired Committee on Collective Bargaining; 
- Chaired Committee on Honorary Doctorates; 
- Chaired Presidential Selection Committee for CSU Long Beach; 
- Vice Chair of Finance Committee, among others 
Member, America's Cup Organizing Committee, 1987-1 992 
Member, Board of Directors, San Diego Economic Development Corporation, 1975-1992 
Member, Executive Committee, 1988 Super Bowl Task Force 
Chair, City of San Diego Housing Commission, 1983-1986; Member 1982 (appointed by Mayor Pete 
Wilson) 
Member, Superior Court-appointed "Quality of Education Task Force," San Diego City Schools 
Founding Member, San Diego County International Trade Commission 

Member, Board of Directors, California Maritime Academy 

H O N O R S  A N D  A W A R D S  

1987 Alumnus of the Year, San Diego State University 
Mayor's Award for Civic Leadership, presented with the State of the City Message 1990 
One of "Ten Outstanding Young Men in America" - U.S. Jaycees 1978 
One of "Five Outstanding Young Men in California" - California Jaycees 1977 
San Diego's "Outstanding Young Citizen of 1976" - San Diego Jaycees 
"Headliner of the Year" Award - San Diego Press Club - 1977 
Greater San Diego Industry-Education Council Chairman's Award for "Outstanding Contributions 
Ensuring Excellence in Education" - 1985 
St. Vincent de Paul Center honoree.for outstanding contributions to the homeless i;~an Diego 
Sales & Marketing Executives of San Diego Award for Leadership and Professionalism - 1987 
CSU award for outstanding leadership and contributions to the establishment of the CSU San Marcos 
Founders Award from Central City Association for leadership in redevelopment of downtown San Diego 
- 1992 

R E L A T E D  I N F O R M A T I O N  

During tenure as Chamber President, the regional economy was substantially diversified and grew from $8.8 
billion in 1975, to $62.7 billion in 1992. A Chamber objective of revitalizing downtown was accomplished. 
A program to expand international trade resulted in an increase from 290 to 1700, the number of local firms 
involved in foreign commerce. 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION P. 05/06 

DAVID S. LYLE6 
Staff Mrector 

D e h m  Cloeure aad bdignment CammissSon 

David Lyles is the Staff Director of the Defense Bast Closure and Realignment 
Commission, the independent eight-member panel established by law to review military 
base closure and realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defease aod make 
independeat recommendations to the President. As Staff Director, Mr. Lyles oversees 
all Ccmnnission activities. 

Congress estnblished the Commission in 1990 to ensure that the process of 
closing and realigning military installations within the United States would be fair, 
timely and open to the public. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-510) calls for barn closure rounds in 1991, 1993, and 1995. Tht 
Commission since 1991 has rtc- the closure of 164 U,S. military installations 
and tbc realignment of 93 others. 

Mr. Lyles was named Staff Dhctor of the Commission on November 1, 1994. 

Prior to his service with the C d a e i o n ,  Mr. Lyles was the Deputy Staf!f 
Director of the Committee on Armed Services of rfie United States Senate. Mr. Lyles 
has also saved in rhe Office of tbe Secretary of Defense; on the staff of the Conwitete 
on Appropriations of the United States Senate; and in the budgct dice of the U.S. Air 
Forcc. 

Mr. Lyles received a Bachelor of Arb degree in history from Obwlin College 
and an h k r  of Arts degree in history from the University of Wisconsin, Madison, 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION P .03/06 

Bellton L. Borden 
Director of Review Sr A~inlysis 

Defense Base Closure and. Renligumcn t Corn n ~ i s s i o ~ ~  

Mr. Benton L. Borden is the Director of Review and Analysis, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. This Commission was established by Public Law .t6 ,review the. 
Department of Defense Bare Closure and Realignment proposals and to present their 
recommendations to the Prcsidmt. 

Mr. Eorden received a Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering from Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute in 1961. 

In July 196 I ,  Mr. $orden was commisdoned a second lieutenant in the U.S . Air F o m  
He completed the Bate Civil Engineering Course at Wright-Patterson AFB, ~ h i o ,  in December 
1961. From December 1961 m September 1963, he wss Base CiviI Engineet at Capc ~hatles 
AFB, Virginia, Mr. Borden was the Utility Officer, Washington Air Defense Sector, 
Headquarten at Fort La, Virginia, from September I963 to July 1964. From August 1964 to 
July 1965, he attended Air Force lnsutute of Technohgy with Industry-Heavy Construction- 
Bechtel Corporation, Long Beach and San Francisco, California. He was with Rograms 
Division AAC, Elmcndorf AFB, AIaska from August I965 to. April 1968, at which time ha 
dcpattrd uniformed Ait Force as CapMn. From April 1968 'to December 1970, Mr. Bntden 
was Chief Rogmms Development Branch, hng ley  AFB, Virginia. From December 1970 to 
February 1988; he jented in various positiom from Staff Officer to Director of Programs, HQ 
TAC, Langley A m ,  Virginia. From February 1988 until July 1990 he w e d  as Deputy Chief 
of the Pmgmm Division and from July 1990 until April 1991 hc smed as Deputy Chief of thc 
Development Division, HQUSAF, at the Pentagon. 

In the Fall of 1989, Mr. Borden graduated from the H a d  Program for Senior 
Executive Fellows - J.F. Kmntdy Schcrol of Govcmmcnr. 

Mr. Bordcn and his wife ~McKay have three daughters - Elizabeth McKay Hanna, bfaq 
Antram Hayes, and Sarah. Benton. 
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FRANCIS A. CIIULLO, JR., P.E. 

Franch A. Clrflb, Jr. is the Air Force Team Leader on the Deftnsc Base Closure and 
Realignment Commissicm. Mr. C W o  mtind from the Air Force in 1992 ab a wlonef. His last 
assignment on active duty was as tht Director of Program h r  Civil Engineering, Headquarters 
Pacific Air Forces, H i c k  Air Forcc Base. Hawaii. 

Mr. Cirillo received a Bachelor of Science dtgne in Civil E n g m  from the University of 
Maryland and a Master of Science degree in Enviro~#lltal Engineering from Sau Jose StptC 

College. He enliskd in the Air Force in May. 1966 and IiUltr chat year was c o ~ s i o n t d  
tbrougfi the Wica T- School, He is a registered Rofcssional Enghcr in Illinois. Hi 
milirary c a m  included munaw Hq USAF, major headquams and base level agsigrnnenrs in 
civil and ewironmcnral cqinec* maqemmt, engirreeriag resource p m w g  and 
f m i a l  allocation to include rnmaganerU of dl major engineering progmmhg factors related 
to mission basing decisions in tbc Pacific Region. In addition, Mt. C M o  was the installation 
engineer at McClcllan AJB, Calikmia and Shemya Am, AIPska and the cammander of tht 
8236 RED HORSE CivilEngkring SQwhn. a ambat engineering unit at Hurlbun Fidd, 
Florida Hc has been with the Defense Bast Closure and Realignment Corrrmission 'siaee 
October, 1 M .  

Mr. Cirillo is rnarricd m rb. fmma Jamkc V. WRISW. TBey hive two children. Mr. CAO k 
a member of the Natioaal Scciety of M c s s i o d  Engineere and Tht' Society of American 
Military ~~. 
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S. ALEXANDER YELLIN 

$3. Alexander Yellin is the Navy Team Leader in the Officc of Review and Analysis of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Mr. Yellin is responsible h r  
the analysis of all closure and realignment recommendations pertaining to Navy and 
Marine Cotps installatians. Prim to his d c e  with the 1991 and 1993 Commirtsions, 
Mr. Yellin was a vice president for Brown 8 Root, an intemationa1 engineering and 
constrwtion company. He was responsible for f a  government and international 
busincss dcvclopment. 

Mr. Yellin received a civil engineuring degree from Lehigh University and an MBA from 
Harvard Business School. He is also a registered profcssiond engineer. 

Mr. Yellin is a Captain in the Civil Engineer Corps, U.S, Naval Resem. 
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CECE CARMAN 
DIRECTOR OF CONGRESSIONAL A .  INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIR9 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Cece Carmen i s  the Dimtor of Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs for the 
Defense Bsse Closure and Realignment Commission. She directs the Iiaimn between the 
Commission, Members of Congress, community representatives, and state and local 
officials. Prior to joining the Commission M, Ms. Carman worked for Senator Sam 
Nunn on his personal st& as his military ltgie~lative assistant. 

Ms, Carman received hea Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Science fiom the University 
of Georgia in August, 1987 and joined Smator Nunn's staff in October, 1987, Ms. 
Carman held several positions in S a t o r  Nunn's office, including case worker, projects 
director, and legislative assistant. She has been with the Commission since July, 1994. 
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Doug llaiiscri is tlic Principal Dkcctor for hstallatio~is witlhi tlic Officc of tlic Deputy 
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Remarks by Governor Pete Wilson 
at the BRAC '95 Conference 

San Diego Marriott 
Thursday, December 8,  1994 

(as prepared) 

Thank you. 

It's always a pleasure to be back home in San Diego - -  even 
if the purpose of my visit isnlt to watch the Chargers or enjoy 
the beaches, but to help the federal government remember its 
proper role. 

I've come here this afternoon - -  on Pearl Harbor week - -  to 
remind Washington that its job is to secure the national defense, 
not destroy it. 

California has already suffered more than any other state in 
the nation from three draconian rounds of base closings, as well 
as radical defense.cuts that have dramatically reduced our mili- 
tary preparedness and cost California hundreds of thousands of 
jobs. 

It's a shocking statistic, but the defense build-down of the 
1990s will be more than three times as big as Ronald Reagan's de- 
fense buildup of the 1980s. 

I n  f a c t ,  more than half  of the  jobs we l o s t  dur ing  t h e  reces-  
sion, we lost because of defense cuts. And although California is 
home to about 15 percent of America's military personnel, we've 
suffered nearly 70 percent of the jobs lost from the last three 
rounds of base closures. 

The next round of base closings is expected to be the worst. 
But we won't sit back and let the federal government continue to 
strip away California jobs and undermine America's military pre- 
paredness. We're going to fight for our needed military bases. 

So I especially want to welcome today those of you who have 
come from areas threatened by the next round of base closings. 
Working together, we can make a difference. 

We have outstanding people ready to work with you on this 
issue, including General Mike Carns, who was former Vice Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force, as well as Judy Miller and Lee Grissom on 
my staff . 





We all know that defense cuts should be a natural - -  and even 
beneficial - -  consequence of the end of the Cold War. 

But they must be done with consideration for their economic 
and military consequences, and they should be done with a scalpel, 
not with a chain saw. 

That's why seven months ago, at the Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard, I announced a coordinated strategy to save California bases 
in BRAC '95. 

And that's why today, I'm calling on Washington to stick to 
basic, common sense principles during this last round of base clo- 
sures. 

First, a Californian must be appointed to the Base Closure 
Commission. 

I've repeatedly urged the President and the Congressional 
leadership to appoint Commission members who will bear in mind 
California's key role in our national defense. 

It would be simply unconscionable if our state - -  the state 
most severely hit by base closures - -  does not have a representa- 
tive named to the Commission. It would be an inexcusable over- 
sight that would deny the Commission any credibility. 

Second, Washington must remember that many of America's most 
important bases, and most important defense resources are in Cali- 
fornia - -  and with good reason. 

It was more than 70 years ago that Douglas MacArthur first 
recognized the vital role of the Pacific Rim to America's future. 
He said then that, and I quote, "the future and, indeed, the very 
existence of America, [are] irrevocably entwined with Asia and its 
island outposts." 

Today, our futures are indeed entwined. Global trade and 
communications link California jobs and prosperity with the boom- 
ing economies of Asia, from Japan to Hong Kong to Taiwan and 
Singapore. 

But along with growing trade, the Pacific remains a volatile 
place. With outlaw regimes like North Korea brandishing potential 
nuclear weapons, America can't afford not to be a credible peace- 
keeper in the region. 

California is America's gateway to, and guardian of, the Pa- 
cific. And California's combination of important military bases 
and high-tech defense technology is unmatched anywhere in the na- 
tion. These are irreplaceable assets America can't afford to sac- 
rifice. 





Third, Washington must remember that cuts that hinder 
America's capability to project power in the world, that put in- 
tolerable burdens on our troops, that put lives at risk - -  aren't 
economy, they're foolish. 

Even President Clinton - -  no friend of military spending --  
has felt compelled to promise that he'll restore $25 billion of 
planned military cutbacks. Even he can see that current defense 
cuts are slashing into the muscle of our military. 

Certainly reforms in defense procurement and other economies 
can be made. But the fact is, when past Congresses have wanted to 
do something about out-of-control federal spending, they've chosen 
the path of least resistance, not the path of real reform. 

Instead of confronting the real budget problem and cutting 
entitlements, as we've done in California, they've jeopardized 
America's military and foreign policy credibility by slashing de- 
fense too deeply. 

With a new Republican Congress, I'm hopeful that will change. 
But we need to keep up the pressure - -  not only on Congress, but 
on the President. 

The stakes are high, not just for California, but for the 
nation. 

The Pentagon recently confessed that a quarter of America's 
Army divisions aren't combat-ready. They've been undermined by 
the Clinton Administration's misguided and contradictory policy of 
insufficient budgets and overly ambitious commitments. 

It simply doesn't make sense to slash defense spending, while 
the President strings American troops around the world like tinsel 
on a Christmas tree - -  frequently on missions where no vital 
American interests are at stake. 

But the President has not only failed to project our military 
force abroad effectively, he's failed to protect our needed mili- 
tary assets at home. 

That's why your job of defending our bases is so important. 
We can't allow Washington to continue to try to solve its budget 
problems by putting Californians out of work and America's secu- 
rity in jeopardy. 

We can start by making sure our communities work together on 
complementary strategies, not divisive rivalries. 

And where bases are consolidated, we need to ensure that our 
bases are consolidated here, in California, and not shipped off as 
pork to another state. 





California's military depots and logistics centers are world- 
class. They should stay here, at America's window to the world, 
in California. 

In Monterey, the Defense Language Institute and Naval Post- 
graduate School are the nucleus of a cost-effective education cen- 
ter that benefits both the military and civilians. That resource 
should stay here in California. 

The public naval shipyard in Long Beach and, the private na- 
val shipyards here in San Diego, are priceless assets, providing 
good jobs for our communities, and essential support for the 
Navy's Pacific presence. These shipyards should stay here in 
California. 

And, of course, our major Navy and Marine Corps complexes in 
San Diego and Southern California must be preserved - -  and even 
strengthened. 

I'm committed, as I know you are, to strongly supporting 
California's military. Our state must remain the cornerstone of 
America's national defense as it relates to the Pacific Rim. 

That's why I created my Military Advisory Council, and that's 
why I encourage you to work with the Council and with my Adminis- 
tration to fight for California's future and America's military 
preparedness. 

Together, we can ensure that the next round of base closures 
operates with intelligence and fairness, and doesn't ring a death 
knell for California jobs and America's security. 

Thank you for joining us in the fight. I look forward to 
working with you. 

Thank you. 





EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

EXECUTIVE ORDER W-87-94 

WHEREAS, Congress passed the Base Realignment and Closure Act to reduce the 
cost of military bases; and 

WHEREAS, California has already been targeted for closure of 22 military bases 
by three proceedings the Base Realignment and Closure Commission; and 

WHEREI\S, these closures will eliminate 200,000 direct and indirect California 
jobs; and 

WHEREAS, these closures will remove $7 billion in economic activity from the 
State; and 

WHJBEIS, the fourth and final round of base closures and realignment is 
currently being inaugurated; and 

WHEREAS, the Governor's Office of.Planning and Research successfully assisted 
California communities in removing seven bases from the 1993 closure list, saving 
50,000 jobs; 

NOW. THEREFORE. I. PETE WILSON, Governor of the State of California, direct 
the Governor's Office of Planning and Research to coordinate the State effort to 
assist local communities in developing strategies to protect California bases from 

1 & further closings. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto se 
and caused the Great Seal of the 
California to be affixed this 4th 

Governor of California 

tary of State 

!t my 
! State 
t day 

hand 
! of 
of 
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*r., .re$l United States Air Force 

Secretary of the Air Force, Office of Public Affairs, Washington, D.C. 20330-1000 

GENERAL MICHAEL P.C. CARNS 

General Michael P.C. Carns is vice chief of staff, Headquarters U.S. Air 
Force, Washington, D.C. 

General Carns was born June 23, 1937, in Junction Ci, Kan., and 
graduated from St  John's High School, Washington, D.C., In 1955. He 
earned a bachelor of science degree from the U.S. Air Force Academy 
in 1959 and a master's degree in business administration from Harvard 
University in 1967. The general completed Squadron Ofticer School in 
1963 and the Royal College of Defence Studies, London, in 1977. 

He was commissioned as a second lieutenant upon graduation from 
the academy. He completed primary pilot training in March 1960 at 
Graham Air Base, fla., and basic pilot training at Laredo Air Force Base, 
Texas, in September 1960. After pilot Instructor training at Randolph Air 
Force Base, Texas, General Carns returned to Laredo, where he served 
as a flight instructor. From December 1961 until June 1962 he was aide 
to the commander, Air Reserve Records Center, Denver. He then 
served as aide to the commander, 4th Air Force R e s e ~ e  Region, 
Randolph, until July 1963, when he began a two-year tour of duty as an air operations officer there. 

After graduation from Harvard University in 1967, General Carns was assigned to the 476th Tactical Fighter 
Squadron, George Air Force Base, Calif., flying F-4s. In January 1968 he transferred to the 40th Tactical Fighter 
Squadron, Eglin Air Force Base, fla., again flying F-4s. From August 1968 to September 1969 he was assigned to 
the 469th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Korat Royal Thai Air Force Base, Thailand, where he flew 200 combat 
missions in the F-4E. 

Upon his return to the United States in September 1969, he was assigned as a plans and programs officer with 
the Air Staff, Air Force headquarters. He later was aide to the Air Force chief of staff. 

From September 1973 to May 1975 General Carns commanded the 613th Tactical Fighter Squadron, 401st 
Tactical Fighter Wing, Torrejon Air Base, Spain. He then was assigned for almost two years as special assistant 
to the chief of staff, Supreme Allied Commander Europe, Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe, Mons, 
Belgium. After completing the Royal College of Defence Studies, the general was assigned to the 81st Tactical 
Fighter Wing, Royal Air Force Station Bentwaters, England, as deputy commander for operations. 

He returned to the United States in March 1979 and took command of the 354th Tactical Fighter Wing, Myrtle 
Beach Air Force Base, S.C. The general moved to Nellis Alr Force Base, Nev., in October 1980 as commander of 
the 57th Fighter Weapons Wing. In June 1982 he became director of operations, J3, Rapid Deployment Joint 
Task Force, later redesignated U.S. Central Command, MacDlll Air Force Base, fla. He became deputy chief of 
staff for plans, Headquarters Pacific Air Forces, Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii, in July 1984, and deputy chief of 
staff for operations and intelligence in June 1985. In July 1986 he assumed command of 13th Air Force, Clark Air 
Base, Philippines. In June 1987 he was assigned as deputy commander in chief and chief of staff, U.S. Pacific 

( C u r r e n t  as of A p r i l  1994) OVER 



Command, Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii. He became director, the Joint Staff, Washington, D.C., in September 1989. 
63 assumed his present position in May 1991. 

7 000 
The general is a command pilot with more than- flying hours. His military awards and decorations 

include the Defense Distinguished Sewice Medal with oak leaf duster, Distinguished Service Medal, Silver Star, 
Defense Superior Service Medal, Legion of Merit with three oak leaf clusters, Distinguished flying Cross, Air 
Medal with 10 oak leaf clusters, Air Force Commendation Medal and the Government of the Philippines 
Outstanding Achievement Medal. 

He was promoted to general May 16,1991, with same date of rank. 

General Cams is married to the former Victoria Greco of Washington, D.C. They have two children, Michelle 
and Marc. 



PERSONAL FACT SHEET - GENERAL MICHAEL P.C. CARNS 

A PERSONAL DATA 

1. Born - June 23,1937, Junction City, Kan. 
2. Wife - Victoria 
3. Children - Michelle and Mark 

Graduated - U.S. Air Force Academy, bachelor of science degree, 1959; Harvard University, master of 
business administration degree, 1967; Royal College of Defence Studies, London, 1977. 

SERVICE 

June 1959 - March 1960 - student, primary pilot training, Graham Air Base, fla. 

March 1960 - September 1960, student, basic pilot training, Laredo Air Force Base, Texas. 

September 1960 - December 1961, flight instructor, Laredo Air Force Base, Texas. 

December 1961 - June 1962, aide to the commander, Air Reserve Records Center, Denver. 

June 1962 - July 1963, aide to the commander, 4th Air Force Reserve Region, Randolph Air 

Force Base, Texas. 
July 1963 - September 1965, air operations officer, 4th Air Force Reserve Region, Randolph Air 

Force Base, Texas. 
June 1967 -January 1968, F-4 pilot, 476th Tactical Fighter Squadron, George Air Force Base, Calif. 

January 1968 -August 1968, F 4  pilot, 40th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Eglin Air Force Base, fla. 

August 1968 - September 1969, F-4 pilot, 469th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Korat Royal Thai Air 
Force Base, Thailand. 

September 1969 - October 1970, plans and programs officer, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, 
Washington, D.C. 

November 1970 - August 1973, aide to the Air Force chief of staff, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, 
Washington, D.C. 

September 1973 - May 1975, commander, 613th Tactical Fighter Squadron, 401st Tactical Fighter 
Wing, Torrejon Air Base, Spain. 

May 1975 - December 1976, special assistant to the chief of staff, Supreme Allied Commander 
Europe. Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe, Mons, Belgium. 
January 1978 - March 1979, deputy commander for operations, 81st Tactical Fighter Wing, Royal Air 
Force Station Bentwaters, England. 

15. March 1979 - October 1980, commander, 354th Tactical Fighter Wing, Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, 
S.C. 

October 1980 - June 1982, commander, 57th Fighter Weapons Wing, Nellis Air Force Base, Nev. 

June 1982 - July 1984, director of operations, J-3, Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, later 
redesignated U.S. Central Command, MacDill Air Force Base, fla. 

July 1984 - June 1985, deputy chief of staff for plans, Headquarters Pacific Air Forces, Hickam Air 
Force Base, Hawaii. 

June 1985 - July 1986, deputy chief of staff for operations and Intelligence, Headquarters Pacific Air 
Forces, Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii. 

July 1986 - June 1987, commander, 13th Air Force, Clark Air Base, Philippines. 

June 1987 - September 1989, deputy commander in chief and chief of staff, U.S. Pacific Command, 
Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii. 

September 1989 - May 1991, director, Joint Staff, Washington, D.C. 

May 1991 - present, vice chief of staff, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C. 



D. DECOWTIONS AND SERVICE AWARDS 

Defense Distinguished Service Medal with oak leaf duster 
Distinguished Service Medal 
Silver Star 
Defense Superior Service Medal 
Legion of Merit with three oak leaf clusters 
Distinguished Flying Cross 
Air Medal with 10 oak leaf clusters 
Air Force Commendation Medal 
Joint Meritorious Unit Award 
Air Force Outstanding Unit Award with V device and two oak leaf clusters 
Air Force Organizational Excellence Award 
Combat Readiness Medal with three oak leaf dusters 
Air Force Recognition Ribbon 
National Defense Service Medal with service star 
Armed Forces Expeditionary Medal 
Vietnam Service Medal with four service stars 
Air Force Overseas Ribbon - Short 
Alr Force Overseas Ribbon - Long, with four oak leaf dusters 
Air Force Longevity Service Award Ribbon with seven oak leaf clusters 
Small Arms Expert Marksmanship Ribbon 
Air Force Training Ribbon 
Republic of Korea Order of National Security Merit, Gudseon Medal 
Government of the Philippines Outstanding Achievement Medal 
Most Noble Order of the Crown of Thailand (First Class) Medal 
Republic of Vietnam Gallantry Cross with Palm 
Republic of Vietnam Campaign Medal 

E EFFECTIVE DATE OF PROMOTION 

GWU)E 
Second Lieutenant 
First Ueutenant 
Captain 
Major 
Ueutenant Colond 
Colond 
Brigadier General 
Major General 
Ueutenant General 
General 

DATE - 
Jun 3,1959 
Dec 3,1960 
Dec 3,1963 
Dec 1,1969 
May 1,1973 
Dec 1,1975 
Jan 1,1982 
May 1,1985 
Jun 22,1987 
May 16,1991 
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CMef, U.8, ~tlantb CdmW on 27 ~ovmbei 1986. Uo mtlrod fmm Ulls @ositI#l 
en 1 Decomkr..lOM. 

AdPs$ral Bsagett and Hn. flrggett mko theit h i n  La 30118, Callfornla. 



Lee Baggett, Jr . ,  ~ d m i r a f  WSN (~etirod) 

U.S. Naval Acadesy 
U.S. Naval Postgraduate school 
University of California, Berkeley 
u.6. Naval war College 

Served forty-two years in U.S. Navy. Comolanded four eh ips ;  
including aineswespere, guided missile de6troyer8, and guided 
missils cruiser types, i n  grades of Lieutenant junior grade 
through Captain. Served ashore in engineering and ecquisition 
assignnents, including nuclear test  plans  officer,  as engineering 
director for U . S .  Navy guided missfles, and on staff of 
Cormnander, Operational Test and Evaluation Force, A t  sea, has 
served on s ta f f  of attack carrier group commander and as Chief of 
Sta f f  of Commander, u , B .  Sixth Fleet. 

As Flag officer, served as Commander of Surface ~ o r c e s  in U . S .  
Pacific Fleet  and, in Washington, D.C,, as Director of A n t i -  
Submarine Warfste.for Chief o f  Naval Operations and, l a t e r ,  as 
Director of Naval Warfare. Also, served an Commander-in-Chief, 
A l l i e d  Forces southern Europe and Commander-in-Chief, U . S .  Naval 
Forcee Europe. Subsequently, wes Supreme Allied Colnrnandst 
Atlantic and Commander-in-Chief, U.S. ~tlantic Command, retiring 
from these assignments in December 1 9 8 8 .  

Admiral and Mrs. Baggett live i n  La Jolla, C a l i f o r n i a .  
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United States Air Force 
Secretary of the Air Force, Office of Public Affairs, Washington, D.C. 20330-1000 

LIEUTENANT GENERAL TREVOR A. HAMMOND 

Lieutenant General Trevor A. Hammond is deputy chief of staff for 
logistics, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C. 

General Hammond was born July 6, 1937. A native of Hartford, 
Conn., he graduated from East Hartford (Conn.) High School. He 
earned a bachelor of science degree in business administration from St. 
Mary's University In 1968 and a master's degree In business 
administration from the University of Utah In 1973. He completed 
Squadron Officer School In 1964, National War College in 1978, the 
Management Program for Executives at the University of Pittsburgh in 
1981 and the program for senlor managers in government at the John F. 
Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, in 1990. 

Enlisting in the Air Force in October 1955, the general attained the 
rank of staff sergeant while serving as an air traffic controller. He 
subsequently attended Officer Candidate School and was 
cornmlssioned as a second lieutenant in 1961. After completing pilot 
training at Vance Air Force Base, Okla., he was presented the 0rville and 
Wilbur Wright Flying Achievement Award by the Order of Daedalians. He served as an instructor with Air Training 
Command at Mather Air Force Base, Calif., until 1965, when he was assigned to the Instrument Pilot Instructor 
School, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas. While there he served as a member of the Instrument Standardization 
Branch, and authored and co-authored numerous manuals on instrument flying, including the Air Force Manual of 
Instrument Flying. 

The general began RF-4 training at Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho, in June 1969. In January 1970 he 
was asslgned to the 14th Tactical Reconnaissance Squadron, Udorn Royal Thai Air Force Base. Thailand, where 
he flew 172 combat missions and served as a member of the initial 'Fast FAC' forward air controller cadre. 

In December 1970 he transferred to the 32nd Tactical Reconnaissance Squadron, Royal Air Force Station 
Alconbury, England, where he served as an instructor pilot, flight commander and operations officer. Transferring 
to Headquarters 3rd Alr Force at Royal Alr Force Station Mildenhall, England, General Hammond s e ~ e d  as 
dlrector of air trafflc operatlons from August 1973 to October 1974. He then was assigned to Air Force 
headquarters as a member of the Europe-North Atlantic Treaty Organization Plans and Policy Division within the 
Directorate of Plans. While there he was extensively involved In Greek, Turkish and Spanish base right 
negotlations, and mutual balanced force reduction negotlations. In May 1976 he became executive officer to the 
director of plans. 

After graduation from the National War College in July 1978, the general took command of the 380th Combat 
Support Group, Plattsburgh Air Force Base, N.Y. In October 1979 he was assigned as deputy commander for 
operatlons with the 380th Bombardment Wing at Plattsburgh. 

(Current as of June 1991) OVER 



General Hamm~nd transferred to Pease Air Force Base, N.H., in July 1981, as vice commander of the 509th 
Bombardment Wing and assumed command of the wing in December 1981. Under his command, the 509th won 
both the Fairchild Bombing Trophy and the Saunders Tanker Trophy. 

He was awarded the Moller Award as the 1982 Outstanding Wing Commander for Strategic Air Command. In 
May 1983 he was appointed vice commander of the Sacramento Air Logistics Center, McClellan Air Force Base, 
Calif. The general became deputy chief of staff for information systems, Headquarters Air Force Logistics 
Command, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, and commander, Logistics Management Systems Center, also 
at Wright-Patterson, in August 1985. In July 1987 he was assigned as chief of staff at Air Force Logistics 
Command headquarters. He returned to McClellan Air Force Base in September 1988 as commander of the 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center. During his tenure, the center won the federal Quality Institute's prestigious 
Quality Improvement Prototype Award, one of only two organizations in the entire federal government selected for 
the award in 1990. The general returned to Air Force Logistics Command as vice commander in December 1990. 
He assumed his present position in May 1991. 

The general is a command pilot with more than 5,000 flying hours in T-33, T-37, T-38 and T-39. His military 
awards and decorations include the Distinguished Service Medal, Legion of Merit, Distinguished Fiying Cross, 
Meritorious Service Medal with two oak leaf clusters, Air Medal with 12 oak leaf clusters, and Air Force 
Commendation Medal with two oak leaf clusters. 

He was promoted to lieutenant general January 1, 1991, with same date of rank. 

General Hammond Is married to the former Mary Clement0 of East Hartford, Conn. They have two daughters. 
Susan Mary and Jennifer Lynn. 



BIOGRAPHY 
MAJOR GEMERAL m W T H  J. HOUGHTON, USMC 

General Houghton was born October 17, 1920, id Sm Francisco, California. He 
graduated from Polytechnic High School here in 1918, and from the University of Sm 
Francisco uith a E.S. degree in Political Science and Economics .h 1942. He received a 
M.A. in Political Science from George Washington University, Washbkrtdn, D.C., in 
1962. 

He enlisted in the U.S. Marine Corps ApCl 15, 1942, and was corrlmissioned a 
Marine Corps second lieuteaant September 26, 1942. 

During World War U, Lieutenant Houghton saw action at Tarawa in the   marsh all 
Islands and on Saipan. He was promoted to first lieutenant June 22, 1943, and to captain 
Decanber31, 1944. 

Following the war, he saw a tour of sea duty as Commanding Officer of the 
Marine Detachment aboard the USS Atlanta, 1947-1 919. He &en served as a rifle 
company commander md division reconnaissance company commander with the 1st 
Marine Division, Fleet,%ine Farce, Camp Pendleion, California, until June 1950. 

During the Korean conflicf he was Brigade Reconnaissance Detachment 
Commander, 1 st Provisiod Marine Brigade, and h c o n n  ai ssance Company 
Commander, 1st Marine Division. It was during this period that he won his first Silver 
Star and Bronze Star Medal with Combat "V" and gold star in lieu of a second Bronze 
Star Medal. Wounded in action in October 1950, he was evacuated to U.S. Naval 
Hospital where he remained ~ m t l  January 195 1. He was promoted to major Jaauarjj 1, 
1951. 

In February 195 1, he was assigned duty as Assistant Operations C;Wicer and Aide- 
do-Camp to the Commanding Generat, Headquarters, Department of the Pacific, San 
Francisco, California, until the follow in^ May. 

From June 1951 until July 1953, he was Staff Secretary and Aide-de-camp to the 
Commanding General Gcneral Graves B. Enkine, USMC, Headquarters, Fleet Marine 
Force, Atlantic, Norfolb; Virginia 

Lo March 1954, he completed the Infantry Oflicer's Advanced Course, Jnfantry 
School, Fort Benning, Georgia. He then b e m e  Officer in Charge, Tactics Group, The 
Basic School, Marine Corps Schools, Quantico, Virginia, serving in the capacity until 
August 1956. After completion of Senior School at Quantico in June 1 957, he served a 
meyear tour of duty as G-3 Training Ofiicer, Fleet Marine Force, Pacific, at Camp 
15.31. Smith in Hawaii. He was promoted to lieutenant colond January 1, 1956. 



Colonel Houghton served from June 1959 until February 196 1, as Commanding 
Off~cer, 3d Battalion, 5th Marines, 1s t  and 3d Marine Division (transplacemmt 
Battalion), (Reidorced), Fleet Marine Force, San Frandsw. He the. attended the Army 
War College, Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, completing the course in June 1962 

Traderred to Headquarters h/Iarint Corps, he served as Joint Action Officer, (3-4 
Ditisioq unril April 1964, thcn was assigned as Action Off~cw, J-3 Division, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, sewing in the Latter capacity until Februaq 1967. For his service as J-3 
Action Ofiicer, he was awarded the Le@on of Merit. He was promoted to Colonel July 
1, 1964. 

In February of 1967 Colonel Houghton took commmd of the 5th Marine 
Reggent in the Republic of Vietnam. During the six month period he commanded the 
5th Marines, he was awarded the Navy Cross, a sold star in lieu of a second Silver Star 
Medal and bvo gold stars in lieu of a s c m d  and third P q l e  Heart MedaL 

H e  was subsequently assigned as Assistant Chief of Staff G-2, Ill Marine 
Amphibiclus Force, and held h t  bilIet until February of 1968. For this s w i c e  he was 
awarded a gold stat in lieu of a gecund Legion of Merit. 

Upon his return to the United States, Colonel Houghton was assigned duty as 
Executive mcer, G-l Divisioq Headquarters Marine Corps, in April 1968. 

After advancement to the rank of brigadier general on A u p t  2 1, 1968, he 
assumed duties as Deputy Assistant Chief of Staff, G- I, Headquarters Marine Corps urrtil 
February 1970. 

In March 1970, General Honghton was assigned as Chief of  Staff, Fleet Marine 
Force, Pacific. During May 1972 he assumed duties as Deputy Commander, Fleet 
Marine Force, Pacific while serving concmmtly as Chief of Staff, Fleet Marine Force, 
Pacific. 

In October 1972, General Hough~n was assigned as Commanding General, Force 
Troops, Fleet Marine Force, Pacific and Marine Corps Base., Twentynine Palms, 
California. He was promoted to major general on April 2, 1973. 

Major General Houghtm assumed command of the First Marjne Division on hlay 
1, 1 973, and shortly thereafter concurrently assumed command of I st Marine 
Amphibious Force. On August 23, 1974, he assumed commaad of the 3rd Marine 
Division, and in June 1 975 concurrently assumed command of the 3rd Marine 
Arnpliibiolls Forcc. . 

On August 20, 1975, Major Genml Houghton assumed conunand of the Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot, Sau Diego, Cdir'ornia He retired from that command on 
November 1, 1977, and was awarded the Distinguished Sewice Medal. The 



Commandant General Louis H. Wil.son was in attendance at Major General Houghton's 
retirement. 

ki one of the Marine Corps most highly decorated oftiers his medaIs include 
the; Navy Cross, Distinguished S w i m  Medal, Silver Star Medd w/l gold*, Legion of 
Merit w/Combat "V" Si 2 gold*, Bronze Scar Medal w/Combat "V" & 1 ", Navy 
Commendation Medal, Purple Heart wD*, Combat Action Ribboq Presidential Unit 
Citation rv/3 bronze*, Navy LJnit Commendation Medal, American Can~pign Medal, 
Asiatic-Pacific C a t n p d p  Medal ~vI3 bronze *, China Service Medal; WWZI %tory 
Medal, Naval Occupational Service M e u  N~tional Defcnsc hlcdal w/ bronze*, Korean 
Service Medal \v/2 bronze ', Vietnamese S e ~ c e  Medal w!3 bronze stars, Vi etuamese 
N3tional Order 5th CIass, Viernameses h y  Distinguished Service Order 2nd Class, 
Vietnamese Cross of Gallantry w/2 palms Rc bronze star, Viemamese Armed Forces 
Meritorious Unit Citation, Philippine Independence Ribbon, United Nations Medd, 
Vietnamese Campaign Medd. 

Since his retirement General Houghton has been employed in the private sector. 
From 1977 to 1 988, General Houghton was employed by the Cubic Corporation as the 
Director of Engineering. Since 1988, General Houghton has been employed by the 
Applied Data Technology Corporation as the Specid Assishat to the President 





PETER J. O F P ~ C A  js EXeculive Vice President for Technical Operations of ICF 
Kaiser International, one: of the nation's largest consulting, engineering and construction 
services companies. 

He is responsible for providing design, project control, construction management, 
quality, environmental health and safety, procurement, and project management services 
to the entire corporation, His Service Operations gmup provides guidance to corporate 
management in these functional areas and supports the company's environmental, 
infrastructure, industrial and energy projects. 

Prior to joining ICF Kaiser International in June 1993, Offringa was Deputy 
Commander and Deputy Chief of Engineers, US Army Corps of Engineers. In this 
capacity, he helped manage all aspects of a twelve billion dollar military, civil and 
environmental program supporting national, defense department and other fedcral 
agencies. A retired Major General, Offringa'held numerous critical positions within the 
Corps including director of the Corps' eight billion dollar mjIitary construction program; 
head of its Army Staff Agency responsl'ble for all cngheer, environmental and 
topographical matters within the Army; and deputy director of the Corps Civil Works 
Program. He commanded the Corps' Ohio River Division and the 130th Enginecr 
Brigade in Hanau, aermany. 

Offringa was born on January 30,1939. He was awarded a Bachelor of Science 
degree from the US Military Academy in 1961 and a Masters Degree in Applied Science 
from the University of California in 1965. Offringa is a rcgjstered professional engineer 
and a member of numerous tecfinical ~rganizatjnns. 





WILSON APPOINTS JUDY ANN F. MI= AS THE 
DIRECTOR OF MILITARY BASE RETENTION 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Monday, August 29, 1994 

CONTACT: Kerry R. McGagin 
Ron Low 
916/445-4571 

SACXMENTO -- Governor Pete Wilson today announced the 
appointment of Judy Ann F. Miller as Assistant to the Governor and 
Director of ~ilitary Base ~etention for the Governorfs Office of 
Planning and Research. 

ItI'm very pleased that Judy Ann is joining the team in our 
on-going California military base retention effort. Our bases 
will be.a major focus of the federal Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) '95 process and with so many ~alifornia jobs at stake, we 
must be prepared to vigorously support the continuation of our 
vital military installationsfN said Wilson. 

Miller, 53, of Alexandria, Virginia, has most recently served 
as acting assistant secretary of the Air Force for Manpower, 
Reserve Affairs, Installations and Environment, a position she 
held from January, 1993 to April, 1994. She has served in several 
other capacities for the United States Air Force and the Army over 
eleven years, including; principal deputy assistant secretary for 
the Air Force, from 1990 to 1994, and deputy assistant secretary 
of the Army, from 1983 to 1990. 

In addition, she worked for Contra Costa County for sixteen 
and a half years, including director of the Department of Manpower 
Programs Director and director of the Community Service 
Administration. 

A Republican, Miller is a member of the National Association 
of Counties and Phi Chi Theta (National Businesswoments 
Fraternity). She was a member of the California Association for 
Local Economic Development and the Vocational Counselors of 
California, Contra Costa County Development Association. 

Miller earned a bachelor's degree in public administration 
from the University of Arizona. 

This appointment is a key component of Governor Wilsonts 
strategy to protect California during the 1995 round of the 
federal Base Closure and Reuse Commission. Ms. Miller will work 
with local community officials, state agencies and other 
interested parties to coordinate a statewide effort which will 
avert, to the greatest extent possible, the number of ~alifornia 
base closures. 

-MORE- 
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Miller will assist in the development of local strategies for 
individual bases, convene conferences to share technical 
information, meet and confer with officials of the Department of 
Defense (and individual military services) regarding the status of 
California bases and disseminate this information to the public. 

She will receive an annual salary of $79,956 reflecting a 
five percent reduction, as directed by the Governor, from the 
established salary level. This appointment does not require 
Senate confirmation. 
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California Military Base Closures and 
Major Active California Military Bases 

BASE CLOSURES: 

0 Round 1 Closure, 1988 

Beale AFB, Marysville @ Round 2 Closure, 1991 

Travis AFB, Fairfield 

Sierra Army Depot, Herlong 

McClellan AFB, Sacramento 

Mather AFB, Sacramento 

Naval Weapons Station, @ Sacramento Amy Depot 

Hamilton Army Sharpe Defense Distribution Depot, Lathrop 

Tracy Defense Distribution Depot. Tracy 
O~res id io  Army Base NASA Flight Facility, Crow's Landing 
Q~reasure Island NS 

San Francisco @Castle AFB, Afwater 

@~unter 's Point Ann Naval Air Station, Lemoore 

@Naval Air Station. Alameda Edwards AFB. Lancaster 
@Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda 

@Naval Hospital, Oakland 
avy Public Works Center, Oakland 

Naval Supply Center, Oaklan Fort Irwin ArrnyTraining 

Oakland Amy Base Center, Barstow 

@Naval Air Station, Moffett Fiel 
Onizuka Air Force Statio 

@ Fort Ord, SeasideflMarin 

Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc 

Naval Facilities Engineering Services Center, Port Huenem 
Pt. Mugu Test Center 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 

@ ~ a r i n e  Corps Air Station, Tus 
@EI Toro Marine Corps Alr Station, lrvine / 

@ March AFB, Riveside ///n-- osaltjn s e a ~ % i ~ ~ ~ e  

Camp Pendleton (USMC), Oceanside Navy Base 

Miramar Naval Air Station, San Diego ' / I Naval Air Facility, 

North lsland Naval Aviation Depot Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Na-l Amphibious Base 

Suweillance Center Naval Hospital 
Naval Submarine Base 

Naval Outlying El Centro Naval Supply Center Naval Station, San Diego 
North Island Naval Air Station @Naval Training Center 

Landing Field, 
imperial Beach 





1995 Military Base Closure Process 
B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  R E A L I G N M E N T  A C T  

December 15, 1994 

through 
June 30 

I 

Afrer 45 
"legislative" 

days 





DoD Policy, Procedures, Authorities, 

and Responsibilities for BRAC 95 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

EMORANDUM FOR SGCETARIES OF TF3 MILITARY DEPARTFENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF TEE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SSCiETARIES OF OEFENSE 
DIRECTORt DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGIhZERI?IG 
ASSISTLIT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENE= COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GZHERAL 
DIRECTORt OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO TEE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTilATION AND MANAGEEENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFaSE A W C I E S  

SUBJECT: 1995 Base R e a l i m e n t s  and Closures ( B W  9 5 )  

Reducing the Department's unneeded infrastructure through 
base closures and raalig.?ments is a t o p  Dcfense p r i o r i t y .  We 
have made good progress so f a r ,  but there are more reductions we 
can and musr accomplish. The 1995 round of base realignments and 
closures (BRAC 95) is the  Isst round of closures authorized under  
Public Law 101-510. Hence, our effort0s t o  balance the DoD base 
and force s t ruc tures ,  and preserve readiness through the 
elimination of unnecessary infrastructure, are critical. 
Consequently, we must begin the B S C  95 process now. 

S look to you, individually and collectively, to recommend 
further in fras truc ture  reductions consistent with t h e  Defense 
Guidance and DoDts planned force reductions. The Defense 
Guidance B W C  35 goal of an overall 15% reduct ion i n  planc 
replacement value should be considered a minimum DoD-wide goal. 

Significant reductions in i n f r a s r r u c t u r e  and overhead c o s t s  
can only be achieved after careful studies address not only 
structural changes to the base structure, but a l so  operational 
and organizational changes, with a strong emphasis on cross- 
service utilization of common support assets.. 

The actachecl guidance establishes policy,  procedures, 
a u t h o r i t i e s  and responsibilities for se l ec t ing  bases f o r  
realignment or closure under Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
P u b l i c  Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160. This guidance 
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of May 5 ,  1992, 
and all ocher Office of the Secretary of Defense guidance issued 
regarding making reco.mendations for the  1993  round of base 
realignments and c losures .  n 

Attachment 



1995 Base Realignments ond Chures  (BRAC 95) 
Policy, Procedures, Authorities and ResponsibiZities 

Part A, Title XXIX  of Public Law 101-510, as amended by 
Public  Law 102-190. and Public Law 103-1 60, establisnes the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary o f  Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of military installations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptians. The law established 
independent Defense B a s e  Closure and Realignment Comnrissions to 
review t h e  Secretary of Defense's recommendations in calendar 
years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

ma guidance herein 'e='tablishcs t h e  policy, prosetiuies,- 
author i t f  as and responsibilities f o r  selecting bases.  f o r  
realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Comission (the 1995 Commission). 

This guidancc supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense 
memoranda of May 5, 1992, add all other Office of the Secretary 
of Defense Guidance for the 1993 round of closures.  

DoD Components must reduce their base structure capacity 
commensurate w i t h  approved roles and missions, planned force 
drawdowns and programmed workload reductions over the FYDP. For 
BRAC 95, the goal is to further reduce the overall  DoD domestic . . 

base s t ruc tu re  by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant 
replacement value. Preserving readiness through the el iminat ion 
of unnecessary infrastructure is c r i t i c a l  to our na t iona l  
security .  

It is DoD policy to make maximum use of cornmon support 
assets. DoD Components should, throughout the BRnC 95 analysis  
process, look for cross-service or intxa-service opportunities to 
share assets and look for opportunities to rely on a single 
Military Department for support- 

~ b i s  guidance applies to those base realignment and closure 
recommendati ens which must, by law, be submitted to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment C o d s s i o n  (the 1995 
Commission) for review, This guidance also applies to 
recomendat i~ns  which are forwarded ro che 1995 Commission for  
review, though not requited t o  be forwarded under the law. 



This guidance does not apply to implementing approved 
closures and realignments resulting from the recommendations of . 
the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissions , 

Public Law 101-510, Numerical Thresholds 

Public Law 101-510 stipulates that no action be taken to 
close or realign an installation that exceeds t h e - c i v i l i a n  
personnel numerical thresholds set forth in the law, until those 
actions have obtained final approval pursuant to the law. The 
nunrerical..thresholds established i n  the law rewire its . . .  

application f o r  the 
+uthorfted civilian 
to actions a t  ins ta  

c f  osure of -installations wlth at least 300 
personnel, EOr realignments, the law applies 

l l a t i o n s  with at  least 300 authorized civilian 
personnel which reduce and relocate 1000 civilians or 50% or more 
of t h e  civilians authorized. 

DoD CQmponents must use a common date to determine whether 
Public Law 101-510 numerical thresholds will be met. For 
BRAC 95, the common date w i l l  be September 30, 1 9 9 4 .  
Nonappropriated fund employees are not direct hire, permanent 
civilian employees of the Department of Defense, as defined by 
Public Law 101-510, and therefore should not be considered i n  
determining whether the numerical thresholds of the l a w  will be 
met. 

.Eublic. Law 101-510, as amended, does . . n o t  apply to act ions 
which t 

o Implement realignments or closures under Public Law 
106-526, relat ing to the recommendations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o Study or implement realignments or closures to which 
Section 2687 of T i t l e  10, United States Code, is not applicable; 

o Reduce force  structure. Reductions i n  force structure 
may be made under this exception even i f  the units  involved were 
designated to relocate to a receiving base by the 1988, 1991, o r  
1993 Commission; or 

o Impact any f a c i l i t i e s  used primarily f o r  civil works, 
rivers and harbor projects, flood control, or other projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the  Department of 
D a f  ense. 



POD Component act iv i t ies  located in leased space are subject 
to Public Law 103-530, ae amended. Additional guidance an how t~ 
apply this requirement w i l l  be issued by the Under Secretary o f  

..- 'Pef ense .-for Acquisition . and Technology . ..... 3.. .. . . . .  
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. O  The s tudies  must be based on analyses of the base 
structure'by like categories of bases using: objective measures 
for the selection criteria, where possible; the force structure 
p.lan; programmed workload over the F n P ;  and military judgement 
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.r. should, where oporatf onally and cost effective, strive to: retain 
in only  one Service m i l i t a r i l y  unique capabilities used by two or 
nore Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce 
capacity: and assign oparational units from more than one Service 
to a single base. 

. . . .  
vioua R c c ~ m m e n d ~ i o n s  

DoD components may propose changes to previously approved 
designated receiving bssa recomr~endations of the 1988, 1991 and 
1993 comf ssions provided such changes are necessitated by 
revisions t o  force structure,  mission or organization, or 
s i g n i f i c a a t  revieions to cost effectiveness that have occurzed 



s ince  the relevant commission recomnencation was made. 
Documentation for such changes must involve clear military value 
or significant savings, and be based on the  final criteria, the 
farce s t r u c t u r e  plan and the policy guidance for t h c  3RAC 95 
process. 

The BRAC 95 process must enhance opportunities for 
consideration of cross-service tradeoffs and multi-service use of 
the remaining i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .  Since BRAC 95 is t h e  lasc round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these e f f o r t s  are 
critical t o  balancing the DoD base and force structures and to 
preserving readiness through the elimination of unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the  M i l i t a r y  
Depa-rtments, Defense Agencies and the Office of the  Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound d e c i s i o n  making and t z k i n g  
advantage of available cross-service asser. sharing opportunities. 
The authorities of the DoD Components and the joint groups 
sstabl . ishea by this policy guidance f o l l o w  and arc depicted in 
Appendix A. 

The Under Secretary of Defense far Acquisition and 
Technology (USD (A&T) ) will chair a senior level BRAC 95 ~eview 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 95 process. The members of the 
SflAC 95 Review Group will be: a senior level representative from 
each Military Department; the chairperson of the BRAC 95 Steering 
Group; the chairperson(s) of each BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Group; senioz representatives from the Joint Staff, Do? 
C o m p t r o l l e r  (COMP) , Program Analysis and Evaluation (PAhE) , 
Reserve Affairs (RA) , Geneial Counsel (GC) , Environmental 
Secur i ty  and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA); and such other 
members as the US9 (AhT) considers appropriate. Tne BRAC 9 5  

~ E I  for 

products of the DoD Components and BKAC 95 Joinc Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recomendaticns and 
rtcoaunendations on subnission o f  below-threshold actions t o  the 
1995 Commission. 



-- 
W A C  95 S t ~ ~ r i z z  G r O u o  

The Assistant Secretary o f  Defense f o r  Economic Security 
(ASDrES) ) w i l l  chair a BRAC 95 Steering Group ox study team 
lzaaers from: t h e  Military Departmnts: DW; each J o i n t  Cross- 
Service Group; representatives frqn the Joint Staff, C3MP, ?A&E, 
Rn, CC and Environmental Securityi and such other  members as che 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The p u q o s e  of the  BRAC 95 
Steering Group is to a s s ~ ~ e : a ~ R A C ? 9 5 : R e ~ L e W ~ G ~ T C b ~ n  
-sing i t s .  authorities-. and Co re-I%~~~mpc&eF* 
sappf ementary -.BRAC - 9Squ;ldance-a .. - 

Joint C r o s s - S P W ~ C P  Grouos 
- 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups a r e  hereby establ i shed in 
six areas wich significant potential f o r  c r o s s - s e r v i c e  inpacts  i n  
BRAC 95. 

The purpose of the five func t iona l  area j o i n t  cross-service 
. . _  - - groups is : t o  --h* - :- ---- _ _  _._ r n-'to .-. ..---- - -- 

5 b e . z a d d r ~ s - a  .. - -  _- A - --- - .. - e e = s w z h  ._._ . the 
. =ua53%i9!2s,ae--- -=a!!-. - .- --. - - .- -. - . -' ts=-=a - - a n d ; a  .. . . . ..r--- - . .-   schedules f o r  DoD Component conduct of 

cross-sexvlce analyses of common support functions; t o , o v e t s e _ ~ - ~  
~ ~ m p a ~ ~ r o s s - s e r v i ~ ~ - a ~  of these common support 
-..c 

f ~ n c t i o n s ' , ~ t o  identify necessary outsourcing policies and make 
recom.endations r e g a r d i n g  those policies; to gkmte-s.-~~ 

* t-y:anc&ysesc; t b xkvehqa+SOsure+-ax&gnaeaL a L - t . c ~ ~ % ~ 5 ~ * ~  
- s m e r i c r l e x c k s  . .capacity..reciucfip_~--f or consideration 
"in such analyses; and r a  analyze cross-sFrvZce t radeoffs .  

- -, 
The purpose of the &anomic . : i n p a a a t : ~ + i ~ : c z ~ c + f i ~  ... ----. -. .. - 

is : to e&*.tlab&ish-t-he guide1 inesCf or-mea _ _.- .- - .- ,- 
and, i f ~ r a c t i c a b l e ,  cumul8cive e c o n o m i ~ ~ a l y z e  DoD 
Component recommendations under those guidelines; and to develop 
a process f o r  a n a l y z i n g  alternative closures o r  realignments 
necessitated by cumulative economic impact c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  if 
necessary. 

BRAC 95 J o i n t  Cross-Service Groups shall c o p l e t e  the 
analytical des ign tasks above and * u e - = g u i d a n c r a W - t  
Components, after review by the B2AC 95 R e v i e w   croup,^^ 

%&han,March 31, .,59&3. The s i x  B3AC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
axe : 

o Depot ~aintenance: The group will be chaired by the 
Deputy Under S e c r e t a r y  Defense fo r  L o g i s t i c s  (DUSD (L) ) with 
members frcm each Military Department, the Joint S t a f f  and DLA, 
and other  offices as considered appropriate by the DUSD(L). The 
DASE(ERCE)XAC) and the Deputy Assistant Secrerary of Defense for 
Produc t ion  Resources w i l l  also serve as members. 



0 Tesc and Evaluation: The gzoup will be j o i n t l y  chaired 
by the Directgr, Tesc and Evaluation (D,T&E) and t h e  Director, 
Operational Test  and Evaluation (D, OTLE) with members f rom each 
Military Departnent, Defense Research and Engineerizq ( C R & E ) ,  and 
other off ices as considered appropriate by the chal-zpersons . The 
DASD(E;R&BFGIC) w i l l  also serve as a member. -. 

o Laboratories: The grcup w i l l  be chaired by the 
Direct or, Defense Research and Engi~eering (Dl DR&El with  members 
from each Military Departnent, TLE, OThE and other  offices as 
considered appropriate by the  D,DR&E. The DASD ( E R & a M C )  will 
also serve as a member. 

o Military Treatment Facilities including Graduate 
Medical Educacion: The group w i l l  be chaired by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense f o r  Health Affairs (ASD (HA) ) w i t h  mamt3ers 
from each Military Departnent and o t h e r  offices as considered 
appropriate by ASD (HA) . The DASD (ER&ER&C) w i l l  also serve as a 
member. 

o Undergraduate Pilot Training:  The group w i l l  be 
chaired b y  the Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Pcxsonnel and 
Readiness (ASD (P&F() 1 w i t h  menbers from each Military Department 
and others  as considered zppropriate by the ASD(P&R) . The 
DASD (ER6BRAC) w i l l  also serve as a member. 

o Economic Impact: The group w i l l  be chaired by Depucy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense f o r  Economic Reinvestment and BRAC 
(DASD (ER&BRACl) with members from each Military Department, the 
Of f ice  of Economic A d j u s t ~ e f i t  (OEA) and ocher o f f i c e s  as 
considered appropriaee by the DASD {ERhBRAC) . 
DoD C.omuonents 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments, the Directors 
of the Defense Agencies, and the Beads of other  DoD Components 
shall (without delegation) s u b m i t  their recommendations f o r  base 
realignments or closures under Public Law 101-510, as amended, to 
the Secretary o f  Defense. Reconunendations and supporting 
documenration shall be delivered to the Assistant Secretary af 
Defense for Economic Security far appropriate processing and 
forwarding Y O  the Secretary of Defense. 

Heads of D o D  Corcponents w i l l  designate the i n d i v i d u a l s  to 
serve on the j o i n t  qzoups a s  described above. 



The j o i n t  groups and Do5 Componenes, in pursuing t he i r  BRAC 
95 work,  should coordinate with each other and s h o u l d  take i n t o  
account other analyses or s t ~ a i e s  exteraal to t h e  BXAC process 
which may impact their del ibera t ions .  For example, the Test and 
Evaluation joint group should consider input f rom the Test and 
Evaluation Executive Agent Board of Direcrors-  --  
USD ( A & T )  -- Additional Gut.e2nce. 

The Under Secretary of Defense f o r  ~cquisition and 
Technology (USD(A6T)  ) may issue such i n s t r u c t i o n s  as nay be 
necessary: to implement these p o l i c i e s ,  procedures, authorities 
and responsibilities; to ensure t i m e l y  scbrnission of work 
products to che Bmc 95 Review Group and J o i n t  Crass-Service 
Groups, t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense and the 1995  Comnission; and, t o  
e n s u r e  consistency i n  application of selection c r i t e r i a ,  
methudology and reports to t h e  Secretary of Defense, the 1995 
Commission and the  Congress.  The authority and d u t y  of the 
Secretary o f  Defense t o  i ssue  regulatlcns under Tit le  X X I X  of 
public  Law 101-510, as amended, i s  hereby delegated to t h e  
USD (A&T) . The USD (A&T) should exercise t h i s  authority  i n  
coord ina t ion  ~ i t h  o t h e r  DoD o f f i c i a l s  as  appropriate .  

The BRAC 9 5  Review Group, chaired by the USD (A&T) , will make 
a recommendation t o  t h e  Secretary of Defense on whether an - . - . -_.. .. - - .  . - - - 8  - rc..bdtti-ppru n 

recommendation i s  --.- 
c r i t e r i a ,  t he  recom,enda t ion  w i l l  include t h e  proposed amendment. 

If t h e  Secretary of Defense approves amending t h e  criteria, -. 
USD(A&Tl will ~ ~ i s h ~ p t ~ ~ ? o s ~ :  -: 
W@E-*FC~=-~ 94, f o r t  
period. The BRAC 95 Review Group will review the public cDmment~ 
received, incorporate appropriate comments and make a 
racoxtfnendjticn to the Secretary o f  Defense on the  f ina l  c r i t e r i a  
no l a t e r  than  March 31, 1994 .  

Force Structure P l a n  

The Chairnan o f  the J o i n t  Chiefs of S t a f f ,  in coordina t ion  
w i t h  the Under Seczetary of Defense for P o l i c y  (USD (PI 1 the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acwisition and Technology 

tense f o r  Reserve (USD (AsT) ) , the A s s i s t a n t  Secretary of Dez 
Affairs, General counsel, DoD Conp+roller, Director Program 



b a l y s i s  and Evaluarion,  and such ather officidls as may be 
app rcp r i a te ,  shall develop zhe force strxctGze plan in acc3rdznce 
with Public Law 101-510, as amended, and submit it to the 
Secretary of Defense f o r  approval. Pe:~dicg i s ~ u a n c e  of tne f i n a l  
force structure plan by the Secretary of Defease, DoD Components 
shall use an i n t e r i a  force s t r u c t u r e  plan co be developed and 
issued in accordance with  the above coordinaticgi procedures by 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The i n t e r i n  force 
structure guidance s h a l l  be issued no later than January 31, 
1994. Additional force  structure guidance shall be issued as 
soon as practicable after the FY96-?YO1 Przgrain Review is 
completed in the Summer o f  1994. The f i n a l  force stracttire plan 
shall be issued as soon as possible after final force d e c i s i o n s  
are made during the preparation of the FY96 budget, but no l a t e r  
than December 15, 1 9 9 4 .  The in t e r im and f i n a l  force s t r u c t u r e  
p l a n s  must include guidance on overseas deployed forces. 

yoninat ions 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires that commissioners 
be noninated by  t h e  President no later than 3anuary 3, 1995, or 
the 1995 base closure process will be te-minaced. The Caunselor 
to the Secretary of Defense and Deputy Secretary of Defense w i l l  
coordinate all matters relating to the Secretary's 
recommendations to the President for ap?ointaents to the 1995 
Comnission. A l l  i nqu i res  from individuals interested in serving ' 
on the Commission should be referred t o  t h e  Counselor.  

Ccnmission S U ~ D O ~ ~  

The Under Secretary of  Defense far Acquisition and 
Technology (USD (ACT) ) , assisted by the ~irector o f  Administratien 
and Management ( D ,  ALM) , will provide the i)epartmentl s support to 
the 1995 Commission.' 

Primarv P o i n t  of Contac t  

 he USD (ACT) shall be the primary of contact f o r  the 
Department of Defense with the 1995 Commission and rhe Generel  
Accounting Office (W).  Each DoD componenz shall designate to 
USD(A&T) one or more p o i n t s  of contact  with the 1995  Comvission 
and the GAO. The USD (APT) shall establish procedures foe 
interaction with the 1995 Commission and t h e  GAO. 

Internal C o n t r a  

The DoD inspector General shall be available t o  assist the 
DoD Components in dsvelopin~, i n p l e m n t i n y  and eva luat ing  
inzeznal control p l a n s .  



D e D O t  Maictenance Outsocrcina and Industrial Base Considerarions 

 US^ ( A L T )  i s  c u r r e n t 1  y analyzins depot maintenance 
outsourcing c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  and is assessing public and private 
industrial base capabilities. Key policy dec i s ions  r e s u l t i n g  
from this review should be promulgated, if practicable, by 
March 1, 1994, in order to maximize possible efPiciencies i n  
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BRAC 95 a n a l y s i s  pzacess s h a l l ,  from the 
date of receipt of t h i s  memorandum, develcp an6 keep: 

Q ~ e s c s i p t i o n s  o f  how base realignment and c l o s u r e  
p o l i c i e s ,  analyses and recommendations were made, inc luding  
m i n u t e s  of all deliberative meetings; 

a A l l  policy, data,  informat ion and analyses considered 
i n  making base seal ignment and closure recommendations; 

o Descript ions of how DoD Component recommendations met 
the  f i n a l  select ion c r i t e r i a  and were based on the final force 
s t r u c t u r e  p lan;  and 

o Documentation for each recommendation to the Secretary 
of Defense to realign or  close a m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n  under the 
law. 

I n t e r n a l  Contr~ls 

DOD Components and j o i n t  groups empowered by this memorandum 
to part ic ipate  in the BRAC 95 analys i s  process must develop and 
lmplemenr an internal conttol plan for base realignment, closure 
or consol idat ion studies to ensure the acaracy of data  
c o l l e c t i o n  and analyses. 

A t  a minimum, these i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources; 

o Systems f o r  ve r i fy ing  the accuracy of data at all 
levels of command; 



C) Docunentarion jusrifging changcs made to data received 
f r o a  subordinate commands; 

o Procedures t o  check thc accuracy o f  t h e  ~nalyses made 
from the data; and 

o jln assescrnant by auditors of the adequacy u f  each 
internal control plan. - 

D a t a  C e r t F f . i c a t l o n  

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires specified DoD 
personnel to cc r t i f y  to the b e s t  of their knowledge and belief 
tha t  information provided t o  the Secretary of Defense or the  1995 
Conmission concerning t h e  closure or realignment of a m i l i t a r y  
installation i3 accurate and compiete. 

DoD conponents shall establish procedures and d e s i g c z t e  
appro~riate p e r s o n n e l  to cerc i fy  rhac data and informatizn 
coilected for use in BRAC 95 analyses are accurzte and canplete 
to the best: of t h a t  personf  s knowledge and belief. DoD 
Components' certification procedures should be into-rporated with 
the required internal control plan.  Both are subject  to audit  by 
the General Accounting Office.  

F i n a l l y ,  Secretaries of the Military Departments, Directors 
of Defense Agencies, and heads of other DoD Components nusc 
certify t o  the  Secretary o f  Defense that data and infomacion 
used in making BRAC 95  r e c c ~ i e n d a t i ~ n s  t o  t h e  Secretary are 
accurate and complete t o  the best of their knowledge and belief. 

Crire-ria .Me.asures/Factors_ 

DOD components and BRAC 95 J o i n t  Cross-Service Groups rriust 
develop one or more measures/faccors for applying each of the 
final criteria to base structure analyses. While objective 
rneasures/factors are desirable, they will not always be possible 
to develop. Measures/factcrs may a l s o  vary for different 
categories of bases. DoD Components and BRAC 95 Joint Cross- 
S e r v i c e  groups must document the measures/factors used for each 
of the f i n a l  criteria. 

One of the first steps i n  evaluating the base structure for 
7 o t e n t i a l  closures or realignments must involve grouping 
installations with like missions, capzbilities, or a t t r i b u t e s  
i n t o  ca tegor ies ,  and when appropriate, subcate~arles  . 
Categor iz ing  bases is the  necessary link between the forces  
descrfSed in the Force Structure Plan, programed worklcad, and 
the base structure. Deterxizing categories  of bases i s  a Don 



Component and BRAC 95 Joint Cr3ss-Service Group responsibility. 
DoD Components and SRAC 95 Joinc Cross-Service Groups should 
avoid over-carrgorizacion in or.der to naxinize opportcnities for 
cross-service or intra-service tradeoffs. 

Reserve Comwonent muacts 

Considerable overal l  DoD savings can be real ized through 
maximizing the use of Reserve component enclaves and through 
joint use of facilities by the Reserve components. However, . 

these overall DoD savings may not be i d e n t i f i e d  during the BRAC 
95 process. Consequently, DoD Components should look for 
opportunities to consolidate or relocate Reserve components onto 
active bases to be retained in the base structure and onro 
closing or realigning bases. 

DoD Components must complete Reserve component r e c r u i t i n g  
demographic studies required by DoD Direcrive 1225.7 to ensure 
t h a t  t h e  impact on the Reserve components of s ~ e c i f i c  closures 
and realignments are considered. 

Gost of Sase  Realicnment Actions (C-OBBRA Cost Model 

DoD Components must use the COBRA cost model to calculate 
the costs, savings and return on investnent of proposed closures 
and realignments. The Army is executive agent for COBRA and 
model improvements are .underway. 

Community Preference- 

DoD Components must document the receipt of valid requests 
received from communities expressing a preference for the closure 
of a military installation under Sec t ion  2924 of Public Law 101- 
510, DoD comgonents will also document the steps taken to give 
these requests special  consideration. Such documentation is 
subject to review by the General Accounting Office, the 
Commission and the Congress. 

Belea-se of Tnf ormatioq 

Data and analyses used by the DoD Components to evaluate 
military installations for closure and realignment will not be 
released until the Secretaryi s reconmendations have been 
forwarded to the 1995 Commission on Harch 1, 1995, unless 
specifically required by law. The 1995 Commission is requized to 
hold  public hearings on the recommendations. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO), however, has a special 
role in assisting the Comisaion in its review and analysis o f  
the Secretary's reco-mendations and must a l s o  prepare a report 
detailiag the Departcent of Defense's selection process. As 



suca, the  GAO will be provided, upon request, with as much 
info,?nation as possible without  ccrnproaising the delikerative 
process. The DoD Components must keep records of all data . 
provided to the GAO. 

Dfssemination of Guidance - 
DoD Components shal l  disseminate t h i s  guidance and 

subsequent policy memoranda as widely as possible th rouqhouc  
t h e i r  organizations. The BRAC 95 Stee r ing  Grou? will review COD 
Conponent supplementary guidance. 

The timelines described in this memorandum arc d e p i c t e d  at 
Appendix B. 
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A. $96 .4 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

B. m p m m  

1. UNIFOF!MED MILITARY: 520 

2. CMLIAN: 1,800 

C. ANNUAL VALUE OF CIVILIAN CONTRACTS: $34.3 MILLION 

D. THE RASE IS FAR AND AWAY THE LARGEST EMPLOYER OF 
CMLIANS IN THE AREA, EMPLOYING OVER TWO AND A HALF 
TIMES AS MANY CIVILIANS AS THE NEXT LARGEST EMPLOYER. IN 
ALL, IT ~ N T R I B ~ S  OVER ONE-THIRD OF THE BARSTOW AREA'S 
ANNUAL INCOME OF ROUGHLY $250 MIIILION. 

THE MISSION OF THE BARSTOW MARINE CORPS LOSISTICS RASE 
(MCLB) IS TO PROCURE, MAINTAIN, REPAIR, REBUILD, STORE, 
AND DISTRIBUIE SUPPLIES IN SUPPORT OF U.S. MARINE CORPS 
UNITS AND OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INSTALLATIONS WEST 
OF THE MISSISSIPPI AND IN THE PACIFIC. 

3 .  MCLB RARSTCW STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB TXX'ATION 

TXX'ATED AT A RAILROAD HUB, MCLB BARSTOW IS IDEALLY 
SITUATED TO ACCOMPLISH ITS MISSION OF SUPPORTING U.S. 
MARINE CORPS UNITS m N G  THE WEST COAST AND IN THE 
PACIFIC. BARSTOW FUNCTIONS AS THE WESTERN DIVISION POINT 
FOR SANTA FE'S TRP,NSfXlNTIEEWAL MAINLINE AND IS ALSO 
SERVED BY THE UNION PACIFIC'S MAINLINE TO IDS ANGELES. 
THE $55 MILLION RAIL CLASSIFICATION CENTECR IN BARSTOW IS 
THE LARGEST RAIL RECLASSIFICATION OPERATION IN THE WORLD. 
MOREOVER, BARSmW IS LGCATED AT A CROSSROADS OF THE 
NATIOJWL INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEN -- AT THE INTERSECTION 
OF INTERSTATE ROUTES 15 AND 40 - -  AND OF THE CALIFORNIA 
STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM AS WEIL. AND MCLB BARSTOW ITSELF 
POSSESSES THE LARGEST DEPARTPENT OF DEFENSE RAILHEAD IN 
THE WORLD. THE OUTSTANDING RAIL AND HIGHWAY 
TRANSPORTATION NETWORK AVAILABLE TO MCLB BARSTOW MEANS 
THAT IT IS IDCATED WITHIN ONE DAY'S TRAVEL TIME BY ROAD 
OR RAIL OF VIRTUALLY ALL OF THE MARINE CORPS UNITS WHICH 
IT SERVES. 



B. FAVORABLE CLIMATE 

1. BETWEEN MCLB BARSTOW AND THE OTHER MCLB (MCLB 
ALBANY), ONLY BARSTOW HAS A CLIMATE THAT ALLOWS 
OllTIXXlR STORAGE OF ALL TYPES OF SUPPLIES FOR 
NEWLY INDEFINITE PERIODS OF TIME. THE ABSENCE OF 
A REQUIREMENT TO CONSTRUCT SHELTERED STORAGE 
FACILITIES AT MCLB BARSTOW TRANSLATES INTO 
SIGNIFICANT COST SAVINGS OVER MCLB ALBANY. 

2. S-ING ELSE THAT WNWlTS CONSIDERATION IS THE 
FACT THAT THE ALBANY, GA, AREA WAS RECENTLY SUBJECTED 
TO MASSIVE FLOODING AND DECL?UGD A FEDERAL DISASTER 
SITE BY PRESIDENT CLINTON. IN LATE SPRING 1994 OVER 
A DOZEN PEOPLE DIED WHEN THE NEAF!BY CHATTAH-E 
RIVER FLOODED ITS BANKS FOLLDWING A MASSIVE RAINFALL. 
WITH ITS DESIGNATION AS A FEDERAL DISASTER SITE, THE 
ALRANY AREA IMMEDIATELY BECAME ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE 
MILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN FEDERAL EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. 
DOES IT MAKE SENSE TO CONTINUE TO LOCATE A CRITICAI; 
MARINE', CORPS LOGISTICS STORAGE SITE IN A NATIONAL 
FLX>ODING DISASTER AREA? 

3. PRECISELY BECAUSE OF THE IDEAL CLIMACTIC CONDITIONS 
AT MCLB BARSTOW, THE DEFENSE LXX=ISTICS AGENCY (DLA) , 
WHICH IN 1992 TOOK OVER MUCH OF THE MATERIAL STORAGE 
FUNCTION AT MCLB BARSTOW FROM THE MARINE CORPS, IS 
CONSIDERING FURTHER ENHANCING AND EXPANDING THE 
MATERIAL STOME FUNCTION OF THE BARSTOW FACILITY. 

C. HIGH-TECH CAPABILITIES 

MCLB BARSTOW IS A STATE-OF-THE-ART FACILITY WHICH IS WELL 
SUITED FOR REPAIRING AND MAINTAINING THE "SMART" WEAPONS 
-Y UNDER DEVELQPMENT FOR FUTUW USE BY THE MARINE 
CORPS AND OTHER SERVICES. THIS CAPABILITY F7AS RECENTLY 
RECCGNIZED BY THE DEPARTPENT OF DEFENSE WHEN IT S E L E m  
MCLB BARSTOW AS ONE OF ONLY SEVEN REPAIR DEPOTS IN THE 
ENTIRE U. S . TO PIONEER A NEW, HIGH-TECH PROCESS CALLED 
FLEXIBLE: lNlXEFATED MANUFACTURING (FCIM) , WHICH 
WILL ALTBW THE INMPENSIVE MANUFA- OF PARTS TO ORDER 
FOR DELIVERY IN ISSS THAN THIRTY DAYS. 

D. COST EFFECTIVENESS 

THE BARSTOW INSTALLATION 
THE REPAIR DEPOTS OF THE 
OPERATEDINTHERED. IN 

IS SOLVENT, WHILE MANY OF 
OTHER SERVICES HAVE RECENTLY 
FACT, MCLB BARSTOW AND MCLB 

ALBANY HAVE BEEN SO SUCCESSFUL IN RECENT YEARS AT 
' OPERATING IN THE BLACK THAT THEY WERE DFTIFRMINED BY 

THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT TO HAVE MADE "TOO MUCH" MONEY 
AND DELIBERATELY PROGRAMMED TO OPERATE AT A DEFICIT 



DURING FISCAL YEARS 1992 AND 1993 IN ORDER TO REDUCE 
THEIR CASH BAImJCES. 

2. IN HEAD-TO-HEAD CDMPEZ'ITION WITH THE PRIVATE SECTOR 
FOR DEFENSE DEPARTMENT CONTRACTS, MCLB BARSTOW HAS 
"WON" TWO OF THE THREE COMPmITIVE BIDDING PROCESSES 
IN WHICH IT WAS ALIDWED TO PARTICIPATE. 

IN TESTIMONY BEFORE THE U.S. HOUSE DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCCMMI?TEE, A CONTINGENT OF ARMY, AIR FORCE, AND MARINE 
CORPS GENERALS AGREED THAT MCLB BARSTOW IS ESSENTIAL TO 
SUPPORT NAVY/MARINE COWS OPERATIONS IN THE PACIFIC AND 
MUST BE KEPT OPEN. 

MCLB BARSTOW HAS NOT BEEN RECOMMENDED FOR CZOSURE BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE IN ANY OF THE PREVIOUS THREE BRAC 
ROUNDS. INSTEAD, THE PENTAGON RE-ED THAT THE 
BARSTOW FACILITY RECEIVE PERSONNEL FROM OTHER BASES 
SLATED FOR CLOSURE OR DOWNSIZING. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. AS PART OF THE CLOSURE PROCESS, THE MILITARY IS MANDATED 
TO CONSIDER POSSIBILITIES FOR IJYTER-SERVICE CONSOLIDATION 
OF REPAIR AND MAlxmNmCE F'UNCTIONS. RECOGNIZING THIS, 
SEVERAL COMMUNITIES HAVE PUSHED FOR THE CLOSURE OF 
CCMPFTING DEPOTS AND TRANSFER OF REPAIR/-CE 
FUNCTIONS TO THEIR BASES INSTEAD. AMONG THESE CCMMUNITIES 

ARl3 THOSE m C E N T  TO TOETdR ARMY DEPOT (UT) T O B n  
ARMY DEPOT (PA), LFITERKENNY ARMY DEPCrr (PA), AND 
MC- AFB (CA) . NONE OF THESE FACILITIES, HOWEVER, 
RIVALS BARSTOW IN TERMS OF CLIMATE AND COST 
EFFECTIVENESS. AT TO- ARMY DEPOT, FOR MAMPLE, THE3 
CLIMATE IS SUCH THAT AND REPAIR WORK CAN ONLY 
BE CONDUCTED OUTSIDE FOR SOME SIX MONTHS OUT OF THE YEAR. 

B. SAWGS FROM BASE CLOSURE WOULD LIKELY BE MINIMAL. IF 
ONE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE3 
BASE CZOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED 
WITH BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND 
THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

5 .  ILEAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATI- 

CONTACT: PATRICIA MOSER 
ASSISTW TO CITY MANAGER 
CITY OF BARSTOW 
220 EAST MOUNTAIN VIEW STREGT 
BARSTOW, CA 92311 
(619) 256-3531 
(619) 256-1750 (FAX) 



6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 577-3449 

7. REPRESEKTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 40 -- JERRY LEWIS (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 17 -- DON ROGERS (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 34 -- KEITH OLBERG (R) 



A. $62.0 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 3,442 

C. COIJNTING SECONDARY ECONOMIC EFFECTS, THE BASE CONTRIBUTES 
AN ESTIMATED $300 MILLION ANNUALJJY TO THE LOCAL AREA. 

2. MISSION 

BEALF: AFB HOUSES THE U. S . AIR FORCE ' S NINTH RECONNAISSANCE 
WING OF THE SECOND AIR FORCE. AIRCXAFT ASSIGNED TO THE WING 
INCLUDE THE U-~R/RT RECONNAISSANCE AIRCRAFT, THE T-38A JFT 
TRAINER, AND THE KC-135Q AERIALI REFUELING TANKER. THE 
PRIMARY MISSION OF THE NINTH RECON WING IS TO PROVIDE GLOBAL 
RECONNAISSANCE, COLLECTING IMAGERY AND SIGNALS INTELLIGENCE 
AROUND THE WORLD. INRECENI'YEARS, FOR MAMPLE, U-2 AIRCRAFT 
FROM THE WING HAVE VERIFIED IRAQI COMPLIANCE WITH THE TERMS 
OF THE CEASE-FIRE AGREEMENT SIGNED FOLUWING THE PERSIAN GULF 
w. 
IN ADDITION TO HOUSING THE NINTH RECON WING, THE BASE ALSO 
HOUSES A PAVE PAWS PHASED-ARRAY RADAR INSTALLLATION DESIGNED 
TO DJ3I'ECI' AND TRACK INCEPIING BALLISTIC MISSILES IN A SEA- 
LAUNCHED BALLISTIC MISSILE (SLBM) AND I~CONTINEN'IAL 
BALLISTIC MISSILE (ICBM) ATTACK ON THE CONTINENTAL U.S. AND 
SOUTERN CANADA. THE TEN-STORY PAVE PAWS RADAR IS ALSO USED 
IN TRACKING AND MONITORING SATELLITES IN EARTH ORBIT. ONE OF 
A NE'IW0R.K OF FOUR SUCH PHASED-ARRAY RADARS, THE BEALE: PAVE 
PAWS RADAR IS THE ONLY ONE UXATED IN THE WESTERN CONTINENTAL 
U.S.. THE PAVE PAWS SITE IS JOINTLY MANNED BY THE U.S. AIR 
FORCE'S SEVENTH SPACE WARNING SQUADRON AND THE RAYTHEON 
COMPANY. 

BEALE AFB ALSO HOUSES THE U. S . AIR FORCE S GLOBAL 
COMMUNICATIONS CENTER -- A FACILITY WHICH DIRECTS THE BATIZE 
MANAG- OF ALL U.S. RECONNAISSANCE ACI'MTIES WORLDWIDE. 
AND THE BASE ALSO SERVES AS THE LQCATION FOR THE U.S. AIR 
FORCE AMMUNITION TRAINING FACILITY. 

3. BEALE AFB STRONG POIlWS 

A. SUPERB rnTION 



1. THE BASE IS IDEALLY LOCATED TO ACCOMPLISH ITS U-2 
RECONNAISSANCE MISSION FOR THE U.S. AIR FORCE. IT 
ENJOYS SUPERB FLYING WEATHER YEAR-ROUND, AVERAGING 
ONLY SEVENTEEN DAYS PER YEAR WITH CEILINGS OF LESS 
THAN 1,000 FEFT ABOVE GROUND LEVEL AND VISIBILITY OF 
LESS THAN 'IWO MILES. 

2. THE LARGE WINGSPAN OF THE U-2 AIRCRAFT LIMITS ITS 
ABILITY TO TAKE OFF AND LAND IN WINDY WEATHER. BEALE 
AFB, WITH ITS LOW WIND SPEEDS, IS ONE OF BUT ONE OR 
TWO BASES IN THE U.S. WHICH CAN FOR THIS REASON 
ACrnDATE THE3 u-2. 

3. COMPLE3'E ABSENCE OF ANY ENCROACHMESIT PROBLEMS. 

B. CAPACITY FOR EXPANSION 

THE BASE IS SO LARGE THAT ONE COULD PLACE TRAVIS, NORTON, 
AND MCCHORD AIR FORCE RASES WITHIN ITS CONFINES AND STILL 
HAVE MORE THAN 10,000 ACRES TO SPARE. WITH ITS 23,000 
ACRES AND AMPLE HANGAR/RAMP SPACE, BlZAIX AFB CAN 
ACCOMMODATE ADDITIOMU-, MISSIONS WITH VERY LITTIX, IF 
ANYTHING, IN THE WAY OF MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS. 
THIS CAPABILITY COULD PROVE CRITICAL IN THE3 EVENT OF A 
FUTURE3 MILITARY BUILDUP OR NATIONAL EMERGENCY. 

C. AIR REFUELING CAPABILITIES 

WITH THE CLOSURE OF NEARJ3Y CASTLE AND MATHER AIR FORCE 
BASES, BEALE IS ONE OF A DIMINISHING NUMBER OF WEST COAST 
BASES CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING AIR REFWELING OPERATIONS TO 
THE PACIFIC RIM AREA. THIS CAPABILITY WILL CONTINUE TO 
MOUNT IN IMPORTANCE AS THE PACIFIC RIM OCCUPIES A 
STEADILY INCREASING PROPORTION OF U.S. TRADE. 

A. POSSIBLE AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS UNIT 

THE U.S. AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND (AFSOC) IS 
CONSIDERING RF;LX>CATING ONE OF ITS OVERSEAS SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS UNITS TO A RASE IN THE WESTERN CONTINENTAL 
U.S.. BEALE AFB IS ONE OF THREE BASES UNDER 
CONSIDERATION FOR RECEIPT OF THE UNIT. THE OTHER 'IWO 
BASES ARE: WASHINGTON STATE'S FAIRCHILD AND MCCHORD AIR 
FORCE BASES. A NUMBER OF REASONS DICTATE WHY BEALE IS 
BETER SUIm THAN EITHER FAIRCHILD OR MCCHORD TO RECEIVE 
A U.S. AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS UNIT: 

1. BOTH MCCHORD AND FAIRCHILD HAVE 'IWICE AS MANY DAYS 
OF POOR FLYING CONDITIONS PER YEAR. 



2. BEALE HAS NO ENCROACHMENT OF ITS AIRSPACE. FOR 
COMPARISON'S SAKE, FAIRCHILD HAS A HOUSING 
D W P M E N T  IN ITS TRAFFIC PATIERN AND MCCHORD IS 
LESS THAN 20 MILES FROM BUSY SEA=-TACOMA (SEA-TAC) 
INTERNATIOM-VI AIRPORT AND IS SUBJECT TO NOISE 
A B A W  PROCEDURES WHICH RESTRICT ITS OPERATIONS. 

3. THE CONTROL T W E E  AT MCCHORD SHUTS DOWN NIGHTLY AT 
10:OO P.M. -- SEVERELY RESTRICTING THE ABILITY OF THE 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS UNIT TO TRAIN IN A NON-DAYTIME 
ENVIRONMENT. NO SUCH RESTRICTION MISTS AT BEALE, 
WHICH CAN CONDUCT OPERATIONS AROUND-THE-CLOCK WITH 
ITS 24-HOUR CONTROL TOWER. 

4. BEALE IS MORE THAN THREE TIMES THE3 SIZE OF MCCHORD 
AND HAS SEVERAL LOCATIONS ON BASE FOR DROP AND 
LANDING ZONES. NEITHER MCCHORD NOR FAIRCHILD HAVE 
ROCM ON BASE FOR SUCH DROP AND LANDING ZONES. THIS 
HANDICAP WOULD SERVE TO RESTRICT THE ABILITY OF THE 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS UNIT TO TRAIN ON EITHER OF THE 
WASHINGIY>N BASES. 

5 . GENERAL JOHN M . WH, m E R  OF THE U . S . AIR COMBAT 
COMMAND, HAS GONE ON RECORD AS RECOMMENDING THE 
SELECTION OF BEALE A m  FOR THE SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
UNIT. 

B. SAVINGS FROM BASE Cll3SURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF 
ONE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE 
BASE Cll3SURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED 
WITH BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND 
THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

5. UXAL BASE SUPPORT ORGAMZATIQNS 

CONTACT: JAMES G. CHANGARIS, CHAIRMAN 
BEALE MILITARY LIASON CCMMITTEE 
P.O. BOX 1808 
YUEA CITY, CA 95992 
(916) 674-1841 (916) 673-3946 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (916) 634-8890 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 2 -- WILY HERGER (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 1 -- TIM LESLIE (R) 
STATE ASSEIMBLY: DISTRICT 3 -- BERNIE RICHTER (R) 



1. ECONOMICS 

A. $228 MILLION ANNCJAL PAYROLL 

B. ANNUAL BUDGET OF ROUGHLY $3 BILLJION 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY : 1/10 0 

2. CIVILIAN: 4,600 CUWiNTLY. THIS FIGURE IS SLATED TO 
DECLINE TO 4,300 BY 30 SEPTEMBER 1995. 

3. CONTRACTOR SUPPORT PERSONNEL: 2,000 

D. THE IVIVAL WEAPONS CENTER IS THE CITY'S ONLY MAJOR 
EMPLOYER, COMPRISING ROUGHLY 90% OF CITY EMPLOYMENT. 

THE CHINA LAKE NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER IS THE U.S. NAVY'S 
PREMIER RESEARCH, DEVELOFMEBlT, TEST, AND EVALUATION 
(RDT&E) FACILITY FOR AIR-LAUNCHED WEAPONS SYSTEMS. 

3 .  CHlXA LAKE STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB LOCATION 

1. OVER 250 DAYS OF CLEAR FLYING WEATHER ANNUALLY 

2. ITS ISOLATED LOCATION 100 MILES FROM NEAREST CITY 
ENSURES THE ABSENCE OF ANY ENCROACHMENT PROBLEMS 

3. THE FACILITY INCLUDES WITHIN ITS BOUNDARIES OVER ONE 
MILLION ACRES OF LAND AND 17,000 SQUARF: MILES OF 
R-2508 F3ZSTRICTED AIRSPACE (12% OF CALIFORNIA'S TOTAL 
AIRSPACE) WITH WHICH TO CONDUCT OPERATIONS 

B. OPENED IN 1943, MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS DURING ITS 5-DECADE 
EXISTENCE INCLUDE : 

1. SIDEWINDER AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE 

2. HARM HIGH SPEED ANTI-RADIATION MISSILE 

3. CRUISE MISSILE ENGlNFERING 

4 . ~ / ~ - 1 8  HORNFT WEAWNS SYSTENS ENGINEERING 



5 .  AV- 8B HARRIER WE?LWNS SYSTEPES ENGINEERING 

6 .  ENGINEERED 70% OF ALL WEAPONS EMPLX>YED IN OPERATION 
DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM 

C. THE CHINA LAKE FACILITY IS HCME TO THE COSO GEOTHERMAL 
PLAJ!TT -- THE U.S. NAVY'S LARGEST GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT, 
WITH A PRODUCTION CAPACITY OF 240 MEWWATTS. BECAUSE 
OF A SPECIAL AG- BE?WEEN TEIE NAVY AND THE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY CO. WHICH OPERATES THE PLANT, THE NAVY 
ENJOYS LDW ELECTRIW BILLS. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. EGLIN AFB (FLXIRIDA) PERFOm SIMILAR AIR WEAP3NS SYSTEM 
RDTG FUNCTIONS FOR THE U.S. AIR FORCE AND IS UNDER 
CONSIDERATION AS A POSSIBLE SITE FOR CONSOLIDATING AI-IL 
DEFENSE DEPAR- AIR WFAFONS RM'&E ACTMTY. 
PARTICULAR ADlQWIAGES OF CHINA LAKE OVER EGLIN INCLUDE: 

1. PROXIMITY TO EDWARDS AFB (LANCASTER, CA) AND THE 
UNMA'lTEED TECHNOLOGICAL CAPABILITIES OF THE ENTIRE 
SO~~HERN CALIFORNIA TECHNOLXX;ICAL/RESEARCH COMPLEX. 

2. COST CONSIDERATIONS 

3 .  COMPLETE ABSENCE OF CIVILIAN AIRSPACE ENCROACHPENT 

4. SIZE 

B. SAVINGS FRCM BASE CZX>SURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF 
ONE WSSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE 
BASE CLOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED 
WITH BASE CLX>SURE AND CLEAN-UP INWXUBLY ESCALATE BEYOND 
THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

THE RIDGE-ST-BASED IWV-2000 PARTNERSHIP FOR PROGRESS 
ORGANIZATION IS PUSHING FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A SOUTHWEST 
COMPLM OF INSTAT;LATIONS AT WHICH WOULD BE CONSOLIDATED ALL 
DEFENSE-RELATED RM'&E ACI'MTY. IN ADDITION TO THE CHINA 
LAKE FACILITY, THE SOUINWEST AIR SYSTEMS RM'G COMPLEX WOULD 
INCLUDE EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE, FORT IRWIN ARMY TFAINING 
CENTER, AND POINT MUGU NAVAL TEST TO DATE I THE AIR 
FORCE HAS EXPRESSED GREATER INTEREST IN THE IWV-2000 PROPOSAL 
THAN THE NAVY. 

