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Chairman Alan Dixon

The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

Since the Department of Defense recommendations were
sent to you and the other Commissioners in early March,
myself and the rest of the LEAD Coalition supporting
Letterkenny Army Depot in Chambersburg, Pennsylvania,
have actively taken part in the base realignment and
clogure process. I appreciate the concern that your
staff has shown in reviewing the Department of the Army
and Department of Defense recommendation on Letterkenny
Army Depot.

During the Regional Hearing held in Baltimore, on May
4th, myself and accompanying members of the LEAD
Coalition presented some of Letterkenny Army Depot’s
success stories. The key focus was on the Tactical
Migsile Consolidation, in which Letterkenny has
transitioned 13 of the 21 BRAC 93 directed missile
systems. The Tactical Missile Consolidation is of
tremendous benefit to not one service, but rather all
four of the military services.

In addition to the Tactical Missile Consolidation,
Letterkenny has orchestrated a "teaming" arrangement
between themselves and United Defense in producing the
M109A6 Self-Propelled Paladin Howitzer. In working
together, the public/private partnership has turned $46
million back to the Army, waived 3 DoD and 27 Army
regulations with an annual cost savings of $15 million,
and produced a "like new" product two months ahead of
schedule.




As I am sure you are aware, on Thursday, May 18, 1995,
Commigsioner Wendi Steele and Commigsioner Rebecca Cox
will be visiting Letterkenny Army Depot. As I have
mentioned, Letterkenny has been at the forefront of
both interservicing and "teaming" with the private
sector. These factors were not considered by the Army
or DoD in their study of military value. Because of
the lack of analysis on these two critical issues, I
believe that it is of great importance for them to be

geen in person.

I would respectfully request that another Commissioner
accompany Commissioner Cox and Commissioner Steele next
Thursday. Should this be feasible I would be most
appreciative if you or your staff would contact me.

I do believe that all of you, especially General Robles
and Admiral Montoya would be impressed by the
cooperation between the Army and Navy in respect to the
interservicing of tactical missile sgystems at
Letterkenny.

With kind regards, I remain
Sincerely,

g’“‘fj ANy é’qp

BUD SHUSTER
MEMBER OF CONGRESS
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Chairman Alan Dixon

The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

Since the Department of Defense recommendations were
sent to you and the other Commissioners in early March,
myself and the rest of the LEAD Coalition supporting
Letterkenny Army Depot in Chambersburg, Pennsylvania,
have actively taken part in the base realignment and
closure process. I appreciate the concern that your
staff has shown in reviewing the Department of the Army
and Department of Defense recommendation on Letterkenny
Army Depot.

During the Regional Hearing held in Baltimore, on May
4th, myself and accompanying members of the LEAD
Coalition presented some of Letterkenny Army Depot’s
success stories. The key focus was on the Tactical
Missile Consolidation, in which Letterkenny has
transitioned 13 of the 21 BRAC 93 directed missile
systems. The Tactical Missile Consolidation is of
tremendous benefit to not one service, but rather all
four of the military services.

In addition to the Tactical Missile Consolidation,
Letterkenny has orchestrated a "teaming" arrangement
between themselves and United Defense in producing the
M109A6 Self-Propelled Paladin Howitzer. In working
together, the public/private partnership has turned $46
million back to the Army, waived 3 DoD and 27 Army
regulations with an annual cost savings of $15 million,
and produced a "like new" product two months ahead of
schedule.
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As I am sure you are aware, on Thursday, May 18, 1995,
Commissioner Wendi Steele and Commissioner Rebecca Cox
will be visiting Letterkenny Army Depot. As I have
mentioned, Letterkenny has been at the forefront of
both interservicing and "teaming"” with the private
sector. These factors were not considered by the Army
or DoD in their study of military value. Because of
the lack of analysis on these two critical issues, I
believe that it is of great importance for them to be
seen in person.

I would respectfully request that another Commissioner
accompany Commissioner Cox and Commissioner Steele next
Thursday. Should this be feasible I would be most
appreciative if you or your staff would contact me.

I do believe that all of you, especially General Robles
and Admiral Montoya would be impressed by the
cooperation between the Army and Navy in respect to the
interservicing of tactical missile systems at
Letterkenny.

With kind regards, I remain

Sincerely,

BUD SHUSTER
MEMBER OF CONGRESS
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703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING

May 16 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
2 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Bud Shuster
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Shuster:

Thank you for your letter regarding the ongoing interservicing and private sector teaming
efforts at the Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD). I appreciate your interest in the future of
LEAD and welcome your comments.

Concerning your request for an additional Commissioner to join Commissioners Cox and
Steele during the May 18, 1995 visit to LEAD, you can appreciate that Commissioners have a
large number of bases to visit in a short period of time. Your request will be given every
consideration, but it will depend on the schedules and availability of Commissioners.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:js
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April 24, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman ' e
Defense Base Closure & Realignment COmmiauion o
1700 North Moore: Strcnt, Suite 1425 oTa el
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixons

We are- writing ta oxpro-s our gratitude td gou .and your
staff foxr your outstahding work at the. rogional earing in
Chicago  recently. ‘While we were unable.to attend the hearing,
dur staffs and members of .the SGlfridqe and Detrolt Arsenal
communities’ have commented on the profeﬂuional manner: with which

the event was’ conduat.?

] Youxr ataff was .atrcmoly halpful. during tho hectic daya
before the: hearing and were more than willing: ‘to .answer the
communities’ logistical guestions regarding’ the hearing. Once
the Selfridge .and Detyoit Arsenal teams arrived in. Chicago, your
staff was helpful and :approachable. In particular,~Jim
SChufreider could not have been more friondly and capable.

on . bohalf of the Balfridge and Detroit Arsanal communities,
thank ycﬁ aqain for ynur efforta. P N

Carl Lten“..
U.S. Senator

David Bon;or SRS ‘
Member of chgres- i S Momber ot Congreas

cToo s " PRINTED ON RECYGLED PAPEN. |
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HAROLD E. FORD OFFICES:

87TH DiaTMICT, TENNESSEE 2111 Ravauan House Orece Buioing
WasninaTton, DC 20615-4209
(202) 225-3265

FAx {202) 2256-8215

COMMITTEES:
WAYS AND MEANS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN REBOURCES

V87 NORTH MAIN STREET
FEOERAL OFFICE BUILOING, Suime 369

Congress of the United States i

Bouge of Representatives
Tashington, BEL 205154209

May 11, 1995

iGN TRIGGGT
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The Honorable Alton Cornella

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Commissioner Cornella:

I am writing to respectfully request the opportunity to meet with you regarding the Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT),

As you are aware, the Department of Defense recommended DDMT for closure and I have
joined with members of the Memphis community to make the military value case to the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. To that end, I would appreciate the
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the merits of maintaining DDMT within the DLA
system.

I know that recent additions to the DoD list will require extensive travel by yourself and
other Commissioners and I am sensitive to your scheduling peeds. Commissioner Rebecca
Cox has agreed to meet with me on Wednesday, April 17 at 3:00 p.m. in my office. Should
your schedule permit, I would respectfully ask that you join us. However, if you cannot
autend this meeting, I would appreciate meeting with you at your earliest convenience. Please
feel free to contact me regarding this meeting at your earliest convenience. Thank you very
much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

HAROLD FORD S
Member of Congress

HF:mjs
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The Honorable Alton Cornella

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Commissioner Cornella:

OFFICES:

2111 RAYBURN House OFfice BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-4209
{202) 225-3265
Fax (202) 225-9215

167 NORTH MAIN STREET
FeberAL OFFICE BUILDING, SUITE 369
Memprris, TN 38103
.(801) 544-4131
Fax: (901) 544-4329
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I am writing to respectfully request the opportunity to meet with you regarding the Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis (DDMT).

As you are aware, the Department of Defense recommended DDMT for closure and I have
joined with members of the Memphis community to make the military value case to the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. To that end, I would appreciate the
opportunity to meet with you to discuss the merits of maintaining DDMT within the DLA

system.