CONTACT: JACK P. CONNELL, EXECUI'IVE DIRECTOR 
IWV 2000 PAR-HIP FOR PROGRESS 
P.O. BOX 2000 
RIDGECREST, CA 93556 



(619) 371-BRAC 
(619) 371-2724 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 939-3511 (CATHY PARTusa) 

7. R E P ~ ~ A T I O N  

U. S . HOUSE: DISTRICT 21 -- BILt THOMAS (R) 
STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 17 -- D3N ROGERS (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 34 -- KEITH OLBERG (R) 



A. $60 MILLION FY 1994 PAYROLL (NOT INCLUDING ANDFHEX $100 
MILLION IN SALARIES FOR MILITARY RESERVISTS AND PERSONNEL 
STATIONED ONBOARD 5 CONCORD-HOMEPORTED U.S. NAVY 
AMMUNITION SHIPS) . THE BASE PAYROLL IS PRWEKTED TO 
DECLINE TO $47 MILLION IN FY 1995. 

1. U.S. NAW WEAPONS STATION 

A. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 300 AS OF 1-1-94 
PROJECTED TO DECLINE TO 15 BY OCTOBER 1995 

B. CMLIAN: 908 AS OF 1-1-94 
W I L L  DECLINE TO 600 BY 1-1-95 

2. U.S. NAVY SHIPS AND ASSIGNED TENANTS 

A. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 2,289 AS OF 1-1-94 
WILL FALL TO ZERO BY 1998 WITH THE TRANSFER OF 
THE FIVE NAVY AMMUNITION AE SHIPS TO THE MILITARY 
SEALIFT COMMAND (MSC) 

B. CMLIAN: 172 AS OF 1-1-94 
THIS FIGURE SHOULD REMAIN RELATIVELY STABLE OVER 
THE NEAR TERM 

C. ANNUAL VALUE OF CMLIAN CONTFACTS AND PURCHASES IS 
ESTIMATED AT ROUGHLY $40 MILLION 

D. IN ALL, THE BASE CONTRIBUTES ROUGHLY $100 MILLION 

THE MISSION OF THE CONCORD NAVAL WEAFONS STATION IS TO 
PROVIDE ORDNANCE IBADING AND TRANSSHIPMENT SERVICES FOR U.S. 
DEPARlMENT OF DEFENSE ACTMTIES. ALTHOUGH THE FACILITY IS 
OPERATED BY THE U.S. NAVY, IT PROVIDES ORDNANCE SERVICES NOT 
ONLY TO NAVY CC)MEATANT VESSELS BUT ALSO TO DEFENSE DEPAR- 
AMMUNITION RESUPPLY SHIPS, MILITARY SEALIFT COMMAND (KC) AND 
MILITARY TRAFFIC M?lNAGEPENT COEJIMAND (MIMC) VESSELS, AND 
OMMERCIAL EXl?I;OSIVES SHIPS. IN ADDITION, THE FACILITY 
SUPPORTS ARMY AND AIR FORCE PREPOSITION AFIDAT AMMUNITION 



PROGRAMS. 

3 .  CONCORD NWS STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB FACILITIES 

1. THE CONCORD NAVAL WEWONS STATION IS THE DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT'S ONLY WEST COAST DEEP-WATER MILITARY PORT 
FOR THE SHIPMENT OF BULK QUANTITIES OF ORDNANCE. 

2. THE STATION HAS THREE QUARTER-MILE LDNG PIERS WITH 
F"ULL, TRUCK AND RAIL ACCESS. LOCATED IN THE BASE' S 
SEVEN THOUSAND-PLUS ACRE TIDAL AREA, THE PIERS 
PROVIDE A SUFFICIENT S A .  EXPLOSIVE ARC TO 
ACCOMMODATE UP TO 24 MILLION LBS OF NET EXPLOSIVE 
WEIGHT (NEW) ON THE PIERS AND IN ADJACENT SHIPS AT 
ANY ONE TIME. 

3. A FIVE THOUSAND-PLUS ACRE INLAND AREA PERMITS THE 
STORAGE AND MAINTEWWCE OF NAVY AND OTHER DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT ORDNANCE WITHIN ADDITIONAL SAFETY 
EXPBIVE ARCS. 

B. SUPERB LOCATION 

THREE RAILROADS -- THE UNION PACIFIC, THE SOUTHERN 
PACIFIC, AND THE ATCHISON, TOPEKA, & SANTA FE -- SERVE 
THE CONCORD WEAPONS STATION. THE BASE MAINTAINS OVER 100 
MILES OF RAIL TRACK ON-SITE TO FACILITATE THE MOVEMENT OF 
ORDNANCE WITHIN THE STATION AND TO THE THREE PIERS. 

C. NEVER RE-ED FOR CLOSURE: 

IN NONE OF THE THREE PFSVIOUS BRAC ROUNDS HAS EITHER THE 
NAVY OR THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT EWER RECOMMENDED THE 
FACILITY FOR CI;OSURE. 

4.  OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. THE DEFENSE DEPAR- HAS PROGRAMMED $57 MILLLION IN 
IMPROTEDENTS FOR THE CONCORD WE!WONS STATION TO EWABW IT 
TO PERFORM AS THE WEST COAST CONTAINERIZED AMMUNITION 
TRANSSHIPMENT FACILITY BY THE YEAR 2000. 

B. SAVINGS FROM BASE CIX)SURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF 
ONE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN EXOM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE 
BASE CLOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED 
WITH W E  CLOSURE AND --UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND 
THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

5. UX!AL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIm 



NONE FORMED TO DATE. BECAUSE OF ITS UNIQUE MISSION, THE 
WE3AFONS STATION IS CONFIDENT THAT IT WILL NCYT BE RECOMMENDED 
FOR CLDSURE BY THE DEFENSE DEPARTPENT. 

6.  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (510) 246-5732 (KARL YOCUM) 

U. S . HOUSE: DISTRICT 7 -- GEORGE MILJ. (D) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 7 -- DANIEL E. BOATWRIGHT (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 11 -- ROBERT J. CAMPBELL (D) 



A. $457 MILLION FY 1994 BUDGET (UP FROM $407 MILLION IN FY 
1993 AND $363 MILLION IN FY 1992) 

B. EMPmYMENr 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 4,500 

2. CIVILIAN: 3,700 

3. CONTRACTOR SUPPORT PERSONNEL: 4,330 

2 .  MISSION 

EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE IS THE U. S. AIR FORCE'S PREMIER 
AIR PLATFORM RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUXTION 
(RDT&E) FACILITY. THE FACILITY ALSO SUPPORTS AND 
PARTICIPATES IN TEST AND EVALUATION PROGRAMS FOR OTHER 
MILITARY SERVICES, NASA, AND OTHER GOvEWWENT AGENCIES. 

EDNARDS AFB STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB LOCATION 

1. LDCATED IN THE WESTERN MOJAVE DESERT, THE BASE IS - -  - 

PERFECTLY 
FOR THE u 
D Y  

~TAIR~FORCE . WEATHER CONDITIONS ARE 
FAVORABLE YEAR-ROUND, WITH PRECIPITATION 

LEVELS AVEIRAGING UNDER FrVE INCHES ANNUNJLY. THE 
BASE ENJOYS OVER 250 DAYS OF CLEAR FLYING WEATHER 
EACH YEAR. 

2. ABSENCE OF ANY ENCROACHMENT PROBLEMS 

3. THE FACILITY INCLUDES WITHIN ITS BOUNDARIES SOME 
301,000 ACRES OF LAND AND 65 MILES OF USABLE LANDING 
AREA ON ROGERS AND ROSAMOND DRY LAKES. 

ESTABLISHED RECORD OF PERFORMANCE AS THE AIR FORCE'S 
PREMIER AIRCRAFT TEST FACILITY. 

1. IN 1947, THEN-USAF TEST PILOT CHUCK YEAGER BROKE THE 
SOUND BARRIER AT EDWARDS. 

2. ITS RENOWNED TEST PILOT SCHOOL HAS SUPPLIED ONE-THIRD 
OF THE SKI- FLIERS FOR THE U. S . ASTRONAUT CORPS - - 
MORE: THAN ANY OTHER SOURCE. ALL THREE MEMBERS OF THE 



APOLL.0 11 MOON LANDING CREW (ARMSTRONG, ALDRIN, AND 
COLLINS) WERE EDWARDS AFB ALUMNI. 

3. ITS TEST PILMTS HAVE LAID MANY OF THE SCIENTIFIC 
FOUNDATIONS FOR THE U. S . SPACE PROGRAM. 

C. THE IMMENSE NATURAL RUNWAY FORMED BY THE BASE'S ROGERS 
DRY LAKE SERVES AS THE PRIMARY LANDING SITE FOR THE U.S. 
SPACE SHUTIZE. 

4. OTHER CnNSIDERATIrn 

A. THUS FAR THE BASE HAS ACTUALLY BENEFI'ITED FROM THE 
DEFENSE BUILD-DOWN AS OTHER INSTALLATIONS ARE CIDSED OR 
REALIGNED AND THEIR AIRCRAFT-TESTING FUNCTIONS ARE 
SHIFTED TO EDWARDS. 

1. AS NOTED EARLIER, THE EDWARDS AFB BUDGET HAS 
INCREASED FROM $363 MILLION IN FY 1992 TO $457 
MILLION IN FY 1994 -- A BOOST OF 25% OVER TWO YEARS. 

IN SPRING 1994 THE 4950TH TEST WING WITH ITS 950 
PERSONNEL AND 26 AIRCRAFT FlAS TRANSFERRED TO 
ED-S FROM WRIGHT-PAl-'rEFsON AFB IN OHIO. THE 
ARRl7lA.L OF THE 4950TH MARKED THE LARGEST SINGLE 
ADDITION TO THE BASE IN DECADES. IT TOOK PLACE 
DESPITE STRENUOUS OPPOSITION FROM THE OHIO 
CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION, INCLUDING FORMER 
ASTRONAUT AND NOW-SENATOR JOHN GLENN. 

3. ON-BASE EMPLDYMEWT IS EXPECTED TO RISE FURTHER IN - -  -- - 

1997 OR 1998 WHEN THE F-22 ADVANCED TACTICAL FIGHTEX 
(ATF) UNDERGOES SHAKEDOWN FLIWS. 

4. THE BASE'S MASSIVE, STATE-OF-THE-ART CHAMBER IN 
WHICH AIRCRAFT ELECTRONIC WARF'ARE SYSTEMS ARE TESTED 
WITHOUT FEARS OF SATELLITE DETtECTION OR OUTSIDE 
ELECTRICAL -a IS EXPECTED TO RECEIVE SOME 

$50 . - -  
MILLION FOR UPGRADING AND CCMPUTERIZATION. A SIMILAR 
CHAMBER EXISTS AT THE PATUXENT RIVER NAVY BASE, BUT 
THE EDWARDS FACILITY IS THE WORLD'S LARGEST. 

B. SAVINGS FRCM BASE -SURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. THE 
ED-S SITE SUFFI;1RS FROEJI EXTENSrVE ON-BASE TOXICS 
CONTAMINATION, WITH CLEAN-UP COSTS ESTIMATED TO RUN AS 
HIGH AS $400 MIUION. MOREOVER, EXPERIENCE WITH THE BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS THUS FAR HAS SHOWN THAT, IF ANYTHING, 
CLEAN-UP COSTS INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND THE INITLAL 
ESTIMATES. 



5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

NO ORGANIZATION DEDICATED SOLELY TO PRUtECTING EDWARDS AFB 
HAS BEEN FORMED TO DATE. THE CHINA LAKE-BASED IWV-2000 
ORGANIZATION HAS, HOWEVER, BEEN IN CONTACT WITH EDWARDS IN 
CONNECTION WITH ITS EFFORTS TO OBTAIN SUPPORT FOR A 
SOUTHWEST AIR SYSTEMS COMPLEX OF RDT&E INSTALLATIONS. 

CONTACT : JACK P . CONNELIJ, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
IWV 2000 PAR-HIP FOR PROGRESS 
P.O. BOX 2000 
RIDGECREST, CA 93556 
(619) 371-BRAC 
(619) 371-2724 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (805) 277-3510 

7. REPRESENTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 21 -- BILL THCWS (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 17 - -  DON ROGERS (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 34 -- KEITH OLBERG (R) 



A. $240 MILLION AMNUAL PAYROLL 

B. EMPLOYME7NT (AS OF JANUARY 1994) 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 4,611 

2. CMLIAN: 3,003 

C. THE FORT IRWIN FACILITY IS THE PRIMARY EMPLOYER IN THE 
BARSTOW COMMUNITY. 

2. MISSION 

THE FORT IRWIN BASE HOUSES THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER - -  
THE U.S. ARMY'S NUMBEX-ONE TRAINING FACILITY WORLDWIDE. 

3 .  FORT IRWIN STRONG POINTS 

FORT IRWIN IS SUPERBLY ILKATED TO ACCOMPLISH ITS MISSION 
AS THE PRIMARY TRAINING FACILITY OF THE U.S. ARMY. IN 
1980 THE BASE PREWAILED OVER TEN OTHER POSSIBLE SITES IN 
THE COMPFTITION FOR A PROPOSED U.S. ARMY NATIONAL 
TRAINING CENTER. THE FACILITY IS LOCATED IN THE M W A .  
DESERT OF SOUIFEAST CALIFORNIA, FAR REMOVED FROM ANY 
MAJOR POPULATION CENTEXS. ITS AIRSPACE IS FREE FROM 
CMLIAN ENCROAcIDENT. WEATHER CONDITIONS ARE OPTIMAL 
FOR YEAR-ROUND TRAINING, WITH PRECIPITATION AVERAGING 
LESS THAN FIVE INCHES ANNUALLY. 

B. SIZE 

FORT IRWIN'S MASSIVE SIZE MAKES IT IDEAL FOR THE CONDUCT 
OF REALISTIC, LARGE-SCALE U.S. ARMY TRAINING OPERATIONS. 
THE BASE ENCCMPASSES S m  630,000 ACRES OF LAND -- 
ROUGHLY THE SIZE OF THE ENTIRE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND. OF 
THIS LAND AREA, ABOUT 430,000 ACRES ARE SUITABLE FOR 
MANrmVER AREAS AND RANGES. 

C. ESTABLISHED RECORD OF PROVEN PERFORMANCE 

BFIWEEN ITS INCEFTION IN OCTOBER 1980 AND JANUARY 1993, 
THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER AT FORT IRWIN HAS TRAINED 
524,187 SOLDIERS, 153,924 NONCOMMISSIONED OFFICERS, AND 
39,228 OFFICERS. THIS OFFICER TOTAL INCLUDES 4,216 



COMPANY COMMANDERS AND 724 BATT!ION ClMMANDERS AND 
THEIR STAFFS. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. FORT IRWIN PERFORMS A CRITICAL U.S. ARMY MISSION. IT HAS 
NOT BEEN REccwmNDED FOR CLOSURE IN ANY PREVIOUS BASE 
CLOSURE ROUND. IN A RECENT VISIT TO FORT IRWIN, GENERAL 
GORDON SULLIVAN, THE U. S . ARMY CHIEF OF STAFF, WAS QUOTED 
AS SAYING THAT THE BASE WOULD BE CLOSED "SOMGTIME AFTER 
THEY CLOSE THE PENTAGON". 

B. FORT IRWIN IS ONE OF FOUR MAJOR SOLTEERN CALIFORNIA 
INSTALLATIONS INCLUDED IN THE3 RIDGECREST-BASED IWV 2000 
" PARTNERSHIP FOR PROGRESS" ORGANIZATION ' S PROPOSAL FOR A 
SOUTHWEST COMPLEX OF RM'm INSTALLATIONS. (THE OTHER 
THREE INSTALLATIONS ARE CHINA LAKE, POINT MUGU, AND 
EDWARDS AFB . ) FORT IRWIN' S CDNTRIBUTION TO THE3 SOTlTHwEST 
AIR S Y S m  RDTm COMPLEX WOULD CONSIST PRIMARILY OF U.S. 
ARMY INTEROPERABILITY TESTING. 

SA..NGS FROM BASE CLOSURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. THE 
COST OF DUPLICATING MISTING FACILITIES AND RELOCATING 
PERSONNEL IN THE EVENT OF A MOVE HAS BEEN ESTIMATED AT 
BFIWEEN THREE AND FIVE BILLION DOLLARS. MOREOVER, IF ONE 
LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE3 BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH 
BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND THE 
INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

5. LOCAL ORGANIZATIQNS 

CONTACT: PATRICLA MOSER 
ASSISTANT TO CITY MAN?GER 
CITY OF BARSTOW 
220 EAST MOUNTAIN VIEW STREET 
BARSTOW, CA 92311 
(619) 256-3531 
(619) 256-1750 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 577-6449 

U. S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 40 -- JEFSY M I S  (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 17 -- DON ROGERS (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 34 -- KEITH OLBEXG (R) 



LENOORE NAVAL AIR STATION 

1. ECONOMICS 

A. $107 MILLION PAYROLL IN FY 94, OF WHICH $82 MILLION 
WEXI' TO MILITARY PERSONNEL AND $25 MILLION WENT TO 
CMLIAN EMPLOYEES. 

1. UNIFORMEDMILITARY : 4700 

2. CMLIAN: 1400 

C. THE TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT, BOTH DIRECT AND INDIRECT, OF 
NAS LEMOORE ON THE REGION OF INFLUENCE (ROI) WHICH 
INCLUDES KINGS, TULARE, AND FRESNO COUNTIES IS 
ESTIMATED AT $285 MILLION ANNUALLY. 

MISSION 

THE OFFICUUI MISSION OF LJ3DORE NAVAL AIR STATION IS TO 
MAINTAIN AND OPERATE FACILITIES AND PROVIDE SERVICES AND 
MATERIAL TO SUPPORT OPERATIONS OF AUTION ACTMTIES AND 
UNITS AS DESIGNATED BY THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS. 
SPECIFIWY, NAS LJ3DORE IS THE HOME OF TEN F/A-18 STRIKE 
FIGHTER CARRIERS W E D  "HORNGTS" AND ONE FLEET REPLACEMENT 
SQUADRON, FOR A TOTAL OF APPROXIMATELY 170 AIRCRAFT. 
ADDITIONALLY, MANY TENATm' ACTMTIES INCLUDING THE NAVAL, 
HOSPITAL AND-AVLATION PHYSIOLX>GY ARE HOSTED ON THE AIR 
STATION. 

A. LOCATION 

1. LOCATED IN THE3 MIDDLE OF THE cTNIRAL SAN JOAQUIN 
VALLE;Y, NAS UPDORE ENJOYS CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE 
CHINA UP EDWARDS RANGE TO THE EAST AND THE FAST 
OVER WATER PACIFIC WARNING AREAS TO THE WEST. 
ADDITIONALLY, THE FALTX>N RANGES, USED MOSTLY FOR 
AIR TO GROUND WEAPONRY, ARE LOCATED TO THE NORTH. 
THE LOCATION AND FAVORABLE YEAR ROUND WEATHER 
CONDITIONS MAKE NAS LENCORE IDE?G.LY SUITED FOR THE 
HOMEZPORTING AND TRAINING OF MILITARY TACTICAL 
AVIATION. 

2. THE AIR STATION IS ALSO m Y  LOCATED BETWEEN 
CARRIER HOMEPORTS OF NORTH ISLAND, ALAMEDA AND 
Bl?EPERTON, WITH THE CLOSURE OF ALAMEDA, THE 
CARRIERS HOMEPORTED AT ALAMEDA WILL BE RELOCATED 



TO NORTH ISLAND AND EVERRET, WASHINGTON. LCCATING 
THE STRIKE FIGHTER COMMUNITY C O m m y  BETWEEN 
ITS CARRIER HOMEPORTS IS FINANCIALLY AND 
OPERATIONALLY SOUND. 

B. FREE OF LAND AND AIRSPACE ENCROACHMENT AND 
ENVIR0Nr"ENTAL CONCERNS. 

THIS FACT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED IN THE 1993 DOD BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT REPORT TO THE COMMISSION. "NAS LEMOORE 
IS SUBSTRNTIALLY UNENCUMBERED BY ENVIRONMENTAL AND LAND 
USE CONCERNS. I' 

C. VAST "GREEN BELT" SURROUNDS STATION 

OF THE NEAF&Y 19,000 ACRES OF GO- OWNED LAND ON 
THE AIR STATION, 14,000 ACRES ARE OUT-LEASED TO LOCAL 
FARMERS AND ZONED STRICTLY FOR AGRICULTURAL USE. A 
RECENT RESOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY AGFSED UPON BY THE KINGS 
COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS REINFORCED THIS ZONING 
RESTRICTIONS. IT IS CLEAR THAT KINGS COUNTY PROTECTS 
THE AIR STATION FORM INCURSIONS OF INCOMPATIBLE LAND 
USES. ITS ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS HAVE KEPT THE AREA 
AROUND THE BASE ESSENTIALLY CZEAR AND IN PERMANENT 
AGRICULTURAL USE. AFFORDING THE NAVY ONE OF THE LARGEST 
MILITARY "CLEAR &ING ZONES" ON THE WEST COAST. THIS 
ACTION HAS NOT ONLY ELIMINATED NOISE POLLUTION BUT HAS 
ALSO CREATED A FIELD CARRIER LANDING PRACTICE (FCLP) 
FOOTPRINT WHICH OVERLAYS GOTnmuamT OWNED LAND AND 
PRIVATE PROPERTY WHICH IS ZONED EXCLUSIVELY FOR 
AGRICULTURAL USE. 

D. CAPACITY FOR FUTURl3 EXPANSION AND MILITARY VALUE 

WITH ITS VAST 19,000 ACRES OF GO- OWNED LAND AND 
UNLIMITED EXPANSION CAPABILITY, NAS IXMOORE HAS THE 

AIRCRAFT AND CAN EASILY DOVETAIL WITH THE DESIRE FOR 
JOINT MILITARY OPERATIONS. IN THE mEW OF THE 1993 
BSEC "NAS LEMOORE WRS BEST POSITIONED TO PLAY A 
LEADERSHIP ROLF: IN THE FUTURE MAImGlinmNT AND OPERATION 
OF THE WESTERN RANGE COMPLEX ND THE LONG-RANGE PLANNING 
FOR MADTEWWCE OF STRIKE FIGHTER OPERATION?& RAINING. 
FURTHER, OF ALL OF THE OPERATIONAL AIR STATION IN 
SOUIFERN CALIFORNIA, ONLY NAS LEMO3RE HAS SUFFICIENT 
MPANSION CAPABILITY" . ADDITIONALLY, THE F/A-A18E/F IS 
THE FWUFS OF NAVAL AVIATION AND IS THE HIGHEST 
WARFIGHTING PRIORITY AND THE ONLY CURRENT NAVY TACTICAL 
FI- SOON TO BE IN PRODUCTION. 



4 .  LOCAt BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATION 

CONTACT: AL GORTHY 
C O M M I m  FOR THE ADVAN- OF IXMORE 
NAVAL AIR STATION (CALM) 
KINGS COUNTY GO- CENTER 
1400 WEST LACEX BOULEVARD 
HANFORD, CALIFORNIA 93230 
(209) 582-3211 EXT. 4410 
(209) 585-1036 (FAX) 

5 .  NAS LENOORE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE 

CONTACT: DENNIS MCGRATH 
NAVAL AIR STATION LEMCORE, CA 93245 
(209) 998-3394 
(209) 998-3395 (FAX) 

U.S. HOUSE DISTRICT 20 ---- CAL DOOLFY (D) 
STATE SENATE DISTRICT 16 -- JIM COSTA (D) 
STATE ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 30- CHARLES CALDERON (D) 



1. ECONOMICS 

A. $118 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 33 

3. SLATED TO DECLINE TO 3,047 BY 25 JULY 1995 

C. ANNUAL SHIPYARD EXPENDITURES OF $310 MILLION 

D. ESTIMATED INDIRECT IMPACT ON THE LOCAL ECONOMY OF $580 
MILLION ANNuNLY AND 6,085 JOBS 

2 .  MISSION 

THE PRIMARY WEST COAST FACILITY FOR THE PERFORMANCE OF 
REPAIR, OVERHAUL, AND MODERNIZATION FOR PACFLEFT (U. S . 
PACIFIC FLEET) SURFACE SHIPS. 

3 .  SHIPYARD STRONG POINTS 

A. BUILT IN 1943, IT IS THE NEWEST AND MOST MODERN OF ALL 
DEFENSE DEPAR'lPENT SHIPYARDS 

B. ONLY WEST COAST SHIPYARD WITH DIRECT, UNIMPEDED ACCESS TO 
THE PACIFIC OCEAN. FROM THE OTHER WEST COAST SHIPYARD, 
THE PUGFT SOUND NSY IN BREWERTON, WASHINGTON, U. S . NAVY 
SHIPS MUST NEGOTIATE A WINDING, EIGJ3T-HOUR PASSAGE TO 
REACH THE PACIFIC. 

C. ONLY DOD SHIPYARD FACILITY IDCATED IN CALIFORNIA, 
A STATE IN WHICH ALPDST ONE-THIRD OF ALL U.S. NAVY 
SURFACE SHIPS HOMEPORTED. OF AT_S( WEST COAST-BASED 
SURFACE SHIPS, ROUGHLY TWO-THIRDS ARE HOMEPORTED IN 
SOUIXERN CALI~;~>RNIA. MOREOVER, LBNSY IS THE ONLY- 
CALIFORNIA SHIPYARD, PUBLIC OR PRIVATE, AND ONE OF 
TWO ON THE WEST COAST CAPABLE OF ACCQMMODATING ALL 
CLASSES OF U.S. NAVY VESSELS. 

D. IT HAS THE DEEPEST DRAFT OF ANY PUBLIC SHIPYARD 

ONLY 

E. LBNSY IS HOME TO THE U.S. NAVY'S ONLY GYROENPASS SHOP ON 
THE WEST COAST, AND IS THE ONLY WEST COAST FACILITY 
CAPABLE OF REPAIRING OR REFITTING SPLIT SLEEVE RUDDER 



POSTS AND PROPELLER SHAFTS. IT ALSO CONTAINS THE ONLY 
SONAR DOME MANUFACT'URING FACILITY IDCATED IN THE U.S. 

F. THE SHIPYARD HAS PROVEN ITSELF AS THE U.S. NAVY'S MOST 
COST-EFFECTIVE SHIPYARD. IT HAS OPERATED UNDER BUDGET 
FOR THE LAST FOUR YEARS RUNNING AND HOLDS THE DISTINCTION 
AS THE ONLY ONE OF THE EIGHT U.S. NAVY SHIPYARDS TO 
AC-TE AN ANNUAL PROFIT. IN FY 1989, FOR EXAMPLE, 
THE SHIPYARD TURNED A PROFIT OF $36 MILLION. AND 
STARTING IN 1987, LBNSY BEGAN A VOLUNTARY COST-REDUCTION 
PROGRAM WHICH HAS SINCE BEKXWI A MODEL FOR SHIPYARDS 
THROUGHOUT THE NATION. 

G. A 1987 U.S. NAVY STUDY CONCLUDED THAT LBNSY REMAINED 
VITAL FOR THE "CONTINUED SUPPORT OF SURFACE SHIP COMPLEX 
COMBAT SYSrn" 

H. IN A 1991 EVALUATION OF BASE FACILITIES, THE U.S. NAVY 
RANKED THE LBNSY FACILITY AS THIRD BEST IN MILITARY 
VALUE AMONG ALLL NAVY BASES WORLDWIDE 

I. COMMISSIONER STUART, A MEMBER OF BOTH THE 1991 AND 1993 
COMMISSIONS, STATED AT THE END OF THE 1991 BRAC 
DELIBERATIONS "WE NEED TO BE THOuGHTFlK ABOUT 
OVERRIDING THE ALMOST UN74JYIMOUS NAVY VIEW THAT LXlNG 
BEACH (NAVAL SHIPYARD) IS ESSmIAL FOR THEIR MISSION" 

J. AT THE CLOSE OF BRAC 93 DELIBERATIONS, THEN-JCS CHAIRMAN 
GENERAL COLIN POWELL EXPRESSED PARTICULAR SUPPORT FOR 
FunmlTION OF LBNSY. 

K. IN 1991 LBNSY RECEIVED A MERITORIOUS UNIT COMMENDATION 
(MUC) FROM THE SECRFTARY OF THE NAVY -- ONE OF ONLY 
THREE SHIPYARDS EVER TO RECEIVE THE HONOR 

L. TO DATE, THE IX>NG BEACH FACILITY HAS NEVER BEEN 
RECOMMENDED FOR CLOSURE BY EITHER THE NAVY OR THE 
DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 

A. ALTHOUGH THE N ? i .  HAS NEVER R E W E D  LBNSY FOR 
CLX>SURE, THE3 BASE CLX>SURE COMMISSION HAS TWICE ADDED IT 
TO ITS LIST FOR CLX>SURE CONSIDERATION. IN 1993 THE 
SEVEN-MEMBER COMMISSION VOTED AGAINST RECOMMENDING LBNSY 

FOR CLOSURE BY FOUR VOTES TO THREE - -  A MARGIN OF BUT A 
SINGLE VOTE. FOR CCMPARISON'S SAKE, THE 1991 COMMISSION 

VOTE AGAINST CLOSING THE SHIPYARD IWS SIX VOTES TO ONE. 

B. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLQSURE WOULD LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. A 
STUDY CONDUCTED BY THE U.S. NAVY INDICATED THAT THE 
EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH CLDSING LBNSY COULD EXCEED $750 

24 



MILLION AND MIGHT EVEN APPROACH $1 BILLION. THE STUDY 
CONCLUDED THAT IT WOULD TAKE ON THE ORDER OF 79 YEARS TO 
mJLLY RECOUP THE COSTS INCURFGD IN CLOSING THE SHIPYARD. 

C. THE SHIPYARD IS ABSORBING THE LONG BEACH NAVAL STATION'S 
MAIN FACILITY, A 1991 BRAC CLOSW. THESE ADDITIONAL 
FACILITIES MAY MAKE THE SHIPYARD LESS COMPETITIVE IN THE 
1995 BRAC PRWESS. 

5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: WILLIAM R. GURZI, CHAIRMAN 
SOUTHERN CALIFO~IA COMMITTEE TO SAVE OUR SHIPYARD 
200 PINE AVENUE, SUITE 400 
LONG BEACH, CA -90802 
(800) 947-5222 
(310) 570-3851 

6 .  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (310) 547-7219 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 38 -- STEVE HORN (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 27 -- ROBERT G. BEVERLY (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 54 -- STEVEN T. KLBE3DAI.L (R) 



A. LAAFB HOUSES THE SPACE SYSTEMS DMSION (SSD) OF THE U.S. 
AIR FORCE SPACE SYSTEMS COMMAND. IN FY 1991 SSD WAS 
B U D G m  $7.8 BILLION, OF WHICH $3.5 BILLION WAS SPENT IN 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. 

B. THE BASE ITSELF HAS AN ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET OF $312 
MILLION AND AN ANNUAL PAYROLL OF $150 MILLION. THIS DOES 
NOT INCLUDE AN ADDITIONAL $395 MILLION BUDGEXED FOR THE 
SERVICES OF THE3 AEXOSPACE CORPORATION, A NON-PROFIT 
FEDEEALLY-mED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (ZENTER (FFRDC) . 

C. EMPLOYMENT 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 1,872 

2. GOVERNMENT C M L I A N  AND CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL : 1,3 73 

3. AEROSPACE CORPORATION ENPLOYEES: 4,000 

D. INCLUDING SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT, THE BASE IS RESPONSIBLE 
FOR AN ESTIMATED $1.3 BILLION AND 18,000 JOBS IN THE 
IMMEDIATE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA. 

E. THERE ARE ALSO THE3 ECONOMIC MULTIPLIER EFFECTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH LAAFB CLDSURE. OF THE $7.8 BILLION (FY 1991) SSD 
AJWUKL BUDGET, SCME $3.5 BILLION FINANCES THE ACQUISITION 
OF MILITARY SPACE SYSTEMS. WE3W SSD TO LEAVE THE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA, ITS SUPPLIERS WOULD HAVE TO 
FOLLOW SUIT. EWNIWULY AT LEAST ONE-THIRD OF THE AREA'S 
70,000-STRONG MISSILE AND SPACE SYSTEMS WORKFORCE WOULD 
EITHER HAVE TO LEAVE OR FACE UNEMPLOYMENT. AND SINCE 
EACH JOB IN THIS INDUSTRY INDIRECTLY SUPPORTS ANOIIER TWO 
JOBS IN THE LXXlAL CCMMUNITY, THE3 AGGREGATE JOB LOSS 
RESULTING FROM CLDSING LAAFB WOULD RUN UPWARDS OF 90,000. 
THIS WOULD ADD OVER ONE-HALF PERCENT TO CALIFORNlA'S 
UNETQLOYMENT RATE -- ALREADY AMONG THE3 NATION'S HIGHEST. 

A. SPACE SYSTEMS DMSION (SSD) 

THE BASE SERVES AS THE m U A R T E R S  FOR THE SPACE SYSTEMS 
DMSION (SSD) OF THE U.S. AIR FORCE SPACE SYSTEMS 
COMMAND. SSD IS THE3 FOCAL POINT IN THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE FOR ALL DOD SPACE ACTMTIES. IT IS RESPONSIBLE 
FOR RESEARCH, DEVEXDPMENT, ACQUISITION, LAUNCH, AND ON- 



ORBIT COMMAND AND COmOL OF MILITARY SPACE SYST'EMS. IT 
PROVIDES FOR CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION, AND OF 
LAUNCH SUPPORT FACILITIES. IT ALSO SERVES AS THE LINK 
BFlWEEN THE DEFENSE DEPAR- AND THE NASA SPACE S m  
PROGRAM. 

B. AEROSPACE CORPORATION 

IN ADDITION TO THE SSD I-ENXUARTERS, THE BASE ALSO 
HOUSES THE AEROSPACE CORPORATION, A NON-PROFIT 
CORPORATION FOUNDED IN 1960 FOR THE EXPRESS PURPOSE OF 
SUPPORTING SSD. THE AEROSPACE CORPORATION IS UNDER 
ANNUP& CONTRACT WITH THE SSD TO PROVIDE THE ARCHITECTURE 
AND ENGINEERING SERVICES IN SUPPORT OF MILITARY SPACE 
SYSTENS. IT HAS BEEN DESIGNATED A FED-Y-mnvDED 
RESEARCH AND DEVELX>PMENT CENTER (FFRDC) . 

3. LOS AN(JELES AFB STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB LOCATION -- PROXIMITY TO PRIMARY CUSTOMERS 

1. THE SOUTH BAY AND LDNG BEACH AREAS ARE POPULATED WITH 
A VERITABLE "WHO'S WHO" OF PRIME MILITARY CONTRACTORS 
INCLUDING HUGHES AIRCRAFT, MCDONNELL DOUGLAS, 
ROCKWELL, AND TFW. IN STRICT EFFICIENCY TEJUULS, THE 
VALUE OF LOCATING A BUSINESS CLX>SE TO ITS PRIMARY 
CUSTOMER CANNOT BE OVERSTATED. 

2. ALSO NOT TO BE OVERLOOKED IS THE TECHNOLOGICAL 
s m G Y  BFIWEEN LAAFB AND THE ENTIRE HIGH-TECH 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA COMPLEX. 

B. DISADVANTAGES OF MOVING LAAFB TO NEW MEXICO OR ELSEWHERE 

1. THE IDS ANGELES AREA BOASTS ONE OF THE HIGHEST 
CONCENTRATIONS OF SCIENTIFIC AND ENGINEERING TALENT 
IN THE WORLD. THIS INTELLECrmAL INFRASTRum 
REPRESENTS A NATION?& STRATEGIC ASSET AND A VITm 
IN THE NATION'S DEFENSE. THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO, 
CONTRZGT, HAS NO WORLD-CLASS RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 
AND NONE OF THE I N l E U X C T U [ A T _ I  INFRASTRU- OF THE 
SOLJTHERN CALIFORNIA AREA. 

2. IN ECONOMIC TERMS, DISPERSING THE U.S. HIGH-TECH 
INDUSTRIAL CZUSTE;R WOULD HAMPER EFFORTS OF U.S. 
INDUSTRY TO COMPETE IN THE GIDBAL MARKETPLACE. 

3. COST CONSIDERATIONS -- MOVING SSD AND THE AEROSPACE 
CORPORATION TO KIRTIAND AFB (NM) WOULD COST THE U. S . 
AIR FORCE AN ESTIMATED $470 MILLION. 



A. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLOSURE WOULD LIKELY BE MINIMAL. IT IS 
ESTIMATED THAT IT WOULD TAKE A QUARTER-CENTURY TO RECOUP 
THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH CLOSING LA- AND TRANSFERRING 
SSD ELSEWKERE. MOREOVER, PAST EXPERIENCE WITH BASE 
CLX>SURES SUGGESTS THAT BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP 
EXPENSES ARE INIARIAl3LY UNDERSTATED. 

B. THE PRINCIPAL REASON CITED BY THE U.S. AIR FORCE FOR 
CONSIDERING REEKATION OF SSD IS THE IMMEDIATE AREA'S 
LACK OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR ON-BASE PERSONNEL. THE 
AIR FORCE HAS ESTIMATED THE HOUSING SHORTFALL AT ROUGHLY 
250 UNITS. HOWEVER, RECENT ACTIONS TAKEN BY THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA HAVE LARGELY ASSUAGED THE AIR FORCE'S HOUSING 
CONCERNS. IN DECEMBER 1992 THE STATE PRESENTED THE AIR 
FORCE WITH A PROPOSED NOMINAL-RATE LEASE FOR 20 ACRES 
IDCATED AT UPPER FORT MACARTHUR, A FORMER U.S. ARMY 
FACILITY WHICH WA!3 DECLARED SURPLUS AND DEEDED TO THE LOS 
ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (LAUSD) . THE UPPER FORT 
MACARTHUR SITE IS A HIGHLY DESIRABLE ONE, OlEFUX3KING THE 
PACIFIC OCEAN AND CONVENIENTLY LOCATED NEAR MISTING AIR 
FORCE HOUSING AT FORT MACARTHUR AND WHITE POINT. 
DEPUTY ASSISTRNT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(INSTALTATIONS) JAMES BOA'IWRIGH'T HAS EXPRESSED 
ENTHUSIASTIC SUPPORT FOR THE SITE. THE SITE HAS ALSO 
BEEN DESCRIBED BY FORMER SECRFTARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
DONALD RICE AS IDEAL. 

IN ADDITION, GOVERNOR WILSON HAS DIRECTED THE CALIFORNIA 
NATIONAL GUARD TO VACATE A THREE-ACRE SITE AT LDWER FORT 
MACARTHUR FOR THE PURFC)SE OF CREATING 
SPACE. AVAILABILITY OF THE UPPER AND 
MACARTHUR SITES WOULD ENSURE THAT THE 

FURTHER HOUSING 
LDWER FORT 
AIR FORCE WOULD 

ABLE TO CONSTRUCT AN AMPLE NUMBER HOUSING UNITS TO 
SATISFY THE HOUSING NEEDS OF ON-BASE PERSONNEL. 

5. UX?& BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATICNS 

CONTACT: JERRY SAUNDERS, VICE PRESIDENT 
ON'I'INEWXL DEVELX)FMENI' CORPORATION 
P.O. BOX 916 
EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245-0916 
(310) 640-1520 
(310) 414-9279 (FAX) 

6 .  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (310) 363-0030 



7 .  REPRESENTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 36 -- JANE HARMAN (D) 

STATE SENATE : DISTRICT 28 -- RALPH C. DILLS (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 53 -- DEBRA BOWEN (D) 



1. ECO-CS 

A. $583 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

B . TOTAL BASE EMPLOYMENT OF ROUGHLY 14 ,I0 0 

1 . UNIFORMED MILITARY : 3,O 0 0 

2. CIVILIAN: 11,100 

3 .  DOD-IMPOSED M?WEOWER CEILING MANDATES THAT SALC 
EMPLOYMENT DECLINE TO 8,055 BY 01 OCTOBER 1995 

C. AWARDED OVER $350 MILLION IN CONTRACTS TO CALIFORNIA 
BUSINESSES IN 1993 

D. LARGEST INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYER IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 

2. AIRCRAFT REPAIR CAPABILITIES 

A. PRIMARY REPAIR FACILITY FOR A-10 AND F-111 

B. PERFORM SEm-SOURCE REPAIR FOR F-15 AND KC-135 

C. LOGISTICS SUPPORT MANAGER FOR F-117 AND F-22 

3. ADDITIONAL CAPABILITIES 

A. PRIMARY DOD SPACE UXISTICS SUPPORT FACILITY. PROVIDE 
LOGISTICS MANAGEPENT SUPPORT FOR PROGFWIS SUCH AS 
MILSTAR, GPS (GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEM), AND DSP 
(DEFENSE SUPPORT PROGRAM) . 

B. RED FORCE RANGE ~ MANAGES AND ~ A I N S  SYSTEMS 
EMULATING ENEMY RAI3AR AND E?13!PlC WARFARE S I ~ .  

A. DESIGNATED AS THE AIR FORCE TECHNOLKX REPAIR CECNTEX 
FOR COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS 

1. MICROELECTRONICS 

A. THE ON-BASE MICROELECTRONICS ENTER CAN 
M?NJFACIUW, REPAIR, AND TEST EVERY TYPE OF CIRCUIT 
BOARD FOUND IN INDUSTRY. UTILIZING THE LX>CAL CAD/CAM 



SYSTEM, THE CENTER IS ALSO CAPABLE OF RFVERSE 
ENGINEERING CIRCUIT BOARDS -- A FREQUENT REQUI- 
IN THE M?ANUFACTURING PROCESS. 

B. CREATED IN 1985, THE MICROELECI'RONIC FACILITY HAS 
INVESTED HEAVILY IN CAPITAL EQUIPMENT AND IS 
PRESECNTLY CAPITALIZED AT OVER $100 MILLION 

C. IN THE EVENT OF BASE CIX>SURE, THE PHYSICAL 
FACILITY ITSELF COULD BE RELOCATED BUT THE HIGHLY 
TRAINED WORKFORCE WOULD LIKELY FIND NEW EMPLOYMENT 
ELSEWHERE IN THE IMMEDIATE AREA RATHER THAN RELOCATE 
WITH THE FACILITY. THE IMMEDIATE AREA IS HOME TO A 
LARGE NUMBER OF MICROELECTRONIC FIRMS AT WHICH THE 
CENTER'S ENGINEERS COULD EASILY OBTAIN WELL-PAYING 
EMPLOYMENT IN LIEU OF RELOCATING WITH THE FACILITY. 

2. COMPOSITE MATERIALS 

A. DESIGNATED AS THE AIR FORCE CENTER FOR THE 
DESIGN, REPAIR, AND PRODUCTION OF ADVANCED COMPOSITE 
cx3mlms. 
B . THE ON-BASE XNFOSITE MATERIALS CENTER RECEWILY 
REDESIGNED THE TRAILING EDGE FOR THE AIR FORCE'S 
F-117 STEALTH FIGHTER. THE NEW DESIGN SIMPLIFIED THE 
ORIGINAL, MAIN- l a w  OBSERmTION REQUI-S, 
AND cur ~ ~ ~ A C T U R I N G  COSTS IN HALF. 

3. OVERAL;L, THE FACILITY BOASTS OVER 400,000 SQUARE FEET 
OF SPACE DEDICATED TO ITS MISSION AS A ONE-STOP, 
FULL-SERVICE M?wuFACTURING (ENTER. 

C. NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION (NDI) 

THE MCCFeTlTlAN NUCLEAR RADIATION CENTER (MNRC) IS THE 
WORLD'S LARGEST NEUTRON RADICGRAPHY FACILITY DEDICATED TO 
CCMFONENT INSPECTION. IT IS THE ONLY SUCH FACILITY IN 
THE DEFENSE DEPAR-. THE FACILITY IS USED TO PROVIDE 
STRUCI'URAL ENGINEERS WITH DATA CONCEENING MOISTURE AND 
CORROSION INTRUSION NEVER BEFORE AWLABLE. THE FACILITY 
ALSO INCLUDES THE ONLY OPERATIONAL NUCLEAR REACTOR IN THE 
ENTIRE U.S. AIR FORCE. 

HYDRAULICS AND PNEUDRALICS 

MCCLEIlLAN POSSESSES THE MOST EXTENSIVE AIRCRAFT-RELATED 
HYDRAULIC AND PNEUDRALIC OVEN-UAUL AND FSPAIR CAPABILITY 
WITHIN DOD. 



5. "DUAL-USE" INITIATIVES 

A. MILITARY 

1. WON 75% OF THE DOLLAR VALUE OF THE3 CONTRACTS AWARDED 
IN NINE SEPARATE COMPFTITIONS BETWEEN SALC AND THE 
ARMY FOR THE WORKLDAD OF THE SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT. 
ONLY NON-ARMY PARTICIPANT IN THE COMPETITION. 
AWARDED CONTRACTS INCLUDED WORK ON THE BRADLEY 
FIGHTING VEHICLE GUIDANCE SYSTEM, ADVANCED GYROS, 
AND NIGHT VISION ELECTROOKTICS REPAIR/MODIFICATION. 

2. EMPLX>YEZD NONDESTRUUCTIVE INSPECTION (NDI) FACILITY FOR 
WORK ON NAVY F-14 FIGHTER AIRCXAFT AND ARMY APACHE 

3 .  COMPOSITE MATERIALS FACILITY WAS REQUESTED BY NASA TO 
REDESIGN ITS T-38 RADOME. NASA APPROVED THE 
PROTOTYPE AND HAS SINCE REQUESTED THAT SALC PRODUCE 
THE COMPOSITE RADOMES FOR ITS ENTIRE T-38 FLEGT. 

1. ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS IMPROVEDENT GNTER (EPIC) -- A 
PARTNJ3RSHIP BFIWEEN MC-, THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, AND THE U.S. EPA. UNDER THIS 
ARFUWGEMENT, MCCLELLAN SERVES AS A TEST SITE FOR 
DEMONSTRATING ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLCGY AND 
I v l A l W Z m  INNOVATIONS. EXAMPLES OF SUCH 
ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLLXIES INCLUDE: 

A. SOIL VAPOR ~ U C T I O N  SYSTEM 

B. DEVEIX)PMENT OF ZERO-POLLUTION ELECTRIC VMICUIS 
IN COOPERATION WITH SMUD 

2. RESEARCH INTO NEUTRON BOMBARDMENT THERAPY FOR 
TREATING INOPERABLE BRAIN TUMORS 

3. COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AGREEMENT WITH USCAR TO DEVEIX)P 
AN ENVIRONMENXLLY (XX4l?LIAJAT CASING FACILITY FOR THE 
DOMESTIC AUIOMOBILE INDUSTRY AND DOD. LFGISLATION 
APPROPRIATING THE FIRST $11.5 MILLION OF THIS 5-YEAR 
$40 MILLION PRCUECT FJAS SIGNED BY PRESIDENT CLINTON 
ON WERAN'S DAY 1993. 

6 .  OTHER C C N S I D ~ ~ ~  

A. EXTENSIVE ON-SITE TOXICS CONTAMmTION. CLEAN-UP COSTS 
HAVE BEEN ESTIMATED AT WELT-r IN EXCESS OF $1 BILLION. 
MOREOVER, THESE ESTIMATES ARE ONLY PRELIMINARY AND ARE 
PROBABLY UNDERSTATED. 



B. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLOSURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. 
ECONOMIC AMUIYSES HAVE CONCZUDED THAT IT WILL TAKE IN 
EXCESS OF ONE HUNDRED YEARS TO FULLY RECOUP THE COSTS 
INCURRED IN CLOSING THE BASE. 

7. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: TOM ERES, A?TORNEY AT LAW 
NOSSAMANl GUTHNER, KNOXI AND 
915 L STREET, SUITE 1000 
SACWWENKl, CA 95814-3701 
(916) 442-8888 
(916) 442-0382 (FAX) 

8. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (916) 643-4920 (COL. PRIBYLA) 

9. REPRESENTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 5 -- ROBERT T. MATSUI (D) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 6 -- LEROY GREENE (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 5 -- BARBARA ALBY (R) 



A. $285.3 MILLION PAYROLL IN FY 1992, OF WHICH $271.7 
MILLION WENT TO MILITARY PERSOmL AND $14.6 MILLION 
WEDIT TO CIVILIANS 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 13,000 

2. CIVILIAN: 2,000 

C. THE TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACI', BOTH DIRECT AND INDIRECT, OF 
NAS MIRAMAR ON THE IMMEDIATE SAN DIEGO AREA IS ESTIMATED 
AT ROUGHLY $750 MILLION ANNWLTLY. 

2 .  MISSION 

THE MISSION OF NAS MIRAMAR -- A U.S. NAVY MASTER JET STATION 
--  IS TO SERVICE AND MAINTAIN A VARIm OF U.S. NAVY CARRIER- 
BORNE AIRCRAFT, INCLUDING THE E-2C HAWKEYE EARLY WARNING 
AIRCRAFT AS WELL AS THE F-14A AND F-14D MODELS OF THE FAMED 
TOMCAT FIGHTER. IN ALL, THE AIR STATION IS HOME TO THIRTEEN 
FIGHTER SQUADRONS, SIX EARLY WARNING SQUADRONS, THREE RESERVE 
SQUADRONS, TWO FLEFT REPLACEMENT SQUADRONS, AND TWO ADVERSARY 
SQUADRONS, FOR A GRAND TOTAL OF ATMOST 200 AIRCRAFT. NAS 
MIRAMAR ALSO SERVES AS HOST TO OVER FORTY TENANT ACTIVITIES, 
INCLUDING "TOP GUN" -- THE U. S . NAVY FIGHTER WEXONS SCHOOL. 

3. NAS MIRAMAR S m m G  POINTS 

A. SUPERB ICCATION. 

1. LKATED FIVE MILES INLAND FROM THE PACIFIC OCEAN, THE 
BASE ENJOYS CLX>SE PROXIMITY TO PACIFIC OCEAN TRAINING 
AREAS AS WELL AS THE VAST DESERT TRAINING RANGES 
IMMEDIATELY TO THE EAST. ITS LOCATION AND FAVORABLE 
YEAR-ROUND WEATHER MAKE NAS MIRAMAR IDEALLY SUITED 
FOR TRAINING U. S. NAVY FIGFTER PILOTS. 

2. THE BASE IS ALSO ICCATED NEARBY THE AIRCRAFT CARRIER 
HOMEPORT AT NORTH ISLAND NAS. WITH THE CLOSURE OF 
NAS ALAMEDA AND ITS CARRIER HOMEPORT, THE IMPORTANCE 
OF THE HOMEFORT AT NORTH ISLAND HAS INCREASED 
GREATLY. IT IS LIKELY THAT AIRCRAFT CARRIERS WILL 
CONTINUE TO BE STATIONED THERE WELL INTO THE l?UIWE. 
IN THE AFTERMATH OF THE NAS ALAMDA CLOSURE, THE NAVY 



IN JULY 1994 ANNOUNCED THAT THE NUMBER OF CARRIERS 
STATIONED AT NORTH ISLAND WILL INCREASE FROM THE 
CURRENT LENEL OF ONE TO 'IWO IN 1998 AND THREE BY 
2005. CURRENTLY THE USS KITTY HAWK IS HOMEPORTED AT 
NORTH ISLAND. JOINING THE KITTY HAWK IN 1998 WILL BE 
THE USS JOHN C. STENNIS AND IN 2005 WILL BE THE 
AS-YET-UNNAMED CVN-76. THIS DECISION TO CONTINUE 
BASING CARRIERS AT NORTH ISLAND HAS STRONG 
IMPLICATIONS FOR NAS MIRAMAR. SIMPLY PUT, IT MAKES 
SENSE EOTH FINANCIALLY AND MILITARILY FOR THE NAVY TO 
LCCRTE ITS CARRIER-RASED AIRCRAFT NEARBY THE CARRIERS 
WITH WHICH THE AIRCRAFT TRAIN AND DEPLOY. 

B. FFGWXM FROM CIVILIAN AIRSPACE ENCROACHMENT. 

THIS ADTIANTAGE WAS ACKNOWLEDGED IN THE BRAC 1993 FINAL 
REPORT WHICH REEMMENLIED CLOSURE OF ENCROAcXMENT-PLAGUED 
MCAS EL TORO AND RELXXlATION OF ITS PERSONJ!EL AND 
EQUIPMENT TO FGLATIVELY ENCROACHMENT-FREE NAS MIRAMAR. 

NAS MIRAMAR ENCOMPASSES 24,000 ACRES OF LAND WITH 450 
OPERATIONAL AND SUPPORT BUILDINGS AND 175 MILES OF ROADS. 
THE AGGREGATE ~~ OF THE BASE PHYSICAL PLANT AND REAL 
ESTATE IS ESTIMATED AT BETWEEN $4.8 AND $10.0 BILLION. 

D. CAPACITY FOR EXPANSION 

WITH ITS 24,000 ACRES OF LAND AND AMPLE FACILITIES FOR 
AIRCR?U?I' -CE AND REPAIR, NAS MIRAMAR CAN 
ACCOMMODATE ADDITIONAL MISSIONS WITH VERY LITI'LE, IF 
ANYTHING, IN THE WAY OF MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS. 
THIS CAPABILITY COULD PROVE CRITICAL IN THE EVENT OF A 
FUTURE MILITARY BUILDUP OR NATIONAL EMERGENCY. 

4. OTIER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. SAWGS FRCM BASE ClXXSURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF A 
SINGLE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FRCM EXPERIENCE WITH THE BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS THUS FAR IT IS THAT, IF ANYTHING, COSTS 
ASSOCIATED WITH BASE CLX>SURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY 
ESCALATE BEYOND THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

B. IN EARLY JUNE 1994 SAN DIEGO VOTERS APPROVED BY A NARROW 
MARGIN A PROPOSITION TO RE,maTE LINDBERGH INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT TO NAS MIRAMAR IN THE EVENT OF MIRAMAR CLX>SURE. 
THE MEASURE, WHICH INCLUDED A STRONG STATEMENT OF SUPPORT 
FOR THE C D N T m  PRESENCE OF THE NAVY IN SAN DIEGO, WAS 

PASSED DESPITE THE OPPOSITION OF SAN DIEGO MAYOR SUSAN 
GELDING. 



C. IN A LFITER TO THE SAN DIEGO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DATED 
28 JULY 1994, PRESIDENT CLINTON STATED THAT HE DOES NOT 
SUPPORT CLOSING NAS MIRAMA. AND REPLACING THE FACILITY 
WITH A COMMERCIAL AIRPORT. 

5. LOCAL aASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: JACK KOERPER 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOWGNBNTS 
FIRST INTERSTATE PLAZA 
401 B STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
(619) 595-5300 
(619) 595-5605 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 5:37-4087 

7 .  REPRESENTATION 

U. S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 51 -- RANDY (DUKE) CUNNINGHAM (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 39 - - LUCY KILLEA (I) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 76 -- SUSAN A. DAVIS (D) 



A. NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL (NFGS) 

1. $152.1 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

A. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 2,225 

B. CIVILIAN: 1,309 

B. DEFENSE LANGUAGE INSTIm (DLI) 

1. $93.9 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

A. UNIFORMEDMILITARY: 3,850 

B. CIVILIAN: 1,450 

AS THE "GRADUATE SCHOOL" FOR THE U. S . NAVY, THE NPGS 
PROVIDES ADVANCED TRAINING IN A VARIETY OF SUBJECTS 
RELATING TO U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY AND MILITARY 
OPERATIONS FOR CAREER U.S. MILITARY OFFICERS AND 
PERSONNEL FROM THE MILITARIES OF FOREIGN NATIONS. 

TO PROVIDE FOREIGN LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION IN SUPPORT OF 
NATIONAL SECURITY REQUIFJiPENTS, TO CONDUCT ACADEMIC 
rnSEARCH INTO THE LANGUAGE LENWING PROCESS, TO 
ADMINISTER A WORLDWIDE STANDARD TEST AND ENALUATION 
SYSTEM, AND TO SUPPORT AND EVALUATE COMMAND LANGUAGE 
PRffiF!AMS WORLDWIDE. 

3. PRESIDIO STRONG POINTS 

1. AN INSTITUTION WHICH IS INEXNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED 
FOR THE CALIBER OF ITS FACULTY AND THE QUALITY OF ITS 
RESEARCH PROGRAMS. NFGS HAS PAVED THE WAY FOR 
IMPORTANT ADVANCES IN MILITARY TECHNOLEY AND SHAPED THE 



DEVEIX>J?MENT OF CMLIAN FIELDS SUCH AS AERONAUTICS, 
C O M P m  SCIENCE, ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING, MECHANICAL 
ENGINEERING, MmEOROLXX;Y, AND OCEANOGRAPHY. 

2. IN THE YEARS AHEAD NPGS STANDS TO BFSJEFIT FROM ITS 
PROXIMITY TO THE MONTEFEY BAY CAMPUS OF THE CALIFORNIA 
STATE UNIVERSITY -- THE NEWEST ADDITION TO THE CALIFORNIA 
STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM. 

1. THE INSTITUTE IS A NATIONAL RESOURCE WHICH PROVIDES 
OVER 10% OF ALL POST-SECONDARY LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION IN 
THE NATION. IN CERTAIN LANGUAGE SPECIALTIES, THAT 
PERCENTAGE IS CONSIDERABLY HIGHER. FOR EXAMPLE, DL1 
PROVIDES 55% OF ALL POST-SECONDARY INSTRUCTION IN 
RUSSIAN, 85% OF INSTRUCTION IN KOREAN, 86% OF INSTRUCTION 
IN ARABIC, AND 95% OF ALL POST-SECONDARY INSTRUCTION IN 
CZECH. 

2. THE DL1 FACILITY IS A SUPERB ONE WHICH IS CAPABLE OF 
FULFILLING ITS INSTRUCTIONAL MISSION FOR WEL;L INTO THE 
FORESEEABLE FLITURE. IT IS PRES-Y CAPABLE OF 
ACCOMMODATING A TEACHING LDAD SOME 38% LARGER THAN THAT 
WHICH HAS BEEN PRCGR?NMED FOR THE YEARS AHEAD. MOREOVER, 
THE3 PAST DECADE HAS WITNESSED THE EXPENDITURE OF MORE 
THAN $100 MILLION ON UPGRADING CAMPUS FACILITIES. 

3 .  THE MONTEREY AREA OFFERS A SYNERGY OF FOREIGN 
LANGUAGE CAPABILITY WHICH SIMPLY COULD NOT BE DUPLICATED 
ELSEWHERE. IN THE WORDS OF JEFF MUNKS, THE3 
FOUNDER/PF!ESIDENT OF THE AT&T LANGUAGE LINE, "WE COULD 
SAVE BIZILLIONS BY MOVING, BUT WE ARE IN MONTEREY BECAUSE 
OF AN ABSOLUTE BRAINTRUST OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE EXPERTISE". 
DL1 ALSO STANDS TO BENEFIT FROM ITS PROXIMITY TO THE 
MONTEREY BAY CAMPUS OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY -- 
THE NEWEST ADDITION TO THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SYSTEM. 

4. CONTRACTING OUT FOR LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION IS SIMPLY 
NOT AN ACCEPTABLE OPTION. 

A. PAST EFFORTS AT LARGE-SCALE CONTRACTING OF 
LANGUAGE TRAINING HAVE RESULTED IN FAILURE. DURING 
THE 1960s AND 1970s LARGE-SCALE CONTRACTING OF DOD 
LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION TO CMLIAN UNIVERSITIES WAS 
ATENFED AT SYRACUSE, CORJAELLJ, INDIANA, AND YALE 
UNIVERSITIES. IN ALL CASES THE PROGRAMS WERE: 

TERMINATED BECAUSE UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION 
FIAS NOT SATISFYING DOD REQUIFEMENTS AND BECAUSE IT 
WAS FOUND TO BE MORE MPENSIVE THAN BGITER QUALITY 
GOVGNMENT INSTRUCTION. IT IS UNLIKELY THAT THE 



UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA -- NOT NOTED FOR ITS 
LANGUAGE PROGRAM -- WOULD BE ABLE TO DO BETI'ER. 

B. THERE IS ALSO THE NEED TO CONSIDER THE 
POTENTIAL DISRUPTION TO DLI'S INTELLIGENCE MISSION 
IN THE EVENT THAT DL1 WERE TO BE CONTRACTED OUT. 
SUCH CONCERNS HAVE BEEN EXPRESSED BY THE U.S. 
ImIGENCE COMMUNITY. 

5. TRANSFERRING DL1 ELSEWHERE IS ALSO AN INFERIOR 
OPTION. 

A. ARIZONA (FORT I-IUACHUCA) 

1. NO LANGUAGE TRAINING FACILITIES CUGWTlLY 
EXIST IN THE FORT I-IUACHUCA SITE. 

2. FORT I-IUACHUCA ALSO LACKS ADEQUATE HOUSING TO 
ACCDMMODATE THE DL1 STUDENT BODY. 

3 .  THE SIERRA VISTA/FDRT HUACHUCA WATER SUPPLY 
IS SUBJECT TO ONGOING LITIGATION. RESOLUTION OF THE 
MYRIAD ISSUES INVOLVED COULD TAKE AS MANY AS 20 OR 30 
YEARS. IN THE WORDS OF ARIZONA DEPAR- OF 
RESOURCES SPOKESMAN STEVE OLSON, "WE AF!E TALKING 
ABOUT THE ADJUDICATION OF THE LARGEST JUDICIAL 
PROCEEDING IN THE HISTORY OF THE STATE'' . 
B . NORTH CAROLINA (RESEARCH TRIANGLE) 

1. THE NORTH CAROLINA CENTER FOR WORLD 
LANGUAGES AND CULTURES -- THE STRONGEST CASE WHICH 
CAN BE MADE FOR TRANSFERRING DL1 TO NORTH CAROLINA 
HAS BEEN IN EXISTENCE FOR LESS THAN ONE YEAR. 

2. NO NEARBY MILITARY BASE AND HENCE NO BASE 
HOUSING FACILITIES TO ACCOMMODATE DL1 STUDmS. 

C. VrAH (CAMP WIIILIAMS OR HILL A m )  

1. NO LANGUAGE TRAINING FACILITIES CUGSNTLY 
MIST AT EITHER SITE. 

2. NEITHER SITE CAN LAY CLAIM TO THE 
LANGUAGE AND EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES WHICH 
THE3 IMMEDIATE MONTEREY AREA. 

SYNERGY OF 
MIST IN 

6. DEFENSE SECRETARY ASPIN IN 1993 OVERRODE 
ARMY'S RE-TION TO REALIGN DL1 TO FORT 
WHILE CONTRACTING Our LANGUAGE TRAINING. IN 
ASPIN CITED THE POSSIBLE ADVERSE IMPACT ON U 

THE U.S. 
HUACHUCA 
DOING SO, 
S. 



I?fIEILIGENCE CAPABILITIES THAT COULD RESULT FROM 
RELYING ON PRIVAm CONTRACTORS RATHER THAN DL1 FOR 
SPECIALIZED L?WGUAGE TRAINING. AS THE SECFXI"RY 
TESTIFIED ON MARCH 15, 1993 BEFORE THE COMMISSION: 
llREmTION AND CONTRACTING OF DLI'S MISSION COULD HURT 
OUR INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES" . 

4. OTHER CONSIDEXATIONS 

THE CITY OF MONTEKEY IS WORKING ON A "LEASE-BACK" 
PROPOSAL UNDER WHICH THE CITY WOULD LEASE THE PRESIDIO FROM 
THE ARMY AND THEN LEASE BACK TO THE ARMY THE FACILITIES 
NEEDED FOR THE DLI. IN LIEU OF LEASE PAYMENTS THE CITY OF 
MONTERFY WOULD PROVIDE MAlNEWWCE AND OTHER MUNICIPAL 
SERVICES SUCH AS SEWAGE AND FIRE PROTECTION FREE OF CHARGE. 
THE CITY WOULD THEN RECOVER ITS COSTS THROUGH THE LEASING OF 
PRESIDIO FACILITIES BACK TO THE ARMY AND OTHER GOWXNW3KC.L 
ENTITIES, AS WELL AS PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS. 

5. IXXlAL BASE SUPPORT ORmZATIONS 

FRED Immm/FRED COHN 
CITY MAN?GER/DEPU~Y CITY MANAGER 
CITY OF MONTEREY 
CITY HALL 
MONTEGSY, CA 93940 
(408) 646-3760 
(408) 646-3793 (FAX) 

GORDON PAUL SMITH 
CHAIRMAN, COALITION FOR RESEARCH AND EDUCATION (CORE) 
C/O CITY HALL 
MONTERFY, CA 93940 
(408) 646-3760 
(408) 646-3793 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (408) 647-5104/5184 

7. REPRESENTATION 

U. S. HOUSE: DISTRICI' 17 -- SAM FARR (D) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 15 -- HENRY MELLX> (D) 
STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 27 -- BRUCE MCPHERSON (R) 



A. ANNUAL BUDGFT OF $303 MILLION 

B. $156 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

C. ANNUAT; VALUE OF CMLIAN CONTRACTS WITH THE IMMEDIATE 
SAN DIEGO CMMUNITY IS ON THE ORDER OF $14 MILLION. IN 
ALL, THE BASE CONTRIBUTES ALMOST $400 MILLION ANNUALLY 
TO THE IXXlAL ECONOMY. 

1. 3,718 TOTAL PERSONNEL AS OF JANUARY 1994. THIS 
FIGURE CONSISTS OF 3,684 CMLIANS AND 34 ACTIVE- 
DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

2. CMLIAN EMPLDYMENT IS SLATED TO DECLINE BY 650 AS OF 
JANUARY 1995. 

3. THESE JOBS ARE HIGH-PAYING, WITH AN AVERAGE m Y  OF 
$34,000 ANNlTALLY 

E. NUMBER-ONE AEROSPACE EMPLXlYER IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY. 

2. MISSION 

THE PRIMARY MISSION OF THE NAVAL AVLATION DEPOT (NADEP) NORTH 
ISLAND IS THE REPAIR AND MODIFICATION OF U.S. NAVY AIRCRAFT, 
ENGINES, AND CCMFONENTS. AIRCRAFT SERVICED BY THE DEPOT 
INCLUDE THE F/A-18 HORNET, F-14 TOMCAT, E-2C m, C-2 
GRFYHOUND, AND THE F-16, T-38, AND F-5 ADVERSARY AIRCRAFT. 
IN ACCCMPLISHING ITS FSPAIR MISSION, THE NORTH ISLAND 
FACILITY PROVIDES A NUMBER OF SPECIALIZED SERVICES NOT 
AVAILABLE ELSEWHERE IN THE U.S. NAVY. FOR EXAMPLE, IT IS THE 
NAVY'S SOLF: REPAIR FACILITY FOR AVIONICS, INSTR-S, AND 
AVIATION EXJICTRICAI; CEWONENTS, AS WELL AS THE NAVY ' S ONLY 
BEARING REFURBISHMENT FACILITY. IN ADDITION TO THE U.S. 
NAVY, THE DEPOT' S CUSTOMERS INCLUDE ELEMEWTS OF THE OTHER 
THREE U.S. MILITARY SERVICES AS WELL AS THE ARMED FORCES OF 
SEVERAT_( FOREIGN C O ~ I E S ,  INCLUDING CANADA, AUSTRALIA, 
SPAIN, EGYPT, ISRAEL, PAKISTAN, KOREA, SINGFQORE, KUWAIT, AND 
SWITZENAND. 

3. NADEP N R T H  ISLAND STRONG POINTS 

A. PROXIMITY TO THE ENORMOUS SAN DIEGO NAVAL COMPLEX 



B. COMPARES FAVORABLY WITH THE OTHER U.S. NAW AVIATION 
DEPOTS. THE 1993 BASE CLOSURE ROUND WITNESSED THE 
cI.DsURE OF THREE OF THE NAW'S SIX AVlATION DEPOTS. OF 
THE THREE REMAINING NAVY AVIATION DEPOTS, THE NORTH 
ISLAND FACILITY IS THE LARGEST, MOST DnrERSIFIED, AND 
MOST EXPERIENCED IN TERMS OF SERVICE -- WITH OVER m E -  
QUARTERS OF A CEWI'URY OF CONTINUOUS SERVICE TO ?HE FLEET. 

C. THE DEPOT'S AWARD-WIIWING MANUFACI'URING/MOBILE FACILITIES 
PROGRAM PROVIDES NEEDED SPECIAL PARTS AND MANUFACTURES 
MOBILE FACILITIES m MEET THE R E Q U I ~ S  OF MAINTENANCE 
AND FSPAIR IN THE FIELD. IT CUSlXN-DESIGNED FACILITIES 
FOR USE IN OPERATIONS DESERT SHIELD AND DESERT STORM, AS 
WELL AS OPERATION RESTORE HOPE. THIS PROGRAM WON THE 
1993 ROCTIESTER INSTIm OF TECHNOLOGY/USA TODAY QUALITY 
CUP AWARD FOR EXCEIJXNCE IN MANUFACTURING. 

D. ALSO LOCATED ON BASE IS THE NAVY PRIMARY STANDARDS 
LABORATORY, WHICH SETS THE PRIMARY CALIBRATION STANDARDS 
FOR THE ENTIRE U.S. NAVY. CONSTRUCTED IN 1989, THIS $7 
MILLION STATE-OF-THE-ART FACILITY FEATURES SEVERAL 
UNIQUE CAPABILITIES. FOR E!XAMPLE, IT IS THE NATION'S 
ONLY CALIBRATION FACILITY SANCTIONED BY THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY (NIST) IN THE3 FIELD 
OF MAL;NETICS. IT IS ONE OF THE NATION'S ONLY LABS WITH A 
JOSEPHSON JUNCTION ARRAY FOR MAINTAINING A DC VOLTAGE 
STANDARD. IT IS ALSO THE NAVY'S ONLY TYPE I LABORATORY. 

E. NADEP NORTH ISLAND BOASTS THAN A QWTER-cENTURY OF 
EXPERIENCE IN THE REPAIR AND CALIBRATION OF INERTIAL 
NAVIGATION SYSTEMS (INS) . BECAUSE OF THE CRITICAL 
ACCURACIES INVOLVED IN INS REPAIR/CALIBRATION, NADEP 
BENEFITS FROM THE (33-LOCATION ON BASE OF THE NAW PRIMARY 
STANDARDS LABORATORY. 

F. IN ADDITION, THE DEPOT'S 25,000-SQUARE FOOT MATERIALS 
ENGINEERING LABORATORY PROVIDES PROFESSIONAL MATERIALS 
AND CHEMICAL ENGINEERING SERVICES IN SUPPORT OF U.S. NAVY 
AWTION. THE FACILITY PROVIDES ENGINEERING SERVICES IN 
ATL METALS, PLASTICS, ELAS'lDMERS, ADVANCED CCMFOSITES, 
ADHESIVES, PAINTS, AND LUBRICANTS. IT IS THE ONLY NAVAL 
LAB WITH AIRCRAFT TIRE ENGINEERING AND LASER TIRE 
ENGMEERING CAPABILITY. IT IS ALSO THE LEAD MAINTENANCE 
TECHNOIDGY CENI'EX FOR ADVANCED -SITE REPAIR, HEAT 
DAMAGE EVALUATION, WELDING, WINDSCREEN, AND BEARINGS. 

S A W S  FRCM BASE CIBUF?E ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF ONE 
LESSON.CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH BASE 
CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND THE INITIAL 



ESTIMATES. 

5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: JACK KOERPER 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOvEWMENTS 
FIRST INTERSTATE PLAZA 
401 B STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
(619) 595-5300 
(619) 595-5305 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 545-2443 (BRUCE HELSING) 

U. S . HOUSE : DISTRICT 4 9 - - BRIAN BILBRAY (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 39 -- LUCY KILLER (I) 
STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 78 -- DEIRDRE ALPERT (D) 



A. $67.4 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROIL. AN ADDITIONAL $84.9 
MILLION IS SPENI' IN THE LX>CAL COMMUNITY ON CONTRA- 
SERVICES AND SUPPLIES. IN AJL, THE BASE CONTRIBUTES OVER 
$150 MILLION TO THE LOCAL ECONOMY ON AN ANNUAL BASIS. 

B. EMPLOYMENT (AS OF SEPTENBER 1993) 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 119 

2. CIVILIAN: 2,376 

2. MISSION 

THE OAKLAND ARMY BASE HOUSES THE WESTERN AREA HEADQUAFCERS OF 
THE U.S. MILITARY TRAFFIC M A I l l G m  COMMAND (MIMC) . THE 
WESTERN AREA CCMMAND IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MOVEPENT OF CARGO 
BY SEALIFT ACROSS THE PACIFIC, AS WELL AS THE MANAGEMENT OF 
DOMESTIC FREIGHT SHIPMENTS IN THE 20 WESTERN STATES. IN 
ADDITION TO HOUSING THE COMMAND EEADC!UARTERS, THE BASE ALSO 
HOUSES THE SUBORDINATE ACTIVITIES OF THE 1302ND MAJOR PORT 
COMMAND AND U.S. ARMY GARRISON, AND THE U.S. NAVAL 
TRANSPORTATION M?NAGEDENT SCHOOL. 

3. OAKLAND ARMY BASE STRONG POINTS 

CRITICAL MISSION OF MIMC WESTERN AREA. THE OLD MILITARY 
ADAGE THAT "NCYT'HING HAPPENS UNTIL SOMETHING MOVES" 
UNDERSCORES THE VITAL IMPORTANCE OF MILITARY TRANSPORTATION. 
STRATEGIC MOBILITY IS THE CRUCIAL LINK IN ENSURING THE 
NATION'S ABILITY TO DETEGi AND, IF NECESSARY, PREXUL IN FIAR. 
EVERY YEAR, THE DEPAR- OF DEFENSE MOVES MORE THAN SIX 
MILLION PASSENGERS AND ?WENTY MILLION TONS OF SUPPLIES AND 
EQUI-, AT AN ANNUAL COST OF OVER $10 BILLION. AS THE 
DEFENSE DEPARm'S TRAFFIC MANAGER, THE MILITARY TRAFFIC 
M ? l N ? G m  CDMM?Nl (MIMC) IS DMDED INTO SEVERAL GEOGRAPHIC 
COMMANDS. OF THESE, THE LARGEST IS MIPIC WESTERN AREA 
(MMCWA) WHICH IS HEADQUARTERED AT THE OAKLAND ARMY BASE. 

4. OTHER CQNSIDERATI~ 

S A . S  FROM BASE W S U R E  ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF ONE 
LESSON CAN BE DRAWN l?ROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE BASE 
CIDSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT W EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH BASE 
CIOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND THE INITIAL 
ESTIMATES. 



5. WCU BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS -- NONE 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (510) 466-3021 (NORMAN MEDLAND) 

7. REPRESEKTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 9 -- RONALD V. DELLUP6 (D) 
STATE SrnTE: DISTRICT 9 -- NICHOLAS C. PETRIS (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 16 -- BARBARA LEE (D) 



ION 

1. ECONOMICS 

A. $265 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

B. FY 1993 BUDGET OF $975 MILLION 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 2,208 

2. GOVERNMENT CMLIAN: 3,809 

3. CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL: 3,000 

D. ANNUAL VALUE OF CMLIAN CONTRAmS WITH THE IMMEDIATE 
POINT MUGU COMMUNITY IS ON THE ORDER OF $45 MILLION. IN 
A m .  THE BASE CONTRIBUIES MORE THAN $300 MILLION ANNUALLY 

E. LARGEST EMPLOYER IN VENTURA COUNTY 

2. MISSION 

THE POINT MUGU NAVAL AIR WEAFONS STATION IS PART OF THE 
NAVAL AIR WAFPARE WEAPONS DIVISION -- A COMPLIEX OF 
,,CHI D ~ ~ ,  TESTING, AND EVALUATION (RDT&E) 
FACILITIES WHICH INCLUDES THE CHINA LAKE3 NAVAL AIR WEAPONS 
STATION AND THE ORDNANCE MISSILE TEST STATION AT WHITE SANDS, 
NEW MEXICO. THE POINT MUGU FACILITY IN PARTICULAR SERVES AS 
THE NAVY'S PRINCIPAL WEAPONS SYST'EM TEST AND EWALUATION (Tm) 
FACILITY. IT ALSO PROVIDES IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING SUPPORT TO 
NAVAL WEAPONS SYS-. 

3. POINT MUGU STRONG POINTS 

A. SUPERB IDCATION 

THE BASE IS ID-Y LOC?iTED TO ACCOMPLISH ITS MISSION OF 
TESTING AND EVALUATING U. S . NAVY AIR PLATFORMS. SITUATED 
ON THE SOVI'HERN CALIFORNIA COAST, THE POINT MUGU FACILITY 
ENJOYS SUPERB F'LYING W E A !  YEAR-ROUND. 

B. SIZE 

THE POINT MUGU INSTALLATION INCLUDES OVER 125,000 SQUARE 
MILES OF INSTRUMENTED SEA AND AIR SPACE AND 3 6,000 SQUARE 
MILES OF CONTROLLED AIRSPACE FOR THE TESTING OF AUIATION 
PLATFORMS. 



C.  COMPLETE ABSENCE OF ANY ENCROACHMENT PROBLEMS. 

D. NUMEROUS PROGRAM SUCCESSES. POINT MUGU PLAYED A KEY ROLE 
I N  THE TESTING AND ~ U A T I O N  OF SUCH WEZPONS SYSTEPLS AS 
THE TOMAHAWK CRUISE MISSILE (BOTH THE SEA- AND LAND- 
ATTACK VERSIONS), THE F-14 PHOENIX AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE, 
THE AEGIS COMBAT SYSTEM, AND THE TRIDENT SEA-LAUNCHED 
BAT_;LISTIC MISSILE. 

A.  CLOSURE OF THE POINT MUGU FACILITY COULD SEVElGLY IMPAIR 
THE ENTIRE NAVAL WESTERN TEST COMPLEX. THE COMPLEX 
INTEGRATES THE AIR, LAND, AND SEA RANGES AT CHINA LAKE, 
POINT MUGU, AND WHITE SANDS I N  PROVIDING A REALISTIC, 
MULTI-FACETED ENVIRONMENT FOR THE TESTING OF MISSILES AND 
AIRCRAFT WEAPONS AND EIXCI'RONIC COMBAT SYSTEMS. THE 
POINT MUGU SEA RANGES ARE THE ONLY SUCH SEA RANGES WITHIN 
THE WESTERN TEST CCMPLEX. THEIR CLOSURE WOULD DEPRrVE 
THE WESTERN TEST COMPLEX OF ANY OVER-OCEAN TEST 
CAPABILITY AND SERIOUSLY WEAKEN I T S  OVERALL 
EFFECTIVENESS. 

B. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLOSURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. I F  
ONE LESSON CAN BE D R !  FROM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE 
BASE CLOSURE PROCESS, I T  IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED 
WITH BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCALATE BEYOND 
THE INITIAL, ESTIMATES. 

5.  LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: CAL CARRERA, CHAIRMAN 
BRAC-95 TASK FORCE 
5 0 0 0  SAJYTA ROSA ROAD, SUITE B-471 
CAMARILLO, CA 93012 
( 8 0 5 )  491-5802  

6 .  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (805)  989-1110  

U. S . HOUSE: DISTRICT 23 - - ELTON GALLEYSLY (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 19 -- CATHIE WRIGHT (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 37 --NAO TAKASUGI (R) 



1. ECONCIMICS 

A. $ PAYROLL 

B.EMPLOrn 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 4,470 

2. CMLLAN: 4,600 

2. MISSION 

THE MISSION OF PORT HUENEME IS TO SUPPORT THE NAVAL CONSTRUCTION 
FORCE, FLEer UNITS AND ASSIGNED ORGANIZATIONAL UNITS DEPLOYED 
FROM, OR HCMEPORTED AT, W PORT; TO SUPPORT MOBILIZATION 
REQUIREMENPS OF W NAVAL CONSTRUCTION FORCE; TO STORE, PRESERVE 
AND SHIP ADVANCED BASE AND MOBILIZATION STOCKS; AND TO PERFORM 
ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL SERVICES. 

3. STRONG POINTS 

5 .  LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIQNS 

6.BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: 

7. REPRESEKTATICXN: 

U. S HOUSE: DISTRICT 23 -- ELTON (3AILEGLY (R) 
STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 19 -- CATHIE WRIGHT (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 37 -- NAO TAKASUGI (R) 



CORPS 

1. EcmNoMICS 

A. $88 MIUION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

B. w m m  
1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 7,550 (1,550 P-Y 

ASSIGNED PERSONNEL AND STUDENTS, AND AN AVERAGE OF 
4,000 - 6,000 MARINE RECRUITS) 

2. CIVILIAN: 3,500 

C. WLUE OF PROPERTY ESTIMATED AT $754 MILLION 

2. MISSIW 

THE SAN DIEGO MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT IS THE ENTRY-LETTEL 
("BCOT CAMP") TRAINING FACILITY FOR ALL U.S. MARINE CORPS 
RECFXJITS ENLISTED WEST OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER. IT PROVIDES 
RECRUIT TFKCNING FOR ROUGHLY HPLF OF THE3 38,700 PERSONNEL 
ANNUALLY RECRUITED BY THE3 MZXJX3 CORPS. IN mIS CAPACITY, 
THE3 SAN DIEGO MCRD ALSO SERVES AS THE m U A R T E R S  OF THE 
U.S. MARINE CORPS W E s m  RECRUITING RGGION, RESPONSIBLE FOR 
REC~UITING/PROCESSING ALL RECRUITS ENLISm WEST OF THE 
MISSISSIPPI. IN ADDITION, MCRD HOUSES A NUMBER OF TENATAT 
ORGANIZATIONS INCLUDING THE U. S MARINE CORPS RECaUITERS 
AND DRILL INSTRUCTORS SCHOOLS, AS WELL AS THE 12TH MARINE 
CORPS DISTRICT m r % 9 R T E R S ,  ?ZIE U. S . COAST GUARD TACTICAL 
ENFORCEMENT TEAM, AND W MARINE CORPS ENLISTED ~ISSIONING 
PROGRAM (MECEP) . 

3. MCRD SAN D I W O  STRONG POINTS 

A. ONE OF ONLY TWO U.S. MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOTS. 'IIIE 
OTHER SERVES ?HE EASTERN U.S. AND IS LOCATED AT PARRIS 
ISLAND, SC. 

B. PROXIMITY TO THE3 ENORMOUS SAN DIEGO NAVAL COMPLEX. TEE 
MARINE CORPS CONSTITUTES THE AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT ARM OF 
THE U.S. NAVY. IN LIGHT OF THIS, IT SIMPLY MAKES SENSE 
TO CONDUCT MARINE TRAINING NEAR THE3 NAVY SHIPS ON WHICH 
THE MARINES WILL EVENTUALLY DEPLOY. 

C. CAPACITY FOR EXPANSION IN THE EXENT OF A NATIONAL 
ENEXGENCI. AT PRESENT, W SAN DIEGO MCRD POSSESSES TEE 
CAPACITY TO DOUBLE ITS RECRUIT AND STUDENT TRAINING 
WITHOUT ANY ADDITIONAL FACILITIES. THIS CAPACITY COULD 



PROVE VITAL M THE SUCCESS OF A NATIONAL MOBILIZATION. 
CLOSING MCRD SAN DIEGO AND SACRIFICING THIS IMPORTANT 
CAPABILITY IN ORDER TO SAVE MONEY IN TIIE SHORT TERM WOULD 
REPRESENT A "PENNY-WISE BUT POUND FOOLISH" APPROACH TO 
NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY. 

D. 'IHE BASE IS A STATE-OF-THE-ART FACILITY IN WHICJ3 SCME $75 
MILLION HAS BEEN INVESTED FOR CAPITAL I M P R O ~ S  IN 
RECENT YEARS. 

4 .  OTHER CONSIDERATIW 

SAVINGS FFWI BASE CIX>SURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIM&. THE COST 
OF DUPLICATING EXISTING FACILITIES AND -TING PERSONNEL 
IN THE EVENT OF A MOVE HAS BEEN ESTIMATED AT $2.1 BILLION. 
MOREOVER, IF ONE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE 'PO DATE 
WITH THE BASE CIX>SURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES 
ASSOCIATED WITH BASE CIX>SURE AND CLEAN-.UP INCaRIABLY ESCALATE 
BEYOND THE INITIAL ESTIMATES. 

5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: JACK KOERPER 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GO-S 
FIRST INTERSTATE PLAZA 
401 B STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
(619) 595-5300 
(619) 595-5305 (FAX) 

6. EASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 524-1268 EXT. 1351 

7. REPRESENTATION 

U.S. HOUSE: 

STATE SENATE: 

DISTRICT 49 -- BRIAN BILBRAY (R) 
DISTRICT 39 -- WILLIAM A. CRAVEN (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 78 -- DEIRDRE ALPERT (D) 



A. $15 MIWION ANNUAL BUDGET 

B. $5.2 MILLION ANNUAL CMLIAN PAYROLL 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 6,434 

2.  CMLIAN: 423 

2 .  MISSION 

SUBASE SAN DIEGO PROVIDES PIERSIDE BEXTHING AND LOGISTIC 
SUPPORT FOR SUBMARINE FORCES OF THE U.S. PACIFIC FLEET. 

3. SUBASE SAN D I m  STRONG P O W S  

A. SUPERB XICATION. THE POINT LOMA XICATION OFFERS 
UNRESTRICTED ACCESS TO PACIFIC OCEAN OPERATING AREAS. 

B. STRATEGIC HOMEPORTING CONSIDERATIONS. PEARL HARBOR 
CONSTITUTES THE ONLY OTHER HOMEPORT FOR U.S. PACIFIC 
FLEET FAST ATTACK SUBMARINES. CLUSTERING ALL U. S . 
PACIFIC FLEET SUBMARINES IN A SINGLE HOMEFORT IS 
UNSOUND FROM A STRATEGIC STANDPOINT. IT GREATLY 
SIMPLIFIES THE TASK OF A FOlXNTIAL ADWR%RY TO 
"BCYlXU3 UP" U.S. ATTACK SUBMARINES IN THEIR 
HOMEPORTS AND PREVENT THEIR REACHING THEIR ASSIGNED 
AREAS OF OPERATION. IN FIARTIME SUCH A MOVE BY AN 
AD-Y COULD HAVE DISASTROUS CONSEQUENCES FOR THE 
EFFORTS OF U.S. NAVAL FORCES TO MAINTAIN CONTROL OF THE 
HIGH SEAS. IN LIGHT OF ITS VALUE AS A STRATEGIC 
SUBMARINE HOMEFORT, CLOSING SUBASE SAN DIEGO TO SAVE ITS 
RELATIVELY MINIMAL OPERATING COSTS WOULD BE A GRAVE 
MISTAKE. IT WOULD BE "PENNY-WISE BTJT POUND FOOLISH". 

C. THE BASE HAS NOT BEEN RE(XMMENDED FOR CLOSURE BY EITHER 
THE U. S . NAVY OR THE DEFENSE DEPAR- IN ANY OF THE 
THREE PRIOR BRAC ROUNDS. 

4. OTHER CQNSIDERATICNS 

COST SAVINGS FROM BASE CLOSURE WOULD LIKELY BE MINIMAL. IF A 
SINGLE LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FROM EXPERIENCE WITH THE BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS TO DATE, IT IS THAT EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH 
BASE CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP ARE INVARIABLY UNDERSTATED. 



5. IDCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: JACK KOrnER 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GO-S 
FIRST INTEXSTATE PLAZA 
401  B STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
(619) 595-5300 
(619) 595-5305 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 553-8643 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 49 -- BRIAN BILBRAY (R) 

STATE SENATE : DISTRICT 39 -- LUCY KILLFA (I) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 78 -- DEIRDRE ALPERT (D) 



DISTRIBUTION 

A. $20.1 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

B. 1,215 TOTAL EMPIOYEES 

C. LOCAL BLANKET PURCHASE AG-S IN EFFECT WITH A TOTAL 
OF 45 LOCAL BUSINESSES 

THE SHARPE DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER SERVES AS HEAEQlJARTERS 
OF THE DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION REGION WEST (DDRW) . ITS MISSION 
IS TO PROVIDE IX>SISTICS SUPPORT FOR DEFENSE DEPARTPENT 
ACI'MTIES WEST OF THE MISSISSIPPI AND IN THE PACIFIC. THE 
FACILITY IS OPERATED BY THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (DLA). 

3 .  SHARPE DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER STRONG POINTS 

SUPERB LX>CATION. WITHIN A TWO HUNDRED MILE RADIUS ARE 
ILXXI"I'D A NUMBER OF MAJOR MILITARY INSTALLATIONS, INCLUDING 
BEALE AFB, TRAVIS A m ,  MCCLELLAN AFB, NAS LEMOORE, AND THE 
CONCORD NAVAL m N S  STATION. IN LIGHT OF ITS CZOSE 
PROXIMITY TO A NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT BASES, THE SHARPE 
DEFENSE DISTRIBUI'ION CENTER IS PARTIcXIIAFSY WELL-SUITED TO 
ACCOMPLISH ITS MISSION OF SUPPORTING DEFENSE DEPARTPENT 
ACI'MTIES IN THE STRATEGICALLY VITAL PACIFIC RIM AREA. 

4. OTHER -1DERATIQNS 

A. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLDSURE WOULD LIKELY BE MINIMAL. THE 
FACILITY SUFFERS FROM EXTENSIVE ON-SITE TOXICS 
CONTAMINATION OWING TO MORE THAN THREE DECADES 
(1941-1975) OF USE FOR THE MAINTEWWCE OF AIRCRAFT, 
VEHICLES, AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT. THE EXTENT OF THE 
CONTAMINATION IS SUCH THAT SHARPE QUALIFIES FOR THE2 
NATIONAL PRIORITIES ( "SUPERFUND" ) LIST. THE EXPENSES 
ASSOCIATED WITH BASE CLEAN-UP ARE LIKELY TO BE 
SIGNIFICANT AND WILL CONSIDERABLY OFFSET ANY COST SAVINGS 
RESULTING FROM BASE CLDSURE. 

B. LIMITED CONVERSION POTENTIAL. FOR STARTEBS, THERE IS THE 
ISSUE OF THE ON-SITE TOXICS CONTAMINATION. MOREOVER, THE 
POTENTIAL FOR BASE CONVERSION IS LARGELY A FUNCTION OF 
PRIVATE DEMAND FOR INDUSTRIAL AND WAREXOUSE SPACE IN THE 
ECONOMICALLY DISTRESSED STOCKTON AREA. 