I know that recent additions to the DoD list will require extensive travel by yourself and
other Commissioners and I am sensitive to your scheduling needs. Commissioner Rebecca
Cox has agreed to meet with me on Wednesday, April 17 at 3:00 p.m. in my office. Should
your schedule permit, I would respectfully ask that you join us. However, if you cannot
attend this meeting, I would appreciate meeting with you at your earliest convenience. Please
feel free to contact me regarding this meeting at your earliest convenience. Thank you very
much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/

HAROLD FORD o ——
Member of Congress

HF:mjs
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AliedSignal e 320520

AEROSPACSE 530 Main Street
Strutford, CT 06497-7%593

11 May 1995

General (Ret.) James B. Davis

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Moore Strect

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 2209

Dear General Davia;

AlliedSignal Engincs (AE) assumed control of the Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP)
in Stratford, Connecticut on 28 Ootober 1994. As the Site Manager of the AlliedSignal
Engine Stratford operation, I am obviously very focused on the Base Realignment and
Closure recommendation that is before your Commission.

Because you were unavailable for our 5 May hearing in New York City, we would like
the opportunity to meet with you at your convenience to present our case for retaining the
SAEP facility.

AlliedSignal is running a gas turbine engine production operation at SAEP which will
have over $400M annual sales even after AGT1500 (Abrams tank engine) production is
complete. Over the past year, we have expended over $§5 million on projects to increase
productivity and cut overhcad costs. These projects, which the Government has coined
“downsizing”, will be completed in 1995 with an additional expenditure of $5 million of
AlliedSignal funds and $6 million of Government funds which were just approved in
April 1995.

Ideally, we would ask that you visit our site to see first hand that the Army has
drastically underestimated the Military Value of SAEP and completely ignored the costs
associated with recreating these essential capabilities elsewhers. A visit of three hours’
duration would accommaodate a full tour of our facilities and would include time to hear
the presentation which we gave to the Commission in New York City.

As I stated, we would first request that you visit Stratford Army Engine Plant; however,
if that is impossible we will bring our presentation to the BRAC Office or whatever
location will best meet your schedule. Please ask your staff to contact me to propose
dates, and we will take if from there. We are extending the same invitation to
Commissioner Montoya who also did not attend the 5 May presentation.

5301440 D23X3 BE8EZS8LErO2 60:51 S66T-T11-S0
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General (Ret.) James B. Davis

I look forward to meeting you and discussing the fate of the Stratford Army Engine
Plant.

Sincerely,

AlliedSignal Engines

)’7)\4,(:“/]2 }/%3/‘«/

Michael L. Meshay
Site Manager

6301440 23xX3 828a58LeRS OT:ST S66T-11-G0




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

May 19, 1995

Mr. Michael L. Meshay

Site Manager, Allied Signal Inc.
Allied Signal Engines

550 Main Street

Stratford, Connecticut 06497-7593

Dear Mr. Meshay:

Thank you for your letter requesting a visit to the Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP) in
Stratford, Connecticut by Admiral Montoya and myself. I certainly understand your interest in
the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short
period of time. Your request to have us visit Stratford will be given every consideration, but it
will depend on our schedules and availability.

Of course, at any time during the process you and the SAEP community are welcome to
meet with Commission staff to present any new information on the proposed closure of Stratford.
All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful review and analysis.
Please contact Chip Walgren, Manager, State and Local Liaison, to arrange a meeting with the
Commission staff.

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

Sincerely,

James B. Davis
Commissioner

JBD:cw
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WATER, PARKS AND WILDLIFE

Qalifornia Legislature ewsen:
PETER FRUSETTA B RO AL SAFETY
ASSEMBLYMAN, TWENTY-EIGHTH DISTRICT LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT

May 5, 1995

Defense Base Closure

& Realignment Commission

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear BRAC Commissioners:

I am writing to you to express my concern with the intended
downsizing of Fort Hunter Liggett in Monterey County, California.
I am dlso aware of the concern expressed by the King City &
Southern Monterey County Chamber of Commerce & Agriculture in their
letter of April 17, 1995. 1In their letter they present a survey of
the estimated losses to the local economy if the downsizing occurs
on schedule. I believe these losses are probable and should be
taken into consideration. I also would like to note that this area
has taken an economic hit due to the recent flooding and disasters
to the agriculture economy and hope that this could be considered
in the short term.

I am certainly in agreement with the intention of the Base Closure
as a means of downsizing the Federal Government and ridding the
Defense Department of unnecessary personnel and activities and I do
not want to appear as one who "thinks this is something that should
be done every where but my district," but I also think sometimes
their are other considerations as to timing and extent. I hope you
will see fit to consider these issues too.

In conclusion I would appreciate your consideration of the Chamber
of Commerce and the other considerations that I have expressed.
This seems to be a rather bad time for this locality to be burdened
with this downsizing. Thank you for giving this situation a
thorough examination.

Sincerely,

— —

/ At 74/./5,(/3/51/(3/1 /'«
PETER FRUSETTA

California State Assemblymember
28th District

PF:sa

cc: Robert Eddington, King City & South Monterey Chamber of
Commerce & Agriculture
Tom Grim

OFFICES

STATE CAPITOL 321 1ST, SUITE A
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 HOLLISTER, CA 95023
(916} 445-7380 (408) 636-4890
FAX {916) 324-0986 FAX {408) 636-4903

Printed on Recycled Paper




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 18, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Peter rrusetta
Assemblyman, Twenty-Eighth District
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman Frusetta:

Thank you for your letter expressing your concerns with the Secretary of
Defense’s recommendation on Fort Hunter Liggett. I certainly understand your interest
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation regarding Fort Hunter
Liggett.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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PETE WILSON SACRAMENTO 95814 LEE GRISSOM
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
May 8, 1995
Chairman Alan Dixon
Base Realignment and Closure Commission Pleass raine i g IG0GC 20
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 wtran poemeing A H O 1e

Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Chairman Dixon:

The Governor wishes to thank you and the other Commissioners for
providing an excellent forum in which the California communities, impacted by
BRAC ‘95, could present their arguments for your consideration.

The working relationships established with the BRAC staff and the
support and assistance rendered by them insured a successful regional hearing.
Every impression | have gotten is that, from the communities perspective, they
were satisfied, not only with the opportunity to speak before you, but with the fact
that the commission gave each presentation its full time and attention.

San Diego Mayor Susan Golding, on behalf of several concerned citizens
has requested that we clarify the authorship of the documents contained in
Appendices “C” and “D” of the study that was prepared for the Governor entitied
“Making the Case for California.” These two documents were prepared by the
Long Beach community and not by the staff of this office. These documents
were cited in the report (pg. 13) in discussing what the community’s position was
and included in the Appendices only as a means of providing additional
information on their position. The information contained in these documents

were neither verified or validated by this office. Please insure that the other
Commissioners and staff are aware of the origin and purpose of these
documents. We will label remaining copies of the report to avoid any further
misunderstanding.

Again, thank you, | hope you and the other Commissioners found your
visit to California informative and well worth the effort.

Singerely,

Lee Grissom

cc. Mayor Susan Golding




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

Sher e et e
Plorsor TR

May 16, 1995

Mr. Lee Grissom

Director, Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Grissom:

Thank you for your letter clarifying the authorship of portions of the Governor’s
report entitled “Making the Case for California.” You can be assured that I will share
your comments with the other members of the Commission.

The Commission appreciates very much all of the assistance you provided to us at
our April 28, 1995 regional hearing. In addition, your staff has once again been very
helpful with the planning of the May 25, 1995 regional hearing in San Francisco. Please
share my gratitude with your staff and we look forward to seeing you again soon.

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

MAY 9 1995

The Honorable Allan J. Dixon
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

I ST T PR S I R TR
ST T T Y !s?ﬁﬁ“i"»&ukﬂ}?

e ASCONST

Dear Chairman Dixon;

Following our appearance before the 95 Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
Commission a month ago, we asked our staff for additional analysis of depot closure and
consolidation data from all four commissions for the three Military Departments so that we could
better understand various views raised about depot closure costs and savings. Discussions with
the Army, Navy, and Joint Depot Maintenance Activity Group suggested the most appropriate
means to gather this information was to use Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) data
submitted to OSD and to the commissions. We have done that. Our analysis of the data sustains
our original determination that realigning and downsizing is the most cost effective means to
achieve depot savings and efficiencies rather than attempting a complete depot base closure.
This approach may be unique to the Air Force because our depots and the associated base
populations are significantly larger than those in the other Services.

The question from Commission staff and others is: Why do Air Force depot closure costs
seem so much higher? To answer this we have compared 10 Army and Navy closure and
realignment actions with Air Force depot alternatives to include McClellan and Kelly
(recognizing that these two were not actually on our list to the Commission, but are considered
here for comparative purposes). We have found from the data that base population is a very
strong indicator of the one-time cost to close. Not necessarily a surprising result, but when all
DoD depot actions are plotted together (Chart 1) it tells an instructive story. Air Force costs are
in line with other DoD COBRA estimates, when allowing for the significantly larger base
populations we are dealing with. For example, excluding Air Force depots, other Military
Departments report average one-time closure costs per depot of $145M, based on an average
population per depot of 4,290 people. If a decision were made to close either Kelly or
McClellan, or both, the average costs would be $578M or almost four times higher than the
average experience elsewhere. This is not suprising when you consider that the average
population at these Air Force depots is nearly three and a half times greater than that found at
Army and Navy depots. In the case of McClellan, costs also appear higher than the overall DoD
trend line because of the additional costs associated with moving certain unique facilities such
as the Air Force Technology Application Center, the Coast Guard, and classified activities, and
the shutdown of a neutron radiation facility.



We also looked at the other side of the equation, i.e., savings, and found that Air Force
savings are well in line with all other DoD activities as shown in Chart 2 (enclosed). What the
data show is the level of steady state annual savings is principally explained by how many
positions are actually eliminated from employment rolls. The more people that are actually taken
out of end strength the larger the steady state savings. The Air Force did not recommend to the
Secretary of Defense a complete depot installation closure, in large part because of the relatively
high one-time costs to close an Air Force depot compared to what could be saved. Chart 3
compares the ratio of annual steady state savings to one-time costs. All three military
departments show relatively similar annual steady state savings per depot, but the Air Force
installations reflect a significantly higher one-time cost to close.

For the Air Force it is more cost effective to realign and downsize; allowing each of our
five Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) to develop their own areas of comparative advantage. Our
review of the Air Force data compared to the larger DoD experience over all four closure
commissions, further supports the view that for the Air Force a one or two depot base closure
recommendation does not make good economic sense.

Another consideration for us is total budgetary cost. We currently have $1,047M
budgeted for the next six years to cover the total cost of FY95 commission closures and
realignment. Should a depot be added it is very likely that our currently budgeted costs would
nearly double. Within the context of our future funding needs, and the high priority the Secretary
of Defense and the President have placed on future modernization needs, it would be a serious
funding problem for the Air Force. We took great care in building our closure package to ensure
that what we were planning was fiscally prudent, and we believe our depot recommendations
meet that objective.

We welcome the opportunity for our base closure experts to meet with your staff to cover
this analysis in whatever level of detail would be helpful.

Sincerely,

L tpsot

Sheila E. Widnall
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CHART 3

COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES
ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS

AVERAGE PER BASE
RATIO OF
BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY STEADY STATE
POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS SAVINGS TO

ONE TIME COST
ARMY 1 3,004 62 1,472 85 1.37
NAVY 2 4,841 181 1,135 72 .40
AIR FORCE 2 15,846 578 2,526 82 14
6,216 217 1,254 77 35

i Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle
* Includes Shipyards--Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacola, 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

Base 1-Time Cost
Activity Population FY35 $M

Letterkenny Army Depot 3,017 50
Toelle Army Depot 3,024 77
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 3,076 133
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 3,110 173
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 3,606 181
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 3,891 81
Red River Army Depot 2,971 60
Charleston Naval Shipyard 5,430 258
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 1,236 144
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 7,541 293
McClellan AFB 12,588 574
Kelly AFB 19,104 582
Total 74,594 2,607
Average 6,216 217
Total Air Force 31,692 1,156
Air Force Average 15,846 578
Total Army & Navy 42,902 1,451
Army & Navy Average 4,290 145

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to 0SD 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 Positions Steady State
Eliminated Savings $M

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 701 40

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 764 82

‘Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 1000 b3

Charleston Naval Shipyard 1088 69

Mare Island Naval Shipyard 1223 18

Kelly AFB 1245 76
Toelle Army Depot 1268 53
Letterkenny Army Depot 1287 18
McClellan AFB 1438 87
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 1464 113
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 1707 130
Red River Army Depot 1861 124
Total 15,046 823
Average 1,254 77

Total Air Force 2526 156
Air Force Average 1,342 82
Total Army & Navy 12,620 766
Average Army & Navy 1,252 77

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to 0SD 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
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CHART 6

DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION

ACTIVITY
Navy Shipyard Philadelphia
Mare Island Naval Shipyard

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola

Charleston Naval Shipyard
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach
Red River Army Depot
Letterkenny Army Depot
Kelly AFB

McClellan AFB

Toelle Army Depot

Newark AFS

Lexington Army Depot
Navajo Depot Activity
Savanna Army Depot Activity
Seneca Army Depot

Sierra Army Depot
Sacramento Army Depot
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 - Notincluded
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included




Tenant | {Location)

AFRES (Lackland)
ANG (Lackland)

AIA {Lackland)
SIGINT (Lackland)
1849 EIS (Lackland)
DLA (Base X)

DECA (Base X)
DFAS (Base X)
QOthers (Base X)
Total

Tenant | (Location)

AFRES (March)
USCG (Moffett)
Det 42 (Travis)
AFTAC (Offutt)
1827 EIS (Travis)
DLA (Base X)
DFAS {Base X)
Others (Base X)
Total

Note: Kelly to Lackland moves are on paper only, pecple and equipment remain intact, real estate transfers to Lackland

CHART 7

MAJOR TENANTS ON KELLY & McCLELLAN AFB

Positions

673
202
3,247
813
3
973
241
179
925
7,564

Positions

53
180
142
388
309
603
139
618

2,442

KELLY AFB
MilCon $M

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

McCLELLAN AFB
MilCon $M

0.0
221
235

6.1

1.2

0.0

0.0

0.0
52.9

Other $M

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
20.6
5.1
3.8
19.6
49.1

Other $M

1.1
4.0
8.0
13.2
6.6
12.8
29
1341
61.8

Other cost based on $22,000 per position plus addition $5M for Det 42 and AFTAC for equipment movement

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
20.6
5.1
3.8
19.6
49.1
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RESOLUTION NO. /fgé7

WHEREAS, the United States 10lst Congress determined that it was
imperative that the budget for defense be reduced; and

WHEREAS, the United States Congress established a Commission to
accomplish the downsizing of Department of Defense facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Commission was to be known as the Commission for Base
Realignment and Closure; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense determined in 1993 and in 1995
reviews that certain elements of the Department of Defense relocated to
the United States Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood in its
endeavor to accomplish the reductions and preserve the public interest;
and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense has recommended that the Chemical
Defense Training Facility and the Military Police School, presently
located at Fort McClellan, Alabama, be relocated to the United States
Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood; and

WHEREAS, the Department of the Army has established a proven safety
record in the operation of the Chemical Defense Training Facility; and

WHEREAS, the personnel of the United States Army Engineer Center and
Fort Leonard Wood have a long and distinguished history of serving our
country in its time of need.

NOW, THEREFORE, the citizens of the City of Rolla, Missouri, welcome the
opportunity to endorse the relocation of the Chemical Defense Training
Facility and the Military Police School to Fort Leonard Wood and offer
their unqualified and unreserved support to the Department of Defense to
that end.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITX OF: ROLLA, SOURI, AND APPROVED

BY THE MAYOR THIS 1ST DAY OF MAY, 19¢5.
1 éﬁ ?é
4 ,(/‘!’/ .