5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: BOBBI FASANO 
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY EMPLOYMENT AND DEWEUIPMENT DEPI'. 
850 NOR- H U N T E R  
STOCI<TrON, CA 95202 
(209) 468-3500 
(209) 462-9063 (FAX) 

6. BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (209) 982-2839 

U.S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 11 -- RICHARD W. POMBO (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 5 -- PATRICK iJOHNSTON (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 17 -- MICHAEL J. MACHADO (R) 



1. ECONOMICS 

A. $38 MILLION ANNUAL PAYROLL 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 400 

2. CIVILIAN: 1,300 

C. LOCAL PROCUREMENT ADDS $5 MILLION TO THE AREA'S 
ECONOMY. UTILITY RENENUE GENERATED IS $1.5 million. 

2. MISSION 

THE DEPOT IS A MILITARY FACILITY WHOSE MISSIONS ARE TO 
RECETVE, STORE, ISSUE AND WOVATE MUNITIONS; AND TO EFFICIENTLY 
AND SAFELY DEMILITARIZE SURPLUS AMMUNITION. IT ALSO PROVIDES 
STORAGE AND MAINTEWiNCE OF OPERATIONAL STOCKS AND TACTICAL 
SUPPORT SYSTEMS. 

3 .  STRONG POINTS 

A. LOCATION 

1. THE BASE IS TRAVERSED BY ?WO RAILROAD SYSTEMS, 
SOUlJBRN PACIFIC AND UNION PACIFIC. 

2. THE DEPCrr HAS THE ONLY C-5 AIRCRAFT LANDING STRIP 
ON THE ENTIRE WEST CQAST ALLOWING MOVEPENT OF 
AMMUNITION BY AIRCRAFT 

3. THE CLIMATE ALLL3WS IDEAL CONDITIONS FOR STORING 
MUNITION AND OPERATIONAL STOCK 

THE DEPOT HAS THE BEST PROXIMITY TO OAKLAND AND 
CONCORD SEAPORTS. IF THE DEPOT CLX>SED, THE 
AMMUNITION COULD BE STORED 800 MILES SOUTH IN 
HAWTHORNE, NEVADA, BUT THE RAIL LINE WOULD PASS 
THE DEPOT. 

B. COST 

1. DIRECT LABOR HOURLY RATE AT DEPOT IS $43.54. THE 



2. cmRlmmsY, T H E D E P O T S r O R E S ~ O F T I I E A R M Y ' S  
LARGEST OPEFViTIONAL PROJECT STOCKS VALUED AT OVER 
$700 MILLION DOLLAFG. COST OF MOVING THESE 
STOCKS W0UT-D BE ENORMOUS. 

C . FACILITIES 

1. THE DEFWI' IS THE LARGEST EPA CERTIFIED DEMOLITION 
FACILITY IN DA. IT HAS THE CAPABILITY OF UP-M- 
THE-MINUTE WEATHEX INFORMATION WHICH IS ESSENTIPL 
FOR A DEMOLITION MISSION. 

2. "JXE DEWT HAS THE LARGEST OPEN PIT DGIONATION 
CAPABILITY IN TI-E ARMY. FOURTEEN PITS ARE EACH 
CAPABLE OF CONTAINING 10,000 POUNDS OF NET 
EXPLOSIVE WEIGHT. THE WPPING PLANT IS CAPABLE OF 
BURNING 200,000 ROUNDS OF SM?&L ARMS MUNITIONS 
EACH DAY AND CAN DISPOSE OF ALL FIRST STAGE ICBM 
MOTORS. 

3. TIIE DEFWI' HAS 799 I G m S  AND 12 S T A M W  MRGAZINES 

4 .  OTHER ~ I D E R A T I C Q I J S  

FOR 'I2IE FIRST TIME IN 1994, OVER 50% OF THE DEPOT'S 
WORK IS IN OPEXATIONAL SIDCK. THl3 DEPOT IS THE ONLY SITE FOR 
STORING AND MAINTAINING 3 MOBILE SYSTENS; WATER SUPPORT SYSTEMS, 
FORCED PROVIDER SYSTEMS, AND INLAM) PETROLGUM DISTRIBUTION 
SYSTEPIS. THESE SYSTEMS ARE INCREASINGLY BEING USED; IN RWANDA, 
PANAMA, FOR MISSISSIPPI F'LCOD RELIEF, AND FLORIDA ~1~ 
D I & A S T ~  ASSISTANCE. 

THEC ARMY RECENTLY ASSIGJSED A TIER I11 LEVEL RATING TO TI-E DEPOT. 
,IS MEANS THAT AT SCME TIME IN THE FUTW3J (6-10 YEARS) THE DEPOT 
WILL NO LDNGER BE AN AMMUNITION SITE. IN THE SHORT TERM THE2E 
WILL BE INCFGMING DEMOLITION WORK, BUT LESS LONG-TERM SMRAGE. 

5. LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIW 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE (916) 257-4323 (SUE EIDE, STAFF) 

BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (916) 827-4343 LARRY ROGERS 

7. REPRESENTATION: 

U. S .HOUSE: DIST'RICT 2 - - WALLY HERGER (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 1 -- TIM LESLIE (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 3 -- BERNIE RICETIER (R) 



A. $6.5 MILLION ANNlTAL PAYROLL 

B. 1,305 TOTAL EMPLOYEES 

C. $7.7 MILLION IN FY 1993 CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 

D. MAINTAINS AN 1-RY VALUED AT $1.4 BILLION 

2. MISSION 

THE MISSION OF THE TRACY DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTER IS TO 
PROVIDE LXX;ISTICS SUPPORT FOR DEFENSE DEPAR'IMEWT ACTIVITIES 
WEST OF THE MISSISSIPPI AND IN THE PACIFIC. IT SPECIALIZES 
IN THE REPACKING OF LEAKING CHEMICAL COW-, FUMIGATION 
OF SHIPPING MATERIALS, STORAGE AND MIXING OF PESTICIDES, 
TREA'llENT AND STORAGE OF LIQUID AND SOLID WASTES, CHEMICAL 
STORAGE, PRESERVING METAL PARTS, VEHICLE MAINTENANCE, AND 
PAINTING. IT ALSO OPERATES ITS OWN CHEMICAL AND PHOTOGRAPHIC 
LABORATORY. THE FACILITY IS OPERATED BY THE DEFENSE 
LoGISTICS AGENCY (Dm) . 

3 .  TRACY DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION CENTE=R STRONG POINTS 

SUPERB LXXIATION. WITHIN A TWO HUNDRED MILE RADIUS ARE 
LOCATED A NUMBER OF MAJOR MILITARY INSTALLATIONS, INCLUDING 
BEALE A m ,  TRAVIS AFB, M ' X L l X L W  AFB, N?S lXMCX3RF,, AND THE 
CONCORD NAVAL WEAFQNS STATION. IN LIGHT OF ITS CIBSE 
PROXIMITY TO A NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT BASES, THE TRACY DEFENSE 
DISTRIBUTION CENTER IS PARTICUIJWLY WELL-SUITED TO ACCOMPLISH 
ITS MISSION OF SUPPORTING DEFENSE D E P A R W  ACTMTIES IN 
THE STRATEGICALLY VITAL PACIFIC RIM AREA. 

4. OTHER ONSIDERATIONS 

A. SAVINGS FROM BASE CLX>SURE WOULD LIKELY BE MINIMAL. THE 
FACILITY SUFFERS F'RCM EXTENSIVE ON-SITE TOXICS 
CONTAMINATION RESULTING FRCM YEARS OF WORK WITH MYRIAD 
HAZARDOUS CDEOUNDS AND WASTES. THE EXTENT OF THE 
CONTAMINATION IS SUCH AS TO QUALIFY THE TRACY FACILITY 
FOR THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES ( "SUPERFUND" ) LIST. THE 
EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH BASE CLEAN-UP ARE LIKELY TO BE 
SIGNIFICANT AND WILL CONSIDERABLY OFFSET ANY COST 
SAVINGS RESULTING FROM BASE CUISURE. 

B. LIMITED CONVERSION POTENTIAL. FOR STARTERS, THEW3 IS THE 
ISSUE OF THE ON-SITE TOXICS CONTAMINATION. MOREOVER, THE 



POTENTIAL FOR BASE CONVERSION IS LARGELY A F'UNCTION OF 
PRIVATE DEMAND FOR INDUSTRIAL AND WARMOUSE SPACE I N  THE 
EcoNOMIcALL,Y DISTRESSED TRACY AREA. 

5 .  LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACT: BOBBI FASANO 
SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY EMPLOYMEN'I' AND DEVELOPMENT DEFT. 
850 NORTH HUN'ER 
STOCKTIYIN, CA 95202 
(209) 468-3500 
(209) 462-9063 (FAX) 

6 .  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (209) 982-2839 

U.S.  HOUSE: DISTRICT 11 -- RICHARD W. POMBO (R) 

STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 5 -- PATRICK JOHNSTON (D) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 17 -- MICHAEL J. MACHADO (D) 



A. ANNUAZ; CMLIAN PAYROLL OF $12.4 MILLION 

1. UNIFORMED MILITARY: 10,420 

2. CMLIAN: 1,359 

C. THE BASE IS FAR AND AWAY THE LARGEST EMPLOYER IN THE AREA 

2. MISSION 

COMMISSIONED IN FEBRUARY 1957 AS THE MARINE CORPS TRAINING 
CENTER, TWENTY-NINE PALMS, THE BASE WAS REDESIGNATED AS THE 
MARINE COWS AIR GROUND COMBAT CENTER (MCAGCC) IN FEBRWY 
1979. THE MISSION OF THE COMBAT CENTER IS TO DEVELOP, 
CONDUCT, AND EVALUATE THE MARINE CORPS' COMBINED ARMS 
TRAINING PROGRAM. EACH YEAR ROUGHLY ONE-THIRD OF THE FLEET 
MARINE FORCE AND MARINE RESERVE UNITS PARTICIPATE IN THE 
TRAINING PROGRAM, GAINING PROFICIENCY IN ALL PHASES OF LAND 
COMBAT OPERATIONS. THE COMEAT CENTER ' S TWO MAJOR TENANT 
COMMANDS ARE THE SEWNIR MARINES (REINFORCED), AND THE MARINE 
CORPS COMMUNICATION-ELECTRONICS SCHOOL (MCCES) . 

A. LOCATION - - SITUATED IN THE SOV13IERN MOJAVE DESERT FIVE 
MILES OUTSIDE THE TOWN OF TWENTY-NINE PALMS AND SIXTY 
FROM THE CITY OF PALM SPRINGS, THE COMBAT CENTER IS 
FREE FROM ANY CMLIAN ENCROACHMENT AND IS OPTIMALLY 
IOXTED TO A C W L I S H  ITS MISSION OF LAND COMBAT 
TRAINING. 

B. SIZE -- THE CCMBAT CENTER AT TWENTY-NINE PALMS IS THE 
WORLD'S LARGEST MARINE COWS BASE, CONTAINING SOME 932 
SQUARF, MILES OF LAND WITHIN ITS BOUNDS. SUCH A SIZABLE 
LAND AREA IS ESSENTIAL TO THE CONDUCT OF REALISTIC LAND 
COMBAT TRAINING EXERCISES. 

C. TWENTY-NINE PZ&PE IS THE PREMIER LIVE-FIFE BASE IN THE 
MARINE CORPS. EACH YEAR ROUGHLY ONE-THIRD OF THE FLEFT 
MARINE FORCE AND MARINE RESERVE UNITS -- SOME 50,000 
MARINES IN ALL -- PARTICIPATE IN THE BASE'S COMBINED AEUvlS 
TRAINING PROGRAM. THESE TRAINING EXERCISES INVOLVE EVERY 
WEAPONS SYSTEM IN THE MARINE CORPS' ARSETRL, FROM SMALL 
AFUv'IS TO ATTACK AIRCRAFT. THEX ARE ABSOLUTELY ESSENTLAL 
TO MAINTAINING HIGH LEVELS OF READINESS OF THE U.S. 



MARINE CORPS TO FIGHT AND DEFEND 1J.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS. 

D. THE MARINE CORPS -1CATION-ELECTRONICS SCHOOL (MCCES) 
IDZATED ON BASE IS THE LARGEST FORMAL SCHOL IN THE 
ENTIRE MARINE CORPS. ON AN ANNUALI BASIS, IT CONDUCTS A 
TCrrAL OF 316 CLASSES IN 51 COURSE OFFERINGS LEADING TO 37 
OCCUPATIONAL SPECIALTIES. 

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

SAmNGS FROM BASE CLOSURE ARE LIKELY TO BE MINIMAL. IF ONE 
LESSON CAN BE DRAWN FRCM EXPERIENCE TO DATE WITH THE BASE 
CLOSURE PROCESS, IT IS THAT THE EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH BASE 
CLOSURE AND CLEAN-UP INVARIABLY ESCA.?IE BEYOND THE INITIAL 
ESTIMATES. 

5 .  LOCAL BASE SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS -- NONE FORMED 

6 .  BASE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE: (619) 830-6213 

U. S. HOUSE: DISTRICT 40 -- JERRY LEMIS (R) 
STATE SENATE: DISTRICT 31 -- BILL LEONARD (R) 

STATE ASSEMBLY: DISTRICT 65 -- BRFIT GRANLUND (R) 



Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Act 

(As amended through October 1994) 





Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code 

9 2687. Base closures and realigxunents 
(a) Not withstanding any other provisions of law, no action may be taken to effect or irnplement- 

(1) the closure of any military installation at which at least 300 civilian personnel are authorized 
to be employed; 

(2) any realignment with respect to any installation referred to in paragraph (1) involving a 
reduction by more than 1,000, or by more than 50 percent, in the number of civilian personnel 
authorized to be employed at such military installation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of the military department concerned notifies the Congress under subsection @) of the 
Secretary's plan to close or realign such installation; or 

(3) any construction, conversion, or rehabilitation at any military facility other than a military 
installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) which will or may be required as a result of the 
relocation of civilian personnel to such facility by reason of any closure or realignment to which 
clause (1) or (2) applies, 

unless and until the provisions of subsection (b) are complied with. 
(b) No action described in subsection (a) with respect to the closure of, or a realignment with respect to, 

any military installation referred to in such subsection rnay be taken unless and until- 
(1) the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the military department concerned notifies the 

Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives, as part of an annual 
request for authorization of appropriations to such Committees, of the proposed closing or 
realignment and submits with the notification an evaluation of the fiscal, local economic, 
budgetary, environmental, strategic, and operational consequences of such closure or realignment; 
and 

(2) a period of 30 legislative days or 60 calendar days, whichever is longer, expires following 
the day on which the notice and evaluation referred to in clause (1) have been submitted to such 
committees, during which period no irrevocable action rnay be taken to effect or implement the 
decision. 

(c) This section shall not apply to the closure of a military installation, or a realignment with respect to a 
military installation, if the President certifies to the Congress that such closure or realignment must be 
implemented for reasons of national security or a military emergency. 

(d)(l) After the expiration of the period of time provided for in subsection @)(2) with respect to the 
closure or realignment of a military installation, funds which would otherwise be available to the Secretary 
to effect the closure or realignment of that installation may be used by him for such purpose. 

(2) Nothing in this section restricts the authority of the Secretary to obtain architectural and engineering 
services under section 2807 of this title. 

(e) In this section: 
(1) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport 

facility for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction of the Deparanent of Defense, 
including any leased facility, which is located within any of the several States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, or Guam. 
Such term does not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors 
projects, or flood control projects. 

(2) The tern "civilian personnel" means direct-hire, permanent civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense. 

(3) The term "realignment" includes any action which both reduces and relocates functions and 
civilian personnel positions, but does not include a reduction in force resulting from workload 
adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, skill imbalances, or other similar causes. 

(4) The term "legislative day" means a day on which either House of Congress is in session. . 
(As amended Pub.L. 98-525, Title XTV, § 1405(41), Oct. 19, 1984, 98 Stat. 2624; Pub.L. 99-145, Title W ,  5 
1202(a), Nov. 8, 1985, 99 Stat. 717; Pub.L. 100-180, Div. A, Title XII, § 1231(17), Dec. 4, 1987, 101 Stat. 1161; 
Pub.L. 101-510, Div. A. Title XXIX, 5 2911. Nov. 5, 1990, 104 Stat. 1819.) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEhT ACT OF 1990 
- 

AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

. (Title XXIX of P.L. 10 1-5 10, approved Nov. 5, 1990, 10 U.S.C. 2587 note, . . 
as amended through P.L. 103- ) 

. . 
t'ITLE XXM - DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

PART A - Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
. . 

37 SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE 
(a) Short Title. -This part may be cited as the "Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Act of 1990". 
@) Purpose. - The purpose of this part is to provide a fair process that 

will result in the timely closure and realignment of military installations inside 
the United States. 

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 
(a) Establishment. -There is established an independent commission to 

be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission". 
@) Duties. -The Commission shall c .  out the duties specified for it in 

this part 
(c) Appointment. - (l)(A) The Commission shall be composed of eight 

members appointed by the President, by and with the advise and consent of 
the Senate. 
(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for 

appointment to the Commission - 
(i) by no later than January 3,1991, in the case of members of the 

Commission whose tenns will expire at the end of the £irst session of 
the 102nd Congress; 

(ii) by no later than January 25,1993, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of 
the 103rd Congress; and 

(i) by no later than January 3,1995, in the case of members of the 
Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first session of 
the 104th Congress. 

(C) If the President does not transmit to Congress the nominations for 
appointment to the Commission on or before the date specified for 1993 in 
clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 1995 in clause (iii) of such 
subparagraph, the process by which military installations may be selected for 
closure or realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be 
terminated. 

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to the 
Commission, the President should consult with - 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning the 
appointment of two members; 

(B) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appointment of 
two members; 



(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives concerning . 
. . 

the appointment of one member; and 
@) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appoinbnent of 

one member. - 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appointment to the 

Commission for each session of Congress referred to in paragraph (l)(B), the 
President shall designate one such individual who shall serve as Chairman of 
the Commission. 

(d) Terms. - (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), each member of the 
Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress sine die for the 
session during which the member was appointed to the Commission. 

(2) The C h a n  of the Commission shall serve until the confhnation of a 
successor. 

(e) Meetings. -(I) The Commission shall meet only during calendar 
years 1991,1993, and 1995. 

(2)(A) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in which 
classified information is to be discussed, shall be open to the public. 

(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the Commission 
shall be open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 
Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, or such other members 
of the Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or ranking 

I .  minority party member. 
. ,  (ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of the 

Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives, or 
such other members of the Subcommittee designated by such 
Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of the 
Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives, or 
such other members of the Subcommittees designated by such 
Chairmen or ranking minority party members. 

(0 Vacancies. - A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment, but the individual appointed to fill the 
vacancy shall serve only for the unexpired portion of the term for which the 
individual's predecessor was appointed. 

(g) Pay and Travel Eqienses. - (IXA) Each member, other than the 
Chairman, shall be paid at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum 
annual rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under 
section 53 I5 of title 5, United States Code, for each day (including txavel 
time) during which the member is engaged in the actual performance of duties 
vested in the Commission. 

(El) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in subparagraph 
(A) at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the minimum annual rate of basic 
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pay payable for level 111 of the Executive Schedule under section 53 14 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(h) Director of Staff. - (1) The Commission shall, without regard to 
section 53 1 1 (b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director who has not 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces or as a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense during the one-year period preceding the date of such 
appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at the rate of basic pay payable for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code. 

(i) Staff. -(I) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with the 
approval of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of additional 
personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to the 
provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service, and any personnel so appointed may be paid without 
regard to the provisions of chapter 5 1 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of that 
title [sections 5 101 et seq. and 533 1 et seq., respectively, of Title 53 relating to 
classification and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so 
appointed may not receive pay in excess of the annual rate of basic pay 
payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3)(A) Not more than one-third of the personael employed by or detailed to 
the Commission may be on detail Grom the Department of Defense. 

(B)(i) Not more than one-fifth of the professional analysts of the 
Commission staff may be persons detailed h m  the Department of Defense to 
the Commission. 

(i.) No person detailed h m  the Department of Defense to the 
Commission may be assigned as the lead professional analyst with 
respect to a military department or defense agency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed fiom the Department of Def- to the 
Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is to begin, that person 
participated personally and substantially in any matter within the Department 
of Defense concerning the preparation of recommendations for closures or 
realignments of military installations. 

@) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or employee of the 
Department of Defense, may - 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, or 
efficiency of the performance on the staff of the Commission of any 
person detailed fiom the Department of Defense to that M, 

(i) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disapprove such a report 

(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal department or : 

agency may detail any of the personnel of that department or agency to the 



Commission to assist the Commission in carrying out its duties under this 

Part. 
(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide assistance, 

including the detailing of employees, to the Commission in accordance with 
an agreement entered into with the Commission. 

(6)  The following restictions relating to the personnel oft& Commission 
shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the st.& at any one 
time. 

(B) The staff may perform only such bctions as are necessary to 
prepare for the transition to new membership on the Commission in 
the following year. 

(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no employee of the 
Department of Defense may serve on the staff. 

(j) Other Authority. - (1) The Commission may procure by contract, to 
the extent funds are available, the temporary or intermittent services of 
experts or consultants pursuant to section 3 109 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal property to the 
extent funds are available. 
Q Funding. - (1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Commission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties under this part 
Such funds shall remain available until expended. 
. (2) If no h d s  are appropriated to the Commission by the end of the second 

session of the 10 1 st Congress, the Secretary of Defense may transfer, for 
fiscal year 199 1, to the Commission funds from the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account established by section 207 of Public Law 100-526 [set 
out as a note under this section]. Such h d s  shall remain available until 
expended. 
(I) Termination. -The Commission shall terminate on December 3 1, 

1995. 
(m) Prohibition against Restricting Communications. -Section 1034 

of title 10, United States Code, shall apply with respect to communications 
with the Commission. 

SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) YorceStncture Plan. - (1) As part of the budget justification 
documents submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the Department 
of Defense for each of the fiscal years 1992,1994, and 1996, the Secretary 
shall include a force-structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an 
assessment by the Secretary of the probable threats to the national security 
during the six-year period beginning with the fiscal year for which the budget 
request is made and of the anticipated levels of fimding that will be available 
for national defense purposes during such period. 
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. . . .  . . . :. . . 

. .. (2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or indirectly) to 
.. . military installations inside the United States that may be.closed or realigned . . . . . . : . .. . ... .. . under such plan - . . . ,. . . . . . (A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph (1); . . . . .. . .':. - . .  ..: . . 

. .  . . ... . 
' :.: .. . .. 

(8) a description (i) of the anticipated force-structure during and at 
. - _.. 

- :: . . .. . . . ... :, . 
the end of each such period for each military department (with 

: . . . .. . .:. 
specifications of the number and type of units in the active and reserve 

. .. . ..: . ,... 
'.! ' ,.. . . . .  . 

forces of each such department), and (ii) of the units that will need to . 

. .. . .. .. : .. . . be forward based (with a justification thereof) during and at the end of 
each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such force- 
structure plan. 

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force-structure 

Federal 
Register, 

. ' mblication. . -  . 

. : Register, . .. 
. J)ublication. 

plan to the Commission. 
@) Selection Criteria. - (1) The Secretary shall, by no later than, 

December 3 1, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the 
congressional defense committees the criteria proposed to be used by the 
Department of Defense in making recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. 
The Secretary shall provide an opportunity for public comment on the 
proposed criteria for a period of at least 30 days and shall include notice of 
that opportunity in the publication required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, publish 
in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
the final criteria to be used in making recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of military installations inside the United States under this part. 
Except as provided in subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria 
to be used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of 
Congress enacted on or before March IS, 199 1. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments may not 
become effective until they have been published in the Federal Register, 
opened to public comment for at least 30 days, and then transmitted to the 
congressional defense committees in final form by no later than January 15 of 
the year concerned. Such amended criteria shall be the haJ  criteria to be 
used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such ;ecornmen&tions unless disapproved by a joint resolution of 
Congress enacted on or before February 15 cf the year concerned. 

(c) DoD Recommendations. - (1) The Secretary may, by no later than 
April 15, 199 1, March 15,1993 and March 1,1995, publish in the 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense committees and 
to the Commission a list of the military installations inside the United States 
that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the 
force-structure plan and the final criteria referred to in subsection (b)(2) that ., 
are applicable to the year concerned 
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(2) The Secretaq shall include, with the list of recommendations published 
and h-ansmitted pursuant to paragraph (I),  a summary of the selection process 
that resulted in the recommendation for each installation, including a . 
justification for each recommendation. The Secretary shall transmit the 
matters referred to in the preceding sentence not later than 7 days @er the 
date of transmittal to the congressional defense committees and the 
Commission of the list referred to in paragraph (I). 

(3)(A) In considering military installations for closure or realignmenf the 
Secretary shall consider all military installations inside the United States 
equally without regard to whether the installation has been previously 
considered or proposed for closure or realignment by the Department. 

(B) In considering military installationsfor closure or realignment, the 
Secretary 9 not t a k  into account for anypurpose mry advance conversion 
planning undertaken by an afected community with respect to the anticipated 
closure or realignment of an installatioa 

(C) For purposes of subparagraph (B), in the case of a communiv 
anticipating the economic effects of a closure or realignment of a militmy 
installation, advance conversion planning - 

0) shall include community adjustment and economic 
diverszj?cation planning undertaken by the community before an 
anticipated selection of a military imtallation in or near the 
community for closure or realignment; and 

(ii) may include the development of contingency redevelopment 
plans, plansfor economic development and diversifcation, andplans 
for the joint use (including civilian and military use, public and 
private use, civilian dual use, and civilian shared use) of the property 
or facilities of the installation afer the anticipated closure or 
realignment. 

(4) In addition to making all information used by the Secretary to prepare 
the recommendations under this subsection available to Congress (including 
any committee or member of Congress), the Secretary shall also make such 
information available to the Commission and the Comptroller General of the 
United States. 

(5)(A) Each person referred to in subparagraph (B), when submitting 
information to the Secretary of Defense or the Commission concerning the 
closure or realignment of a militaq installation, shall certify that such 
infoxmation is accurate and complete to the best of h i t  person's knowledge 
a d  belief. 

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies to the following persons: 
(i) The Secretaries of the military departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
(iii) Each person who is in a position the duties of which include 

personal and substantial involvement in thk preparation and 
submission of information and recommendations concerning the . . 
closure or realignment of military installations, as designated in 
regulations which the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe, regulations 
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Public 
tnfkrmation. 

Reports. 

which the Secretary of each military department shall prescribe for 
personnel within that military department, or regulations which the 
head of each Defense Agency shall prescribe for personnel within that 
Defense Agency. 

(6) Any information provided to the Commission by a person described in 
paragraph (5)(B) shall also be submitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives to be made available to the Members ofthe House concerned 
in accordance with the rules of that House. The information shall be 
submitted to the Senate and the House of Representatives within 24 hours 
a@ the kbmission ofthe information to the Commission 

(d) Review and Recommendations by the Commission. - (1) After 
receiving the recommendations fiom the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) 
for any year, the Commission shall conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. All testimony before the Commission at apublic hearing 
conducted under this paragraph shall be presented under oath 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year in which 
the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection (c), 
transmit to the President a report containing the Commission's findings and 
conclusions based on a review and analysis of the recommendations made by 
the Secretary, together with the Commission's recommendations for closures 
and realignments of military installations inside the United States. 

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its recommendations, the 
Commission may make changes in any of the recommendations made by the 
Secretary if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated 
substantially fiom the force-structure plan and final criteria referred to in 
subsection (c)(l) in making recommendations. 

(C) In the case of a change described in subparagraph (D) in the 
recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may make the 
change only if the Commission - 

(i) makes the determination required by subparagraph (B); 
(ii) determines that the change is consistent with the force-structqe 

plan and final criteria referred to in subsection (c)(l); 
(i) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal 

Register not less than 45 dqys before transmitting its 
recommendations to the President pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the proposed change. 
(D) Subparagraph (C) &dl apply to a change by the Commission il the 

Secretary's recommendations that would - 
(i) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of military installations 

recommended by the Secretary for realignment; or 
(ii) increase the extent of a realignment of a particular military 

installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submitted to the 

President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation made by the 
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Commission that is different from the recommendations made by the 
Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). The Commission shall transmit a copy 
of such report to the congressional defense committees on the same date on 
which it transmits its recommendations to the President under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits 
recommendations to the President under this subsection, the Commission 
shall promptly provide, upon request, to any Member of Congress 
information used by the Commission in making its recommendations. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall - 
(A) assist the Commission, to the extent requested, in the 

Commission's review and analysis of the recommendations made by 
the Secretary pursuant to subsection (C); and 

(B) by no later than April 15 of each year in which the Secretary 
makes such recommendations, transmit to the Congress and to the 
Commission a report containing a detailed analysis of the Secretary's 
recommendations and selection process. a 

(E) In making recommendatiom under this paragraph, the Commission 
may not take into accountfor anypurpose any advance conversion planning 
undertaken by an afected community with respect to the anticipated closure 
or  realignment of a military installation 

(e) Review by the President. - (1) The President shall, by no later than 
July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes recommendations under 
subsection (d), transmit to the Commission and to the Congress a report 
containing the President's approval or disapproval of the Commission's 
recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the Commission, 
the President shall transmit a copy of such recommendations to the Congress, 
together with a certification of such approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recommendations of the Commission, 
in whole or in part, the President shall transmit to the Commission and the . 
Congress the reasons for that disapproval. The Commission shall then . 
transmit to the President, by no later than August 15 of the year concerned, a 
revised list of recommendations for the closure and realignment of military 
installations. 

(4) If the President approves al l  of the revised recommendations of the 
Commission transmitted to the President under paragraph (3), the President 
shall transmit a copy of such revised recommendations to the Congress, 
together with a certification of such approval. 

(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval and 
certification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of any year in 
which the Commission has transmitted recommendations to the President 
under this part, the process by which military installations may be selected for 
closure or realignment under this part with respect to that year shall be 
terminated. 
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10 USC 2687 SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY ' 

note. rNSTALLATIONS 
(a) In General. - Subject to subsection @), the Secretary shall - 

(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by the 
Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress by the 
President pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realignment 
by such Commission in each such report; 

(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than two 
years after the date on which the President transmits a report to the 
Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing the recommendations 
for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than the 
end of the six-year period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for such closures or realignments. 

(b) Congressional DisapprovaL - (1) The Secretary may not carry out 
any closure or realignment recommended by the Commission in a report 
transmitted from the President pursuant to section 2903(e) if a joint resolution 
is enacted, in accordance with the provisions of section 2908, disapproving 
such recommendations of the Commission before the earlier of - 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on which the 
President transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session during 
which such report is transmitted. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections (a) and 
(c) of section 2908, the days on which either House of Congress is not in 
session because of adjournment of more than three days to a day certain shall 
be excluded in the computation of a period. 

10 USC 2687 S EC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 
note. (a) In GeneraL - (1) In closing or realigning any military installation 

under this p a .  the Secretary may - 
(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign any 

military installation, including the acquisition of such land, the 
construction of such replacement facilities, the performance of such 
activities, and the conduct of such advacc planning and design as 
may be required to transfer functions h m  a military installation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation, and may use for 

. such purpose funds in the Account or h d s  appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for use in planning and design, minor 
construction, or operation and maintenance; 

(B) provide- 
(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community .- 

located near a military installation being closed or realigned, 
and 

Community 
action programs. 
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(ii) community planning assistance to any community 
located near a m i l i w  installation to which functions will be 
transferred as a result of the closure or realignment of a military 
installation, if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial 
resources available to the community (by grant or otherwise) for such 
purposes are inadequate, and may use for such purposes funds in the 
Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for 
economic adjustment assistance or community planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental 
restoration and mitigation at any such installation, and shall use for 
such purposes funds in the Accoung 

(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees 
employed by the Department of Defense at military installations being 
closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose funds in the 
Account or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for 
outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed at the 
request of the Secretary with respect to any such closure or 
reaiignmenf and may use for such purpose funds in the Account or 
funds appropriated to the Department of Defense and available for 
such purpose. 

(2) h carrying out any closure or realignment under this pa* 
the Secretary shall ensure that environmental-restoration of any property made 
excess to thk needs bf the Department of Defense as a result of such closure or 
realignment be carried out as soon as possible with funds available for such 
purpo=. 

@) Management and Disposal of ~rop&ty.  - (1) The Administrator of 
General Senices shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to - 

excess and surplus realproperty, facilities, andpersonal property located at a 
military installation closed or realigned under this part - 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess property 
under section 202 of the Federal Property and Admkktrative Services 
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 
(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus property 

under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 
(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and make 

determinations under section 13(g) of the Surplus Prcperty Act of 
1944 [SO U.S.C. App. 1622(g)]; and 
(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the availability 

of excess or surplus real property for wildlife conservation purposes in 
accordance with the Act of May 19,1948 (16 U.S.C. 66%). 

@)(A) Subject to subparagraph (C) a d p r n a g ~ a p h  (31, (41, (5)) and (61, 
the Secretary of Defense shall exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary .. 
pursuant to paragraph (1) in accordance with - 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act 
[Nov. 5,19901 governing the utilization of excess property and the 
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disposal of surplus property under the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act 
governing the conveyance and disposal of property under section 
13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 [50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)]. 

(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of General 
Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to cany out the delegation 
of authority required by paragraph (1). 

(C) The authority required to be delegated by paragraph (1) to the Secretary 
by the Administrator of General Services shall not include the authority to 
prescribe general policies and methods for utilizing e x q s  property and 
disposing of surplus property. 

@) The Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facilities located 
at a military installation to be closed or realigned under this p a .  with or 
without reimbursement, to a military department or other entity (including a 
nonappropriated fund instrumentality) within the Department of Defense or 
the Coast Guard. 
Q Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of any 

surplus real property or facility located at any military installation to be closed 
or realigned under this part, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the 
Governor of the State and the heads of the local governments concerned for 
the purpose of considering any plan for the use of such property by the local 
community concerned. 

(3)(A) Not later than 6 months afier the date of approval of the closure of a 
military installation under this part, the Secretary, in consultatr'on with the 
redevelopment authority with respect to the installation, shall - 

(0 irrventory the personal property located at the installation; and 
(ii) idem> the items (or categories of items) of such personal 

property that the Secretary determines to be related to real property 
and anticipates will support the implementation of the rede~elopment 
plan with respect to the installation 

(B) l fno redevelopment authority referred to in subparagraph (A) exists 
with respect to an installation, the Secretrny shall consult with - 

0) the local government in whose jurisdiction the installation is 
wholly located; or 

@J a local government agency or State government agency 
designated for the purpose of such consultation by the chiefexecutive 
oflcer of the State in which the installation is located 

(C)fl) Ekcept as provided in subparagraphs (E) and m, the Secretary may 
not carry out any of the activities refereed to in claure (ii) with respect to an 
installation referred to in that claure until the earlier of- 

@ one week a@ the &te on which the redevelopment plan for the 
imtallation is submitted to the Secretary; 

(TI) the date on which the redevelopment authority notijies the ' . . 
Secretary that it will not submit such a plan; 
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(11) twenty four monrhs afrer the date of approval of the closure of 
the installation; or 
(w ninety days before the date of the closure of the installation. 

(ii) The activities referred to in clause (i) are activities relating ro the 
closure of an installation to be closed under this part as follows: 

(4 The transjerfiom the installation of items ofpersonalproperty 
at the installation identified in accordance with subparagraph (A). 

(I0 The reduction in maintenance and repair of facilities or 
equipment located at the installation below the minimum levels 
required to support the use of such facilities or equipment for 
nonmilitary purposes. 

(D) Except as provided in paragraph (4), the Secre tq  may not transfer 
items ofpersonal property located at an installation to be closed under this 
part to another installation, or dispose of such itemsl ifsuch items are 
idenhij?ed in the redevelopmentplan for the installation as items essential to 
the reuse or redevelopment of the installation In connection with the 
development of the redevelopment p lm  for the installation, the Secretary shall 
consult with the entity responsible for developing the redevelopment plan to 
idenhlfjl the items ofpersonal property located at the imtallation, ifarryl that 
the entity desires to be retained at the installation for rercse or redevelopment 
of the installation. 

(E) 7%isparagraph shall not apply to any personal property located at an 
installation to be closed under this part ifthe property- 

0) is required for the operation of a unit, fiutction, component, weapon, or 
weapons system at another installatratron; 
(ii) is uniquely military in character, and is likely to have no civilian use 

(other than me for its material content or as a source of commonly used 
components); 

(iii) is not required for the reutilization or redevelopment of the installation 
(as jointly determined by the Secretary and fhe redevelopment authority); 
(5) is stored at the installation for purposes of distribution (including spare 

parts or stock items); or 
(v)@ meets hown requirements of an &thorizedprogram of another 

Federal department or agency for which expenditures far similar property 
would be necessary, and fll) is the subject of a witten request by the head of 
the deparrment or agency. 

(F) Nowithstanding nibparagraphs (C)() and @I), the Secretcry may 
carry out any activity r<&ved to in subparagraph (C)(ii) or a)) ifihe 
Secretary determines that the canying out of such activity is in the national 
security interest of the United States. 

(4)(A) The Secretary mqy transfer real property andpersonal property 
located at a military installatr'on to be closed under this part to the 
redevelopment author@ with respect to the installation. 

(B)()(Q ficept as provided in c l m e  0, the transfer ofproperty under . 
subparagraph (A) may be fir consideration at or below the estimated fair 
market value of the property transferred or without consideration Such 
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consideration may include consideration in kind (including goo& and 
services), real property and improvements, or such other consideration err the 
Secretary considers appropriate. The Secretary shall determine the estimated 
fair marker value of the property to be transferred under this subparagraph 
before carrying out such tranrfer. 

(14 The Secretary shall prescribe regulations that set forth 
guidelines for determining the amount, i f  any, ofconsideration 
requiredjbr a trader under this paragraph Such regulations shall . 
include a requirement that, in the case of each traMer under this 
paragraph for consideration below the estimatedfiir market value of 
the property traMerred, the Secretary provide an explanation why the 
transfer is not for the estimated fair market value of the property 
transferred [including an explanation why the tram$er cannot be 
carried out in accordance with the authoriryprovided to the Secretmy 
pursuant to paragraph (I) or (2) 1. 

(ii) The transfer ofproperty under subparagraph (A) shall be without 
consideration in the case of any installation located in a rural area whose 
closure under this part will have a substantial adverse impact (as determined 
by the Secretary) on the economy of the communities in the vicinity of the 
installation and on the prospect for the economic recovery of such 
communitiesfi.om such closure. The Secretary shall prescribe in the 
regulations under clause ()(I0 the manner of determining whether 
communities are eligible for the tramjer ofproperty under this clause. 

(iii) In the case of a transfer under subparagraph (A)for consideration 
below the fair market value of the property transferred, the Secretary may 

i recoupfi.om the transferee of such property such portion as the Secretary I 

determines appropriate of the amount, ifany, by which the sale or lease of 
such property by such transfiree exceek the amowtt of consideration paid to 
the Secretary for such property by such transferee. The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations for determining the amount of recoupment under this 
clause. 
(C)@ 2%-e tramfir ofpersonalproperfy under subparagraph (A) shall not 

be subject to the provisions of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40 US. C. 483, 484) if the Secretary 
determines that the transfer of such property is necessary for the efective 
implementation of a redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at 
which such property is located 

(ii) The Secretary may, in lieu of the trmfer oofproperp referred to in 
subparagraph (A), trang2erproperty similar to such property (including 
property not located at the installation) ifthe Secretary determines that the 
transfer of such similar property is in the interest of the United States. 

(D) The provisions of section 12OP) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 [42 U.S.C. 9620 fi)] shall 
apply to any transfer of real property under this paragraph 
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(E) The Secretary may require any additional terms and condirionr in 
connection with a transfer under this paragraph ar such Secretmy conciders 
appropriate to protect the interests of the llnited States. 

(5)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall take 
such actions as the Secretary determines necessary to e w e  that final 
determinations under paragraph (I)  regarding whether another depament 
or agency of the Federal Government has ident8ed a use for any portion of a 
military installation to be closed under this part, or will accept transfer of any 
portion of such installation, are made not later than 6 months ajier the dore of 
approval ofclosure of that installation 

(IB) The Secretary may, in consultation with the redevelopment authority 
with respect to an installation, postpone making the final determinations 
referred to in subparagraph (A) with reJpect to the installation for such 
~ e r i o d  as the Secretary determines appropriate ifrhe Secretary determines 
that suchposponement is in the best interests of the communities aflected by 
the closure of the installation 

(6)(A) ficept as provided in this paragraph, nothing in this section shall 
limit or otherwiSe #ect the application of the provisions of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) to military 
installations closed under this part. 

(B)(i) Not later than the date on which the Secretary of Defense completes 
the determination under paragraph (5) of the tranrferability of any portion of 
an installation to be closed under this p m ,  the Secretary shall - 

(l) complete any determinations or surveys necessary to determine 
whether any building or property referred to in clause is excess 
property, nuplus proper& or umuilized or underutilizedproperty for 
the purpose of the infrmation referred to in section 501 (a) of such 
Act[42 USC. 114II(a)]; and 

(I4 submit to the Secretary of Housing and ~ r b &  Development 
infomation on any building or property that is so determined 

(ii) The buildings andproperty referred to in clause 0) are ciny buildings or 
property located at an installation referred to in that clause for which no use 
is idenfified, or of which no Federal department or agency will accept 
trarfer, ptrrsuan~ to the determination of trmferability rueerred to in that 
clause. 

(C) Not later than 60 days afier the date on which the Secretary of Defense 
submits ifirmation to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
under subparagrqh (B)(ii), the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall- 

. (J ident15 the buildings andproperty described in such information that 
are suitable for use to assist the homeless; 
(ii) notifi the Secretary ofDefinse of the buildings andproperty that are so 

identifed; 
(iii) publish in the Federal Register a list of the buildings andproperty that 

are so identiified, including with respect to each building or property the 
information refirred to in section 501 (c)(l)(B) of such Act; and 
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(iv) make available with respect to each building and property the 
information referred to in section 501 (c) (l)(C) of such Act in accordance with 
such section 501(c)(l)(C). 

- (D) Any buildings and property included in a list published under 
subparagraph (C)(iii) shall be treated as properly available for application 
for use to assist the homeless under section 501 ( 9  of such Act. 

(E) The Secretary ofDe>nse shall make available in accordance with 
section 501 of such Act any buildings or property referred to in 
subparagraph (D) for which - 
(i) a written notice of an intent to w e  such buildings or property to assist 

the homeless is received by the Secretcny of Health and Human Services in 
accordance with section 501 (4(2) of such Act; 

(ii) an application far we  of such buildings orproperty for such purpose is 
submitted to the Secretary of Health and Human Services in accordance with 
section 501 (e)(2) of such Act; and 

(iii) the Secretary oflealth and Human Services - 
0 completes all actions on the application in accordance with 

section 501(e)(3) ofsuch Act; and 
(I0 approves the application under section 501(e) of such Act.. 

(F)(i) Subject to clause 0, a redevelopment authority may express in 
writing an interest in using buildings and proper^ rejerred to in 
subparagraph (D), or use such buildings andproperty, in accordance with 
the redevelopment plan with respect to the installation at which such 
buildings andproperty are located as follows: 

(4 rfno written notice of an intent to me such buildings or property 
to assist the homeless is received by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services in accordance with section 501(9(2) of such Act 
during the 60-*period beginning on the date of the publication of 
the buildings andproperty under subparagraph (C)(iii). 

(i!Q In the case of buildings andpropertyjor which such notice is so 
received, ifno completed application &.we of the bGldings or 
property for suchpwpose is received by the Secre t e  of Health and 
Human Services in accordonce with section 501 (e)(2) of such Act 
during the 90+period beginning on the dale of the receipt of such 
notice. 

(ZII) In the case of building&) andproperiy for which such 
ap,dication is so rtceivecl ifthe Secretary of Heclth and Human 
Sem'ces rejects the application under section 501 (e) of such Act. 

(ii) Buildings andproperty shall be available onlyfor the purpose of 
. permitting a redevelopment authority to express in writing an interest in the 

use of such buildings andproper& or to use such buildings andproperty, 
under clause 0) as follows: 

fl In the case of buildings andproperty referred to in clause ()@, 
during the one-year period beginning on the first day 4 e r  the 60-dqy 
period referred to in that clause. 
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( I .  In the case of buildings andproperty referred to in clause 
(0 (10, during the one-year period beginning on the first day afier the 
90-day period referred to in that clause. 

(IIO In the case of buildings andproperry referred to in clause . 

(i)(IIO, during the one-year period beginning on the date of the 
rejection of the application refirred to in that clause. 

(iii) A redevelopment authority shall express an interest in the use of 
buildings andproperty under this subparagraph by notrfiing the Secretary of 
Defime, in writing, of such an interest. 
(G)(i) Buildings andproper@ available for a redevelopment authority 

under subparagraph shall not be available for use to assist the homeless 
under section 501 of such Act while so available for a redevelopment 
authority. 
(ii) Ifa redevelopment authority does not q r e s s  an interest in the use of 

buildings or property, or commence the use of buildings or property, under 
subparagraph (FJ within the applicable time periods specified in clause (ii) of 
such subparagraph, such buildings or property shall be treated as property 
available for use to assist the homeless under section 501 (a) of such Act. 

(7) (A) Subject to paragraph (C), the Secretary may contract with local 
governmenkfor the provision ofpolice services, j r e  protection services, 
airfield operation services, or other community services by such governments 
at military installatiom to be closed under rhis part ifthe Secretary 
determines that the provision of such services under such contracts is in the 
best interests of the Department of Defense. 

(B) The Secretary may exercise the authori~provided ur&r this 
paragraph without regard to the provisions of chapter 146 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(C) The Secretary may not exercise the authority under subparagraph (A) 
with respect to an installation earlier than 180 h y s  befoe the dote on which 
the imtallation is to be closed 

(D) The Secretary shall include in a contractfor services entered into with 
a local government d r  this paragraph a clause that requires the use of 
professionals to fianish the services to the extent thatprofssionals are 
available in the area under the jurisdiction of such government. 

(c) Applicability of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. - (1) 
The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 
4321 e: seq.) shall not agply to the actions of the President, the Commission, 
and. except as provided in paragraph (2), the Department of Defense in 
carrying out this part. 

(2)(A) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under this part (i) during 
the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating 
functions fiom a military installation being closed or realigned to another 
military installation after the receiving installation has been selected but , 

before the functions are relocated. 
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(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 to the processes referred to in subparagraph (A). the Secretary of 
~ e f e n s e  and the Secretary of the military departments concerned shall not 

- have to consider - 
(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which 

has been recommended for closure or realignment by the 
Commission; 

(i) he need for transferring functions to any military installation 
which has been selected as the receiving installation; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or 
selected. 

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any requirement of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent such Act is 
applicable under paragraph (2), of any act or failure to act by the Department 
of Defense during the closing, realigning, or relocating of functions referred to 
in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph (2)(A), may not be brought more than 60 
days after the date of such act or failure to act 

(d) Waiver. -The Secretary of Defense may close or realign military 
installations under this part without regard to - 

( I )  any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing or 
realigning military installations included in any appropriations or 
authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10; United States Code. 
(e) Transfer Authorify.in Connection with Payment of Environmental 

Remediation Costr. - (I)(A) Subject to paragraph (2) of this subsection and 
' 

section 120Qt) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 [42 US. C 9620fi)J the Secretary 
may enter into an agreement to transfer by deed real property or facilities . 
referred to in subparagraph (B) with anyperson who agrees toperform all 
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental 
compliance activities that are requiredfor the property or facilities under 
Federal andState laws, ahinistrative decisions, agreements (including 
schedules and milestones), and conwences. 

(B) The real property and facilities referred to in subparagraph (A) are the 
real properg andfacilities located at an installation closed or to be closed 
under this part that are available exclusively for the use, or expression of an 
interzst in a use, of a redevelopment authority under subsection (b)(6)F3 
during the periodprovidedfor that %el or expression of interest in use, under 
that subsection 

(C) The Secretary may require any additional terms and conditions in 
connection with an agreement authorized by subparagraph (A) as the 
Secretary considers appropriate to protect the interests of the United States. 

(2) A transfir of real property or facilities may 'be made under paragraph . 
(I) only if the Secretary certifies to Congress that - 

(A) the costs of all environmental restoration, waste managementl and 
environmental compliance activities to be paid by the recipient ofthe property 
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or facilities are equal to or greater than the fair market value of the properry 
orjacilities to be rramjirred, as determined by the Secretav; or 

(B) ifsuch costs are lower than thefiir market value of the properry or 
facilities, the recipient of the property or facilities agrees to pay the drflerence 
between the fair market value and suck costs. 

(3) Aspart of an agreement under paragraph (I), the Secretary shall 
disclose to the person to whom the properp or facilities will be transferred 
ary information of the Secretrqv regarding the environmental restoration, 
waste management, and environmental compliance activities described in 
paragraph (1) that relate to the property or facilities. The Secretary shall 
provide such information bejbre enfering into the agreement. 

(4) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to modrfi, alter, or amend 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) or the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
US.  C. 6901 et seq.). 
'- (5) Section 330 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1993 (Public Low 102-484; 10 US.C.2687 note) shall not apply to any 
transfer under this subsection to persons or entities described in subsection 
(a)(2) of section 330. 
(6) The Secretary may not enter into an agreement to trader property or 

facilities under this subsection ajier the expiration ofthe five-year period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1994. 

, . . 10 USC 2687 
note. 

SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 
(a) In GeneraL - (1) There is hereby established on the books of the 

Treasury an m u n t  to be known as the "Department of ~efense  Base Closure 
Account 1990" which shall be ariministered by the Secretary as a single 
accOI.Int. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account - 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to approvd in an 

appropriation Act, transfer to the Account fiom funds appropriated to 
the Department of Defense for any purpose, except that such funds 
may be tmsfened only after the date on which the Secretary transmits 
written notice of, and justification for, such transfer to the 
congressional defense committees; 

(C) except as provided in subsection (d), proceeds received from the 
transfer or disposal of any property at a military installation closed or 
realigned under this part; and 

(D) proceedr received afer September 30,1995, fiom the transfer 
or disposal ofany proper9 at a military instalation closed or 
realigned under title 11 of the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 US.C. . 
2687 note). 
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(b) Use of Funds. - ( I )  The Secretary mqv use rhefindr in the .Account 
only for the purposes described in section 2905 or, ajer Seprember 30, 1995, 
for environmental restoration and property management and disposal at 
installations closed or realigned under title I1 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526: 
10 US. C. 2687 note). 

(2) When a decision is made to use h d s  in the Account to carry out a 
construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the project will 
exceed the maximum amount authorized by law for a minor military 
construction project, the Secretary shall notify in writing the congressional 
defense committees of the nature of, and justification for, the project and the 
amount of expenditures for such project. Any such construction project may 
be carried out without regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(c) Reports. - (I)@) No later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, the Secretary 
shall transmit a report to the congressional defense committees of the amount 
and nature of the deposits into, and the expenditures from, the Account during 
such fiscal year and of the amount and nature of other expenditures made 
pursuant to section 2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(i3) The report for afiscal year shall include the following: 
(i) The obligations and expendituresfiom the Account during the 

fiscal year, idenhyed by subaccount, for each military department and 
Defense Agency. 

(ii) The fiscal year in which appropriationsfor such expenditures 
were made and the ficalyear in which fir& were obligatedfor such 
expenditures. 

(iii) Each military construction project for which such obligations 
and expenditures were madeI idemyed by installation andproject 
title. 
(iv) A description and explanation of the extent, fa$, to which 

expendituresfor military comtnrction projectsfor the fiscal year 
d~geredfiom proposalsfor projects andfinding levels t h r  were 
included in the justification transmitted to Congress under section 
2907(1), or otherwise, for theficndingproposals for the Account f ir 
such fiscal year, including an explanation of- 

fl 4 a i l u r e  to carry out rnilitaty construction projects 
that were so proposed; and 
(I. any expenditures for military constniction projects that 

were not so proposed 
(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account afier the termination of 

the authority of the Secretary to ccary out a closure or realignment under this 
part shall be held in the Account until transferred by law after the 
congressional defense committees receive the report transmitted under .. 
paragraph (3). 



(3) No later than 60 days ajer the termination of the authoriry ofthe 
Secretary to carry our a closure or realignment under this part, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the congressional defense committees a report containing an 
accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended horn the Account or 
otherwise expended under this part; and 

(13) any amount remaining in the Account. 
(d) Disposal or Transfer of Commissary Stores and Property 

Purchased with Nonappropriated Funds. - (1) If any real property or 
facility acquired, constructed, or improved (in whole or in part) with 
commissary store funds or nonappropriated funds is transferred or disposed of 
in connection with the closure or realignment of a military installation under 
this part, a portion of the proceeds of the txansfer or other disposal of property 
on that installation shall be deposited in the reserve account established under 
section 204(')(4)(C) of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base 
Closure and Realignment Act (10 U.S.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so deposited shall be equal to the depreciated value of 
investment made with such funds in the acquisition, construction, or 
improvement of that particular real property or facility. The depreciated value 
of the investment shall be computed in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Defense. 

(3) The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such an aggregate 
amount as is provided in advance in appropriation Acts) for the purpose of 
acquiring, constructing, and improving - 

(A) commissary stores; and 
(B) real property and facilities for nonappropriated fund 

instrumentalities. 
(4) As used in this subsection: 

(A) The term "commissary store funds" means funds received fiom 
the adjustment oE, or surcharge on, selling prices at co- stores 
fixed under section 2685 of title 10, United States Code. 

(B) The tam "nonappropriated h d s "  means h d s  received fiom a 
nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 

(C) The tenn "nonappropriated fund instrumentalityn means an 
instrumentality of the United States under the jurisdiction of the 
Armed Forces (including the Army and Air Force Exchange Service, 
the Navy Resale and Services Support Office, and the Marine Corps 
exchanges) which is conducted for the comfwt., pleasure, cantentrnent, 
or physical or mental improvement of members of the Armed Forces. 

(e) Account Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental Restoration 
Projects. - Except for funds deposited into the Account under subsection 
(a), funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may not be used for 
purposes described in section 2905(a)(l)(C). Thk prohibition in this 
subsection shall expire upon the termination of the authority of the Secretaxy 
to carry out a closure or realignment under this part. 
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10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
note. As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each fiscal year 

thereafter for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall transmit to the 
congressional defense committees of Congress - 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried 
out under this part in the fiscal year for which the request is made and 
an estimate of the total expenditures required and cost savings to be 
achieved by each such closure and realignment and of the time period 
in which these savings are to be achieved in each case, together with 
the Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects of such 
actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under 
construction and those planned for construction, to which functions 
are to be kansferred as a result of such closures and realignments, 
together with the Secretary's assessment of the environmental effects 
of such trausfers. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 
COMMISSION REPORT note. 

(a) Terms of the Resolution. -For purposes of section 2904(b), the term 
"joint resolution" means only a joint resolution which is introduced within the 
10-day period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the 
report to the Congress under section 2903(e), and - 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: 

"Tbat Congress disapproves the rAmmendations of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission as submitted by the 
President o n ' " ,  the blank space being filled in with the 
appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapproving 
the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure a d  Realignment 

- .  Commission.". 
(b) Referral. -A resolution described in subsection (a) that is introduced 

in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services of the House of Representatives. A resolution described in 
subsection (a) introduced in the Senate shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed S e ~ c e s  of the Senate. . 

(c) Discharge. - If the committee to which a resolution described in 
subsection (a) is referred has not reported such a resolution (or an identical 
resolution) by the end of the 20-day period beginning on the date on which 
the President transmits the report to the Congress under section 2903(e), such 
committee shall be, at the end of such period, discharged from further 
consideration of such resolution, and such resolution shall be placed on the . 
appropriate calendar of the House involved. 

(d) Consideratioa- ( I )  On or after the third day after the date on which 
the committee to which such a resolution is referred has reported, or has been 
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discharged [under subsection (c)] Gorn fiuther consideration of, such a 
resolution, it is in order (even though a previous motion to the same effect has 
been disagreed to) for any Member of the respective House to move to 
proceed to the consideration of the resolution. A member may make the 
motion only on the day after the calendar day on which the Member 
announces to the House concerned the Member's intention to make the 
motion, except that, in the case of the House of Representatives, the motion 
may be made without such prior announcement if the motion is made by 
direction of the committee to which the resolution was referred. AU points of 
order a g a  the resolution (and against consideration of the resolution) are 
waived. The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and 
is privileged in the Senate and is not debatable. The motion is not subject to 
amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in order. If a motion to 
proceed to the considedon of the resolution is agreed to, the respective 
House shall immediately proceed to consideration of the joint resolution 
without intervening motion, order, or other business, and the resolution shall 
remain the unfinished business of the respective House until disposed of. . 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and appeals in 
connection therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 hours, which shall be 
divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the resolution. 
An amendment to the resolution is not in order. A motion further to limit 
debate is in order and not debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to 
proceed to the consideration of other business, or a motion to recommit the 
resolution is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution is sigreed to or disagreed to is not in order. 

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a resolution 
described in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the 
debate if requested in accordance with the rules of the appropriate House, the 
vote on final passage of the resolution shall ~ u r .  

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the' application of the 
rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as the case may be, to the 
procedure relating to a resolution described in subsection (a) shall be decided 
without debate. 

(e) Consideration by Other House. - (1) If, before the passage by one 
House of a resolution of that House described in subsection (a), that House 
reccived fiom the other House a resolution described in subsection (a), then 
the following p d m s  shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred to a 
committee and may not be considered in the House receiving it except 
in the case of final passage as provided in subparagraph @)(ii). 

(B) With respect to a resolution described in subsection (a) of the 
House receiving the resolution - 

I 

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the same as if no 
resolution had been received h m  the other House; but 
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(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of the 
other House. 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other House, it 
shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that originated in the 
receiving House. 

(f) Rules of the Senate and House. - This section is enacted by 
Congress - 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of the 
rules of each House, respectively, but applicable only with respect to 
the procedure to be followed in that House in the case of a resolution 
described in subsection (a), and it supersedes other rules only to the 
extent that it its inconsistent with such rules; and 

(2) with fill recognition of the constitutional right of either House 
to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure of that House) 
at any time, in the same manner, and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of that House. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE 
note. AUTHORITY 

(a) In General. - Except as provided in subsection (c), during the period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act pov.  5,19901 and ending 
on December 3 1, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive authority for selecting 
for closure or realignment, or for carrying out any closure or realignment of, a 
military installation inside the United States. 

@) Restriction. - Except as provided in subsection (c), none of the h d s  
available to the Department of Defense may be used, other than under this 
part, during the period specified in subsection (a) - 

(1) to identify, though any tmnsmittai to the Congress or through 
any other public announcement or notification, any military 
installation inside the United States as-an installation to be closed or 
realigned or as an installation under consideration for'closure or 
realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military installation 
inside the United States. 

(c) Exception.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of the Secretary 
to CatTy out - 

(1) closures and realignments under title II of Public Law 100-526; 
and 

(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, 
United States Code, is not applicable, including closures and 
realignments carried out for reasons of national security or a military 
emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 
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I0 USC 2687 SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 
note. As used in this part: 

(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 established by section 2906(a)(l). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the Committees 
on Armed Services and the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The tenn "Commission" means the Commission established by section 
2902. 

(4) The tenn "military installation" means a base, camp, posf station, yard, 
center, homeport facility for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Defense, including any leased facility. Such term does 
not include any facility used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors 
projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary jurisdiction or 
control of the Department of Defense. 

(5) The term "realignment" includes any action which both reduces and 
relocates hc t ions  and civilian personnel positions but does not include a 
reduction in force resulting from workload adjustments, reduced p e r s o ~ e l  or 
funding levels, or skill imbalances. 

(6)  The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Defense. 
(7) The term "United States" means the 50 States, the District of Columbia, 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rim, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and any other commonwealth, tenitory, or possession of the United 
States. 

(8) The term "date of approval'', with respect to a closure or realignment of 
an installation, means the date on which the rruthority of Congress to 
disapprove a recommendation of closure or realignment, as the case muy be, 
of such installation under thispart expires. 

(9) The term "redevelopment authority", in the case of an imtallation to be 
closed under this part, means any entity (including an entity esrablished by a 
State or local government) recognized by the Secretary of Defense as the 
entity responsible for developing the redevelopment plan with respect to the 
installation or fir directing the implementation of such plan 

(10) The tenn "redevelopment plan'', in the case of an installation to be 
closed under this part, means a plan that - 

(A) is agreed to by the local redevelopment authority with respect to 
the installation; and 
$I) provides for the reuse or redevelopment of the real property and 

personal property of the instaIIation that is available for such reuse 
and redevelopment as a result of the closure of the installation 



PART B - Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base Closures and 
Realignments 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY 
note. INSTALLATIONS 

(a) Sense of Congress. - It is the sense of the Congress that - 
(1) the termination of milim operations by the United States at 

military installations outside the United States should be 
accomplished at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at the 
earliest opportunity; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense 
should take steps to ensure that the United States receives, through 
direct payment or otherwise, consideration equal to the fair market 
value of the improvements made by the United States at facilities that 
will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military component 
commands or the subunified commands to the combatant commands, 
shouId be the lead o5cial in negotiations relating to determining and 
receiving such consideration; and 

(4) the detemination of the fair market value of such improvements 
reIeased to host countries in whole or in part by the United States 
should be handled on a facility-by-facility basis. 

@) Residual Value. - (1) For each installation outside the United States 
at which military operations were being wried out by the United States on . 

October 1,1990, the Secretary of Defense shall transmit, by no later than June 
1, 199 1, an estimate of the fair market value, as of January 1, 1 99 1, of the 
improvements made by the United States at facilities at each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of this section: 
(A) The term "fair market value of the improvements" means the 

value of improvements determined by the Secretary on the basis of 
their highest use. 

(B) The term "improvements" includes new co&ction of 
facilities and all additions, improvements, modifications, or 
renovations made to existing facilities or to real property, without 
regard to whether they were carried out with appropriated or 
nonappropriated funds. 

(c) Establishment of Speciai Account. - (1) There is established on the 
books of the T r e ~ s  a special acccmt to be known as the "Department of 
Defense Overseas M i  Facility Investment Recovery Accountn. Except 
as provided in subsection (d), amounts paid to the United States, pursuant to 
any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international agreement to 
which the United States is a party, for the residual value of red property or 
improvements to real property used by civilian or military personnel of the 
Department of Defense shall be deposited into such account. 

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Military 
Facility Investment Recovery Account shall be available to the Secretary of 
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Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation Acts, of costs incurred by 
the Department of Defense in connection with - 

(A) facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration at 
military installations in the United States; and 

(B) facility maintenance and repair and compliance with appIicable 
environmental laws at military installations outside the United States 
that the Secretary anticipates will be occupied by the Armed Forces 
for a long period. . 

(3) Funds in the Department of Defense Overseas Facility Investment 
Recovery Account shad remain available until expended. 

(d) Amount. Corresponding to the Value of Property Purchased with 
Nonappropriated Funds. - (1) In the case of a payment referred to in 
subsection (c)(l) for the residual value of real property or improvements at an 
overseas military facility, the portion of the payment that is equal to the 
depreciated value of the investment made with nonappropriated funds shall be 
deposited in the reserve account established under section 204@)(4)(C) of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act 
The Secretary may use amounts in the account (in such an aggregate amount 
as is provided in advance by appropriation Acts) for the purpose of acquiring, 
constructing, or improving commissary stores and nonappropriated fund 
instrumentalities. 

(2) As used in this subsection: 
(A) The term "nonappropriated funds" means f b d s  received 

h m -  
(i) the adjustment of, or surcharge on, selling prices at 

commissary stores fixed under section 2685 of title 10, United 
States Code; or 

(i) a nonapproprialed fund instnnnentality. 
(El) The term "nonappropriated fund instrumentality" means an 

instnunentality of the United States under the jurisdiction of the 
Armed Forces (including the Army agd Air Force Exchange Service, 
the Navy Resale and Services Support Oflice, and thk Marine Corps 
exchanges) which is conducted for the comfort, pleasure, contentment, 
or physical or mental improvement of members of the Armed Forces. 

(e) Negotiations for Payments-in-Kind -Before the Secretary of 
Defense enters into negotiations with a host country regarding the acceptance 
by the United States of any payment-in-bd in connection with the release to 
the host country of improvements made in the United States at military 
installations in the host country, the Secretary shall submit a written notice to 

. the congressional defense committees containing a justification for entering 
into negotiations for payments-in-kind with the host country and the types of 
benefit options to be pursued by the Sewtary in the negotiations. 
(0 Report on Status and Use of Special Account -Not later than 

January 15 of each year, the Secretq of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report on the operations of the 
Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility Investment Recovery 
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Account during the preceding fiscal year and proposed uses of funds in the 
special account during the next fiscal year. The report shall include the 
folloviing: 

(1) The amount of each deposit in the account during the preceding 
fiscal year, and the source of the amount 

(2) The balance in the account at the end of that fiscal year. 
(3) The amounts expended fiom the account by each military 

department during that fiscal year. 
(4) With respect to each military installation for which money was 

deposited in the account as a result of the release of real property or 
improvements of the installation to a host country during that fiscal 
Year - 

(A) the total amount of the investment of the United States 
in the installation, expressed in terms of constant dollars of 
that fiscal year, 

(B) the depreciated value (as determined by the secretary of 
a military department under regulations to be prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense) of the real property and improvements 
that were released; and 

(C) the explanation of the Secretary for any difference 
between the benefits received by the United States for the real 
property and improvements and the depreciated value (as so 
determined) of that real property and improvements. 

(5) A list identifying all military installations outside the United 
States for which the Secretary proposes to make expenditures fiom the 
Department of Defense Overseas Facility Investment Recovery 
Account under subsection (c)(2)@) during the next fiscal year and 
specifjmg the amount of the proposed expenditures for &h identified 
mi l ihy  installation. 

(6) A description of the purposes for which the expenditures 
proposed under paragraph (5) will be made and the n&d for such 
expenditure.. 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL 
. . REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE 

UTILIZATION OF MILITARY FACILITIES 
(a) Uses of Facilities. - Section 281 9(b) of the N3tional Defense 

Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 21 19; 10 
U.S.C. 2391 note) is arnended- 

(1) in paragraph (2), by &g out "minimum security facilities for 
nonviolent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof "Federal 
confinement or correctional facilities including shock incarceration 
facilitiesn; 

(2) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new paragraph (4): 
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. . 
10 USC 2391 
note. 

(4) identi@ those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be 
effectively utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States and local 
jurisdictions for confinement or correctional facilities; and". 

@) Effective Date. -The amendments made by subsection (a) shall 
take effect with respect to the first report required to be submitted under 
section 28 19 the ~ational Defense Authorization AcG Fiscal Year 1989, after 
September 30,1990. 

SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR 
CLOSURE INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

(a) Authorization of Appropriations. - There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated to the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal 
year 199 1, in addition to any other h d s  authorized to be appropriated to that 
account for that fiscal year, the sum of 5100,000,000. Amounts appropriated 
to that account pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be available only for 
activities for the purpose of environmental restoration at military installations 
closed or realigned under title II of Public Law 100-526, as authorized under 
section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

10 USC 2687 @) Exclusive Source of Funding. - (1) Section 207 of Public Law 
note. 100-526 is amended by adding at the end the following: 

"@) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for 
Environmental Restoration Projects. -No funds appropriated to the 
Department of Defense may be used for purposes described in d o n  
204(a)(3) except funds that have been authorized for and appropriated to the 
Account. The prohibition in the preceding sentence expires upon the 
termination of the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or 
realignment under this title.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with respect to - 
the availability of funds appropriated before the date of the eriactment of this 
Act 

10 USC 2687 (c) Task Force Report. - (1) No later than 12 months after the date 
note. of the enactment of this Act [Nov. 5,19901, the Secretary of Defense shall 

submit to Congress a report containing the findings and recommendations of 
the task force established under paragraph (2) concerning - 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, 
regulations, and administrative policies, of environmental response 
actions at military installations (or portion; of installations) that are 
being closed, or are scheduled to be closed, pursuant to title Ii of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing Iaws and 
regulations, the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of 
relevant Federal and State agencies with respect to such environmental 
response actions so as to enable those actions to be wried out more 
expeditiously. 
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(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to 
make the findings and recommendations, and to prepare the repon required 
by paragraph (1). The task force shall consist of the following (or their 
designees): - 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task 
force. 

(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administration. 
@) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, 

appointed by the head of the National Governors Association. 
(G) A representative of a State Attorney general's office, appointed 

by the head of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental 

organization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of ' 

Representatives. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN 
note. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY 

INSTALLATIONS 
In any process of selecting any military installation inside the United States 

for closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense shall take such steps as 
are necessary to assure that special consideration and emphasis is given to any 
official statement from a unit of general local government adjacent to or 
within a military installation requesting the closure or realignment of such 
installation. 

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE 
COMMISSION 

(a) Norton Air Force Base. - (1) Consistent with the recommendations 
of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, the s&etary of the Air 
Force may not relocate, until after September 30, 1995, any of the functions 
that were being carried out at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force 
Base, California, on the date on which the Secretary of Defense transmitted a 
report to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives as described in section 202(a)(l) of Public Law 100-526. 

(2) This subsection shall take effect as of the date or, which the report 
referred to in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Committees. 

. (b) General Directive. - Consistent with the requirements of section 201 
of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct each of the 
Secretaries of the military departments to take all actions necessary to wry 
out the recommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure and to take no action that is inconsistent with such recommendations. 
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Reports. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACTS FOR CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL 
note. RESTORATION ACTMTIES 

(a) ~ s t a b h h m e n t  of Model Program.-Not later than 90 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act [Nov. -5, 19901, the Secretary of Defense shall 
establish a model program to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
base closure environmental restoration program. 
(b) Administrator of Program. - The Secretary shall designate the 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the Administrator 
of the model program referred to in subsection (a). The Deputy Assistant 
Secretary shall report to the Secretary of Defense through the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition. 

(c) Applicability. -This section shall apply to environmental restoration 
activities at installations selected by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions 
of subsection (d)( 1 ). 

(d) Program Requirements. -In carrying out the model program, the 
Secretary of Defense shall: 

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under his 
jurisdiction that have been designated for closure pursuant to the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and for which preIiminary 
assessments, site inspections, and Environmental Impact Statements 
required by law or regulation have been completed. The Secretary 
shal designate only those installations which have satisfied the 
requirements of section 204 of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 
100-526). 

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors for 
solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the procedures set forth 
in title IX of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
(Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq., as amended). Such 
contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In addition, the contractor selected for one of the two 
installations under this program shall indemnify the Federal 
Government against all liabilities, claims, penalties, costs, and 
damages caused by (A) the contractots breach of any term or 
provision of the contract; and (B) any negligent or wi lM act or 
omission of the contractor, its employees, or its subcontractors in the 
performance of the contract 
(3) Within 180 chys after the date of enactment of this Act, solicit 

proposals from qualified contractors for response action [as defined 
under section 10 1 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601)l at the 
installations designated under paragraph (1). Such solicitations and 
proposals shall include the following: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals 
shall include provisions for receiving the necessary 
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authorizations or approvals of the response action by 
appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered by 
single prime contractors to perform all phases of the response 
action, using performance specifications supplied by the 
Secretary of Defense and including any Safeguards the 
Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest. 

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation criteria 
(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated funds 

to the Department of Defense, make contract awards for response 
action within 120 days after the solicitation of proposals pursuant to 
paragraph (3) for the response action, or within 120 days after receipt 
of the necessary authorizations or approvals of the response action by 
appropriate Federal, State, or local agencies, whichever is later. 

(e) Application of Section 120 of CERCLA. - Activities of the model 
program shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner consistent with, 
section 120 (relating to Federal facilities) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9620). 

(f) Expedited Agreements. -The Secretary shall, with the concurrence of 
the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, assure 
compliance with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations and, in 
addition, take all reasonable and appropriate measures to expedite all . . necessary admmstmtive decisions, agreements, and concurrences. 

(g) Report. -The Secretary of Defense shall include a description of the 
progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implementing and 
accomplishing the goals of this section within the annual report to Congress 
required by section 2706 of tide 10, United States Code. 

(h) Applicability of Existing Law. -Nothing in this section affects or 
modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any person under other 
Federal or State law, including common law, with respect to the disposal or 
release of hazardous substances or poIlutants or contamjnants as defined 
under section 10 1 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 

Include amendmentr from National Defense Authorization Act for F ~ c a l  Year 1995 
as passed by Congress. 
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Republican senators threaten 
1 .  / 1ncomi.- majori$+m.nts greater representatioh'on panel ' 1 

. . 
. 

t o  ihwart J995 base 'closings . , , .  . 
I .  

0 

. ' 

total of 103 ba6e;desighated for 
closureby threcpreviotls cotr.rrnls. 
sions since 1988. 

The office of Sen. Bob Dole, the 
incoming majority leader, is scek- 
ing the signatures of two key sen- 
ators on a proposed letter to Mr. 
Clinton - Sen, Strom Thurmund, 
South Carolina Republican and the 
incoming Armed Services C'nrn. 
mittee clrairman, and Sen. 'lkl Ste- 

I 
i 

senators nlsoare utthappy that Mr. 
I'crry u p p a r s  to be plannltlg tile 
new. round of shutdowns based 
largely on budgetary concerns. 

"In our view, the Congress did 
lrot intend the Base posure Act as 
simply n vehicle for achieving ar. 
tificial budgetar targets," i t  
3tetea. "We also befiew that while 
greater efficiencies cun be gnined 
through the base closure and re- 

I nn's re-election might get off easy. BRAC chairman. The Senate voted staffer said. 
: Others are concerned that the to confirm him before the election. . . . .  I 

list may be too large, eclivsinn the The Dole letter states that GOP I I 

. . 
1 i vens, Alaska Republican and likely alignment prdcesb, we oppose dlr- Eli Rowan Scarborough , , TH ~SHINGMN TIMES r the next chairman of the Senate mantling irreplaceable . defense 

Ap ropriations subcommittee on assets:' 
Senate Republicans are consid de8enae. '",. Created to take baae closing.de- 

eringblockin President Clinton's A Thurrnond aide said',thc sin{ ' cisen6 out of the hands of Pam- 
next round ofmllitary base clos- se r  plans to sign a final draft: chial legidatd?~, the base comrnib 
ings unless the ahministratjon re. The letter makes t\ca major de- sion is so powerful because the list 
duces the number of targeted Pa- rnands..Flrst, It asks for a meeting, . it sends to Congress,may,only be 
cilides and appoints more GOP with Mr, Perry before his office accepted in whole or rejected.: . : 
nomineerr to the powerful base clo- issues guidance to the Jolnt,Chlefs Congress authorized Pour corn- 
sure commission. . of Staff as their services compile, missions, in 1988, :91;'93 and the: 

Flexing thelr newfound muscle, a liat of targeted bases. ' incoming 1995 panel..If the Senate 
Republican aides are trying to Second, rhe letter strongly sug- fails to conflm a new panel, Con- 
drum up support for the Senate gests that the commission's make. gress would need to authorize the 
Armed Services Committee to . up reflect theRepublican victory. procesa again, . . .. . . . '. . . , '.. 
refuse to confirm theopresident's in the Nov. 8 elections, not the cur- , Mr. Perry has foredast.t$at the. 
cornmiasion nominees, which rent Congress controlled by the Pentagon facc's'fts tohgheat.battle, 
must be doye by Jan, 3, GOP Sen- Democrats. It is the 104th Con- in cIoaing baaes .in ,1995 .because 
ate aides sald. grevs that will vote on nominees,. ' most of the obvioue choice4~were 

This would prevent a new Base then vote on whether to accept or made by thejfirst three comtnis-: 
Closure and Realignment Corn- reject the commission's proposed sions. : .:, ' ' 
mfssion - dubbed DRAC '95 - closingy. ~ h c r e  ~ r e ' f e w  ,glaringly obab? 
from convening by a March 1 Of eight commission members; Iete bas& today,.rnsaning.the'de 
deadline, the aides said. The De-.  only two would be Republicans if partment will,, have to ,consider, 
fense Department must submit a the president sends nominees closing training centers, hospitals 
new list of proposed base closings based on a Congress r u ~ i  by Demo- and laboratories - all of which are : 
by March 15. crats. If he bases his selections on important parts of local communi- 

"The story on BRAC right now the 104th Congress, membership ' ties; 
is that the  Republican Congress would he solit 6-4 between the two A General Accounting 0ffice' 
would have to haw its head exam-. parties, - report issued recently raid the 
ined to allow BRAC to go ahead in Federnl law; dictates that Mr. Pentagon is ,falling well short of 
'95, givenrecent eveqts In the Clin- Clinton name the commission revenue projections from the,sale 
ton administration," said a Rcpuk- chairman and one other member; '. of closed property. ,. ., . ' ,  

lican aide who works on defense the House speaker and Senate ma- The GAO said the department 
issues. . jnrity leader each suggest two :originally said it would gain $4.1 

Some RepubIlcans are worried members; and the fIouse and Sen- I blllion. But to date only $69.4 mil- 
by statements from Defense Sec- ate minority leaders propofie one lion has been realized.. . . 
rerary William Perty that some , cnndidnte each. "Ir is taking more and more de- 
bases might be saved until after .The president already has nom- fense dollars now to close bases !n 
rhe 1996 election, r signal to Iegis- inatcd former Scn. Nan J. Dixon, , the hopes of saving money five, 31x 
lators that states vital to Mr. Clin- Illinois Democrat, as the next . years downstream," a Senate 
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Govbrnor unhurt 
in 110-mph chase 
leaving Greeley 
& 1- 

Gov. Rv), Iiomtr, redlnl: In  an unmukrd PP 
IIm rsr  from Grrtlcy l o  For1 Colllnm, w u  pur- 
sued by two men 81 s p d s  reachlnl I IOmPh 
durlng a wild. 2U.mlnute c h r v  Salurdsy. 

Romer crouched down on the noor 01 I h r  
c r r  durlng the 26.mllr rldr. which foltowrd 
an unusual cnll rrcr lrcd .I marnln: debate 
k l r - n  Romer and Krpublicsn lubrrnalorld 
cmndbdslr Drum k n s o n  

"I hsvr b e d  lhreatcnrd 
k l o r r ,  bul thns Is the rarsl 
ttme wmrlhing like this 
has % r u n 4  l u  me." 8n un- 
harntrd Ramcr u l d  Inter 
vla rar  phone. as h r  madr 
hts =my LO mnuthcr cam- 
p.,~" evrnl. 

homer hsd drlven htm. 
w l f  10 Ihe debate a1 lhc 
l ln~rers i ly  01 Northern Co l  ~0m8':pr81s8d 
orado i n  hls IPRS Chrysler .1*l* 
~ n r e r t i b l c .  and planned to *d'1"s. 
drove htmsrll to 8 camfalln 
r vm t  on Fnrl Coll~ns mflrrward. 

I lo r rver  bcrorr OK 10.30 a m. debale 
t.rl.n sponbn  rewl r rd  a phone CUI from a 
man ;qklna detmflrd queatlons abW1 Romrr'r 
plans 

-11 was slI8nKe. The raller u k c d  rrv In. 
qulrvlivc qurstouns 8bt11 the (nremor's 
s~hrJule and lhe). mmy have asked whal kind 

hr'w.3 drlrlnK .. laid Romrr press sec- 
.,l.ry cindy ~'.rmenirr. "As a m u l l .  th r r r  

ik;.i; ii%i;i,il (hi campus and lo1 l o  lhr 
rdpr of Crreley. h r  w i d  8 "lill le red car" car- 
ryon~: lr o young white maks k g s n  followlnl. 
"I turmd around and there w u  8 car tall. 

galan#." Romer sa~d "Wr am le rsud  l o  
a h u t  90 mph. and the olhrr car w u  r ighl 

. 

wl lh  us 
..I was crouchln( down. They knrw 11 W U  

pntlct Car and t l r y  still punued us. I didn't ' 

~ n t n r  wh.1 his ln~enllons were. l dldn'l wan1 - . . . . - . 
to make myu l f  8 target." 

The cltssr conllnurd west on U.S. Illghway 
34, then north on l n l enu le  25 u Slevmmn 

Sr. RoICWM 

I m Romer wants  Benson to te l l  where 
he'd se t  lunds to reoelr roads/85 I 

Fort Carson's fate rests in the hands of a handful of people. ' 
. 

What thev do will touch the lives of 420,000 others. 

FROM THE EDITOR I THE HISTORY: Base closures an American tradition 
I 
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I1 Is h b r u a r r  01 O4. s-&"u.ie.bln a &Id &ear Thr BRAC 
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off possible trade war 
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THE FORMULA 
Politics once made closing military bases impossible. Then 
Congress got out of the way, and the ax was unleashed. 
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I t  couldn't br dons. S r W U  
. . 

with mar ly  21.000tmopIn In  B M o n .  west of the c8plul. 
p1.e - w e n  MI drfrndlng I8te S8turday. US. Spcrlal 
the H8ltl.n pmple from armrd F o r m  u n l u  w l t r d  1.000 
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r l l l  k up In u m d  R o p  that HoaresL r e  r ~ u d .  
p d a t m f l  SUII. II ru not W, ru, r t ~  m t  in IOU ~ h .  &re- bud- WtmU*d.fdTr 

For y t u l .  ihat'a her - "11 ru h.nd.lobud -ba~,- g a  -as ~n I(. uw e u  D( dc h d- *I1 

r e n  donw -a lot dm. A m y  uld. "It ru M inuW dlne. And althougi Ur lucc l  hO"*(O'l ppn.' 
Thrm Dlck Arm.). c&. 1u.l brllls. l had lo eonvlnn Wnl lh UY Idea of PmlUon form *CbldW 

.long. n* who ehdlmgrd Urn I had no u lo grhd d M.ldm h.rlnl the Nul u y  
onr or the mort sacred COW. ne par(leuIar bu. ln my gun m r N c h  b u s  (O doot. ht de- W h U f y n U w  u.LU(lL" 
In Con:ress had 8Imoat a 0  4ghL' ddtd 11 w u  Umt (o k pry-  . . Sanrm/U 
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thq r e  to urnre .  
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THE P o L m c s  
L,..m¶*m m c.Fud 
t u m k a g a w t t h e  
l m g s  vut  -fir ~r 
m r  oc mar, me%. 
Cerrnkneuy.1  Vr 
h n 1 . p  Oo. 
OCT. 1 3  

THE IMPACT 
L w n l f ~ * 1 v . a m  
.ru Mc w."es Of 

pawl W W F  the k d  
uovmy. 6ul IN 
-1.2 -um DC hl 

n ~ n ~  vide Own. 
T ~ C  procrss hms been tln- 

kerrd with ovrr UH yeart, 
but Ihr b u l c  mncrvl re- - m-lns  t h r  s a m r :  T h e  

W B R A C  Comd.~l*n sub. 
m ~ U .  h ~ t  I*I or C- 1h.t 
Ihr  prealdrnl and Con- :- cu either a m p 1  or 
rtJm In Lotal. 

"It gIws I*wmnkm PC- " Iltirml cover u d  rr-ra * 
burden from Uelr shwl-  
drn ' u l d  Torn Houston. 
r rdrmtr  congrrs8lonal 
aldr r h o  workrd on the 
BRAG Irglslallon. "They 
c m  *smp u d  s u e u n  end 
make sII Lhr s p m k  t k  
*.nt for the lolka bar[ 
)ow. But In I h  end. Uur 
cm't get mouth voU.  W 
nCn Uu m t l n  IbL 

"It w a s  r thln: o f  
h u w ,  If you Wnk about 
1L" - I. ~hm m or r b  
aura- ln  1088.1891 u d  
1993 - the BRAC Con- 

n l u l o m  hu moU~b.llrd 16 r- 
n n t  of the nsU8n.s M. k 
l u t  v w v l e d  m n d  In 1996 ll 
exprctrd 10 cloae momr 160 
m e n  bass - a flnal. monu- 
mrnt8l rrlhaplnl of the m1II- 
U q  f a  UY 2l.l nnluq. 

'Now we're r m l l . U y  d o n  
w U* b l ~  boy* Lhe b u s  wllh 
drcp hlatorlrs and housrhold 
namra. the onra nobody r r e r  
UPught would d l u v p u , "  u l d  

Kwplng up wlth 
'defense cuts I 

t .. 
1 j: 

' I .  

i 

b n e s  hm t u n  w e d  
m s a .  I H O W  ABASEIS XOSED: STEP BY STEP 
L U e n U ~ t  -40% 

1m*r* l  -32% 

B n n  -15% 
S..rr.: O.r,rtr..t .I 
Om. 

cay. 
m..*rrb 
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CaodWw 
pm. Th 
m a  Of 
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4.000 I troops get orders to Kuwait 
Clinton counters veiled threat with personnel, hardware 
Auoc)lccdRu 

U'AS::I?((;?DN - healdent Cllnlon w d  
Saddrm Iltm.cln no1 lo misjudge "Amerlnn wll l  
ar Amrrlcnn mwer"Sslurd8Y md o r d e d  4.000 
i) i t-A IAO Kuwsll w &nier the ~h rea t  or inql tr& mrued near the border. 

The Fentapn 8l.o moved lo place I r o  addl- 
uonml r ~ t r l o t  mlrallr h l t r r i u  In  Saudl Arab18 
.nd helrhlrnrd the 1I.n 1181~s for a h l p  w v l y  
Inlo the Pcrrlen Gull frylon, comb.1dN.I~ mu1 
ar bran-  nnd .ddll)Ol.I U S  lrmm 
- Amcr'irnn ~ r c e s  .re 'in rn p a ~ t k n  fight now 
when I f  Snaldnm l l v u l n  don wmdh l  we un 
ptnlsh 1hn.e larrrs."uId U Cen ~ o h z h n .  
hnn d l r n  lnr  of omralloru for the Jolnl Chlrfa 
~ ta r r .  

~o;er l a  mpond n m l y  wtthout ovrmsct(ny. 
Cllnton clnrrlr monllnrrd derrlopmmt. but 
went mhcrd wllh DlanY to s p n d  l h r  wnkend at 

~ a r y l m n ~ l  
I n  brirr remark- upon hls departure. Cllnlon 

.mk. strrnlr.. rrnoharlllncerch word o f  hls 

"k would be a grave 
error for ~raq to repeat the 
mlslclhes of the past, or to 
mlsjudgc enher Amer(can 
will or Amefiwn power." - h..ldont CUnton 

Ntrmm(:  "I want lo mrlre clew one mom Umr, 
I t  r m l d  br  a #n*r r n o r  lor Ir8q to r e p a l  lhe 
m b u k u  or the p u t ,  or lo m4udae ellher 
Amerlun wll l  or Amerlc8n power." 

?mueon sfnclal. meld the1 In  the W 48 
hou" & l n q l r  had l n m u c d  Ulelr UWP levell 
In  lhe'border region by 14.000 above Urr 60.000 
pn r l ow l y  p a l U o 4  then. m d  addlUonal 
Imam r e re  on Lhr move. I r s d l n l  elemrnU or 
Ulei;;q~ Vmp had 8 d v m d  ( o i l l h l n  20 k ~ ~ o -  
mew" 01 the Kowalil border. they rald. 

' I ne r r  1s no lndwallon that lhey are pnpsr- 

I .&bles st home make Saddam mody 
to take on the wdd/A3 

lrwl torces would tk hard to stw wilh 
the f o b s  now In KuwaVU 

' 

In# w Inradr Kuwall  spdnedly .  ho+nrt Ulclr 
mere p m K t  h w r u l d e d  La br 8 UlrnUnlry 
snd menadry clrornuumc." u l d  M J. Om. P.1 
Hughn. d l m r  of h t r l l y e n o  lor  Ur J d n l  
a l e r t  aarf. 

HI 8ddcd that the wunlng ume re? M In**- 
don would br W r l y  ahon b c a c l v o I  the pm* 
I l y  lo the border. 
The 4 . a  A m y  m l d l r n  w m  king dcpk lcd 

fmm T o n S l e r v l  In  Ckorglr M d m  8 t h ~  . 
Pendlelon In  Wlrorn la  8nd Cunp'Weune I n  
N o h  CMl i n8  w m  put M klghtencd dnt 

US. ahlp. Including the a l r m f t  u n i e r  US3 
Ororge Wuhlnglon. contlnucd w s u m  towud  
lhe gull. 

The Penwon u l d  that when dl US. 8hlp are 

Whltc H o w  Chkr  or IR.R Lrm ?u*cU. bc 
t u v k d  on CNN'a "Nmm8ke r  &lurd8r." 
. t r r u d U r l m ~ o f 8 . * u l d m  

~ o r r r r p o n d l ~ L a a r u l n l l n u l  

mrvd t i G m b r  tu m l b k  imvmc+- k u ld .  
'We're rpc sure 81 U Is  p d n l  what the Impltc. 

an. l o r  ~ h s ~ s u a o n .  r r l u m  *Ink 11.0 b*. I 
. . 

8m.M Y l d W  Luk Bob w. I-KUL.  I 
rdd ~ p p m  rOi a1nton.a d o n .  .ddttu. -rhr 
lau e U e U S  8 n d l h t w o r l d n c c d . t o d L i  
h r  fl Saddun uu u a l w t  K u r 8 I ~  lhe world I 

Undc?rstanding the process of 
closing military bases is essential 
for ckis leaders who are fighting 
to S?VC one 

Psrl thw- PI r'l 
a y  cr ;--.I:va Anlonlfatelle Tele~raoh 

O n  ~ ~ r r l l r r l n :  summer afternoon In  W8shlnplon. 
D !' . I tmup of mrn nnrl r omrn  r h o  h8ve galhercd in a 
hnt-l n n l r f r c r r  r m m  l u t  81 l h t l r  coll8ra and dab l h t l r  
C:nra 11111 It', more than t h t  1WdeCrn l e rnp r~ lu re  
ssat.~<. n,aL;is~ them r r e a l  

H n : h ~ r .  I~CIC CIVIC Irsdem lrom mrrma the n.tlan are 
t a r ) ,  r o n w n r d  r l l h  m~nll t .  angulrhcd lhou#ht: Th.1 In  
19:':- line Ik1cn.e nxse Closure and Rtallynmenl Commlr- 
rtnn cnwld rlbtll lh r l r  local mllit81y InsUIIatlon u l d  (ul 
lhr i r  Comrlnrn rmnnmg. 