City of Rolla
102 West 9th St.
P.O. Box 979
Rolla, Missouri 65401

Forwarding and Address
Correction Requested




Cit¥ of Rolla

102 West oth St

P.O. Box 979 ‘
Rolla, Missouri 65407 RESOLUTION NO. / Vgé 4

Forwarding ang Address
Correction Requested

v _United States 101st Congress determined that it was
imperative that the budget for defense be reduced; and

WHEREAS, the United States Congress established a Commission to
accomplish the downsizing of Department of Defense facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Commission was to be known as the Commission for Base
Realignment and Closure; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense determined in 1993 and in 1995
reviews that certain elements of the Department of Defense relocated to
the United States Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood in its
endeavor to accomplish the reductions and preserve the public interest;
and

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense has recommended that the Chemical
Defense Training Facility and the Military Police School, presently
located at Fort McClellan, Alabama, be relocated to the United States
Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood; and

WHEREAS, the Department of the Army has established a proven safety
record in the operation of the Chemical Defense Training Facility; and

WHEREAS, the personnel of the United States Army Engineer Center and
Fort Leonard Wood have a long and distinguished history of serving our
country in its time of need.

NOW, THEREFORE, the citizens of the City of Rolla, Missouri, welcome the
opportunity to endorse the relocation of the Chemical Defense Training
Facility and the Military Police School to Fort Leonard Wood and offer
their unqualified and unreserved support to the Department of Defense to
that end.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CI OF, ROLLA, SOURI, AND APPROVED

BY THE MAYOR THIS 1ST DAY OF MAY, 19¢5.

T oe

CI’V COUNSELOR___— J
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CERTIFICATE OF TRUE COPY

STATE OF MISSOURI,)
COUNTY OF PHELPS )ss.

I, Carol Daniels, City Clerk of
Rolla, Missouri, hereby certify the above and foregoing to be a true copy of
Resolution No. 1237 as the same appears in my office.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have
hereunto set my hand and affixed
the seal of said City of Rolla,
Missouri, this the 5th day of May

1995.

CITY CLERK




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 , . .. .. . .
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 P,:""g_ : - “;"" nurtoer 7
703-696-0504 A PR R oS p /

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 18, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Elwyn Wax
Mayor, City of Rolla

102 West 9th Street

P.O. Box 979

Rolla, Missouri 65401

Dear Mayor Wax:

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of Resolution No. 1237
adopted by the City Council of Rolla expressing support for the relocation of the
Chemical Defense Training Facility and Military Police School from Fort McClellan,
Alabama to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly understand your interest in the
base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding Fort McClellan
and Fort Leonard Wood.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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GEORGE E. PATAKI
GOVERNOR

COMMISSIONERS

LUCILE HELFAT
CHAIRPERSON

LOUIS L. THEISS, JR.
VICE CHAIRPERSON

ELIAS BETZIOS
AURORA GAREISS
CAROL A. GRESSER
BERNARD HABER
CONSTANCE MANDINA

TRUSTEE

JOHN O. RIEDL
1974-92

STATE OF NEW YORK
NORTHEASTERN QUEENS

NATURE AND HISTORICAL
PRESERVE COMMISSION
49-04 ENFIELD PLACE TEL. 718-229-8805
BAYSIDE, NEW YORK 11364
May 8, 1995 FAX 718-229-6131

JOAN M. VOGT
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Senator Allan Dixon

Chairman

Defense Base Realignment and
Closure Commission (BRAC)

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Re: Fort Totten, New York

Dear Senator Dixon:

Since your May 5th hearing regarding the closure of Fort
Totten, this office has received numerous calls complaining
about the poor notification process which prevented many
residents from testifying in opposition to the plan to sell
off the Base.

We in this agency deplore the plan to close Fort Totten, not
only for historical and aesthetic reasons, but for ecological
reasons as well.

Fort Totten overlooks Long Island Sound which is an estuary
that is suffering from over-development along its shoreline.
We can anticipate the land grab that will occur once builders
are able to acquire beautiful waterfront property on Long
Island Sound. The Bayside area does not have adequate
drainage systems and relies primarily on Combined Sewer
Overflow to handle the storm water. High-rise buildings and
townhouses take a terrible toll on the viability of the
adjacent Little Neck Bay which flows into Long Island Sound.

In the last 5 years, the Federal govermment has spent millions
of dollars studying ways to overcome the gradual degradation
of Long Island Sound. Some improvement has been noticed in
recent years as a result of this Study. 1Is it wise to run the
risk of adding further pollution to this fragile waterway by
opening up waterfront land for development?

Please reconsider the plan to dispose of this hostorical jewel
which is such an integral part of Northeastern Queens.

Sincerely,

j;iaﬁozt_ /4ZH€?QJ“\
Lucile Helfat
Chair.

LH:ph




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504 W I e
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Lucile Helfat

Chairperson, Northeastern Queens Nature
and Historical Preserve Commission

49-04 Enfield Place

Bayside, New York 11364

Dear Chairperson Helfat:

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern about the potential
environmental impact on the Long Island Sound as a result of the proposed closure of
Fort Totten. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment
process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and
analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding Fort Totten.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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U.S. Department 800 Independence Ave., S.W.
of Transportation Washington, D.C. 20591

Federal Aviation
Administration

APR 27 55

Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.
" Air Force Team Leader
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr Cirillo:

At the request of Mr..Ed Flippen, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Liaison to the Base Closure Committee, we have reviewed air traffic in the
Plattsburgh and McGuire areas. This response has been coordinated with the
FAA’s Eastern and New England regional offices. ,

McGuire Air Force Base and its associated airspace are located in a

high density traffic area which does affect the established traffic

flows and patterns used by civil traffic flying in the Philadelphia and

New York areas. - Procedures have been developed between the FAA and the

U. S. Air Force to accommodate civil and military traffic in the area
simultaneously and to minimize limitations on either operation. Since

1992, military traffic at McGuire has decreased. The recent addition of
air mobility aircraft at McGuire has not necessitated any procedural changes
and has not caused any increase in delays.

At present, there are no aircraft based at Plattsburgh and no transient
services are available for aircraft. Traffic activity has steadily declined
since 1993 as base aircraft were assigned to other operational units.

While it is not within the FAA’s purview to mandate where the military
shouid base or train their flightcrews, ongoing coordination is accompiished
to ensure that all users of the National Airspace System are provided proper
separation and the safety of the entire system is preserved. We remain
confident that our traffic management team is capable of handling any

air traffic generated by McGuire Air Force Base in a safe and efficient
manner. ~

Sincerely
avid 4. Hurley //>£:

i Program Director for Air Traffic
System Management, ATM-1

B i A mad
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Alaska State Legislature

House of Representatives
Office of the Chief Clerk

State Capitol, Rm 214
Official Business June?;é’gliég-g%; o

;’4 R 3idi&

ey Ciﬁ_&b"\m l‘\ \
May 5, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

1700 N. Moore St. Ste. 1425
Arlington, WA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:
As directed, 1 am enclosing a copy of the following resolution:

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 10
Relating to the conversion of the Naval Air Facility in Adak.

The resolution was passed by the Alaska House of Representatives on
May 2, 1995.

Sincerely,
Suzi Lowell
Chief Clerk

Enclosure as noted.




STATE OF ALASKA
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

1995

House
Source Resoive No.
HR 10 9

Relating to the conversion of the Naval Air Facility in Adak.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

WHEREAS the closure of the Naval Air Facility in Adak. Alaska. is anticipated to occur
in 1996; and .

WHEREAS the land and existing infrastructure of the facility could be used after the
closure to benefit people and businesses in the state, as well as to serve the lcng-term interests
of the state and the federal government; and

WHEREAS the closure of the facility presents a unique opportunity to develop a new
community for the western Aleutians, to promote commercial ventures, and to use the existing
land and infrastructure for community purposes; and

WHEREAS, unless appropriate steps are taken immediately to preserve the buildings and
other infrastructure from damage by wind and moisture, the future use of the existing
infrastructure and the development of the Adak community will be jeopardized,;

BE IT RESOLVED that the House of Representatives supports the conversion of the
Naval Air Facility in Adak, Alaska, into a facility that can be used beneficially by the citizens

of the western Aleutians; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the House of Representatives respectfully requests the



United States Department of the Navy, Department of the Interior, and Department of Defense
to

(1) take effective and timely measures to preserve the infrastructure that
constitutes the Naval Air Facility in Adak, Alaska;

(2) work closely with all federal and state agencies and the Aleut Corporation
regarding the future use of the facility after its closure;

(3) designate in a timely manner an authority, preferably the Aleut Corporation,
for developing the future use of the property constituting the facility; and

(4) arrange for the transfer of the property that constitutes the facility to the Aleut
Corporation as part of the corporation's entitlement under 43 U.S.C. 1601 - 1641 (Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act).

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Bill Clintpn, President of the
United States; to the Honorable Al Gore, Jr., Vice-President of the United States and President
of the U.S. Senate; the Honorable Newt Gingrich, Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives;
the Honorable William J. Perry, Secretary of Defense: the Honorable John H. Dalton, Secretary
of the Navy; the Honorable Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the Interior; the Honorable Alan J. Dixon,
Chair of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission; and to the Honorable Ted
Stevens and the Honorable Frank Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young, U.S.

Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.

-




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 [ onn rafay = 153 finlal

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 s pmer 9505 Z:A/K /

703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May ]6, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Ms. Suzi Lowell

Chief Clerk, Alaska State Legislature
House of Representatives

State Capitol, Room 214

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Chief Clerk Lowell:

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of House Resolution No. 10
relating to the Naval Air Facility (NAF) in Adak, Alaska. I certainly understand your
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and
analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding NAF Adak.

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

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND

MICHAEL L. SUBIN

May 5, 1995

The Honorable Rebecca Cox

Commissioner

Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore St.

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Commissioner Cox:

On behalf of the White Oak Task Force, I would like to express our deepest
appreciation for your superb handling of the White Oak/Naval Sea Systems
Command issue. While we certainly have our hopes on what the outcome of the
process will be, we also understand that you and your colleagues have some
very difficult decisions to make. We empathize with you and wish you the
best. (We are, however, prepared to make one or two decisions for you!)

Regardless of the outcome, we strongly feel that you have been open and
receptive to us. In the final analysis, we cannot ask for more. We feel that
your handling of this phase of the process has been very professional and one
of which you can be proud.

As one who is both a participant in and observer of the public policy process,
I believe that you have served that process extraordinarily well. You,
personally, have restored the faith of many —- including myself.

Sincerely,

Michael L. Subin
Councilmember

MLS:t11

STELLA B. WERNER COUNCIL OFFICE BUILDING, ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20850 — 217-7900 — TTY 217-6505
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

May 12, 1995 S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones

Director, The Army Basing Study

Department of the Army Plages ey o (i, P4uTRAT

Office of the Chief of Staff whan i ASWB VIS
200 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC 20310-0200
Dear Colonel Jones:

Request your office provide information referred to in BG Shane’s letter of 14 April 1995
responding to the Missouri Congressional Delegation’s assertion that no Military Value
Assessment was performed in the Army’s recommendation to close ATCOM, St. Louis, Missouri.
Specifically, please provide the collected back-up data supporting the attributes which the Army
used to evaluate leased facilities, showing, too, how the data was linked to the Military Value
criteria (as was done in the other categories). These attributes, as set forth in BG Shane’s letter,
are as follows: Percent permanent facilities; Average age of facilities; Buildable acres; Unused
space or building; Ability of information systems to accommodate expansions, and; Proximity to
or possession of an airport.

Request you provide the information as soon as possible, but no later than 29 May 1995.
Thank you for cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

.

" Edward A. Brown III
Army Team Leader




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
200 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Mr. Edward A. Brown III

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Brown:

This letter is in response to your request for information relating to the
Military Value Assessment of Army leased facilities. The request was provided
in a letter forwarded to The Army Basing Study (TABS) on 12 May 1995, control
number 950512-13. The major points addressed in this request are:

. provide the back-up data supporting the attributes which the Army used to
evaluate leased facilities, including information on specific attributes:
percent permanent facilities, average age of facilities, Buildable acres,
unused space or building, ability of information systems to accommodate
expansion, and proximity to or possession of an airport,

. show how the data was linked to the Military Value criteria.

Back-up Data. The data collected by TABS on Leased Facilities, BRAC
Data Call # 13 - Leases, has been provided to the Commission. This data call
contains all of the quantitative elements collected by TABS used in leased facility
analysis. In reference to the request for specific attributes, these attributes were
not collected for the leased sites. The letter by BG Shane states: "Quantitatively,
it considered the attributes of leased facilities that bore on such matters,
collecting information on such things as...". However, the specific attributes
were collected on potential gaining installations that are Army owned. This data
is published in the Army's Reference Volume II, Installation Assessment (IA)
Process and Supporting Data.

Link to Military Value. The data was linked to the DoD Selection criteria
as described in BG Shane's letter of 14 April 1995.

Printed on @ Recycled Paper




The point of contact for further information on this issue is MAJ Fletcher,
(703) 697-6262.

Sincerely,

54\ ICHAEL G. JONES

COL, GS
Director, The Army Basing Study
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE J
-\

WASHINGTON, DC
7 |7/

Ol N O/fz’ 4 MAY 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (MR. FRANCIS A. CIRILLO)

FROM: AF/RT
SUBJECT: Community Presentation on Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the community presentation on the Air Force
Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES). Attached is our response.

My point of contact for this action is Major Wallace, AF/RTR, DSN 225-4578.

) stlorerf

J . BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
cial Assistant to the CSAF for
Realignment & Transition

Attachment:
AF/TE Letter




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

23 Ay 1098
MEMORANDUM FOR AF/RTR

FROM: AF/TE

SUBJECT: Request for Information to Support the Base Closure Process

The following comments are in response to the Dallas Regional Hearings with the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC) concerning the Air Force Electronic
Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) (see Attachment).

AFEWES contracted utilization rate is low and represents a minimum workload that the
Air Force guarantees Lockheed simply to keep the doors open. Over the past three years,
many of AFEWES test capabilities have not been utilized by a single test customer. The
referred to “official Air Force formula” includes upgrade time as utilization. The T&E Joint
Cross-Service Group and the Air Force considered all utilization by test customers (including
international utilization). However, upgrade time was not considered as utilization. New
capabilities coming on line in 1995 may increase utilization some, but BRAC analysis projects
a 28-percent decrease in T&E workload over the next 7 years.

Previous BRAC cost estimates for relocating AFEWES capabilities relied on the certified
data provided. Contractor cost estimates of $50M to $60M are exaggerated and include such
factors as inflated man-hour costs for technical and engineering support. The site visit to
AFEWES resulted in several findings. Many AFEWES capabilities have not had a customer

demand recently and are not essential for conduct of the Electronic Warfare (EW) test process.
Other capabilities, often associated with AFEWES, are contractor owned and not available for
relocation. Less than one-half of AFEWES capabilities needs to be relocated to support the
EW test process. Reverse engineering coupled with the available documentation will enable
the Air Force to support those capabilities to be moved and require relatively little MILCON.

Although some cost savings can be achieved by reducing Air Force management,
significantly more can be realized by reducing infrastructure and operations support. The
latter can be achieved by collocating required AFEWES capabilities with Air Force operated
installed systems test capabilities and integration laboratories. Moving required AFEWES
capabilities will cost approximately $7M, will not result in the loss of needed T&E capability,
and is not in conflict with the FY95 Senate Appropriations Committee’s direction.