A Ihnursnd alr condillonem couldn't mo l  the heal lhey 

1 o v  1 Falrchltd A l r  Form Bur la a1 
risk. "But you csn'1 Jurl close 
our eyes and hopr It doesn't 

He's amonx  70 DeopIe 
1 . ,% ( 1  who've pr ld  81;200 ti 81l;nd 

lhls m n l  l r d r y  conference 
on ml l lu ry  b u r  elorurr. Spon. 
wred by a New York wmpsny. 
It's p a n  or the m l t q e  Industry 

THE FATE OF spawned by the a n x ~ e t y  or 
FOm CARSON b w  clmure. Thr brvy o f  con- 

su lunu  who IR here. worklng 
the m r d  lo w l l d l  new cllenu. I s  W e r  r a n  

They o l l t r  h u d  Incu on how the mrnpllcaUd BRAC 
prorev rsrks. Perhaps they'll have 8 IllUe lnslde Inlor. 
mnlinn mn whet the csmDellllon Is dolnc. aomethlnl 

h t  &mi Importmlly. l h n i  rrpcri. un k l p  wpan le  
the myths l r om the re8llllea when I 1  comes l o  base 
rlmllre. 

The mylh  that mngn8rlonal clout cur kcrp 8 b u r  
o w n  - and the re8llIy (ha1 I1 pay# Lo b r g h  IObbylnI 
Penla;on dcclrion-mskera u early u poulble. 

The myth lha l  11'8 ef lrct lvr lo a q u t  l ha l  a b u e  
see B I  IIIVUCDIM 

; 1 CSU SllWJ ARIZONA: Ml mnabud I.c 

I I Caught in the collision 
of wildlife and people 

To h b  Holder. b r a n  .ymbollu the bed Colorado Sprlnga h about 
In arramplbh what Dmrer  





tHere are Just too.many 
bases. and even some 
good ones ere golng to 

;go down." 
C 

--.- 
YlUUry w.Iw b d.Urmk.d by a - 

pllCll*d Iemnlm U.1 rr l (h8 . bur's 
alnm(1hs mg.In.1 I U  r*akaem.rs. t h e  
*nO. Iff *.upIr, b l u  *I # r b  &In@ 
u rbaer 'a  Iw.llon It8 trslnln( lend 
peiimty u deck. L mImru  u* U; ---- .-...... * 

The barden at p w l  I8 em nmwa. 
mny I,.(." u on*"" U* B M C  D, 
* W O . U m . s h n s m W .  

-11's ~ e i n g  u k on uphlll n hc be 
O U  ye. d tO rn.lnR .. f.,."d 
my h M  Uu Rnwm I r d e  U* mn: 
II*d.I..." He"I(O" say*. "But I1 ye. 
h 1 H  .D k . r ra tnub l r  on u( reur 
b u  h.. . r Y r m y  hlth .JIIUW -slur. 
)llYq b u  .km, cu F *If U* 
net.' 

MYM NO. 5: ~dltl&l clout 
u n  mve r bar  , 

&in@@. - 
n " O D M h 4 . I .  

that. cen:r.s.len.l pE2fe-h 
u n m , L u . u l I h . . l n U * p u L B u t  
MI *LHme.-s 1.1 the B M C  pr.R*s 
b u  a n  mlPIWIVly lm - u* @fun 
~.~t.mptuous - e l  c.ear*m.lenml 
lr66111y. 

n*mucQnnW.nhuehu&m 
b m  In h.U 01 U* uU..') W mIn. 
o r r y l u r n w l d r - p t O e n e n ~ v n  

ulv l  e l  p o u w  M W B h  kE:r- b " b l n U . c  8**S 
or uw n ~ u .  &n.a Y.la)r7 L.*drr. 
lurUn( .*Pb.n e l  blh  n m d  mka -*-. - .. . - .. . . . . 

r e  c u e x  
kV.9*. b'.ndn we). a s 641 

~IIII~I nwpl.1 Ier lh. 10th 8 F I a I  

kT~!Tte2!$r%FG82t~ 
mkr~*rroluuncUmlrSkDllmrU* 
put .I. run - hch4bU m u- 
-.lh w r  - U* A m y  -Ill )un 
hmld LIDO dln In ?r( Cwn bl 

~ 

when II~&~.B a r u t * .  ~ * r  N s r r  
d m L u l * & r l r J ~ ) . . b u U * S l @ V .  
W e d  Nlrd Sum h N.r T r t  h 
bmmA...r Lam ~111ea ban ru I-, 
U(,& n"W u IDOI r*n U* M A C  
E.murn*d.rnM 
T)w A n y  c l a l u  It's ~m unlmt .  

h..lm( -4 .11y I11 mIIU.ll - 10 
pm"ldrh.1U*N..lh.e.pm(- 
h l . b u n a b l v l ~ d W . d d  

u . t n m m & u n p t d d . d l t O N  
C Uu Ulplmr.  w 1.r IS- urn COL 
BtU !'-., -"*'l,"'..%Y'r r(*% 

~. 
7 . . ~ r o n m u y r l C b u d q !  

end up r l l h  n r  b a n  hlq c l o d  
~*mmnAmeun~.~kn.nk;l 

8 criteria: .- 
I nemtee 

of the game . 
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SUNDAY 
st% Dam1 WRmAY 

I .  1 I I 

- And 16.1's Irue - 8orlbf. 
h w m s k r n  on Capltol Hl l l  no longer allently pull 

the atrln that d l r u te  whlch b u r r  wl l l  be c l o d  
and rhocft)wlll remlln open 

Grner.1~ a Iew milea away I n  the aterlle hdlways 
of the PenuCon do 

And t ry  u lh ry  mi6hl l o  k ob)cctlvr, e r p r u  
Inside u d  ouulde the m l l l l u r  ray declslons by the 

Off to a flyi 
New airport bpens . 

with mild crowd 
and few glitches 
Ikol.r*n-." weU - M u r  thm I a-lmU4" 

d d  C u y  Puker  or the &- 
pol( U.N. '7h.1'8 Why we 

~ ) u  new ColondoBprin#~ oPncd I t  loday; I f  M- 

Urpon op.ned u the sun rca . . ~ ~ r w ~ ~ e w ~ ! ~ ' t . , ~ ~ t  
&turdmy, with pucwm ur 
counlerlng only rnlnor And then  r m n k  

THE POLITICS 
UI~CIIU u worken 
p"l .onn flnbhllu 
toucha M l PPqhC( 
that broke (mund two 
yean YO. 

Lawmakers on Capitol Hill no longer and Interior work ham. ad- be." . ' 

dictate the fate of military bases. won't be mmplr lcd A ,p 01, 0- rind at ~ z - t i ~  
unUl D m m k r ,  but &SU at Old w r r  M Amedu  W s l  Uwlr WUUcS .pplsudcd u the VM Horn of  Cdada 8- 

topbr.;s are color<d by 
t h r l r  I tker and d1111kes. 
thelr e x p r l e n n  u d  em* 

i tlons. thelr aulrks u d  r.. 

Generals nearby at the Pentagon do. 
P..( Ih* ef dl  
By Oanrvkn  Anln /Cuena T.*wph 

When Con l r r u  u t  up an Indepndent commlulon 
to take on the controvenlal Job of c lmtn l  m l l l t uy  
b u r r .  Iswmakcn b r a p r d  that they had wuhed the 

may be dead. But the f a u  
of Cues such u Forf CU- 
#on now rea l#  I n  large 
par t  w l l h  the ml l l ta ry .  

t h ~ t  won't t nu r f en  tcnnlmVBl Boel~V 737 that left  fir# Ill I Uflcd off  .(rLut u who rlro beame the llnt to 
WI* the cltysa god -  MI^ . bit 01 ranturl. q r n l e  fkzan. A prnud -n. tat the ernc l rnq 01 018 dr- 
to o p n  the bulldlng on tlme. A11 62 p r u r n l e n  go( f m  m f  Uul. d t  o f f l d l l  4. lo the p n ' s  W e  s 
8.turd.y b vadl l londly a .low In and rolls on the coneprnc UI - fsW bmver  I nu rns tbn r l  VM Horn d C p G m h  the 
day m d  then  r e m  no bott le 8nd atudenu from four cleua AIIFO~C whlch hu ~t to m a ad of lhe cm~4umc, Unllcd 
ntrks, plenty of parking and at oak C m k  Uemenur)) p b  U)Ie off. A l r l l rm 'Oau It. 8 t k m  ra 
f e r  compldnu from School gave W d  bean to p.l- "We ~ l t  MU h k e d  a t ?  Fwnren  m lnu fu  L.Ur.IY 
puungen .  u n l m .   he stud;nu h o p  the Y m q r r  Dick Zfirf- .  picked up h@ mitaw f- 8 

where po l l t la  atill thr lvi .  
"Bare alosure I*..not a 

srlentl f lc process. ,.Id 
retlred h'avy Adm. Eutene 
Cmrroll, dlrector of the 

THE FATE OF ~ n t e r  for a r e m e  ~nfor. 
FORT CARSON matton I n  Washlnnon.  

ntlnk of m l l t l o  fmm the or-. "Thlngs are (olnl exVrm!ly p u u n s r n  will kWv a dl-. 'We're not Win( ~wI to 
e8 m I M  

D C "It la an a n  I n  whlch 
pol l t la. money. u w l c r  rivalry and the aubhcclve 
I n t e r n u  of the indlvlduals msklnl the d t rh lon are 
a11 r.Ctor~ I. 

The OI f rnw B8.u Closure M d  Redl nment Corn. 
mlu lon ch rcb  Pentagon ncommrndstfona to mskr 
sure i t  sllcks to the legal (ufdrl lnrs for Jud6ln 
basrs. But In  the ~ a a t .  I t  has chsnred only I t  
prycent of thr Pentagon's cholcrs 

- .  
7 h e  rnd  r n u l l  h sUIl IIst that Iwb very muc!! 

Ilk- what the mllll.n w r n t d  I n  UI* f l n t  alnc. 
..Id DRAC Commtsslo;~ au f f  d l rmo r  Tom HO&; . 

TI* OlIlcIaI I ls r  Is that the ml l tury  I, not 
r.1 nut  every o r r t n  h u  ~u poll t la. and the EtE 
(on Is the b l ~ r s t  o f f i n  bulldlng I n  Ihe world. 

COP demands probe of t m p e r  use 
WIlh lhc e lw lon  kU than wned n p l u l l o n  for dern 

t h r n  w n k s  away.Colorado ud honest (wemmrnt." Don 
R-publlcnm are call1n8 for a Batn. Colorulo COP chdnnu .  

E rand Jury Invall(a1lon Into u l d  "It h obvlwa (ha1 a 
o r  Roy Romer'a u u  of s u l *  (rmdJury lnvn(((aUon llUu 

l m o p n  for p n o n s l  rrr8nda only way to nmove publlc 
"Colorado h u  a rrlldc doubt' C.r)(.(a -1 
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I cu sees 
( its high 
( hopes 
1 crushed 
1 A l l  those h o p s  of a NO. I 
, rnnluny. a fltg E l l h l  llllr. 1 
i trap tan the Orange Bowl mrd * 
1 nattonal tI1It 

They mlghl have all k n  
, squashed u h m  Colormdo Ot 

a ~ s m p d r d  by Nebraska. $4.7. 
on Saturday I n  Uncoln 

"Same old lblwp)." said ' 
CII  drlrn.bre tackle Ovrlus 
Ilnlland. 

Zrl,r.*ha ( 0 4 )  took sole 
pascsslon o l  l l b r  1111 EIRIII 
lead with 4 4  mark. TI* 
krgatr x lnnr r  gars l o  thr Or- 
.,,g: n"Wl 

li.lurmJu(7.l. 3.1) m l l h l  
bf hcadd  lor  t k  F l n l a  
Rol l .  

Complale r*port/Cl. CB. C¶ 

Nrbra.*a Ian8 gang tackla a 
goal post satwdal  altar the 
Colnhur**l win m r r  Coblado. 

AF4 WNS Fim SlRUOHT I l R O W M S  VS. BRDWCOS 
r u  F m  keepr Rr L u d  hoper a k  d l h  34- Denm P-5) seekc I(r el home win d Vn 
I 7  wr a n  W p m h ;  at URmie./Cl. C6 seaon today a;llnst Oenlend (&113C10 I 

-16 
W I I E  I 
ut,lrLct/sl 
CIndhUE7 
calorh.IM 
C r m r r U D l O  
WnVN 
f r k n a r U B l 2  
M B I 3  
UkrhWol 
krklDO 
W ~ l 2  
-14 
D r u . n / C I 4  
lvlkmvn- 
@ul -I& l 
W C I Z  
w c  l 

~apo t i a  l r l t a  .aplaln ..cllna o l  c ~ l ~  :- 
and +lu *I emden... h h w i u . ( D I  

- F R E F . D ~ ~  WEATHER I f Coh~~,U~~*m~ Snow nlm 64, .bower low t o n l c t  marly, mm 21JN clamrln*. 

Fall 
back 

- THE IMPA 
Losing Fort Carsbn would be painful. But the 

devastation would be far from universal. 
L..t In. dz.p.14 urles ' ' . The l4OO.OM) Kr rp  canon effort. t lnrnmd 
By J r l l  ThQ~a/Guel te  TCkIRPh by busin- m d  locd (overnment. la l o ruud  

I f Fon Canon c l a n ,  thls 1s what you on thr blt. ulq numben. the I~N of thou- 
rlll ur on Chamberlsfn r n l h  Court smds o fpb l .  the hundrrda of m t l i h a ~  or dol- 

Kerln Kelly plsnUng a "For alr" altn I a n  81 rbk. 
In  hls lront yard. Punel. Clndrnlla put- They a n  U a v .  L n d d .  But Ihry  don'l tell 

llng a "For Rent" Sign In  hen. John m d  Cu. lku wholt aWV. 
men McMmhon losdlng up a Udler rnd ul l  n r y  don't nved ,  for Ima. that m a t  
In8 away. And e r e q  c4hm Thunday. &v: i o n  C u w n  pba p.Y ku thM the avenle  
erly Parlu pullln u unrmplo)r. wage. ylrld1ng consumen wl lh  
men1 check fmmte r  mallbox. lower.than.averate apendlng 

.Home valura plummellng 16 
percent or more. tlonal Jobs I n  the community 

t han  t he  a v e r a l e  f a c t o r y  Ch.mbcrl.ln South Coun 1. worker, Or aoldlrrr but  one street I n  Stralmoor 
Hllls a nelghborhwd Jual oul- don't own a home. and those 
sldr boa  ~ . m n ' a   ale 4. UOII who do occupy Jusl Uny fnc. 

Uon of  all homn. . people who I Iv r  hrre work on 
porl.or have n r l  hbon whodo. The b l t  numbm don't u r m  

Thlr h grouna wro. the epl- to ffithlrn the 814rcr that m 
center of dnt ruc t lon that the cxpandln~. lhe bullden who m 
lw of i o n  C k m n  would Inf lkl  bulldlng, Ur I n r a t o n  who ur 
upon P u o  County'. ecemmy. THE FATE OF betl lng on Colorado Sprlnga. 

No doubt about 11. the ~ u a l -  'FORT w s o N  wllh or w l h t  i oncanon .  
U n  would be heavy: "Tort Canon Is 8 conmrn." 

One out of every f l r e  Jobs u y v  o n  lord dev*lopr. "But 
gone.Oncoutolever).elghl mplcgone. you  can't do  a l l  your  plannlng around 

An economlc dynamo that punpa aome whUhrr i o n  canon I8 t o l N  to el-." 
$600 mllllonlnto Uu lad rconomy each Yew ~e knows that  not  everyone I l r ea  a t  - gem. round zero on Chunberlkln South CourL 

'7hL communlly wl l l  kcome lhr p r a m 1  But IO u rdeksnd  what the reonom). would 
llvlng example of Eronomla 101 ever," u Y *  h k  like without i o n  CIRorr I t  L a g o d  
a veteran o l  the dty'r boom m d  h U .  "I (or- 
don't care where you IIve - you'm loin( W . .. .. . un 
lCIl lC - 
E? one I n  and arouod Colorado Sprints T~.Y .n wren ordlnaq bourn a r a v d  m 

could completely avold the p.ln e l  t h e  0rd1n.q ~ 1 - 6 ~ - u r  I n  two or them Ure Fori 
uau'a Iargnr employer. Canon mld len and h l r  18mUlW In a lhlrd 

But what Ln't  W k r d  about much b (hb: I1  u l e p h a r  operator r h o  work8 at Ur 
the bue  cl& - ud Iha l  Is Iu from nr(.Ln pat. One Domcorner Is r r l l r d ,  Mothr rr - ch. devuUtlon would no( br UnlVtnd. rrnsly WV& In  m d  ch. rrwdnlng two l u r e  

Flf ty yean  ago. Fort Canon a l n t l t h m -  job. elwwhere L\ co lordo Sprlnta: 

~ , " ~ ? ~ ~ ~ a p $ ~ ~ W L W ~ ~ w ~ ~ ' $ f  "It'a a real neighborhood " aaya B r l M  
U I I ~  * t o  h u  l i r r d  t k r p  ior rive yean. 

P l kn  P e a  ng lon h u  grown tn, blg and I U  $,eqky ge lqrlhu lor -".- 
economy roo mature lor '* Canon to *" Everybody on Chmberlaln (louth Coun khandedty drsg It down. 

~n new .ubdlrlalons b ~ o w m ~ n g  16 m ~ ~ s  ~111 tather around U*lr ~ ~ W W - J  W'kh 
from the b u r ,  m d  even f h e r  away In the n*w' on W*-'Y- M'mh 1. lW6-  Ihr 
booming ,ide, awn hu ., much day the Penwon d e l l r m  lu hll to IJN 
to do wlth du l y  lllr u i o n  KMI. Defense Base Cloaure and Reallgnmenl , 

I n  Coloredo S rlnga' blg hlgh4rch fac- CbInmLlllon. 
torles ..lea to &Ink are more Important The BRAC ~m~~ will hare (W 

lhln hk, lo ion bwn. me 014. may. o l  course. But the Pentkton'a c h o l m  
eat and largest mlllt.ry Inatrllatlon Is no have c* r rkJ  l 01 welahl I n  puL m d  
longer er rn  the bluest buyer of w goads m. 11 the news * bad for i o n  -0. ~ p l e  
and ~ r m l r n .  SI ron urro*v~ 



CAREERS SHAKEN ME DECISION - 
BY BASE CLOSURE 
h A l  
-'n m way y m  M Nh 
poll? WI of U* IIUW r r -  