BRAC analysis did not include assumptions pertaining to the economic viability of gaining
activities. Gaining activity requirements include sufficient excess capacity to absorb the
workload, and capability to accomplish the test or test support. Thus, AFFTC ground test
facility economic viability was not considered. The cost of AFEWES is too high for the
workload supported; the Air Force and DoD will be well served by this realignment activity.

Competition within the Air Force does not exist for relocated assets. Most of the testing
conducted at AFEWES can be done elsewhere. This was substantiated by information
obtained by the site visit, which determined that less than half of AFEWES test capabilities is
required for implementation of the EW test process.

Since AFEWES has fewer than 20 hybrid threat simulators, it is not understandable why
greater than 100 jobs are affected. This would equate to almost twice as many people involved
in all EW testing at Eglin AFB, which operates approximately 59 open air threat simulators.
Therefore, the stated impact on jobs and customers is not clearly understood. AFEWES
customer impacts are being strongly considered in our process.

My staff and I are available to answer additional questions if necessary and are ready to
provide additional assistance. AF/TE point of contact is Lt Col London, DSN 227-1165.

Lt Gen, USAF (Reti
Director, Test and Evaluation

Attachment:
AF/RTR Memo, w/Atch, 15 May 95




.1 y
.MQy 12-'95 15:13 FROM DBCRC R-A PAGE . @02

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428
ARLINGTON. VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISBIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

May 12,1995  GoR7e. cavis, usar en
. :.A;it::ﬂ'-‘liﬂlﬂ F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
I:ajo.r Genull Jl);o Btl‘:ne (L. o?;lul;{.ary Tripp) MO JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)
for Base Realignment and Transition
USAF 134
1670 Air Force Pentagon Piosss marer o thes zx:‘-fbeim__ 14
Washington, D. C. 20330-1670 v resooncing 4 200 12
Dear General Blume:

I am forwarding for your review and comment portions of 2 community presentation on
the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) that was presented by the
community at the Dallas Regional Hesring and to DBCRC staff on May 5.

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your -
written comments on these documents no later than May 26, 1995. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.

A. Cirilio, Jr. PE
Air Force Team Leader

Attachments-2

MAY-12-1995 15:16 703 696 0536 P.OR2
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| POINT PAPER FOR BRAC BEARING AUIACRmENT |

The Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluarion Simulator (AFEWES) is a Govemnment-Owned, Contracier
Opezated (GOCO) test facility which evaluates aircraf: survivability agains: Radio-Frequency (RF) end Infrared (IR)
threa: sysems. Since 1958, Lockheed Fort Worth Company, formerly General Dvnamics, Forr Worth Division. has
been the sole contractor associated with its development and operation., AFEWES is widely recocmized as the mosc
capabie fecility of irs type in the world. Since its baginning, AFEWES testing has supporied the Cuban Missile
Crisis, the Viemam War, Operation Eldocado Canyon against Libva, Operation Deserx Siorm and Bosnizn Retief
Ovperations.  Imporant contributions continte o this day for 8 SAR cusomer with 1-1 priority whose
platformv/mission cannot be identifisd. T

There is viramlly no factul basis o support "disestsblishment and relocation” of AFEWES 1o the Air Force
mgnTqu(APFTC)atEdmrdsAFB,CAummdedmdeRAc In fact, the proposed action is

in conflict with Congressiopal language in FY 95 SAC report. The following remarks address each element of the
jouale used by the USAF in the recommendation to the BRAC as well 25 the acan) facts applicable to each issus,

1) RATIONALE: Pmiccied AFFWES Woddood = 28%

FACIS a) AFEWES Workloed (1935-94) averages 91% of the Contracted Udlizarion Rase,
b) Officinl AF Formulas calculate 1993-84 Woridoad ar 88% and 92% respectively.
¢) Rationale did not consider Intemational wrilizaton. ’
d) New capabilities avalable in 1995 will incresse wrilization further.

2) RATIONALE: wmﬁmmm
FACIS 1) Recommendation to BRAC estimated $5.8M for move resulting in S300K anmual savings.
b) 1994 BoOD Study estirpared AFEWES relocarion comts at SS0-60M.
€) 24 MAR 95 estimate provided to USAF officials was S66.7M.
d) S66.7M relocation costs will reduce net savings and exend cost recovery period.

. 3) BAGOVALE This Action Achicves Significant Workiood Corselidigion
j FACTS 2) Apparemdy refers 1 2 reduction of 9 govemment positions.
. b) AFEWES operated for 20 vears without on-she government presenice. '
¢) Cost savings can be schieved by reducing USAF Mansgement and not moving AFEWES.

4) RATIONALE:  AFFTC Capacitv Can Absorb AFFWFS Workioad
TACTS a) Insufficient Documenation exists for any other agency 1o efficiently opermz and mamtai
specialized AFEWES equipmenti. . v

b) The AFFTC Ground Test Workload is sufficiently low to nesessitaza acquisition of an
established T&E Business base to renwin economically viable. :

S) RATIONALE:  AFEWES Infrstrucane Duplicated At Other AF TEF Focilities. '
FACTS a) Conmadicted by 1994 BoOD Study. "AFEWES capahilidies are not duplicated.”
b) Only 15% of AFEWES Cagpability is duplicxted at any other DoD T&E facility.

¢) If duplicated, why such intense competition within the USAF for relocated assets?

6) RATIONALL nmmmmm .
FACTS 2) Greater than 100 jobs affected at LFWC.
' b) Impact on Test Customers not even considered.
¢) Down time during move a!so not considered.

SUMMARY
Since this action:
1) Wil cost $60-70M more than estimated and is in conflict with other DoD) estimares,
7) 'Wiil result in 2 net loss in T&E capability,
3) Failed to consider customer test requirements and faciliry down time,
4) Is in conflict with FY 95 Senate Appropriations Commities direction,
5) Would achisve greater cost savings without relocaring the facility,

HOW CAN THE PROPOSED ACTION AGAINST AFEWES POSSIBLY BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE
USAF, DoD, OR THE AMERICAN TAXPAYER? ‘

MAY-12-1995 15:17 703 696 0536 P.0o3
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) FLAWED INPUTS TO FY 95 BRAC
- THREATEN
ELECTRONIC COMBAT T&E LABS

The Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator, AFEWES, is &
Government-owned, Contractor-operated, Hardware-In-The-Loop (HITL) facility
which evaluates the EFFECTIVENESS (survivability) of DoD and Foreign aircraft
systems in lethal engagements with RF and IR threats. It is widely recognized by
past and present users as perhaps the most capable facility of its type in the world.
Since its beginning in 1958, AFEWES has supported the development end refinement
of virtually every Electronic Combat system employed, so successiully, by Coalition
Forces in Operation Desert Storm.

Similar noteworthy contributions have distinguished AFEWES over its 37 year
history. During the 1960's AFEWES testing supported strategic Recohnaissance
aircraft during the Cuban Missile Crisis. B-62 Atirition studies during Project
LINEBACKER II as well as the refinement of defensive countermeasures for a
variety of DoD aircraft typify AFEWES contributions during the Viethem War era of
the 1970's. AFEWES developed cooperative SOJ techniques in the 1950's to support
Operation Eldorado Canyon, the retaliatory action against Libya. Defensive Infrared
countermeasures for transport aircrafi were developed in the 1990's in direct support
of Bosnian Relief operations. Similar coatributions continue to this day for a Special
Access customer, with 1-1 priority, whose platform and mission ¢annot be identified
in this paper.