..Id n u r e d  Armr U. 
~~~.'&I.I~ weller. r h o  msrl- 
(.Id U* mu. na . sz.)...r 
- r ~ u t s l d . d d ~ h ) l h W  
-nd.ln-nonn.nd dur ln l  P* 
P*nl.nCull w u .  

-II's hum-n nntun for popl* 

No o n  mgdau U u l  mlUur), 
p01111rn drives the r n l l r r  pro. 
C ~ S S .  But I t  dorm  PI*^ W1.l 
rnIC Al -1 .IP- YY .I*? 
be ;ere owart In  ID96 when 
.om. I 6 0  InlUII.l lon~ are **' 
pnd to br r)ad. Wllh -1 
mmrl1n.l b.a .Inadr la. the 
d l l l e r t ~ .  h t m m  wlnnrn md 
l o v n  nest yr8r -111. In  msnY 
rys, br L l n .  

11 p01111- b solnl lo  n:r lu 
htnd thlr rlll b U* Umt. Sdd . . i f t n  for the Houn Annrd 
rnlm Commlnu. 'Whrn*.rr 
there m dru blm t k r r  
IS po1111r.l vrt.eurr. I n  - C-, the mll~ur), ~ I m p l ~  
ha. 10 plck on. b u r  ov t r  an. 
other <h.t'sJus< u I d  I1 " I d  
just~ry .I-, MY h lmlon  

One Indlr.llon o l  her s u m p  
t l bb  the Penulon mnr M lo  F 
IitIraI presnun 1s lh r  h r w  lob. 
b y l n l d  lu o f f l ~ l ~ l ~ .  

Clr l r  Ie.drrr from comnunl. 
t1.s where . b u r  b Urratrnrd 
In 1996 hnvr bren w u n i n l  Pen. 
t ~ l o n  effldals for mow 1h.n * 

ear.  Conrultsnlr have b r t n  
i t r e d  lor t h c ~ r  mtlltsry - no1 
ronlresslonal - conlmcu. and 
m11ttnry ,ellre.. In  terns. In. 
~ 1 ~ 4 i n l  Colorado Sprlnll. hare 
h n  asked lo plck up Ihr phone 
and r.11 .Id friends. 
-I lhink nos1 01 the ~ r w l c r s  

.;re. thrm I* n 1trm.n. 
dour amounl of  rontncl l rom 
rommunllirs rlghl nor. mmlhs 
blor. l h l  I1s1 Y 1cIu@llY fin* 
1it.d '' ,.Id B.rry RhObdl. 
bur;lmure consullull 

bbby lsu  hlnt th.1 t h t r  ran 
.omchow Influmr. I h r  Pent.. 
10n'1 decl.lon. Bul ask about 
lp~lfin and U u y  c1.m up 
*1Y rslher mI u l k  n D u I  11." 

*.Id Mark Cmnbt r l .  nonsul. 
.rprr.enllnl Color.do 

sprmp. "we do u much u r r  
WII~ the Pmugon In r a y *  

th.1 bentnl i o n  Canon. I'm -1 
WIIIB~~ lo say nor* than that." 

-- 
THE ~ A T E  OF 

FORT CARSON 

THE HISTORY 

M E  F O R M U U  
m-uw.POM 
-Dan(-ry 

': bnn -. lrrn 
mru QCDlb6 l o  eel 
PI(Qvmrm..IOW 
.an *0 MPhd. 
Ocl. 3 

bdmd. - U* . r m u r y  .I drf.N. - . pn1dr"U.l .Ppo("tR - 
o f f ~ t . r ~  ln mldcmrrrr U b.** 
-"dm r h o  don't .MI w 
b. .I UI kln of shklnl  *hl9. 
..u.n.~ .rcurltr Isn't I l rmY* 
the m l y  thing en the mlnds of 
m~~~~.r), M ~ r o h m a k m .  

re, -I, pnaul lntt-u 
.noun1 10 wIhln1 Inon lhM 
nolI s p l  (Or R N l n  b U I  - I 
-11 .w r N r h  b -1 uldr I0 
do rn )ob lmp.~ally. Bul In  thr 

thr  ION OI few have 
r a w  qY"llon.. 

~n 1093. lorn-r L c r - u r l  o l  
De1rn.c L.s Aspln took 1-0 
C.lllornl. brvn In lkmorr.llr 
~I,IHN off the ~ I I  1111 d r w o  
up by the strr l r rr :  L lrClt l l ln 
A!, r o t r e  B u t  In Snrrmmrnlo 
~ n d  the Rnndlo In Sen Frmn. 
CIWO A lp ln  eap1.in.d l h l l  
u o r ~ h t r n  Californls hsd brrn 
h l l  hsrd I n  prerlous rounds 
..rt.nk~v. thlr ru vmltnl on." 

THE MYTHS 
Lhbe-1- hOl VI 

m. 
OCI. s 

THE 
COMPETITORS 
IwCIMISW* 

Tl iE POLITICS 
' L~rnuhr rs  on Cwld 
'wmkq-rdIM 

s m g l  I N 1  -1. UW 
' I.,. Ol mtFI D u e s .  
~rncnn re* at t h  
?rntrtm m 
lO0AI 

h i  ,.id .- 
uut as one birr-clesurr n- 

fend - ~ 1 t . r  .I1 lhr mnomlc I.,,~I OI the io93 round 01 
bas* chaute~  was far &rester In 
.mall tmmunlrlrs more dew". 
dtnt on mlll~nry doll.- 

Crltlcs rlnlmrd th.1 Presl. 
d c n ~  Cllnlon a l l r r  I Week of 
htnvr lobbying by C * l l f ~ m l *  
~.wm.kert. put prcvvrr  on h b  
Pcnmjon chlr l  10 10 r l s y  on 
~k 1111. that nraled hls 1992 
t l m l o n  rlrcoty. Crrn 1ourcrI 
en th. BRAC Commllsion I l Y  
A s ~ l n ' I  Io l lc Warn r a l v r  and 

Can. John K . 
I 

U l r .  
+ ASWSU~I U*l ol 
SUH w -La 
uarypemnl 
(kun.lhvlun 
w ~ r r m ~ d  
ow* d na- 

-.Dn 

Mo.r', .*r. h 
l a&# lanFonrur .  
LL1.Ln*umfUfM 
-.I,.. H ..I 

THE IMPACT 
L o l r n g f m c u m n U d  
sed s- r a w s  d 
pm I h w F  UW b u n  
-. &n Vw 
M g L r a L a b e m  
lorn VmlUl. 
OX. 30 

lnmnslstmt 
Bul 1hr defrnnr YCIIID~~ 

hls rmy. And I1 smt * power. 
ful -ale w thr m l l l l l q  XI- 
vI~ts3h.l the r h l l n  Of COm. 
r a n d  SUN In thr Or.lOfftcc 

o f f m n  1" vnlforn l t o r n  on 
nwh ~I~IUII rmrorltltm b r  F- 
11t1csI .pp~lmltes. But IhtY. 
10. nnnp w allmllon r M n  rn 
' &rrful p l i t l d ~ n  ~~11s. 

AS mr rtured f o u ~ l u r  lrh .N p u ~  11: -A. u srnsw 
6." Nunn" - the Drmar.1 
rk rhmlrs the S.n.tr Ammrd 
%-ken Cammiart - -1s s1III 
L. wamh~al~on. thr P r n t w a  u 
04.1 l e  Ulnk IM# md hmrd bc 

fore n put, n malor C r o r l l ~  
b.,r on U* clonun 1111." 

And r h n k r  11's cmndeus u 
4 .inn" - w at k a s ~  nome 
nl l red o m  - rlll ull rw Ma1 
the .rrsmnnl ronsequencrn of 
b u r  clesure are . o n r l l n t l  
,.ken I n l o  a r r o u n l  b y  

BRAC proceaa serves 
to keep mllltary honest 

LI~. 
i'w * ~ m p I e ,  -brn of Ih* 

army', bur - r lonure  ntudr 
an hunkered dorm d r V  

~1.14, the bulldlnl'm bor* l l .  
fhrr. .re me r ~ n d o r s  -he** 
I M ~  -I.. mom bh lnd  M In. 
conspicuous door u.1.d bY I 
,,~~b...rdrd lock. No1 rvcn 
thr Amy's publlr n f f d n  ofll. 

11 a1l.r.d Instdl r l lhOYI 
ckarsncr. 
Thn mllllwy - * m s I W d  

10 r n k L n l  In w c r w  undrr Ik. 
eloak 01 m.llonll 8 r w r l t r  - 
w.t..r brim h d  w hsnllfr r h ~  
I t  c l o d  a b u .  Thn BRAC pro- - m u l r a  Lh.1 M V  W * V  
0 1  paper  r v v r y  n u m b l r  
emnchrd. Lus t  rvrnlumllY k 
bade publlc. ..I! beeps the ~ I l l U r y  h o n  
-11 " ..Id Xellh Cunnln1h.n. 
dl,& 01 B u r i ~  a m t o r n  
for N.Uond Jmrr l l r .  n Wuh- 
lnltor..brn*d l roup l h n l  Pro. 
moten c lo rv r r  .I v n n w d r d  
burn. 

yet the bealr ~ u l d ~ l l o * ~  for 
bare r l n u r *  &re I n l ~ s l l e n * l l l  
..~uI. emrh IewIre l n l l r r r r l ~  
1h.m ~III.V.~II~. III 1903. the 
BRAC IAnmlsslon l u d f  We.. 
t)ad the emrncy ef UI mmlh. 
.ml~h~ r o d d  urd by U* ur .  
rlm lo  mnpR .lnllar b u s .  

m r r  rm ulnn when r e  
th.~gI11 l h l l  the n r w l w  h l d  
s n m j e d  tk  dau to nupmn a 
fore;en. rontlualon." 1.16 
rvar  0owr.n. nllnd Nsr r  
rap ta ln  -he s r r rcd  on I h r  
B l u C  bmmlu len  Ln 1W1 .nd 
1993. "1 don't r l n l  W lire IF 
ClfiC *,.mDln. b"l we fell "* 
-en :I* mbCd w u v k  of 
l l m n  

"Yw m makt ~ u l l s l l ~  I.1 

dc&rplcm.bn. 
W k "  a b u r  (oa ..*Y. m 

do s r * r  oppatud l l c l  %W 
.re f e r r r  port. I. commend. 
f r r n  s b u  181 *In1 st-rlk. 
f r r r r  p1.m w nUrr  r l l h  LSW 

m~lsarle~ .nd -1lllarr honvl. 
..- 

..It c d d  be u .Imp!* 81 1 
srmrd  nM t m s N  dn plm 
.I p r o p n r  nr.1 I b w  f w  k+ 
vtstmrnt puwsrs." nald Car. 
1.11, the ret l r rd 8dmlrsl. "Or 

LTm::,Y. gz::.: 
m l r t m e n ~ ~  

G~~,. I I  h d  n111iu-7 
omm.ndfi r l t h  orrrr.1 b u n  
11611 I k l r  Wi.1 d.0 m.1 ha.* 
rrmon.1 r O l l r r ~  I@ D r o l t t l  

from r b u n .  
era. non.ld Yato. head e l  

I i h r  sun. McCI r I I~n  ATB 
r rm rnlr n c n d  r)ourr In . . 
1093. 

8.p. J a l  nmry. 1I-h 
sprln#s, r l l l r d  I1 1 "rer.11 
m.." 10 h b l n  a rrulwable 
bas.. BUI a ~pok tbmnn for 
\ ..- r h r  rmn d & t d  htm. 





1s.d 11. and .",.l.M I" 1p11. of I,. Yo"  
un't clew up shop m n d  t o  .ray l u l l  br 
rnurr );our m s r k a l  yoes . ray  or  
rhancn 
Dan rll lhls w a n  1h.l la in(  I o n C u  

.a -""Id b. "0 b l t  &.I? 
Yo. 11 r o v l d  be r e q  bI t  &*I. 
Ner.rl)lrlcu. - ha.. h O O d  UUY 

<.nl~rr rll)ul Ik b~ 

Fort C a r s o n ' s  wlectlve gIip: 
Many would s u r v i v e  shutdown 

un Alt Form nur npparv ;.I.. u l d  k 
PI- 10 Ilr. In  hlr house. la c u h  In on 

b* .O.U "..#I? ... l, .om. .p.Me"l 
b.Odll&. I* LW nn04r.t~ n..rr#l lk 
bur.  rswn. u r .  kort Carwe .cmunu 

h u  .~ra( hJVd .I a 11- r k n  
t k ,  .us* u k Louomlnl. 'Wt -'I 
I n t e t r a d  11 Lku mhN.- SSYI Bul* 
On. V ( n  h d m l  Ktn l  M d e M n ,  r h o  
me."" (0NVYtUO" IOW - 

who r w l d  W? h~lor .  L..e Ul l k  I". 
e.nttv. I. b.y ..en proll lnblr .pan. 
m"l. ".r. .,I rwl.  r o n  One" ,hr..l. .". 1. on u -1 *I.. lI.*llI~ .".I. 
milhl. OIrrn." UWL 

-What .n p u  pin# U &? %ll? Who 
I.U l e i n t  1. ull U ?  SemrbMY rk 

bn'l sfraid .I U* m.rkC" ..?I L o p r  
Bmhn. m moanmen1 .un l t r r  and pn 
Idem1 e l  COIOT.& A p a m m l  C u k  Irr. 
r h l d  track8 U ( n n Y 1  W h L  

A p ~ n n m l  r.**tm u. h m d l h l  t k  
um..r~.lnly Lm dulleremt w a l l .  Some. 
.rare that halllr rent81 rllmmlr could 
r e r h  a1.la.1 T e n  Carlorn du r ln l  the 
BRAC p m a ,  u. r o b i n (  d l h  b u  ef- 
.kl.I. toe lk r  br..b 10 w16kn. 

Others. Ithe Iruhm. .re I r k l n l  for 
n n ~ e n  rr *.we wthlnl u 6. r l l h  Ten 
Cersen He u hater .dr*rtllee In  l h t  
b u t  M.RP.W 1.1 s h p k  n--MY 
p r l n m r j  tes;nt.~s 18 .adanl.rrd 
.pee. 

A1 Chcrrm* Oou1"l. 1 I.rIt -*= 
near the b e .  =nu haw tone up. d 
the la taucdy v l u n ~ n d d  -n 
Is lh.1 .em wld1.ro hare moved SUl. 
~ m . l e ~ w  VIII u n11 .U.DN. wlth 
r h ~ t r n ~ ~ ~ r  rur.n. m n u d  Imm w r  

nn d dul. 
I.an slo. I o n  CYln w u  corulderd 
Imwrt.nl # u m l l r r  e l  s tmI.sk l l l~4 

tabor io  @d k i d -  . n n m l l c  
"IN 11 ~r -nllluqrpau. marbe&" 
oum 01 b1udl . r  d o l l m  woIben 
th.1 hid lk an.'. -Y .voln b e  
,OM t w n u  d W. m u u ~ .  

But tod.7. m.r..g.ts 11 r.np.nl.1 
such ar Jlhlatr Loch snd ~ s l l . o r d r r  
haw W u u r  D r u .  .- m p u l u  m p l w -  
e n  -[ rlliur). -st$ - SnY IhrY 
w-rldn't m1.s t:.: :I re f1  Carson 
r h -  

Hen's  .onrthlnl rtu leu m'l hear 
mm UU m p  a- cmP@lln:  NrarlY 
hal l  .I I o n  Carlom'l wld le r l  I l w  on 
b ~ . .  la (r t k  city, r k m  y a  m w r n  
I w  oww and ch l i d~a .  a PYSIUI 01 lhe  
Ten C.r.oa.nl.ltd populhllon IIv.. on 
b.". 

IV a11 uu r- . k t  t k  threat u 
U* h d n ~  n a r k n  11 IM C.m &. 
w1ds.n ow. Inl Ihu 1 p r n a l  01 111 
k m n  In t k  m n l y .  -din( U B s n  
beq.1. lk -st. Cven Il .r.q .ol. 
dm., and ... q p- r h o  6 .Rndd  m 
Ton a m e n  lor  )Db p.(bd up .nd I~IL 
U r m l d  1.w. .but  6.103 Ml~ l  .mP(y. 
Thal'n *I, thm 6 p- or ,I1 h-n 

And B.mblr1.r ,.IS It', . n l l b r l ~  
.v.qone would-I.... . mo?r.y. He e,. 
pru Ton Canon exmu, r u l d  dump 
s ~ u t  1.t.W hODn mu lk muke l  Thu ,I.; .ion.. n..rl~ 8.ooo homes -111 k 
wI4 I" n PYO h " f Y  

-1, it h . *~ l "d  I0d.I. r. -Id h... 

wo .n., n * u - o  ,".. gll*Y 

cel lo? S a m t u j y  rho bn't 
StrdddOammket?" 

w r m  
-nrr(r=" 
o t - - e  

A hn CM 1.rk.1 m.(n 1.-r 
ddtU.4 M UW m r Y L n  *I D(tIW 

cmlw .I- Ur eu ly  I O I R  U d u n  
i o n C M . . ~  bn-.a U*--Y. . 

~ h .  "h..vy 4ep.ndrmc. an Ihe n*. 
uon.l k r r ~  ~ l . 1  I. t o 0 ~  n -.)or 
rconemlt dab l o r  Co1or.de Sprlnl*." 
rw devekpr b v l d  S u n d e r l d  Ln 
1911 d-men, that p l d r d  the srs*'. 
.~sn.mtcd...l-pment .<r.t.w. 

or  COPIW. he -a. rel.rtin( l n  I.rv 
part I* I o r l  Carrion. Today. d t l en l r  
t p n d t q  sull ~ r n r r . m  ~k l  hal l  Ihr r e  
1kn'a .I Ih.1 -lr eemca from m t r l ~ y  the - ~ l r  bul POI... ~k bulk mot 

UU * m y  m d  Ton W n .  I*, ~ u l y  25 yean, ddc l rsdcn have 
~ ~ . r d  hua 10 d ~ . t n ~ h  U* k . 1  rron 
em I. reduct lu depndence on Tel l  
c.kO. and 10 bulld lato I1 .hock *b. 
~ o l b e n  t h l l  -Id 111.61 1h. 11 lhl 
A m y  tvcrmLW8ld. 

2 G$"~:Z,~',Y; Z'SlZi 
then ~I~ul'r. lurreded eruulh. 

In the shadow of umertalnty: 
Walling taker Its toll . 

-W%- Ih.1 WI. r k n  r. In 
U U r n - l k ~ ) ) ~  

r;.dy rutl ntm r u t  u w u.ku 
ha.. u oan k-11 d b r  tr. dd~. 
dren back ltr)l IW, L. k t h  C.dLna. 

-1 r m 1  u Y I y  )*m-.h. ny.. -*I1 11 
11 meml U* l v ~ n  o l  my La. I'd r r *  

; ~ ; ~ b U j l . n ~ l d ) u Y u h * ~ U u l r  
m~nd.~dgh~ m d kl r hr rh.1 lr 
rh., u.. And. hm. r h o  LY rnd 
n --tr It .- wKb k r  
b..b.nd. I4n.y. Ua r rur-d frem lhe 
A m y  laln; 20 U* 1." lall age. Y( U*? d bO(L ha* f e u  

UI. r M h  U r y  N y  u p  U Umch UUU 
P r U h k C  - -rr w.- .I- may -e l  t o  .D 

MORE THAN 
JUSTMONEY :, 1 

Help niP 
B ~ O C I ~ I  wen t .  . -  

~ ~ P n . % . U '  " 
.I w" .-I*,. h.\ : 
a a n t r ~ o m  W..I ;. 
h.l.!.,L 1- . lu l  . '. 
ICV. m y ~ l l l r  : 
m e a d  r r m  u mt 
: m r f - . h ~ s  . 
*.,i ..lo W Cmm. . 
-.p,"o,'.'d.OC . 
CMfl 

n t l n  . . 
10: ernups 

I.mww.Fm : 
C , M n I n w s - ? s  . 
a,, w LW., 8 b3 bc-7 
m e  c a * r a  Wnrr 
U m l O . m t Y M U ' I O  
k ti.. MI.- h, 
m: Kt, 5,- 1- -I M e 1  I0 10 S h e  ' 

i .*\nu I* CM.S 
*.#4?L? L O I R - .  
1.- I-"". -. 
-.9( .I," lo IW..,.* 
. I , h . i - ~ l l  
.*tnm*lrn sum" 
M. M YYM u m .  

I :Z:uY&rAM 
D I U M M a  
",U.aor u l m  w 
m*ln,u %-I. 



T H E  NEW YORK T I M E S  INTERNATIONAL MONDAY, N O V E M B E R  26, 1994 - - 

Military Town Opens Doors as Base Closes 
By EDWARD A. GARGAN 

Speclel loThc Ncv York Ttrncs 

ALEXANDRIA, La., Nov. 26 - It 
was the memory of a weed-savaged 
tarmac and boarded-up buildings a t  
an abandoned military base else- 
where that galvanized James L. 
Meyer in 1990 when word floated in 
from Washington that the local Air 
Force base here, the region's largest 
employer, was likely to close. 

"I remember walking around 
there and it was so sad," said Mr. 
Meyer, referring to a military base 
in Lake Charles, La. No one was sure 
that the base in Alexandria would in 
fact be shuttered. But "I said, 'We 
have to make a contingency plan 
here or we're doomed.' " Mr. Meyer 
recalled. 

Loren C. Scott, an economics pro- 
fessor at Louisiana State University, 
told the city's business and civic 
leaders, "if you don't do anything, 
you're going to lose a decade's worth 
of employment." 

"Generally. Alexandria was a 
fairly sleepy place," Mr. Scott said. 
"There didn't seem to be any fired 
up economic activity and they were 
headed for disaster." 

But there has been no catastrophe. 
Instead, a coalition of determined 
business and government leaders 
has devised a plan to take over the 
England Air Force Base and use it to 
stimulate economic growth in a part 
of Louisiana that most people here 
had thought of a s  little more than an 
oyster-and-grits backwater. 

About 95 military bases across the 
country a r e  scheduled to close this 
decade, and the success here has 
become a model for cities and towns 
facing base closings elsewhere. 
Many of them have sent representa- 
tives here to see what has taken 

James L. Meyer, right, helped form a n  authority to  bring in new 
businesses when an Air Force base near Alexandria, La., was  closed. 
Jon W. Grafton, left, is the executive director of the  authority. 

place in this town of 50,000 people in cluding a truck-driver training cen- 
the pine country of central Louisi- ter, a company that tests airplane 
ana. Last month, a delegation from instruments, an aircraft inspection 
Locknitz in eastern Germany, which company, a new local magnet school 
was left with an abandoned Russian - the first school to be established 
army base this year, stopped by. on a closed base - and a 65-bed 

Today, there are  13 tenants at  the 
former England Air Force Base, in- Continued on Page AIO, Colurnn 1 

hospital that is operated by the state 
for the region's poor. A year from 
now, a commuter airline will move 
to the base from a little airfield 12 
miles away. 

The result has been a dramatic 
surge in jobs, home building and 
retail sales, Mr. Scott said. "If you 
look at a graph of employment in the 
area, it is growing at  a more rapid 
rate than before," he said. "It's a 
complete reversal of what they've 
done in the past. To me this is a 
really remarkable story. It's the 
community saying, let's choose our 
own destiny." 

The bust-and-boom cycle of the 
energy industry had never intruded 
in Alexandria like it  had in much of 
the stale. but neither il;?d big busi- 

ness. Cotton and soybeans surround 
a city wl~ose economic backbone had 
largely been small business but 
which, since World War 11, had re- 
lied on England Air Force Base here 
and Fort Polk about 40 miles away to 
fuel its growth. In addition to the 
3,000 military personnel at the base, 
1,000 civilians worked there, too. 

When word of a possible closing 
coursed through here four years ago, 
despair settled over the region like a 
deep fog. "The fact that the base was 
going to close was a shock to every- 
one," said Jim Butler, the managing 
editor of the local ne\tTspaper, the 
Alexandria Daily Town Talk. "It was 
doom and gloom." Construction of 
new homes dried up, retailers began 
feeling pinched as  sales slowed and 
local banks began calling in loans. 

So Mr. Meyer, who had just fin- 
ished 3 term 3s nresident of the 



Chaniber of Commcrcc, gathered 
some local business leaders and four 
elected officials and began dcvising 
a secret plan to take over the base 
when the last Air Force A-10 Thun- 
derbolt lifted off the 9,000-foot run- 
way. 

"We had a public effort to save the 
base, and the local goverriment was 
pretty much behind all that," Mr. 
Meyer said. "But we decided we had 
to have a contingency plan in case 
tlie base did close. And we kept i t  
secret so that the Air Force didn't 
get the wrong idea, that we wanted Pholneranh% hv A l r x  Brandon fnr 1 hr Nru, York 1- 
the base to close." A civilian aircraft colnpany moved into a hangar at the former England Air Force Base near Alexandria, ] 

Ellgland Air  sprawlcd When the town learned the base would be clost=tl, it brought in new businesses to avert economic disast across 2,282 acres, and canie with 
501 buildings, including hangars, a 
hospital, a school and an officer's 
club. There were houses and apart- 
ments for about 600 residents, a golf 
course, a railroad engine and a pock- 
et nature reserve, LC Tig Bayou 
Wildlife Center. 

"One of our goals became that we 
have to get control of the assets and 
keep it together," Mr. Meyer said. 
"We couldn't have a lot of squab- 
bling over the assets, a dilution of 
these assets if we were going to 
niakc anytliing out of the base." 
When tlie Georgia Air' Force Rase 
closed in Southern California, ncar- 
by conimunitics thundered into 
court to lay claim to the base and 
local congressmen took up the cud- 
gels for their respective conslilu- 
ents. "We didn't want that happen- 
ing here." .Mr. Meyer said. 

J. B. Hunt  Tra~ispor t  Inc., one of the largest trucklrig co~npanies  in the country, was the first tenant t o  occu 
the former England Air Force Base. TIie company estal~lished a school to  train truck drivers. - 

What Mr. Meyer and his col- 
leaeues created. with assistance 
fro; the ~ e ~ i s l a t u r e ,  was an inde- 
pendent authority charged with the 
economic development of the entire ; 
region of central Louisiana. Al- 
though the last Air Force jet left j 
here two years ago, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has not ceded title to the 
base, but the authority is expecting 
that to happen in January. In the 
meantime, the authority has taken 
over the base with the right to lease 
many of its buildings and the han- 
gars and runways. The state also 
gave the authority the right to issue 
revenue bonds to support economic 
development in the region. 

The authority wanted an anchor 
tenant with a national reputation 
that could serve as  a magnet for 
other businesses. That first tenant 
turned out to be J. B. Hunt Transport 
Inc., one of the country's largest 
trucking companies, which estab- 
lished a driver training school at 
England. 

Since 1992, the company, which 
employs 11,700 drivers, has trained 
about 3,000 drivers in the four-week 

program at England, which provides 
not only a large swat11 of concrete for 
the driver trainees to roll around on, 
but also dormitories and office 
space. 

In addition, the authority that 
oversees England arranged a stu- 
dent loan program with the state for 
the driver trainees. 

Luring Hunt to England was pre- 
cisely what the businessmen of Alex- 
andria were hoping for. "If you want 
to be a tenant here," Mr. Meyer 

explained, "it has to be new jobs and 
expansion. We just don't want a com- 
pany moving here for cheap rent. 
And everyone has to pay rent here, 
even the public bodies." 

Dealing with the Air Force has not 
been a painless experience, said Jon 
W. Grafton, the executive director of 
the England Economic and Industri- 
al Development District, as  the au- 
thority is formally known. "It was 
not confrontational, but there have 
been vigorot~s discussions." Among 
the most vigorous were the negotia- 
tions over the disposal of the $90 
million in property on the base, ev- 
erything from X-ray equipment in 
the hospital, to television sets to the 
fire and rescue trucks. "Personal 
property was fought over chair by 
chair, table by table. It's important 
to be able to tell a tenant as  a la- 
gniappe that you've got tables and 
chairs and lights for them." 

Under Louisiana law, the England 
authority is chartered like a munici- 
pality, which gives it the right to 
issue bonds. Earlier this year, after 
failing to persuade the Boise Cas- 
cade Corporation to set up a manu- 
facturing operation at the base, the 
authority foulid another site for the 
forest products company nearby and 
issued $50 million in revenue bonds 

The New York 114 
Planning helped Alexandria, ~4 
avoid an economic slump wh 
England Air Force Base closed. 4 
to prepare the site for the company 
plant. 

Sales tax revenues to the city a1 
up 9 percent, housing demand h: 
accelerated and unemployment r 
mains at about 6 percent. 

Alexandria's mayor, Ned Ra 
dolph, who was elected to his t h i ~  
term last year, said that although 1 
had looked at the closing of the ba! 
with "fear and trembling." in tl 
end, the community benefited. " 
will bring diversification to our eco 
omy." Mr. Randolph said. "Lo1 
what can happen when you have or 
one employer in a community. Nc 
we're growing." 
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Chapter 1 
Approach to Basewide Vadose Zone 
Feasibility Study 

I .I Introduction 

This Basewide Vadose Zone Feasibility Study (FS) has been pre- 
pared to support a Vadose Zone Interim Record of Decision 
(IROD) at McClellan Air Force Base (McClellan AFB), 
Sacramento, California The location of McClellan AFB is shown 

The vadose zone is the soil 

on Figure 1-1. The Basewide Vadose Zone FS is part of the 
above the water table. 

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) process initiated to address 
the contamination problems associated with past hazardous waste 
disposal practices at Air Force installations. 

In 1981, McClellan AFT3 initiated the first phase of the IRP. In The Basewide Vadose Zone FS 

July 1987, McClellan AFB was placed on the National Priorities 
has been prepared to support a 

List (NPL) as the highest ranked Air Force installation. In 1989, Vadose Zone ZROD. 

the Air Force, EPA Kegion IX, and the California Department of 
Health Services (DHS) signed an Interagency Agreement (IAG). 
Subsequent reorganization of California state agencies transferred 
the duties, responsibilities, ma authorities of DHS relative to the 
McClellan AFB IRP to the California EPA. Under the IAG, 
McClellan AFB is die lead agency and has agreed to perform the 
following response activities: 

Remedial Investigations 
Feasibility Studies 
Response Actions 
Operation and Maintenance of Response Actions 

McClellan AFB has worked closely with EPA Region IX, the 
California Depamnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and 
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to 
implement response activities at the Base, including the 
development of &is Basewide Vadose Zone FS. 

The organization of this document was developed by identifying 
the McClellan AFB and regulatory agency needs and expectations. 
The content is consistent with the Guidance for Conducting 
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA 
(U.S. EPA, 1988), and Presumptive Remedy Guidance (U.S. 
EPA, 1993a; 1993b). A comparison of the FS content with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) guidance outline is shown in Table 1-1. 
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1.2 Purpose and Role of the Feasibility 
Study 

The purpose of the Basewide Vadose Zone FS is to support an The purpose of the Basewide 
IROD by identifying and evaluating technologies to mitigate con- Vadose Zone FS is to identifi 
tamination resulting from past waste disposal practices at and evaluate technologies to 
lMcClellan AFB. The Basewide Vadose Zone FS utilizes an inno- mitigate contamination. 
vative approach called the Plug-in Approach for selecting remedial 
actions at multisource hazardous waste sites. The Plug-in 
Approach is described in detail in Chapter 2. This approach is part 
of an overall strategy developed by McClellan AFB and the regula- 
tory agencies to efficiently and cost-effectively address the envi- 
ronmental problems at the Base. This FS is consistent with 
Section 120 of CERCLA, as amended by the 1986 Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). Where appro- 
priate. this FS also follows an approach similar to that used at 
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Indian Bend Wash-South (IBW-South), which is a Superfund Site 
located in Tempe, Arizona, that established a precedence for the 
Plug-in Approach in a 1993 ROD. 

One point of clarification should be made regarding the termino- 
logy used in this FS. The term "Site" (upper case "S") refers to 
the entire McClellan CERCLA Site. The term "site" (lower case 
"s") generally refers to the individual IRP sites located on 
McClellan, although there is a small degree of latitude with the 
term "site" as used in this FS. These variations are presented in 
Chapter 2 when the Plug-in Approach is described in detail. 

1.2.1 The Need for a Plug-in Approach 

The need for this Plug-in Approach at McClellan AFB is discussed 
in this section along with a brief description of what the Plug-in 
Approach is. A more complete description is provided in 
Chapter 2. The Basewide Vadose Zone FS will support an IROD 
that will provide the mechanism for implementing vadose zone 
remedial actions at a number of sites across McClellan AFB. As 
described below in Section 1.4, currently 253 contaminated or 
potentially contminated onbase sites with many similar character- 
istics exist at McClellan AFB. 

Under the traditional process, all the sites at the Base would need 
to be fully characterized before Easewide remedial actions could 
be evaluated and selected. This would traditionally be done by The Plug-in Approach estab- 
dividing the McClellan Site into many smaller study areas called lishes the decision logic to 
Operable Units (OUs). Each individual OU would then undergo a select remedial actions before 
Remedial Investigation (RI) and FS. This would be followed by a all of the sites have been chur- 
Proposed Plan, a public comment period, and an IROD. However, acterized. 
the Plug-in Approach establishes the decision logic to select reme- 
dial actions before all of the sites at the base have been character- 
ized. This is accomplished by establishing ranges of contaminant 
and physical characteristics within which the selected remedial 
actions are appropriate. Once the sites are adequately character- 
ized, they are compared to the range of conditions that the 
remedial action can address. If the characteristics of the site fall 
within that range, then the remedial action can be implemented for 
that particular site. 

The Plug-in Approach carries many'benefits; three key benefits 
are: 

Reducing the number of FS reports, Proposed Plans, 
and IRODs 

Allowing the investigations, remedial decisions, and 
actual site remediation for each site to proceed as 
rapidly as possible with minimum schedule impacts 
from other sites 
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. Focusing investigation on data for the most likely 
remedial alternative 

These three beriefits are discussed in more detail in the following 
paragraphs. 

First, the Plug-in Approach allows remedial action to begin without 
redundant remedy selection processes. The Plug-in Approach 
recognizes that some sites will have similar contaminant conditions 
and implies that those sites needing a remedy will usually need the 
same remedy. However, through the traditional FS approach, a 
separate remedy selection for each site or OU would be performed 
and the likely result would be a large number of virtually identical 
FS Reports and RODS. Because the characterization data show 
that McClellan AFB contains 253 onbase sites and several offbase 
sites, the Plug-in Approach is expected to save a significant 
amount of time and resources both for McClellan AFB and the 
regulatory agencies. A typical range of times for completing an 
FS, Proposed Plan, Public Comment, and IROD is 6 to 15 months 
bey0r.d completion of RI dats analysis. 

Second, it allows remedial investigations for each site to start 
independently and not be held up by investigations at other sites. 
The Plug-in Remedy is available as soon as each site's investiga- 
tion is completed. Because RI work and remedial action can occur 
at the same time, areas that have completed RI work and have 
been shown to have characteristics amenable to a remedy selected 
by the Plug-in Interim ROD can begin remedial design and reme- 
dial action immediately, and are not held back by other areas that 
are being investigated. 

Third, the Plug-in Approach focuses the collection of data on the 
most likely remedial altemative. Fewer data are collected in reme- 
dial design, and actual remedial action can begin sooner. In all, 
the Plug-in Approach saves time and resource use, and begins 
remedial action sooner. 

The Plug-in Approach wouM allow McClellan AFB to proceed 
with implementation of the IRP according to its Project Prioritiza- 
tion Model (PPM) (McClellan AFB, 1994). The PPM focuses 
resources on those projects that will provide the greatest reduction 
of risk to public health and the environment. According to the 
PPM, it will be wiser for McClellan AFB to spend resources 
implementing remedial actions in some areas before fully charac- 
terizing all areas at the Base. Characterization will continue to 
occur as dictated by the goals set forth among the partners in the 
IAG. Once areas are adequately characterized, it is more 
economical to utilize the Plug-in Approach to implement 

The Plug-in Approach allows 
remedial action to begin with- 
out redundant remedy selection 
processes. 

The Plug-in Approach allows 
remedial investigations for each 
site to start independently and 
not be held up by investigations 
at other sites. 

The Plug-in Approach focuses 
the collection of data on the 
most likely remedial alternative. 
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remedial actions, rather than continuing to prepare similar FSs and 
1RODs for each area. 

Precedence for the Plug-in Approach has been established by EPA 
at the IBW-South Site. This Basewide Vadose Zone FS employs 
the Plug-in Approach for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in 
the vadose zone in a manner similar to the IBW-South approach. 
Because a large number of sites at McClellan AFB are also con- 
taminated with metals and other non-volatile organic compounds 
(non-VOC) contaminants as discussed in Section 1.4, McClellan 
AFB is also applying the Plug-in Approach for the non-VOCs. As 
shown by the characterization information available as of June 
1994 (see Section 1.4), several non-VOC sites have similar charac- 
teristics and are potential candidates for plugging into a non-VOC 
remedy. By establishing the framework for non-VOC remedy 
selection through this Basewide Vadose Zone FS and subsequent 
Plug-in IROD, more sites will be able to move into remedial 
design and remedial action sooner. The value added by incorporat- 
ing the  on-VC)C Plug-in Approach is potentially very large. Even 
if this Plug-in Approach allows for remedy selection at as few as 
two non-VOC sites, significant time and cost savings over the 
traditional approach will be realized. 

The Basewide Vadose Zone FS is not intended to address every 
area of vadose zone contamination d all sites at McClellan AFB. 
If a particular area has characteristics that make the remedial 
actions evaluated in this FS inappropriate, then a separate FS and 
IROD will be needed for that area. This FS does not address sites 
that have only ecological impacts with no human health impacts 
nor does it address sites that have radiological contamination. 

As the NCP requires, the No-Action Alternative is carried through 
the detailzd feasibility analysis. This requirement provides a base- 
line for comparison in determining the benefits of a particular 
remedial alternative. The cost of the alternatives can then be 
balanced with the benefits. In a traditional FS, it is possible to 
recommend No-Action as the preferred alternative if the benefits of 
the other alternatives are minimal and their costs are high. In the 
Plug-in Process, any site posing an unacceptable risk demonstrates 
a necessity for a remedial action. Therefore, a No-Action Remedy 
for a site is not a potential outcome from this FS and subsequent 
IROD. The recommendation for no further action or no further 
investigation for a site will be made in the Remedial Investigation 
Characterization Summary (RICS). Final no-action decisions for 
sites will be made in the final Basewide ROD. 
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1.2.2 Interaction with the Basewide EEICA for 
Soil Vapor Extraction 

An Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EEICA) for soil vapor 
extfaction (SVE) was finalized in November 1993 (McClellan 
AFB, 1993a). The EEICA utilizes a Plug-in Approach to rapidly 
implement SVE as a removal action at vadose zone sites with 
VOC contamination. Currently, McClellan AFB is implementing 
actions as part of this EEICA. 

Some overlap could exist between the EEICA and this Basewide 
Vadose Zone FS and subsequent IROD. However, there are three 
important distinctions between the two: 

The EEICA does not address non-VOC contamination. 
Because non-VOC contamination is explicitly 
addressed only in the FS and IROD, only the IROD 
could be used to select a complete remedy for sites 
with both VOC and non-VOC contamination. 

The Basewide EEICA allows early remedial action to 
reduce risk but has no long-term cleanup goals. Only 
the FS and IROD will establish cleanup goals for SVE 
actions. 

In some cases, response actions can be implemented using either 
the EEICA or the IROD. McClellan AFB will use the EEICA at 
sites where significant amounts of contamination exist, but the 
extent of the contamination is not known. As the extent of con- 
tamination and performance of the action at a site become better 
understood, the facilities built under the EEICA action could be 
expanded to a full remedial action using the Plug-in IROD. 

1.3 The McClellan AFB RIIFS Process 

The relationship of this ~asewide Vadose Zone FS to other phases 
of the RemediaLlnvestigation/Feasibility Study (RUFS) process is 
illustrated in Figure 1-2. This figure shows the activities followed 
by the traditional CERCLA process and the process that will be 
used for the basewide vadose zone using the Plug-in Approach. 
The traditional process includes an RI, FS, Proposed Plan and 
Public Comment, and a ROD for each OU. The Plug-in Approach 
has a similar set of steps that includes the Interim Basewide RI, 
the Basewide Vadose Zone FS, the Vadose Zone Proposed Plan 
and Public Comment Period, and the IROD. These activities set 
the framework for the process of selecting the remedies for the 
individual vadose zone sites, but actual remedy is selected for a 
specific site via the Plug-in Determination Document. 

RDD100145C4.WP5 (Draft Final BW FS) 
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mented using either the EEICA 
or the Basewide Vadose Zone 
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This document will use the information in the RICS to determine 
which remedy in the IROD can be used at the site. 

Figure 1-3 helps explain why the Plug-in Approach would be 
faster than the traditional process. In the traditional process, the 
steps from RI to ROD are completed many times. This is a rela- 
tively slow process taking 6 to 15 months after the RI. The Plug- 
in Approach performs the slow FS to ROD steps only once. The 
faster process of completing the RICS, Plug-in Determination 
Document, public notice and comment, and action memo is 
repeated many times. This process should take 2 to 3 months after 
the RICS, which allows the overall process to proceed much more 
rapidly. 

The IRP has identified sites at IAcClellan AFB. These sites are 
prioritized using the PPM. The sites will proceed through the 
RI/FS process at different rates according to the allocation of avail- 
able resources. A site-specific RICS will be completed for each 
individual site, or group of sites, and added to the Interim Base- 
wide RI which serves as a repository for all RI work conducted at 
the Base. The Interim Basewide RI is a living document in that it 
is updated as new IRP sites are identified and as new data from 
existing sites are collected. The Interim Basewide RI is used as 
the basis to make interim decisions (i.e., IRODs). Only the final 
Basewide RI will be used as the basis of final decisions. 

During the preparation of each site-specific RICS, individual sites 
may be grouped with proximate sites if the contamination is simi- 
lar, and it becomes evident that they can be addressed by one 
remedial action. The site-specific RICS will clearly document this 
grouping and recommend that future remedial activities be applied 
to this group. 

The RICS for a site will be updated as additional information is 
gathered about a site. For example, if a smear zone is located in 
the immediate vicinity of an IRP site, an updated RICS would 
include the smear zone in its description of the site's character- 
istics. A smearzone is an area of contaminated soil that results 
from the sorption of contaminants to soil as the groundwater 
declines. 

This Basewide Vadose Zone FS and subsequent Plug-in IROD 
provide the framework for remedial action decisions to be made The Plug-in Determination 
for the sites. Once the site-specific RICS is completed and a site Document will be used to 
identified, a Plug-in Determination Document is prepared for the establish if a site requires 
site. A separate FS and ROD will not be prepared for every site. remedial action and whether a 
The Plug-in Determination Document will be used to determine if Plug-in ZROD is appropriate. 
a site requires remedial action and whether a remedial action 
selected in the Plug-in IROD is appropriate. If so, then the site 
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may proceed directly through remedial design and remedial action 
without a separate FS and ROD. 

This FS develops a remedial approach for the vadose zone sepa- 
rately from the groundwater. For most sites, this is appropriate 
because the nature of the vadose zone contamination allows it to 
be remediated separately from the groundwater. However, there 
may be some sites where it would be efficient to coordinate the 
remediation of the vadose zone and the groundwater. For 
example, if VOC contarninaion is present at a site in the vadose 
zone or smear zone and in the groundwater, it may be beneficial to 
coordinate the remediation of the two media. Hence, it is impor- 
tant for the investigation results of the vadose zone and the 
groundwater to be shared as appropriate. This will allow both 
media to be considered when a remedy is formulated. 

This coordination will be handled by reviewing both the vadose 
zone and groundwater data in the development of an RICS for a 
site. As the site-specific RICS are completed, the new 
groundwater characterization data are used to update the 
groundwater target volume requiring remedial action. The current 
groundwater target volume is defined in the Basewide 
Groundwater Operable Unit Remedial in?testigationlFeasibility 
Study Repon (CH2M HILL, 1994b). If the target volume expands 
or decreases as a result of the new information, then the ground- 
water remedy is adjusted. If new areas or types of contamination 
are identified, then an additional FS report will be prepared to 
evaluate remedial alternatives that address the new groundwater 
contamination. 

1.4 Summary of Basewide Vadose Zone 
Characterization 

The IRP has identified 10 OUs with geographic boundaries in the 
vadose zone, as illustrated in Figure 1-4. The OUs are designated 
A, B, B1, C, C1, D, E, F, G, and H, and are associated with con- 
taminant source areas. Currently, 253 onbase sites exist, and 
Table 1-2 lists tlie number of sites in each of 10 OUs (including 
offbase sites). Because OUs E, F, G, and H have not been 
thoroughly investigated, McClellan AFB may identify addi- 
tional sites in the future. 

Available Basewide site data (as of June 1994) were evaluated to 
determine predominant physical characteristics of sites and the type 
of contamination detected at the sites. This information was 
needed to develop representative site scenarios as an initial step in 
determining the range of remedial alternatives necessary to 
remediate the vadose zone sites at McClellan. The site scenarios 
include a range of hypothetical sites that encompasses the range of 
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conditions identified to date at McClellan. The type of data 
considered to develop the site scenarios includes site type (pit, 
building, etc) waste area, waste depth, and contaminant type. The 
sources of information used in this data evaluation were: 

Operable Unit D RI (CH2M HILL, 1994a) 

McClellan AFB Management Action Plan (McClellan 
AFB, 1993b) 

Operable Unit A Preliminary Assessment (Radian, 
1990) 

Operable Unit B Preliminary Assessment (Radian, 
1990) 

Operable Unit C Preliminary Assessment (CH2M 
HILL, 1993 ) 

Operab!e Crtzit D Przlimiriary Assessment (CH2M 
HILL, 1992) 

Table 1-2 
Distribution of Sites in Operable Units 

OU I Number of Sites 

The CERCLA process at McCleIlan is at different stages of com- 
pletion at the various OUs. The extent of data available for the 
various OUs is dependent on how far each OU has progressed in 
the CERCLA process. The stage of each OU in the CERCLA 
process at the time of this data evaluation (June 1994) is illustrated 
in Figure 1-5. 
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The current vadose zone data indicate that the areal extent of 
known soil contamination. from soil gas measurements indicating 
detectable levels of VOCs, is approximately 150 acres (McClellan 
AFB, 1993b). There are at least 97 different sites that are likely to 
have vadose zone contamination. These sites are summarized in 
Table 1-3. The sites were broadly classified as pits, buildings, 
open areas, and storage areas. Pits included landfills, waste dis- 
posal, and bum sites; open areas included drainages, trenches, and 
ponds; buildings are those from which contamination was gene- 
rated, including the immediate surrounding area; and storage areas 
include buildings, sheds, and enclosed yards. Underground fuel 
storage tanks were uot included in the data evaluation because 
selection of remedial actions at those sites does not follow the 
CERCLA FS and ROD process. Underground he1 storage tanks 
are regulated by the RWQCB. In addition, current operations 
associated with buildings are regulated under separate state 
programs with DTSC and RWQCB. Information from these pro- 
grams is obtained during the Preliminary Assessment (PA) and site 
characterization stage for the sites. Forty-one of the 97 sites are 
pits, 26 are buildings, 18 are sturage, and 12 =e open areas. 

The areas of the sites ranged from 160 square feet for a storage 
area to 250,000 square feet for an open area, as shown on 
Figure 1-6. The depths of the pits ranged from 1 foot to 50 feet as 
shown on Figure 1-7. The types of contaminants recorded at each 
site included one, or possibly all, of the following: metals, VOCs, Metals were detected at 
SVOCs, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Metals were 44 percent of the sites, VOCs at 
detected above background concentrations at 44 percent of the 91 percent of the sites, SVOCs 
sites, VOCs at 91 percent of the sites, SVOCs at 28 percent, and at 28 percent, and PCBs at 
PCBs at 8 percent of the sites. Sites at which the contamination 8 percent of the sites. 
was listed only as priority pollutants were considered to have 
metals, VOCs, and SVOCs present. 

In a traditional FS, a target volume would be defined for develop 
ing and evaluating remedial alternatives. A target volume is 
defined as the volume of a contaminated media, e.g., soil, that 
requires remediation. Under the Plug-in Approach, the remedial 
alternatives are Evaluated prior to characterizing the entire vadose 
zone. Therefore, accurate target volumes for all sites cannot be 
defined at this time. For the purposes of screening and evaluating 
technologies and alternatives in this FS, several hypothetical 
scenarios are considered. These hypothetical scenarios are based 
on the range of physical and chemical conditions encountered at 
McClellan AFB as described in Table 1-3. They will be used to 
provide a basis for evaluating the performance of alternatives. On 
the basis of the data presented above, the following scenarios are 
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considered to be likely, typical candidates for plug-in because they 
repeatedly occur. 

Scenario 1-Small Waste PitIDitch or Area. A hypo- 
thetical site measuring 35 feet by 35 feet (area = 1,225 
square feet). The depth of contamination is variable 
and ranges from 5 to 25 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). Scenario 1 is typical of sites representing small 
pitslditches or bum areas with relatively shallow VOC 
and metal contamination. This scenario could also 
represent contamination associated with storage tanks, 
hazardous waste storage, and utility pipelines that are 
not associated with fuel. 

Scenario 2-Small Waste Pit or Area. A hypothetical 
site representing small burnburial pits contaminated 
with VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Dimensions are 
200 feet in length by 60 feet in width (area = 
!2,C00 square fee:). Pit depths are variable and range 
from 1 to 25 feet bgs. Deep VOC contamination and 
shallow SVOC and metal contamination exist. This 
scenario could also represent contamination associated 
with maintenance shops and surface spills. 

Scenario 3-Large Waste Pit or Area. A hypothetical 
site representing large burial pits or landfills contami- 
nated with VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Dimensions 
are 600 feet in length by 90 feet in width (area = 
54,000 square feet). Pit depths are variable and range 
from 5 to 25 feet bgs. Contamination extends through- 
out the vadose zone beneath the site. 

Scenario 4-Typical Waste Pit or Area. A hypotheti- 
cal site representing burnburial pits of average size 
contaminated with VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Dimen- 
sions are 400 feet in length by 80 feet in width (area = 
32,000 square feet). Pit depths are variable and range 
from-5 to 25 feet bgs. Deep VOC contamination and 
relatively shallow (<25 feet bgs) SVOC and metal 
contamination exist. 

Scenario 5-Medium Waste Pit or Area. A hypothet- 
ical site representing medium-size burnburial pits 
contaminated with VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Dimen- 
sions are 200 feet in length by 200 feet in width (area 
= 40,000 square feet). Pit depths are variable and 
range from 1 to 25 feet bgs. Contamination extends 
throughout the vadose zone beneath the site. 
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Scenario 6-Large Excavation or Area. A hypotheti- 
cal site representing large-size excavations or capped 
areas contaminated with VOCs. Dimensions are 500 
feet in length by 500 feet in width (area = 
250,000 square feet). Depths of excavation are vari- 
able and range from 1 to 25 feet bgs. The VOC con- 
tamination exists throughout the vadose zone. This 
scenario could also represent contamination from sur- 
face spills and hazardous waste storage. 

Scenario 7-Trench-Like Excavation or Area. A 
hypothetical site representing excavations in ditches or 
drainages contaminated with VOCs. Dimensions are 
600 feet in length by 5 feet in width (area = 
3,000 square feet). Depths are variable and range from 
1 to 25 feet bgs. The VOC contamination is relatively 
shallow (<25 feet bgs). 

The 97 sites in Table 1-3 were reviewed to determine how they 
could be distributed among the seven scenarios. The distribution 
of the sites is estimated as: 

Scenario 1-5 sites 
Scenario 2-24 sites 
Scenario 3-9 sites 
Scenario 4-27 sites 
Scenario 5-17 sites 
Scenario 6-1 1 sites 
Scenario 7-4 sites 

The dimensions of the sites in the seven scenarios are illustrated in 
Figure 1-8. Because many of the sites have similar physical and 
contaminant characteristics, the Plug-in Approach is well suited to 
McClellan AFB, It is anticipated that the Basewide Vadose Zone 
FS and Vadose Zone IROD will provide the mechanism to address 
most of these sites. Many of the sites may already be sufficiently 
characterized to make a Plug-in Determination. Once the IROD is 
signed, Plug-in Determination Documents could be completed for 
numerous sites allowing them to proceed to Remedial Design. 
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may have diminished ~narginally since the arlalysis was plcpared due to 
nology a ~ l v a i ~ c e s  i n  thc last two years, the total cost of cleanul? 1111de.r !he closure 

11ario urolrld I-ernain i n  tllc tnany billions of dollars. 

Our cur~~~iiunity retwins very apprehensive that the resources needed will be 
available to cover the cost of cleanup under the third scenario. We see not only t11c 

cstznl of the cunlilnlinstion at McClellan, but also thc pressure at 111s natiorlal level to 
rzd~rce ~ h r  rnonies ser aside for. cleanup p\l'poses. We b o w  how rlluch money the Air 

Force has set asitle for closure costs and our exfzrir.l~ce. with the closirre of Mnther 
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CHART 2 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS $M 

Alameda 

Long Beach 
Red River 

Charleston / 
' Mare ltland 

800 1000 1200 

Positions Eliminated 
Mean Positions Eliminated: Gobal 1254, AF 1342, Army 1472, Navy 1135 



CHART 3 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL POUR BRAC COMMISSIONS 

AVERAGE PER BASE 
RATIO O F  

BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY STEADY STATE 
POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS SAVINGS TO 

ONE TIME COST 

ARMY 3,355 62 1,472 85 1.37 

AIR FORCE 14,332 578 2,526 82 .14 

1 - Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle ' Includes Shipyards-Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacoh, Norfolk 
Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included 
here for purpose of comparison only) 



CHART 4 
BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST $M 

Activity 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Toelle Army Depot 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
McClellan AFB 
Kelly AFB 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Army & Navy Average 

8188 

Population 
3,O 1 7 
3,024 
3,076 
3,110 
3,606 

95 &i&t B b h  

1 -Time Cost 
FY95 $ M  

50 
77 
133 
173 
181 
8 1 
60 

259 
144 
293 
574 
582 - 

2,607 
21 7 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan & Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: 1-time costs from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



CHART 5 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS $M 

Activity 

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Kelly AFB 
Toelle Army Depot 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
McClellan AFB 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Average Army & Navy 

Positions 
Eliminated 

70 1 
764 
1000 
1088 
1223 
1245 
1288 

Steady State 
Savings $M 

40 
82 
53 
89 
18 
76 
53 
78 
87 
113 
130 
124 - 
923 
77 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan and Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: Steady state savings from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



CHART 6 
DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION 

YR COM ACTIVITY 
91 Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
93 Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
93 Charleston Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
95 Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
95 Red River Army Depot 
95 Letterkenny Army Depot 
95 Kelly AFB 
95 McClellan AFB 
93 Toelle Army Depot 
93 Newark AFS 
88 Lexington Army Depot 
88 Navajo Depot Activity 
93 Savanna Army Depot Activity 
95 Seneca Army Depot 
95 Sierra Army Depot 
91 Sacramento Army Depot 
95 Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

STATUS 
Complete Closure 
Complete Closure 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot Only 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot Only 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot 
Realign 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Close Depot 
Privatization in Place - Cost & Savings not comparable 
Close Depot COBRA data not available 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Supply Depot - Not included 
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included 
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CHART 8 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS 
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95 COMMISSION FINANCIAL PICTURE 
CURRENT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

PERCENT 
COSTS SAVINGS SAVINGS RETURN 

FY 96 -01 FY 96-01 FY 96-1 5 PER YEAR 

BUDGET P 1048 868 NIA 
6 wpm - @??l Ql[W 

I ~ c ~ L c ~  j t : ~ l i ~ ,  . L/ 03 P - 4  
, T h /  F- in- 

EXCLUDING 6 
ENVIRONMENTAL 1105 1212 861 6 10.8% 

6 i A  %h,& ,p '4 if 2 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 1595 ' 1212 ' 
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95 COMMISSION 
FY 96 - FY 01 3 

CONSTANT YR $ MILLIONS, EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL 

Army Navy Air n Force Total * 

Costs 717 1,726 L1,048 Teak : 3,565 
Savings -1,894 -4,538 -1,092 -7,644 
Net -1,177 -2,812 -44 -4,079 

Major Bases 
Closures 12 10 9 33 
Realignments - 12 - 4 - 10 - 26 

Sub-total 24 14 19 59 
Smaller Bases 20 30 3 59 
Redirects - 1 - 18 - 7 27 - 
Totals 45 62 29 145 

Avg Cost per Action 16 28 36 25 
wcLMAs s d  k & ~ k  
8 01, -4h 

* DLA is included in total but not displayed separately 



DOD COMMISSION COMPARISON 
CONSTANT YR $ MILLIONS, EXCL ENVIRONMENTAL 

88 91 93 95 TOTAL 
Army 

Cost 1,288 I ,206 500 717 3,711 
Savings -72 1 -1,181 - -1 51 -1,894 -3,947 
Net 567 25 349 -1 ,I 77 -236 

Navy 
Cost 285 1,945 6,163 1,726 10,119 
Savings - -335 -2,167 -4,671 -4,538 -1 1.71 1 
Net -50 -222 1,492 -2,812 -1,592 

Air Force 
-l 

Cost 1,056 1,220 1,730 ( 1 , 0 ~  5,054 
Savings -1.41 3 -2,958 -1,110 -1,092 ' -6,573 
Net -357 -1,738 620 -44 ' -1,519 

cJ L----. &[& i, f i  &05* 
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BUDGET 

95 BRAC 
CURRENT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

INCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL 

PERCENT 
COSTS SAVINGS SAVINGS RETURN 

PER YEAR 

NO BASE CLOSURE 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 
1 

OSD SUBMIT 1595 1212 8616 
5 

CLOSE 0 DEPOT 1407,) 870 646 1 
w%o 4 3eo 

CLOSE 1 DEPOT 2362 944 8087 

CLOSE 2 DEPOT 3353 1019 @a&, 9897 



FY 96 - 01 BUDGET VS. COST COMPARISON 
CURRENT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

INCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL 

BUDGET 

TOTAL 

BRAC 95 

OSD SUBMIT 
- 

CLOSE 0 DEPOT 1 34 328 322 277 187 160 1408 i /" -360 

CLOSE1 DEPOT 259 428 489 501 370 315 2362 -1314 

CLOSE 2 DEPOT 410, \ 6 , 652 
\--- '. --' 

720 550 487 3353 -2305 

I , 
I 1 



r :  2 
d 1 JM& ,hfw~f- c*. 07-c t o \ =  ( )  

SUMMARY OF CRITERIA IV & V 
CONSTANT DOLLARS, MILLIONS dr W 

EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 
TOTAL 20 YEAR STEADY PERSONNEL 
I -TIME NPV STATE r, ROI 

,t- C dOJ" Y*'* p*-4 p 
SAVINGS 

1) DEPOTS 9"" 9'; 1 1~ @ s t  9; &A ; A  

KELLY 582 -283 76 " 9 7 ~ 3  1245 
McCLELLAN 574 -392 87 7 1438 
DUAL CLOSURE - 44 - 51 - 1 --- - 2683 

SUBTOTAL 1200 -624 162 (0.14) 
2) PRODUCT CTRS & LABS 

KIRTLAND 277 -464 62 3 1375 
BROOKS 185 -1 42 27 7 391 
ROME 53 -9 8 12 4 50 

SUBTOTAL 515 -704 101 (0.20) 1816 
3) LARGE AIRCRAFT 

GRAND FORKS 12 -447 35 lrned 837 
MALMSTROM - 17 - -54 - 5 4 0 

SUBTOTAL 29 -50 1 40 (1.38) 837 
4) SPACE 

ONIZUKA 124 -1 72 30 (0.24) 8 398 
5) AETC 

REESE 37 -257 21 (0.57) 21 7 
6) ALL OTHERS - 157 -1 020 - 81 (0.52) 835 - 

TOTAL (with 2 Depots) 2062 -3278 435 (0.21) 6786 

OSD SUBMIT 1047 -3646 363 (0.35) 6014 



SUMMARY OF CRITERIA IV & V 
CONSTANT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

INCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 
TOTAL 20 YEAR STEADY 
1 -TIME NPV STATE 

1) DEPOTS 
KELLY 882 - 9 76 
McCLELLAN 874 -1 18 87 
DUAL CLOSURE 44 - 51 - -1 
SUBTOTAL 1800 -76 162 (0.09) 

2) PRODUCT CTRS & LABS 
KIRTLAND 577 -1 90 62 
BROOKS 235 -96 27 
ROME - 53 - -98 - 12 
SUBTOTAL 865 -385 101 (0.12) 

3) LARGE AIRCRAFT 
GRAND FORKS 12 -447 35 
MALMSTROM - 17 - -54 - 5 
SUBTOTAL 29 -501 40 (1.38) 

4) SPACE 
ONIZUKA 174 -1 26 30 (0.17) 

5) AETC 
REESE 87 -21 1 21 (0.24) 

6) ALL OTHERS - 157 -1 020 81 (0.52) 

TOTAL (with 2 Depots) 3112 -2320 435 (0.14) 

OSD SUBMIT 1497 -3235 363 (0.24) 

PERSONNEL 
ROI SAVINGS 

lmed 837 
4 0 

837 



ROGER DICKINSON 
Supervisor, First District 
County of Sacramento 

700 H Street, Sulte 2450 Sacramento, CA 95814 
(91 6) 440-5485 FAX (9 16) 440-7593 

Karen  Ziebron, Administrative A s s l s r a r ~ t  

Date: June 16, 1995 

To : Deidre Nurre A 

From: Roger 

Nunloer of Pages (including this  page): 13 

For Your Information: Please distribute: 

Per Your Request: Please call sfler receipt: 

Please Cornmerit: Please prepare a response; 

Deidre: 

Attached is the additional Information you requested regarding envlronrnental 

clean up  costs a t  McClellan. 

Please call me If you have further questions. 

Thank You! 
If rltis was r));sse~)I 10 you, plcnsr! c.311 19 161 440-5485 10 lei us kllovv. 



;OARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY O F  SACRAMENTO 
700 t i  STREET, SUITE 2450 SACRAMENTO. CA 95874 

HOQER UlCKlNSON 
SUPERVISOR,  FIRST OISTRICl 

(916) 440-5185 
FAX (916) 440-7583 

T o :  Dcidras N~II-1.e 
Dzfcnsc Base C l o ~ ~ r e  and Rcnlignment Con~rnission 

FROM:  

RE:  Envirui~l\\ental Cleanup Costs at McClellnn 

DATE: Jur~e 16, 1995 

This mzi~~ol.al~dur~l provides additional inlornlatioti regarding envir.un~~~erl~al 
clsanul~ costs at McClellan AFB and is intcndeil to respond to the qilestion of 
Coll~i~lis~ic)i~er Cor11~11a at fIw Treasure Tslalid hearing co11ccr1lirl.g Ihe dit'fercncr: in  cost 
~ S I ~ I I I ; I I ~ \  for. the c l c a r ~ ~ ~ p  or MiClellal\. 

As we I~avc tlisctrssed previously, the scope of con tartlina~ion is very extensive 
o n  t hc  basc. McClellan is t l~c  dirllest Air For.cc base in the country. The entire facility 
is 011 1\12 Ni\tioni\l P~.ior.itics List and the contatl~ir\i~tion inclttdcs over 12 billiorl gallons 
of grounclwatzl as wcll as n101-2 than 370 acres of soil. Furthcr, there exists a variety 
UT contanlitlanls will\ varying dzgrccs of toxicity. Dividing the base illto parcels for 
rcusc rl l i ly not be practical because of the location, extent, and nature of contariiination 
as well a s  [lie unknown possibility of undiscovered contarnit~ation. 

Despi~c tllis col~~plex problcm, McCleIlan AFB arid the Sacraniento cornnlunity 
h a v e  ~nitdt: tllc bcst of Lhe situation aftcr very difficult basc-conlrtli~~lity rclatiolls on this 
issw in the mid-1980's. Wc are using the contat~linalion pr.oblcn\s to beconie a leader 
in  the devclop~~lcr~t of environn~cnrsl technologies, i n  thc yrorl~otion of intc=r.agcrlcy 
cuopzration, and ill Ihe inlprovemcnt of co~l l r~l i l~~i ty  participa~ion. McClcllat~ has been 
dzsigliatcd as n National Envir.onmcnta1 Test Site by U.S. EPA and as a test sire by the 



iforrlia EPA.  McClellan is involved i n  the Environmental kaclership Program arrd 
,~..s r \ l~~i~c i -o \~s  par.trlcrstlips with ind\lstry regarding environmcr~tal rechnologies. 

T11c differences i n  cleanup costs that have been prsscnced are fi~rldarnentnlly due 
to thc cleanup nlzthodology applied depending on thc  cleancip timc frame involved. 
'Ttit-1.2 are essentially three: dit'fercnt scerlwios which rntist be consiclerzd. 

Undcr tI1c firs1 sczilario, McClelll-~t~ wo\lld refluin open, and cleanitp would be 
complrl.tcd by the year 2034. The official Air Force sstilnate for the cost urrder this 
sccrlario i s  $705 nliiliorl, assirn~ing cleanup would proceed unclel- current policy. That 
policy is foi~ndzd on  containing the correrlt contamir~ation and wiuting for technology to 
be developed in the lururz that will niake clearlup easier ant1 less expensive. This is the 
sienar.io I bclieve Comr~~issioncr Cornella was referring to in his question to nle at the 
Regional I lzaring. 

Undcr r he seCorld sccnario, McClzllan wo~rltl remain open, nrtd cieariuy wot~ld 
bc co~.rlplerzcl by the ycar 2018. The estitnaled cost of accelerated cleanup under this 
sccliario is $1.2 billion to $1.8 billion. Thls  estimatc is based on thc use of best 
available recllriology atid assumcs the implzmcntalion of cleanup syskrns  no later than 
thc ycar 2008. 

TIizse fir-st two scs11a1-ios were the ones outlincd to you when you visited 
McClcllan, and I bzlievz you have the documcnrs which undcrlie these scenarios. 
Nonerhelzss, I have a[lachzd copies of the applicable briefing docun~cnts for your 
re fe re  rice. 

Under t11e third scenario, to which I referred in  nly testimony at thc Regional 
Hearing, McClelli~n woi~ld bc assurrled to close, and cleancrp would be completed in ail 
expzcli~rd fashion i n  5 to 10 years. That timeframe for cleanup is something I would 
rightly expect tht: comn~unity to demand, consistent with law, in order to reasonably 
fijrrher ally I-cusz plans. The estimated cost of clcanuy in order to n~eet such a 
timzfranlc is calcularcd to be in  the range between $3 billion find $10 billion. In  order 
to rlicc't such a timefrali~c, the approach to cleanup would require any step possible. 
Since techno1ogic;'ll dzvz lop~~~er~ t s  would bc sevcrcly reduced undcr this appr.oach, 
opjmrruniries to rcducc costs would be lost. The essencc of sucl~ a cleanup 
nlrttl~odvlogy would be "brulc force"; that is, contaminated soil would simply have to 
bc dug up ~ i l c l  disposcd of off base. This approach to cleanup dran~aticdly irlcrcases 
the. cmt.  

The ani~lysis for this scenario was prcyarcd for (he 1993 BRAC cycle, and I have 
includcd a couple of ellarts fron~ that analysis for your reference. While the cleanup 



DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP COST ASSUMPTIONS - ALCS 

DRAFT - NOT FOR SLIDES 

* Defense Environmental Report to Congress, May 1995 
** Range estimated at 2 or more orders of magnitude above current cost 

- 

DRAFT 

Cleanup Assumptions 
Assume Oven: 

Cost to Clean 
(FY 95 to Complete) 
$ in Thousands 

Cleanup Target Year 
(if funding adequate) 

Assume Closure: 
Cost to Clean 
(FY 95 to Complete) 
$ in Thousands 

Cleanup Target Year 
(if funding adequate) 

McClellan 
$705 million 
(DERP* est.) 
to $925 million 
(base est.) 

2034 

$1.2 billion to 
$1.8 billion 
(base estimate) 

2008 to 
implement 
20 1 8 to reach 
cleanup goals 

Kelly 
$265 million if 
risk-based goal 
$700 million 
if drinking 
water standard 
2030 

Same as above - 
Unrealistic to 
assume cleanup 
could or should 
be different 

Same as above 

Tinker 

$297 million 

2023 

Variables of 
timefrarnes, 
reuse, cleanup 
levels to 
uncertain too 
estimate 
Variables too 
uncertain to 
estimate 

Hill 

$236 million 

2010 to 
implement 
2050 and 
beyond to reach 
cleanup goal 
Response to 
request to 
estimate cost to 
clean in 2 years: 
$24+ billion* * 

2-year cleanup 
scenario, brute 
force approach: 
dig it & move it 

Robins 
$72 million 
(DERP* est.) to 
$148 million 
(base est.) 

2001 to 
implement 
201 1 and 
beyond to reach 
cleanup goal 
Same as above - 
Unrealistic to 
assume cleanup 
could or should 
be different 

Same as above 



Table B-I Defense Environmental Restoration Program Status of Installations with W95 to Completion Cost Estimate 
Greater Than $1,000,000 and More Than Two Total Sites 

I r 

1- AIR FORCE - MATHER AFB 1 CA957002474300 - - . - . - - - . . . - 
Completed We FS for OU2 and OU3 Conducted Interim8 !, 
Act~ons consisting of removlng almost ail of the remaining : 
USTs Prepared en Env~ronmentel Impact Stelement 

No. with Response Comploto. 24 

No. In Progress. 45 Progress In FY95.FYQB: 
- .  Complete removal of USTs in FY95 Begin design and I 

Total: 69 cleanup acl~v~t~es for all OUs ~n FY95 
$5.199 

. . .<.. . .,.', < h . .  ' ' 
5 ,. " I  t 

> t *  . I , . , ' ; .\ 'i.. .. , *'.,"..,'* , . . . , .  . , ,  .,, . . I,> I r , - 3  

16 AIR FORCE - MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE 1 CA957172433700 NPI I I Progress In FY94: p ] e l  - . .. ... - 
Completed cleenup action at one site ln~tiated three 

TECH $97.828 $15.995 $0 $0 li( P(97 Removal Acl~ons end completed ongoing stud~es 
L 

FY9B $30.389 * Interim 
~ ~ t l ~ ~ ~  66(66) 1(1) $3.817 $3 322 $7.738 $8.956 : ! 

: n 9 9  
Deslgn 1 1 218 $25.022 $235 $1.438 $0 E 

s34'882 ' Progress In FY95.FY96: 

+, M O O  $38.745 . S~gn two Records of Decision (ROD) ln~tiate groundwater 
i; 

.:, Total: Cleanup 4 1 218 $25.092 $7.468 $8,698 $7.787 2 FYOl cleanups specified in ROD. construct and begin operating . 258 , $ 2  I gro~ndwaler cleanup ~ t e ~  -. 

$151789 $27,020 $7874  $16,743 ' FY95-2034t $7058446 

: , ; >,; ; .*. ..#., .,,,.,,,,,, - :,:: , ..,,;x,, " . . , , . . , , C l . . . . . .  ' . . , . I , .  . . C r  .... ., .. ,,, ...... .. . .. ., .?! 
l'j 

begin expanded source studies. Conduct Interim Actions at 
two sites. Close UST sites end ititiate RCRA closure el four 

Schedule Impact Reason: TECH - Technical, CONT - Contracting. PERS - Personnel. REG - Regulatoty, FUND - Funding 
t The Year Represenled Here is the Estimated Cornplelion Year 



Environmental Cleanup Issues at McClellan Air Force Base 

DoD Position: McClellan AFB is a National Priorities List site. Soil and groundwater cleanup 
are ongoing. Cleanup year is estimated at 2034. Environmental Restoration costs at closing 
bases are not to be considered in cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal obligation for 
environmental restoration costs regardless of whether a base is closed or realigned. 

Community concern: McClellan has contamination to a greater extent than anywhere else. 

Staff Findings: Environmental contamination at McClellan is more extensive than 
contamination on any other ALC, although past industrial practices have caused contamination at 
all ALCs. Environmental restoration at the base is difficult due to heavy contamination of some 
areas of soil, depth of groundwater, and protection of local drinking water. 20% of McClellanYs 
property (664 acres) is known to be contaminated, while remedial investigation of suspected 
areas of contamination proceeds on 80% of the base. 

Community concern: Ifbase is closed, current cleanup must be accelerated so community can 
redevelop property quickly. Even with rapid cleanup, the community is concerned that financial 
institutions will lend not funds to redevelop contaminatedproperty. 

Staff Findings: No time limit is mandated for cleanup. Regulations provide that property can 
be transferred when the cleanup is in place and known to be operating successfully, so some 
parcels can be transferred before final cleanup. DoD is required by law to indemnify future 
property owners from liability or cleanup costs for contamination found after property transfer. 

Community concern: Current cleanup is expensive -- DoD estimates $705 to $925 million are 
needed to clean up by 2034. Community estimates that costs would rise significantly under a 
closure scenario. Acceleratedplan to clean up site by 2018 estimated at $1.2 - $1.8 billion. 
Acceleratedplan to clean in 5 years estimated at $3 - $10 billion. 

Staff Findings: The cleanup costs could be higher under an accelerated plan, but variables of 
time, technology, cleanup levels, and fimding do not allow staff to verify the magnitude of 
possible cost difference. Completing cleanup under a five-year scenario may be neither cost 
effective nor technically possible. Some of the most expensive elements of the accelerated 
cleanup plan predict capping or excavation on a limited area of the base (less than 50 acres), on 
which no structures exist and which are not likely to be valuable reuse candidates. The Air Force 
has provided oral and written testimony stating that there are not necessarily substantial 
differences between the cleanup costs at a closing base compared to an active base, and that in 
some cases base cleanup in DoDYs fast-track cleanup program has driven cleanup costs down. 
Again, DoD is not required to cleanup closing bases in five years or in any specific time interval. 

Community concern: Future cleanup funds will not be su#cient to clean up the base quickly. 

Staff Findings: Limited environmental cleanup funds are of concern to all bases, whether 
closing or remaining open. 







FAX MEMO 
Sacramento Alr Logistics Center 
Environmental Management 
(SM-ALCfEM) 
5050 Dudley Blvd, Suite 3 
McClellan AFB CA 95652-1 389 
FAX: (916) 643-5880 OT 0827 
DSN: 633-5880 or 0827 

EM E M 0  
Environmental Management Directorate Management Support O f f i d  
(91 6) 643-1 250 (91 6) &I36950 

EMR 
Environmental Restoration Division 
(91 6) 643-0830 . 

EMP 
Pollution Prevention Dlvlsion 
(9 16) 643-251 7 
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Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington VA 22209 

Fax Cover Sheet 

DATE: June 8,1995 TIME: 6:35 PM 

TO: Roger Dickenson PHONE: 916 440 5485 
Sacramento County FAX: 916 4407593 

FROM: Deirdre Nurre PHONE: 703 696 0504 x 164 
Environ. Analyst FAX: 7036960550 

RE: Transcript from San Francisco Hearing 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 4 

Message 

Roger - here are 3 pages of transcript. I believe that an important part of your testimony was left out when 
the court reporter changed the paper supply. If so, please contact me with anything that was left out. 
Thank you. 



COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: M r .  Dizkinson? 

MR. D I C K I N S O N :  Chairman, members of  t h e  

Commission, good morning. 

M r .  Kling, I want t o  say ,  f i r s t  of a l l ,  thank  you f o r  

t a k i n g  t h e  t i m e  t o  v i s i t  ou r  base and become acquain ted  w i t h  it 

persona l ly  and f i r s t h a n d .  

1'4M FWCisco 
&&-,ozUK K&?/A)& 5/25/95 
NCCLELCJU E X C ~ N  

10!1 I t  is my p r i v i l e g e  t o  be he re  t h i s  morning, n o t  j u s t  

1 

2 

3 

d e a l  wi th  it, Sacramento County has  been i n  t h e  f o r e f r o n t  d e a l i n g  

wi th  t h e s e  i s s u e s ,  and no one has been more d i r e c t l y  invo lved  t h a n  

t h e  superv i so r ,  Robert Dickinson. 

11 
I 

t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  200,000 c o n s t i t u e n t s  who r e s i d e  i n  my I 
I 

12 

13 

s u p e r v i s o r i a l  d i s t r i c t ,  which i n c l u d e s  McClellan A i r  Force Base, 

bu t  t o  be here  on behalf  of t h e  over  1.1 m i l l i o n  people  who l i v e  i n  

141 
i 

Sacramento County. 

15 

16 

I want t o  recognize again  t h e  presence of M e r r i l l  

Johnson, t h e  Cha i r  of t h e  Board of Supervisors  t h i s  y e a r ,  who j o i n s  

1 7  

18 

1 9  

20 

23i/  here  w i t h  us t h i s  morning. That d i s t r i c t  has c r e a t e d  a r e s e r v e  

m e  today t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  u n i f i e d  and unqua l i f i ed  suppor t  o f  t h e  

Board of Supervisors  and t h e  County of Sacramento f o r  McClellan A i r  

Force Base. Let  me t e l l  you j u s t  a few ways i n  which t h a t  suppor t  

is manifested.  

221 I 
4 ~ ( 5 5 1  

bank i n  o r d e r  t o  p lace  c r e d i t s  from t h e  c l o s u r e  of  Mather ; 
I 

F i r s t  of a l l ,  I s e r v e  as t h e  Chair  of  t h e  A i r  Q u a l i t y  

Maintenance D i s t r i c t ,  and we have, indeed, members of t h a t  s t a f f  

2511 A i r  Force Base and t h e  Army Depot, f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  expansion of  i 
I 

26iI t h e  mission a t  McClellan. We have t h e  c a p a b i l i t y ,  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  1 

LUSR & SNYDER i 



311 a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  military use a t  Mcclel lan.  What does 

1 
t 
! 
i 

1 t h i s  r e s e r v e  bank, t o  add up t o  120 t o n s  p e r  y e a r  of NOXS, and 585 

2 

6 / I of V O C f s ,  whi le  expanding i t s  mix wi thout  p l a c i n g  us  i n  jeopardy of ! I i 

t o n s  p e r  y e a r  of  v o l a t i l e  o rgan ic  compounds. These are now 

4 

5 

t h a t  mean? That simply means t h a t  McClellan could double t h e  

hi ,55 i 
it produces of NOXS and t r i p l e  t h e  emissions it produces 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

i 
$ 

t 

12 

13 

(Court  Reporter  changing paper . )  

I 

Supervisors  has  been d e d i c t a t e d  t o  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  a i r  space  around 

McClellan A i r  Force Base by making s u r e  we a c t  i n  terms of  making i i 
14 i 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

-- t h a t  keeps o u r  c a p a b i l i t y  f o r  s e a r c h  c 3 p a c i t y ,  

i 

v i o l a t i n g  a i r  q u a l i t y  requirements.  A s  you know, Sacramento is a 

non-attainment a r e a  f o r  a i r ,  c l ean  a i r  s tandard  purposes.  Indeed, 
I i : 

we have a l r e a d y  made some use of McCle l lan ts  c r e d i t s  i n  t h e  r e s e r v e  j 
banks t o  a l low f o r  f u r t h e r  development and resea rch .  

Let  me g ive  you ano the r  example. The Board of j i 
l and  use d e c i s i o n s ,  i n  a manner t h a t  w i l l  main ta in  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  I 

' I  I 
c a r r y  o u t  u n r e s t r i c t e d  f l i g h t  o p e r a t i o n s  a t  t h e  base.  j i 

Let  m e  g ive  you s t i l l  another  example. J u s t  r I 
1 .  -- 

yes terday ,  t h e  r e g i o n a l  S a n i t a t i o n  D i s t r i c t  f o r  Sacramento County 1 I 

1 
a c t e d  t o  save  McClellan A i r  Force Base n e a r l y  $145,000 a y e a r  by I 

1 
! 

reducing i t s  sewer charges  t h a t  a r e  a s sessed  t o  t h e  base.  Now I 

would be remiss  i f  I d i d  n o t  a t  l e a s t  mention t h e  concern t h a t  w e  
I 
I 

do have i n  Sacramento County about -- I I 
I I 

I 
246 should w e  need t h a t .  

I 

LUSK & SNYDER 
(4iS)362-5991/FAX(415)362-6198 

i 

2 5 /  

261 

You have heard from M r .  E r e s  about t h e  unique , 

1 ; 

technologies  and t h e  c e n t e r s  of exce l l ence  a t  McClellan. The  world 1 
1 



of tomorrow w i l l  r e q u i r e  t h e  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  and e f f i c i e n t  

approaches t o  s e r v i c e  and maintenance. Cross-serv ic ing  and d u a l  

use  are t h e  means t o  accomplish t h a t  goal .  The v a l u e  o f  

i n t e r s e r v i c i n g  cannot  be unders ta ted .  I t  i s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  
C C  

$120 m i l l i o n  workload a t  McClellan i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  '95. Nearly 
- 

1 0  pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  workload is organic  i n t e r s e r v i c e s  suppor t  

o r  c ross-serv ice  suppor t .  That is  v i r t u a l l y  unequaled anywhere 

e l s e  i n  DOD. $11.6 m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  '95 i n  work has  gone from 

Army t o  Navy and Marines on communication e l e c t r o n i c s  systems and 

equipment. $59 m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  '95 has been brought i n  i n  

c o n t r a c t s ,  such as r e s e r v e  engineer ing ,  which you s a w  f i r s t h a n d  on 

Monday. And over  $50 m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  '95, r ep resen ted  i n  terms 

of organic  suppor t  wi th  DOD and non-DOD agencies .  

Why? Why do o t h e r s  come t o  McClellan t o  g e t  t h e i r  

work done? The reasons  a r e  q u i t e  c l e a r  and q u i t e  s imple.  

McClellan wins compet i t ions  f o r  t h a t  work. McClellan a t t r a c t s  

customers who want t o  r e a l i z e  t h e  g r e a t e s t  r e t u r n  f o r  t h e i r  d o l l a r ,  

and McClellan a t t r a c t s  those ,  such as t h e  Army F i r e  F i n d e r  System, 

which r e p a i r s  were j u s t  under 72 hours  when needed,  a n d - t h a t  has  

drawn t h e  comment of t h e  Army,  t o  w i t :  Your ded ica ted  and hard- 

working s t a f f  aga in  demonstrated t h e  h ighes t  degree  of s k i l l ,  
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i 
2 6 ,  

profess ional i sm and responsiveness  i n  support  of t h e  F i r e  F inder  I i 
I 

Program. 

Simply p u t ,  o t h e r s  come t o  McClellan A i r  Force Base 

because i ts  c a p a b i l i t i e s  r ep resen t  t h e  c u t t i n g  edge of t h e  f u t u r e .  ' 

I 

That need w i l l  grow a s  budget and t e c h n i c a l  requirements  f a c e  us  I 

i 



and b r i n g  u s  i n t o  t h e  even more s e v e r e  c o n s t r a i n t s  i n  t h e  y e a r s  

ahead. 

McClellan is a l s o  on t h e  c u t t i n g  edge i n  o t h e r  

r e s p e c t s ,  such a s  d u a l  use.  A s  you know, d u a l  use is a concept  

pioneered by McClellan, which marries t h e  r e s e a r c h  and development 

needs of t h e  m i l i t a r y  wi th  t h e  r e s e a r c h  and development o p p o r t u n i t y  

of t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r .  Dual use pe rmi t s  t h e  m i l i t a r y  mis s ion  t o  be 

8 I I accomplished by u t i l i z i n g  c a p a c i t y  e f f e c t i v e l y  and main ta in ing  

9 assured  surge  c a p a c i t y ,  i f  needed. Let  me j u s t  g i v e  you a few of I I 
10 

11 

2 4 /  tumors. 
I I 

t h e  examples of d u a l  u-currently a p p l i e d  a t  McClellan. - - 
In  t h e  m i c r o e l e c t r o n i c s  a r e a ,  work is  be ing  done wi th  

12 

13 

14 

Ford, GM, and Chrys ler  i n  a consortium c a l l e d  U . S .  C a r ,  i n  t h e  a r e a  

of e l e c t r i c  c a r  r e s e a r c h  development t h a t  is being pursued i n  t h e  

l o c a l  u t i l i t y ,  SMUD, a d i r e c t o r  of  which i s  here  today w i t h  us .  
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SMUD i s  a l s o  working wi th  McClellan t o  develop a s m a r t  e l e c t r i c  

meter. Does t h a t  make sense  wi th  a military i n s t a l l a t i o n ?  Y e s .  

I t  he lps  us  save money by c u t t i n g  down on e l e c t r i c a l  consumption. 

I t  is a l s o  going t o  save money i n  o u r  p r i v a t e  economy and h e l p  

c l e a n  o u r  a i r .  

I n  t h e  a r e a  of neut ron  radio logy,  McClellan is a 

forerunner .  McClellan has  used i t s  nuc lea r  r e a c t o r  as a p a r t n e r  

wi th  t h e  Unive r s i ty  of C a l i f o r n i a  Davis Medical Center  i n  a program 

t o  develop cancer  surgery  techniques  f o r  o therwise  i n o p e r a b l e  b r a i n  

A f i n a l  example: There has been a $50 m i l l i o n  

resea rch  development e f f o r t  t o  f a c e  t h e  f u t u r e  wi th  our  need 

I 



of all manufactured items used by the Department of Defense include I 

for casting facilities and foundries here in this country. This is 

absolutely critical to the military missions, since over 90 percent 

drive train components, tank tracks, and its F-15 fiber turret 

fibers are repaired and used. Over one-quarter of the domestic 

I I 
I 
I 

metal casting facility in the United States has closed or moved 

offshore in the last decade. This project will bring back the 

opportunity to build and use foundries in this country, while 

I !  meeting air emission requirements. It will give us the opportunity 

to operate economically, efficiently and in an environmentally safe 

i 
manner. I 

! 1 
These are just a few of the examples of dual use I . . 

projects going on at McClellan as we speak today, but they are I 
i 

L 

clearly projects that will promote both the safety of the country 1 
I 

and the economic viability of the nation in the 21st Century. 

Some say they can't imagine what the future will be 

like. At McClellan Air Force Base, we believe we are the future. 

We are highly-skilled people, using advanced technology, applying 

to provide the solution of the future and the service the -. Air Force 

and military needs for the 21st Century. 

McClellan is the Air Force Base of the future. Thank 

you very much. 

(Audience clapping.) 
I 

2 4 /  
MR. FAZIO: Members of the Commission, when , 

I 

you look at our national security role, when you look at the 
I 
4 

I 

261 fairness of the economic impact on the economics, I think you can I 
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see that, based on our proud history, we at ~~Clellan are really 

looking forward to the future, to the contribution we can make to 

the national security, and I would like to say economic security of ' this country. We believe the Air Force and the Department of 
. ,  

Defense have made the proper decision. We would simply ask this 

1 Commission to confirm that decision and give us a chance to do our 
I 

job in the years ahead, just as well as we have done it in the 

I past. 

Mr. Chairman, we have over 10 minutes. We would 

1 0  like, at this point, to go wherever you and the other members of 

111 the Commission want to go, if you want to go anywhere, in the 

12 remaining time we tried to leave. 

l3 I COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you very much. 

14 For the time, I do have a couple of questions, one to 

15 add to the record and one is a matter of clarification. 

16 One. Mr. Dickinson, you talked about a five-year 

17' cleanup, which is, I think, an accelerated cleanup, as I 

18 

19 

22 i 1  MR. DICKINSON: My understanding is, 

understand, situation at McClellan, which would cost between five 

and ten billion dollars. Would you testify as to what the term 
' I  

2 0  plan is, if McClellan would stay open, what the long-term plan and 

' i 
Commissioner Montoya, is that the current cleanup would extend 1 I 

i 

1 

21 

I 
24 over, potentially over the next 20 years or longer. If it occurs I i 

costs are, as compared to the accelerated cleanup? 

25!1 over the next 20 years, costs are currently $1.7 billion - 1 .  I 
1 i 

26il $2.4 billion, total cost. As you know from the visit to the base , , 
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on Monday, w e  a r e  making s t r i d e s  i n  technology,  which is reduc ing  

t h e  c o s t  of cleanup. I t h i n k  it is  f a i r  t o  s a y  t h a t ,  i f  t h e  base  

remains open and t h e  work t h a t  is ongoing is permi t ted  t o  con t inue  

on a dedica ted  course ,  then  t h a t  c o s t  may be reduced. C e r t a i n l y  we 

know t h e r e  a r e  a r e a s  i n  which t h e  t echno log ies  t h a t  have r e c e n t l y  

been developed cannot  be app l i ed ,  f o r  example, and s o  t h e r e  are 

some r e a l  l i m i t s  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  c o s t  can come down. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Commissioners, do you want t o  

expand on t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  a rea?  

10 

11 

COMMISSIONER COX: I f  I could  ask a follow-up on 

t h a t .  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

2 3 ;  assured  c l e a n  land  t o  work with.  So t h e  a n a l y s i s  t h a t  we have seen 

Are t h e r e  p a r t  of t h e  base  without  environmental  

problems? Over a per iod  of y e a r s ,  could c e r t a i n  p a r t s  of  t h e  base 

be cleaned up more, more c l e a n  t h a n  o t h e r s ?  Have you g o t t e n  t o  

t h a t  p o i n t ,  o r  do you not  know y e t ?  

MR. DICKINSON: The d i f f i c u l t y ,  as I unders tand 

7 

8 

9 

20 

2 1  

22 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  you could no t  d i v i d e  t h e  base i n t o  p a r c e l s  w i t h  any 

it, t h a t  we f a c e  a t  t h e  base: The n a t u r e  of  t h e  contaminat ion  i s  

such t h a t  it cannot simply be conf ined ,  a l though w e  have m a d e  real 

e f f o r t s  t o  c u r t a i l  it from l e a v i n g  t h e  per imeter  of t h e  base .  I t  

a l s o  is i n  l o c a t i o n s  where t h e r e  a r e  u t i l i t i e s ,  f o r  example, 

underground, t h a t  it would be very  expensive t o  r e p l a c e ,  w e r e  one 

t o  come i n  on t h e  p r i v a t e  venture  and say t h e y  want c l e a n  l a n d  and 

2 5 i  degree of confidence.  i 

I 

! 
We a l s o  cont inue  t o  f i n d  sources  of contaminat ion .  i 
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Just in the last year we have had new sources and locations of 

contamination discovered, which leaves us uncertain that, at any 

point on the base or place on the base, that we can say "Yes," you 

can segment that as a parcel and be confident there won't be 

environmental damage to contend with. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Any other environmental 

questions? 

Mr. Eres, if you could have your aide put the 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 i 
IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 I 
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excellence, excellence chart back up, the unique center of 

excellence chart back up. 

Mr. Eres, I have a question on the fighting vehicles. 

25i 

I 
261 

f . 

I I 
, , 

I think you qualified the only newly source of repair regarding 

that line -- I want to make sure I understand it. I think YOU 

qualified your answers regarding the "sole source," limiting the 

sole source application to the control aspect of that. Would you 

elaborate on the electronics components of that system only? Would 

you expand on what you mean by that? Are you talking about 

operating the vehicle, the fire control system on the vehicle and 

so forth, or any electronics on the vehicle? Just in general. 

MR. ERES: Basically you are talking about 

the electrical components of that particular piece of equipment, 

and I have a little more data I can give you on that. I think I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

is on that particular vehicle, it really was only the electronics 

area, communications area, but not in the -- it's not the hydraulic 

can supply that to you later. I think, from what my recollection i 
I 

I 



system. It's not the weapons system and not the track components 

to it, or any other aspect, just the electronics. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. I wanted to be clear on 

that. 

Any other questions regarding this chart, while it's 

up? 

COMMISSIONER COX: If you could expand also on the 

ground communications electronics. You mentioned cross-servicing. 

I wasn't sure what kind of work you are talking about doing there 

on a cross-servicing basis. 

MR. ERES: The cross-servicing, with 

regards to communications and electronics, is best explained if I 

can use it from the standpoint: One thing we know on any 

battlefield of the future, multi-service battlefield, all 

components must be able to talk to one another, and talking to one 

another means talking through a satellite up yonder, talking with a 

WAC, talking with an individual in the foxhole. In the area of 

communications, you are dealing with a high degree of commonality. 

Basically we can do everything at McClellan with respect to those 

systems, and with respect to the feel of those systems in the air- 

land battle of the future, if you will. 

COMMISSIONER COX: Is that being done by cross- 

31 services now? 

2 MR. ERES: There  are components of that 

5 t h a t  are being done at McClellan in that area. We fell, frankly, 

5 1  Commissioner Cox, if you look at t h e  ability to cross-service in 
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the future, you would put McClellan Air Force Base in the top of 

the list, in that area -- rather communications and electronics, we 
think it is without -- 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: My questions are back on 

environmental, if that is all right. Two questions, Mr. Dickinson. 

One, your five-year time frame you used for 

accelerated cleanup -- and obviously your BRAC cleanup is 
accelerated -- but it's my understanding that there isn't, you 
know, a five-year cutoff on when it has to be done by. I am 

10 

11 

12 

wondering: Do you choose five years to pick a time frame and point I i 
out is truly more expensive to clean up rapidly versus long term, 1 

because technologies will likely make it less? i .  

13 

14 

15 

16 
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MR. DICKINSON: To show the BRAC -- there is 
even a more fundamental element to this, I think, Commissioner 

Steele. That is where the base is closed, we would be in the 

position of having to try to attract private investment to the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

base. That we would want to do as soon as possible, and we would 

want to do that in a way that tried to address whatever economic 

displacement there was. We don't have that capability,--and w e  

can't foresee that capability until we address the environmental I 

contamination. So the notion of stretching cleanup out over 20 

221 
I 

I 

years, on a closed base, is one that we simply can't even imagine. \ 
I i 

23 l j  COMMISSIONER STEELE: I don't want to lessen reality 

241 

i 
261 

but the environmental problem you do appear to have, could you not 

lease the overlying land, technically giving the amount of facility 
4 I 

where there is a lot of dual use right now? Where dual use is very 1 , 



attractive, it also kind of raises little flags that privatization 

opportunities and reused opportunities existed for those areas you 

pointed out that are uniquely capable attributes that the base has 

right now. 

MR. DICKINSON: We believe there is a 

considerable level of confidence brought to the private venture 

capitalized, and enterprises that are now working in combination of 

dual use in deference to the very fact, and because of the fact 

9 that the Air Force is there. That demonstrates the commitment to II 

community, if the Air Force and DOD were to leave. 

That kind of reluctance, it seems to me, would 

10 

11 

12 

15 inhibit the prospects for leasing land, over and above those areas I/ 

the private sector to continue with the cleanup and address those 

kinds of problems. I expect that level of confidence might 

diminish considerably, both with the private sector and surrounding 

i 
161) that may or may not be contaminated. Plus the uncertainties. As I / ; 1 
17 

18 

19 

20 

2311 have, this year, been given a tight budget due to our recession, to ' 
1 1  

mentioned, just this last year we have found newly contaminated 

areas on the base that we weren't aware of previously. That 

certainly, it seems to me, would also inhibit the ability to do 

what you suggested. Maybe Congressman Fazio would add to that. 

l! 

24 fund defense. We have not planned for a cutback on environmental : I/ I 

MR. FAZIO: There is another kind of 

uncertainty, which is federal budgetary restraints. Budget. We 

25 cleanup. I think the community that supported Mr. Dickinsonfs !I i I 
2611 statements, those living around the base have been directly I f 1 
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affected and feel we have a much better chance of staying the I I 
course on cleanup if we remain on the base. I think there is a 

real fear that, once the decision to close has been made, 1 j 
regardless of what our intent may be, with all of those subjective I I 

I 
judgments in engineering the budget process, we may see this I 
stretch out a lot longer than Congress or the Executive intended it I I ! 

to be. That, of course, would play havoc with our plans to do 

economic development. 

COMMISSIONER STEELE: I hate to play devil's advocate : I 

12 potential costs to be higher, would not accelerated cleanup I1 

10i 

11 

16 question. 

~ 

13 

14 

15 

L a  

on that. 

If BRAC would cause accelerated cleanup, causing 

increase the confidence in the private sector versus the chance i 

that the cleanup would be pushed out until the technology had 

caught up? I am taking the logic back around, and that raises the 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 3  can say is my experience with lenders. They are rather wary making 

investments, being involved where they are taking title when there 

MR. FAZIO: I think this goes to how far 

technology has gone, how quickly can we adopt the new techniques, 

and what sort of costs the incur. We have seen that we have been 

able to save money. We made, in effect, a laboratory for cleanup, 
I 

21 

2511 , is underlying problems of hazardous waste. I1 

another example of taking a lemon and making lemonade. I think 

MAYOR SERNA: Can I take that question a 

221 everyone in that area probably can't foretell the future. All I 
i 
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1 

2 

6 reuse and conversion is a heck of a lot easier than in an area II 

little further? Take it out of the hypothetical. I have been 

through closure and reuse of the Sacramento Army Depot, whose 

3 

4 

5 

11 like, urban area like Sacramento, because they become, then, a 

environmental problems can't even measure to the problems we have 

at McClellan. I have, must say, in terms of, say, small cities or 

small towns where the base is the major source of the economy, that 

811 small town or an area which is the only game in town. 

911 
In Sacramento what you have is experienced people at 

10 

11 

12 

13 

were used. We did it at the Army Depot. What we have difficulty 

understanding in terms of reuse, if McClellan is closed, is what 

exactly is the federal responsibility here and DODfs responsibility 

to get us cleaned up as soon as possible so that conversion in fact 

14 

IS 

16 

21 Force Base as well. We are seven years after closure. We are I/ 

can take place? And this is, for me, is not a hypothetical, as a 

mayor. We have already gone through that process. I am going to 

tell you, in terms of economic development, it is a mighty chore in 

17 

18 

19 

20 

22 still struggling with trying to interest the private sector !I 

areas like ours, when you have a base that is not clean so the 

private sector can then come in and regenerate jobs. You make our 

job that much more difficulty. -- 

MR. DICKINSON: Let me add: We have Mather Air 

squeezing in a base that does have toxic contamination issues 

24 unresolved, and they are to a far less extent at Mather than they /I 
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Kling? 



i 
COMMISSIONER KLING: I was r e a d i n g  i n  he re ,  t h e  

i 

Sena to r ' s  s ta tement ,  and I know you touched on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  I :  
nuc lea r  r e a c t o r ,  its s t r e n g t h ,  and t h e  uniqueness  o r  t h e  one of  a 1 1  
kind aspec t  of t h a t .  Also I no t i ced  t h e  s t a t ement  about  c o s t  of I 
e i t h e r  r e p l a c i n g  o r  moving t h a t  t h a t  was no t  inc luded  i n  t h e  COBRA 

run and s o  f o r t h .  Can you maybe e l a b o r a t e ?  I d i d  no t  have t h e  l : 

of v i s i t i n g  t h e  base  Monday, b u t  I an tomorrow. i 
1' 

MR. D I C K I N S O N :  

f a c i l i t y .  

i 
W e  w i l l  be happy t o  show you t h e  I / 

COMMISSIONER KLING: Can you e l a b o r a t e  on t h a t ,  t h a t  : 
it i s  very s p e c i a l ,  how it is  used f u l l y ?  Is i t s  c a p a c i t y  I !  
c o n s t a n t l y  be ing  u t i l i z e d ?  

MR. F A Z I O :  I t ' s  u t i l i z e d  a t  ove r  90 

pe rcen t ,  and t h e  coopera t ive  e f f o r t s  wi th  U.C. Davis Medical 1 j 
Center ,  which is a t t a c k i n g  b r a i n  cancer ,  i s  a b l e  t o  proceed i I 
concur ren t ly  wi th  t h e  work w e  a r e  doing i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  

a r e a ,  which we can d e s c r i b e  more f o r  you tomorrow, a s  w e l l  as i n  

a r e a s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  o u r  a b i l i t y  t o  determine any areas of  1 .  
f a i l u r e  i n  a i r  frame s t r u c t u r e s .  Th i s  is a v e r y  unique f a c i l i t y .  I I 
You probably would have a hard t ime q u a n t i f y i n g  i ts  replacement  1 : 
c o s t ,  because it may be more of a r e g u l a t o r y  problem, may be more 1 

of a pub l i c  acceptance  problem t h a n  it is a c o s t  i s s u e .  

COMMISSIONER K L I N G :  Good p o i n t .  

MR. F A Z I O :  Since t h i s  i s  such a new 
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1 f a c i l i t y ,  I t h i n k  it no t  only  would be a shame t o  t e a r  it down, 

I p u l l  it a p a r t ,  b u t  it would c o s t  a great d e a l  j u s t  t o  do t h a t ,  

g iven  t h e  r e g u l a t o r y  environment which w e  f a c e  i n  t h i s  coun t ry  

today. So it is  one of o u r  s t r o n g e s t  p o i n t s .  And t h e  reason why I 
. i 

t h i n k  it is, it is i n t e g r a l  t o  a number of  o u r  miss ions .  

MR. ERES: W e  cou ld  expand on t h a t .  

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Commissioner Kling,  are you a l l  

done? 

You have one ques t ion?  

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: W e  w i l l  p u t  t h i s  on my t ime.  

A s  I remember, March 6 w e  had a h e a r i n g  i n  

Washington D.C. i n  t h e  A i r  Force B a s e  -- 
( S h o r t  break while  t h e  f a u l t y  microphone w a s  

swi tched. )  

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: A s  I s a i d ,  on March 6 ,  we had a  

h e a r i n g  i n  Washington D.C. w i th  members of t h e  A i r  Force s t a f f  and i 

we had some of  t h e  same d i s c u s s i o n s  we are having h e r e  today  

rega rd ing  environmental  c o s t s  of c leanup.  A s  I remember from t h a t  

area and hea r ing  -- you w i l l  be p leased  t o  know t h e r e  a r e  

t r a n s c r i p t s  s o  you don ' t  have t o  r e l y  on my memory i n  case i t ' s  

wrong -- t hey  d i d  n o t  s a y  t h e y  could  c l e a n  up d e p o t s  f o r  f u t u r e  

needs. They thought  t h e y  had, through a c c e s s ,  t h e y  f e l t  t h e  c o s t  

231 

24 
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of t h e  cleanup could be 600 m i l l i o n  t o  $100 m i l l i o n  p e r  depot  a s  it I 
! closed .  Now today we hea r  t h a t  t h o s e  c o s t s  a r e  p r o j e c t e d ,  by you 
! 
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f o l k s  a t  f i v e  t o  $10 m i l l i o n .  Mr. Dickinson, I a s k  you: Where do 

t h o s e  f i g u r e s  come from p r e c i s e l y ?  Where do you g e t  t h e  f i g u r e s  



f i v e  t o  t e n  m i l l i o n ?  

MR. DICKINSON: Those f i g u r e s  are d e r i v e d  from 

working w i t h  base  personnel .  I t h i n k  I can provide t h e  d e t a i l .  

COMMISSIONER CORNELLA: I would l i k e  t o  s e e  something on 

f i v e  t o  $10 m i l l i o n .  There i s  q u i t e  a discrepancy t h e r e .  

MR. DICKINSON: We can provide t h a t  d e t a i l .  

MR. FAZIO: I would l i k e  t o  j u s t  s a y ,  having 

served  on a committee t h a t  d e a l s  wi th  cleanup of n u c l e a r  was te ,  

t h a t  e s t i m a t e s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  a r e  ve ry  swishy and range v e r y  widely,  

and I t h i n k  i t ' s  b a s i c a l l y  t h e  u n c e r t a i n t y  of t h e  technology and 

t h e  t i m e  frame involved.  I t h i n k  t h i s  i s  an a r e a  t h a t  h i s  

Commission needs t o  work wi th  us  on t o  g e t  a b e t t e r  g r a s p  of  t h e  

f u l l  range of what t h e s e  op t ions  a r e .  I t h i n k  we have a b e t t e r  

chance on g e t t i n g  f i n a l i t y  a t  McClellan than  we do a t  t h e  o t h e r  

f o u r  f a c i l i t i e s ,  which r e a l l y  d o n ' t  know t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e i r  

problem. We happen t o  have t h i s  ground water  g r a v i t a t i o n  problem. 

It does seem t o  be  unique among them, which has added t o  t h e  c o s t ,  

which does va ry  widely.  

misunde 

MR. DICKINSON: I want t o  say  maybe I 

r s t o o d  your  ques t ion  previous ly .  The fundamental e lements  

of t h e  c o s t  o r  c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  technology c o s t s  now and 

acce le ra ted ,  t h e  c o s t  would be i n c u r r e d  i n  speeding up t h a t  

process ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  c a r r y i n g  it o u t  over  t ime. 

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Again, Mayor Serna,  good t o  s e e  

you. Thank you f o r  your p r e s e n t a t i o n  view, and a l l  of t h e  

de lega t ion  from Sacramento. 

LUSK & SNYDER 
(4151362-5991/F-XX(415)362-5198 
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INSTALLATION MISSION: 

The Sacramento Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on McClellan Air Force Base. 
The center provides worldwide logistics management and depot maintenance for the F-4, FIEF- 
1 1 1, F- 1 1 7, A-7 and A- 10 aircraft. The F-4. F- 1 1 1 and A- 1 0 are scheduled to leave the inventory 
in FY 1996. The F-22 is scheduled for McClellan in approximately the year 2000. The center 
also provides depot maintenance work on surveillance and warning systems, ground 
communication and electronic equipment, and radar. Also located at McClellan are the 938th 
engineering Installation squadron, 4th Air Force and the 940th Air Refueling Wing. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign McClellan Air Force Base. Relocate the 129th Rescue Group from Moffett Federal 
Airfield Guard Station, California. Relocate the 162nd Combat Communication Group and 
the 149th Combat Communication Squadron from North Highlands Air Guard Station, 
California. 

Downsize Sacramento Air Logistics Center . The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload at 
Sacramento: (1) composites and plastics, (2) hydraulics, (3) instruments and displays, (4) 
electrical/mechanica1 support equipment, and (5) injection molding. Correspondence from 
the Air Force headquarters, in response to Commission staff questions, indicates that 
Sacramento will be transferring part of the following work to other centers: (1)airborne 
electronic automatic equipment software, (2) avionics, (3) sheetmetal repair, (4) sheetmetal 
manufacturing, (5) tubing manufacturing, (6) machine manufacturing, (7)plating, (8) 
electronic manufacturing, (9) electrical manufacturing and (1 0) foundry operations, 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

At Moffet Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue Group provides manpower for the airfield's 
crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control, and security police service and pays a portion of the 
total associated costs. The 129th also pays a share of other base operation costs. These costs 
have risen significantly since NAS Moffett realigned to Moffett Federal Airfield, and can be 
avoided it the unit is moved to an active duty airfield. 

The relocation of the 162nd Combat Communication Group and the 149th Combat 
Communication Squadron will provide more cost-effective basing arrangements that 
presently exists by avoiding some of the costs associated with maintaining the installation. 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
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move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations are intended to reduce excess 
capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs 
associated with closing a depot. Air Force has stated that these actions to reduce depot 
capacity will result in a reduction of real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a 
reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to about two depots. However, no infrastructure 
will be eliminated, the Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and 
mothballing space. 

ADDITIONAL COMMISSION OPTION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Close or further realign McClellan Air Force Base. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The Commissioners were shown the site of the 940th , which will move to Beale, and the 
location of the 129th beddown planned as a result of the 1995 DoD BRAC recommendation. 
A windshield tour of the Coast Guard's activity, consisting of 190 personnel and 4 HC-130s, was 
conducted. 

The technical operations site was reviewed. Tech ops consists of 350 personnel who perform 
laboratory and maintenance functions to include nuclear treaty monitoring. The facility has the 
only low level radiation detection capability in the Air Force. To best accomplish its mission, 
the tech ops personnel stated that they must have access to a nuclear reactor 6 times per year. 
Therefore, the McClellan location offers the advantage of an on-site nuclear reactor. However, 
with such a low usage rate the samples could be delivered to McClellan or another non-DoD 
nuclear facility for analysis. 

The Commissioners visited a hazardous waste site where the Air Force had historically dumped 
used solvents and other hazardous wastes. The area, now covered by earthen fill, is being treated 
by soil vapor extraction (SVE) system. At the site, McClellan environmental staff reported on 
the magnitude, complexity, extent, and cost of environmental restoration at McClellan. 373 
acres of the base contain contaminated sites, and 664 acres property are located over 
contaminated groundwater. (Some acreage contains both soil and groundwater contamination.) 
80% of the acreage at the base is under investigation for possible contamination. To emphasize 
the magnitude of the problem, environmental staff reported that McClellan AFB had received the 
highest Hazard Ranking System (H.R.S.) score of any Air Force site to date, and indicated that 
McClellan AFB was the Air Force's most contaminated site. In the opinion of Commission 
staff, H.R.S. scoring is not sufficient to compare the contamination at one site to another. 
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To characterize the complexity of environmental contamination, staff discussed the base's 
hydrogeology. Groundwater pumped fiom deep aquifers is the source of most domestic water in 
the area. The nature of local soil and the weight of contamination cause contaminants to sink 
readily to these deep aquifers. The level of groundwater itself is also dropping. Both these 
effects cause groundwater cleanup to be difficult and expensive. At present, pumping 
groundwater at a few locations has prevented the groundwater contamination plume fiom 
migrating further off base and contaminating additional local water supply wells. 

Base staff asserted that even though the Commission does not consider environmental cleanup 
costs in selecting bases for cleanup, the Commission should consider how significantly 
McClellan's cleanup costs will rise if the base closes. 

Base staff presented data projecting how the rate of spending on cleanup will change if 
McClellan were to close and cleanup were to occur at an accelerated rate. $1 90 million has been 
spent through FY 94 on investigation and cleanup of contamination. According to present 
schedules, the cleanup systems would be implemented by 201 5 and the final cleanup completed 
by 2034. Total cost to complete (FY 95 through FY 34) would range between $705 and $925 
million. Staff stated that if an accelerated approach were used to clean up the site as fast as 
possible under a closure and reuse scenario, they assumed that the cleanup systems would be 
implemented by 2008 and the final cleanup completed by 201 8. (The accelerated cleanup 
timeframe is not based on mandated deadlines; it was derived only for purposes of this analysis.) 
Total cost to complete under an accelerated scenario (FY 95 through FY 18) was projected at 
$1.2 to $1.8 billion. Staff asserted that cleanup under the current scenario is significantly less 
expensive in part because longer cleanup timefiarnes encourage technology advancement to 
achieve a more cost-effective overall cleanup cost. In deriving its estimates, staff assumed that 
cleanup under a closure scenario would be accelerated as fast as possible on all contaminated 
areas, and that only currently-available technologies would be used. At the time of the base visit, 
commission staff could not verify the assumptions used to project these cleanup costs. 

The specialized management function was reviewed. This provides logistics support, acquisition 
management and system engineering for a number of classified programs to include the F-l17As. 

At the Commodities directorate, the Commissioners were shown the facility that houses four 
commodities: flight instruments, electro-optics /night vision, pneudraulic components, and 
electrical accessories and ground power equipment. McClellan is currently designated the Air 
Force "center of excellence" for these commodities. The 1 1 April version of the DoD BRAC 
recommendation will move the instrument work to the Warner Robins Air Logistics Center. 
Installation staff noted that McClellan is the only DoD depot with the skills to repair specialized 
night vision optics equipment. The pneudraulic facility is designated to repair hydraulics of new 
weapons systems such as the B-2, C-17, and F-22. The facility has a hydraulic manifold system 
that can supply pressure of 4000-6000 pounds per square inch . 

The manufacturing capability includes paint, machining, woodmill operations, sheetmetal and 
composites repair. McClellan is about to begin a $17 million improvement of an obsolete plating 
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facility. Recently, McClellan personnel developed a T-38 windshield which flexes with a bird 
strike. It was stated that the new windshield has already saved the lives of two pilots. 

The Commissioners were driven past the Non-destructive inspection facility where there is the 
ability to inspect intact aircraft for internal structural damage. 

The Commissioners received a briefing on radiographic inspection while standing on top of 
McClellan's nuclear reactor. In addition to radiographic inspection, the reactor is used in the 
doping of silicon for military use for which there is no other domestic supply. The reactor is 
also being used for non-military applications to include the production of medical isotopes and 
for brain tumor therapy research. The nuclear reactor began operation in 1991, and currently 
operates about 95% of the time. Usage of the four possible positions that uses the reactor is 
about 60 %. 

The Commissioners were driven past the aircraft management directorate where 1,700 personnel 
have the responsibility of managing the F-111 and A-10 aircraft. The facility has the unique 
capability to do cold proof test to inspect and the structural integrity of the F-1 1 aircraft. With 
the F-1 1 1 leaving the Air Force inventory in 1997, the Air Force is discussing continued 
maintenance support for the F- 1 1 1 owned by the Royal Australian Air Force. The aircraft 
management directorate also performs modifications for the F-15a and KC-1 35s. 

The Commissioners toured the Defense Distribution depot. 

The ground communication electronics tour highlighted the significant percentage of 
interservicing; 30 % of the ground communication production that has been completed this fiscal 
year is interservicing workload. 

During the lunch hosted by elected representatives from Sacramento, a number of points were 
made: 

McClellan AFB used the DoD Joint Cross Service Group data to calculate that depot at 
McClellan has the highest in functional value score of all DoD depots. 

(Unlike the Joint Cross Service Group and Air Force, the Sacramento Community did 
not include the installation or depot tier in the calculation of functional value. Further, 
McClellan simply summed raw data. The simple summation of scores does not reflect 
quality or relative importance of core capabilities. Simple sum presents a false analytic 
picture and would have the effect of comparing the value of repairing tanks to the value 
of repairing computer chips. The high functional score calculated by McClellan is a 
result of the variety of depot capability at McClellan. This is not a valid method for 
calculating functional value.) 

McClellan does five times as much interservicing as any other Air Force depot. 
The Sacramento area has been subject to previous base closures. 
The "level playing field" COBRAS prepared by the Air Force last year, are out of date and 
overstate the number of personnel authorizations at McClellan by 821. 
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(The Air Force recently updated all the level playing field COBRAS. These COBRAs 
use currently planned personnel authorization figures; therefore, the 82 1 personnel 
overstatement has been corrected. ) 

The environmental condition at McClellan is dire. If the installation were to close, the cost to 
clean up the base would rise significantly because of the need to accelerate the clean-up 
schedule. Further, it would be very difficult to attract new businesses to the base because of 
liability concerns. 

(These assumptions are questionable and will be addressed by the Commission Staff.) 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

Environmental concerns are of paramount importance to the Sacramento Community. 

Reese, Cross Service Team 
Nurre, Interagency Team 
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TALKING PAPER 
ON 

CLEANUP COST ESTIMATES ASSUMING AN ACCELERATED APPROACH 
FOR 

MCCLELLAN AFB CA / L  
- McCIellan is the highest rated A F  Base on the EPA National priorities list (NPL) I.reP,fl; "3"'' 

-- Entire base placed on the NPL in Jul 1987 
-- Federal Facility Agreement entered into May 1990 
-- ATSDR classified McClellan as a Public Health Hazard Assessment in Feb 1993 

I - McClellan's cleanup costs have and will continue to be driven by: 
I 

I 
mot-  ~jf l  -&- 

okr/  , I  t ts  - 
--Present risk of Contaminated Groundwater and the present and hture risk of Contaminated 

soil and soil gas to the groundwater 
-- Magnitude of Contamination is Multi-Media and ~ulti- ont tam in^^^^+^^ 

--- > 12 billion gallons of Contaminated Groundwater ,,-& Vw? hl j . & ~  0 - b  +7yi&- -71 
--- > 370 acres Contaminated Soil ]&pvit--$ iho 
--- Variety of Contaminants (e.g. Radioactive, PCB's, VOC's, Metals, Dioxins, etc.) 

b e d r ' b  LivvJ +k.rc + r n 4  % rCtylC & 1 ~ d - 2  5,-, rk - 
- An Accelerated Cleanup Cost Estimate was developed at between $1.2 - $1.8B 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Scenario was calculated on the current understanding of the magnitude 
of contamination and with the following assumptions: ,ph., h s  MJ 3 

--- Pr i~n ty  would shift to Implementing Remedial Actions as fast as possible 
--- Utilize existing proven technologies figher $ per lb removed) 
--- Higher uncertainty Cost Range (20 - 25Yaylg.. -a' - 
--- Radioactive Sites would require excavation and disposal Ob - G bm 4 U~ ~l l?r J I b .7 

k k ?  
- 

~ ~ ~ L u s c , , . ~  pa,,,+ h & L C -  ~ ' 3 - 6 -  

-- ~ c c e 1 e r a t e d ' ~ l e a n u ~  Cost Breakdown: + I >  & 2 ir*M., ? 

--- Cost to implement Cleanup Systems: $825 - 1210M 
--- Cost to Complete Cleanup: $375 - 590M 
--- Total Cost to Complete: $1,200 - 1800M 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Timefiames: 

--- Time to implement all Cleanup systems:' 2008 
--- Time to complete Cleanup: 2 0 1 8 ~ / 4 C L 1 ~  ? D o ?  

- Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup are approximately twice the cost of the current 
"Technology Advancement" approach 

-- The "current approach"cleanup estimates ($705 - 925M) are much less, however cleanup timelines are 
much longer, (2034) 

-- Longer cleanup timeframes encourage technology advancement and achieve a more "cost effective" 
overall cleanup cost 

- An Accelerated clearlup approach at McClellan would represent a Lost Opportunity to minimize cost through 
the advancement of restoration technologies! 

'-5 ,y+,lJ- . 
Mario E. Ierardi, SM-ALC/EblR, DSN 633-1742x337,2 May 95 
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FAX MEMO 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
Environmental Management 
(SM-ALCIEM) 
5050 Dudley Blvd, Suite 3 

W r r l r r r ~ l d  rrw1.r Lr.ruc1 U w l  
v McClellan AFB C ~ A  95652-7 389 

* E M *  FAX; (916) 643-5880 or 0827 
DSN: 633-5880 or 0827 

r " 

EM EM0 
Environmental Management Directorate Management Support Offi& 
(91 6) 643-1 250 (91 6) 6436950 

EMU 
Environmental Restoration Division 
(91 6) 643-0830 

EMP 
Pollution Prevention Division 
(91 6) 643-251 7 

TO: &,-(de AL/. - .- 676 .- (75s 0 
/ 

FROM: 4 /.$/2...-i x&2bi- -YZ 
5/ (-- bd 31 7 

SUBJECT: I Y %;I. -.~.$7 s 

/),C''+cJ , COMMENTS. 

c,S.rc.+ I u.*.C c,--- c/ L ~ c c e r - X - h j ( ( 5  ,+' yp / 7, ldl/ / j C L . u  
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES AIR F O R C E  

r .: ~ i r  j g g ~  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT. USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

The attached data is provided in response to your 22 March request for 
information pertaining to the environmental cleanup costs for the five Air Logistics 
Centers. 

Please refer questions to my point of contact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578. 

JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the CSAF for 

A ttachrnent: 
Table of environmental costs 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

4 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR AFIRT 

FROM: HQ USAFICEP 

SUBJECT: Air Logistic Center (ALC) Environmental Cleanup - AF/RT Control 
Number 257 

The information requested by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission for cleanup cost to complete and long-term pump and treat efforts at the 
ALCs is attached. 

e 3  b-== .7- 
G. HAMMOND MYERS 111 
Chief,  Plans and ~ o l i c / y  Division 

Attachments: 
1. ALC Cost to Complete 
2. AF/RT TaskerRouting Sheet 



Air Logistic Centers 
Cleanup Cost To Complete 

Installation 

McClellan AFB, CA 
Robins AF 6, GA 
Tinker AFB, OK 
Kelly AFB, TX 
Hill AFB, UT , 

- - -  - - 
I* Includes cost of pump and treat systems 

I .  

Timing 
FY 

2034 

Costs 
($K) 

$ 130.661.00 

Pump & Treat 
Required 

Yes 
': es 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Expected 
Completion 

FY 

2034 
201 1 
2023 
2023 
2050 

Cost to Complete - 
FY 95 to Complete' 

($K) 

$ 705,446.00 
$ 71.938.00 
$ 249,007.00 
$ 181,949.00 
$ 235,858.00 

--- -- 

2000 ' $ 1,512.00 
2018 
2023 
2050 

$ 36,600.00 
$ 95.000.00 
$ 110.000.00 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

TELECOPIER/FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL 
COVER SHEET 

PLEASE DELIVER IMMEDIATELY TO: ~ I I L  && ff~flcg 

FROM: @/KME / / f l ~ / t ! A  LEK 7644 

of the Review & Analysis section/DBCRC 

TELEPHONE NUMBER of SENDER: 70'3 '7b Oy"Y FAX  NUMBER:^?^ - a-pj- 0 
. h5y 

NUMBER OF PAGES (including cover): 

COMMENTS: 

IF YOU HAVE TROU~M&RECEIVI~~'G-T~IS FAX 



Citizens' Report on the February, 1994 

Militarv and the Environment, . 

Published by the Pacific Studies Centet. and SFSU CAKEEWRO Volume 2, Number 1 

DEFENSE.'CLEANUP FUNDS SLASHED AGAIN 

Thc Prcsidcnl's FY 1996 budget is out, and it 
docsn' t look good for Dcfcnse Department cleanup 
I'unding. The Prcsidcnt is asking Congress to 
providc only $1,632 million for the Defense 
Environmcntal Restoration Account (DERA) and 
'52.5 I ,r.:llion for Basc Realignment ixld C!osure 
(.BRAC) environmental accounts. This is down 

$1,78@ .I'rom thc$-MMO million appropriated last year for 
DERA and $559 million appropriated for BRAC 
cnvironmcntal in 1995. Compared to the original 

$2.2 DERA authorimtion last ycar. nearly4.23 billion, 
or lo rcquircmcnts dcvclopcd in t!!c field, the 
administration proposal is shockingly iow! .. 

. Furthcrmorc. Lhe Housc National Security 
A ppropriations Subcommi tlee has proposed an 
additional $150 million rescission from Defense 
cnvi ronmcnul restoration for ! 995. I f  approved, 

$1,620 this would cut the FY 95 figurc t o w 0  million, 
xvcll into thc I'iswl ycar. . . . .' 

TI . "rcsidcnt and Congress are !:zating 
clcanup as a clcclive expense. I n  fact, it's as 
cs~blishcd liability, like the national debt. The 
obligation was crcatcd ~vhcn thc military .released 
!~a/ari ... :us substances into thc cnviror:?cnt. There 
arc W A Y S  to save moncy by morc cfficienlly 
conducting clcanup, i ntrcxlucing new technologies, 
streamlining oversight, and cven delaying low 
priority activi~ics. But the obligation still cxists. 

If  the cuts are upheld, or even worse, enlarged, 
the results will be felt in virtually every community 
in the U.S. that has hosted a major military instal- 
lation. The consequences will include: . 
1) Additional risk of exposure to hazardous sub- 

stances from military activities. 
2) Continued spread of contaminants, increasing 

long-term cleanup costs. . . 
3) A n  undermining of the partnerships being de- 

veloped, among al 1 stakeholders, to improve 
cleanup. 

4) Increased :;re-;sure, at each site, to accept in- 
adequate investigations or weaker. cleanup 
standards. 

5) Less opportunity-at closing bases, in 
particular- to use cleanup projects to promate 
economic recovery and career transition. .. 

6) Increased pressure on state and local govern- 
ments to absorb the cost or the consequences 
of Federal deci.-.ons. 

In today's political climate.'sonie cuts are to be 
expected, but the size of the reductions suggests 
that policy-makers do not think there is a con- 
stituency for clean~p. In  fact, though reversing the 
cuts will be an uphill struggle, across the country 
there is bi-partisan support for the environmental 
restoration program. 

(continued on page 2) 

DERA ($1,622 M )  

Compliance ($2,241 M) 

!!d Conservation ($1 48 M )  

Pollution Prevention ($356 M )  

Environmental Technology ($229M) 
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For example, on January 25, California's Re- 
publixn Governor, Pete Wilson, sent a letter to 
Secretary of Defense William Peny expressing his 
deep concern about cuts in Defense environmental 
restoration spending. Wilson offered, "I would be 
happy to work with you to strengthen support in 
Washington for full funding of DOD cleanup 

.work." But he also warned, '!California will not 
hesitate to assert .its right under [signed 
Federallstate] cleanup agreements to seek fines, 
penasties ,nd judicial orders compelling DOD to 
conduct required environmental work." . 

Meanwhile, Senate Armed Services Committee 
.member John McCain (R-Arizona) sent his own 
letter to Peny on Jhuary 23, 1995, explaining his 
earIier call to slash $930 million from the environ- 
mental budgets in the Defense and Energy Depart- 
ments. McCain appeared to soften his position, 
supporting the Defense Department's cleanup pro- 
gram in principle. He wrote, "let me assure you 
that I understand the importance of environmental 
cleanup and fully support the need to provide ade- 
quate funding to accomplish this daunting task." 
However, he argued that research and training ex- 
penses, as well as other costs that he distinguished 
from cleanup, should be more broadly distributed. 

CHEM DEMIL COSTS SKYROCKET 

While cleanup,., environmental. compliance, 
pollution prevention, and environmental technol- 
ogy programs deserve steady or increasing bud- 
gets, there is one large "environmental" program 
that deserves cuts, the a skyrocketing chemical 
stockpile demilitarization program. This program, 
viewed as a threat to public health in the communi- 
ties where incineration is supposed to take place, 
keeps growing and growing. The stockpile can be 
protected, stabilized, and monitored while re- 
searchers test safer, cheaper disposal practices, at a 
fraction of the program's current cost. 

For years the Army has claimed that its John- 
ston A toll Chemical Agent Destruction System 
(JACADS) chemical weapons incinerator in the 
Pacific is a successful model for eight proposed 
incinerators on the U.S. mainland. However, a re- 
cent permit modification application shows that this 
experimental incinerator h& been shut down more 
than half the time since it opened due to design 
flaws, technical problems, and other malfunctions. 

When the plant opened in 1990, the Army said 
that the Johnston Island incinerator would com lete 
its work by the summer of 1995, at a cost of 9 660 
million. The military now wants to extend opera- 
tions until 1999 and spend an additional $650 mil- 
lion. This reflects the Army's overall program, the 
cost of which has risen more than 600% in the last 

ten years to a current estimate of more than $10 
billion dollars. 

One system at JACADS, the Dunnage Incinera- 
tor, operated for only two days from June 30, 
1990 through August 3 1, 1994 according to the 
permit application. The liquid incinerator, designed 
to vaporize chemical agent, did not operate on more 
than three quarters of the days in the same fifty- 
month period while the Metal Parts Furnace, which 
decontaminates projectiles and containers, was 
non-operational more than eighty percent of the 
time. 

Despite JACADS' poor operating history, for- 
mer Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin certified that 
"prove out" of the equipment and facility at 
JACADS was completed in August or 1993. That 
decision has allowed construction of other chemical 
weapons incinerators to move forward, despite 
citizen protest 

Leaders of the national movement advocating 
the development of safer alternatives for chemical 
weapons disposal cite this as yet another example 
of the failures of the Army incineration program. 
"The ongoing failure of JACADS demonstrates that 
incineration is a bankrupt approach to eliminating 
the -U.S. chemical weapons stockpile," says Craig 
Williams of the Chemical Weapons Working 
Group (CWWG). Williams lives near a chemical 
ieap6n.s stockpile in Richmond, Kentucky. 

The CWWG, a nationa! coalition of citizens 
who live near stockpile sites, wants the Army to 
abandon its incineration program and aggressively 
develop safer, more environmentally sound 
alternatives. The CWWG believes that the Army, if 
i t  wanted, could demonstrate a cheaper, better 
alternative within five years. Potential technologies: 
include chemical neutralization, supercritical water: 
oxidation, biodegradation, molten metals/moltcn 
salts, wet air oxidation, steam gasification, and 
electrochemical oxidation. 

Portions of this articles are excerpted from a 
press release issued by the CWWG;which can be 
contacted at P.O. Box 467, Berea, KY 40403. 
Phone: 606-986-7565. 

ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY R&D 

The Pentagon has released a list of projects 
being funded in the first year (M 1995) of the 
Environmental Security Technology Certification 
Program. The list matches closely the requiremenls 
often described by many neighbors at military 
bases across the country. In releasing the list, the 
Defense Environmental Security office asserted that 
most of the technologies under developmenl will 
not only protect the environment and public health 
but save the government money once they are 
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scttled with residents for a total of $8.5 million. the Navy proved its flcxi bility and commitment 10 
(Florida Times- Union, January 25, 1995) listen to RAB mcmber conccrns and altcrcd its 

., MARCH AFB . TRANSITION . 

Members of the Restoration Advisory Board at 
March Air Force Base, in Riverside California, 
have flagged a problem which, if it recurs else- 

: where, could slow cleanup at closing bases. Tech- 
. . nically, .March AFB is a ."realignment," with re- - '.-? .l'serie'&nits :replacing the active , Air Force. 

'-Iowe7;er, so much of its., .activi ty: is,, being 
eliminated that most people consider it a "closure." 

Specifically, as part of the realignment, the en- 
tire environmental staff is being laid off or "bought 
out." RAB members feel that -the change will 
severely- undermine what they consider an 
exemplary cleanup program. They are concerned 
that the replacement staff will lack the experience 
and site knowledge; that i t  will consist of people 
with construction, not environmental management 
skills; and that there will be a gap in activity when 
the old staff is terminated and the new staff is either 
not on board or merely not up to speed. 

NORTH ISLAND RAB HAS AN. IMPACT 

The following is reprinted from the Winter, 
1995 Toxinformer, the newsletter of the San Diego 
Environinental Health Coalition (EHC): 

Based on input from ,Restoration Advisory 
Board (RAB) members, the Navy a1 tered its plans 
and will now do a more-protective cleanup of the 
most seriously contaminated site at the Naval Air 

: Station; North Island (NASNI). EHC and Mr. Joe 
Zarnoch of the [California] Department of Toxic 
Substances Control submitted strong objections to 
the original plan to leave the hottest PCBs 
[polychlorinated biphenyls] on site. In response, 

plans. 
"The first proposal would havc requircd an 

EPA waiver from Federal TSCA [Toxic Sub- 
stances Control Act] laws. The ncw prcfcrred al- 
ternative is comparable in cost to thc original prtr 
posal and should reduce the toxicity and mobility 
of PCB's compared to the Navy's original pro- 
posal,",stated Zarnoch. _The current cleanup plan 
will treat all PCB-contaminated soils to a levcl ol' 
25 [parts pk; million] and dispose of i t  on Si tc 4. 
Site 4 will then become part of a driving range for 
thc golf course." 

The Environmental Hcallh Coalition rcmal n s  
concerned, howevei, that the con lam in ant!^ will bc 
'incinerated and released in Tcxas. 

If you aren't already receiving the Report in thc 
mail, you can request a free subscription by calling 
PSC (4 1 51969- 1545) or CAREERIPRO (4 1 51904- 
7'751). or send E-mail to lsiegelsigc . apc . org. 

State maps and lists itemizing Department of' 
Defense cleanup sites and expendi turcs, bascd on 
the March, 1994 Defense Envirortrnentai Cknruip 
Reporr, may be requested from CAREERIPRO. 
Single-state documents will be supplied frec ol' 
charge. 

' Most of articles in  this edition, were posicd 
electronically, as the information way rcceivcd, on 
CAREEWPRO's Electronic Clearinghouse on Basc 
Closure, Cleanup, and Conversion. The Clearing- 
house appears as a conference, cpro.militaz-y, 
on the IGC system (PeiceNet, EcoNet, LaborNct. 
etc.) and as a news group on the Internet. For morc 
information, contact CAREERfPRO at 4151904- 
7751 or send E-mail to aimeeheigc . apc . org. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

McClellan AFB - AFMC 
- .- - - - - 

Section VIII 

1. Air Quality - Clean Air Act 

VIII.1.A Air Quality Management District for the base: Sacramento Air Quality Management District 1 
VIII.1.B The base is located within a maintenance or  non-attainment area for specific pollutants. ! 
VIII.I.B.l No pollutants in maintenance 

V111.1.11.2 Non-attainment area regulated pollutant(s) and severity: 

l~arbon Monoxide I~odcrate  1 
Ozone ]serious 
I'M- 1 0  I~oderate  

VIII.1.C There are NO critical air quality regions withiti 1 0  kilometers of the base 

(Critical air quality regions are non-attainment areas, national parks, etc.) 

VIII.1.D On- or  OK-base activities have NOT been restricted or  delayed due to air quality considerations. 

(Restrictions or  dclnys mny be imposed by a Metropolitan Planning Organization o r  similar organization and include restrictions to 
construction permits, restrictions to industrial facilities operating hours, Iligh Occupancy%'ehicle (IIOV) rush hour procedures, etc.) 

VIII.1.D.l The baw has NOT been required to impliment emissions reduction through special actions 

(i.e. carpooling or  emissions credit transfer) 

VIII.1.E Restrictions placed on operations by state or local air quality regulatory agencies: 

VIII.E.1 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE): 

E.1.a 'I he state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts the operation of portable internal combustion engine equipment, 
to include AGE. 

E.1.b The state or local air qua!ity regulatory agency Requires permits for such units. 1 

E.1.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires the base to modify the hours of operation of the AGE. 
E.1.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires retrofit controls for AGE. 

VIII.E.2 Infrastructure Maintenance /Public Works 

E.2.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionnaly exempts small activities or engines used for infrastructure maintenance 
(i.e., sewer cleaning, wood chipping. road repair, etc.). 

E.2.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Lirnits the hours of these activities. 
- - - - -- -. -- -- - - - - - - - A 
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E.2.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of equipment used to support these activities. 
E.2.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets for these activities. 

VIII.E.3 Open Burdopen Detonation 

E.3.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits open burn / open detonation (OBIOD) or trqining 
E3.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts OBlOD opra t ioy  or training. 
E3.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the number of detonations to keep an exempti . 
E3.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic emission testing. 

VIII.EA Fire Training 

@r 
E.4.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Specifies requirement$ which exceed the fue training andlor controlled bum requirements for local 

public fire agencies where fire training activities that produce smoke are regulated or conditionally exempted. 
E.4.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits fire training activities that produce smoke. 

VIII.E.5 Signal Flares 

E.5 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits the use of signal flares for search and rescue training or operations. 
VIII.E.6 Emergency Generators 

E.6.a The state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts emergency operation of generators or engines. 

E.6.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the hours of emergency operation of generatorg. 
E.6.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of kmergenct generators. 
E.6.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires an air quality operating permit if the emergency operation of the generators exceeds an 

exemption threshold. 
E.6.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets. 

VIII.E.7 Short-term Activities 

E.7.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts short-tenn (12 months or less) activities (i.e., air shows, 
exercises, construction, or emergency actions). 

E.7.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the operation for short-term activities. 

E.7.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis, emission testing, or emission offsets. 

E.7.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits any short-term activities. 

VIII.E.8 Monitoring 

E.8 The state or local air quality regulatory agency Has continious emissions monitoring requirements for sources at the base which exceed the Federal 
New Source Performance Standards requirements. 

VIII.E.9 BACTlLAER 
E.9 The state or local air quality regulatory agency Has BAWLAER emissions thresholds (excluding lead) that exceed the Federal Clean Air Act 

requirements. 

- -- 2. Water - Potable -- --- . . - -- -- - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - . -- pp -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - 
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VIII.2.A The base potable water supply is On-base and the source is: 

The base potable water supply consists of eight (8) wells pumping from groundwater aquifers.See Note 

VIII.2.B There are no constraints to the base water supply. I 

VIII.2.C The base potable water supply does not constrain operations 

(Contamininants or lack of water supply may restrict construction activities or operations through: facility siting options, well usage, 
construction, etc.) 

3. Water - Ground Water 

VII13.A Base or  local community groundwater is contaminated. 

VII1.3.A.l Nature of contamination. Volitile organic compounds (e.g., Trichloroethene). Others exist, but are not widespread. 

VIII.3.A.2 The contaminated groundwater is a potable water source 

VIII3.B The base is actively involved in groundwater remediation activities. ? 
VIII3.C 358 water wells exist at the base. 

VIII3.D 15 wells have been abandoned for the following reasons: 

contamination and inefficient production rates. 

4. Water - Surface Water 
VIII.4.A The following perennial bodies of water are located on base. 

VIII.~.A.I r&gioy ~ U ~ ~ G z G ]  

VIII.4.A3 The base is located within a specified drainage basin. 

Beaver Pond 
Long Storage Pond 
Magpie Creek 

~ - .- 

VIII.4.B Special permits are required a5 follows: 

1.01 Acres 
0.57 Acres 
0.23Acres 

- - - --- pp - -- .- -- - - - - -- 
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NPDES Permit No. CA.0004359 requires notification (see note) 

(Special permits may required to conduct trainindopcrstions, or for construction projects on or near bodies of water) 

VIII.4.C There is No known contamination to the base or local community surface water 
1 

5. Wastewater I 
VII15.A Base wastewater is treated by On-Base facilities. 

V111.5.B The following 3 wastewater treatment facilities (industriaVdomestic) are located on-base: 
. - - - - - - - - -- - - -. - - - - - - 
Industrial Waste Treatment Plant 1 
Industrial Waste Treatment Plant 2 
Wastewater Pretreatment Plant, Bldg 692 - - -- 

VIII.5.C There are No discharge violations or outstanding open enforcement actions pending. 

6. Discharge Points / Impoundments 
t 

VIII.6.A Describe the National Pollutant Elimination System permits in effect: 

NPDES Permit #CA008 1850, is for the Groundwater Treatment Plant. NPDES Permit #CA0004359, is for Storm and Urban Runoff 
Discharges. 

VIII.6.B The base currently discharges treated wastewater ON-Base. Description of treated wastewater discharge location: 

Industrial wastewater is treated, then discharged to the county sewer. Contaminated groundwater (considered wastewater) is treated and 
discharged to an on-base creek flowing to the Sacramento River. 

VIII.6.C The base has No discharge impoundments. 

VIII.6.D There are no discharge violations or outstanding discharge open enforcement actions pmdind. 

7. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Asbestos 

VIII.7.A 60.0 percent of facilities have been surveyed for asbestos. 
-- - 
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VIII.7.A.I 75.0 percent of the facilities surveyed are identified as having asbestos. 

VII1.7.A.2 4 facilities are considered regulated areas or have restricted use due to friable asbestos. 

- -- - - - - - - - 
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The presence of these species does Not constrain current or future construction activities or operations. 

10. Biological - Wetlands 

VIII.lO.A Wetlands, estuaries, or other special aquatic features present on the base: 

VIII.lO.A.2 The base is Not involved in jointly-managed programs for protection of these resources. 

VIII. 1 O.A.l Identification and type of wetland: Approximate acreage: 

VIII.1O.B The base has been surveyed for wetlands in accordance with established federally approved guidelines. 

VIII.1O.R.I Survey was completed in Sep 93 

- - - - - - 
Flood plain - 

Seasonal wetlands (Davis site) 

Seasonal wetlands and vernal pools (Lincoln site) - - 
Vernal Pools, Riparian, Seasonal Wetlands Scattered on the above 
flood plain 

- - - - pp 

V111.10.D.2 100 percent of the base was included in the survey. 

-- - 
235 
20 

'33 
15 

VIII.lO.B.3 Method used to survey the base (e.g., Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands 
Inventory): 

Both COE and USFWS Methods were Used 

VIII.lO.C Part of the base is located in a 100-year floodplain. 

VIII.lO.D The presence of these resources does Not constrain current or future construction activities or operations. 

11. Biological - Floodplains 
VI1I.ll.A Floodplains are present on the base. 

- - -- - - - - - - - 
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VIII.1 I.A.1 Floodplains do Not constrain construction (siting) activities or operations. 

V111.11.A.2 Periodic flooding does Not constrain bnse operations. 

12. Cultural I 
V111.12.A IIistoric,prehistoric, archaeological sites or other cultural resources located on the base: , 
VIII.12.A.l Sites: Significant status: 

I 
- A Sacramento Air Depot Historic - p g n i z e d  foyhirtorisal - and architectural significance by e State Historic - - -- - - - - - 

District. 51 facilities recognized. -- 
VIII.12.R 18 percent of the buildings on base are over 50 years old. 

VIII.12.C IIistoric I~ndrnarWDistricts, or properties listed in the National Register of IIistoric Places (NRIW) located on base: 

Sacramento Air Dept Ilistoric District is listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places Jan 92 

VIII.12.C.1 No properties have been determined to be or may be eligible for the NRIIP. 

VII1.12.C.2 Buildings and structures have not heen surveyed for Cold War or other historical significance. 

VII1.12.D The base has been archeologically suweyed. I 
VIII.12.D.I 100 percent of the base has been suweyed. 

VII1.12.D.2 No archeological sites have been found. 

V111.12.D.3 No archeological collections are h o u d  on base. 

W1.12.D.4 No Native Americans or others usd~dentified sacred areas or burial sites on or near base. 

VIII.12.E The base has no agreements with historic preservation agencies. 

Agreements include Programmatic Agreements and Memorandum of Agreements. 
Historical preservation agencies include State Historical Preservation Officer or the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation. 

-- --- -- -- - - - - - - . . - - 
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13. Environmental Cleanup - Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) c ( ~ , ,  A p y i  . 
VIII.13.A A preliminary assessment of the installation has been performed. 

VIlI.13.A.l 258 1RP sites have been identified 

VII1.13.A.2 No IRP sites extend off base. 

VII1.13.A.3 4All on-site remediation is estimated to be in place in 0179 I 

V111.13.B The installation is a National Priority List (NPL) site or has been proposed as an NPL site. 

V111.13.C Federal Facility Agreements to clean up the base are in place. 

Federal Facility Agreements include Interagency Agreements, Administrative Orders of Consent, and other agreements. 

VIII.13.D There reported or known uncontrolled or unregulated occurrences of specific contaminate types and sources. &'?- 
Contarninate types and sources include landfills, medical wastes, radioactive wastes, etc. 

VI11.13.E P:o sites or SWMUs are currently being investigated and remediated pursuant to the RCRA. 

SWMU - Solid Waqte Management Units 
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

VIII.13.F The IRP currently restricts construction (siting) activitiedoperations on-base. 

14. Compliance / IRP Costs ($000) 

VIII 

15. Other Issues &Yj LwV4i/ ZC& - 
15-Feb-95 

----- -- - - -. --- -- - 
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V111.15.A Description of other activities which may constrain or enhance base operations: 

LOCAL: Dual-Use Initiatives, Partnerships, and Awards. See Note 

STATE: Dual-Use Unitiatives,Partnerships,and Awards.Note. 

FEDERAL: Dual-Use Unitiatives, Partnerships, and Awards. See Note 1 

16. Air Quality - Clean Air Act 
1 

VIII.16.A Air Oualitv Control Area (AOCA) eeoera~hic region in which the base is located: 
I 

Sacramento County Portion of the Sacramento Region 

VIII.16.B Air quality regulatory agency responsible for the AQCA:. Sacramento Municipal Air Quality Management District 

VIII.16.B Name and phone number of the AQCA program manager for issues pertaining to the base: 

Bruce Nixon (9 16) 386-6623 

The EPA has designated the AQCA (or the specific portion of the AQCA containing the base) to be: 

VII1.16.C.l In Non-Attainment for Ozone VII1.16.C.2 In Non-Attainment for Carbon Monoxide 

VIII.16.C.3 In Non-Attainment for Particulate matter (PM-10) VIII.16.C.4 In Attainment for Sulfur Dipxide 

VIII.16.C.5 In Attainment for Nitrogen Dioxide (Not NOx) VII1.16.C.6 In Attainment for Lead 

VII1.16.C.7 The EPA has Not proposed that any AQCA pollutant in ATTAINMENT be listed as NONAITAINMENT 

VIII.16.D.1 Ozone daily maximum hourly design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 0.16 ppm 

VIII.16.D.2 Carbon monoxide 8 hour design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 13.0 ppm 

VIII.16.D3 Ozone Design value is 1333% of NAAQS 

VIII.16.D.4 Carbon monoxide Design value is 144.4% of NAAQS 

VIII.16.E.1 The EPA-designated severity of nonattainment for OZONE is Serious 

VIII.16.E.2 Sacramento County Portion of the Sacramento Region 

VIII.16.E.4 The base is Not in a rural transport area 

VIII.16.E.5 The EPA has proposed that the AQCA severity of nonattainment for OZONE be redesignated 

V111.16.E.5. The EPA has proposed a designation of Severe in the Federal Register 
- - 
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V111.16.G. Specific ozone precursor (Volatile organic compounds(V0Cs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)) emlssions for the base: 
based on the AQCA 1990 baseline AND in  the required attainment year 
inventory. 

VOCs NOx VOCs I NOx 
Mobile Source Including Aircraft G.1.a 101 G.1.d 66 G.2.a lp G.2.d 119 

Military Aircraft Associated with the Base G.1.b 81 G.1.e 47 G.2.b 105 
Stationary Source G.1 .c 224 G.1.f 73 G.2.c 96 

Amount of reduced annual emlsslons of VOCs and NOx resulting from permanent reductions in base activity levels, 
process changes, or any other measures Implemented at the base since 1 Jan 1990 

VOCs NOx 
Mobile Source Including Aircraft G.3.a 0 G.3.c 1 

Stationery Source 0.3.b 42 G.3.d 11 

Amount of Increased annual emlsslons of VOCs and NOx resulting from Increased activity levels, facility expansion, 
process changes, or other means lmplemented at the base since 1 Jan 1990 

Mobile Source Including Aircraft G.4.a 0 G.4.c 0 
Stationary Source G.4.b 0 G.4.d 3 1 

Computed allowable growth VOCs NOx 
Mobile Source Including Aircraft G.5.a 83.17% G.5.c 81.82% 

Stationary Source G.5.b 18.75% G.5.d 42.47% 
TOTAL G.5.e 38.77% G.5.f 61.15% 

VII1.16.11 The EPA-designated severity of nonattainment for Carbon monoxide is MODERATE 

VIII.16.1 The AQCA's Carbon monoxide plan contains No quantitative measures for military aircraft. . . . .  - -  
M c n . ~ u r ~  inclrrde qrmr..'r?&i_n !kit;, jY~j~~ciiiii, i~$inciruns, or emusions budgets. 

VIII.16J The AQCA does not have VMT forecasts or they can not be obtained. 

-. - - - - ---- - . 
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April 24, 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: M c C l q l l a n  AFB - GAO Report 

FROM: Joe Healy, RPM (H-9-11 , 744-2211 

TO: Deidre Nurre ~ 3 3 %  

I have enclo,sed a copy of my copy of the GAO report on McClellan. 
It had already been marked up with my comments. Please call me 
for clarifications. I have also included a copy of a handout 
from the April RAB meeting held at a community center near McAFB 
with the general public invited. 

I would also like to point out that McAFB1s efforts to be 
"innovativen have had mixed results. Some of their strategies 
for cleanup were initially not consistent with the NCP and 
required extensive EPA time to help them shape more acceptable 
strategies (e.g., plug-in approaches and evaluation of the nine 
criteria). Their contractors are only now beginning to become 
familiar with and use EPA guidance as a starting point in the 
development c~f proposed innovative strategies for dealing with 
the complex contamination. issues. 
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Air Force Base Case Study 
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The Sacramento Air Logistics Center, California, is a large industrial 
complex loated on McCleUan Air Force Base. The Center's primary 
mission is aircra€t maintenance, In performing its mission, the Center 
generates more than 470-different hazardous waste streams, including 
solvents, bustic cleaners, low level radioactive waste, polychlorinated. 
biphenyls (PCB), heavy metals, and a variety of fuel oils and lubricants. The. 
.previous dsposal practices for wastes from these industrial type 
operations have resulted in significant environmental contamination. 
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TCE has been detected in the shallow, middle, and deep water-bearing 
zones of the aquifer with 45,000 ppb as the highest lever detected. Other 
contaminants detected and the .amounts are 1,2 ~ichloroethylene (600 
ppb), Tetrachloroethylene (1,400 ppb), Vinyl Chloride (2,700 ppb), and 
Carbon Tetrachloride '(600 ppb). 

Listing on the NPL EPA scored McClellan using the Hazard Ranking System in 1984 and placed 
the entire installation on the NPL in July 1987. McClellan's score of 57.93 is 
the highest of any Air Force base. However, McCieUan officials state the 
contamination is a c t d y  much worse than what was known in 1984 and 
what the score indicates. Over the years waste products from industtial 
activities have been dumped into disposal ponds located throughout the 
installation. These hazardous wastes have percolated into the soil and 
groundwater, and the contamination is migrating off the installation There 
are three huge plumes of contaminated groundwater containing more than 
11 billion gallons and reaching depths of 400 feet beneath the instdation. 

1 
b 

b, 

T 

Status of the IRP An Interagency Agreement was signed with EPA and the California EPA in 
July 1989. The preliminary assessmentisite inspection phase is complete, 
and 268 potentially contaminated siks have been identified. Most of these 
sites are now in the remedial investigation/feasibility study phase. Table 
IV. 1 depicts the status of sites at McClellan. 

The uvorst conmminated groundwater is near the insmUation's western 
boundaries and dknking water wells have been closed, the drilling of new 
water wells banned, water purification systems installed, and 54C off-base 
citizens connected to public water supplies. More than 400 acres of soil 
have been contaminated to depths exceeding 300 feet for an estimated 
total of 1.6 billion cubic feet of coneaminated soil and more than 11 billion 
gallons of contaminated groundwater. 

GAOINSUD-96-8 Environmental Cleanup 



Tabh IV.l: Statur of Sit- at McCIallm 
Air Forw Base 

l bpe -  Iv 
McClellra Ah Force Buc Cue Study 

-- 

No. of rltu 
that roached or 

c--ph#. will reach phue 

Interim remedial ~c#owndemay 15 
lnterkn remedial a c ~ o m p l e t e  ' . 1 34 

Remedial action complete - - 3 
Closed outm further action - - . - ,  . . . .  36 

, *- . 4 

m s i r a s r s w a d ~ ~ l . + r d + ~ f ~ & ~ . ~  
exampl- ofan @& *!*l-nmnber of sites, Qe of 
contaminant, a n d a d i o ~ b e & ~  ' - : , 

- % ',. 
- 

v.. ..,%. 

O p e r a b i e ~ a i t A , i n t h e ~ & o l t b e ~ o n , i s t b e  
oldest and ma* d ~ b ~ ~ ~ d " b & 1 2 f  -. sit& 
Co--$tesiK-* and .&&&& me +** 

plan@ acid.and cyanide d q x d  "& & - - - w r g r  agencies 

and Operable Unit C contained 43. --induded wpste disposal pits and 
~ t ~ , . ~ r * r a ~ ~ ~ e ~ m d ~  
in* waste tadment plant with st&iaa hqpmdmenbx-Most of the 
undeqpmtd Mmtankgai.&f&&&cr;r‘ storage tsnlrq ~ b q m ~ o v e d a n b / ~ r e p ~ w i t h  above 

--.--tanka% 
~ ~ d d ~ t r * ~ f b p ~ - & & p ~ ~ ~ e w a l l e d  
tanks isscheddedfo be amp&td in m, i b p d o i c  1@8 oompiiance 
deadline. The surhrce impoundm& wem &at off in @88 and were 
surPace sealed in 1989. j - - I  * I  , 
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McCleUan AL Forre Baee Case Study 

One of the installation's drinking water wells, number 18,'was shut down 
in 1981, after volatile organic compounds were detected in.quantities 
above the action level. .An activated carbon filtration system was installed 
in 1985 for the well. This system-is stiU in operation, and bimonthly 
fdtration sysystem and effluent sampling and analysis has shown no volatile 
organic contaminants above the action level. 

In ~ecember 1986, the Air Force completed construction of the 
groundwater treatment' plant at a cost of $4.8 million This plant treats 
contaminated groundwater pumped from 15 extraction we- wells in 
Operable Unit D ($1 million), 7 we& in Operable Unit C ($1.5 million), and 
2 wells in Operable Unit B ($700,000). At the time of our visit, the plant 
was'treating 250 gallons per minute, but it was designed to handle up to 
1,000.gallonq per minute The plant is effective in controlling the flow of 
grotqdwater in shallow, middle, and deep water-bearing zones. 

Le 
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* 
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Delaying the cleanup of conbmhated sites can increase the cost if the. 
c0ntamination.i~ allowed to m i w e  and enter the groundwater. However, 
installation officials state that taking extra time can also be a vehicle to 
reduce cleanup costs. They note itmay be better to contain and manage. 
.contaminated sites until emerging technology, now behg studied and 
tested, becomes available and natural remediation is also occurring with 
the passage of time. They sbte that if an installation rushes in and installs 
treatment systems that are not proven, the cost for cleaning up the site 
may be increased, fmt by the system installed if it does not work and 
second by having to install a new system later. 

I 

Cost The Air Force has spent more than $166 million on cleanup at McClellan 
through &scal year 1994. Air Force officiaIs recently reduced the cost 
estimate made in 1992 by $300 million, to $1.3 billion. However, this 
revised estimate relies on assumptions that new emerging technology can 
be used, the completion date can be extended to the year 2010, and new 
initiatives will be successfid. 

GMVNSL4.D-96-8 Envlromenral Cleanup 

In i McClelIan officials state the science and technology needed to 
economically clean up m v e  amounts of contaminated soil and 

le I groundwater, like those under McCIeUan, are not currently available. They 
state it would cost a prohibitive $10 billion ta clean up the i n s w o n  
using existing or current technology by the Air Force's completion goal of 

g the year 2000. 



Force ByC CUC Study 

- 

McCIelh, in cooperation with EPA, is testing a number of new Optiom '*llsidered technologies for remediating massive amounts of both contaminated soil 
and groundwater economically. These emerging technologies include a 
two-phased extraction and soil vapor extraction McClellan officials hope 
to asses$ the feasibiliity of dislodging contaminants trapped in the soil by 
lowering the localized groundwater table and then extracting the 
con tanhunts with vacuum press-. McCIellan officials also hope to 
asses thefeasibiliq of lowering the localized groundwater table and 
e-g con associated with vapors, instead of water, using 
=-pumps 

Option Selected The flnal options have not been selected, but McClellan officials state that 
the imtdklon's huge amount of contamhtd soil and groundwater are 
too llm+dve to economicauy clean up with current t2chnolOgy. Instead, 
M c C l h  of f ids  have implemented m i ~ a c t i o n s  to limit human 
e- to contmuninated groundwater andpoil as natural remediation 
occurs and new and better technologiesare'dewloped. These actions 
indude installing pump and treat systems andthe removal of hot spots or 
high concenMonrr of conhmhted Sari; In additikon, they are c 
wiib e p h t o d c D d o p m d U a V B C i o u 9 n e w m e t h o d s o f r r 1 ; \ ~ ~  
that maol be more economical. 

InsblWon ofEicials sbte the Air Force's god of completing the clemap 
Expected by the,, is not reabtic 'hey beliewe that by s&tchhg the 

 on's IRP out to 2010 they can wxe em- technologg and let 
natmii remediation occur. h the interim, t&j rill pmt& the pdEk by 
limitingexposwe. 

-1.0- 

Regulatow Process ~ identify and correct only a few contamhation problems at the htahtion. - However, McClellan's contaminated sites have massive amounts of 
contamhat& soil and gro- and have a variety of problems, 
According to the ofB[eiais, the proper evaluation of theproblems and their 
s d u t i o n s ~ t h a t ~ g m c e s s b e ~ d t o t h e ~ t i 0 ~ 1 ~ o n t h e  
insW@oa 

McClellax~ has conducted several removal and interim actions, using the 
Superl'und Accelerated Cleanup Model version of the rrazcu process. 
Some were implemented prior to the remedial invest@tiodfeasibility 



DODlRegulatory Md;l* officials state that the working m o m h i p  between imtahtion 4 
officials and the -ry agencies has improved since the Center was * 
created Ma* officials state thrr they bava (ormbthe c 

a / m $  W C Q I ~ ~  C*J ~~~ shortens time frames, I#ducesco&. 

~ w d  duf& ituo* 0*$ 4- 4$&& Q &f-f&%f*il;&s&@ - -  
Q 

Cleanup Standards ~ c ~ 1 e ~ a n  officia~s believe clarnup s t a n k  should be set by PA, not the 
states since EPA'S standards are designed to limit exposue to a substance lo - that may be unhealthy. The amount.of exposure mag varg based on age as a 
the wry young and old tend to be more sen&b, but it should not vary by 
site. HoweverI they beKeve that cleanup goals; which are based on the t ,c 
deanup s&ndard and thc likelihood of exposure and are madly quite site$- fi 
m c ,  should be set for each site by EPA, state regdators, and DOD. $& 
McClellan offidals state small contaminated sites can be deawd up to a 2 3 
cleanup sbndard less expensively by removing or lreating relatively small, , 



McC1ell.n AL Force Base t h e  Sbdy 

amounts of contaminated soil rather than conducting a risk assessment. 
However, it is often not economically feasible, technically possible, or 
necessary to achieve the cleanup standard for sites with massive amounts 
of con taminated soil. They also note that it is not possible to return 
contaminated aquifers to drinking water sbndards or pristine conditions 
for decades with exhting technology but that the public can be protected 
by tmmhg the groundwater ex&acted for drinking purposes. EPA does not 
fully agree with McC1eIlan's position, but they are working with the 
installation to develop stmtegies for cleaning up as many sites as possible 
and getting out of the c~acu process 

staffing 
McQekn o!kiah told us that they do not have &cient stafi td support 
the growth of the m. The downsizing of  no^ and the federal work force 

-- has made it extre!mely diffliult to attract well qualified candidates During 
the past year, M c C l a  has had a 30percent tunraver.rate in its nrp 
resources. When vacahdes occinred, it was diflicult to hire repkements 
due to m&r permme1 ~basecrosUreandredgnment . &lbw , donmc-m==ahastripleddathep8Seyw 

P" 
and podtiom were being'filIed.with personnel with limited or no 
enviro~nental experience or fdning. In addition, theg stated that 
propo6ed redudion-in-force actions would ebinate over 20 percent of 
their ~ ~ a ~ - f u n d e d  persomreE If this occurs, there w8l be severe impacQ to 
McCleilan's ability to maintain the pmgress that has occured in I B ~  

, ' ~ e s o v e r t h & l a g t d ~ e .  . c . . - 
(..*I. . . - '  - 

* 1 . * \  > 
.., .. . . 

McClellan odB&ais rioted thitw~ and the state mguktmy agencies have! 
Re@mv,Agenc~r", :. . good t e c ~ c ~ ~ ~ ~ p m p i e ,  bt neither haw enough,.@ there ha stafmz .- .-: F ' JK - b e e n a ~ ~ ~ n t ~ e ~ o f ~ ~ i r ' s ~ d s t a & S t l e r e g o h t o r O ~  

# 

, , ofKciais stated that they heed more people and that tunover is a ' ?+ . significant problem. 'Iltey ahso stated it is difllcult to hire quaMed and 
I .  experienced people in many of the qmhlties needed for this work 
- - . -  because it is a rqhthly new area of endeavor. 

' ' 

, . 
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SENATOR FEINSTEIN TELLS BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION: - 

"CALIFORNIA HAS SUFFERED ENOUGH" 

WASHINGTON,DC' -- Senator Dianne Feinstein today urged the Base 
Closure Commission to spare California from any further base closures, citing the 
disproportionately large economic impact California has aruffered and the State's 
still high unemployment rate. Senator Feinstein's remarks were made this morning 
during testimony before the Commission, which is holding hearings at the Capitol 
throughout the day. Senator Feinstein has testified before the Base Closure 
Commission on behalf of California three times in the last three months. 

"No state has lost more jobs as a result of the last three rounds of base closures 
than California, and no state can claim the same net cumulative economic impact that 
California has suffered under defense downsizing," Senator Feinstein said today. 

"Twenty-two major bases have been slated for closure or realignment in 
California since the first base closure round began in 1988 -- that is more than double 
any other state. The economic impact on California cannot be underestimated. 
California has 363,000 fewer jobs today than it had in 1990, and our unemployment 
rate, over the last 3 months, has gone up," Senator Feinstein said. 

"Defense downsizing has cost Caiifornia more than 250,000 jobs since 1988. 
Combine that with the impact of the first three rounds of base closures, during which 
California lost another 200.000 jobs and $7 billion annually in economic activity, and 
you have an overall economic impact of substantial proportions," 

"Let's be clear about what's at stake here: closing more bases in the state at this 

-- more -- 



time could very well set California's economic reoovety back. California is just now 
beginning to see the job loss impacts of the base closure rounds of 1988, 1991 and 
1993. Add to that another round of closures in 1995, which will directly and indirectly 
impact another 55,000 jobs, and it will surely hamstring California's economic 
growth." 

"Closing or realigning just the three largest bases on the Commission's cment 
list of 12 Califbmia bases would cost 27,000 direct jobs -- this includes 19,000 civilian 
Californians who will lose their jobs. In particular, the closure of Long Beach and 
Point Mugu will further increase unemployment in those Southern California counties 
that have been hardest hit by previous base closures and defense downsizing. No state 
in the union can make as strong a case as California can that the cumulative economic 
impact of base closures has reached its maximum absorption level. Enough is 
enough," Senator Feinstain said. 

Senator Feinstein's full statement before the Base Closure Commission is 
attached. 



DIANNE FEINSTEIN 
CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE ON FOR~IGN REMTIONS 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

COMMIlTkE UN RULES AND ADMIIYISTRATIOfV 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

S T A T E W T  OF SENATOR DIANNE FEINSTEIN 
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

JUNE 12, 1995 

Mr. Chairman and other Cornmisaioners. thank you very much fa this opportunity to 
testify before you once again, This is the third time that I have presented tegtimony to h e  
Commission during this base cloeura round, 

As 1 have said many times before, California has been hit dirproportiontatply hard by 
military base closuree, Consider this: 

* 22 major bases have been slated for olosure ot realignment in California since the 
fint baee closure round began -- more than double any other state. 

* California has lost 88,000 of the 150,000 direct jobs loast nationwide since 1988, 

* If the current base closure recomrnmdations become law, 12 bases will   lose or 
realign and more than 30,000 direct and indirect jobs and $1,5 billion in annual 
economic will be impacted in California alone. 

In previous testimony and corre~pondance I have commented on all of the bases in 
California that are currently being considered for olosvrt or realignment by the Commission, 
and I understand that that testimony is already part of the official record, 

Because time is extremely short, 1 would like n fbous my e o m n t g  today on the two 
biggest bases in Califomia that are threatened: McClellan Air Fmoc Base and Long Beach 
Naval Shipyard, though Z guongly oppose all of the potential closures in California; 

McClellan Air Force Base 

I have visited McClellan several times over the paa few years, once with the '93 
Commission. I truly believe that closing McClallan would not be in the bert interests of our 
military nor would it be cost-effective to the American taxpayer. 

The Secretary of Defense and the Air Force leadership want M~Clellan to remain 
open. Let me quote from a letter Omeral Mooman, the Vice Chief of Staff, mwntly sent to 
me: 



"The skifled workers and leadership at McClellan AFB are essential to the Air 
Force .... The Air Force smngly opposes the closure of any of our depot 
installations, including MoClellan AFB." 

With re~ard to McClellan's prohibitively high closures costs: 

* The one time cost to close McClellm is estimated at more than $500 million, not 
including environmental clean-up. 

* There are 254 eites at McClsllan being investigated for potential contarninaticm, 
representing 80 per~ent of the entire base, 

* Total clean-up costs range from $1,4 billion to $2 billion. 

+ The wst to close one of the ALCB would be greater than the total cost the Air Force 
has budgeted over the next six years for all of ib base closures and realignments. 

* It would cast $2.7 billion to replace McClellan'ss state-of-the-art facilities. 

Any purported savings generated by McClellan's closure would be wiped out by the 
high closure and clean-up costs. The Air Force recognized this fact, General Moonnan 
wrote: 

"Given our iirnitd flscal rerourceg, the Air Force views the budgetary impact of a 
closure of my of the depot installations as inconsiistent with other budget 
priorities.,..Incuning thasc costs would be harmful to our efforts in modernization, 
readiness, and quality of life initiatives," 

One specific matter that deserves the Commission's attention is M~Clellan's one-of-a- 
kind indushial nuclear rector that performs non4estructive testing of full-scale aircraft. This 
facility does not exist anywhere else in the nation and cannot be moved -= its costs were: 
considered in the COBRA cost analysis, 

In a nut-shell, it doesn't make sense to   lose McClellan - militarily or fiscally, If 
McClellan closes, US, national se~urity will surely suffer, and the readiness of out fmea, the 
modernization of our equipment and the morale of our troops will be adversely impacted. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard 

Ae I stated in previous testimony, Long Beaoh should not be closed for several 



reasons, including: 

* its strategic location close to Pacific Fleet concentrations in Southern California, 
where 70% of the fleet is con~entrated. 

* it is the most cost-effective shipyard -- in just the last six fiscal years, Long Beach 
has been consistently under budget and $102.7 million has been returned to the Navy 
budget. 

* it has the largest drydock capability south of hget Sound that is large enough to 
accommodate every class of ship in the entire U,S, Navy fleet, 

New information recently presented to me by h a g  Beach Mayor Beverly O'Neil 
details examples of where the Navy substantially deviated from the force structure plan and 
the established BRAC seleotion criteria. According to this document -- which I would like to 
submit for the record -- the Navy: 

* ignored a $100 million offer by the Port of Long Beach to consolidate facilities from 
the Naval Station for Shipyard convenience; 

* failed to include Long Beach in the Regional Maintenance Center concept, even 
though Pugct Sound and Pearl Harbor are included; 

* lowered the military value of Long Beach, which had a military value of 48.7 in 
1993, but only 38.04 in 1995; 

* underestimated the cost of closure by $758 million. 

I completely agree with former Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell, 
who said in 1991 that the: 

"closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard would seriously degrade the dry dock 
capability for all large ships in the Southern California ma. Alternative8 in Hawaii 
and Washington simply could not provide the services found at Long Beach." 

I urge the Commission not to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Other California Base 

I have previously testified on behalf of  the other California bases on the base closure 
list, including: 



* Point Mugu Naval Air Weapons Station; 
* Oakland Army Base; 
* Sierra A m y  Depot; 
* Onizuka Air Station; 
* Oakland Fleet and Industrial Supply Canter; 
* Corona Naval Warfm Assessment Division; 
* San Bruno Engineering Command; 
* San Diego's Naval Pmonnel Center and Health Center; and 
* Fort Hunter Ligeett. 

As I have previously stated, I believe that these bases should remain open -- for 
milibry , fiscal and economic reasons. 

Conclusion 

Enough is enough. California has already done its fair share of bass closures. No 
other state in the union has even coma close to mffering the number of base closures and job 
losses that California has. I ask that you spare California's bases. 

Thank you. 





DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CU)SURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

SUBJECT US AF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Per your 11 April letter, attached is the air quality analysis pertaining to several 
COBRA run scenarios. Please note that the "Emissions Above 1990 Baseline" column 
reflects emissions in tons per year and CO is carbon monoxide, NOx is nitrous oxides, and 
VOC stands for volatile organic compounds. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578. 

Attachment: 
AFICEV response with 6 attachments 
RT-381 

/ 
Special Assistant to the CSAF for 
Base Realignment and Transition 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A I R  FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR AFIRTR 

FROM: AFICEV 

SUBJECT: Request for Information t o  Support the Base Closure Process (Your Memo, 
2 0  Apr 95) 

Our detailed, case-by-case, air quality analysis for the five Cost Of Base Realignment 
Activity (COBRA) scenarios requested by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is attached. 

Our preliminary conformity analysis reviewed each of the individual realignment activities 
associated with a requested COBRA scenario. The worst case result of one of  the activities 
determined the overall status for the scenario. A significant assumption, based on coordination 
with your office, is that "Base X" activities call for placing 100  or less personnel at a yet-to-be- 
determined installation within the Air Force. Given that 100  personnel should not exceed the 
de minimis threshold for a criteria pollutant, we did not consider the analysis o f  Base X 
activities in the following consolidation of the COBRA scenarios: 

Our action officer for this issue is C a ~ t a i n  Jon A. Roop, AFICEVC, Ext. 73360. 

Gaining Base 
Multiple 
Multiple 

Multiple 

Multiple 
Multiple 

EAN FOX, Co onel, USAF 8- 
~ i r e c t o r  of Environment 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA TRC-0215.OUT 
COBRA MCC-O119.CBR 

COBRA MCC-0120.CBR 

COBRA KE1-0119.CBR 
COBRA KE1-0120.CBR 

Attachments: 
1. Defense BCRC Ltr, 1 1 Apr 95  
2. DoD BRAC Recommendation - TRC-0215.OUT 
3. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-0119.CBR 
4. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-0120.CBR 
5. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0119.CBR 
6. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0120.CBR 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 CO 
4 NO, 
3 VOC 
36 CO 
4 NO, 
3 VOC 
3 6  CO 
N/A 
N/A 

Status 
G 
G 

G 

G 
G 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARUNGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 11,1995 

*or Genead lay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. May Tripp) 
Spacial &&ant to the Chiefof Stafffix Bacie Mgnment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear G e n d  Blume: 
Plcasc provide Commission etaffwith an air quality analysis of the scenarios reIated to the 

COBRA runs identified bdow. The d y d s  should iden* tbo g d h g  base, BCEQ action, air 
amfbmity amlysis require4 projected emissions abow 1990 baseline, and status. 

DoD BRAC r e c o m o n  amistent with COBRA "'I'RC-02IS.OUI" 

Clo~l f t  of McCI* AFB consistent with COBRA WCC-01 19.CBRn 

Closure ofMcCldaa AFB consistent with COBRA "MCC-012O.CBRn 

Closure of Kdly AFB consistent with COBRA =I-01 19.CBR" 

CImm ofKelly AFB consistent with COBRA r(Bl.D120.C13Rn 

The analysis requested was discussed with Lt. CoL Brian -1s and apt .  John RWP at a 
witb Commission staffon April 7,1995. 

la orda to assist the Coxnmissio in its review of this issue, I wwld appreciate your 
submit@ this andysis no later than April 24,1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team ~eader 

** T O T A L  P R G E . 0 0 2  ** 
P. 002 



DoD BRAC Recommendation Consistent 
with 

COBRA TRC-0215.OUT 

Event S~ecl f lc Amlysk 
. . 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

Gaining Base 

Hill AFB 

McClellan 
AFB 

Attachment 2 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA TRC-0215.OUT 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 CO 

Status 

G I 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 237 Personnel 
- From Tinker AFB & Robins AFB 

Add 1 4  Personnel 
- From Tinker AFB 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
4 CO 

Status 

G 

G 



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent 
with 

COBRA MCC-O119.CBR 

1 3 VOC 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

Fvent S~ecl f lc  Analysis 
. . 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA MCC-0119.CBR 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to  1 990 Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK = Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

Gaining Base 

March AFB 

Moffett NAS 

Travis AFB 

Offutt AFB 

Hill AFB 

Tinker AFB 

Robins AFB 

Base X 

Attachment 3 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 53 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 190 Personnel & 4 (2130 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 451 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 388 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 4399 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 1 571 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 3 1 4  Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 2 1 99  Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 NO, 

Status 

G 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

UNK 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
11 CO 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 CO 
4 NO, 
3 VOC 
3 6  CO 

NIA 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

N/A 

N/A 

UNK 

Status 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

UNK 



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent 
with 

COBRA MCC-0120.CBR 

Event Soeclfrc Analysis 
. . 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK= Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft 81 Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA MCC-0120.CBR 

L 

Attachment 4 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

Gaining Base 

March AFB 

Moffett NAS 

Travis AFB 

Offutt AFB 

Hill AFB 

Tinker AFB 

Robins AFB 

Base X 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 NO, 
3 VOC 
36  CO 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 53 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 190 Personnel & 4 C130 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 451 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 388 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 4399 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 1 57 1 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 3 1 4 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 1829 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Status 

G 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

UNK 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 
11 co 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 co 
4 NO, 
3 VOC 
36 CO 

N/A 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

N /A 

N/A 

UNK 

Status 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

UNK 



Closure of Kelly AFB Consistent 
with 

COBRA KE1-O119.CBR 

CORRA Scenario Analysis 

Event Speclf~c 4aa[ysis 
. . 

C 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1 990 Baseline) 
UNK = Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA KE1-O119.CBR 

Gaining Base 

Lackland AFB 

Hill AFB 

Tinker AFB 

Robins AFB 

Base X 

Attachment 5 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 5251 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 847 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 7533 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 85 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 2699 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

N/A 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

UNK 

Status 

G 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

N /A 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

N /A 

NIA 

UNK 

Status 

G 

G 

G 

G 

UNK 



Closure of Kelly AFB Consistent 
with 

COBRA KE1-0120.CBR 

CORRA Scenario Andy& 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1990 Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1 990 Baseline) 
R =  Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK= Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

Attachment 6 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA KE1-O12O.CBR 

Gaining Base 

Lackland AFB 

Hill AFB 

Tinker AFB 

Robins AFB 

Base X 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 5251 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 847 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 7533 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 85 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 2035 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

- 
Status 

G 

G 

G 

G 

UNK 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

UNK 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

N /A 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

N/A 

N /A 

UNK 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

N/A 

Status 

G 
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I BRAC QUESTIONAIRE (21 APR 94) 
! V111.14.A COMPLIANCE 1 

1 I 

I PERMITS 

Asbestos Removal Perm~ts (4 ea) 

I -- 1 501 5 / ~ i s ~  Permits ( 3  ea) 
I I 

1 5 0 2 8  ~ U S T  Permits (5 ea) 
, 

4.41 371 
1 I 

121 1 2 1 1 2 )  
- -- - -- - 

m F e r  Treatment Permits (7 ea) 
I I 

9.8 ( 5 / 6 1 7 / 8 / 
I I I I I I 

TOTALS 158 299 226 222 258 

Page 3 



- -- 

- - - - - -- . - .- - 

Stormwater Drainage System 
- 

Repair Accumulation Points Basewide 



CREDIT ( 2  PERMlTSj 







I 

McCZeZZan "Quick Benchmark" 

I 
Found contamination in 1979 

41'- 41L - 

Contamination "Soup" (i.e., VOCS, .- PCBs, -- Metals, 
Radioactive) 

Entire base on National Priority List (NPL): Jul87 

Extensive soil and groundwater contamination 

Interagency Agreement (IAG): May 1990 

ATSDR Public Health Hazard Determination: 
February 1993 





KEY ISSUES 

McClellan's Cleanup Costs Have & Will Continue to be Driven by: 

The Present Risk of Contaminated Groundwater and, 

The Present and Future Risk of Contaminated SoiVSoil Gas to the 
Groundwater 

Magnitude of contamination 

> 12 Billion Gallons Contaminated Groundwater 

> 370 Acres Contaminated soil 

Variety of Contaminants (e.g., Radioactive, PCBs, VOCs, Metals, etc.) 

Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup are approximately twice 
the current "Technology Advancement" cleanup approach 











Environmental Restoration Program 
I Costs to Complete - Assuming an  Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

I 
McCiellan AFB CA 

27 Apr 95 

Scenario: Accelerated Approach 

Stratew: - Pdorlty: Time to Complete 

- Do everything as fast as possible approach 

- Accelerate all sites to cleanup as fast as possible 

- Utilize existing technologies only (high SAb removcd) 

Costs (in niillions): 

Cost to lmplcnicnt Cleanup Systems: $825-1210M 

Cost to Complete Cleanup (i.e., LTMILTO*): $375-590M 

Total Cost to Complete: S l  f 00-1,800M 

Cleanur, Thefranies:  

Tin~c to Implement all Cleanup Systems: 2008 

Time to Complete Cleanup: 2018 

Asswnotlons: 

- Range of Cost Uncehinty (20-25%) 

- Costs do not include ManpowertManagcment &Tech Support 

- Cost increase driven by acceleration of timeframes and 

utilization of existing technologies only (i.e., higher Ylb removcd) 

- Assuniu radioactive contaminated sites require excavation & disposal 

- Assumes an annual budget: SJOdOMIyr 
-- 



Environmental Restoration Program 
Cost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
2 May 95 

($/cu yd) $9- 13/cu yd 
5. Area Underline with Groundwater 

Contamination (Acms) 664 acres MAP, 941 
5a. V o h  of Contamhated Groundwater 

VOCs, Metals Pump & Treat Actual 
(@om) 1 2 x 10' ganons P e r f b m e  

5 b. Groundwater Treatment Costs 
(c/gabn) 2 - 3.3 dgal 



Environmental Restoration Program 
ost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

(Cost Element) 
McClellan AFB CA 

2 May 95 

I Cost Element I Costs (In Millions) 
11. Soil Capping Costs $6 - 23M I 
12. Soil Excavation/Disposal Costs I $332 - 482M I 
13. SoiVSoil Gas Treatment Costs* 1 $547 - 790M I 
14. Groundwater Treatment Costs* 1 $240 - 395M I 
15. Long Term Monitoring Costs I $75 - llOM 

* Includes O& M Costs 

6. Total Restoration Costs ' " $1,200- 1,800M 



I - 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Comparison of Cleanup Costs: Current vs. Accelerated Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 * 

-Priority: "COSI Effective Cleanup" Srrtenv: - Prlorlty: Tlme to Complete 

-Risk B a d  (Wart Si ta  Wnt) Approach -Do cvaything as fact as pouiblc approach 
-Put lowcr risk sitcr on 'hold' psnding more cost cffectivc - Accclcrrtc all rita to clunup as fast as pouiblc 
tahndogy a funding availability -Utilize existing tcchnoIogics only (high Ylb rcrnond) 

Coslr (In mllllon$k Costs (In mllllons): 
Cort lo Implcmcd Clemup Systcmr: Cost to Implcmcnt Clcmup Systcm: 
C a t  to Complctc Clunup (LC, LTMILTO*): C a t  to Complctc Clunup (i.c., LTMLTO*): 
Total Cost to Complete: Total Cost to Complete: 

Cleanup Tlmefrrmes: Cleanun Tlmcfrsmes: 
l i m e  to hploncnt all Cleanup Systcm: Time to Implcmcnt a11 Clcmup Systcnls: 
T i c  to Cmplctc Clunup: TImc to Complete Clunup: 

-Range of Cost Uncmainty (10-15%) - Rangc of Cost Unccrlainty (20-25%) 
-Costs do not include hhnpowcrlMmagcmcnt & Tcch Suppat -Costs do not include Manpowa/Managcmcnt &Tech Support 
-Costs assume ndioactivc contunirvtim requires monitoring only -Cost incrusc drivcn by accclaation of timc6amcs a d  - Cosl range include RACER atimatc and profssimal judgmenv utiliutim of existing tcchlogics only (i.c., higha SAb rcmovcd) 

otpsricnce of instaUation - Aouma radioactive contaminated sit= rcquirc excavation & dismal 
-Longer clcanup timckama cncoungc technology - Assumes an a r m 4  budget: $40-60Mly r 

advancement to achieve a morc "cort-cBcctivc" waa l l  cleanup cost 
- Assumes an avmgc annual budget: S24-30 Mlyr 



3' i', 

Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup 
are approximately twice the cost of the 
current "Technology Advancement" 
approach 

Technology Advancement is Key to 
Achieving "Cost Effective" Restoration 

Th e Patient is Stabilized Wh ile A waiting Surgery! 

- 



TALKING PAPER 
ON 

CLEANUP COST ESTIMATES ASSUMING AN ACCELERATED APPROACH 
FOR 

MCCLELLAN AFB CA 

- McClellan is the highest rated A F  Base on the EPA National priorities list (NPL) 

-- Entire base placed on the NPL in Jul 1987 
-- Federal Facility Agreement entered into May 1990 
-- ATSDR classified McClellan as a Public Health Hazard Assessment in Feb 1993 

- McClellan's cleanup costs have and will continue to be driven by: 

--Present risk of Contaminated Groundwater and the present and hture risk of Contaminated 
soil and soil gas to the groundwater 

- Magnitude of Contamination is Multi-Media and Multi-Contaminant 
--- > 12 billion gallons of Contaminated Groundwater 
--- > 370 acres Contaminated Soil 
--- Variety of Contaminants (e.g. Radioactive, PCB's, VOC's, Metals, Dioxins, etc.) 

- An Accelerated Cleanup Cost Estimate was developed at between $1.2 - $1.8B 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Scenario was calculated on the current understanding of the magnitude 
of contamination and with the following assumptions: 

--- Priority would shift to Implementing Remedial Actions as fast as possible 
--- Utilize existing proven technologies Wgher $ per Ib removed) 
--- Higher uncertainty Cost Range (20 - 25%) 
--- Radioactive Sites would require excavation and disposal 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Cost Breakdown: 

--- Cost to implement Cleanup Systems: $825 - 1210M 
--- Cost to Complete Cleanup: $375 - 590M 
--- Total Cost to Complete: $1,200 - 1800M 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Tirneframes: 

--- Time to implement all Cleanup Systems: 2008 
--- Time to complete Cleanup: 2018 

- Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup are approximately twice the cost of the current 
"Technology Advancement" approach 

-- The "current approachHcleanup estimates ($705 - 925M) are much less, however cleanup timelines are 
much longer, (2034) 

-- Longer cleanup timeframes encourage technology advancement and achieve a more "cost effective" 
overall cleanup cost 

-An Accelerated cleanup approach at McClellan would represent a Lost Opportunity to minimize cost through 
the advancement of restoration technologies! 

Mario E. Ierardi, SM-ALC/EI\.fR, DSN 633-1742x337,2 May 95 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
mo ti STREET. SUITE 2450 SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

ROOER DICKINSON 
SUPERVISOR,  FIRST DISTRICT 

(916) 440-5485 
FAX (916) 440-7503 

TO: Dci<l1.2 Nrrr-re 
and Realignment Coniniission 

FRO bI : 
Disll-ict One, gacrarnento County 

R E :  Environ~~lzntal Cleanup Costs at IbIcClellan 

DATE: June 16, 1995 

This mt.rnol.andut11 provides additiollal informatioti regarding erivirur~rnental 
clsanitp cosrs at bfcCirllan AFB and is intcndeil to respond to the question of 
Cociit~~issioner Cornclla at LIie Treasi~re Island hearina concern i r l~  [ h e  tlit'fel-enrc in cnst - U - - a - -- ... 
esri~~lates for the clcanuy of Mc;Clellan. 

As we liavc discrrssed previously, the scope of contan~inaiion is very extensive 
on t11c basc. McClzllan is thc dirtlest Air For-cc base in the country. The entire facility 
is on r h i  Ni~tional Priorities Lisr anil the contar~iirli~tion incli~dcs over 12 billion gallons 
of groundwater as wcll as nlarts than 370 acres of soil. Furthcr, there exists a variety 
of contaniinatits with varying degrccs of toxicity. Dividing the base into parcels fur 
KUSC rliay not be pr-acticat because of the location, extent, and nature of contamination 
as well as the u ~ ~ k n u w n  possibility of uridiscoverzd contamination. 

Dzspirc this co~llylex pl-oblcm, McClelll-tn AFB and lhe Sacramento comniunity 
h i ~ v e  made thc bcst of the sitiration aftcr very difficult basc-corll~nunity rzlatiolls on this 
i\srle i n  t11c m i d - 1 9 8 0 ' ~ .  Wc nre 11si11g tlie conf;ft~lin;l(ion ~ I ~ U ~ I C I ~ I S  to beconie 2 leridcr 
in the ~levclopr~rcnt of  2nvironmrntnl twhnnlogizs, in thc prontolion of intcragclicy 
cuopzration, aricl i r i  (he iniprove~iicnt of  cori~rnunity participation. McClcllari has bee11 
dzsignatcd as a National Envir-orirncnlal Test Site by U . S .  EPA and as a tesc site by the 



Califorrli~ EPA. McCiellan is involved in the E~ivironrlze~~tal Lzailersl~ip Progranz and 
has ntllnzrous par-tricrships with indusiry regarding environmcntal (ethnologies. 

Thc differences i n  cleanup costs that have been prescn!ed are hndamentitlty due 
to the cleanup methodology appIied depending on thc cleanup timc franie involved. 
Thew arc essentially rh1 .z~  diffircnt scenarios which rnr~st be consicierzcl. 

Undcr thc firs[ scenario, McClell~r~ would re~iiain open, and cIe:+nuy would be 
complstcd by the year 203.1. The official Air Force estirnate for the cost under this 
sccnario is '$705 m i l l  ion, assuming cleanup would proceed under- current policy. That 
policy is f~unded  on corltaining t l ~ e  current contamination and waiting for technology to 
be devzlopcd in the lucl~re that will nuke cleanup easier and less expensive. This is the 
scznar-io I bclieve Comniissioncr Cornella was refemng to in his question to nle at the 
Regional I Iearirig. 

U~lCcr the second sccnario, McClellan wo~~l t l  remain open, n11d cleanup wo~lld 
bc co11tl)lerzd by the year 2018. The estimalzd cost of accelerated cleanup under this 
sccrlario is $1.2 billion to $1.8 billion. Thls estimatc is based on thc use of best 
availablz technology arid assul7ic.s the implttmsntation of cleanup systerns no later than 
thc yc.ar 20011. 

These fir-st two scel~arios wcrc the ones outlir~cd to you whcn you visited 
McClcllan, and I belizvz you have the documcnts which underlie these scenarios. 
Nonerhelsss, I have a(lacheci copies of the applicable briefing documcnts for your 
refere~~ce.  

Under the third scenario, to which I referred in rily testimony at the Regional 
Hearing, McClellan would bc assurried to close, and cleanup would be con~pleted in an 
ex~wdited fashion in 5 Lo 10 years. That timeframe for cleanup is soltiething I would 
rightly expect the community to demand, consistent with law, in order to reasonably 
f i ~ r ~ h e r  ally reuse plans. The estimated cost of cleanup in order to meet such a 
tirnefra~ne js calculated to be in the range between $3 billion and $10 billion. In order 
to 111cc't such H timcframc, the approach to cleanup would require any step possible. 
Since teclinological developments would be szvcrcly reduced undcr this approach, 
opportunities to reduce costs would be lost. The esscncc of such a cleanup 
methodology would be "brutc force"; that is, con(aminilted soil would simply have to 
bc dug up t~nd disposcd of off base. This approach to clcanup dramatically incrcases 
the COT(.  

The anillysis for this scenario was prcyarcd for the 1993 BRAC cycle, and I have 
iricludcd a col~ylt: of charts from that analysis for your refircnce. While the cleanup 



costs Inay have ciin~inishrd marginally since the analysis was prepared due to 
tcch11010gy aclvallces i n  thc last two years, the total cost of clsantrp under the closure 
scerlario wn~ l l d  ~ ' e n i a i ~ i  i n  thc rliany billions of dollars. 

Our comrnu~li ty remilins very apprehensive that the resources needed will be 
available to cover the cost of cleanup under the third scenario. U'e see not only the 
cstzlnt of the conlamination at McClellan, but also rhc pressure at the national level to 
reduce the tnoc~ies set aside for clzat~up purposes. We know how much money the Air 
Force has set aside for closure costs and our experience with the closure of Mnther 
A F B  lells what hapycns to the level of attention paid by the Air Force after a base 
closes. Whilc we do not premise our argument for kccping McClellan open on the 
issue of s~~vironr~~enral  conta~nination, we (lo not believe, the reality of what haypcris to 
our co~t~rnuni~y if McClellan wcre to close can be responsibly ignored. 

I hopt: this iriforrllation is helpfi~l. Please feel free to contact rne if you have ally 
additional questions or comlncnts. 







Environnteiztal Restmatioiz Program 
Costs to Complete - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

r McClellan AFB CA I 
27 Apr 95 

Scenario: Accelerated Approach 

Strateev: - Priority: Time to Complete 

- Do everything as fast as possible approach 

- Accelerate all sites to cleanup as fast as possible 

-Utilize existing technologies only (high fflb removed) 

Casts (h nt i l l ions~  

Cost to Implcrncnt Cleanup Systems: $825-1210M 

Cost to Complete Cleanup (i.e.. LTMILTO*): $375-590M 

Totnl Cost to Complete: SlJ00-1,800M 

Clennuv Tlmefranies: 

Time to lmple~nerit all Cleanup Systems: 2008 

Time to Cotnplele Cleanup: 2018 

hssumptions: 

- Range of Cost Oncertainty (20-25%) 

- Costs do not include Manpowerhfanagement & Tech Support 

- Cost increase driven by acceleration of ttmeframes and 

r~tiliiration of exicting technologies only (i.e., liigl~er S/lb removed) 

- Asrurnes radioactive contaminated sites require excavation & disposal 

- tlzzumes an aiinr~al hudget: S40-60MIyr 
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--------I_L~---- - . . .--a --.....- ,-.. -,---.. ." ,,,..,, 

McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 

Approach 

Scenario: Cn rrent Approach H~cenar io :  Accelerated Approach 

S t r a l e u  - Priority: "Cnd ENecllve Cleanup" -- Strate= - Prlority: Time lo Complete 
-Risk Bated (Worst Si te  first) Approach -Do everything as fact as posrible approach 
-Put lower risk *itcs on "hold' pendivg more cost clrective - Accelerate d l  sitcs lo cleanup as fact as possible 

tshnology or hnding availabrlify -Utilize existing lcchnologia only (high Ylb removed) 
- Advance emerging techologia to reduce coqt (lower Ylb removed) 

Cosb (In mi l l l ons~  Core  (in milllon~): 

C a t  to Implement Cleanup System: Cost to lmplemcnl Cleanup Systcnu: 

Cost to Cmplrle Clcanup (i e, L T W T O * )  Cost 10 Complete Cleanup (i e., L W T O * ) :  

Total Cod to Complete: Total Cod  to Complete: 

CIe_nlup 1 irneframes: Cleanup Timetrames: 
Time to l q l c m c n ~  all Cleanup System. Time lo I q l m n l  all Cleanup System. 
Time to Complete Cleanup. Time lo Complete Cleanup: 

-Range of Cart Uncertainty (10-1 5%) -Range of Cast Uncertainty (20.25%) 
- Gosh &I no1 include hQnpowcr~Managemcnt & Tech Surnort - Costs do not include Manpower/Management & Tech Support 
-Costs assume radioactive contamination rcq~~ires mo~lor ing only -Cost incruse d ~ i m  by accclaation of timcl7amet and 
- Cosl range include RACER estimate and profationat judgrncnll ul~iitalion ofexisting technologies only (i.e ,higher Sfib removed) 
cupenmu of installation - ktsuma radioactive conlaminrtcd sila require excavation B dispmal 

- I a q e r  cleanup tirnefiama encoucage technology - krsuma an annual budgel: $40-60MIyr 
advmcmcnt to achieve a mon "cost-effective" overall clfiqnup cmt 

-Assumes an average annual budge!: 324-30 Mlyr 

I ,  TO = Long Term Operation 









Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup 
are approximately twice the cost of the 
current "Technology Advancement" 
approach 

Technology Advancement is Key to 
Achieving "Cost Effective" Restoration 

The Patient is Stabilized While Awaiting Surgery! 

1 



Environmental Impact 

Page 11, Ouestion 1: Secretanr Widnall, according to DoD Guidance, "environmental 

restorat'on costs at closing bases are not to be considered in cost of closure calculations." 

Were any bases not recommended for closure or realignment due to unique 

contamination problem .? Please elaborate. 

Answer: Environmental restoration costs at Air Force bases were not considered in closure cost 

calculations. There were no unique contamination problems which caused any base to be 

excludld from closure or realignment consideration or recommendation. 



P a ~ e  11, Ouestion 2: Secretarv Widnall, did the overall cost of environmental restoration 

at aU bases aKect the sue of the list presented to the Commission? 

Answer. The Air Force has a legal obligation for environmental restoration regardless of whether 

a base is closed, realigned or remains open. The overall cost of environment and restoration did 

not affect the decision to recommend a base for closure or realignment. In the case of depot 

installations, although the recommendation to consider a downsizing option was bai sd cnly on 

COBRA-related expenses, a hrther analysis of the impact of environmental restoration expenses 

at depot installations fiuther supported the wisdom of the downsizing approach. 



P a ~ e  11, Ouestion 3: Secretarv Widnall, DoD policy also states that "unique contamination 

problems requiring environmental restoration will be considered as a potential limitation 

on near-term community reuse." Were any installations eliminated from closure 

consideration due to unique contamination problems? If so please elaborate. 

Answer: No. 



Parre 11, Ouestion 4a: Secretarv Widnall, in making closure and realignment decisions, 

what role did environmental compliance play in your analysis? 

Answer: Environmental compliance was considered in the overall analysis. 

Compliance costs were factored into the COBRA model. Compliance costs in COBRA 

may be savings associated with a closure, or may be costs incurred at a receiving 

location. 

To the extent that air quality concerns are viewed as environmental compliance 

issues, there was considerable attention given. Air Quality was a Criterion 11 subelement, 

and included analysis of attainment status, current restrictions, and restrictions on future 

growth. 

Air Quality issues were also considered when selecting potential receiver bases in 

closure scenarios. Receivers that held the prospect of difficulty in achieving a positive 

conformity determination were generally not used in the scenarios. 



Page 12, Ouestion 4b: Did the fact that a base's expansion potential is limited by 

environmental restrictions play a major role in the analysis? 

Answer: Expansion potential (capacity) was looked at to determine if any environmental issue 

(e.g., threatened or endangered species, unique habitat, etc.) could constrain the existing or 

future mission. Although there are identified constraints on some Air Force installations, in no 

instance did these constraints impact on a decision to close or realign 

and installation. Constraints were considered in the evaluation of Criteria VIII grading, as well 

as the Air Quality portion of Criterion 11. 



Pace 12, Ouestion 4c: M'ere bases in Clean Air Act o r  other non-attainment areas viewed 

differently from those in attainment areas? 

Answer: The attainment status of the area in which an installation is located formed a portion 

of the Criterion II grade for that installation. In addition, air quality issues were considered in 

selecting receivers when developing potential closure scenarios for analysis. 

Bases in nonattainment areas received further analysis to determine the affect on 

capacity. The Clean Air Act Amendments mandate that when the Federal government proposes 

any action in an area designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as 

nonattainment, with reference to National Ambient Air Quality Standards, it must document that 

the impact of those actions confonn to the purpose of the applicable State or Federal 

implementation plan. Force structure moves are considered Federal actions, whether resulting 

from a base closure or realignment. 

Tbe conformi:y analysis exarnjnes the impacts of foreseeable direct and indirect 

emissions created only from the proposed action. It must also demonstrate, by EPA standards, 

thai the Federal action will not cause or contribute to new violations of w.y national air quality 

standard in the nonattainment area, nor increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation. 

The impact of the action is determined with respect to the nonattainment status of the entire air 

q~al i ty  district. nor just its immediate vicinity. 

The neces.'.y c-'a confarrnity analysis alone does not bar a Federal action. Conformity 

may bc shown afier maljr .s. or the emissions associated uvith the action may be :.iewrd as de 

minixis. Even where the action itself mi:>: violate conformity, rnitisaticn measures may he 

implem :ted tvhich. when coupled wlth the action, will achieve positive conformity. 

Wher ,onsidering receivers fo:- rlosure scenarios, the BCEG re\?iem1ed confo:-:,,l:! 

issues. If a base appeared to be unable to accept a mission due to conforrmty issues. other 

receivers werc s ~ l e c t ~ d  for the closure s2enarios. 



Page 12, Ouestion 5a: Secretan IVidnall, 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? 

Answer: At the twenty-seven Air Force bases closed under the 1988 and 1990 BRAC 

Realignment and Closure Laws, we have 80,409 acres available for reuse. While cleanup 

activities arc required on 36,703 of these acres, there are no "unique" contamination problems 

preventing us from transferring these acres when remedial actions are in-place. Right now, most 

of these remedies will be in-place by end of FY 97 for BRAC '88 bases, by end of FY 99 for 

BRAC '91 bases, and by end of FY 2001 for BRAC 93 bases. This will "free up" most of the 

property on the 27 installations for transfer by deed. 



Page 12, Ouestion 5b: How long are such caretaker costs accounted for under base closure 

funding? 

Answer: Caretaker requirements are currently programmed through FY 2001 as we expect to 

have to maintain facilities until cleanup remedies are in place and longer if reuse of some parcels 

occurs beyond FY 200 1. 
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5050 Dudley Blvd, Suite 3 
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Found contamination in 1979 
&+ 

Contamination "Soup" (i.e., VOCs, .- PCBs, Metals, - -C- 

Radioactive) 

Entire base on National Priority List (NPL): Jul87 

Extensive soil and groundwater contamination 

Interagency Agreement (IAG): May 1990 

ATSDR Public Health Hazard Determination: 
February 1993 





McClellan's Cleanup Costs Have & Will Continue to be Driven by: 

The Present Risk of Contaminated Groundwater and, 

The Present and Future Risk of Contaminated SoiUSol Gas to the 
Groundwater 

I Magnitude of Contamination 

> 12 Billion Gallons Contaminated Groundwater 

> 370 Acres Contaminated soil 

Variety of Contaminants (e.g., Radioactive, PCBs, VOCs, Metals, etc.) 

Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup are approximately twice 
the current "Technology Advancement" cleanup approach 







TALKING PAPER 
ON 

CLEANUP COST ESTIMATES ASSUMING AN ACCELERATED APPROACH 
FOR 

MCCLELLAN AFB CA 

- McClellan is the highest rated AF Base on the EPA National priorities list (NPL) 

-- Entire base placed on the NPL in Jul 1987 
-- Federal Facility Agreement entered into May 1990 
-- ATSDR classified McClellan as a Public Health Hazard Assessment in Feb 1993 

- McClellanfs cleanup costs have and will continue to be driven by: 

--Present risk of Contaminated Groundwater and the present and hture risk of Contaminated 
soil and soil gas to the groundwater 

- Magnitude of Contamination is Multi-Media and Multi-Contaminant 
--- > 12 billion gallons of Contaminated Groundwater 
--- > 370 acres Contaminated Soil 
--- Variety of Contaminants (e.g. Radioactive, PCB's, VOC's, Metals, Dioxins, etc.) 

-An Accelerated Cleanup Cost Estimate was developed at between $1.2 - $1.8B 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Scenario was calculated on the current understanding of the magnitude 
of contamination and with the following assumptions: 

--- Priority would shift to Implementing Remedial Actions as fast as possible 
--- Utilize existing proven technologies @gher $ per lb removed) 
--- Higher uncertainty Cost Range (20 - 25%) 
--- Radioactive Sites would require excavation and disposal 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Cost Breakdown: 

--- Cost to implement Cleanup Systems: $825 - 1210M 
--- Cost to Complete Cleanup: $375 - 590M 
--- Total Cost to Complete: $1,200 - 1800M 

-- Accelerated Cleanup Tirnefiames: 

--- Time to implement all Cleanup Systems: 2008 
--- Time to complete Cleanup: 2018 

- Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup are approximately twice the cost of the current 
"Technology Advancement" approach 

-- The "current approach"cleanup estimates ($705 - 925M) are much less, however cleanup timelines are 
much longer, (2034) 

-- Longer cleanup timeframes encourage technology advancement and achieve a more "cost effective" 
overall cleanup cost 

- An Accelerated cleanup approach at McClellan would represent a Lost Opportunity to minimize cost through 
the advancement of restoration technologies! 

Mario E. Ierardi, SM-ALCIEMR, DSN 633-1742x337, 2 May 95 







Environmental Restoration Program 
r Costs to Complete - Assuming an ~ c c e l e r a t e d ~ l e a n u ~  Approach 

r McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 

Scenario: Accelerated Approach 

Stmtew: - Priority: Time to Complete 

- Do everything as fast as possible approach 

- Accelerate all sites to cleanup as fast as possible 

-Utilize existing technologies only (high Snb removed) 

Costs (ill ~ I U ~ O N ~  

Cost to lmplcn~cnt Cleanup System: $825-1210M 

Cost to Complete Cleanup (i.e.. LTMILTO*): $375-590M 

TOW Cost to  Complete: $1200-1,800M 

Qeanuo Ttmefranies: 

Tinlr to Implement all Cleanup Systems: 1008 

Time to Co~nplete Cleanup: 2018 

Assumptions: 

- Range of Cost Uncertainty (20.25%) 

- Cosls do not include Manpower/Managernent &Tech Support 

- Cost increase driven by acceleration of timeframes and 

ulilizalion of existing technologies only (i.e., higher SIb  removed) 

- Assunla radioactive contaminated sites require excavation &disposal 

- Assumes an annual budget: S40-60MIyr 



I 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Cost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
2 May 95 

PCBs/Dioxinsl 

(!§/cu yd) $9- 13/cu yd 
5. Area Underline with Groundwater 

Contamination (Acms) 664 acres MAP, 941 
5a. V o h  of Contaminated Groundwater 

VOCs, Metals Pump & Treat Actual 
( ~ f l o m )  12 x 10' ganons P e r f b m e  

5b. Groundwater Treatmnt Costs 
(clgdbn) 2 - 3.3 clgdl 



- .  
i - *  

Environmental Restoration Program 
Cost Estimate Inputs - Assuming an Accelerated Cleanup Approach 

(Cost Element) 
McClellan AFB CA 

2 May 95 

I Cost Element , ( Costs (In Millions) I 
1. Soil Capping Costs I $6 - 23M 
12. Soil Excavation/Disposal Costs I $332 - 482M I 
13. SoiVSoil Gas Treatment Costs* I $547 - 790M I 
14. Groundwater Treatment Costs* I $240 - 395M I 
15. Long Term Monitoring Costs I $75 - 110M I 
16. Total Restoration Costs ' I $1,200- 1,800M I 

I 

~ 

* Includes O&M Costs 



Environmental Restoration Program 
Comparison of Cleanup Costs: Current vs. Accelerated Approach 

McClellan AFB CA 
27 Apr 95 

-Priority: "Cost Effective Cleanup" 
-Risk Based (Worst Sita Fint) Approach -Do everything as fast as possiblc approach 

- Put lower risk ritcr on 'hold- pendirg morc coot cfcclivc - Accclcrrlc all sita to clunup as fast as pouiblc 
-Utilize; existing tcchnologia only (high Ylb rcmovcd) 

Cosls (In mllllons): 

Cost lo Implcmcnt Cleanup Systcnn: Cost to Implcmcnt Clcanup Systcms: 

Cost to Canplctc Clunup (i.~.,  LTM/LTO*): Cost to Complctc Clunup (i.c., LTMILTO*): 

Total Cod to Complctc: Tohl  Cod  to Complete: 

Timc to Implcmcnl a11 Clcanup Syslcm: Timc to Implcmcnt a11 Clcanup Syslcnu: 

T i c  to Complctc Cleanup: Timc to Complctc Cleanup: 

- Rangc of Cost Unccnainty (10-1 5%) - Rangc of Cost Uncertainty (20-25%) 

-Costs do not include hbqxnvaMmgcmcnt& Tcch Support -Costs do rot include Manpowcr/Mmgcmcnt & Tcch Support 

- Corts usumc ndioactivc contuninatim requires monitoring only -Cost incrusc d r i m  by accclaation of timcbamcs and 

-Cost range include RACER atimatc a d  professional judgmcnU utilization of existing tcchnologia only (i.c.. higha SAb mmovcd) 

atperimce of installation - Assuma radioactiw contlrninatcd sites rcquirc excavation & disposal 

-Longer cleanup timcframa cncoungc technology - Assumes an annual budget: S40-60MIyr 

advanmmt  to achieve a molr. 'cost-eEcctivc" waal l  cleanup cost 
- h u m a  an a w g c  annual budgct: S24-30 Mlyr 

*LTM = Long Term Monitoring L TO =Long Term Operation 



Cost Estimates for an Accelerated Cleanup 
are approximately twice the cost of the 
current "Technology Advancement" 
approach 

Technology Advancement is Key to 
Achieving "Cost Effective" Restoration 

The Patient is Stabilized While Awaiting Surgery! 
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Mr. Gfdla Wldndl 
@ W a r y  OI the Ah ttarce 
1670 Air Pow,  Pcrrtmtbn 
~ u h l n g b n ,  D.C, 2b33b1670 

'1 ILRVO poodlnp ln hyt corrrt n nrlli siylotl Sjarta Club and Guadnlupe - Dl 
Authority, cJ d v. IrSrurcl, nabbfti, e4 dl It fu  Cnurb No, MO-Pl~CA.669. 

TIils l ~ ~ r r l l t  j6volvb~ tho Ltntl~nyororl S P B C I ~  Att  and the ICdw&ra AQdfer. TI Aquffm 
hurnlnha water to n lnrpa ~lrr~ur~phlc m a ,  m11d lhClUdCa the Clty o t  fisn Antanlo n tl Bcxar 
County. i 
No wden have bwn irrs\red ns o t  ihiti dnto to revlrild tha wra of tho water 
Aqulf~r by rnyom or airy enUty. Iloj~ft~lly, It  wlll nave be mcasary to 
wntar ham the Aqultw Ily any purveyor. 

1~ the want of rr w a r e  drougllt, Ilo~uwer, In ardor to prolwt 
llralt~tlon of wutor may have to k h n p c d .  The rwtrlcllunu, hawevu, 
mly ~nil lhry octablf~hrncnt In the 8an Antonio vlclnlty. 

If you need addltianal mrmrnnrx or addftlonal Into~MfitIha, please do not haitat ta call or 
wltc m. d 

Glnccrtly yours, I 
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INDUSTRIALSTECI-INIC'AL SUPPORT - DEPOT Subcategory 

I I  

I VIII ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 





Facilities and 
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alysis Report 

Rating : RED Item Numb: VIIIl - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - .WATER 

BRAC Questionnnirc Para Number: VIII.2.1-6 
Water: Potable, Ground Water, Surface Water, ~ d s t e w a t e r ,  Discl~arge Points/Impounds 

Answcr: 
Individual sections for Water Potable, Ground Water, Surface water, Wastewnter, Discharge PointsIIrnpoands are subdivided for clarity. 

Grccri: Adequate water supplies and no known yellow: Suspect water supplies; contaminants Ited! Inadequate water supplies andlor region 
contaminants present present within a non-potable water zone within a state of over draft andlor 

contaminants detected witlli~l potable water 
sources 

See breakout of each water sub-element 

Proposed Rating: GREEN Source Doc: SA-ALCIEMC, RJ Backlund 

Dnlr of Report: 4/3/95 Page No 72 







I BCEG Analysis Rcport 

1.. A ,...:raw ,.nnr;r+Dn+,v ,,ie~dR hilll Oualitv Dotable water. In the vicinity of Kelly AFB, rn the Edwards's Aquifer is 
a , . .  1 11C Eclwiiru s ~ \ ~ U ~ L G I  ~ v I I ~ ~ ~ c Y . . . . .  J , ---  0-- - A  * A  

protected by approximately'1,OOO feet of overlying impervious strata. No water qualitylquantity cbnstraints exlst tor tne 
ootnble water supply and there'are no constraints to construction activitiesloperations. . 

I 

Proposed Rating: GREEN I ' Sourcc Doc: SA-ALCJEMC, RJ Backlund 

Page No 74 



BCEG Analysis Report 

Rn ting : RED Item Numb: VIIIl(B) - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - WATER - Ground Water 

BRAC Questionnaire Para Number: VIjI.3.A 
Is tlicre known contamination to the base or local comn~unity groundwater? 

Ans~vcr: 
Ycs. Shallow ground water in the vicinity of Kelly AFI3 has been contanlinated by past activities documented through IRP. 

(V111.3.A. I )  - Nature of contamination: 
The shallow ground water contains volatile organics (including chlorinated solvents), semi-volalile organics, PCBs and inorganics in the dissolved 
phrrscs, as well as, jet fuel as free-phase product. 

(VI 11.3 A . 2 )  - Is tllc co~ilnminalctl groundwnlcr~n poloblc wntcr source? 
Ycs. 'I'lic shallow ground walcr is considcrcd a pote~itial drinking walcr source by thc Slatc of'l'cxas, although most pcoplc in thc San Antonio 
arca obtain llieir potable water fro111 the Edwards Aquifer, a solc source aquifcr which has riot bccn contaminated by Kelly AFB activities. 

(Vll I.3.B) - Is the base actively involved in groundwater remediatioli activitics? 
Ycs. Kclly AFD currently has interim ground water recover/treatn~cnt systems operating at s e v c ~ ~  sites and has received funding to install threc 
additional systems to prevcnt further migration of contaminated ground water off-base. 

(V111.3.C) - 1 low niany water wells exist at the base? 
'1'0 111c best of our knowlcdgc at tllis time, there are 700 monitoring wclls complctcd in the sliallow aquifcr at Kelly AFB. 

(V111.3 .D) - I-low many have been abandoned and wliy? 4 <t 

Vnlidaiion surveys to account for abandoned wells arc in progress. Tlic followitlg arc tllc rcasons abandoning monitoring wclls: tllcy wcrc 
installed as temporary wells to be used for one-time sampling events or, the wells ]lave deteriorated; 

I 

Dafc of Report: 4/3/95 Page No 75 



BCEG Analysis Report 1 - 
I 
Grccn: Adequate water supplies and no known yellow: Suspect water supplies; contaminants 

I 
Red: Inadqquate water supplies andlor region 

contarn inants present present within n non-potable water zone within astate of over draft and/or - contaminants detected within potable warcr 
sources 

The contaminated Shallow Groundwater underlying Kelly AFB is NOT the drinking water source for the base population or 
the citizens of San Antonio,Texas. The state) of   ex as has classified the shallow groundwater beneath Kelly AFB as a 
"potential" potable water source due to quolity parameters not its actual use. This shallow groundwnter is NOT usetl as :I 

drinking water source. Therefore, there are NO known constraints to Kelly AFB or it's mission due to any contaminated 
sl~allow groundwater underlying the base. 
Kelly AFB obtains its water from the Edward's Aquifer. The Edward's Aquifer consistently yields high quality potable 
water. In the vicinity of Kelly AFB, the Edward's Aquifer is protected by approximately 1000 feet of overlying impervious 
strata. As a sole source aquifer for the City of San Antonio, the recharge zone of the Edward's Aquiferjs strictly protected to 
prevent potential contarnination. Therefore, there is no wnter quality constraints for the bases potable water supply. 
Kelly AFD has seven (7) potable water wells located in the Edward's Aquifer not in the shallow groundwater. These wells 
posses adequate pumping capacity to supply any foreseeable water needs for Kelly AFB. 

Pronosed Rating: YELLOW Source Doc: SA-ALCEMC, RJ Backlund 

Page No 76 



BCEG Analysis Report 

I - 
Rating : RED Item Numb: VIIIl(C) - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - WATER - Surface Wn tcr 

l3RAC Questionnnirc Para Number: VII .4;A \ 
Arc Illere perennial bodies of water located on base? 

Answcr: 
Yes. 'I'l~ere is a perennial body of water located on Kelly AFI3. 

(V111.4.A. 1)  -- Identify location(s) and surface area size. 
Leon Creek, located in the southern portion of the base, is 15,900 linear feet long. 

(V 11 1 A.A.2) -- Do pcrcnnial water bodies reccivc water runoff or trcatcd wastcwoter disclinrge from the basc? 
Ycs. Crirrcvlly tllc I'l'CI: tlisclrnrgcs trcatcd wnstc waters a1 EPA nnd 'l'NItCC pcrmiltctl outfillls. 

(V111.4.A.3) -- Is the base located within any specified drainage basin? If so, is the base involved in any cooperative agreements for restoration and 
protection of water quality and associated living resources (e.g., Chesapeake Bay Program). No. 

(VI11.4.13) -- Arc special permits required to conduct trainindoperations, or for construction projects on or near bodies of water? (Identify) Yes, 
for constn~ction adjacent to Leon Creek. 

(V111.4.C) -- Is there known contamination to the base or local community surface water? 
Yes, Ideon Creek runs through, and is adjacent to, the bnsc and has docurncnted contaminntion. 

(VIII.4.C. 1) -- What is the nature of the contamination? 
The contamination includes inorganics and polynuclear I~ydrocnrbons. 

(V111.4.C.2) -- Is tlie contaminated surface water a &table water sourcc? 

Dnfe of Report: 4/3/95 Page No 77 



' No,  Lcon Creek is not considered a potable water source. I 

I 

Green: Adequate water supplies and no known Yellow: Suspect water supplies; contaminants Red: Inadequde water si~pplies andlor region 
contaminants present present witl~in a non-potnble water zone within a state o f  over draft and/or 

contaminants detected within potable water 
I 

I q soilrces 

1 

412. Kelly AFB maintains three distinct watel distribution systems. Stormwater is collected and discharged to either Leon 

( Creek or Six Mile Creek (the vast majority to Leon Creek). Sanitary wastewater is dischnrged to the San Antonio Water 
Systems (SAWS), a local Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW), for treatment. Industrial wastewater from Kelly APB 
industrial processes is treated on-base in a modci-n tertiary water treatment facility (Environmental Process Control Facility). 
40.  The base maintains three water discharge permits. The EPA NPDES and State TNRCC discharge permits allow 
discliarge of treated industrial wastewater, treated remediation groundwater and stormwater through a series of outfalls to 

I Leon Creek or Six Mile Creek. The SAWS pretreatment plants. All Kelly APB water discharge permits have discharge I 

parameters which are protective of the streams which they are being discharged. 
4C. Kelly AFB has conducted a comprehensive risk assessment study (Dec 94) of Leon Creek which is the major stream to 
which Kelly AFB wastewater, stormwater and groundwater discharge. This study has shown some minor contamination 
typical of water bodies located in urban settings including inorganic and polynuclear hydrocarbons. This study demonstrated 
that 

- Wl~ile ther is some demonstrable potential effects to Leon Creek, these effects are minor and, moreover, cannot be 
solely attributable to Kelly AFB. 

- Stuclics nt locations. 
rrlic base and the city of Sen Antonio do not obtain it's drinking water from Leon Creek. 

BCEG Analysis Report 

Proposetl Rating: GREEN Sourcc Doc: SA-ALCIEMC, \ RJ Backlund 

A 

I Dnfe of  Report: 4/3/95 Page No 78 



BCEG Analysis Report 

Rating : RED Item Numb: VIIIl(D) - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - WATER - Wastewater 

BRAC Qucstionnairc Pnrn Number: VII\.5:A 
Whcre is base wastewater treated (i.e., on-base or by the local community)? 

Ans~vcr: 
The industrial waste waters are treated at the Kelly AFB Environmental Process Control Facility (EPCF) and the sanitary waste waters are treatecl 
at the POTW owned and operated by the City of San Antonio, TX. 

(V111.5.B) - I-low many wastewater treatment facilities (industrialldon~estic) are locatecl on-base? (List) 
'rhe only treatment facility located on Kelly AFB is the EPCF. 

(V111.5.C) - Are tllerc any cliscliargc (trentmctit) violnliotls or any outslantling discliargc (lrcntmcnt) open cnlbrcement actions pending? YI<S/NO. 
Yes. '~llcre is only one known Notice of Violation. 

(VII1.5.C.1) -- If yes, provide date, nature, current status of violation, and compliance attainment date. 
The Notice of Violation (NOV) was issued 24 Nov 1993 siting self-reported incidents involving permit excursions. Current status is the NOV was 
closed by the GPA on 24 March 1994. 
<;rccr~: Atlequale water supplies and no known yellow: Suspect water supplies; contaminants Red: Inadequate water supplies and/or region 

co11ta111 incl~its presenl present willlin a non-potable water zone within a state of over draft andlor 
contaminants detected within potable water 
sources 

C o ~ ~ c u r  wit11 original answers to VII1.5.A and V111.5.D. Correction to VIII.5.C: No outstanding discharge violation 
enrorcemcnt actions are pending against the l y e .  

4 
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I BCEG Analysis Report 
1 I 

Pronoscd Ratine: GREEN Source Doc: SA-ALC/EMC, &I Backlund 

Date of Report: 4/3/95 Page No 80 



C h  
BCEG Analysis Report I 

- 
Item Numb: VIIIl(E) - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - WATER - Dischnrgc Points / 

BRAC Qucstionnnirc Para Number: ~ 1 1 1 6 . ~  
Arc thcrc any National Pollutant Discllargc 12liminntion System permits in cll'cct? (Dcscribc) 

Answcr: 
Yes. Kelly AFl3 has two current water discharge permits (NPDES permit TX000-0671 and Texas Natural Resource conservation Commission 
permit 02356). 

(V111.6.13) -- Does the base currently discharge treated wastewater on-base or off-base? (Describe) 
Ycs. I'crriiits allow Kclly AFl3 to discllarge trcr~tctl industrial effluents into I,con Crcck, a public strcnm. 

(VIII.6.C) -- Does the base have any discharge impoundments? YES/NO 
No. Kelly AI:B does not have any discharge impoundments. 

(V I I1.6.C. I ) -- Number of waterlwastewater treatment impoundments: 
Notic. Kelly AFI3 does not have any water/wastewatcr treatment impoundments. 

(Vlll.O.C.2) -- Niuiibcr of industrial wnstewntcr treatment impoundments: 
None. Kelly AFB does not have any industrial wastewater treatn~ent impoundments. 

(VIII.6.I)) -- Are there any discharge (treatment) violations or any outstanding discharge (treatment) enforcclnent actions pending? 
No. Kclly AFD had one Notice of Violation which the base addrcsscd with tlie regulators. \ 

(VIII.G.D.1) -- If so, how many? Kelly AFD has on Notice of Violation. 'i 
Date of Report: 4/3/95 Page No 81 



I BCEG Analysis Rcport I 
I 1 
(V111.6.D.2) -- If so, what is the status? As of 24 March 1994, this NOV was closed by tile B1'A. I 

Crecn: Adequate water supplies and no known Yellow: Suspect water supplies; contaminants Red: Inadequate water supplies andlor region 
contam innnts present present witliin a non-potable w'ater zone with a state of over drafi andlor 

contaminants detected within potable wntcr 
I sotrrces 

Original answers stand. Any contaminants a& to non-potable water source. 

Proposcd Rating: GIZEEN Sor~rcc Doc: SA-ALCIBMC, IU Dncklund 
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BCEG Analysis Report 

- 
( llating : RED Itcm Numb: VIII2 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT -Asbestos 

l 3 M C  Qllcstionnnirc Para Numbcr: VIII.7;A 
I 

What percentage of facilities have been surveyed for asbestos? 

100 percent of the base was pre-surveyed to determine the extent of existing asbestos and to reduce the cost of a more detailed survey to classify 
each site. 

(V111.7.A. I )  -- What percentage of facilities surveyed have been identified as having asbestos? 
Sixty percent of Kelly AFI3 facilities were identified as containing asbestos. Ofthis, 38% is non-friable materials). ,. 

I 

(V111.7.A.2) -- I-low rnnny fncilities nre considered reg~tlntcd areas or have restricted use due to friable asbestos building materials? 
None of these facilities are considered regulated areas or have restricted use due to friable asbestos building material. 

, Crcen: <= 10% f;lcilities with asbestos yellow: 10% to 25% facilities with ACM; survey Red: 25% facilities wit11 ACM 
containing materials (ACM) incomplete or unable to assess percentages 

The pcrccntage of 811 surveyed structures which contain asbestos was less than 40%; in our response we did not take into 
account buildings already eliminated in the 1988 base survey. I-Iowever, rating does not change. 

I'roposcd Rn ting: RED Source Doc: SA-ALCIEMC, DS Guadarrama 

Date of Report: 4/3/95 Page No  83 
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Rcport 

t 
The method being used to survey is the COE Manual with coordination of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the EPA. - 
(VIII. I 0.C) -- Is any part of the base located in a 100-year floodplain? 
Yes, npproximately 5% of Kelly AFB is located in a $1 00-year floodplain. 

(VIII. 1O.D) -- Does the presence of these resources constrnin cunent/future construction activities/operations? (Describe) 
Yes, current/future construction ~ctivities are constrhned only within the 600 nren of Kelly APB. 

Grcctl: Resources not present yellow: Resoi~rces present wliicli do not ctlrrerilly Red: Resotlrces present wliicll cotistrnin ctrrrcnt 
constrain construclio~i/operntio~is construction/operatio~is or require "work 

aroundsl' to s~~pport current operation 

In  Jnnitnry 1995, Kelly AFB concluded a Wetlands Delineation of the entire base (approximately 3,996.5 acres). During this 
survey, less than 1 1 acres were identified as jurisdictional wetlands. The majority of Kelly AFB's wetland acreage is located 
on the base golf course; and, all of the acreage is adjacent to Leon Creek. Since the wetlands on Kelly APB are liniited to a 
narrow area adjacent to Leon Creek they do not pose a limitation or restricition to future base development. 

Proposcd Rating: YELLOW Source Doc: SA-ALCKMC, DS Guadarrama 

Date o f  Report: 4/3/95 
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Rnting : RED item Numb: VIIWD - BIOLOGICAL - ~ i o o d ~ l a i n s  . 

BRAC Qucstionnairc Parn Number: VIII 11.A 
Are floodplains present on bnse? 

, I 

Answcr: 
Yes. floodp!ninq are present on Kelly AF'B. 

(VIlI.1 1 .A. I )  -- If present, do floodplains constrain construction (siting) activities or operations? 
Flood plains only constrain construction within the 600 area of Kelly AFB. 

(VIII. I 1 A.2) -- If floodplnins nre present, does periodic flooding constrnit~ opcrntions nt tllc base. 
No,  l~criodic flooding does not constrain nctivitics or operntions nt Kelly AFII 

Green: I:lootiplains not present on the base ye.low: Floodplains present which do not currently Red: Floodplains present wllicl~ constrain 
constrain construclion/operations current construction/operations or require 

''work arounds" to support current 
operations 

Currctlt bnsc operations not constrained although approximately 5% of Kelly AFB is located in the 100-year floodplain and i t  
has not constrained current base operations and would not restrict future bnse development. With pro-active management, a 
floodplain study shall be completed during FY95-3. Any future development requires enviromental assessment, strict 
construction standards and additional coordination through I-IQ USAFISAI;. \ 

Proposctl Rs ting: YELLOW Sourcc Doc: SA-ALCIEMC, DS Guadarrnmn 

I 
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Rating : RED Item Numb: VIII4 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT - Cultural 

BRAC Questionnaire Para Number: VIII 12.A I 