On 2 March 1995, DoD recommendations to the FY95 Base Realignment And
Closure (BRAC) Commission were announced by Secretary of Defense William J. .
Perry. Included in this announcement were recommendations to "disestablish and
relocate" AFEWES. The rationale used by the US Air Force to justify this
recommendation was replete with factual inconsistencies and oversights. Many
aspects of the official rationale are indicated below with a more accurate indication
of the actuel facts in each area:

1) Projected Workload = 25%. This figire is grossly underestimated. Over
the last 10 years, AFEWES' annual utilization has averaged 91% of the
Contracted Baseline Radar Simulator Utilization Rate, Monthly
utilization reports, based an official Air Force formula, have quantified
AFEWES utilization in the §8-92% range for the period 1993-1994. .
Projections of future workload are consistent with this trend. Also, new

capabilities which become operational within the next year will expand
utilization even further.
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9)  This Action Achieves Significant Cost Savings. The DoD ennouncement
estimates a "one-time" cost of 35.6M to move "selected” AFEWES assets:
ultimately resulting in annualized savings of S800K. Multiple DoD and
USAF studies have been conducted in recent yeers end have all
produced the same conclusion: Relocation of AFEWES is not in the
Government's best interest. A significant DoD study completed in 1994
estimates actual AFEWES relocation costs for selected agsets gt
$50-60M. The MILCON costs alone, to prepare a facility to accept the
AFEWES equipment, was estimated at SSM. Apparently the results of
this study were ignored by the USAF in formulating the BRAC
recommendation.

In fact, it was not until 22 March 1995, fully three weeks following the
2 March recommendation to the BRAC, that Air Force officials contacted
the AFEWES O&M contractor directly, to determine the specific costs
associated with AFEWES relocation. The composite costs, submitted to
the USAF on 24 March 1995, were $66.7TM!

The reference to moving only "selected assets" and *disposal of* many
older threat simulations (SA-3, SA~, ...?) belies any understanding of
the continuing importance of these threats to AFEWES' International
users in today's unstable world. Also lacking is any recognition of the
cost benefit of International utilization to proportionate reduction in the
USAF annual O&M cost obligation for AFEWES.

The actual utilization costs incurred by a typical AFEWES Test
Customer represent ocly a minor percentage of equivalent open-gir
flight test. On an annualized O&M basis, the average "out-of-pocket"
costs borne by the USAF, above and beyond those peid by users of the
facility, is only $300K/year for the period 1985.1994. Although
initiatives to further reduce AFEWES costs are being pursued by the
current O&M contractor, the current costs associated with AFEWES
T&E are clearly insuificient to justify the proposed BRAC action.

3) This Action Achieves Sienificant Workload Consolidation. The workload
consolidation referred to is apparently related to the reduced number of
government personnel recuired to manage AFEWES zt the AFFTC
location. This reduction in personnel apparently forms the basis for the
S800K annual O&M savings discussed above. For a majority of its
37-year history, the AFEWES was successfully operated at its current
Air Force Plant No. 4 location without an on-site military presence. The
advent of modern videoconferencing techmology would allow daily

2
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) AFEWES O&M manegement, if necessary, to be accomplished from the
= remote AFFTC location, thereby preserving the estimated S800K cost
savings, and avoiding the significant, unnecessary cost of physically

relocating the facility.
4)  AFFIC Cavacitv Can Absorb AFEWES Workload.

ad. The essence of this
statement indicates that the current workload of the AFFTC ground test

facility is sufficiently low to necessitate absorption of an established
T&E business base, to remain economically viable.

The unstated assuroption implicit in the DoD announcement suggests
that AFEWES capabilities, if relocated, will continue to provide the
same high-quality of test support which has been established by its
current contractor over the past 37 years. Such is not the case., The
current AFEWES contractor, Lockheed Fort Worth Company, has served
as both the developer and the operator of the facility since 1958. This

. facthas afforded the USAF significant cost savings by necessitating only
minimal documentation for most AFEWES threat simulations. The
existing documeéntation base is insuificient for personnel at any other
facility to efficiently configure and operate the 39 specialized systems
currently contained in AFEWES. The cost estimate for upgrading
existing documentation to support AFEWES operations by another
contractor is approximately $18M, alone.

5) WES Infrastru Duplicated At Other AF T&E ilities. The
grain of truth in this assertion lies in the fact that HITL resources
which represent perhaps 4-6 individual AFEWES threat systems do, in
fact, exist at other DoD laboratories. Most of these alternative.
simulations, however do not enjoy comparable validation against threas:
intelligence, as does AFEWES. It is absolutely false to imply that ths
full complement of 39 threat systems contained in AFEWES ars
duplicated anywhere else in the world. The rationale above belies even

- a rudimentary understanding of unigue AFEWES atributes available
at Air Force Plant No. 4.

a) Unmatched IRCM & Missile Warning System T&E capability.
b)  Unequalled Semi-Active Missile T&E capability.

C) RF Environmental DCDSiT.Y/F idelity without equal'

d) Combined CM/End Game Evasion with man-reactjve F-16 cockpir.
e) Access to CFE for External Networking Applications.

D Multi-Spectral T&E capability.
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) The fact that AFEWES' capabilities are not duplicated elsewhere is also
. reiterated in the 1994 DoD Study referenced earlier.

6) act ned t cti The DoD statement
apparently refers exclusively to Government pesitions onlv.
Approximately 100 contractor personnel, associated with AFEWES
Upgrade and O&M activities, would also be adversely affected by this
action. Lo« .

Of far greater significance, bowever, is the fact that the USAF impact

assessment, completely failed to consider the impact of AFEWES

relocation on DoD and Foreign Users with testing requirements in 1995

and beyond. The following list identifies AFEWES customers with

which Testing Requirements have either been finalized or technical
discussions have been initiated. :

. DoD:  C-7, B2, B, F-15, F-22, Band IV IRCM, Army
ATRJ, Army Advanced Missile Warning Receiver}:
Navy IDECM, DoD SAR Program (Priority 1-1)

@ - FOREIGN: UK DIRCM, Sweden, Germany, Italy

The decision to include AFEWES "disestablishment and relocation® within the
DoD recommendation to the BRAC was made "at the last minute” by Senior USAF
civilian officials. The "11th howr" nature of this decision suggests that political
considerations instead of any thorough analysis of the facts identified above, provide

the basis for this action. Unfortunately, Secretary of Defense William J. Perry and

JCS Cheirman General John Shalikashvili accepted the USAF recommendations
wwithout exception. .

Similarly gquestionable rationale was provided by the USAF to justify
equivalent action against a facility complementary to AFEWES, the Real Time
Electromagnetic Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) in Buffalo, NY.
AFEWES and REDCAP, electronically networked together, using well-established
communications technology, can represent, in an "end-to-end" sense, the modern
Electronic Combat battlefield necessary to evaluate the survivability of next
generation EC Avionic Systems. A study of Electronic Networking was mandated in
the FY95 Senate Appropriations Committee Report as a prerequisite to any HITL
consolidasion...efforts. To our knowledge, this study has yet to be initiated. This

Congressional requirement was apperently also not considered by the USAF in the
_) formulation of its recommendation to the BRAC.

g
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,) In response to the 2 March 95 announcement, Senator Alphonse D'Amato
" (R, NY) gave an impassioned speech on the floor of the U.S. Senate bringing into
question, the ACTUAL motives of the USAF for singling out these two small T&E
facilities (combined FY95 Budget of less than S20M), and failing to close any of 10
major USAF Test Facilities (combined FY95 Budget of $1.722B).

The time-honored adage, "IF IT AIN'T BROKE, DON'T FIX IT" clearly applies
to the plight of AFEWES and REDCAP. Given the austere Defense funding
environment and unstable international situation in which we find ourselves, how
much of this "PROGRESS" are American taxpayers expected to withstand?
Significant uppecessarv Capital investment (560-70M)? The promise of anticipated
cost savings which will never be realized? Net reductions in critically needed
Electronic Combat Test capability in an increasingly unstable world? :

If this unjustified action against AFEWES and REDCAP cannot be reversed
by the cold reality of sound technical and ﬁscal reason, sadly, the real losers in this
tragic political debate will be US and Allied aircrews who will be forced to enter
combat in the future with less than fully EFFECTIVE Electronic combat systems to
ensure their survival to “fight another day".

i:ﬁ;
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Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas

AllAchmin] <

DOD BRAC Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION:

Disestablish the Alr Force Elsctronic Warfare Evaluation Simutator (AFEWES) Aclivily
in Fort Worth. Essential AFEWES Capabilities and the Required Test Activities WIN

Relocate to the Alr Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB, Callfornia. Workload
and Selacted Equipment From AFEWES Will Be Transterred lo AFFTC. AFEWES Will Be
Disestablished and Any Remaining Equipment Will Be Disposed of.