Are any historic, prehistoric, archaeological sites or other cultural resources located on the base? (YESNO) 

Answer: 
Yes. I-listoric only. There are no other prehistoric or archaeological sites or other cultural resources located on Kelly AFB. 

(VIII. 12.A. I) -- If yes, list and provide significant status. 

I-Iistoric: 100 Area I-lousing District is eligible, 1600 Administration District is potentially eligible, 1700 I-lousing District is potentially eligible, 
and the 300 Arca Industrial District is potentially eligible. 

(V111.12.D) What percent of the on base buildings are greater than 50 yrs old? 35% 

(VlI1.12.C) Are any I-listoric Landmarks, I-Iistoric Districts, or any properties listed in the National Register of I-listoric Places VR1-IP) located on 
the base? (Identify). No. Registration efforts are currently under contract with COE. 

(VIII. 12.C. 1) -- Are there any properties that may be, or been determined to be, eligible for the NRHP? 
Ycs, tllc 100 Arci~ I-lousing Dislrict is cligiblc; and the 1600 Administrntion Ilistrict, tile 1700 District, and tllc 300 Arca Industrial District nrc 
potentially eligible. Registration efforts ore currently under contract with COE. 

(V111.12.C.2) -- I-Iave any buildings or structures been surveyed for other historical or Cold War significance? Yes. 

(V111.12.D) - I Ins the base been archacologically surveyed? (YESNO) Yes. 
I 

(V111.12.D. I ) -- If yes, whnt percentage of the base hbs been surveyed? 100% 

Dale o f  Report: 4/3/95 Page No 87 
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& 

(VIII. 12.D.2) -- Have any archeoIogical sites been found? No 

(VIII. 12.D.3) -- Are there any aicheological collections housed on the base? No 
I ' 

(V111.12.D.4) -- ~ i e  there any on base or near bnse areas used or identified ns sacred nrens or burial sites by Native Americnns or others? (List) No 

(VIII.12.E) - Does the base have a Programmatic ~ ~ I e e r n e n t  or Mernonndu~n of Agreement with the State Ilistoric Preservation Oflicer or tllc 
Advisory Council on I-listoric Preservation? (YESMO) No 

(V!!!. ! 2.E. !) -- Nclt applicable 
(VIII. 12.F) - Does the presence of any of the above resources constrain curreni/future construction activities!oper~?!ions? (Describe) 
Yes, construction requires coordination with the Texas I-Iistorical Commission and Advisory Council prior to any undertaking. 
G rccn: No existing culturnl resources yellaw: Culturnl resources are present, hut <lo tlot Rctl: Culturnl resoilrces nre present n~itl conslriti~i 

currently constrain construction/operations, current constr~ction/operntions 
or bnse survey incomplete 

No constraint to current or future development. Of the 600 Bldg, 80 have been identified as eligible for listing on the 
Notional Register of Historical Places. All of the structures have been continually and utilized to support mission 
requirements. All other answers correct as originally provided. 

Archeological survey completed 1991. There arc no known or suspected historically significant sites on Kelly AFB. The 
assessment poses no constrints on future base development. 

Proposcd Rn ting: YJ2LLOW Sourcc Doc: SA-ALCEMC, DS Guadarrama 
\ 
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Itating : RED Item Nurn b: VIIIS - ENVIRONMENTA~ IMPACT - Installntion Restoration Progrnn~ 

BRAC Qucstionnairc Para Number: VIII.13.A 
1 I Ins a preliminary assessment of the instnllation been performed? (YES/NO) 

Yes. Kelly AFB has performed a basewide preliminary assessment of the base in the initial pliases of the Installation Restoration Program (IRP). 
In addition, Kelly AFB has projected projects to nssess any current unevaluated areas. Overall, Kelly AFB has initiated a preliminary assessment 
to identify potential IRP sites. 

(VIII. 13.A. 1) -- Number of IRP sites identified? 
Kclly AI:R currently lins 52 IRP sites involving soil and groundwa~er (alluvi;~l aquifer) contaminnlion. Thc basewidc prelili~innry asscssment/sitc 
itlvcstigiltion (I'AISI) projected for FY94 mny result in tlic crcnlion ~Tnddilionnl IRI' sites. 
In addition, Kelly AFD has three non-IRP sites that require the remediation of soil andlor shallow groundwater. 

(VIII. 13.A.2) -- Number of IRP sites extending off base? 
Kelly AFB has nine IRP sites where the contaminated shallow groundwater has migrated off-base into a residential and/or industrial area. In 
addition, Kelly AFB has three IRP sites that have impacted Leon Creek, which is a surface water body that flows off-base. Moreover, Kelly AFB 
has ;1 non-1RP site that is migrating off-base into the Leon Creek surface water. 

' (VIII. 13.A.3) -- What year (estimated) will all on-site remediation be in place? 
Ilasctl upon the following assumptions, Kelly APB will have (111 on-sitc rcmcdiation in place by the Year 2000. 
a. 'I'hc shallow groundwater does not have to be cleaned to drinking water standards. 
b. Tlie number of Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites remains at 52. \ 

c. Kclly AFn receives complete funding for fiscal years 1995-2000 

(V111.13.l3) -- Is the installntion n National Priority ltist (NPL) site or proposed as an NPL site? (YESNO) 

Page No 89 
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I I 
No. I-lowever, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EI'A) Region VI has completed its review and assessment of the base to 
determine if it will be on the NPL. Formal results are expected to be available by this - calendar year on whether Kelly AFB is on the NPL. 

(VJII. I3.C) -- Are \here existing Federal Facility Agreements (Interagency Agreements, ~dministrative Orders of Consent, or other agreements) in  
place to clean up the base? (YESMO) I @  

Yes. Kelly APB has an Unilateral Order wit11 the State of Texas concerning thc Instnllation Restorntion Program. By September 1992, Kelly 
AI:D completed the final deliverable for this Order. Currently, Kelly APD is working wit11 the Stnte of Texas (Texas Natural Resource 
Conservation Commission) and the U.S. BPA ~ e g i o h  VI to develop a Con~plinnce Plan Applicotion/Order for the IRP. It is projected tllat illis 
Applicnlion/Order will be completed by October 1994. 

(Vil i .  i 3.D) -- Arc :hex repeded or knnwn uncontrolled or unregulated occurrences of specific contaminate types and sources (e.g. landfills, 
medical wastes, radioactive wastes, etc.)? (YES/NO) 
Yes. Kelly AFD has reported all known uncontrolled or unregulated occurrences of specific contaminate types. These occurrences include such 
activities as landfills, low-level radioactive waste sites, evaporation pits, former fire training areas, sludge spreading areas, former aqua-fuels 
systems, sludge lagbons, underground storage tanks, etc. 

(V111.13.1:) -- Are tllere any sites or Solid Waste Mnnnge~nent Unib (SWMUs) currently being investigated rind remcdiatcd pursuant to Rcsourcc 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) corrective action? YBSMO 
Yes. Kelly AI:B has sites that are regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 

(V111.13.E.1) -- If yes, how many sites? 

/ Kelly Al:U has four IRP sites that are regulated by the R C M  

(V111.13.J:) -- Docs the IRP currently restrict construction (siting) activities/operations on-base? 
Yes. Currently, Kelly AFB IRP resulted in limited restrictions concerning construction and/or siting activities/operations on-base. 

I Green: IRP sites do not exist on base; or it llns yellow: IRP sites present wllicl~ do not currently Red: IRP sites present which constrain 
I)ccn dctcrmined that no remedial action constrain construction/operntio~is construction (siting) ~ctivitiesloperations 
is required on base 
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Original answers stand. BCEG only considered number of IRP sites (question VIII .13.A.1) andfrestrictions to construction . . 
siting (question VIII. 13.F). Concur that under the broad definition of "constrained construction sitihg activities and 
operations", the IRP at Kelly AFB does "constrain" the construction siting activities and operations. The IRP can "constrain" 
if one does not know how to incorporate the qnvironmental concerns into the construction activities. 

Proposed Rating: RED Sourcc Doc: SA-ALCEMC, DS Guodarmma 

& I  

Date of Ileport: 4/3/95 Page No 91 
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I 3 Rating : GREEN Item Numb: 114A - AIR QUALITY - Attainment Stairs 

DRAC Questionnaire Para Number: VIII.1 .C 
Are therc any critical air quality regions (i.e., non-atbbnent areas, national parks, etc.) within 100 kilometers of the base? YES/NO 

Answer: 
No, there arc no critical air quality regions (i.e., non-attainment areas or national parks) within I00 kilometers of the base. 

. . 
--- 

---------*me 
marginal or moderate levels level 

Concur 

Pro~osed Rating: GREEN Source Doe: 

Date of Hcport: 4/3/95 Page No 33 
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Rating : GREEN Item Numb: n4A - AJR QUALITY - Attainment Status 

I 
BRAC Questionnaire Para Number: VIu.1.A 

What is the name of the Air Quality Management District in which the base is located? 

Answer: 
The name of the air quality management district in which the base is boated is the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission ("JNRRCC), I 

1 lt\ - . - . . . - 
- -  .- 

Green: Ozone. carbon monoxide aml PM-I O in ycuon: Ozone, W o n  monoxide or PM-10 is in Red: Ozone, carbon monoxide or PM-10 is in 
attainment maintenance or in nonallai~unent at 

marginal or moderate levels 
nonattainment at serious, sevem a extreme 
level 

I Concur 

Proposed Rating: GREEN Source Doc: 

Date of Report: 4/3/95 
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. - - .  . .... 2. -: ~nviroamentnl'~omp~iarici . . . . .  . . . .  ., 
. . . .  ,-, . . .  

by the . . . .  ............ . . 
- .  

. . . .  . : 
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..A- 4 

1 ' Is your activity b fidl ~o&~liance with all m e ,  1 4  envimgFn& 
regdatioar? If not iu fidl compliance, provide a list of individual regulatio~ that 
requirc acti6m to %taken. What be& gmted? When mGt'the . . 
acfivity .wme into compliance? . . . 

Kelly AFB is not in full compliance with federal, state and 1 gdatiaus although actions 
have been implemented or completed to close dl id *ou&  en^^^^, 
Comp1iaace Assessment and Management Program identified a&s'of 
noa-compIiance and has planned for immediate and reduce/eliminstethe - 

possibilities of ent.ironmental violations, Kelly AFB has ped an excellent rapport with 
federal and state regulatory agencies fostering of mvironmenta~ 
awareness and excellence. Projects have been to any non- 
compliant issue identified during a self or regulatory inspecti0 

) I 

I P Type ReguIation: National Pollutant Dischare yskm (NPDES) Storm Water 
Regulation* (EPA) 40 CFR 122.26 

Waiver (Dzte i!ikpks): Not applicable 

\ -,L ?I0 (3,. fi ' 
b. Q p e  Regulation: UOiIateral Consent Order* with T m  N Resource Commission ,l e c ~ u l  - 

(TNZCC) (1srucb4 May 89, amended 

I Dufe Must be in Compliance: 10 0ct 93 (see note below) 

Woiwr (Date ~xple.$: Not applicable 

I 

&& Must be in Comnliaficg: 3 1 Dec 95 

* Non-cornpliant fmdi& is in regard to the indusb%d discharg it quiremen& to alleviate 
all cross connections between existing indusbial md es. A Xotice of VioIation 
or Enforcement Actions has not been issued by any re gmcy regarding these issues. 
Currently, Military Constntction Projects (MILCON) awarded to c!ose the identified 
non-compIiant issues by December 1995. Other investlgati y existing sanitary and 
storm sewer systems have also been awarded to initiate con 
uncertainties in future project programming. 

For OfIictal Use Only . . li . , , - - .- 

, 

32 

. . . .  ..... --,-..- - > ,, ..--.*-..-- . --.. .:--...---*--.---- . . .  .... . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  ............ . 
-_ - .  

_, .:-- -.-' ; ;.. .-. .:.;'L.- : :.--. -:-.. - V - x r ! ? = ,  -.= . 0 . , .. -\ 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . "  - - .  . . . .  . . .  - . . . 
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- - ~ & - r - -  .. i>-,.-+ .-* 
c 2 j p  ~ e ~ d a t b t :  Notice of Violation ** - RIRCC, 3 3 5 . 1 ~ ) ;  3 l TAC 335.6 f' - 

(Hszardow Waste ~ahifistbg) 
. . . . . . .  . .- . .  ... w&; @ate Expires): ' Not applicable - - 

A . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  . . - ' - L , - -  - .  . ...-... . . . . . . : . - . . . . . . .  . . .  . A , . .  . ... .... .... . . .  . . . .  :;-. : 
. . 

Date M' be in CompCiancr: no date i s w  
. . . .  

. - .  
d Typc ReguZation: Notice of viola'tion* * - TNRCC; 30 (safe &n8 Wafer A&) 

Waiver wh): Not sppliulblc 
t '  . 

Date M& be in Complia~~ce: no date issues by regulator . - 

f - 

* *  Identified fundings have been comected and are aw&ting cial cIosure.by the regdatdis. 7 

23. 1 Has any actual or programmed work at this installati restricted or delayed because 
of environmental considerations, such as air or wa , pro,,.de details of 

impadd tba restrictions or delays. - .  - . . . _ .  . 

",,.'., . 
&&yammed Work Resfn'ctk&DeIq 

. . 
NO& . . . - . , . - ;  

currently the& & Ni) projects or programmed work delayed or restricted with 
respect to enbironmenta1 considerations. 
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Geographic, continued : , - 

3, Environmental Restrictions 

by the enviromntd restrictionr/compIiance. 

wnsiderations for your activity? If so, provide the details- 
w 

* 

Environntmta~ndustrial waste: Industrial Waste 

authorization list for. 
for environmental 

offering the opportunity to pe 

4 
chemicals. Enables the base 
chemicals defining timelines 
waste reduction goals. 

b. special ~~Ograrn: Water Consenation Program / I 
Eavi/oirmgnta~n_dusttiaI Wwte: Industrial Waste , 11. 
Describe: This effort was initiated to use treated industri to irrigate the golf course 

at Kelly AFB. This is an initial effort to and reduce the 
consumption of potable water used at 
additiod water conm-ation 

I 

c Special Program hcheratioa/Cogeneration Project 

a Environmeni~?~zdu.rtriul Wmte: EnvironmentaVEnergy nse-rvatio~ - ..- 
Describe: Volatile organic compouflds being emitted fko C-5 Wnt fgcility (up to 93 

tons/year) would be incinerated in a natural The turbine d l  be 
generating 25 MW of continuous electrical base in addition to  the 
destruction of the poUuLtants being emitted 

I d Speciel Program: Self Inspection Program 

Describe: Self bspection progrwn which is conducted Air Force protoccl stated the 
Environmental Compliance Assessment and Progam '91 

I For Official Vse Only 
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... 
Pmv&iOm: 40 CFR 260 . : . . ,  - -<. ' - - -  . - %  . . -.. - 
Be*: h&rd Pegulations gove&g ciassifjca 

(EPP). 

a TYW ~szardomwast . 

Pmuljiom: 3 1 TAC 335 

Describe: State regdationc governing ~Iassssificatioq t, 
h = m h ~ ~  waste. (IXXCC) 

C. Q p y  Radioactive Matcrid 

Pfuvkionc Tech Orda M) 1 1 I N-2 

- Dueibe: Radioactive Haste disposal policy 
. 

. -. 
d T'c Radioactive Material 

~rov&iom: 49 C ~ R  and 10 CFR 
- - 

Describe: Federal radioactive waste disposal regulations 

,,: .\., ",-':.:) .'. . 
, : 'I .~,;.;$!~;;g,; . 

-.*, . ,<$.k+,,.<,!,, 
$%. +,*.: ,,:. .. 

. . . .  - . - _  -. ..\ :'.. 
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.igard 
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.. . of. hazardous . 
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20.1 What were your to@ depot maintenance actual programmed enviromental . i 

compliance costs (expressed in $K) for Fiscal Years 1990-1 9 your answers in Table 
20. I.  i 

For Mtid Uw Oolr 

Costs, continued 

20. Euvironmeatal Compliance 

Table 20.1 : Environmental Comp 
. . 

. .-, . . . . . , . ., ' > . . .. 
5 " ._.. I 7: \ 

\ 

The amounts shown for each fiscal year include Envim 
Pollution Prevention Dollars. (*)The actual FY91 fin the tabIe represents fimding 
received as of 2 May 94. The costs for managing Low active Waste (LLRPC;) have 
been exclnded since Kelly cmently manages LLRW for rce. This annual cost has 
been vcluded to easure true base-to-base comparisons Iished. Defwse 
Environmental Restoration Account is not included in the 

20.2 If spending is accomplished as pro_gammed above, will be tbe rernaiaing costs 
(backlog at the end bf Fiscal Year 1997 expressed in SK) to existing facilities~equipment 
into environmental compliance? 

Kefly AFB w3l continue to meet &or exceed the 
environmental regulations as they pertain to air, wirer, waste , pollution prevention and 
restoration. If all spending is accomplished as programmed 
the end of FY97. This does not discount the fict 
promulgated in FY97 and require additional h d i n g  in the rarq' depots in every 
departmeat %ill be required to pIan years in ad 
regulations, and compliance thereof, hill have 

21. Local Wage Rate 

21.1 U b t  were your Department of Labor local wage rates r a WG-11, ste? 3 for Fiscal 
Years 199 1 through 1994?@P input) 

Table 2 I. 1 : Wage Rate 1 
Fur Omcia1 Cw On\! I 1 
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Fur Ollirid Usc 011ly 

w Geographic, continued 

2. Environmental Compliance 

Answers ro rlze following questions need to reflect the particular ~vork1oad.s or processes 
aflecred by the environmemal restricrions/co~npliance. 

2.1 Is your activity in full compliance with all Federal, state, and local environmental 

regulations? If not in full compliance, provide a comprehensive list of individual regulations 

that require actions to be taken. What compliance waivers have been granted? When must the 

activity come into compliance? 

SA-ALC is in full compliance with Federal, state and local environmental regulations.. 

2.2 Has any actual or programmed work at this installation been restricted or delayed 

because of environmental considerations, such as air or water quality? If so, provide the 

details of the impact of the restrictions or delays. 

Proamrst rn ed Work Rest~ictiort /Delav Describe h n ~ a c t  

None 

Currently there are NO projects or programmed work which has been delayed or restricted with 
respect to environmental considerations. 

For Ollicid Use 01Jy  
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w Geographic, continued 

3. Environmental Restrict ions 

Answers to the following questions need to reflect the particular \vorkloads or processes 
afecfed by the environnzenral restric~ions/co~~~pIiance. 

3.1 Are there any special programs relating to environmental or industrial waste 
considerations for your activity? If so, provide the details. 

There are NO environmental restrictions imposed at Kelly AFB which restrict our maintenance 
operations. 

3.2 Within what provisions must the activity operate with regard to disposal of hazardous 
wastes and radioactive materials? 

There are NO environmental restrictions imposed at Kelly AFB which restrict our maintenance 
operations. 

For OfTicid Use Only 
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WDf 11. Industrial Waste 

11.1 Are there any inhibiting factors that would limit future expansion on the base? Provide 

the details if applicable. 

There are no inhibiting factors which impact the future expansion capabilities at Kelly AFB. 
Qn the contrary, based on a permitted daily treatment capacity of 2.4 million gallons per day, 
th'e Environmental Process Control Facility (EPCF) has the capability to easily increase 
treatment capacity by 20% without EPCF modification or addition. This will allow additional 
workloads to relocate to Kelly AFB without additional upgrade costs. In addition, the existing 
collection system is currently being used at 50% of its capacity. The current system will 
adequately handle any additional demands to the plan which has been identified as 20% 
without any additional construction requirements. 

For Oflicid Use Only 
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Costs, continued w 
20. Environmental Compliance 

20.1 U l a t  were your total depot mkntenance actual and programmed environmental 
compliance costs (ex?ressed in $K) for Fiscal Years 1990-1997? Provide your answers in 
Table 20.1. 

Table 20.1: Environmental Compliance Costs 

8,6Q8 5,QQI 5,539L 
The amounts shoun for each fiscal year inc!cde minimum Environmental Compliance Program 
requiremetns (permis 2nd fees), approved LIILCON, Environmental Process Control Facility 
(EPCF) operazion costs, Depot Maintenance Business Area (DhlB.4) costs and operation and 
semices (O&S) for Poilution Prevention reqcirements. The costs for managing Low Level 
Radioactive Itras;e (LLRW) have been exclsded since Kelly AFB currently manages LLRW for 
the Air Force. This annual cost has been excluded to ensure true base-to-base comparisons can 
be accomplished. Compliance and Pollution Prevention manpower salaries, as well as, Defense 
Environmenxl Res:orz;ion Account (DEFLA) are not included in the totals. 

(*)The actual FY93 funding shown in the tzble represents finding received as of 1 Jun 93. 

20.2 If  spending is accomplished as programmed above, what will be the remaining costs 
(backlog at the end of Fiscal Year 1997 expressed in %K) to bring existing facilitiedequipment 
into environmental compliance? 

Kelly AFB v.+11 continue to meet and/or exceed the mandated deadlines identified by the 
environmental regulations as they pertain to air, water, waste water, pollution prevention and 
restoration. If all spending is accomplished 2s programmed above, there mil l  be no backlog at the 
end of FY97. This does not discount the fact that environmental regulations will be promulgated 
in FY97 and require additional funding in the future. All military depots in every department will 
be required to plan years in advance to minimize the impact environmental regulations, and 
compIiance thereof, bill have on their respective missions. 

21. Local \5'age Rate 

21.1 What weie your Department of b b o r  local wage rates for a WG-I 1, step 3 for Fiscal 
.-"I Years 1991 through 1993? 

Fur Onicid L'sc Old! 
9s 



Compliance Costs ~rr Data 
Criterion - - 

\ 

FY90-93 Historic Fin Plans 

II ~ u s t  pays O ~ I $  C L I J  I> - FY94-97 Fin Plans 

- Permits - Low Level Radioactive 

- Environmental Fees Waste and DERA Costs 
- 

- Pollution Prevention 
Excluded 
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necessary connections when 500 individual managing its environmental programs and 
rights of entry were required by the COE to implementing an aggressive public outreach 
ensure additional abandoned munitions were program. 
not buried o n  private property. 

The public outreach program includes 

The Spring \.'alley project set a 
precedent because it marked the first time the 
Army has conducted an ordnance and 
esplosive waste and chen~ical n-arfare 
material removal project in a residential area. 

San Antonio 
Air Looistics Center 

(Kelly Air Force Base), 
Texas 

In the 1980s. Kelly Air Force Base (-4FB) 
was vienred by surrounding con~munities as 
being unresponsi17e to environmental 
concerns. Less than a decade later, Texas 
Go\.ernor Ann Richards named Kelly .4FB to 
the 1993 Clean Industries 2000 Honor Roll for 
achiei7ements in pollution prelVention. 
en\.ironrnental compliance. and installation 
restoration. The Clean Texas 2000 progrdm 
commits each mernher to an acti1.e outread] 
and puhlic invol\.ement progl-nm. Of the 
lnitial '0 memhers on the honor roll. Kell! 
.IFB n ah  he onl!. feder:11 fdcility listrd. 

several initiatix.es, such as public meetings, 
business and industry tours, and a media 
open house. Public outreach efforts since 
Janua~).  1992 have included: 

two EPA visitor days: 

24 news releases; 

23 fact sheet< or progress repons that nrere 
mailed to recldents. 

Kelly AFB provided environmental 
speakers for 1 0 ~ 3 1  schools. professional 
groups, and cornmunit)- organizations. In a 
joint effort with rhe Texas Teachers 
.4ssociatic)n. Kelly .ZFB also began planning 
for an eni.ironmcnta1 an-areness program in 
public schools. 

Kelly .%FB held regular public meetings 
that pro~.ided the local community an 
opportunin- to 25k questions and express their 
concerns. -1s a result of this effort, for 
example. the pu5iic has greater access to 
information through media releases about the 
cleanup program &an about any other activity 
at Kelly AFB. The program is raising the level 
of public awareness. and there is increased 
positive response from the community. 

To  increase in\-olvement with 
commercial in dust^. Kel1)- . q B  has 
\dunteered use of rhe installation for EP'4.s 
Superfund Inno\-ati1.e Technolog- Evaluation 
(SITE) program. During 1993. m.0 cleanup 
technology demor..;rrations n-ere conducted at 
Kelly .4FB. During [he firs1 demonstration in 
.Innuan 1 9 0 .  lielI!- .\FH set 3n EP.1 SITE 
prograri1 attendance record. 

-4.5 thy puhlic outreach prognm expands 
3nJ rel;~tion~I>ip- 1: ::!? the cmnmuniry. 
re,yirc~latc~n. agcniie. .ind rn~plc )!.t-t.\ impro\ e.  
I ; t . I I \ -  .AFB is n \ ) rb i r .~ i  1-1 ~ntln~!:ill!- t o  idenrif\- 
11c1\ .ind t.fft-i.r~\ r- vi.i\.\ 10 i.omm~~nic.rrte ir 
c-n\ i~.onint.n:,tl ;:Ic-, . , )  .. -2. 





DRAFT 

Attorney Client Communication 
M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Jim Courter, Chairman 
Matt Behrmann, Staff Director 
Commission Staff 

FROM: Frank Ci . lo/ for Mary Ann Hook, Acting General Counsel 

RE: Legal Update 4 on Sierra Club/Edwards Aquifer Issue 
DATE : May 10, 1994 

I attended a meeting In the DOJ Wildlife Section Conference 
Room at 10:30, May 6, 1994 in the absence of Mary Ann Hook who was 
undergoing surgery. Meeting was chaired by charlie Shockey, DOJ, 
and attended by representatives from DOI, DOT, EPA and the 
Department of the Army as well as other DOJ reps. DoD and USAF 
were not represented. Mr. Shockey started the meeting by 
announcing that Judge Bunton, Senior District Judge, U S District 
Court for the Western Division of Texas, had denied the plaintiff Is 
request to amend the existing law suit as filed against the 
Secretary of the Interior. The judge did appoint a court monitor. 
The amended law suit would have added a plaintiff (Chuck Hubbs) and 
several defendants to include DoD, USAF, U S Army and the DBCRC as 
noted in our May 2, 1994 Memo. The amendment would also have 
introduced CERCLA claims regarding the ttmovingtt of Hydrogen Sulfide 
through the aquifer which contributes to the "takingtt of certain 
endangered species. As a reminder, the intent of the amended suit 
was to require Endangered Species Act, Section 7 consultation to 
set up comprehensive plans to restrict aquifer depletion which in 
turn has and could impact certain endangered or threatened species 
by restricting flow in two springs supporting their existence. 

Mr. Shockey discussed the possibility of plaintiffs filing of 
a new complaint now that the amendment was denied. He suggested 
that the potentially effected agencies' tt~rogramming Peoplelt 
should contact Mr. Sam Hamilton, FWS-TX, 512-482-5454 as to what it 
would take to initiate Section 7 consultation as a precaution. The 
FWS rep suggested a "Groupw consultation might be possible. I 
suggested that if a new suit is filed that perhaps DOJ could 
consider a "Motion to Withdraww for DBCRC as the   om mission is not 
an entity that It.. .authorizes, funds or carries out activities that 
encourage or allow use of Edwards water..." [ ~awsuit civil ~ction 
#MO-91-CA-069,~ Exhibit D,p. 30,item 453, but merely Nrecommendsn 
to the President. Mr Shockey commented favorably and suggested we 
put together an info package requesting same. 

Encl: District Court Order on Motion dtd May 5, 1994 



TBE =TED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR TH;E WESTERR; DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

HID1;BND-MIESSA DXVCSION 

FILED 
MAY 0 5 19% ,fi> C L E W  

GaAD=fPE-BEANCO RIVER 
M!l?liORITP, at al., 

BRUCE RABBITIC, Ih Eb off&cid. 
Capacity as S e c r q ,  
Department of Intexior, and 
!PEE U X f T  SlfATEb: FISH AHI) 
WZLDtrPE SERVICE, 

0Ft.D- OH l&YT!IO2Z FOR IiRXTIg M 
PI= -ED AND -SUPPLEME= cOMPm 

BEFORE TEIS WllR!L! is the Xotion of SIERRA CLUB and CLBRli HWaS 

for Leave to F i l e  Amended and Supplemental Complaint. Responses in 

opposition to the Mation were f i l e d  by the Federal Defendants; 

Defendant-~ntervenots C i t y  of San Antonio, Texas Natural Resource 

Conservation Commission (TNRCC), Texas Depaetment of Agriculture,  

and Danny McPadLa, et al.; and anricus curiae Edwarde Dnderground 



Water D i s t r i c t  (EUWD). Plaintiff-Intervenors City of New Braunfels 

and New Braunfels Utilities filed a Response endorsing the Amended 

and Supplemental CompLaint . SIERRA CLUB and CLARK WBBS base the ir  

Hotion on Federal Rules of Civil Procedme lS(a) and 15(d) which 

a l l o w ,  respectively, for amendent "when justice so requiresw and 

for supplementation to =set 1 fo r th  transactions or occuzrences or 

events w h i c h  have happened sfnce the date of the pleading sought t o  

be su~plemented.~ 

Having reviewed the Motion, the Rer~ponses~ the history of thf s 

case, and the relevant legal authorit ies, it i s  the opinion of the 

Court the - t ion  should be denied because undue prejudice would 

resuit from allowing the SIERRA CLUB and CLARK HUBBS t o  add new 

defendants and new cfaims for relief almost one year after the 

Amended judgment was entered i a  the above-captioned cause of 

act2 an. 

The Court's Kap 26, 1993, Amended Judgnent stateds 

X!P IS FUR-R ORDERED that P l a i n t i f f  and Plaintiff- 
Xntezvenars may seek appropriate relief from th is  Court 
at any time afCer May 31, 1993 (the l a a t  day of the 
cutrent regular session of the  T-8 legislature) if t h e  
state of Texas dm38 aot have in e f f e e  at such t h e ,  
pursuaat to new or existhg S t a t e  l aw ,  a regulatory 
system paxsuant to which w f t h d r ~ ~ ~ l e r  frat the Edwazds 
AqPffez can and will be m t e d  to whatever extant may be 
xequired to avoid unlawful ta.Mags of listed species, my 
appreciable redaction 3.n the likelihood of m i v a l .  and 
recovery of listed species in the w i l d ,  and any 
appreciabh diminution of the value o f  critical habitat 
for the survival and r e c o v q  of any l i s t e d  species, even 
in  a repeat af dmught of record. a 

Amended Judgraent at 6 (emphasis in ori+al). ~s the Coart; has 
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previously noted, tho State of Texas does not have in effect a 

regulatory system f o r  the Edwards A q u i f e r ,  and the City of San 

Antonio hae no t  developed any water supplies from sources other 

than t h e  Edwards Aquifer. Since ,  undez the circumstances, a 
- I 

request for additional relief would be reasonable, the c o u r t  has 

appointed a Kanitor to gather, anmm;lrize, und evaluate l n f ~ m a t i o n  

neceseaxy to a l l o w  the C o e  to take appropriate action to prevent 1 
further violations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

=though t h i s  Court appoLnted the Hodtor to aid in the 

detennfnation whether addit5onal relief is nece~38azy to pzevent 

further violations of the ESA, no request for additional relief h a  

h e n  made until nuw. It i s  clear the Amended and Supplemental. 

Complaint goes far beyond seeking the relief envisioned by t M s  

Court in i t s  Amended Judgzuent. 

Bad Plaintiff 81EEL9A C L ~  sought to amend the Complaint upon 

which t h i s  caae was tzied to seek additional relief supported by 

the findiags and ccrnclusSone made by this Court  more than one year 
* I 

ago, it is conceivable the amendment could have been allawed 

pursuqt  to R u l e  15. Hewwex, as pointed out by aeverd of the I 
opposing Responses, the proposed Amended and Supplemental C o m p l a i n t  

6eeke to promote an entirely new and differen$ lawsuit, Since the 

proposed Amended and Suppleraen~al Complaint does not conform to the 

evidence prwioasly presented to and the facts previously found by 

this Cou*, it would be W a s t  to allow its f i l ing ia t U s  cause o f  
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act ion.  Such broaci amendment and supplementztion wonld n o t  only 

doubtless delay realization of the ultimate relief sought by 
- 

Plaintiffs in this Litigation -- regulat ion of pumping ;from the 

Edwards mffer - but would alab surely o b s c m  this Court*s 

u l t h a t e  finding in support of that relief -- that continued 

unregulated pumping w i  11 eventually spell disaster not only fox: the 

listed species but far all living creatures dependant upon the 

Aquifer as n source of water. 

Should the SIERRA CLUB and CLARK HWSS wish to lLtfgate new 

claims fo r  relief not encompassed by t h e  original complaint ox seek 

relief against part i e s  not involved in th is  cause of action, the 

propex vehicle far doing so would be to file a wholly new lawsuit. 

tt may well be that much of the relief pla in t i f f  requests in its 

proposed Amended and Supplenencaf. Complaint must be sought by w a y  

of un eneireLy new injunctive action and a showing that, based upon 

the epzingflow deterdnaeions made by Wte USPwS as a result of the 

relief previously granted Ln a i r s  case, violatione of the ESB by 

pexsons or ent i t fea  other than the Federal Defendants are imminent 

OX are occurring. 

Regardless of whether the SIERRA CLUB and CLmK BUBBS chooae 

to move for additional reUef by way of a Rule 15 amendment or an 

entirely new Rule 65 action, i n f o m a t i o n  and data pfovided by the 

EJonitor wLLL allow the C o w t  to rule swiftly a d  a m a n n e r  

narrowly targeted to the objectives of the repeated xelief -- the 



prevention of unlawful  takings of listed species, reduction in sthe 

likelihood of survFt*af. and recovery of listed species ,  and any 

diminution of the value of the listed epecies '  cr i t i ca l  habitat. 

The Amended Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law may w a l l  
--- 

provide the evidentiary support for  such relief.' 

N o r  does the  Court believe the interests of justice aria\ 

judicial economy would be supported by construing this Amended and 

Supplemental Complaint as a new cauae of action and allowing it to 

be filed as such. The nattxe of the issues presented and the 

relief requested In this case are such that a l l  parties involved in 

this l i t iga t ion  shauld be required to strictly adhere to settled 

rule8 of procedure and pleading. Should P l a i n G i f f  SIERRA CLUB w i s h  

to move for  additional relief in the above-captioned came o f  

actfon, it may cer ta in ly  do so by deleting all new def endant8 and 

all new causes of actions from the pleading under review and 

s n h i t t f n g  the resulting document as a motion for further relief. 

On the other hand, if the SIgRRA QIUB and CLARX WBBS wish to file 

new came8 of action against new defendants, they should do so by 

way of a new complaint, not by way of an extension o f  *he above- 

c & p t i  oned cause of action. Accordingly, 

I To the extent the findings and conclusions announced 
the Court's Amended Judgxue~t wexe unnecessary to the determinatidst 
that the FWS has a nondiscretioneiry dnty to promulgate springflow 
hformation, they are subject to appeal if relied upon to support 
any additional relief granted  by the Court. See Sierra ~2u.b v. 
B a b b i t t ,  995 P-2d 571, 575 (5th C i r .  1993). 
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Attzl ~c y Client Communication 

M E M O R A N D U M  

To: Jim Courter, Chairman 
Matt Behrmann, Staff Director 
commission Staff 

From: Mary Ann Hook, Acting General Counsel 

Re : Legal Update 

Date: May 2, 1994 

The Sierra Club has amended a law suit filed against the Secretary 
of the Interior to add the Base Closure Commission. It alleges that 
certain federal agencies did not develop adequate recovery plans to 
protect several endangered species dependent upon the Coma1 springs 
and San Marcos Springs because the plans did not account for the 
reduction in the springflow caused by withdrawals from the Edwards 
~quifer. (Bases in that area include Kelly, Fort Sam Houston 1 

There has already been a trial on this matter (before the Sierra 
Club sought to add new parties) in November of 1992, Sierra club v. 
Babbitt. This new amended action is to include five new federal 
agencies, DoD, EPA, USDA and DOT. Our initial response, filed on 
April 29, 1994, is based on the argument that the case has already 
received a final judgement and it is therefore to late to add 
parties. 

DOJ is spearheading the agencies' responses. We are working closely 
with DOD to develop a strategy this week. 

There is a great deal of press being generated in Texas. Gov. Ann 
Richards is worried that this law suit makes the bases vulnerable 
to closures. 

1/11 provide more information as we progress. 

















From rhe Desk o f  rhe 
Chief. Entironrnenra.1 Law Division 
Ofice  o f  the S t f lJudee  Advoca3e 

20 Apnl 1995 
. . 

To: hlajor General Curtis 

Sir: 

Attached is the final version of the Letter of Intent as 
approved by area water districts to supply 15,000 acre feet of 
treated surface water annually on a wholesale basis to area 
military installations. .41so provided is a map indicating the 
location of the water supply lines and treatment plants as 
agreed among the parties. As you note fiom the map, the 
pipeline  ill deliver water directly to the boundary fence of 
Kelly .GB. 

The document we were provided vvas signed as an 
original by those membzs of the coabtion present dong ~ 7 t h  
Joe hloore, the court appointed water monitor. Tne document 
is presently b5ns  circulated to obtain all signatures and will be 
provided to us when that process is complete. 

The si-pi.ng of this document is extremely important 
for Kelly .4FB because a ready source of surface water that 
can be suppiied against future missions insures that those 
missions will have no impact on the Edwards Aquifer 
urhatsoever, and no impact on the endangered species which 
rely on the aquifer for habitat. Therefore, c.oncems niter an 
adequate water supply ~4. l  no longs be an issue in mission 
development. 

V/R 

Atch: 
(1) Letter of Intent 
(2) Map 
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SAN ANTONIO WATER SYSTEM, 

SAN ANTONIO RIVER AUTHORITY, 
AND 

GUADALUPE-BLANCO RNER AUTHORITlr 

April 19, 1995 
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At the Panel meeting held on January 12, 1995, the h4onitor defined the elements 
of the h4onitor's proposed incidental take permit application. Those elements include 
at least 75,000 acre-feet per year of treated water to be supplied initially, and quickly, 
from currently available surface waters in the Guadalupe River Basin, and at least 75,000 
acre-feet per year of treated water to be supplied initially, and quickly, from currently 
available surface water in the Colorado River Basin. Recently, the Court entered its 
March 6, 1995 Order on the Sierra Club's Second Motion for Additional Relief, and the 
Court included the following paragraphs in that Order: 

(2) the San Antonio Water Systems (SAWS), the Guadalupe- 
Blanco River Authority (GBRA) and the Lower Colorado River 
Authority (LCRA) are stron~lv urged to enter into the appropriate 
written agreement or agreements-by March 31, 1995 to actually get 
at least 150,000 acre-feet per year of treated water from other 
sources flowing in Bexar County at the earliest practicable date; 

(3) the Monitor is directed to report by March 31, 1995 on 
such agreement or agreements and, to the extent necessary, on 
obstacles to any of the three parties reaching such agreement or 
agreements; . . . . 

Section 2(d) of the GBRA Act, Chapter 75, Acts of the 43rd Legislature, 1933, 
as amended (formerly codified at Article S280-106, V.T.C.S.) provides, in part, that 

... [GBRA] shall not enter into any agreement which contemplates 
or results in the removal from the watershed of the Guadalupe and 
Blanco Rivers and their tributaries of any surface water of [GBRA] 
necessary to supply the reasonably foreseeable future water 
requirements for municipal uses during the next ensuing fifty-year 
period within such watershed, except on a temporary interim 
basis; . . . . 

Based on current forecasts of demand for water in the Guadalupe River Basin, GBRA 
has concluded that surface waters from the Guadalupe River can be made available for 
use in Bexar County only on a temporary interim basis. 

CRWA, NBU, BMWD, SAWS, SARA and GBRA believe that this Letter and the 
regional water supply plan (the "Plan") described in this Letter are in the public interest 
and consistent with all appliczble stz~utory requirements, the Court's orders, the 
elements of the Monitor's proposed incidental take permit application, and the studies 
done and findings made to date in the Texas Water Development Board's Trans Texas 
Water Program. 

IN CONSIDERATION of the foregoing, CRWA, NBU, BMWD, SAWS, SARA 
and GBRA agree as follo~ls: 



LETTER OF INTENT 
AMONG 

CAhTON REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY, 
NEW BRAUNFELS UTILITIES, 

BEXAR METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT, 
SAN ANTONIO WATER SYSTEM, 

SAN ANTONIO RIVER AUTHORITY, 
AND 

GUADALUPE-BLANCO RIVER AUTHORITY 

This Letter of Intent (this "Letter") is entered into as of April 19, 1995 by and 
among Canyon Regional Water Authority ("CRWA"), New Braunfels Utilities ("NBU"), 
Bexar Metropolitan Water District ("BMWD"), San Antonio Water System ("SAWS"), 
San Antonio River Authority ("SARA"), and Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 
("GBRA"). 

RECITALS 

The parties to this Letter recognize that there is a critical need in Bexar County 
and surrounding areas for substantial amounts of treated water from alternative sources, 
to supplement the available supply of water from the Edwards Aquifer. 

The need for additional water supplies was recognized by the Federal Court in 
Sierra Club v. Babbitt, Cause No. MO-91-CA-069 in the United States District Court for 
the Western District of Texas, Midland/Odessa Division, first in the Court's February 
1, 1993 Judgment and Separate Findings and Conclusions, and again in its May 26, 1993 
Amended Judgment and separate Amended Finding and Conclusions. Several months 
later, the Court entered its December 10, 1993 Order Appointing Joe G. Moore, Jr. as . 
Monitor, and the Court included the following paragraph in that Order: 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the City of San Antonio, in 
particular, is strongly urged to cooperate fully with the Monitor. 
The Court further strongly urges the City to take all actions 
necessary so that the City will be able to supply to its citizens and 
other water customers the substantial amounts of water currently 
available from sources other than the Edwards Aquifer at the 
earliest possible date. The City is strongly urged to plan to reduce 
significantly, at the earliest possible date, its withdrawals from the 
Aquifer, particularly during droughts, with minimal adverse 
consequences on human economic activities. 

The Court repeated the above paragraph in its September 30, 1994 Order Directing the 
Monitor to Create a Panel whose primary purpose it is to develop incidental take permit 
applications pursuant to §10(a) of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §1539(a). 



ARTICLE I 

PURPOSE AND CONDITIONS 

Section 1.01. P u r ~ o s e .  

This Letter provides the framework by which the parties agree to develop a Plan 
to respond to the critical need in Bexar County and surrounding areas for substantial 
amounts of treated water from alternative sources to supplement the available supply 
of water from the Edwards Aquifer. 

Section 1.02. Need for Regulation of Withdrawals. 

This Letter, and development of the Plan, are expressly conditioned upon 
initiation of regulation of withdrawals of water from the Edwards Aquifer adequate to 
protect minimum springflows from the Coma1 and San Marcos Springs as may be 
required by law and for the preservation of flows in the Lower Guadalupe River Basin. 
See GBRA Board Resolution attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Section 1.03. Supplv bv GBRA. 

Subject to obtaining all necessary approvals, GBRA will supply raw water on a 
firm basis for treatment and use in Bexar County under terms and conditions necessary 
to insure timely return or replacement of Guadalupe surface waters to protect the 
economic development of the Guadalupe River Basin. 

Section 1.04. Initial Sources of Raw Water. 

The initial sources of the water supplied by GBRA will be the run-of-river flows 
of the Guadalupe River supplemented as may be necessaIy by releases of stored water 
from Canyon Reservoir. 

Section 1.05. Diversions from the Guadalupe River. 

The raw water supplied by GBRA shall be diverted from the Guadalupe River at 
a point or points of diversion to be determined. The initial phase of the Plan (not less 
than 15,000 acre-feet per pear) may include a diversion as reflected on the map attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 1.06. Replacement Supplies. 

To the extent that surface water supplied by GBRA from the Guadalupe River 
is not returned to GBRA for its use and control at such times and in such amounts to 
be defined in one or more detailed and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to 
Section 4.03, below, then GBRA shall have the right under such contracts to timely 



acquire for supply within the Guadalupe River Basin adequate replacement supplies 
from other sources. 

Section 1.07. Additional Supplies. 

All parties to this Letter understand that substantial additional supplies of raw 
water must be developed so that sufficient water supplies are made available to Besar 
County. 

Section 1.08. Protection. 

It is expressly understood that the parties to this Letter are obligated and required 
to provide and protect the water resources of their respective areas. 

ARTICLE I1 

REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN 

Section 2.01. Participant Res~onsibilities. 

The roles of the participants include the following: 

GBRA, a s  part  of the Plan development: 

1. shall identify available water resources and diversion points from 
the Guadalupe River system and replacement supplies, if necessaq; 

2. shall supply treated water to SARA in one o r  more phases as 
agreed by parties; 

3. shall supply raw water to CRWA and NBU for treatment and 
delivery to their customers; 

4. shall identify and define facilities to be  included in the Plan, 
especially for the diversion, conveyance and treatment of water; 

5. shall secure necessary permits for the facilities and for the initial 
and replacement water supplies and the exportation of Guadalupe 
River water; 

6. shall identify other permit requirements to be  included in the Plan 
and pursued by GBRA; and 

7. shall cooperate and assist in cost estimates and appropriate 
reimbursement of costs and expenses from those benefitting from 
water use. 



SARA, a s  part of the Plan development: 

1. agrees to take all treated water from GBRA available from GBRA 
to sell to parties in Bexar County at an equitable wholesale rate; c- 

2. shall provide equitable treatment of all entities desiring alternative 
sources of water for both present and future needs; 

3. shall identify projects to be included in Plan to insure both short 
and long range water needs; 

4. shall identify permit requirements to be included in Plan and 
pursued by SARA; and 

5. shall cooperate and assist in cost estimates and appropriate 
reimbursement of costs and expenses from those benefiting from 
water use. 

SAWS, a s  part  of the Plan development: 

1. agrees to take up to 100% of water supplied to SARA, but not less 
than the projected pro rata needs of users in its service area; 

2. shall provide for both short and long term water supplies; 
3. shall cooperate with other participants, primarily with GBRA and 

SARA, to develop a Plan that can be implemented with or without 
participation by others; 

4. shall identify facilities needed for delivery of water to  the San 
Antonio area military bases and communities; and 

5. shall include necessary distribution and storage facilities required to 
utilize available water. 

Bhf%'D, a s  part of the PIan development: 

1. agrees to take water from SARA and/or CRWA and/or NBU as . 

needed by users in its service area; and 
2. . shall include necessary distribution and storage facilities required to 

utilize available water. 

CRJVA, a s  part of the PIan development: 

1. may include necessary treatment and distribution facilities as 1 
required to serve the following existing and potential customers: 

Green Valley Special Utility District 
Springs Hill Water Supply Corporation 
East Central Water Supply Corporation 
Crystal Clear Water Supply Corporation 
City of Marion 
City of Schertz 



City of Cibolo 
City of Garden Ridge 
Lackland City East Service Area of BMWD 

NBU, as  part of the Plan development: 

1. may include necessary treatment and distribution facilities as 
required to serve its current customer base and service area and the 
following potential customers: 

City of Marion 
City of Schertz 
City of Cibolo 
City of Garden Ridge. 

Section 2.02. Facilities. 

The Plan is contemplated to include the following potential facilities: a new 
regional water treatment plant, facilities to divert, store and convey raw water from the 
Guadalupe River to the treatment plant, and facilities to convey and deliver treated 
water from the treatment plant to SARA and then to  participants. Due  to the 
magnitude of the construction, the Plan may be  divided into multiple phases. The initial 
phase of the Plan may include an expansion of the existing NBU or  CRWA diversion, 
treatment and conveyance facilities, through negotiation with GBRA. 

Section 2.03. M7ater Treatment Capacitv. 

The initial phase of the Plan will have a treated-water design capacity of not less 
than 14.0 mgd (15,000 acre-feet per year). Subsequent phases of the Plan will have 
treatment capacity of the treatment plant(s) to accommodate the available supply and 
the necessary peaking requirements. At the present time, the parties anticipate that the 
plant(s) will be located in the Guadalupe River Basin and will be constructed, owned . 
and operated by GBRA. 

Section 2.04. Allocation of Water. 

Water supplied by GBRA to SARA under this Letter will be committed to 
BMWD, SAWS, and other participants pursuant to an allocation proposed by SARA and 
agreed to by such participants. 

Section 2.05. hlilitarv Bases. 

The intended customers of any initial phase include the military bases now reiying 
on water withdrawn from the Edwards Aquifer. The plan will include distribution lines 
to be constructed so as to reach all military installations currently using substantial 
quantities of Edwards' water. 



ARTICLE 111 

PLAN FINANCIAL CONDITIONS 

Section 3.01. Reimbursement of Facilities Costs. 

Providers shall be reimbursed for all costs incurred in connection with the design, 
construction, operation and maintenance of the necessary facilities developed in the 
plan. 

Section 3.02. Charges for Raw Water Committed from Initial Sources. 

GBRA shall be paid for the raw water committed to be  -supplied initially from 
surface waters of the Guadalupe River Basin at  a rate or rates to be defined in one or  
more detailed and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to Section 4.03, below. 

Section 3.03. Reimbursement for Replacement \T7ater Supplies. 

GBRA shall be reimbursed for all costs incurred by GBRA in acquiring and 
supplying any replacement water supplies required pursuant to Section 1.06, above. 

ARTICLE N 

PLAN PROCESS CONDITIONS 

Section 4.01. PubIic Process. 

Participants shall conduct a process for public input and information for 
respective constituents. 

Section 4.02. Permitting. 

Following Plan development and approval by the parties, GBRA shall prepare and 
file applications for permits and/or permit amendments to authorize the supply of raw 
water for the Plan from initial sources and, as may be appropriate, the acquisition and 
supply of replacement and additional water supplies. All such authorizations shall be  
conditioned upon initiation of regulation of withdrawals of water from the Edwards 
Aquifer, as set forth in Section 1.02, above. Any authorization to divert water from the 
Guadalupe River for any initial phase shall be conditioned upon GBRA obtaining the 
necessary authorizations to maximize the permitted yield of Canyor, Reservoir and the 
total firm supply of surface water (run-of-river flows firmed up by releases of such stored 
water) to be diverted from the Guadalupe River. Additionally, any such authorization 
to divert water for any initial phase shall be subordinate to other diversions to the extent 
such other diversions provide a greater total firm supply of surface water from the 
Guadalupe River. 



Section 4.03. Contracts. 

Following Plan development and approvals by the parties, GBRA and SARA shall 
promptly cause to be prepared the contractual and other documents necessary to pursue 
permitting and acquisition of the necessary water supplies, and to begin construction of 
Plan facilities. 

ARTICLE V 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Section 5.01. Modification of Letter 

Any party may propose modifications to this Letter at any time. The parties shall 
meet to discuss any proposed modification promptly after the proposal is made. 

Section 5.02. 1Vithdrawal of Parties. 

Any party may withdraw from this Letter at any time upon giving written notice 
of withdrawal to the other parties. Upon withdrawal of any party, this Letter may be 
continued upon agreement by the remaining parties. 

Section 5.03. Termination of Letter. 

This Letter shall terminate on January 1, 1996, unless it is terminated earlier by 
withdrawal of any party, o i  extended as set forth below. The parties anticipate that this 
Letter will be superseded by execution, prior to January 1,1996, of one or more detailed 
and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to Section 4.03, above. The parties 
agree that the individuals simning this Letter may, by their written agreement and without 

3 need for any further authorization from any party, extend the date of termination to not 
later than April 1, 1996. 
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PROJECT 
NUMBER 

MBPB9575 14 
MBPB95 7524 
MBPB947525 

15MBPB957526 
MBPB957527 
MBPB957 528 
MBPB957529 
MBPB957530 
MBPB957535 
MBPB957536 
MBPB957538 
MBPB957550 

25MBPB957557 
MBPB957586 
MBPB957587. 
MBPB9 57 587A 
MBPB957589 
MBPB9 577 10 
MBPB957807 
MBPB9 57808 
MBPB9 5 78 1 5 
MBPB957823 
MBPB957827 
MBPB957860 
MBPB957892 
MBPB957895 
MBPB957897 
TOTAL: 

SITE 
CODE 

Priority 

1 B 
1 Ab 
1 AC 
1Ai 
1 Ai 
1 Ai 
1 Ai 
1 Al 
1 Ab 
1 Ab 
1 Ab 
1 Ah 
1Ab 
1Ab 
1 Ab 
1 Ab 
1Ab 
1 Ab 
1 Ab 
1 AC 
1 AC 
1 AC 
1 AC 
1 Ab 
1 Ai 
1Ac 
1 Ab 

WT 

RII 
MGT 
LTO 

RD 
RD 

RllF 
IRA 

MGT 
MGT 
MGT 
RIIF 

MGT 
MGT 
MGT 
MGT 
MGT 
MGT 
LTO 
LTO 
LTO 
MGT 
IRA 
LTO 
MGT 
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PROJECT TITLE 
Project Descript~on 

Basewide Rl PHASE 1 
Administrative Record 

Operation 6 Maintenance -Zone 5 
RDZoneZ-RemedialDesign 

Zone 3 -Remedial Design 

Zone I - Remedial Design 

Zone 5 - RIIFS 
Quintana Road - Source Removal 

Management Action Plan 
Community Relations Plan 
IRP Contract Management 

Zone4 - Remedial lnvestigati i  

MGTHydrogeologicStudy- 
M G T T D Y ~ ~ ~ A W ~ N  

TECHNICAL INFO SYS 

Supplies and Equipment 

lRP Lease 

IRP Project Management 

Historical Data Management - Pha 
EPCF Reimbursement 
Operation 6 Maintenance -Zone 1 
Operation 6 Maintenance - Zone 2 
Operation 6 Maintenance - Zone 3 
Compliance Plan Management 

Quintana Road - Interim Remedial 

Basewide Rernednl Assessment 
Environmental sewices 
I--- 

TOTAL: 

~ 1 9 4  

PROGRAM 

cost (SOOOK) 

141 9 
352.5 

150 
886 

1 1 50 
900 
400 
500 

50 
100 
2 50 
300 
300 

81.1 
60  
3 6 

11 6.5 
1282 
250 
600 
300 
300 
300 
425 
200 

2423.2 
500 

13631.3 

FUNDED 

TOTAL 

0 
0 

150,000 
886,000 

1,150,000 
900,000 

0 
0 

50,000 
100,000 
96,600 

0 
0 

26,000 
60,000 
14,000 

1 17,000 
771,200 

0 
600,000 
300,000 
300,000 
300,000 

0 
0 

2,423,200 
500,000 

$8,744,000 
1 

ANTICIPATED 
OBLllGATlON 

DATE 

30-Mar-95 

30-Sep-95 

30-Jan-95 

30-Sep-95 

LEFT EOP 
ACTUALLY IN 
COMMITMENT 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

96,600.00 
0.00 
0.00 

185.00 
0.00 

461.50 
10,743.68 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

68,000.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

16,700.00 
25,000.00 
$217,690 

FUNDED 
DOLLARS 
TO SPEND 

0.00 
0.00 

124.00 
0.00 

28,085.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

4,848.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

12,321.32 
731.72 

5,551.77 
9,084.74 

162,782.1 9 
0.00 
0.00 

739.00 
0.00 

25,625.57 
0.00 
0.00 

53,358.00 
425,000.00 

$728,251 

OBLIGATION 
DATE 

YTD 

YTD 
YTD 

YTD 

TOTAL: 

TOTAL 
OBLIGATED 

EOP 

0.00 
0.00 

149,876.00 
886,000.00 

1,121,915.00 
900,000.00 

0.00 
0.00 

50,000.00 
95.1 52.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

13,493.68 
59,268.28 

7,986.73 
97,171.58 

608,417.81 
0.00 

600,000.00 
231,261 .OO 
300,000.00 
274,374.43 

0.00 
0.00 

2,353,142.00 
50,000.00 --- 

$7,798,059 

% 
ANL 
OBL 

##### 
# # # # A t  
100% 
100% 
98% 
100% 

##### 
##### 
100% 
95% 
0% 

##### 
##### 
52% 
99% 
57% 
83% 
79% 
100% 
100% 
77% 

100% 
91 % 

##### 
# # # # A t  
97% 
10% 
89% 



SENT BY: 

State of Texas Risk Rcdr~ction Rules 

C l e a n u ~ ~  Stn~idnl-d 1 
Rernovi~l/decontamination of all wastes to background levels 
Nn post-closure rat-e or deed rcstrictiow reclu~red 

Ericrrrplc : II~~der,qlnutl~/ .slo~-rlgr t~zr7.k  ~ ( ~ N I O V ( ~ ~ ,  ('ot~lo'n~i~~t I ~ L J J  soil P.Yc"~I :~  [/c>( J (TI I L ~  

rhet.rnu/ /I* tr.c~nt(>d to bnck-p+ou)r J /t. vcls .curif rq~krc,et l ill i ~ r t  tk r rc~llnt ion ,Yzt(! i , / o , ~ p ( j  ( Y I I ~ /  

no re.sfrictioi~.\ OII  - ~ ~ I I N T C  la?~d u'1sisr. 

Cleanup Standard 2 . Kcmovalldecontaminativn of all wastes to risk-based levels stated in rcgulalioris 
Cleanup lcvcls equivalent lo  levels In regiilatiot~s wf~enever available 

0 Deed recordation rcquircd 
LxmrtpI~: i I~td~>qr'o~~t)d .~IOI.CIKC' /rink r.~~ntol*cd, ;l,c.on/rlmitrufrt( .w?i I he lor17 litnif.~ ~)I'E.\'C.J.I'/?C'I/ 
ru r~'~~ll~ri ioris  rcnlni?,.~ irr yklc,c.. ,J'!lc c1o.sc.J c7r1J ~L~*OI .L I~ IJ  OEI dct'~.I. l-t.ilt~irc> Inti(/ IISC? will 
tixke t.xr.vrl~tg co~rtcrnrh~crfim ir 110 c:'or~si~lcr(rfiot~ 

Cleanup Standa1.d 3 
Rctimv~l/<lccoutnnlination and/or control o f  all wastes such that substantial thrcat lo 
hurnarl 1iealthJtlle e~ivirontrlent i~ eliminated or rcduccd to [.he nitiximum est.ent 
practicable 
Cleatlup levels may he de~rclopetl using site-specific risk assessment assumptions, 
tnay be less stringent t1ia.n risk levcls stated in r.egulations 
Dccd recordation recl.uired 

I~L~ornnpli~: Ih~cIc.r~q'~owru'cnl Stor(rp 7irnk rcmo\.ed C ' ~ ~ n t t n ~ i i c  soil ilt7d ~ ~ ~ I I I I L . / ~ I / ~ I ~ W  

remtiil-I itr ldtrcu. C,'/ecm~~p /t?vels C~CJI 'I .JC'IOF)L~(~ I I . ? ~ E I ~  ,sil t '- ,y~ci~~fj~ ~.i.~h: ~SS~?.Y.S~)IPI.I /  

trssirnpiior~,~, 11111ike hu):itig to, fi)fko)~l pr~!scrib~('/ ~'c:t~llrrio,s L I F I L ~ I .  , S~LRIL&~YL~ 2. .~/Io\+~.Y 
cl*'monstr~stinn Ihat cl~tur7.y) (~'gro~{rz~l~~.,c~ter. to /cv~*ls spt~crJit'd it? ~~g~~/irt iot t .s  is 
/cc.l~tlic.crl!~l ini~)r~.~clii.c-lb/e. ,Ctc is ~*ecor.tbd on c f ~ ~ i l  Fn frirc It:tttd ns'e /~~kt..s rcm~rit?~t(q 
cot~lc~~nlit~ulion itito co?~,si(JIL.ratiorl. 

Risk Range 
,I 

+ EPA lisk asscsstilerlt guidance defTnru "acceptable risk" as Lhr expression J x 10 to 
1 x 10.". 'I'hese two risk lcvcls differ by a factor o f  100, howcvc~, it must be no~erl that 
risk is cal~ulatad as the sumniation of ~islcs lio1.11 Clil'feien~ chemicals, ~ I I J ~  is not 
dlrectly aclditivc. 
LTPA I\/laxitnurn Con(anlinant Levels (RdC'Ls) f o ~  dritiking ivater are hayed o n  n risk 
level oi' l x l ~ ~ ' ,  therefore this figure is considered the default value 
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CHEMICAL EVAPORATION PIT 
SITE E-3, ZONE 

(b JUNE 95) 

Site E-3 is located west of the rorn~er sewage plant digester tanks and east of the Jet 
Engine '1 est Cell Coniplex. The site is approxitnately 700 feet north of Leon Creek An 
open evaporation pit approximately 4 feet deell and one-third acre in size was placed in 
operation at this site in 1966 to evaporate solvents yuch au 1.2-diuhlurubenzene. 
Colupacted clay was used to line the bottom, but no barrier was enlployed on the sides of 
the pit. From the early 1970s to 1980, sludgc, insccticides, spent solvenb, contaminated 
fuels iuld oils, pesticides, herbicides, waste petroleurn, oil and lubricant, and waste6 
containing polychlorinated biphenylv and melals were disposed of in the pit. Fro111 1980 
to 1982, all liquid (approx 2,700 gallons of oil and 140,000 gallons of other liquids), 
sludges (approx 2,300 tons), the clay liner, and all visibly contaminated soil (approx. 
7,700 tons) were removed from the pit and disposed of off-base at a permitted tacility. 

Preliminary Site E-3 TRP activities cor~ducted in the early and mid 1980s collsisted of a 
records search atid various field investigations to confirm the presence and location of 
suspected hazardous constituents in soil und groundwater. Much of the site 
characterization was determined through Treatability Studies which demonstrated 
innovative technologies such a Enhanced Oxidation, Biodegradation Using Enhanced 
Indigenous M~croorganrsms, Solvent Extraction Treatment, W I C L E A R  Groundwater 
Treatment. and Bio-Testing using Aerobic Bioremediatinn for Contaminated 
Groundwater Ibr their effectiveness in remediating both the soil and gt-oundwater Frorrl 
1989 to 1992, a Remedial Tnvestigatlun was conducled Lo lirr~ller* cllaracleri~e llle rlalure 
and extent of contat~iinatic~n and to assess the polcntial risks associated with the site. The 
results of the IRP activities conductcd to datc at the site indicate the presence of organic 
und inorganic contamination in both tho soil and groundwater at the site The si~rface soil 
exhibits minor concentrations of organic contamination and moderate levels of inorganic 
contarnination. Subsurface soils from various depth interv~ls at the site contain 
significant coricentrations of both organic and inorganic contaminants. The groundwater 
at the site also contains signiticant concentrations of both organic and inorganic 
contaminants, as well RS a flouting product layer approxinlately one foot thick 
inlrnediately downgradient of the pit. 

Based on the results of the investigation at the site, it was determined that an interim 
removal action was necessary. Tnstalled in November 1993, this systc~u consists of 
vertical extract~on wells to collect contatnil~ated groundwater, pretreatment by enhanced 
ox~dat~on, and final treatnlent by the base Environmental Process Control Facility. This 
itltcrirn system has been operating effectively since November 1993, thereby mitigating 
any  potential hoaldi tisks. This system was designed and coi~structed to be an integral 
part in the filial cleanup effort for Zonc 2, and hns becn included in the preferred 
alternative for remediation in the Zone 2 Feasibility Study Report. This document has 
received State of Texas regulatory approval and is cul-rently in tke Public Draft phase 
with scheduled completinn in early August 1995 

PLrI3LISIIED BY SAN ANTONIO AIR L(.KtISTICS CEWrEP, X .I1 JNR 95 
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AFPD 32-70 
ATTACH~EST 3 30 SOVE.MBER 1993 * 

DIRECTIVES AND LAWS IMPLE\lESTED BY THIS POLICY I 
A3.1. This directive implements statutes and inlernational protocols. as currently amended. including: I 
A3.1.1. Clean Air Act (July 11. 1955). 

A3.1.2. Clean I-l'arer Act (Octobe~ 18. 1972). 

A3.13. Comprehensive ~nvironmenr Response Cornpensarion and ~iabiiity Act of 1980 (December 1 1. 1980). 

-43.1.4. Ernergenq Planning and C o m m u n i ~  Right-to- Know Act of 1986 (October 17, 1986). 

A3.15. Er~dangered Species .Act (November 10. 1978). 

A3.1.6. Federal Faciliries Compliance Act of 1992 (October 6. 1992). 

A3.1.7. Montreal Protocol of Subsrances Thar Deplete the Ozone Layer.(September 1987). I 
A3.1.8. Narional Enr.ironrnental Pofic?.Acr of 1969 (Januaq I .  1970). 

A3.1.9. National Hisroric Preservation Acr (October 15, 1966). 

X3.1.10. Oil Polfurion Acr of 1990 (August 18. 1990). 

A3.1.11. Po[ltlrion Prevenrion Acr of 1990 (Sovember 5. 1990). 

A3.1.12. Resource Conservarion and Recove? Act (October 21. 1976). I 
A3.1.13. Safe Drinking Warer Acr (December 16, 1974). I 
..13.1.11. Sikes .?cr (December 31. 1982). 

A3.1.15. Supefund Arnendrnenrs and Reaurhoriiarion Acr of 1986 (Ocrober 17. 1986). 

A3.1.16. To.r~c Subsrance Conrrol Act (October 11. 1976). 

A3.1.17. Ii;arer Qualit? Act of 1987 (February 4. 1987). 

A3.2. T n ~ s  directive implements the following Executive Orders as currenrly amended: 

litle I)ate 

Protection and Enhancement of h e  Cultural May  13. 1971 
Enrironrnenr 

Flood Plain Managemenr >lay  24. 1977 



Iiut 

1 1990 Protection of WerI& 

l a s s  

May 24,1977 

Federal Compliance Wirh Pollution 
Conrrol Smncia rds 

October 13.1978 

Environmenral Eflecrs Abrond of - 
Major Federal Acrions 

S u p e I f i  Implemcnrarion July 23. 1987 

12777 Implemenranbn of rhe Federal Waer October 18. 199 1 
Pollun'on Conrrol Act and Oil Pollcion 
Conrrol Acr 

Federal Agenq Reqcling and Afjfnna- 
rive Procuremenr 

October 31. 1991 

12856 Federal Complirnce wirh Righr-10-Know August 4. 1993 
Laws and Pol1u:ion Prevention Requiremenrs 

A33. This directive implements DoD publications including: 

. . w o n  Yo& Ri3S.C 

I DoD Insuucrion 4 170.14 . Environmenrni PoNurion Prevenrion, 
Conrrol and Abaremenr 

DoD Insmcrion 4 165.57, 
I+'irh Change I 

Air lnstallarion Comparible Use Zunes November 8, 1977 

DoD Inuruction 4 165.59 DoD Implemenrorion of rhe Coasral Zone 
Management Program 

December 29, 1975 

DoD Directive 4 165.60 Solid U'arre Momgemenr Collecnon. October 4, 1976 
Disposal. Rerourcp Recoven c d  
Recxling Program 

Ha:rrdous Marerials Polluion Prevesiion July 27. 1989 



AFPD 32-70 
ATTACHMEIT 3 

M NOVEMBER 1993 

3 

I DoD Directive 4710.1 

I DoD Directive 170.4 Natural Resource Manngement Program JanUaQ' 24, lY89 

Archaeological and Historical Resources 
M a ~ g  emenr 

I 

June 21, 1984 

I DoD Dirccuve 5030.4 1. 
With Chanpe 1 

Oil and Haztrdour Subsrances Pollution 
Prevention and Contingcnq Program 

June 1. 1977 

I DoD Directive 5 100.50. 

1 
With Changes 1 and 2 

Protection and Enhancement of Environ- May 24, 1973 
mental Q u a l i ~  

DoD Directive 6050.1 Environmental Eflecrs in tk United States 
of DoD Acrions 

July 30, 1979 

I DoD Directive 6050.7 Environmental Effects Abroad of Major 
Depamncnt of Defense Actions 

March 31. 1979 

I DoD Directive 6050.8 Storage and Disposal of Non-DoD Owned 
Haznrdous or Toxic MareriaLr on DoD 

I DoD Directive 6050.9 Ch~orofluorocarbons (CFCs) and Halons February 13, 1989 

DoD Directive 6050.16 DoD Policy for Eirablishing and Implement- September 20, 199 1 
ing Environmental Standards at Oversea 
I~rallarions 





. . -5- 

Conservation 

I 
AFI 32-706 1 

Pollution Prevention 

XFI 32-7080 . 

Inreragency Inrergovemmenml 
Coordinarion for Enr.irotrmenra1 
Planning . 

Environmenral lmpacr Atla/ysis - 
Process 

Bare Comprehensive Planning 

Air  lnsrallarion Comparible Use 
Zone Program 

Narural Resources M a ~ g e m e n r  

Culrural Resources Management 

En\-ironmenral Baseline Surveys for 
Real f i ra re  Transacrionr 

Pollurion Prevenrion P r o g r a m  

AFR 19-2 I 

AFR 126-1 

AFR 126-7 

NO Former Publication 





DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  AIR F O R C E  M A T E R I E L  C O M M A N D  

W R I G H T - P A T T E R S O N  AIR F O R C E  B A S E .  O H I O  

9 7 APR 1995 
MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: HQ AFMCICEVR 
4225 Logistics Avenue, Suite 8 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5747 

SUBJECT: FY94 Annual Report to Congress 

1. The FY94 Annual Report to Congress will soon be published and some of the cost-to-complete 
estimates may differ from those you previously submitted. As you recall, initial cost-to-complete 
estimates were provided in November and subsequently updated in January 1995. The attached 
spreadsheet compares what was submitted in January and what will be published in the Annual Report. 
Please note that these estimates do not include management and manpower reauirements. 

2. To provide an appropriate level of consistency, credibility, and accuracy; the Air Staff made 
adjustments to the January 1995 cost-to-complete submittal to conform to the "top-down" estimates 
which were performed using the joint-service RACER model. These adjustments were made not with 
the intent of blind conformity, but rather with the intent of carefully structuring unit costs Air Force 
wide based on a comparative analysis of site types and a preference toward conventional cleanup 
remedies (where costs are more well defined). From an Air Force wide perspective, these efforts 
narrowed the degree of uncertainty in our estimates, which we know exist (especially in our out year 
program). 

3. It is extremely important that you use the numbers published in the Annual Report--especially when 
addressing program issues with surrounding communities, as well as political VIP's who visit your 
installation. Future Air Force budgets, and therefore MAJCOM allocations, rest on marketing and 
delivering a program which is credible and consistent. If you have any questions, please contact your 
command restoration program manager. Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Chief, kestoration 
Directorate of the Civil Engineer 

Attachment: 
Spreadsheet 

cc: AFICEVR 



Site Costs ($000) - FY95 to Completion 4/26/95 1 3:30 PM 

NOTES: 1. Costs do not include MGT and MPR. 

ASC 

ARNOLD 

BROOKS 

EDWARDS 

EGLIN 

HANSCOM 

HILL 

KELLY 

KIRTLAND 

LOS ANGELES 

MCCLEUAN 

ROelNS 

TINKER 

WRIGHT P A T  

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

FYOO 

17,693.0 

15,233.0 

7.122.0 

6,096.0 

0.0 

19.299.0 

2. Reference our 11 Jan 95 letter, Request for Revised FY96197 Budget Estimate Submission (BES), as source of 'AFMC" 

FY96 and FY97 costs. MTC4.XLS 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AEMC 

A_F Report to Congress 

LFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

28,973 0 

17,364 0 

8,4137 

1,484 0 

1,1326 

1,127 0 

47,008 3 

14,366 0 

15,235 0 

5,396 0 

4.399 0 

3,688 0 

25.469 0 

13.656 0 

29,641 5 

6,195 0 

7,655 0 

4,100 0 

0 0 

0 0 

38,131 0 

16,743 0 

40,978 0 

10,924 0 

14.405 0 

10,773 0 

20.151 3 

13.155 0 

281,592.4 

118,971.0 



Slle Coata ($000) - M 9 S  l o  Complellon 4/26/95 / 9:42 AM 

INSTALLATION 

AFPJKS 

AFPTO3 

AFPTM 

AFPTOG 

AFPT36 

AFPT42 

AFPT44 

AFPT59 

AFPT85 

Total 

Total 

C0mpl Yr 

2013 

2005 

201 3 

2012 

2004 .. 

2000 -- 

2003 

2002 ___ 

1997 

FY 96 

6,200.0 

1,294.0 

500.0 

100.0 

8,158.0 

4,461.0 

3,820.0 

3,343.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1,800.0 

498.0 

7.475.0 

7,439.0 

420.0 

229.0 

600.0 

0.0 

28,973.0 

17,364.0 

FYOZ-COMPL 

13.517.0 

12.017.0 

4,000.0 

3.520.0 

12,000.0 

10,500.0 

18,000.0 

15.000.0 

3,000.0 

3,000.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.618.0 

1,500.0 

2.000.0 

2,000.0 

0.0 

0.0 

54,135.0 

47,537.0 

AFMUANNUAL REPORT 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report to Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

AFMC 

AF Report lo Congress 

ASC 

AF Report to Congress 

FY96-COMPL 

45,890.0 
33,117.0 
17,800.0 
13,828.0 
44,458.0 
339034.0 
32,350.0 
26,071.0 
11,000.0 
9,383.0 

6,400.0 
2,969.0 

24,594.0 
21,495.0 
3,720.0 
3,173.0 
3,100.0 
1,990.0 

189,312.0 

145,060.0 

FY97 

4,600.0 

3.583.0 

1,300.0 

299.0 

5,100.0 

2.886.0 

2.030.0 

1,374.0 

0.0 

0.0 

600.0 

0.0 

4,755.0 

4.732.0 

240.0 

139.0 

2,500.0 

1,990.0 

21 ,I 25.0 

15,003.0 

MOO 

4,105.0 

3.165.0 

3,000.0 

2.808.0 

4,500.0 

3.974.0 

2,000.0 

1,700.0 

2,000.0 

1,733.0 

200.0 

200.0 

1,618.0 

1,458.0 

270.0 

195.0 

0.0 

0.0 

17,693.0 

15,233.0 

FYOI 

2,780.0 

2,410.0 

. 3.000.0 

2.825.0 

4,500.0 

4,149.0 

2,000.0 

1,571.0 

2,000.0 

1,571.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1,618.0 

1,550.0 

280.0 

250.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16,178.0 

14,326.0 

FY98 

8,995.0 

7.037.0 

3,000.0 

2,426.0 

5.1 50.0 

3,650.0 

2.500.0 

1,850.0 

2.000.0 

1,615.0 

3,600.0 

2.148.0 

3,755.0 

2,500.0 

250.0 

200.0 

0.0 

0.0 

29,250.0 

21,426.0 

FY99 

5.693.0 

3,611 .O 

3,000.0 

1,850.0 

5,050.0 

3,414.0 

2.000.0 

1.233.0 

2,000.0 

1.464.0 

200.0 

123.0 

3,755.0 

2.316.0 

260.0 

160.0 

0.0 

0.0 

21,958.0 

14,171 .0 



Action Jlistributioq 
Air Force Materiel Command 

AEDCICEV 100 Kindel Dr Suite B-314 Arnold AS, TN 37389-2314 

AFDTCEMR 501 DeLeon St Suite 100 Eglin AFB, FL 32542-5133 

AFFTCEMR 70 N Wolfe Ave Edwards AFB, CA 93524-6225 

AGMCIEMR 813 Irving-Wick Dr W Newark AFB, OH 43057-0024 

ASCEMR 1801 Tenth Street, Suite 2 WPAFB, OH 45433-7626 

HSCEME 2909 North Rd Brooks AFB, TX 78235-5128 

OC-ALCEMR 7701 2nd Street, Suite 204 Tinker A m ,  OK 73 145-9100 

00-ALCEMR 7274 Wardleigh Road Hill AFB, UT 84056-5137 

SA-ALCEMR 307 Tinker Dr. Kelly AFB, TX 78241-5917 

SM-ALCIEMR 5050 Dudley Blvd, Suite 3 McClellan AFB, CA 95652-1389 

WR-ALCIEMR 2 16 Ocumulgee Ct Robins AFB, GA 3 1098- 1646 

6 1 ABGICEZV 180 Challenger Way, Bldg 244 Suite 8 LAAFB, CA 90245-2820 

66 CESICEVR 120 Grenier St Hanscom AFB, MA 0173 1-19 10 

88 ABWEMR 5490 Pearson Road WPAFB, OH 45433-5332 

377 ABWJEMR 2000 Wyoming Blvd SE Kirtland AFB NM 87 117-5659 

ESCICEV Hanscom AFB, MA 0173 1 

SMCICE 2420 Vela Way Suite 1467 LAAFB, CA 90245-4659 
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SENT BY:  I 
6- 8-95 : 12 :39 : S.4-,iLC/EMR KELLY AFB- 7fj36960.5.50 : # 1 / 1 1 

Environmental Management Directorate 
SA-ALCIEM 

307 Tinker Drive 
Building 306 

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
78241 -5917 

Kelly AFB Fax Number 
(2 10) 925-9972 

- 

TO: Ms. Deirdre Nurre 

COMPANY: BRAC Staffer 

FAX NUMBER: (703) 696-0550 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: (703) 696-0504. Ext 164 

FROM: Lawrence Bailev. Director (SA-ALCIEM) - 

TELEPHONE: Commercial (21 0) 925-3100, Ext 228 
DSN 945-31 00. Ext 228 

-- 

Number of pages to be faxed (including cover) / /  
Ms. Nurre, this is the information concerning the 
Cleanup Program for Kelly AFB, as requested. 

If there are any questions, please contact me. 
Lawrence Bailey 

Call if pages are illegible or if there are questions. 



SENT BY: 

~ ~. - -  -. ... . .. --  

6- 8-95 : 12:39 iS.4-ALC/EMR KELLY AFB- 



Standard 1 

RemovaUdecontamination of all wastes to 
background levels 
No post-closure care or deed restrictions 
required 
Example: Underground storage tank 
removed, contaminated soil thermally 
treated to background levels and 
replaced in tank excavation. Site closed 
and no restrictions on future land use. 



SENT BY 6- 8-95 : 12:30 tS.4-ALC/EMR KELLY AFB- 



SENT BY: 

- -  ~~- . . . . . - . . . - . . . - . - . - - - - ~. 

8- 8-35 : 12:41 :S.A-.ALC/EMR KELLY AFB- 7U36960.5.50 : # .5/ 1 1 



SENT BY: 

. -  - - .  . 

6- 8-95 : 12:41  :SA-.\LC/EMR KELLY AFB- 







Areas of Contaminated Soil 
- 

Zone Chemicals of On-Base Off-Base 
Concern Acreage Acreage 

VOCs, Metals 

2 VOCs, Metals, 4 
PCBs 

3 VOCs, Metals 18 

VOCs, Metals 

VOCs, Metals 
* Soil in the saturated layer can not be calculated'due to variability 

Z 



: 6- 8-95 : 13:36 ; ENVIRONMENTAL MGMT.- 703696055U : # 1 / 1 1 

Environmental Management Directorate 
SA-ALCIEM 

307 Tinker Drive 
Building 306 

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
78241 -591 7 

Kelly AFB Fax Number 
(21 0) 925-9972 

TO: Ms. Deirdre Nurre 

COMPANY: BRAC Staffer 

FAX NUMBER: (703) 696-0550 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: (703) 696-0504. Ext 164 

FROM: Lawrence Bailev. Director (SA-ALCIEM) 

TELEPHONE: Commercial (21 0) 925-3100, Ext 228 
DSN 945-3100. Ext 228 

Number of pages to be faxed (including cover) / /  
Ms. Nurre, this is the information concerning the 
Cleanup Program for Kelly AFB, as requested. 

If there are any questions, please contact me. 
Lawrence Bailey 

Call if pages are illegible or if there are questions. 



SENT BY : S.4-ALC/EM 

- 

; 6-  8-95 : 13:37 : ENVIRONMENTAL MGMT.- 7i~36960.5.50 : x 2/ 1 1 



Standard 1 

RemovaVdecontamination of all wastes to 
background levels 
No post-closure care or deed restrictions 
required 
Example: Underground storage tank 
removed, contaminated soil thermally 
treated to background levels and 
replaced in tank excavation. Site closed 
and no restrictions on future land use. 



Standard 2 

Removalldecontamination of all wastes to 
risk-based levels stated in regulations 
Cleanup levels equivalent to levels in 
regulations whenever available 
Deed recordation required 
Example: Underground storage tank 
removed, contaminated soil below limits 
prescribed in regulations remains in 
place. Site closed and recorded on deed. 
Future land use will take existing 

- 

contamination into consideration. 



SENT BY : SA-ALC/EM 

- 

: 6- 8-95 : 13 :38 : ENVIRONMENT.4L MGMT. - 



SENT BY S.1-.ALC/EM : ti- 8-95 : 13:39 : ENVIRVNMENTAIL MGMT. - 



SENT BY : S.4- .4LC/EM 
- 

: 6- 8-95 : 13:39 : ENVIRONMENTAL MGMT.- 



Areas of Contaminated Soil 
Zone Chemicals of On-Base Off-Base 

Concern Acreage Acreage 
1 VOCs, Metals 9 0 

2 VOCs, Metals, 4 1 
W 
. . 
.3 
-i' . . 

PCBs 
r J  
4 

. . 
3 VOCs, Metals 18 O* 

Ln 
0 
I 
,a 
I 4 VOCs, Metals 1 0* 

5 VOCs, Metals 5 O* 
A+ kfi n A A 

5 z  
* Soil in the saturated u A  Iax7er J cao nu. ,alculateu uue to variability 

F in the water table. Groundwater data is the best estimation. - 1 .  



Areas of Contaminated 
Groundwater (0-40 feet) 

Zone Chemicals of On-Base Off-Base 
Concern Acreage Acreage 

VOCs, SVOCs, 83 0 
Metals, low-level 
radionuclides 
vocs, svocs, 
Metals 
vocs, svocs, 
Metals, JP-4 
vocs, svocs, 
Metals 
vocs, svocs, 

I 

2s Metals, JP-4 
Y 
u 
-1 



SENT BY : SA-,lLC/EM 

Sti~tt.  of Texas Risk Reclrlclio~l Rr~lcs 

Clearluo Stnndard 1 
Rcrnoval/decoi~tit~ninalion of all wastes to backgl-ound levels 

r No post-clos~~re c a e  or dccd restrictioils requi~ ed 
/.k~tn~plt>: I /ltdt~-~fr.orn 1(1 storrrge turtk ~.enlol~ri(. cottfcitttir~ulc~~l soil cxca\*(xlt.tJ cnicl 
tl~ennnlly troutc>ci to l~trck~rozmd k vc1.r t r r ~ c J  repltrc-t~d ill tank c.uctn1~7tln~~. SI te c/oosec/ and 
rlo r.e.vrric/ion,\ otrftfilfurc Iinl~J IJSL.. 

Clcanug Stsltrdard 2 
Removal/decotltan~~~~at~on (IF all \vasles to risk-based lcvcls stated in regil~tions 
C:lean\~p levels equivalent to lcvcls in regulations whenever ava~lable 
Deed recorda(1on rrquil-cd 

Lwtn~tylc~: t i ' l~cfc. /;~. l~or~r~ .rlol*uge ! ~ r t ~ k  rt>tr~o\~~tl, ~o~/tttn~i)ri-tt~d soil brloiv 1irnit.v prc>.vcr-ihed 
irr ~ ~ ~ ~ u l c ~ ~ ~ o t ~ , ~  rt>tn[yin,~ i?tp/(lce. A'ite C I O S ~ L ~  (urd rcc~ordccl or1 deed F T I [ z ~ I * ~ #  / u d  U,YL* ~ i / /  
/uke ca-i~lirlg c:ott/~t/)~i)tc~tio?~ inlo cf~?~,s~dt~r~xttor~. 

Uleannr~ Standard 3 
Kcmoval/decontamiua.lion and/or control of all wa.stcs such that substantial threat to 
11um:m hea.lth/the envii-ont-nent is eliminated o r  reduc.ed to the maximl~rn exlet~t 

prac,ticable 
Cleanup levels m a y  be developed using site-speciik risk a.sscssment assumptions, 
may he Icqv stringen1 than risk lcvcls statcd in regulations 
Deed recordation requircd 

E~arr~plc: Ihali.r;yrownr/ S/ot3cjgt' 'l bilk. renrol~cd. ('onri.rn?irrittctI .soil crnil ,yro~/~tcf lt 'Y~fL!l '  

rerncrir~ il t pltrcr. C'lco~ trip It?vcls &i~elopctJ M S ~ T I , ~  xi te-, y?ec;jiic ri.vk L ~,\:~e,r:~t?~etl~l 
rr.v.\+i~m/)/icil~.~, rnlliki: I~m~ing to,fi)l/oi.v pre.scr.il3rtl .vcrn~rr.io.v ztndcr ,f;'frv,ii'trrt-l2. Allo~c's 
iienro/w.lrc~lior~ fl~tzt ~'l(!(:tv~ip (!#'gr'o~irtd~v)~~~lcr lo lt'\)t'l~ .y)~ciJit'd ill reA~~~lc~tio~1s is 
tcc'l~~~ictrllj, in~pnrctic~rhle. ,Sift> i.i. rec,orilcd on L J L ' C ~  I*'N~II/.C 1i1u~l )I.VCJ tlilke.~ rrr11~iit1111g 
cvrlfirn~inofiori inlo consit.~t?rt~tio~?. 

Risk Ranpe 
GPA risk assessment guidnnce defines "acceptr~blc risk" as the  ex,!^-ession 1 x 10 -'' to 

1 Thesc two risk lcvcls diffcl- by a factor of 100, l~owever, it must be noted that 
risk is calc.ulatcd as the summation of risks lion1 dil'ferent chemicals, and i s  not 
directly iidditive. 
EPA Maxiniun~ Contamitiant Levels (R4.C:l-s) fol- drinking water. are based on a risk 
lcvcl of 1 x 10". therefore ihis figure is cotisiclcrcd the default value. 



- - -  - - -- .- - 

SENT BY : S.4-.4LC/EM : 6- 8-95 : 13:41  : ENVIRONMENTAL MGMT.- 

CHEMICAL EVAPORATION PLT 
SITE E-3, ZONE 

(8 JUNE 9% 

Site E-3 is located west of the fvrmer sewage plant digester tanks and east of the Jet 
Engine Test Cell C:omplex The site is  approximately 700 feet north of Leon Creek. An 
open evaporation pit approxilnately 4 feet deep and one-third acre in size was placed in 
operation at this site in 1966 to evaporate solvents such as 1,2-dichlorobenzene. 
Co~npacted clay was used lo line the bottom, but no barrier was employed on the sides of 
the pit From the early 1970s to 1980, sludge, insecticides, spent solvents, co~~taminated 
fuels and oils, pesticides, herbicides, wastc pclroleum, oil and lubricant, and wastes 
containing polychlorinated biphenyls and metals were disposed of in tllc pit. From 1981) 
to 1982, all licluid (approx 2,700 gallons of oil and 140,000 gallons of other liquids), 
sludges (approx 2,300 tons), the clay liner, and all visibly contaminatetl soil (approx. 
7,700 tons) were removed from the pit and disposed of off-base at a permitted facility 

Preliminary Site E-3 R P  activities conducted in the early and mid 1980s cvnsisted of a 
records search and vaxious field investigatiotis to cont?rm the presence and location of 
suspected hazardous constituents in soil and groundwater Much of the site 
characterization was determined through Treatability Studies which demonstrated 
innovative technologies such as Enhanced Oxidation, Biodegradation Using Enhanced 
Indigenous M~croorganisrtis. Solvent Extraction 'Treatment, HAZICLEAR Groundwtiter 
Treatment, and Bio-Testing using Aerobic Blore~nediation for Contaminated 
Groundwater for. their effectiveness in remediating both the soil ruld groundwater. l;roni 
1989 to 1992, a Rcmeclial Investigation was conducted t o  further characterize the nature 
and extent of contamination and to assess the potenlial risks associated with the site. ?he 
result9 of the TRP activities conducted to date at the site indicate the presence of organic; 
and inorganic contun~ination in both the soil and groundwntcr at the site The surface soil 
exhibits minor concentrations of organic contanljnation and moderate IeveIs of illorganic 
contamination. Suhsurilce soils from various depth intervals at the site contain 
signiticant concentrations of both organic and innrganic contanlinants The groundwater 
at the site also contains significant concentrations o f  both organic md inorganic 
contaminants, as well as a floating product layer approximately one foot thick 
i~ntuediately downgradient of the pit. 

Based on the results of thc investigation at the s~te,  it was determined that nn interim 
removal action was necessary. Installed in Nove~nber 1993, thls system consists of 
vertical extraction wells to collect contaminated groundwater, pretreatment by enhanced 
oxidation, and ilnal trcatrnent by the base Environme~ltal Process Control Facility. This 
intcsitu sysletn has been vperating effectively since November 1993, thereby miligating 
any potential health risks. This system was designed and conslruclecl to be an integral 
par? in the final cle,mup effort for Zonc 2, and hns been included in the preferred 
alternative for remediation in the Zone 2 Feasibility Study Report. This document has 
recelved State of Texns regulatory approval and is  currently in the Public Draft phase 
with scheduled completior~ In early August 1995 

P(JHL.ISHED BY SI\N ANTVNIV ALK I-O(;ISTICS CENTER 8 JUNE 95 
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1. IC - Institutional Controls to include deed certification/longterm monitoring. 
2. MAP - No Further Action Proposed with IRP Site awaiting regulatory approval. 
3. SVE - Soil Vapor Extraction 
4. Closed - IRP Site closed with Regulatory approval. 
5. CAP - Capping for soil. 
6. SVT - Soil venting or bioventing. 
7. EXC - Excavation of soil. 
8. ISB - In Situ Bioremediation for soil. 
9. VPTT - Vertical Wall with leachate collection system. 
10. LTTS - Low Temperature Thermal System or Incineration of soil. 
1 1. PTT - Groundwater Recovery System (Pump and Treat). 
12. NAT - Natural Attention of groundwater. 

I Primary Pollutants 

1.  VOC - Volatile Organic Compounds 
2. SVOC - Semi-volatile Organic Compounds 
3. PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
4. HMT - Heavy Metals or Inorganic substances 
5 .  TPH - Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
6. BTEX - Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylene 
7. HERB - Herbicides 
8. PH - pH of soil (alkalinity or acidic) 
9. LLRW - Low Level Radioactive Wastes 
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ATTORNEY - CLIENT COMMUNICATION d--" 

TALKING PAPER REGARDING THE EDWARDS AQUIFER ISSUE 
Ff L 

Mary Ann Hook , General Counsel, & Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

July 1 1, 1994 

Background: DBCRC has been invited to attend an informational meeting along with 69 
federal agencies / organizations that are potential defendants in a Sierra Club complaint. The 
complaint is regarding depletion of the Edwards Aquifer which serves as the primary water 
source for over a million people in central Texas and charges two underground springs that 
impact federally endangered or threatened species. 

Points and Issues: 

* Sierra Club's attempt to amend a long standing suit to include the 69 federal 
agencies, including DBCRC, was denied by the U.S. District court in May, 1994. 

* A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (US F&WS) generic letter of June 21 
announced the informational meeting to be held on July 14 in Austin, TX. 

* An undated letter by the Plaintiff to potential defendants indicated this meeting 
was to be the "first step in a combined formal Section 7 consultation of all 
relevant federal agencies with the US F&WS concerning protection of the 
Edwards." 

* We understand, as stated above, this meeting to be informational in nature for 
the agencies involved or portending to be involved. 

* Mr. Cirillo spoke to Ms. Judy Austin, Chairman of the San Antonio Military 
Water Working Group on July 8, 1994. She will attempt to get clearance to 
release a "Point Paper" they are preparing on the subject. She stated that it 
appears the Air Force and in fact the Department of Defense considers the July 
14 meeting as informational. She also implied that they would opt to join in and 
support a "Group" consultation as opposed to separate consultations for each 
agency. 

* The "Section 7 Consultation" issue involves Section 7(a)(l) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 that each federal agency consult with US F&WS to insure 
that any action authorized, funded or carried out by the agency is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened or endangered (T&E) 
species , etc. This consultation is an ongoing process, appropriate for actual 
users and decision makers. 

* The Plaintiff's initial attempt to amend the existing lawsuit was addressing 
each agency as an entity that "...authorizes, funds or carries out activities that 
encourage or allow use of Edwards water." 



* Public Law 101-510 sec 2903 (d) details the duties of the Commission which 
include transmitting a report to the President "...Containing the Commission's 
findings and conclusions...together with the Commission's recommendations for 
closures and realignments.. ." 

* The Commission's recommendation are initially based upon an independent 
review of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense and to determine 
that the Secretary did not deviate substantially from the force-structure and final 
criteria. 

* As inferred above, the Commission's responsibilities are limited to making 
recommendations to the President. The Commission does not authorize, fund or 
carry out activities that effect use of Edwards water. 

* The Final Selection Criteria used by the 1991 and 1993 Commissions and 
currently applicable to the 1995 process are eightfold . The first four criteria 
concern Military Value, the second of which is "The availability and condition of 
land, facilities, and associated airspace at both the existing and potential 
receiving locations." The last three criteria are "ImpactsJ1 with criterion six being 
"The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel." Criterion eight is 
"The environmental impact." 

* The Secretary of Defense must review all eight criteria, including the above 
three environmentally related items, in making the recommendations and the 
Commission insures that the Secretary did not deviate substantially from the 
criteria and the force structure plan in making the recommendations. 

* Each military service assessed criterion eight. The Air Force, for example, 
made an assessment of existing conditions (eg. air quality, water, hazardous 
material and biological matters - habitat, T&E species, wetlands) for decision 
making. The Commission used the detail services of an EPA engineer to insure 
OSD compliance with the criterion. 

* As a matter of law, the Commission receives the recommendations from the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense on March 1, 1995 and must report to the 
President on the Commission recommendations no later than July 1, 1995 

* The recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling on Dalton v Specter reiterated the 
limited responsibilities of the Commission, stating "...it is nonetheless the 
president, not the Commission, who takes the final action that affects the military 
installations.. ." 

Imary: It is the opinion of the Commission that, due to the reasons stated above and the 
mission's time restrictions, it is not appropriate for the Commission to enter into Section 7 
ultation with the US F&WS. The information obtained in such consultation with other 
-ies, however, may be reviewed by the Commission as a factor under the eight criteria 
3r restrictions could well impact a location's ability to accept or even retain missions. 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 
ON - 

SAN ANTONIO WATER ISSUES 

- Edwards Aquifer is sole source of water for a six county region of South 
Central Texas - San Antonio is in that region 

- - Four Air Force Bases are also within that region (Brooks, Kelly, 

Lackland and Randolph) 

- - Three of the four pump water from the aquifer; Brooks only, purchases 
its water from San Antonio Water Systems (SAWS), the municipal water 
utility, which pumps from the aquifer for a number of other clients as 
well 

- - Also included within San Antonio is one Army post; Fort Sam Houston. 

It also pumps water from the Aquifer 

- Texas has "right of capture" ground water law; no restrictions on pumping 

- Edwards Underground Water District (EUWD), was created by Texas 
legislature in 1959 (following "drought of record" which spanned nearly a 
decade - late 1940s through 1957) 

- - Original EUWD mandate - conserve, protect and increase aquifer 

recharge; no power to register/meter wells, limit pumping. 

- - Original EUWD board - elected representatives from five of the six 

counties over the aquifer. 

-- In 1987, following another, shorter (1984) drought, City of San 

Antonio/EUWD jointly sponsored legislation expanding EUWD's mandate to 
include development of a Drought Management Plan to avoid "mining" the 
aquifer (i.e. withdrawing more than is recharged) 

- - EUWD developed a plan with pumping limits - attempted to implement 

(1987-88). 

- - After considerable conflict between agricultural/municipal users, the 

two western (agricultural) counties withdrew from the EUWD (Jan 89) 

--- the agricultural pumpers objected to restrictions when their 

traditional use was unlimited 

- - - San Antonio and other cities/water purveyors in the remaining 

counties developed water conservation and drought management 
ordinances/rules to comply with EUWD's plan 

- Sierra Club filed notice (1989) with Interior Department, alleging 
violation of the Endangered Species A c t  (ESA) citing failure to limit 
pumping from the aquifer, thereby endangering species in Comal/San Harcos 
springs - formal lawsuit followed (1991) against Secretary of Interior. 
Manuel Lujan, and Fish And Wildlife Service ( F W S )  



- - After several continuances designed to allow local authorities to 

resolve the problem, Federal District Court (Midland, Texas) ruled if 
the state failed to implement a water management plan FWS must 
initiate Bction to protect species under the ESA (i.e. consultation) 

- - During 1993 session, Texas legislature passed a water management plan 

(SB 1477) which included pumping restrictions 

- - Legislation was challenged under voting rights act - it replaced an 

elected (three county) aquifer management board with an appointed 
(five county) board. Legislation is still in limbo 

- - Federal District Court appointed a monitor (Jan 94) to develop an 

aquifer management plan by l Aug 94 

- - FWS scheduled a meeting of all federal activities (14 Jul 94) to 

discuss the situation 

- Military Water Working Group (MWWG) was conceived and informally 
implemented during 1986/87; officially established in 1988 for two reasons 

- - Provided for a dialog on water issues between all San Antonio military 

installations regardless of service/command 

- - Gave local people (City, County, State) a central point of contact for 

San Antonio water matters 

--- Representatives from all 5 installations 

--- Engineering, Legal C Public Affairs Offices 

- - MWWG worked with installations/EUWD to develop water 
conservation/drought management plans 

--- Each San Antonio installation has one 

--- Patterned after EUWD and/or City of San Antonio plans (minor 

variances) 

--- All are multi-staged 

--- All meet or exceed local guidelines 

- MWWG working together on strategy for future actions 

- - Each San Antonio base/MAJCOM/service will be represented at 14 

Jul FWS meeting in Austin 

-- All installations communicating between each other and service 

level to coordinate preparations for meeting and follow-on 
activities 



Military efforts to conserve water include 

- - Leak detection surveys completed at all bases 

- - I - 

Reuse water projects underway/planned 

- - - Randolph working with Cibolo Creek Municipal Authority (CCMA) 

---- Return of final treated waste water from base (base owns 

rights under terms of sewage contract with CCMA)) 

---- Will be used for golf course irrigation 

--- - Estimated completion date - spring 1995 
- - - Kelly land disposal permit for final treated industrial plant 

water 

---- Being used for golf course irrigation 
I 

---- Also looking into use for cooling towers 

- - Fort Sam Houston in discussion with San Antonio Water System 

(SAWS) on reuse water for golf course/national cemetery 

- - Brooks in good position to use SAWS reuse water with minimal 

distribution system reconfiguration 

- - Lackland considering use of excess Kelly reuse water - requires 

major infrastructure changes 

Military cooperation with community on water issues - past and present 

- - Participation on Chamber of Commerce water committees (1986 - present) 

--- Water Resources Committee 

- - - Water Use Committee 

-- - Water planning committee 

- - San Antonio 2050 Water Resources Committee (Dec 93 - May 94) 
-- Trans-Texas Water Program Advisory Committee (1990 - present) 

-- San Antonio Target 90 Water Resources Committee (1986 - 1990) 

- - South Central Texas Water Reso rces Council Technical Review Panel 

( 1992 ) 

- - Observer - Greater San Antonio Area Citizen's Committee on Water (Aug 

91 - Mar 92) 



- Representative Tejeda likely will address inquiries to Senator G r m  from 
Hr Edmond R. McCarthy, 3r regarding military use of water from Medina Lake 
(copies of correspondence were provided Mr Tejeda's office) 

- 

- - Mr Tejeda's district includes Randolph AFB, the east side of Kelly 

AFB, and Fort Sam Houston 

- - Original inquiry targeted Lackland, Kelly, Brooks AFBs and Medina 

Annex - Fort Sam Houston was added to the most recent inquiry. 
- - Medina Lake water is available through Bexar Metropolitan Water 

District (BexarMet) agreement with Bexar-Medina-Atascosa Counties 
Water control and Improvement District (WCID) No. 1 ( B M A )  

-- In 1991, (a dry period), BexarMet entered a 20 year take-or-pay 

contract with BMA for excess Medina Lake water - presumably 
speculating on a market demand for non-aquifer irrigation water - 1992 
brought a record high water level; the potential market disappeared 

- On 22 Oct 93, Mr McCarthy wrote Senator Gramm on behalf of BMA/BexarMet, 
proposing Air Force bases convert to Medina Lake water for irrigation 

-- The letter explained no infrastructure was in place to dellver water 

to the installations. 

-- The "ongoing aquifer crisis" was referred to, and used as part of the 

argument for Air Force conversion to Medina Lake water 

- - Response to Senator Gramm (HQ AFCESA/EN input 22 Nov 93, SAF/LLP ltr, 
8 Dec 93) stated Air Force was working toward a comprehensive solution 
to water problems, and Medina Lake water would be considered as 
possible source 

- Xr McCarthy again inquired (3 Feb 94), this time directly to SAF/LLP, 
stating willingness to work with MWWG and referring to a newspaper article 
linking pending pumping limitations to possible base closures 

- - HQ AETC/CE responded (per SAF/LLP request) clarifying MWWG function 

(technical) and explaining we could not use the water without a 
delivery system in place 

-- We specifically stated "...Our understanding is that no pipeline is in 

place to move water from Medina Lake; if this is incorrect, please let 
us know. " 

- - To date we've received no correction from Mr McCarthy; therefore, we 

assume the distribution system is still non-existent 

- Late on 7 . Jul 94 we received a telefaxed copy of a letter from Hr 
McCarthy, asking for a meeting to discuss the Medina Lake Water - we plan 
to m e e t  with him next week 



- Current situation 

- - To our knowledge, BMA/BexarMet still has no physical plant or - 
distribution system 

-- We cannot use the BMA/BexarMet water without a way to transport it 

-- W e  do not normally fund construction of utility systems to provide a 

secand source of a utility we already have in place 

- - Completed and/or underway projects already reduce pumping for San 

Antonio installations, using essentially the same quality water 
BMA/BexarMet proposes 

-- No economy is involved, since all installations except Brooks pump 

water at a cost well below what BMA would have to charge 



< CONFIRMATION REPORT > 

C RECEIVE 7 

NO. DATE TIME DESTINATION PG. DURATION MODE RESULT 
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Environmental Management Directorate 
SA-ALClEM 

307 Tinker Drive 
Building 306 

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
78241 -591 7 

Kelly AFB Fax Number 
(21 0 )  925-9972 

TO: Ms. Deirdre Nurre 

COMPANY: BRAC Commissioner 

FAX NUMBER: (703) 696-0550 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: (703) 696-0504, Ext 164 

FROM: Lawrence Bailey. Director (SA-ALCIEM) 

TELEPHONE: Commercial (210) 925-31 00, Ext 228 
DSN 945-3100. Ext 228 

- --. 

Number of pages to be faxed (including cover) 4 

Comments: Ms. Nurre, this is the information 
concerning the Cleanup Program for Kelly AFB. 
This information provides a short summary of 
the fiscal status at our base. If there are any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Lawrence Bailey 

Call if pages are illegible or if there are questions. 
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Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 
Overview 

o Progrrrm Creation: The Department of Air Force initiated the IRP in 1976. 
1 

m 
L 
-c 

The IRP is funded and operated under the @OD) for the purpose of 
>- 

' -I identlfiing impacted areas and performing appropriate cleanup actions. 
W 

' % 
'? 
iJ 
-1 

a Definition o_f IRP Site: Any release of chemicaIs or substances frompast base 
< 
+ -n . . 

operations into the environment (i.e., soil, groundwater, air or surface water). 

. - 
9 Definition o f  Cleanup: Any action taken to insure acceptable health and/or 

m 

Y c' I 

ecological risks for the media impacted are conducted. This action does not 
I 

rJ3 constitute the final closure of an IRP site. 

a Definition of Closed IRP Site: Regulatory approval stating no further action 
needs to be taken to cleanup the IRP site. Also, no further funding required 

unless site conditions change. 

2 

j 
I 



Est. Completion $FY95 to Completion Cleanup Costs To 
Year (in 000's) Date (3/95) 

KI Sawyer (Non-NPL) 2002 44,286 16,560 

March AFB P?L 2027 161,261 83,335 

Plattsburgh AFB 2029 38,817 25,095 

Griffis AFB (&) 
2010 78,076 42,611 

MCAS El Toro ,UK 2000 85,886 22,101 

NAS Agana (Non-NPL) 200 1 76,029 8,362 



Memo 

To file 

Discussion with Dick Helmer re: ALC Cleanup Costs 

--How is it possible to legitimately accelerate cleanup at sites that are already NPL and then go 
on the closure list? How can DoD accelerate cleanup (moving dirt) not just the study phase? 

--DH: Perry, Widnall say that once a base goes oh closure list you have to have additional 
funding to do the cleanup. Statements to the extent that costs would go up. 

--GAO is contacting DoD and Air Force to ask them about this very question. DoD has not 
submitted a response to GAO or AF. It's in process. 

Dick: how to track this down? Who is the person at GAO who's asking for this & what 
have they asked? 

--BRAC accounts: track down how rapidly they are actually spending cleanup monies. 

Dick: go to the comptroller & find out, Also, check with the comptroller to see how close 
the DERP numbers come to the actuals. Does the comptroller have the same estimates? 

P 
* c~w,r4l--l-% M O S S  W V I ~  . 

In general: ALC '5 : 

What do we know abqut whether closure drives up cost of cleanup? & s b 4 - f  rZ*; fh fl-k 
w cCc4'5,'h. 

What do we know about how costs of cleanupJestimates of cleanup have changed as a result of 
bases going on the c l o s u r ~ s t ?  

vary over time? 

o If costs were to rise due to speed of cleanup, how much of a rise is acceptable versus 
unacceptable? 

8 Need to clarify explicitly how spending on environmental cleanup influences or harms spending 
on military readiness (if at all). /Y l r l ~ d e  
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SUBJECT: Response to Data Call on Use of Base Closure Resources 

FROM : John Kemmerer, Region 9 

TO: Lisa Tychsen, OSWER/FFRRO 

Region 9Is compilation of information to respond to DoD1s 
request for an explanation of how our work has benefitted the 
President's Five-Point Plan is attached. 

The first list of information is a compilation of a few non- 
base specific issues in which Region 9 has provided leadership. 
The five issues highlighted have led to base-specific advances, 
which are cited in some of the base-specific summaries. The base 
specific summaries for Region 9's 24 Fast Track Cleanup bases are 
listed alphabetically within their military service. All Army 
bases are listed first, followed by the Navy and the Air Force. 

Youlll note that the information we provide on cost and time 
savings is very detailed for some bases, and that we were unable 
to quantify these savings on others. Often this quantification 
of savings was estimated based on the best judgement of our RPMs. 
In cases where we were able to provide detailed cost and time 
savings it is due to our RPMsf success in contacting base 
personnel over the past week or having detailed budgetary 
information at hand. If such information was not available, and 
could not be quickly estimated, we described our input under 
"Other Relevant Information i em on st rating EPAfs Valuege and did 
not quantify cost and time savings. 

Upon completion of this recent review of progress at Region 
9's closing bases, it is striking how erroneous Sherri Goodman 
was when she told the Base Closure Commission (on March 16, 1995) 
that NPL listing of bases under State oversight and adding more 
regulatory agency involvement Btusually delays ~ l e a n u p . ~  We are 
concluding there have been significant improvements at non-NPL 
Fast Track bases due to the addition of EPA1s resources. 
Further, those closing bases that have made the most progress are 
on the NPL, at least partially because there are enforceable FFAs 
in place that provide a structure for finalizing cleanup 
decisions (not just because of historical funding priorities). 
In several cases, progress at non-NPL bases has been hindered by 
the absence of similar agreements, and the imposition of State 
requirements which are delaying removal actions and would not 
apply if the bases were added to the NPL. The following 
information should enable EPA-HQ to refute Ms. Goodmanfs 
statements. If more help is needed to correct her 
misunderstanding on NPL listing or EPA1s involvement, or if you 
would like more details on any of the accomplishments noted, 
please call me at 415-744-2241. 



NON-BASE 8PECIFIC REGION 9 INITIATIVES 

1) PRELIMINARY REMEDIATION GOALS 

Region 9 has developed an innovative and cost-effective tool 
to streamline and standardize the process of evaluating and 
cleaning up contaminated sites. To assist project managers in 
all stages of the PA/SI or RI/FS, Region 9's toxicologists have 
assembled reference tables that present risk-based concentrations 
or preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) for over 600 chemicals. 
PRGs identify environmental concentrations for individual 
chemicals that are protective of public health under predefined 
exposure scenarios (e.g. residential and comercial/industria1 
land use) and consistent with Superfund's concept of a Reasonable 
Maximum Exposure (RME). PRGs can be tailored to suit site- 
specific conditions using standardized equations presented in the 
Region IX PRG guidance. When used within the framework, PRGs can 
be used to evaluate chemical-specific risks as well as cumulative 
risks associated with multiple contaminants and multiple pathways 
at sites. The value of creating a standardized list of PRGs for 
human exposure evaluation is that users (such as military service 
contractors) do not have to repeat the conservative exposure 
calculations for each site encountered; and, consistency can be 
achieved in decision making. Use of Region 9's PRGs by the 
military services enables extensive savings in funds expended on 
risk assessments. ultimately PRGs may be modified to become 
site-specific cleanup levels based on the nine criteria analysis 
in the NCP. 

2. OFFERING SOLUTIONS TO DATA QUALITY PROBLEMS 

Data quality shortcomings have had adverse impacts on 
cleanup progress at Region 9's closing bases. These problems 
range from the failure to analyze samples within prescribed 
holding times at Hunters Point, to the alleged falsification of 
laboratory data by Eureka Laboratories for March AFB (and several 
other bases). Region 9 has identified these problems in the 
expectation that the military would place a higher priority on 
quality assurance. In February, 1995, Region 9 wrote to DoD to 
offer the use of EPAfs Computer-Aided Data Review and Evaluation 
(CADRE) system. We've offered to conduct a pilot application of 
CADRE at a closing base in California. Additionally, we are 
providing training to the three military services on the use of 
CADRE in April, 1995. Use of the CADRE system should enable the 
military services to realize significant savings of time and 
money over convention data validation procedures. 

3. PROTOCOL FOR FOSL RISK ANALYSIS 

Although leasing of property that has been impacted by 



contamination is often a viable means of enabling base conversion 
to proceed prior to the completion of all cleanup, Region 9 
observed that the military services were having difficulty making 
the FOSL conclusion that property could be used, "with acceptable 
risk to human health and the environmentft (quoted from DoDts FOSL 
guidance). We saw that in some cases the military services were 
tasking their contractors to conduct expensive and time-consuming 
risk assessment in order to reach a FOSL. In other cases, 
conclusions were being made without a scientific basis. In order 
to assist, Region 9 developed a protocol for evaluating risks to 
determine whether a lease should include use restrictions, and to 
determine what specific restrictions should be established to 
provide protection of human health and the environment. The 
protocol allows for many decisions to be made with only a 
screening level assessment, which can be performed very rapidly. 
At most, an analysis of exposure pathways is recommended, which 
still falls far short of the amount of work we've seen the 
services ask their contractors to do to assess risks. Both the 
Navy (representing all services) and the State of California 
signed off on the risk protocol with Region 9 in order for it to 
be distributed to all BCTs in California from the ~alifornia Base 
Closure Environmental Committee. 

4. LEADERSHIP IN DEVELOPMENT OF POLICY FOR CERCLA 120(H)(4) 

During early-1994, Region 9 provided the basis for a 
national policy for interpreting how EPA could concur on the 
identification of uncontaminated property under section 120(h)(4) 
of CERCLA. From the time this section was added to CERCLA it was 
clear that there could be problems with the statute's strict 
wording. Uncontaminated property is defined as property where 
there has been no release, disposal, or storage of hazardous 
substances or petroleum products. While many states chose to 
take a literal reading of the law in their concurrence decisions 
for non-NPL sites, discussions within EPA focused on how 
reasonable decisions could be made consistent with the intent of 
the law. Legal and technical staff in Region 9 took the lead in 
national discussions on this issue. Region 9 drafted a model 
concurrence letter in March, 1994 which laid out an approach for 
concurrence on "de-minimis" occurrences of hazardous substances 
or petroleum products. This approach was the basis of an EPA 
policy, issued by EPA-HQ on April 19, 1994. Using this approach, 
Region 9 concurred with the military services that approximately 
20,000 acres on seven BRAC ILII NPL bases is uncontaminated under 
120(h)(4). We are currently finalizing our concurrence on 
significant portions of the two BRAC-I11 NPL bases in Region 9. 

5. IMPLEMENTATION OF FOST/FOSL PROCEDURES 

DoD issued policies in September, 1993 and June, 1994 on 
developing FOSLs and FOSTs to ensure that environmental 
conditions of property were taken into account during base 
conversion. ~egion 9 provided quick turnarounds to EPA-HQ during 
reviews of draft policies. Upon issuance by DoD, Region 9 has 



sought to support and encourage these policies. Both of the 
policies call for conclusions about environmental conditions to 
be based on consultation among BCT members. Our early experience 
with FOST/FOSLs was that this consultation was often a problem. 
In order to ensure both rapid turnaround and consensus work 
products, Region 9 took the lead in developing procedures to 
define the necessary steps for consultation. Borrowing from 
positive lessons learned at Mather AFB, Region 9 worked with the 
State of California and the Navy (SWD~V and EFA-West) to agree on 
streamlined procedures in November, 1994. The Air Force has used 
the steps provided in the Region 9/California/Navy approach in 
their national AFBCA "Procedures for Processing FOST/FOSL." 
Region 9 is committed to utilize these procedures with the Navy 
and Air Force to contribute to expedited, high quality 
FOST/FOSLs. 



FORT ORD 

NPL, BRAC-I1 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Fort Ord is an NPL base which had been taking advantage of 
streamlining methods pursuant to their FFA prior to the five- 
point plan. The Army has recognized the value that EPArs RPM 
adds to the work at this base, as evidenced by their inviting him 
to an internal Army land transfer strategy meeting at the 
Pentagon. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

Plug-in RODs - EPA worked with Fort Ord and the State to develop 
two plug-in RODs (Interim Action ROD and No Action ROD) which 
allow for more flexibility and speed in making site cleanup 
decisions, thus allowing the team to more readily react to urgent 
land transfer requests. This plug-in ROD concept was developed 
by EPA for use at Fort Ord and is now being considered for use at 
numerous closing and non-closing bases as a significant fast- 
track cleanup tool. At Fort Ord we estimate that property will 
be available for reuse at least 18 months sooner because of the 
use of this tool. Additionally, document preparation costs are 
significantly reduced for property covered by the plug-in RODs. 

The hydropunch technique was used to rapidly identify boundaries 
of a groundwater plume rather than installing multiple wells. 
This condensed field work from two or more phases to one, saving 
at least six months and $100,000. 

In the absence of Army legal representation, EPA provided legal 
support in the preparation of three RODs. EPAfs input has 
enabled these remedies to select health-based cleanup levels 
instead of the background levels suggested by the State. This 
resulted in the savings of millions of dollars in cleanup costs 
for the Army. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPArS VALUE 

Fort Ord, EPA, and the State worked aggressively to complete the 
Basewide RI/FS before the Dec 94 congressionally-mandated 
deadline for BRAC-I1 bases. This involved extensive teamwork 
beginning over 3 years ago (streamlined reviews of feeder 
documents, frequent meetings, etc). EPA1s contribution to the 
team was significant in the areas of human health risk 



assessment, ecological sampling plans and ecological risk 
assessment, environmental sampling objectives in general, ARARs 
identification and refinement, CERCLA/NCP guidance, land transfer 
procedures, program management, development of fast-track 
approaches, and community relations. 

The final risk assessment and proposed plan was completed for 
Operable Unit 1 (Fritzsche Army ~irfield Fire Drill Area). The 
risk assessment indicated that soils bioremediation is complete 
and an existing groundwater pump and treat system is capturing 
contaminated groundwater at cleanup levels. At little to no 
additional cost now to the Army (but with long-term savings), EPA 
suggested that the Army's risk assessment calculation for the 
final risk once the site is remediated be based on unlimited 
future use of the land rather than solely on the planned reuse as 
a habitat management area. The significance of this is that, 
upon completion of remedial activities, the site is shown to be 
protective of public health and the environment for anv future 
use. Thus, deed (use) restrictions, which can carry long term 
costs as well as a stigma, will not be necessary. 

EPA worked closely with the Army in the development of the Army's 
proposed CERFA wuncontaminatedw parcel proposals and concurred, 
in ~ p r i l  1994, that 60 parcels, comprising nearly 50% of this 
28,000 acre base, fell into this category and are suitable for 
transfer. Our only significant non-concurrence was on areas 
affected by unexploded ordnance, which we do not agree qualify as 
uncontaminated. 

EPA reviewed multiple ~nvironmental Baseline Surveys and Finding 
of Suitability to Transfer documents, resulting in the transfer 
of two high priority parcels of land (one to the Calif. State 
Univ. system for the establishment of a new university, and the 
other to the Univ. of calif. system for education and research 
purposes). 

From the outset, RAB Workshops, given by the Army, EPA, and the 
State, were held every other week to introduce citizens to 
environmental programs at Fort Ord (topics included environmental 
regulations, Fort Ord geology, investigation techniques, risk 
assessment, and base realignment and closure) 

EPA was looked to for guidance throughout the preparation of two 
Record of Decisions (Landfill capping with groundwater pump and 
treat, Interim Action for contaminated surface soils) and 
Proposed Plans (No Action Plug-in sites, fire drill area). These 
actions also required extensive cooperation and teamwork, 
particularly in the resolution of ARARs. Regarding ARARs, EPA 
played a significant role in bringing ARARs disputes between the 
Army and the State to a close. Despite EPAfs overall success, in 
one case the State's failure to come to the negotiating table 
with a reasonable approach to resolving one of their ARARs 
resulted in delaying the cleanup decision at the Landfill for 
nine months to a year. It was only resolved after this delay due 



to EPA intervening between the Army and the State to break the 
stalemate. 

Predesign activities at the landfill, as well as at Sites 2/12 
(Old Sewage Plant/Vehicle Maintenance Area) are helping to 
streamline RD/RA activities. 

EPA encouraged use of bench scale and pilot scale activities at 
Site 3 (Beach Target Ranges), which were initiated to assist in 
remedy selection and streamline RD/RA activities. 

Prior to release of the Basewide RI/FS Report, EPA encouraged a 
pre-screening of remedial technologies was performed and released 
in a report entitled "Remedial Technology Screeningw. This 
streamlined the preparation of that component of the RI/FS 
report. 

HAMILTON ARMY AIRFIELD 

non-NPL, BRAC-I (Army Portion), BRAC-I11 (Navy Portion) 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Although Hamilton has been closed since the early 70's and 
is a BRAC I base, cleanup and reuse progress had been minimal 
until the initiation of the Five Point Plan. The establishment 
of the BCT, the formation of the RAB and the planning grant to 
the Reuse Committee have all accelerated the overall progress. 
Also, prior to formation of the BCT, the lead agency for cleanup 
oversight was the CA Regional Water Quality Control Board. Once 
the BCT was established, The CA Dept of Toxics Substance Control 
and EPA became involved and greater emphasis was placed on both 
CERCLA/NCP guidance and SACM initiatives. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

The Army, at EPAfs suggestion, has revamped the overall 
cleanup strategy for Hamilton. The new approach relies heavily 
on Removal Actions to reduce risks. We estimate that this could 
save up to a year in the overall cleanup schedule. (The time 
savings would be even greater if state laws requiring additional 
document preparation for removals at non-NPL sites did not 
apply) 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA and the State have accelerated the overall document 
review process by agreeing to divide the work. By avoiding 
duplication of reviews, the BCT has accelerated the process by 6 
to 9 months. Some high priority documents have been reviewed in 



as few as seven days. 

The Army has maintained that the GSA Sale Property at 
Hamilton was not part of BRAC I and should remain outside of the 
purview of the BCT and the RAB. EPA and the State convinced the 
Army to at least include a discussion of the progress of cleanup 
at the GSA property at the RAB meetings. Keeping the 
stakeholders informed will help to prevent major delays later in 
the transfer process. 

PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO 

non-NPL, BRAC-I 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

The establishment of the RAB has contributed to a more open 
cleanup process at this base where reuse has very high 
visibility. However, as a non-NPL base without a enforceable 
agreement, the lack of structure for investigation and cleanup 
has been detrimental. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA questioned the need to cap Landfill 8 (the preferred 
remedy identified in the initial PHSH ROD). The risk assessment 
did not require the action and the capping was inconsistent with 
the Park Service Reuse Plan. Initially the State requested the 
cap when agreement to conduct additional RI work was not 
forthcoming, Ultimately, EPA, the State, and the Army reached an 
agreement to change the preferred alternative to long-term 
monitoring, This change saved an estimated $550,000. This 
change also resulted in the protection of an endangered species 
(San Francisco Lessingia). 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA helped to convince the Army to include the Park Service 
in the Presidio BCT. The inclusion of the Park Service (the new 
landowner) enabled many potential issues to be discussed and 
resolved early in the process. 

SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT 

NPL, BRAC-I1 



IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

As an NPL base with one of Region 9's first FFAs, 
streamlining methods such as overlapping of phases have been in 
place for years. The five point plants contribution at this base 
has been to assist in the integration of reuse plans with cleanup 
work. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

Under the direction and guidance from EPA, SADA has utilized 
the Corrective ~ction Management Unit (CAMU) approach, EPA 
facilitated the implementation of the first CAMU at a military 
facility in California at SADA, in the basewide ROD. The 
CAMU allowed for consolidation of similarly contaminated soil 
from four separate areas of contamination into one central 
location for treatment. The CAMU resulted in an engineering 
estimated savings of $10.5 million (due to facilitation of 
change of remedy from expensive-soil washing at the Ox-lags 
OU to soil solidification and allowance of on-site placement 
of remediated soils - as opposed to expensive-off-site 
disposal). 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE 

In the absence of Army legal representation, EPA provided 
legal support in the preparation for the base-wide ROD. EPAts 
input led to the selection of a health-protective remedy instead 
of a cleanup to background as recommended by the State. This 
resulted in savings of time and money for the Army. 

At EPAfs suggestion, the Army embarked in pilot study remediation 
at Parking Lot 3, and at the Freon 113 area. Two Air 
Sparging/Soil Vapor Extraction (AS/SVE) pilot studies; one at the 
Parking Lot 3 removed 450 lbs of TCE from the subsurface in 
approximately 3 months, the second one at the Freon 113 spill 
area removed approximately 500 lbs of Freon 113 in approximately 
4 months. 

Through the use of "on-board reviews" (the so called tiger team 
approach), EPA, SADA, and State participated in proactive meeting 
sessions where major documents were scoped out prior to starting 
of first draft. These on-board reviews resulted in expeditious 
preparation of high quality first draft documents such as: the 
Freon 113 RI Work Plan (ready in one month), the Base-wide RI 
Work Plan Annual Update, the Burn Pits Operable Unit Feasibility 
Study (FS); the ~ase-wide FS, and the expeditious preparation of 
the Base-wide ~ i n a l  ROD (went from preparation of draft Base-wide 
ROD to signature of Final ~ase-wide ROD in 75 days - this 75 day 
period may have been cut in half had there not been so many State 
ARARs disagreements). 



mn BABES 

AGANA NAS 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Before it's inclusion in the BRAC 111, NAS Agana was a 
relatively low priority on the Navy's funding list. Since 
establishment of the BCT, EPA has provided expertise in CERCLA 
cleanup to this project. The Guam EPA is understaffed, and 
therefore EPA has been relied upon to provide the lead in 
reviewing the documents and guiding the overall approach to 
cleanup. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

A major contribution by EPA was the emphasis on defining 
Data Quality Objectives early in the development of sampling 
plans. Although this approach required a little more time to 
prepare the plans, it will save significant amounts of money and 
time in avoiding additional re-sampling and analysis later during 
the RI/FS process. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE 

EPAfs RPM provided CERCLA training to the Navy, its 
contractor, and Guam-EPA staff. In addition to a general 
orientation, it focused on the use of Data Quality Objectives to 
optimize sample collection, the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup 
Model, and Ecological Risk Assessment. 

EPA provided input on a draft FOSL for lease of the base 
airfield to Guam. The BEC has indicated that these comments on 
the FOSL were valuable in providing direction to the contractor 
who prepared the FOSL documentation. 

ALAMEDA NAS 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Since the advent of the five-point plan, cleanup work on NAS 
Alameda has accelerated, with EPA and the State dividing work to 
ensure that regulatory reviews can be quickly completed. 
Unfortunately, this non-NPL site does not have an enforceable 
agreement in place. As a result, we've seen that the high energy 
going into this base hasn't always led to productive results 
since necessary structure for review and finalization of 
documents is missing. More removal actions are being done to 



accelerate cleanup, however NPL listing would help further 
accelerate work as State laws requiring additional document 
preparation for removals would not apply if the base were on the 
NPL . 

EPAfs input on the Navyfs work plans for collecting data for 
a basewide EBS resulted in savings of over $5  illi ion. We 
pointed out that the sampling strategy in the draft work plans 
would result in the collection of data that would not be of use 
(e.g. collection of samples of stained concrete). We also 
suggested that the contractor's approach was spending too much 
time performing risk assessment. We suggested the use of Region 
9 Preliminary Remediation Goals and a streamlined risk screening 
approach rather than detailed risk assessment. 

The State has deferred to EPA to provide technical guidance 
and support to the Navy on use of an innovative sediment washing 
technique to remediate lead and PCB contamination at Site 15 via 
a removal action. The use of this technique will yield an 
estimated $1M in cost savings over more conventional remediation 
techniques. 

The Navy had planned to contract with UC Berkeley to have 
training on risk assessment and toxicology for RAB members. 
EPArs RPM and toxicologist offered to give the training 
themselves on consecutive Saturdays. This will save at least 
$20,000. 

EPA was actively involved in characterization of possible 
benzene contamination in the subsurface at a parcel on which an 
elementary school and day care center are located. The field 
investigation was preceded by an emergency meeting requested by 
the Superintendent of the Alameda Unified School District to 
determine whether the schools should be immediately evacuated. 
EPAfs toxicologist effectively communicated to the Superintendent 
the potential risks associated with a benzene-contaminated 
groundwater plume located beneath the parcels upon which the 
school facilities are located. EPA presented to the 
Superintendent a comprehensive plan to conduct an expeditious 
soil vapor and air sampling investigation to evaluate the 
potential health risks associated with the subsurface 
contamination at the school sites. As a result, the 
Superintendent agreed to delay evacuation for 72 hours (over a 
three-day holiday weekend) while the sampling was being 
performed. In addition, EPA devised a contingency plan with 
technical guidance and assistance from Region IXfs Emergency 
Response Specialists. The BCT relied exclusively on EPAfs 
toxicologist to present the preliminary findings to school 
officials and the community regarding potential risks. 
Fortunately, results indicated no benzene was present and 
consequently there were no exposures to the property users. As a 



result of this field investigation, the elementary school and day 
care center were not evacuated, and significant economic costs 
(i.e., several hundred thousand dollars in relocation costs) that 
would have been expended if the evacuation had proceeded were 
avoided. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE 

EPA took the lead in the regulatory review of the NAS 
Alameda Ecological Assessment. As a result, the Phase I Site- 
Wide Ecological Assessment was finalized. 

EPA was actively involved in setting up the RAB (e.g., RAB 
review and nominating membership committee, making presentations 
on RAB guidance, providing technical assistance to the RAB, 
facilitating RAB meetings and conducting "dry-runs1# with the 
Navy). EPA proposed the development of subsequent workshops to 
resolve RAB organizational issues (charter development, formation 
of focus groups). Workshops have focused on the CERCLA process, 
EBS process and most recently addressed the revised BCP. As a 
result of the BCP workshop, timely and significant written review 
comments were received from the RAB. These comments contributed 
to enhancing the quality of the final product. Future workshops 
have been scheduled for removal actions, document review process, 
toxicology and chemicals of concern, and risk assessment. In 
terms of the two latter sessions, the RAB co-Chair specifically 
requested that EPAfs toxicologist conduct the training owing to 
the success of EPAfs involvement in the field investigation for 
the school sites. Other planned training sessions will address 
site characterization, cleanup technologies, and the geography 
and geology of NAS Alameda. 

The BCT had a series of planning and evaluation meetings last 
year to determine how it could improve and accelerate the overall 
cleanup process. EPA contributed significantly to this very 
intensive process to accelerate the cleanup process. The 
following resolutions were initiated in FY 1994: 

- shorten review periods to 30 days 
- substitute, where practicable, working sessions with 
real-time decision-making for "desk reviews1# 

- develop a division of labor within the BCT for lead- 
responsibility for discrete environmental tasks 

- establishment olf offices at NAS for EPA and DTSC with 
appropriate com,puter and administrative support 

- establish certain days for NAS meetings allowing 
regulatory representatives to work in their 
respective offices on a predictable and regular basis 

- focused and time-conscious teleconferences in lieu of 
meetings, where appropriate - "on-boardv1 reviews for documents with RAB participation 

- perform environmental tasks in parallel (e.g., initiate draft 
FS, while RI in final review phase) 

- involve legal staff at RI phase of investigations 



Accelerated site characterization at Site 13 (Oil Refinery) 
was completed using innovative technology via SCAPS (Site 
Characterization and Analysis Penetrometer System). EPA 
participated in the site demonstration of SCAPS and provided 
technical comments regarding regulatory assessment of the 
technology. SCAPS uses laser lights, a fiber optic cable and 
fluorescence spectrometer to detect petroleum hydrocarbons in 
soil and groundwater yielding real time computer 
site characterization mapping. 

NAS Alameda received Secretary of the Navy authorization to 
enter into a contract with UC Berkeley for innovative technology. 
EPA will review the technical proposal submitted by UC Berkeley 
as well as coordinate the EPA's laboratory resources and 
technical personnel relative to evaluating the UC Berkeley 
innovative technology proposals for the Navy. 

BARBER'S POINT NAS 

non-NPL, BRAC-I11 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Due to resource constraints at the State of Hawaii, there was 
minimal regulatory involvement prior to establishment of the 
five-point plan. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

The preliminary site investigation has been completed throughout 
the entire base and about half the sites have the remedial 
investigation completed. EPA promoted going directly to an RI on 
these sites, thus saving over 6 months. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA has worked with the Navy to implement presumptive remedies at 
the landfill, and is promoting the use of removal actions at 
several contaminated sites. 

Because of the extremely shallow depth to groundwater (0-6 feet), 
we are using a regional groundwater investigation to evaluate 
deeper contamination over large amounts of the base, for a net 
savings of over fifty soil borings. 

EPA has worked closely with Navy Pacific Division to ensure a 
clear understanding of the CERCLA process which has paid off 
through enhanced communications. 

Because the state of Hawaii is severely understaffed and has not 
had a permanent project manager assigned to Barber's Point, EPA 
has frequently been the only regulatory agency involved. EPA 



presence has helped to convince the public of the effectiveness 
of the environmental restoration. 

EPA has made a diligent effort to work closely with the facility 
throughout the process so that there are no surprises during 
review and approval of primary and removal documents. 

EPA has also promoted the use of faster investigation techniques 
wherever possible. 

EL TOR0 MCAS 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

The BCTts early involvement in the scoping of investigatory work 
and planning for accommodation of reuse work has led to more 
efficient use of funds. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA and State encouraged the inclusion of innovative field 
investigation approaches for the next phase of fieldwork, 
including mobile laboratory, immunoassays, etc. EPA also worked 
with the Navy to reduce the sampling locations for 5 landfill 
locations. The above changes resulted in a savings of $10 
Million. In addition, hydropunch and cone penetrometer testing 
will aid in selection of new monitoring well locations. 

Regulatory agencies saved approximately $300,000 during 7/94 soil 
gas field efforts by reducing the number of soil gas samples 
taken after preliminary data showed little distinction between 
sampling depths. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA made three formal presentations at RAB meetings presenting 
EPAts resources for the project, availability of TAGS, 
Feasibility studies and guidance to community members on how to 
review/what to look for in the myriad of technical documents 
produced for this project. 

EPA has been diligent in encouraging the Navy to identify 
property which can be considered uncontaminated under CERFA. The 
Navyfs contractor initially took an unnecessarily conservative 
approach which disqualified property with features such as 
asbestos containing material or in-use PCB-containing 
transformers. We informed the Navy that these features do not 
constitute storage of hazardous substances or releases to the 
environment. As a result of our input, more than half of this 
base will receive EPAfs concurrence that it meets the criteria 
for being uncontaminated under CERFA. This is a sharp contrast 



to the other BRAC bases managed by the Navy's SWDiv, all of which 
are non-NPL, where the State non-concurred on all property 
identified as uncontaminated. 

EPA staff have encouraged the reorganization of Operable Units to 
facilitate reuse in key parcels of interest. These OUs were 
restructured as part of recent FFA schedule negotiations, 
concluded 3/95. 

Seven sites have already been taken out of OU 3 and redirected 
toward removals. At EPA's direction, enforceable milestones have 
been established for completion of these actions. The BCT is 
currently reviewing the other ten OU 3 sites with potential as 
removal actions. 

Navy and regulatory agencies have started concurrent review of 
documents to streamline the process. 

HUNTERS POINT NAVAL SHIPYARD 

NPL, BRAC-I1 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Given complex cleanup and reuse issues at Hunters Point, the 
formation of a dedicated BRAC Cleanup Team has been beneficial. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA performed on-board reviews of draft SI results to agree on 
additional investigation work required to support an RI report 
without the requirement to submit a separate, new RI workplan. 
This saved at least nine months and $30,000 as field work was 
able to proceed rather than be interrupted by contracting actions 
and new document preparation. 

EPA prepared the Ecological Risk Assessment and Ground Water 
Field Sampling Workplan for Parcel A, facilitating the process to 
transfer that parcel and saving at least $10,000. 

Preparation of EBS/FOSL by EPA led to estimated savings of 
at least 2-3 months and over $10,000 (estimate is based on our 
observation of Navy EBS/FOSL preparation). 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

Region 9 has made extensive contributions in assisting the 
Navy lease property at Hunters Point. After Navy personnel 
working on this base expressed frustration with the DoD Policies 
on preparing FOST/FOSLs, Region 9 staff voluntarily wrote the EBS 
and FOSL for the leasing of property to 20th Century Fox for use 
as a film studio. Subsequently we worked closely with Navy RPM 



who wrote the EBS and FOSL for the James ~ichards lease, 
demonstrating our commitment to promoting interim reuse. 

We have found that the Navy's efforts to lease property at 
Hunters Point has been hindered by their approach to assessing 
risks on property to be leased. In order to enable the Navy to 
make quicker and cheaper decisions on whether property is 
suitable for leasing, Region 9 has developed a method for 
screening risks at individual building sites of interest to 
lessees. Through this analysis we are able to determine what 
lease restrictions were necessary to protect the user during the 
span of their lease, without having to conduct a detailed (time 
consuming and expensive) risk assessment. 

Unfortunately, we've found that the Navy hasn't fully taken 
advantage of this risk screening approach, and still tends to 
perform lengthy risk assessments. In the lease of Dry Dock 84, 
we brought in our toxicologist to cut through the lengthy risk 
assessment done by a Navy contractor, and used the screening 
approach to formulate protective lease restrictions that enabled 
all parties to agree to a FOSL. 

In order to accelerate cleanup, we are encouraging the use 
of "plug-inM removals. This would follow the approach we 
introduced to Fort Ord (plug-in ROD) and McClellan AFB (plug-in 
EE/CA) for addressing multiple sites on a base with one decision 
document. At Hunters Point, we believe the Navy could use this 
approach for up to 34 small soil contamination areas. 

EPA met with several community organizations and individuals 
in Hunters Point/Bayview as a means of improving community 
involvement at Hunters Point. EPA also met with the Navy on 
several occasions to provide guidance and assistance in upgrading 
its community relations program, including assistance in 
conducting interviews for additional community relations 
specialists at the Navy. 

EPA is in the processing of offering an Environmental Justice 
grant of up to $50,000 to the community around the Shipyard. 
This is a unique contribution that EPA can make and given the 
sensitivities of this community and tensions with the Navy, may 
go a long way towards achieving more productive community 
involvement in the Shipyard cleanup. 

EPA has encouraged acceleration in site characterization 
such as the use of DDT immunoassay field screening technique in 
Parcel A to expedite investigation by excavation of contaminated 
soils there, and the use of hydropunch groundwater collection to 
prioritize well placement. 

As a result of EPA1s involvement, new removal actions have been 
identified and proposed to the Navy to reduce contaminant 
migration which, if implemented, can be expected to reduce long- 
term costs. 



SITE NAME: LONG BEACH NAVAL STATION 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

The establishment of a BCT at Naval Station Long Beach has 
brought EPA's expertise to the table to find time and dollar 
savings (see below). Unfortunately, the non-NPL status of the 
base results in a lack of structure for RI/FS work, given that an 
enforceable agreement is not in place. Additionally, EPA's 
suggestions for improvements to the ecological assessment of the 
harbor have not been incorporated to date (Navy contractors tend 
to see EPA's role as secondary at non-NPL bases), which have 
prevented the Navy from realizing additional time and dollar 
savings. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA suggested improvements to the proposed approach used in 
the transfer of the Naval Hospital. Based on our recommendation 
on how to handle State groundwater monitoring requirements, the 
Navy was able to expedite property transfer. The base has 
informed us that this saved $200,000 in caretaker costs and 9 
months to one year. 

The Navy completed the Removal Site Evaluation (RSE) for 
Site 6A based on a high interest by the Port of Los Angeles 
(POLA) to enter into a long term lease of the site. The RSE 
assessed risk from surface soil, based on extensive soil 
sampling, and concluded that remediation of soil is not required. 
EPA contributed the practical perspective that worker safety 
issues during planned excavation/construction did not constitute 
a CERCLA response and therefore the CERCLA process wouldn't slow 
down reuse. Further, during EPA's review of the RSE, errors in 
the risk assessment were identified that over-estimated the risk 
posed by the Site. The no further action determination was made 
after these errors were corrected. Prior to the corrections, 
Cal-EPA was requiring a removal action be implemented at the 
site. This process resulted in a time savings of approximately 1 
year and allowed the site to be expeditiously leased to POLA to 
allow for their implementation of the reuse plan (i.e. construct 
temporary railroad). According to the base, the corrections made 
by EPA8s involvement led to a savings of $400,000. 

EPA provided example FOSLs and recommendations on format and 
content for the Mole FOSL to the Navy. In addition, EPA 
recommended the use of the risk screening protocol rather than a 
full risk assessment to support leasing of the Mole. As data has 
been collected but not presented in the RI Report, using the risk 
screening protocol will allow the Navy to determine appropriate 
restrictions and lease the Mole approximately 8 months prior to 



completion of the RI. Early reuse of the Mole will result in a 
cost savings of approximately $800,000 to the Navy (based on 
caretaker costs supplied by the base). 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA has made several presentations to the RAB regarding the 
CERCLA process. EPA also led several workshops to provide 
information and training to the RAB members. The topics 
included: CERCLA process, risk assessment, groundwater and soil 
sampling techniques and contaminant fate and transport. 

The team participated in several workshops (on-board 
reviews) to provide verbal comments on draft documents to 
minimize written comments and expedite document preparation. 

The project team participated in workshops to review data 
collected during the RI to select contingency sampling locations 
while the contractor was mobilized in the field. By selecting 
contingency locations we were able to eliminate a second phase of 
investigation/reporting and ensure that the data gaps identified 
were addressed before the RI report will be submitted. This 
process will expedite cleanup decisions and transfer of the 
property. 

The team used the hydropunch sampling technique as a 
screening tool to define plume boundaries and decrease the number 
of monitoring wells required as part of the RI. 

SITE NAME: MARE ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

A new approach to RI/FS work has added more structure to work, 
and has integrated investigation with reuse plans. More removal 
actions are being done to accelerate cleanup, however NPL listing 
would help further accelerate work as State laws requiring 
additional document preparation for removals would not apply if 
the base were on the NPL (see below). EPA1s project manager has 
more experience in the CERCLA process than any other member of 
the BCT, and is therefore able to frequently suggest means for 
streamlining investigation and cleanup work. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

Despite not being a party to an FFSRA on this non-NPL site, 
EPA provided the only written comments on a draft schedule. 
These comments resulted in savings of 1-2 years on each operable 



unit. 

After the new schedule was developed, State regulators 
realized they couldn't keep up with the work and suggested that 
extensions to the schedule would be necessary. EPA agreed to 
take on a larger portion of the regulatory agency role, which 
enabled the State to work under the negotiated schedule, and 
saved approximately two years. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAtS VALUE 

Region 9 is taking the lead regulatory role in radiation 
survey work on this non-NPL base. We agreed to expedite review 
of survey work plans and to other streamlining efforts so that 
our involvement will not delay the Navy's schedule for completion 
of the surveys and cleanup by base closure (4/96). The survey 
includes collection of an estimated 150,000 samples. EPA will 
provide the bulk of QA oversight through the use of our NAREL lab 
and contractor support. 

Mare Island launched an ambitious program during 1994 to 
employ shipyard workers for planning and conducting environmental 
restoration work. Most of the work will focus on removal 
actions; MINS also prepared the basewide EBS and BCP. Planning 
for nine removals began during 1994. Region 9 is providing extra 
support and assistance to help the relatively inexperienced Mare 
Island staff successfully complete these projects. 

EPA participates in monthly reuse meetings with the City of 
Vallejo and Navy to promote reuse. EPA has provided useful 
policy direction to assist both the Navy and State. 

EPA conducted an auditlreview of the on-site PRC laboratory 
at Mare Island. This lab performs more than 80% of all soil 
analyses for investigations at the shipyard. This was the first 
regulatory assessment of the lab since it began work on the 
shipyard more than a year ago. No serious problems were 
discovered; however, EPA made a number of valuable suggestions 
for improving quality assurance at the lab and generally affirmed 
that the data being generated can be relied upon to make sound 
cleanup decisions. 

While we are moving forward with a substantial increase in 
the use of removal actions to accelerate cleanup and EPA has been 
playing a valuable role in promoting that direction, State law 
is producing an impediment to this process. Specifically, a 
State law requires removals costing over $1 million to be 
accompanied by time consuming/duplicative remedial action plans 
and State law requires preparation of CEQA documentation which 
slows progress. If Mare Island were listed on the NPL these 
impediments would not apply. For this reason, as well as other 
reasons, EPA has informally received encouragement to list Mare 
Island on the NPL from a number of Navy staff working on the 



project . 
This is one of many examples which refutes the statement 

made in Sherri Goodman's 3/16/95 testimony to the Base Closure 
Commission that listing of bases under State oversight llusually 
delays cleanup." 

MIDWAY NAS 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

Prior to EPA's involvement there was no regulatory agency 
involvement at Midway. EPAfs actions have added common sense to 
the Navy's plans, saving time and money, and have helped the Navy 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reach agreement on cleanup 
issues. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA helped save the Navy several million dollars by 
convincing them to focus the clean-up of UST contamination to 
only those areas and constituents that pose an ecological risk. 
The Navy had planned on unnecessarily cleaning the groundwater to 
drinking water standards, which would have cost $24 Million. 
Although a final decision on how this cleanup will proceed has 
not been made, it will undoubtably be not as extensive as the 
Navy's initial plan and will cost much less. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

Midway is unique in its remoteness and the 4 month work window 
caused by the presence of endangered nesting birds. EPA worked 
closely with the navy to develop an investigation work plan that 
included quick techniques (geoprobe, soil gas, bio-assays and 
biological tissue sampling) and an on-site lab that allowed the 
entire atoll to be assessed in one four month period. 

EPA has worked with the Navy to implement presumptive remedies at 
the landfills, and is promoting the use of removal actions at 
several contaminated sites. 

EPA participated in a partnering session with the Navy's Midway 
staff, USFW, NOAA and Council on Historical Preservation. EPA 
has worked as the facilitator between USFW and the Navy and has 
actively promoted and helped reach consensus on the remedial 
investigation approach. 

EPA has worked closely with Navy Pacific Division to ensure a 
clear understanding of the process which has paid off through 
enhanced communications. 

The EPA BCT member has facilitated the approval of asbestos 



removal actions and debris burning air permits from other 
divisions within EPA. 

EPA has expedited the review process of documents. In addition 
EPA has made recommendations to expedite the process, i.e., 
presumptive remedies for removals vs. developing a technical 
memorandum; supported innovative technologies (bioslurping). EPA 
has made a diligent effort to work closely with the facility 
throughout the process so that there are no surprises during 
review and approval of primary and removal documents. 

MOFFETT FIELD NAS 

NPL, BRAC-I1 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

As one of the first NPL sites in Region 9, cleanup work at 
Moffett has benefitted from a Federal Facility Agreement that has 
been in place since 1989. The Navy has chosen not to pursue some 
aspects of the Fast Track Cleanup Program, such as the 
identification of uncontaminated property, since this base has 
been turned over to NASA. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUPIEPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA's leadership in establishing a process to determine 
background soil concentrations using existing data saved 
approximately $100,000 and approximately one year compared to the 
Navy's proposal to collect additional samples. As a result we 
signed a No Action ROD for all soils on the east side of the base 
in December, 1994. 

Review times on all primary documents were reduced by 15 
days. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA has ensured that groundwater cleanup at Moffett is 
consistent with cleanup of the same aquifer at the adjacent MEW 
Superfund site (a private-party site being cleaned up under EPA 
direction) . 

EPA is providing input on 4 pilot studies: 
Site 5 - JP-5 spill - soil/gw - bioventing/biosparging 
Site 9 - gasoline - soil/gw - Soil Vapor Extraction 
Site 14 - gasoline - soil/gw -.Recirculating In-Situ 

Treatment 
OU5 - VOCs - gw - "Iron Curtainw passive, in-situ chemical 

treatment 



OAKLAND NAVAL MEDICAL CENTER 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

EPA would not be involved at this facility, which has relatively 
minor contamination problems, had it not been identified as part 
of the Fast Track program by DoD. We are making contributions to 
help the Navy ensure that investigation and cleanup are well 
designed and completed as expeditiously as possible. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA has worked extensively with the Navy to integrate EBS data 
collection efforts with the PA/SI process to eliminate a 
potentially duplicative effort. This reduces the overall scope 
of planned investigations and should allow property to be 
transferred as much as two years earlier than previously 
projected and at cost savings of $2M. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

SALTON SEA NAVAL TEST FACILITY 

non-NPL, BRAC-I 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

This base was not receiving a high priority for investigation and 
cleanup prior to being included in the Fast Track Cleanup 
Program. EPA is helping the Navy set realistic priorities for 
investigation and cleanup of this former test range. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPAfs review of the SI, advice on screening for UXOfs, sediment 
sampling, and input on treatability studies has actively 
supported the Navy's efforts to fully utilize the entire $15M of 
expiring BRAC-I dollars, which would have otherwise not been 
available for this base, to complete characterization and 
facilitate closure of this base. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA performed the preliminary ecological screening for the base, 
which provided a solid foundation for the Navy to complete the 
ecological risk assessment. 

EPA has also been actively involved in setting up and educating 
the RAB, and agreed to participate in a community environmental 



education program. 

EPA and State have been working with Navy to streamline the 
investigation and cleanup of this BRAC 1 base. 
Removal Site Evaluations are being incorporated into process for 
applicable sites. The Navy is incorporating Region IX PRGs for 
screening and risk assessment. 

SAN DIEGO NAVAL TRAINING CENTER 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

The five point plan has helped put a higher priority on a base 
with very visible reuse potential. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPAfs presence has been especially important in this community 
where the RAB does not seem to trust the Navy. EPA has provided 
a direct conduit for information on the CERCLA process to the 
community. 

EPA has assisted the Navy to focus its Ecological Risk Assessment 
on two areas of primary concern, the Boat Channel and the 
landfill (where the endangered Least Tern nests). Like Naval 
Station, Long Beach, our efforts are geared towards developing a 
one-phase effort that will produce the information necessary to 
evaluate the need for cleanup without the need for a more costly 
second phase of work. 

TREASURE ISLAND NAVAL STATION 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

EPA's input on streamlining work has been an improvement to 
the cleanup process. We have provided suggestions in the 
development of a schedule for this base's FFSRA. Unfortunately, 
the schedule has not yet been finalized despite the fact that the 
State and Navy have been aware of the need for a new schedule for 
the past 18 months. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 



During development of the FFSRA schedule, EPA suggestions 
for streamlining led to savings of one year. 

To facilitate reuse, the Project Team (EPA, DTSC, RWQCB and 
Navy) began the process for implementing plug-in Interim Action 
RODS for soil and groundwater at more than half the sites. This 
idea, initiated by EPA, came from the fact that most of the sites 
have similar contamination and geology. The plug-ins should 
reduce the actual cleanup by approximately 2.5 years, 
facilitating transfer and reuse. 

The BCT has worked collaboratively to design a streamlined 
Phase I1 RI approach using innovative investigative technologies, 
which has reduced the cost of the Phase I1 RI by approximately 
$800,000. The innovative technologies included soil sampling 
with the Geoprobe, groundwater sampling with the Hydropunch and 
field screening for both groundwater and soil with immunoassay 
chemical analyses. 

EPA suggested a risk management approach that allowed the 
Navy to reduce the number of inorganics of concern. The Navy's 
original approach would have investigated 18 different inorganic 
compounds. After screening was performed based on Region 9's 
Preliminary Remediation Goals, the number of inorganics which 
will be studied was reduced to 5. This change resulted in a cost 
savings of $300,000. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE 

Due to limited State capability, EPA has provided lead regulatory 
support for human health risk assessment, hydrogeology and 
quality assurance. 

TUSTIN MCAS 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN 

EPAfs involvement in the BCT has brought in expertise in the 
CERCLA process which has enabled the team to seek means of 
structuring RI/FS work and linking cleanup work to reuse. 
Unfortunately, as a non-NPL base, MCAS Tustin still lacks an 
enforceable agreement to provide a framework for accelerating 
cleanup. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT 

EPA developed an approach for characterizing contamination 
and risk at parcels which had been subject to the application of 



pesticides. This approach has been adopted for use at Tustin 
where over 30% of base property is in agricultural use. This has 
been very useful in that it will save an estimated $200,000 over 
the initial contractor proposed investigation which was based 
upon overly extensive sampling. 

EPA and the State worked with the Navy and their contractor 
and persuaded the Navy that the amount of background sampling 
proposed in the RI workplan was excessive and should be reduced. 
This should result in a significant cost reduction, approximately 
$100,000, if the Navy's final workplan reflects regulatory input. 

OTHER RELNANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE 

EPA has provided technical assistance in the areas of human 
health and ecological risk assessment. EPA technical staff (risk 
assessment and analytical test methods) have contributed in the 
preparation of DQOs for sampling plans at MCAS Tustin. 
Participation has occurred through on-board meetings and document 
review. 

To ensure that there is an adequate environmental assessment 
of the condition of approximately 269 areas of concern located on 
MCAS Tustin, EPA has participated in an intensive effort with the 
Navy and the base to review each individual AOC. Due to time 
commitment involved in this effort, the State agreed that EPA 
would represent them for this activity and that EPA would report 
back to state agencies on the conclusion of this effort. In 
general, State involvement at Tustin has been more reactive than 
proactive, and as a result the Navy has relied on EPA to provide 
regulatory perspectives. 

One removal action during FY 94 was planned for MCAS Tustin 
at the location of a former underground tank farm. An EPA 
presumptive remedy (thermal desorption) was selected by the BCT 
for use at this and other petroleum contaminated sites at the 
base. It is believed that the selection of thermal desorption 
will assist in fast tracking the cleanup of MCAS, as the 
treatment unit will remain on the facility and be used as 
appropriate for other areas with soil contaminated with petroleum 
products. The BCT has decided to use an analytical screening 
approach to soils investigation so that contaminated areas can be 
moved quickly into early action treatment. 

EPA presented information to the RAB and interested community 
members on the CERCLA process and how it relates to MCAS Tustin 
as a closing facility. 

We are conducting a pilot approach to site investigation 
through the use of Argonne National Laboratory and its "Expedited 
Site Characterization (ESC)" process. ESC is a pilot approach in 
that ANL will characterize only the base geology and 
hydrogeology; a portion of the facility will be investigated for 
contamination using this approach. A more traditional RI 



approach (abbreviated, through field screening, use of indicator 
contaminants, and a one phase sampling effort) will also be 
conducted against which the ANL ESC results will be compared. 
EPA has brought hydrogeology expertise to the review of ANL 
workplans and preliminary reports. EPA is working with ANL in 
integrating our DQO process and the ESC dynamic work plan 
approach so that ESC workplans are acceptable to regulatory 
agencies. The ESC process, if deemed successful by the Navy and 
regulators, may prove to save both time and dollars at Tustin and 
may be applied to other facilities. 



AIR FORCE BASES 

Castle Air Force Base 

NPL, BRAC I1 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 

Since Castle is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule with 
enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the implementation of 
the Five-Point Plan. The Five-Point Plan has assisted in 
integrating reuse planning with cleanup. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

BCT input on OU-2 groundwater treatment plant initial design 
resulted in cost savings of approximately $10 million; from $21 
million to $11 million for the final design. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE: 

The BCT worked with Air Force to approve an Explanation of 
Significant Difference (ESD) for the OU-2 ROD to allow change 
from air stripper treatment to carbon absorption. This treatment 
change allowed existing carbon treatment vessels being used in 
removal actions to be incorporated into the final treatment 
plant. 

Provided expedited review of EBSs and FOSLs for reuse leases. 
Working with AF to determine appropriate interim removal actions 
for priority reuse sites identified by Castle Joint Powers 
Authority as critical for future tenants. 

Promoted expedited implementation of SVE removal action at FS-1. 

Provided significant feedback on concerns with organization, 
readability and quality in the draft SCOU RI/FS. Major 
improvements in addressing the above concerns were seen in the 
Draft Final SCOU RI/FS. 

Successfully urged greater AF effort to seek wider community 
participation on the RAB. Community participation has grown from 
four members (TRC) to approximately 15 currently on the RAB. 

GEORGE AIR FORCE BASE 

NPL, BRAC I 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 



Since George Air Force Base is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule 
with enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the 
implementation of the Five-Point Plan. Significant steps have 
been taken to initiate cleanup work utilizing removal authority. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

Natural Attenuation - The BCT has worked very closely over the 
past year and a half to perform a long term in situ treatability 
study to determine if natural attenuation can be chosen as the 
preferred alternative for remediation of the JP-4 groundwater 
plume at OU-2. Because of the MAC resources EPA has been able to 
dedicate significant resources to this very important and far 
reaching project. The EPA project manager has been able to 
attend numerous scoping, planning, and technical meeting at the 
base for development of the treatability study. EPA's regional 
lab, the Robert S. Kerr Environmental Research Lab in Ada, 
Oklahoma, has provided critical technical assistance to the 
project. 

If the natural attenuation is shown to be effective the saving to 
the Air Force could easily be $30 million over the cost to treat 
the plume under more conventional method such as air sparging or 
pumping and treating the ground water. 

In addition, EPA involvement in this project has allowed the 
State of California to feel more comfortable with the idea of 
performing a long term treatability study and has probably kept 
them from issuing a cleanup order to the Air Force. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAtS VALUE 

For the investigations at the suspected low level radioactive 
waste site and for the long term treatability study EPA provided 
critical technical expertise that other BCT members did not have 
available to them. 

The BCT has agreed that it is important to begin remediation of 
sites as soon as possible, even prior to signature of the ROD, 
provided that sufficient data is available to make the necessary 
decisions. This has been undertaken at several sites including 
the suspected low level radioactive waste disposal site where the 
site was investigated through excavation and is now ready to be 
closed. The BCT is also moving ahead with removal actions at 
several sites with soil and groundwater contaminated with jet 
fuel and medical wastes. The BCT has also agreed that it is 
important to evaluate innovative technologies for site 
remediation to ensure maximum cost and time savings for the Air 
Force. 



MARCH AIR FORCE BASE 

NPL, BRAC I11 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 

Since March Air Force is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule with 
enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the implementation of 
the Five-Point Plan. The main improvement was agreement to use 
removal actions at EPAts encouragement with the result that 
several early actions were initiated in FY-94. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

Four Removal Actions resulted in earlier corrective action 
when compared with the normal remedial process. For site 4, in 
Operable Unit 1, the early action resulted in a savings of 12 
months. For sites 2, 17, and 36, in Operable Unit 2, the early 
action resulted in a savings of 21 months. These Removal Actions 
were completed not only because EPA encouraged them, but also 
because EPA had the staff and travel budget to support March AFB 
in that effort (advising the base and contractor, review of EE/CA 
documents, and attendance at public meetings) while continuing 
the RI/FS process. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE: 

With the full cooperation and assistance of the environmental 
staff at March AFB, EPA identified improper laboratory work and 
collected sufficient evidence to suspend and debar a laboratory 
performing fraudulent work on March AFB samples. That case has 
been referred to the U.S. Attorney and is scheduled for a Spring 
1995 trial in U.S. District Court. The laboratory had been used 
by both EPA and DOD. While the immediate effect of this 
enforcement action against this laboratory was a loss of several 
months in completion of an RI at March AFB, the broader impact 
was a savings in time and Federal funds from receipt of worthless 
data. At least four DOD bases had used this laboratory for 
sample analysis. Staff time was available to devote to this case 
while continuing with responsibilities under the FFA. 

MATHER AIR FORCE BASE 

NPL, BRAC I 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 

Since Mather AFB is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule with 



enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the implementation of 
the Five-Point Plan. The main improvement to work has been the 
integration of reuse planning objectives into cleanup work. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

EPA questioned an Air Force proposal to dispose of dioxin 
contaminated soils off-site. The BCT determined that the soils 
could be placed in an existing on-base landfill, saving $3 
million in transportation and off-site disposal costs. 

In order to streamline the cleanup process, the BCT has worked 
together to shorten review times for critical documents. For 
example, the Air Force and the regulators have negotiated two to 
three week review and revision periods for removal design 
documents. 

EPA has worked closely in determining appropriate mechanisms for 
accelerating the cleanup program. As a result, the AF will 
conduct excavations at 10 sites under the removal program. If 
these sites remained in the RI/FS ROD process, it would take from 
six months to a year longer to initiate the cleanup. 

Excavations at 10 sites will be done under removal program, not 
in RI/FS ROD process thereby saving from 6 months to one year. 

EPA has worked closely with the Air Force on review of 
FOST/FOSLs. Early in 1994, the BCT agreed on the process for 
regulatory review of FOST/FOSLs, which required the Air Force to 
provide the regulators with a schedule of upcoming FOST/FOSLs and 
committed the regulators to reviewing initial drafts within ten 
days and second drafts within three days. This work has been the 
model for the National Air Force policy on regulatory involvement 
in these documents. 

OTHER RELElVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPAfS VALUE: 

The BCT worked together to complete a comprehensive review of 
Mather's environmental program and identify all remaining data 
gaps. After a review of past investigation reports and historic 
aerial photos, several new sites were identified. In addition, 
data gaps were identified at several of the existing soil sites. 
The BCT worked together in developing the strategy for 
comprehensively addressing the final data gaps. This additional 
investigation work will be rolled into a streamlined RI/FS and 
the final basewide ROD for the site. 

EPA has provided numerous aerial photos, including extensive 
analysis of both newly identified sites and existing landfills. 
This information will help the BCT in scoping investigations of 
the new sites and planning the remedial design of the landfill 
covers. 



In assessing the costs to remediate several landfills at Mather 
AFB, the Air Force initially proposed to leave a landfill in the 
southeast portion of the base in place, cap and monitor it. 
However, the County of Sacramento felt this option was not 
compatible with their reuse plan to build a recreational center 
in that area of the base and requested excavation of this 
landfill and consolidation into another existing, larger 
landfill. EPA played a facilitation role in improving 
communication at the staff and management levels of the 
regulatory agencies, the Air Force and Sacramento County. These 
discussions focused in particular on comparison of the cost 
estimates to excavate the landfill and consolidate the excavated 
material into another existing landfill versus the cost of 
capping the landfill. Initially, the cost of capping and leaving 
the landfill in place appeared less expensive. However, once the 
costs were carefully examined and costs such as regulatory 
requirements regarding air monitoring were included, it was 
determined that costs for excavation and consolidation were 
comparable to separate capping of these two landfills. The Air 
Force selected the remedial option of excavating the landfill and 
consolidating the material into another landfill, which 
accommodated the County of Sacramento's proposed reuse plan. 

Reuse forums have been held on a regular basis at Mather AFB, 
usually following the BCT meetings. These periodic meetings 
between the reuse entity, environmental regulators and military 
service representatives have helped ensure that reuse planning 
and cleanup are coordinated and information is shared in a timely 
manner. The reuse forum has helped set priorities and reuse and 
clarify policy issues relating to reuse and cleanup. 

EPA reviewed and provided comments on the Air Forcers 
Supplemental Reuse Record of Decision (ROD) to determine if the 
Air Force was providing adequate protections for the vernal pool 
areas. The Air Force found EPAfs input valuable and subsequently 
provided EPA with a review draft of Castle's Reuse ROD. 
EPA provided extensive legal support to the ARARs analysis in the 
Landfill ROD. This was necessary due to Mather's lack of on-base 
legal staff. 

NORTON AIR FORCE BASE 

NPL, BRAC I 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 

Since Norton Air Force Base is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule 
with enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the 
implementation of the Five-Point Plan. The BCT is working 
cooperatively to take removal actions whenever possible in order 
to expedite cleanup and reuse. 



TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUFJ/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

EPA participated in a redesign of a ground water pump and treat 
system as proposed by an Air Force consultant to manage the plume 
by re-injection of the treated water from the system. This saved 
the Air Force a minimum of $150,000 in construction costs as well 
as helped to minimize the amount of water the system was required 
to treat. 

Documents normally taking 60 day review periods are being turned 
in 30 to 45 days, therefore accelerating the clean-up process. 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE: 

The Norton BCT has proven to be a very effectual team which 
has taken the requirement of fast-track to heart. The team meets 
regularly and has functioned as a unified body dealing with both 
technical documents as well as FOSTs and FOSLs. EPA has spent an 
average of 12 days per month at the base participating in "on- 
boardw document reviews, commenting and correcting documents in 
real time and eliminating the time required to reproduce and 
distribute corrected documents. Additionally, the need to 
request extensions for document review has been eliminated. 

All disagreements between the regulators and Air Force at 
Norton were successfully settled through discussion and 
negotiation rather than dispute resolution. This is a change 
from past years and has saved all parties a great deal of time 
and money. 

The BCT jointly designed a research and sampling plan to 
determine the source of radiation in the groundwater at Norton. 
This is a long-standing source of uncertainty which has caused 
heightened community concern. EPA has been instrumental in 
developing the radiological survey at Norton AFB. Input from 
EPAfs radiation experts has helped design a definitive 
investigation to finally prove or disprove the existence of an 
alleged radiological waste storage bunker. 

WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE 

NPL, BRAC I1 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CLEANUP STATUS RESULTING FROM FIVE POINT PLAN: 

Since Norton Air Force Base is on the NPL, a streamlined schedule 
with enforceable deadlines was in place prior to the 
implementation of the Five-Point Plan. 

TIME/$ SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO FAST TRACK CLEANUP/EPA INVOLVEMENT: 

EPA encouraged deep vadose zone remediation which will reduce 
time and costs for groundwater cleanup at site ST-12. RPMs 



estimate that the groundwater Pump and treat may be reduced from 
10 to 30 years. 

Expedited review times on RD/RA documents (agreed to 30 days 
instead of 60), RI/FS documents are also on a 30 day target 
review period. 

Accelerated review times on FOSLs (2 weeks to 2 day review times) 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION DEMONSTRATING EPA'S VALUE: 

Encouraged the development of response actions and treatability 
studies that are costltime effective: Bioventing and Natural 
Attenuation Studies. 

Provided close guidance in finalizing OU-1 ROD to include several 
no action and no further action sites, thus freeing parcels for 
transfer and reuse. 

Provided close guidance on the identification of documents and 
schedules necessary for five OUfs to achieve the Basewide Record 
of Decision in 1997. Guidance was critical in assisting the Air 
Force with getting its funding and contractors on board. 

Encouraged response actions through the use of removal actions 
and Post-ROD changes (ESD, OU-1 ROD). 

Focused Air Force on providing more accurate maps and providing 
more complete notifications and restrictions on the FOSLs in 
accordance with DOD/EPA guidance. 

Played an active part in the RAB: 1) Assisted Air Force in 
approving protocol for forming the RAB, 2) Provided members with 
guidance on writing RAB chapter, 3) Address RAB member comments 
and concerns. 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

MCAS CHERRY POINT, NC 

BALTIMORE, MDJMAY 4,1995 

MCAS Cherry Point has already spent $25 million in accordance with the 1993 
recommendation. 

16 new BEQs have been built. 
A new Naval Hospital has been built. 
New water treatment facility with excess capacity meant to handle the added 
personnel. 

New schools have been built and the private sector has invested in the community with 
services in anticipation of the execution of the 1993 Commission Recommendation. 

The Community feels that the DoD Recommendation and cost estimates are full of 
mistakes, i.e. the model used to compute moving costs used different numbers of aircraft for 
the two air stations. 

214 planes to Cherry Point, but only 144 planes to Oceana. 

By continuing with the 1993 Commission Recommendation and not accepting the 1995 
DoD ~ecommendation, inter-servicing of aircraft will occur at Cheny Point. 

The majority of the Navy and Marine Corps aircraft training from NC and VA air stations 
occurs over NC. The community feels that if they must have the noise, than they should 
have the aircraft too. 

Cherry Point area is better than Oceana for the aircraft, because the area is less populated 
and has a low crime rate. 

At present Cheny Point can accommodate an additional 60 aircraft with little or no MilCon. 

The water supply at Cherry Point is abundant, while Oceana's water is contaminated in 
some areas and is not always enough to service the existing population. 

The community feels that the Navy is changing the 1993 Commission Recommendation in 
order to keep Oceana fiom being added for closure. The community feels that this is a 
deviation fiom DBCRC criteria. 

The community stated that the Navy overestimates costs when they want to close a base 
and underestimates costs when they want to keep a base open. 

James Landrith/Navy/05/05/95 3:36 PM 



REGIONAL HEARING ISSUE SUMMARY 

NAS OCEANA, VA 

BALTIMORE, MDIMAY 4,1995 
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Community strongly backs the redirect of singlesiting F-14's at NAS Oceana, VA and 
sending-to NAS Jacksonville, FL. 
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Airport zoning ordinance was passed to help Air Station with noise zones. 

$25 Million is slated by the local government to move two schools away from the Air 
Station. 

Overcrowding is a non issue for Air Station. 

James Landrith/Navy/05/07/95 1:23 PM 







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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

3HiAY 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 

AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

MEMORANDUM FOR SA-ALCICCX Attn: Chuck Duffrn S. L~~ KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

SUBJECT: DBCRC MSIT REQUEST WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

This memorandum certifies the security clearances of the following commissioners and staff 
members of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, all of whom are U.S. citizens, 
These individuals will visit facilities indicated below according to the following itinerary: 

NAME - SSN CLEARANCEIDATE GRANTEDIDOB 
DMON, ALAN J. 361-88-3388 TOP SECRET105 DEC 94/07 JUL 27 
MONTOYA, BENJAMIN F. 56 1-54-5527 TOP SECRET103 FEB 95/24 MAY 35 
KLING, S. LEE 499-36 1707 TOP SECRETDO MAR 95/22 DEC 28 
ROBLES, JOSUE, JR 279-40-3760 TOP SECRET/24 FEB 95/24 JAN 46 
COX, REBECCA G. 301-56-5196 TOP SECRET127 JAN 95/23 OCT 54 
CORNELLA, ALTON W. 501-52-3738 TOP SECRET/20 MAR 95/02 APR 47 
STEELE, WEND1 L. 210-36-3682 TOP SECRET102 FEBl95Bl JUL 62 
LYLES, DAVID S. 247-92-4143 TOP SECRET114 DEC 9410% MAR 51 
SMITH, CHARLES C, JR 359-34-6556 TOP SECRET115 DEC 94/12 Om144 
BORDEN, BENTON L. 230-50- 1385 TOP SECRET118 JAN 95/23 FEB 40 
OWSLEY, JAMES L. 320-24-9525 TOP SECRET116 DEC 94/22 DEC 28 
COOK, ROBERT 294-32-0653 TOP SECRET118 JAN 95/06 SEP 38 
REESE, ANN P. 072-44-6994 TOP SECRET113 MAR 951 15 JAN 61 
CANTWELL, FRANCIS X 026-38-9081 TOP SECRET118 AUG 94/28 MAR 51 
OLSON, DAVID L. 474-52-4529 TOP SECRET113 FEB 95/27 MAY 45 
NELSON, E. WADE 341-44-3864 TOP SECRET112 JAN 95/10 FEB 47 
KNOEPFLE, M. GLENN 180-38-0869 TOP SECRETI29 AUG 90116 OCT 46 
KAISER, RALPH A. 352-58-1316 SECRETn4 APR 95/16 FEB 64 
NURRE, DEIRDRE M. 554-39-9340 I***********NOm********f* 
FACILITY TO BE VISITED: KELLY AFB TX 
PERSON TO BE CONTACTED: MAJ GEN CURTIS 
PERIOD OF VISIT: ON OR ABOUT 5-6 JUN 95 
PURPOSE OF VISIE TO CONDUCT INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS OF MILITARY VALUE AS A 
PRELUDE TO MAKING A BASE-CLOSURE RECOMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT. 

Please refer questions and/or requests for additional information concerning this visit to Col Wayne 
Purser, USAF, at (703) 696-0504 or DSN 226-0504. This certifies that subject visitor(s) hold(@ the level 
of security clearance indicated above. 



KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TX 
COMMISSION BASE VISITS 

JUNE 6,1995 
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COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
KELLY AFB, TX 

Tuesday, June 6,1995 

COMMISSIONERS ATTENDTNG: 
Alan Dixon 
A1 Cornella 
Rebecca Cox 
Lee Kling 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 

Ben Borden 
Frank Cantwell 
Bob Cook 
Ralph Kaiser 
David Lyles 
Wade Nelson 
Deirdre Nurre 
Jim Owsley 
Ann Reese 
Charlie Smith 

Saturdav. June 3 

2:25PM ET Bob Cook departs Boston, MA en route San Antonio, TX (via DEW): 
American flight 6 1 9. 

7:35PM CT Bob Cook arrives San Antonio, TX fiom Boston, MA (via DEW): 
American flight 1 309. 
* Rental car : Hertz Confirmation#: 92772 1 10522 
* Picks up rental car and proceeds to RON. 

SAN ANTONIO RON: LA MANSION DEL RIO 
2101225-2581 

Bob Cook 

1 1 :45AM ET Deirdre Nurre departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via Memphis): 

iQI Northwest Air flight 855. 
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-Central Plant 
-Pretreatment: Groundwater 
-Pretreatment: Metals 
-Pretreatment: Paint Stripping 
-Pretreatment: Batch Treatment 
-Sludge Processing 







Insoluble Sulfide Process 
- Uses freshly precipitated FeS to precipitate 

* - heavy metals from waste stream 
- Hexavalent Cr is reduced and precipitated bv 

the following reaction 
>> Na,CrO, + FeS + 4H,O = Cr(OH),(,) + 

Fe(OH),(,) + 2NaOH + So(,) 
- Metals are precipitated by: 

R CU(OH)~ + FeS = CuS(,) + Fe(OH),(,, 





Influent 
CHROMIUM 20 
NICKEL 10 
CADMIUM 0.25 
ZINC 0.75 
LEAD 2.0 
COPPER 0.75 

- ALL VALUES ARE IN mg/L 

Effluent Permit 







Dedicated Waste from Building 301,360 
Batch Treatment for Heavy chrome and Nickel 
- Generation of Listed Sludge 

Treated Water Discharged to Electrploating 
Pretreatment Units 



3:42PM CT Deirdre Nurre arrives San Antonio, TX from DC National (via Memphis): 

w Northwest Air flight 1 16 1. 
* Rental car: Avis Confirmation#: 20 1943 1 TUS3 
* Picks up rental car and proceeds to staff meetings. 

4:59PM ET Ben Borden departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via DEW): 
American flight 1403. 

9:29PM CT Ben Borden arrives San Antonio, TX fiom DC National (via DEW). 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 

SAN ANTONIO RON: LA MANSION DEL RIO 
2101225-2581 

Ben Borden 
Bob Cook 
Deirdre Nurre 

6:59AM ET Frank Cantwell departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 27. 

(ill 
10:33AM CT Frank Cantwell arrives San Antonio, TX fiom DC National (via Memphis): 

Northwest Air flight 1 167. 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 

1 1 :45AM ET Ralph Kaiser departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 855. 

12:49PM ET Wade Nelson departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via DEW): 
American flight 2075. 

3:23PM ET Ann Reese departs Atlanta, GA en route San Antonio, TX: 
Delta flight 1065. 

3:43PM CT Ralph Kaiser arrives San Antonio, TX fiom DC National (via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 1 167. 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 

4:35PM ET Ben Montoya departs Albuquerque, NM en route San Antonio, TX (via Dff W): 
American flight 754. 

4:45PM CT Ann Reese arrives San Antonio, TX from Atlanta, GA: 

rn Delta flight 1065. 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 
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(I 4:50PM CT Wade Nelson arrives San Antonio, TX from DC National (via DEW): 
American flight 50 1. 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 

5:OOPM ET Charlie Smith departs DC National en route San Antonio, TX (via Chicago): 
United flight 623. 

5: 15PM CT Rebecca Cox departs DallasIFt. Worth en route San Antonio, TX: 
American flight 1545. 

6:25PM CT Rebecca Cox arrives San Antonio, TX from DallasEt. Worth: 
Arnericanflight1545. f i r -  h ' o j d l -  
* Will be met by Commission staff and transported to RON. 

7:24PM ET A1 Cornella and Lee Kling depart Atlanta, GA en route San Antonio, TX: 
Delta flight 78 1. 

8:45PM CT A1 Comella and Lee Kling arrive San Antonio, TX from Atlanta, GA: 
Delta flight 722 1. 
* Will be met by Commission staff and transported to RON. 

J 
9:29PM CT Ben Montoya arrives San Antonio, TX fiom Albuquerque, NM (via DIFW): 

American flight 592. 
* Will be met by Commission staff and transported to RON. 

9:56PM CT Charlie Smith arrives San Antonio, TX fiom DC National (via Chicago): 
United flight 783. 
* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. 

SAN ANTONIO RON: LA MANSION DEL RIO 
2 101225-258 1 

A1 Cornella 
Rebecca COX 
Lee Kling 
Ben Borden 
Frank Cantwell 
Bob Cook 
Ralph Kaiser 
Ben Montoya 
Wade Nelson 
Deirdre Nurre 
Ann Reese 
Charlie Smith 

FINAL as of 6/2/95 at 12:04 PM 



Note: Joe Robles will provide his own transportation fiom his residence. 

6:59AM ET David Lyles and Jim Owsley depart DC National en route San Antonio, TX 
(via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 27. 

9: 15AM CT Wendi Steele departs Houston, TX en route San Antonio, TX: 
Southwest flight 71 1. 

9:23AM CT Alan Dixon departs St. Louis, MO en route San Antonio, TX: 
TWA flight 679. 

10:OOAM CT Wendi Steele arrives San Antonio, TX fiom Houston, TX: 
Southwest flight 7 1 1. 
* Will be met by Commission staff and transported to Kelly AFB for base visit. 

10:33AM CT David Lyles and Jim Owsley arrive San Antonio, TX fiom DC National 
(via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 1 167. 
* Meet Chairman Dixon at his gate for transportation to Kelly AFB. 

1l:OOAM to Kelly Air Force Base working lunch and base visit. 
5:OOPM CT 

11:39AM CT Alan Dixon arrives San Antonio, TX fiom St. Louis, MO: 
TWA flight 679. 
* Will be met by David Lyles and Jim Owsley and transported to Kelly AFB visit 

by base personnel base visit. 

4:27PM CT Ben Borden departs San Antonio, TX en route DC National (via DEW): 
American flight 524. 

4:30PM CT Charlie Smith departs San Antonio, TX en route DC National (via Chicago): 
United flight 1542. 

5:OOPM CT Rebecca Cox departs San Antonio, TX en route DC National (via Houston): 
Continental flight 134. 
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w 5:OOPM CT Commissioners depart Kelly AFB en route Laughlin AFB: 
MilAir C-12. 

A1 Cornella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 

5:30PM CT Deirdre Nurre departs San Antonio, TX en route DC National (via Memphis): 
Northwest Air flight 1 166. 

6:OOPM CT Commissioners arrive Laughlin AFB fiom Kelly AFB: 
MilAir C- 1 2. 

A1 Cornella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 

* Will be met by base personnel and transported to RON. ' 

6: 12PM CT Commissioners and staff depart San Antonio, TX en route Oklahoma City, OK 
(via DIFW): 
American flight 1586. 

Alan Dixon 
Lee Kling 
Frank Cantwell 
Bob Cook 
Ralph Kaiser 
David Lyles 
Wade Nelson 
Jim Owsley 
Ann Reese 

9:05PM CT Commissioners and staff arrives Oklahoma City, OK fiom San Antonio, TX 
(via D/F W): 
American flight 1403. 

Alan Dixon 
Lee Kling 
Frank Cantwell 
Bob Cook 
Ralph Kaiser 
David Lyles 
Wade Nelson 
Jim Owsley 
Ann Reese 
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* Rental car (Nelson): Avis Confirmation#: 202 16764US 1 
* Wade Nelson transports Alan Dixon to the Embassy Suites; rest of staff is 

transported to the Saddleback Inn by base personnel. 

10:05PM ET Ben Borden arrives DC National fiom San Antonio, TX (via DEW). 

10:42PM ET Rebecca Cox arrives DC National fiom Sari Antonio, TX (via Houston). 

10:56PM ET Charlie Smith arrives DC National from San Antonio, TX (via Chicago). 

1 1 :08PM ET Deirdre Nurre arrives DC National fiom San Antonio, TX (via Memphis). 

LAUGHLIN RON: LAUGHLIN DVQ 
2 101298-3958 

Al Cornella 
Ben Montoya 
Joe Robles 
Wendi Steele 

OKLAHOMA CITY RON: EMBASSY SUITES HOTEL 
4051682-6000 

Alan Dixon 

OKLAHOMA CITY RON: SADDLEBACK INN 
4051947-7000 

Lee Kling 
Frank Cantwell 
Bob Cook 
Ralph Kaiser 
David Lyles 
Wade Nelson 
Jim Owsley 
Ann Reese 

FINAL as of 6/2/95 at 12:04 PM 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMSSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

LI,Y AIR FORCE BASE. SAN ANTONIO. TX 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft , engines, stock items, weapons (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot activity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Supported aircraft include the F-5, F-16, C-5 and C- 
17. Previously the San Antonio center supported the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies C-5 aircraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operations, (2) industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence fiom the Air Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 
hydraulics/pneumatics. 

Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) the Air Force Inspection 
Agency and Air Force Safety Office fiom Kirtland Air Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 
Agency (field Command) fiom Kirtland Air Force Base, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
fiom Brooks Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and move 
workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, infrastructure 
and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 million direct 
labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. These actions will allow 
the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them available for use by other 
agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and produce 
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cost savings without the one-time costs associated with closing a depot. Air Force action is 

9 intended to reduce depot capacity by 1.5- 2 depot equivalents. However, no infrastructure will 
be eliminated; the Air Force action eliminates capacity by laying away workstations and 
mothballing space. 

Kirtland and Brooks Air Force Bases rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory Product 
Center category. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

Cost Savin~s for ALC 

The downsize in place strategy requires every ALC to be realigned. requires that the entire 
strategy be executed to achieve Air Force-wide savings. 

Air Force-wide ALC savings for the downsize in place strategy are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 183.0 million 
Net (Costs) and Savings During Implementation: $ 138.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 89.0 million 
Break-Even Year: 2000 ( 2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 991.2 million 

(I The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1  march 
submission. the following displays the original and most current version of the BRAC 
recommendations: 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (1 March version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 29.7 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 52.4 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 22.3 million 
Break-Even Year: 1999 (1 year) 

1. Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 265.2 million 

Kelly portion of the ALC cost savings (11 April version) are: 
One-Time Cost: $ 31.1 million 
Net Savings During Implementation: $ 42.0 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 20.9 million 
Break-Even Year: 2000 (2 years) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years $ 242.5 million 
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MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 
The Air Force has provided two revisions to its BRAC recommendations since the 1 March 
submission. the following displays the personnel impacts of the original and most current 
version of the BRAC recommendations: 

Military Civilian 

Baseline (AFB) 4,220 12,678 

1 March recommendation 
Reductions(AL,C) 10 
Realignments 0 

1 1 April update 
Reductions(ALC) 9 
Realignments 0 

Gains 
from Kirtland and Brooks 408 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

San Antonio is the only Air Logistics Center Installation that is not on National Priorities List. 
Kelly was ranked low by the Air Force in the environmental area because of asbestos and water 
availability problems. The water problem is likely to be resolved. A letter of intent signed by 
the Chief of the Environmental Law Division of the Office of the Staff Judge Advocate (signed 
20 April 1995) indicates that there will be " a ready supply of surface water that can be supplied 
against hture missions .... and (there will be) no impact on the endangered species which rely on 
(this water supply). 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Phil Gramm 
Kay Bailey Hutchinson 

Representative: Henry B. Gonzalez 
Governor: George W. Bush 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1,194 jobs (446 direct and 748 indirect) 
San Antonio, Texas MSA Job Base: 730,857 jobs 
Percentage: 0.2 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 1.0 percent decrease 
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MILITARY ISSUES 

None at this time 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

None at this time 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

The cost benefit of the Air Force recommendation to downsize in place all five air logistics 
centers versus the joint cross service group proposal to close 2 air logistics centers. The joint 
cross service group proposed an alternative which suggested that the San Antonio center was one 
of the recommended closures. 
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1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

w Air Logistics Centers 

Recommendation: Realign the Air Logistics Centers (ALC) at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, 
Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. 
Consolidate the followings workloads at the designated receiver locations: 

Composites and plastics 
Hydraulics 
Tubing manufacturing 
Airborne electronic automatic 

equipment software 

Sheet metal repair and manufacturing 

Machining manufacturing 

Foundry operations 

Airborne electronics 

Electronic manufacturing 
(printed wire boards) 

ElectricaVmechanical support equipment 
Injection molding 
Industrial plant equipment software 
Plating 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 

Hill AFB 
00-ALC, Hill AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 

(some unique work remains 
at 00-ALC, Hill AFB and 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB) 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 
Hill AFB 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC, 
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins 
AFB 

Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving location. These 
actions will create or strengthen Technical Repair Centers at the receiving locations in the 
respective commodities. Minimal workload in each of the commodities may continue to be 
performed at the other ALCs as required. 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

w Justification: Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot maintenance capacity 
across Air Force depots. The recommended realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
infrastructure, and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 3.5 
million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 product lines across the five depots. These actions 
will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or to make them available for use by 
other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, enhance efficiencies, and 
produce substantial cost savings without the extraordinary one-time costs associated with closing 
a single depot. 

Thls action is part of a broader Air Force effort to downsize, reduce depot capacity and 
infrastructure, and achieve cost savings in a financially prudent manner consistent with mission 
requirements. Programmed work reductions, downsizing through contracting or transfer to other 
Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads recommended above result in the reduction of 
real property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots, and a reduction in manhour capacity equivalent 
to about two depots. The proposed moves also make available over 25 million cubic feet of 
space to the Defense Logistics Agency for storage and other purposes, plus space to accept part 
of the Defense Nuclear Agency and other displaced Air Force missions. This approach enhances 
the cost effectiveness of the overall Department of Defense's closure and realignment 
recommendations. The downsizing of all depots is consistent with DoD efforts to reduce excess 
maintenance capacity, reduce cost, improve efficiency of depot management, and increase 

rl contractor support for DoD requirements. 

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is 
$183 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of 
$138.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $89 million with a return on 
investment expected in two years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is 
a savings of $991.2 million. 

TINKER 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 3,040 jobs (1,180 direct jobs and 1,860 indirect jobs) over the 1 996-to- 
2001 period in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 
0.5 percent of the economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 
95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to- 
200 1 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent of employment in 
the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of 
Tinker AFB will continue. 

ROBINS 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,168 jobs (534 direct jobs and 634 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 

r" eriod in the Macon, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area, whlch is 0.7 percent of the economic 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations and all 
prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-200 1 period could result in a 
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.7 percent of employment in the economic area. 
Environmental impact fiom this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of Robins AFB will 
continue. 

KELLY 
Impacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum 
potential reduction of 1,446 jobs (555 direct jobs and 891 indirect jobs) over the 1996-to-2001 
period in the San Antonio, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 0.2 percent of the 
economic area's employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 
recommendations, including the relocation of some Air Force activities into the San Antonio 
area, and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-200 1 period could 
result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 0.9 percent of employment in the economic area. 
Environmental impact fkom this action is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

McCLELLAN and HILL 
Impacts: The recommendations pertaining to consolidations of workloads at these two centers 
are not anticipated to result in employment losses or significant environmental impact. 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Base visit 
21 April 1995 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE. SAN A43TOYI0. TX 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Jim Owsley 
Glenn Knoepfle 
Ann Reese 
David Olson 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

MGen Curtis Bgen Casciano Mr. Riojas Mr. Steely Mr. May 
Col Hennessey Col Rasmussen Col Bielowicz Col Stutts Mr. Troutman 
Col Stutts Col Horn Col Bentley Mr. Idrogo Col Walston 
Mr Bailey Col McCleary Mr Hundley iMr. Brown Mr Cheever 
Mr Doneghy LCol Marsilio LCol Prewitt LCol Fieler Ms Hussey 
Maj Ford Mr Jesse Salcedo Mr Castorena Mr  Barbosa Ms Wilson 

jr 
INSTALLATION MISSION 

The San Antonio Air Logistics Center is the primary employer on Kelly Air Force Base. The 
center manages aircraft , engines, stock items, weapons (nuclear ordnance), and depot 
maintenance programs. The center's depot activity also repairs a variety of aircraft, aircraft 
engines and weapon system components. Supported aircraft include the F-5, F- 16, C-5 and C- 
17. Previously the San Antonio center supported the B-52, however the workload has been 
transferred to the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. Kelly Air Force Base is also home to the 
433rd Airlift Wing (AF Reserve) which flies C-5 aircraft., the 149th Fighter Group and a DLA 
Distribution Depot. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Downsize San Antonio Air Logistics Center. The 1 March BRAC recommendation to the 
Commission would have resulted in the consolidation of the following workload to San 
Antonio: (1) foundry operations, (2)  industrial plant equipment software, and (3) plating. 
Correspondence fiom the Air Force Headquarters, in response to Commission questions, 
indicates that San Antonio will be transferring part of its work to other centers for the 
following: (1) automatic test equipment software, (2) sheet metal repair and manufacturing, 
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(3) Composites and plastics, (4) tubing, (5) machine manufacturing, (6) and 
hydraulics/pneumatics. 

Relocate the following activities to Kelly Air Force Base: (1) the Air Force Inspection 
Agency and Air Force Safety Office from Kirtland Air Force Base, (2) the Defense Nuclear 
Agency (field Command) from Kirtland Air Force Base, and the 68th Intelligence Squadron 
from Brooks Air Force Base. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Reductions in force structure have resulted in excess depot capacity across Air Force depots. 
The recommended Air Logistic Center realignments will consolidate production lines and 
move workload to a minimum number of locations, allowing the reduction of personnel, 
idrastructure and other costs. The net effect of the realignments is to transfer approximately 
3.5 million direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 production lines across the five depots. 
These actions will allow the Air Force to demolish or mothball facilities, or make them 
available for use by other agencies. These consolidations will reduce excess capacity, 
enhance efficiencies, and produce cost savings without the one-time costs associated with 
closing a depot. Air Force actions to reduce depot capacity will result in a reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots and a reduction in man-hour capacity equivalent to 
about two depots. 
Kirtland and Brooks Air Force Bases rated low relative to other bases in the Laboratory 
Product Center category. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

The San Antonio ALC has considerable engine test and repair capabilities. Advanced fuel 
accessories test and repair facilities were toured. Facilities are capable of testing and calibrating 
fuel accessories for T56, TF39 and FlOO engines and air£rarne fuel accessories. The work is 
performed in unique explosion-proof buildings. 

The San Antonio ALC machine shop and foundry manufactures and repairs engine and aircraft 
parts to support critical depot maintenance workloads. Center Staff listed several examples of 
parts manufactured by San Antonio in a fiaction of the time and cost than what could be done by 
the private sector. 

The Staff toured the C-5 hanger, the largest free standing hanger in existence. This hanger is 
capable of accommodating any aircraft in the DoD inventory. 

Commission staff also toured the plating shop, blade and vane rework, chemical cleaning, 
sheetmetal manufacturing and repair, physical science lab, two level maintenance repair facility, 
cryptologic repair facility, Defense information processing Megacenter , and nuclear weapons 
directorate. 



The Center and Commission staffs conducted extensive discussions of the impact of the DoD 
BRAC recommendation on Kelly AFB. The most recent version (1 1 April ) of the Air Force 
BRAC recommendation will result in the following losses: 

function 
physical science lab 
harness cable manufacture 
sheet metal manufacture 
composites 
machine manufacture 
Software 
ATE software 
tubing mfg. 
plating 
paintldepaint 
cleaning 
machine repair 
inspection 
engine 
hydraulic 
electrolmechanical 

w 

personnel 
20 
2 
6 
12 
3 1 
4 
46 
1 
20 
16 
10 
80 
50 
112 
4 
0 

square footage 
7 K 
.8K 
3K 
3K 
6K 
.3K 
6K 
1K 
19K 
0 
9K 
35K 
26K 
135K 
3K 
5K 

The Center staff and Commander stated that the workload transfers and personnel losses are 
reasonable and achievable. 

During discussions the Center Staff pointed out that AS-ALC has the lowest direct labor1 
overhead costs of all the ALC's -- $58.44/hour and that San Antonio is the only air logistics 
center not on the national priorities List. The ALC Commander also provided the Commission 
staff with a letter of commendation from the Federal Labor Relations Authority for reducing the 
number of unfair labor practices by 90%. 

MAJOR ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

Center Staff stated that the Kelly AFB Real Property Maintenance Account (RPMA) cost, as 
reported in the DoD BRAC justification material is incorrect. The BRAC justification states a 
Kelly RPMA cost of nearly $17 million; substantially more than any other ALC installation. The 
Kelly Center staff indicate that RPMA costs are closer to $5-7 million per year. Commission 
Staff recommended that Center Staff advise the AFMC and Air Staff of the cost discrepancy. 

Glenn KnoepflelCross ServiceTeam/05/3 1/95 1254 PM 
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

MA.JCOM/LOCATTON/SIZE: AFMC base five miles southwest of San Antonio with 
1,661 acres 

MAJOR UNITSFORCE STRUCTURE: 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
-- Provides support to C-5, C-17, C-131,OV-10, T-37, T-38, B-52, and QF-106 

(drone) aircraft 
-- 76th Air Base Wing 
Headquarters, Air Intelligence Agency O A )  
- 67th Intelligence Wing 
-- Air Force Information Warfare Group 
- Intelligence Systems Group 
Headquarters, Air Force News Agency (FOA) 
433rd Airlift Wing (AFR) 
-- 14 C-5A 
149th Fighter Group (ANG) 
-- 15 F-16A/B 

(I Joint Electronic Warfare Center 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 9512) 

MILITARY --ACTIVE 
GUARD 
RESERVE 
CIVILIAN 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The Air Force will reduce approximately 11,700 civilian authorizations in fiscal year 
1995. These reductions are a result of the Federal Workforce Resmcturing Act of 
1994, the National Performance Review, and depot workload reductions. This action 
helps bring Department of Defense civilian employment levels in line with overall force 
reductions and results in a decrease of 1007 civilian manpower authorizations at Kelly 

Basing Manager: Maj Brackett/XOOB/77357 

1.1 Editor: 1Vs Wriqht/XOOBD/16675/2Z Feb 95 

FOR OFFICLAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS (Cont'd) 

w 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($0): 

FISCAL YEAR 94: 
AddIAlter Dormitories [DBOF] 
Alter Weapon System Support Center (Ph II) [DBOFJ 
C- 17 AddfAlter IUDI Facility [DBOF] 
C- 17 Alter Depot Avionics Facility [DBOFI 
C- 17 Engineering Test Laboratory 
Upgrade Sanitary Sewer Mains 
Upgrade Stom Drainage System (Ph I) 
Upgrade Taxiway 
Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks [ANG] 
RED HORSE StructuraVUtility Facility [AFR] 
Base Supply Warehouse [ANG] (Congress Insert) 
LQAFA Flightline Maintenance Training (Base Closure)* 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
Upgrade Hydrant Fueling S ys terns 
Add/Alter Dormitory 
Upgrade Sanitary Sewer Lines 
TOTAL 

Note: * Project forecast for b d i n g  by the Base Closure Account Associated with the 
1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign 
Homestead AFB, FL. The Inter-American Air Forces Academy (IAAFA) is on Lackland 
AFJ3, M; however. IAAFA uses KeIly AFB for its flightline related courses. 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUES/PROBLEMS: None 

FOR OFFICL4L USE ONLY 





DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION LMISSION 

The San Antonio Defense Distribution Depot receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. It is a collocated depot located on the 
same installation with an Air Force maintenance depot--Kelly Air Force Base--its largest 
customer. Its primary mission is to provide rapid response to this customer. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: None 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 

Commission added Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio for consideration for closure. 

JUSTIFICATION 

The requirement to study the disestablishment of the DLA distribution depot is driven by the 
Commission's decision to study the closure of the Kelly Air Force Base--the distribution depot's 

0 primary customer. 
The Distribution Concept of Operations states DLA's distribution system will support the 

size and configuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance System. Thus, if depot maintenance 
activities are disestablished, collocated depots will also be disestablished. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental considerations do no prohibit this recommendation from being implemented. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Phil Gramm 
Kay Bailey Hutchison 

Representatives: Frank Tejada, Henry Bonilla, Henry B. Gonzalez, 
Governor: George W. Bush 

1 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT * 

u Potential Employment Loss: 42,123 jobs 
(17,660 direct and 24,463 indirect) 

San Antonio, TX M S A  Job Base: 730,857 jobs 
Percentage: 5.7% percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-2001): 7.5% percent decrease 

* These economic impact numbers include the complete closure of Kelly Air Force Base as well 
as the attendant San Antonio Defense Distribution Depot. 

Marilyn Wasleski/Interagency IssuesTeam/G5/3 1/95 5:07 PM 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

5 APRIL, 1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

None 

ACCOMPANYING COMIC1IISSIONFM: 

None 

COMMISSION: 

Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 

Colonel George McCleary, USAF 

INSTA~LATION MISSION; 

The Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio receives, stores, and issues wholesale and retail 
material in support of DLA and the Military Services. Its primary mission is to provide rapid 
response to its largest customer -- the San Antonio Air Logistics Center -- with which it is 
collocated. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

None, the visit was for orientation purposes to explore expansion potential for the depot. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION; 



Mission briefing by commander and key staff (briefing in library). 
Windshield tour of depot facilities and buildings/grounds offered for additional storage. 
Walking tour of newer buildings including those with mechanized systems. 

The depot has a total of 3 1 buildings and 4.3 million square feet. 
.The total depot capacity is approximately 67% utilized. 
66,000 square feet of hazardous storage is currently available and is 70% utilized. 
Approximately 57% of the depot's work is for off base customers and 57% is for on-base Air 
Logistics Center maintenance requirements. 
The Air Logistics Center has offered a number of buildings to the depot for additional 
storage, some are in acceptable condition; however, others will require modification. 
Additional outside storage has also been offered by the Air Logistics Center. 
The depot currently has 929 manpower authorizations but will reduce to 696 by 30 June 95. 
The depot can accept additional mission, if required. 
UPS and Federal Express can receive shipments as late as 1 1 :00PM daily. 

O U E S D  FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: NONE 

Bob Cook/Interagency Issues Team Leader1 0513 1195 4:30 PM 





DLA BRAC 95 Detailed A~zalvsis 

Figure 6 
Dm BR4 C Categories 

Command and Control 
Contmd Muugemrnt Dish& 

DCMDN Defaue C m  M w g m w t  Dulrict Nod~cirst 
DCMDS Defaue C o m a  Managanent D w i a  South 
DCMDW Defaue Conmu Muraganan D w i a  W a  
DCMCI Dcfaue Canna Managanent Conmvnd I n t a n a t i d  

Distribution Regions 
DDRE Defense DistriMon Region Erct 
DDRW Defense Distribution Region Wen 

Reutlltstion & Marketing Operations 
DRMSE Defense Reutilization % Marketing Service Operations East 
DRMSW Defense Rnrtiliucion & Mukcting Savice Opmtions Wert 

Distribution Depots 
Stand-Alone Depots 

DDCO Defense Depot Columbus 
DDMT Def- Depot Manphis 
DDOU Defense Depot Ogdcn 
DDRV Defense Depot Richmond 
DDJC Defense Depot S m  Joaquin 
DDSP Defarse Depot Susquchrmu 

! Colloated Depots 
DDAA 
DDAG 
DDBC 
DDCN 
DDCT 
DDHU 
DDJF 
DDLP 
DDMC 
DDNV 
DDOO 
DDPW 

I DDRT 
DDDC 
DDST 
DDTP 
DDWG 

Defarre Depot Anniston 
Defense Depot Albany 
Defense Depot b o w  
Defense Depot Chmy Point 
Ddaue Depot corpus Chriai 
Defense Depot Hi1 
Defarre Depot Jacksonville 
Defense Depot Laaknmy 
Defence Depot McClellm 
Dcfmse Depot NorfoUc 
Dcfcnce Depot Okirnomn City 
Definrc Depot Pugct Sound 
MCIIY Depot Red Riva 
Defmse Depot S m  Dicgo 
Dcfcnw Dcpot S m  Antonio 
Defense Depot Tobjurma 
Defense Depot W a m a  R o b  

Inventor?. Control Points 
DCSC Dcfauc Commaion Supply Caner 
DFSC Defense Fuel Supply Ccnta 
DGSC Defauc G c n d  Supply Cana 
DISC Defense Industrial Supply Carter 
DPSC Defense Pmonnel Support Cnucr 

SenicelSupport Activities 
DLSC Defense Log~nics Services Cater 
DRUS Defense Reutillzation and .Marketing Scnice 
DSDC D U  Systems Design Ccn~n  

Columbus, OH 
Ogden. bT 

Columbus. OH 
Manphir m 
O g k  UT 
Riband, VA 
T ~ / S t o c b m  CA 
xcw Cumberknd- 
MechanicrbrPg PA 

ANlisloh AL 
Albany, GA 
B~now, CA 
C h q  P o d  NC 
Corprs chnm. 7X' 
O g k  LT 
Jacksonville, FL 
ChambersburgPA 
Sacramento. CA 
Norfolk VA 
O k l n h o ~  City. OK 
Pugn S o w d  WA 
Tcxulunr TX 
S m  Diego, CA 
San Antonio, TX 
T o b j u n n r  PA 
Warner Robim. GA 

Columbus. OH 
Alexandria, \'A 
Richmond. VA 
Philadelphi& PA 
Philadelphia PA 

Battle Cr& M I  
Batlle Creek, MI 
Columbus. OH 





MAP NO. 44 

STATE CAP1 TAL 

A ARMY INSTALLATION 

N A V Y  INSTALLATION 
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TEXAS 

* 

SREPPARD A F B  

l 
REESE AFB 

CARSWELL (9/93- C)  RED RIVER 
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TEXAS 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Persomel/Dpendi cures Total 
Navy 

.Wine Carps 

Other 
A i r  Force Defense 

Activities 

I .  Personnel - Toral 
Active LXlcy flilicary 
Civilian 
Reserve h Natioml G u a l d  --------------------------------------- 

I I .  Expenditures - To-1 

A. Payroll Outlays - Total 

Active h t y  f l i l i tary Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve h National mard Pay 
Retired Hilitary Pay 

9. Prine Contracts Over 525,000 
Total 

Supply and Equipment Contracts 
2UXhE Contracts 
Sen ice Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

I P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 I Total I Amy I ? I A i r  Force 
[Prior Ihree Years) Uarine Corps 

h j o r  Locations 
/ of Expenditures 

!---- ------------,------. 
Port Uorth 
SM Antonio 
Fort Hood 
Dal las 
Corms Cbristi 
Forr Bliss 
Houston 
Grand Prairie 
shep AW/Uich Falls 
~nrs t in  

Other 
Defense 

Activities 

1. mrmOl( INC 
2. LOC~MEED CoRrnmTxa 
3. TEXAS I N S B U M M S  INCORPORATED 
4.  GE!iE%L WAnICS CORWRATIW 
5. LiJ AEROSPACE AND OETNSE CO 

I I 

Expenditures 

.------------------------------------- --------------- ------------ ------------ ----I__-- 

Fiscal Year 1993 $9,010,273 $2,484,013 S1,708,662 S3,701,601 $1,115, 997 
Pi8cal Year 1992 
Fiscal Year 1991 10,225,414 8.67l.793 I 2,400,595 2 , 6 9 5 , 3 1 3 1  1,4%,-1] 1,758,415 3,311.3ll 4 , 5 9 2 . m  1 1,210,238 1,474,271 

I 

Bajor Locations 
of Personnel 

- -----,-----,----,----------- 
FortHood 
Kelly AFB 
Fort Bliss 
Lackland APB 
Port San Hcusron 
Randolph AEB 
Shep ATB/Uich Falls 
Corpus Qlristi 
Dyese A F B  
Brooks AFB 

Total ------------ - 
$2,491,622 
2,211,483 
1,159,423 

939,598 
614,491 
608,710 
451,397 
390,253 
383,887 
370,752 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar VoLune of P r h e  Concraft Avards 

in this Sta te  

I Total of Above I O , m , 5 1 0  4 0 . P o f  total aardsacrI25 ,OWI I I 

$984,510 
713,483 
687,808 
611,013 
276,036 

I I I i J 
Prepared by: gashington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for  Infornation 
Operations and Reports 

Payroll 
Ou clays 

$189,070 
1,630,004 

857,030 
136,735 
274,702 
488,367 
108,447 
23,033 

204,525 
146,817 

I I 

3 i l i t a r y  Md Civilian Personnel 

Total 
AMlunr 

,---------------------------------------------------------.,-------------------------------- 

Pr ire 
Contrac rs -----------,.-,-,------.. 

$2,302,552 
841,479 
302,393 
802,863 
339,789 
W ,  343 
342,950 
367,217 
179,362 
223,935 

- 
Total 

33,695 
19,317 
18,175 
16,437 
!2,514 
8,025 
7,998 
6,019 
5,490 
3.m 

tlajor Area of Wrk 

FSC or  Service Code Description 

RUIWAinraf t-Engineering Developnent 
Aircraft Fixed Uing 
a i d e d  Hiss ile Cmponents 
Aircraft Fixed Uing 
amE/tlissile and Space Systens-~dvarzed 9e 

$643,829 
410,611 
165,219 
614,049 
211,590 

Active Duty 
Kil i tary .--------- 

29,552 
4,650 

1 6 , m  
13,464 
8, so 
5,165 
6,519 
1,852 
5,043 
1,798 

Civilian ---------- 
4, L43 

14,667 
2,OK 
2,973 
3,874 
2,860 
1,479 
4, ~m 

447 
1,592 







CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN TEXAS 

-- -- - - - - - --- 
SVC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACXION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

-- - -  -- --- 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

SAGMAW ARMY AIRCRAFT PLANT 

88190193 DEFBRACPIUDBCRC ONGONG REALGNUP 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Ammunition mission realigned ftom Pueblo Army 
Depot, CO; scheduled FY 92-94 

1990 PRESS: 
Realign supply function (Changed by Public Law 
101-510) 

1993 DBCRC: 
Realign tactical missile maintenancc to Le t t e rke~y  
Army Depot, PA; scheduled FY 94-97 

Wheeled vehicle niaintenance realigned fiotn Tooele 
Amly Depot, LIT; scheduled FY 94-97 

Assumc command and control of Tooele Depot 
Activity; scheduled FY 97 



- -- - - - - __1 
pup--- 

-- d H=KY - INsT*u*TIoNs IN m a s  

-- - - - .- 
SVC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

- -- 
-__________---I---- 

BERGSTROM AFB 9019 1/93 PRJDBCRCIDBCRC COMPLETE REALIGN I990 Press Release indicated Closure. 

199 1 DBCRC: 
CLOSED (Realigned) - retain Reserves. (Completed 
September 30, 1993) 
Directed retiring assigned RF-4s and deactivation of 
the 67th Tactical Reconnaissance Wing. 
Regional Corrosion Control Facility to remain if 
economical and the Air Force Reserve units to 
remain in a cantonment area if the base is converted 
to a civilian airport. 
Directed the 12 AF Headquarten, 12th Tactical 
lnlelligence Squadron and the 602nd Tactical Air 
Control Squadron to relocate to Davis-Monthan 
AFB, AZ. 
Directed the 7 12th Air Support Operations Center 
Squadron be relocated to Fort Hood, TX (USA). 

1993 DBCRC: 
Commission did not accept DoD recommendation to 
relocate reserve forces from the cantonement area to 
Carswell AFB, TX. 704th Fighter Squadron 
(AFRES) and 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) will 
remain in cantonement area until at least the end of 
1996. Close or relocate the Regional Corrosion 
Control Facility by September 30. 1994 unless 

BROOKS AFB DBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 

civilian airport authority assumes responsibility for 
operating and maintaining that facility before that 
data. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed several realignments to Brooks AFB from 
IJ S Army 1.nboratories as follows; 
Laser bioefttcts research from Leaeman Army 
l~lstitule of Research, Penidio of San Francisco, CA. 
Microwave bioeffects research tiom Walter Reed 
Institute of Research, Washington, D.C. 
Heat Physiology research from U.S.Army institute of 
Environmental Medicine, Natick, MA. 



- -- - - -- 
SVC INSrALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

---- - - - - - - -- 
-_I_- -- 

CARSWELL AFB 

DYESS AFB 

88/91/93 BRAC/DBCRC/DBCR COMPLETE REALIGN I988 DEFBRAC: 
1,irrcted transkr of KC-135s from Closing Pease 
AFB, NH to Eaker, Wurtsmith, Fairchild, P l a ~ ~ b w g  
and Carswell AFB. (See 1991 DBCRC for other 
bases.) 

ONGOING REALGN 

199 1 DBCKC: 
CLOSED (Realigned) - retain Reserves -Convert to 
LJSNR Base. (Completed Sep 30, 1993) 
Directed transfer of assigned 8-52s to Barksdale 
AFB, LA. 
Directed transfer of assigned KC-135s to the Air 
Reserve Conlponent (in a cantonement area). 
Directed the tranfer of the 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron to Dyess AFB, TX. 
Directed existing AFRES units remain in a 
crultonnient area. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Changes transfer of 436TS fabrication function from 
Dyess to Luke AFB, A 2  and the 436TS maintenance 
training function to Hill AFB, UT. Rest of the 
436rS coritinues to move to Dyess AFB, TX. Also, 
Carswell will revert to Navy control with movement 
of Navy Reserve units from NAS Dallas, Detroit, 
Memphis and Cecil Field. (Net Navy Personnel 
movenient into Carswell is 1487 Mil and 1493 Civ.) 

1991 DBCRC: 
Dirzcted relocating the 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron from Closing Carswell AFB, TX to Dyess 
AFB. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Not all functions of 436TW move. Some now go to 
Hill AFB, UT and some go to Luke AFB, AZ. Net 
loss of 23 Mil. 

ELDOMIX) AFS 

EL.L.ING'fON FiEIAiI ACiS 

GARLAND AGS 



- A- -- - - - - ---- - - -- - ---- --- 

CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN TEXAS 
4 

- - - -- - - - - - -. -- 
SVC 1NSTALLATlON NAME ACTION YEAR ACTlON SOURCE 
- - - - - - - -- ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 
-- - .- -- - -. 

GOODFELLOW AFB 

KELLY AFB 

LA PORTE AGS 

LACKLAND AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH AFB 

DEFBRACDBCRC ONGOING REALGN 1988 DEFBRAC: 
Directed realignment of 25 courses (including fire 
fighting, fire truck operation and maintenance, and 
fuel-inspection training) from Closing Chanute AFB, 
11-. Other technical training courses also realigned to 
Sheppard (52), Keesler (22), and Lowry (45) AFBs. 
(See 1991 IIBCRC). 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

REALIGN 

REALGNUP 

1991 DBCKC: 
Dirccted that all technical training from Closing 
I.owry AFB, CO be redistiibuted to the remaining 
technical training centen or relocated to other 
locations. 
I)irectrd the realignment of the fucls training from 
Goodfellow AFB to Sheppard AFB. TX and the 
realignment of the technical training fm course to 
Goodfellow AFB unless a satisfactory and cost- 
effective contract can be arranged. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Gained 15 support equipment maintenance personnel 
from Closing Newark AFB, OH. 

1993 DBC'KC: 
111ter-American Air Forces Academy will be 
relocated from Homestead AFB. FL to Lackland for 
a net gain of 129 Mil and 22 Civ personnel. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed ~ilovement of 323rd Flying Training Wing 
from Closing Mather AFB to Randolph AFB rather 
than to Beale AFB as directed by 90 DEFBRAC. 

REiESE AFB 



LLUSUKI!, H15 1 V K Y  - INS I'ALLA'I'IONS IN TEXAS 

-- -- - - - - - .- 
pa 

- - - -- 
SVC INSTAI.LA1 ION NAME 

- - - - --- - 
ACI'ION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

- - 

SHEPPARD AFB 

N/MRC ABlLENE 

NAS CIlASE FIELL) 

NAS CORPUS CHRISTI 

88/91/93 BRAClDBCRClDBCR RCMD REALGN 1988 DEFBRAC: 
D~rected relocation of 52 classes (including aircraR 
engine, propulsion, maintenance, and aircrew life- 
support training) from Closing Chanute AFB, L to 
Sheppard AFB. Also relocated classes to Keeslcr 
(22), Goodfellow (25), and Lowry (45) AFBs. (See 
199 1 DBC'KC) 

DBCRC CLOSED 

PRESS/DBCRC ONGOING 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed that all technical training from Closing 
Lowry AFB, CO be redistributed to the remaining 
technical training centers or relocated to athcr 
locations. 
Directed the realignment of the f k l s  training from 
Goodfellow AFB, TX to Sheppard AFB and the 
realignment of the technical training fire course to 
Goodfellow AFB unless a satisfactory and cost- 
effective contract can be arranged. 

1993 DBCRC: Redirect 
1988 Chanute AFB closure directed class 
relocation; new recommendation moves 16 Metals 
'l'ech Non-lkstructive Inspection and Aircraft 
Structural Maintenance training courses to Naval Air 
Station, hlenlphis, 1'N (rather than to Sheppard) and 
thiul move with them to NAS Pensacola, FL. 
Obviates % 17.5M in MILCON at Sheppard AFB. TX 
but will require $16.4 MILCON at Pensamla 

1993 DBCKC: 
Recorn~llended closure of the NavyMarine Corps 
Reserve Center at Abilene, TX because its capacity 
is cxccss to projected requirements. 

1990 PRESS: 
DUD Secretary proposed NAS Chase Field as a 
closure in his 1990 press release. 

1991 DBCKC: 
Recommended closing the facility rather than 
closing and retaining it as an OLF. 

6 



- -- -- - - - 
CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN TEXAS 

- -- - ---- . - 
SVC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 

--- -- - -- --- - 

NAS DALLAS 

NAS KlNGSVILLE 

NAVAL HOSPITA12 CORPUS CHRIST1 

NAVAL STATION GALVESTON 

NAVAL STATION INGLESIDE 

NKF MIDLAND 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DBCRC 

ONGOING CLOSE 

CLOSED 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

1993 DBCKC: 
Directed the closure of NAS Dallas and relocation of 
its aircrati, personnel, equipment, and support to 
Carswell AFB, TX. 

1988 1)EFRRAC: 
Kecon~n~ended stopping construction of the new 
Naval Station and closing the facility. Ships planned 
to be homeported there will be relocated to the new 
Naval Station at Ingleside, TX. 

1993 DBCKC: 
Recommended closure of NRF Midland, TX because 
its capacity is in excess of projected requirenients. 