JUSTIFICATION:

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) Recommended That

AFEWES's Capabllities Be Relocated to an Existing Facllity at an Instaflation Possessing
a Major Range and Test Facillty Base (MRTFB) Open Air Range. Projected Workload for
AFEWES Was Only 28 Percent of its Available Capacity. Avallable Capacity at AFFTC Is
Sufficient To Absorb AFEWES's Worldoad. AFEWES's Basic Hardware-in-the-Loop
Infrastructure Is Duplicated at Other Alr Force Test and Evaluation Facilities. This Action
Achieves Significant Cost Savings and Workload Consolidation,

RETURN ON -
INVESTMENT:

The Total Estimated One-Time Cost To Implement This Recommendation Is $5.8 Million.
The Net of All Costs and Savings During the Implementation Period Is a Cost of $2.6
Million. Annual Recurring Savings After Implementation Are $0.8 Million With a Return
on investment Expected in Seven Years. The Net Present Value of the Costs and Savings
Over 20 Years 13 a Savings of $5.8 Mililon.

IMPACTS:

Assuming No Economic Recovery, This Recommendation Could Result in a Maximum
Potential Reduction of 9 Jobs (5 Direct Jobs and 4 Indirect Jobs) Over the 1996-10-2001
Period in the Fort Worth-Arlinglon, Texas Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, Which
Is Less Than 0.1 Percent of the Economlic Area's Employment. This Action Wilf Have
Minimal Environmental Impact.

[ The Facts Dictate A Closer Look ... ]
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~ Collocation At An Open Air Range
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That AFEWES Capabilities Be Relocated to an Existing Facllity at an
Installation Possessing a Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB)

Open Air Range."

. “The Tet and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Gro.tlp (JCSG) Recommended|

Sumemans

—-| FACTS}
* There Is No Technical Advantage to Being Near an Open Air Range.

* No Significant Increase In Capability From "One Stop” Shopping.

— EC Systems Rarely Move Immediately From a Hardware-in-the-Loop
Test to Flight Testing

» Networking Is the Technical and Economical Alternative

- Networking of AFEWES Has Been Demonstrated and Proven
Technlcally Feasible
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AFEWES Workload

* "Projected Workload Was Only 28 Percent of its Available Capacity."

e Average Workload for CY 93 and CY 94 Was 90% (Based on a 16-Hour Day).
Workload Has Actually Been Increasing Because New Capabilities
Have Been Coming On-Line.

* Workload Is Projected To Continue at the Same Level. Currently Planned
Tests Include:

195 - .. [ ‘ 1996 and Beyond
C17 o e Sy 8-1 :
B-2 : ’ ' A B~2 i
Band IV Infrared Countermeasures (IRCM} .+ P22 RY :
Advanced Tactical IRCM - Arm :'ALG-135
Directional JACM - UKJUSSOC M * Advanced Tactical Radar Jammer - Army R
Sweden ) i - - Advanced Misslle Warning Recelver - Army
Germany el ;-.,-;; ‘ j L *Integrated Delenslve Elec mnlc COUntermeasums System - Navy
DODSpeclalAccess R ‘Sweden - ‘
S Unlled Kingdom
v .

* The Multi‘ale Emitter Generator Expansion (1995) and Reconfigurable
Airborne Interceptor (1996) Will Also Spur Increases in Workload.

A O T —
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AFFTC Capacity

DOD
+ "Available Capacity at the Alr Force Flight Test Center Is Sufficient To Absorb AFEWES

s SR W1

» AFFTC Does Not Presently Have the Personnel To Operate/fMaintain and Upgrade the
AFEWES:

- LFWC Positions To Be Raplaced: Approx. 100 Englneers/Technicians in Support of Opcfat!ons, Malntenance and
Upgrades.

~  AFFTC Wiil ave To Contract for This Work.
- AFFTC May Have the Capacity To Replace The Nine Government Positions.

* AFFTC Currently Has No Hardware-in-the-Loop Simulation Capability, Consequently, Test
Users Must Accept a 12-18 Month AFEWES Testing “GAP” Until the Transition Is Complete.

(:Closure of AFEWES May Interfere with the B-1 SPO's Effort to Thoroughly Test Our Upgraded
Defensive System. It Is Imperative That AFEWES Be Avallable for Testing in Order to Meet Our
Test Schedule and Comply With Electronic Combat Test Process AFM 99-112."”

-B-1 Defensive System Upgrade Program Test Manager
12 April 95
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AFFTC Capacity

* “Avallable Capacity at the Alr Force Flight Test Center Is Sufficlent To Absorb AFEWES
Workload."

« AFFTC Does Not Presently Have the Personnel To Operate/Maintaln and Upgrade the
AFEWES:

—~ LFWC Positlons To Be Replaced: Approx. 100 Engineers/Technliclans in Support of Operations, Maintenance and
Upgrades. '

- AFFTC Wil Have To Contract for This Work.

~ AFFTC May Have the Capacity To Replace The Nine Government Positions.

+ AFFTC Currently Has No Hardware-in-the-Loop Simulation Capability, Consequently, Test
Users Must Accept a 12-18 Month AFEWES Testing “GAP” Unti! the Transition Is Complete.

- —

f"Closure of AFEWES May Interfere with the B-1 SPO's Effort to Thoroughly Test Our Upgraded
Defensive System. It Is Imperative That AFEWES Be Avallable for Testing in Order to Meet Our
Test Schedule and Comply With Electronic Combat Test Process AFM 99-112.”

-B-1 Defensive System Upgrade Program Test Manager

12 April 95 -
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AFFTC Building Requirements

» The AFEWES Must Be in a Shielded Bullding With Raised Floors

(To Allow Electrical Interconnections), Lowered Roof (To Allow for RF

Interconnections),Special Power and Speclal Air Conditioning. The IR
Portion Requires SEISMIC Stability. .

» AFFTC Has Two Options:

~ Build a New Facility

v 100% Replacement Would Require at Least 40,000 SQ. Ft. I
Y Moving Only the Newest, Highest Utilized Simulations Will Still Require a 36,000 Sq. Ft. Facility

— Remodel the Existing Building Surrounding the Benefield Anechoic Chamber

v Remodeling the West Area (Now Essentlally Vacant) of the Bullding To Have a SEISMIC
First Floor Section (900 Sq. F1) and Adding a Second and Third Floor Within the Shefl
Could Make About 36,000 Sq. F1. Available ' I

¥ Based on Historical AFEWES Costs, Estimated Remodeling Would Cost Over $5M
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AFEWES Duplication

DOD

» "AFEWES Basic Hardware-in-the-Loop Infrastructure Is Duplicated at
Other Air Force Test and Evaluation Facilities”

PP Y c s p, m L . oasaie

' ' SRR "$ PRI LS
—4 FAGTSF » e

« AFEWES Has 39 Simulations. Two (Bulit By AFEWES Personnel) Are
Duplicated at Other Air Force and Army Locations. Four Other Simulations
(Older and Unvalidated) Exist at Other Air Force and Navy Locations.

« AFEWES Is Used by Air Force, Navy, Army, international Allies, and
Industry Because It Is Unique in the World.

* Australia * laly * Switzerland
* Canada * Korea * Turkey

* France * Netherlands * UK

* Germany *Norway * Belglum

* Israel * Sweden

« It Is Contradictory To Claim Duplication and Then Make Plans To
Move the Capability.

-
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Return On Investment

+ "The Total Estimated One-Time Cost To Implement This Recommendation
Is $5.8M."

-

{FACTS)}—

I I T T

. The'Followlng Simulations/Support Systems Have Essential Military
Value and Would Have to be Moved:

SA-4 Fulcrum Data Processing Facllity
SA-6M " Foxhound Resldual Inventory/Spare Parts
SA-8 Clutter Generator Jammer Technique Simulator
SA-10 Basic Infrared Lab Bus Snapshot Analyzer

SA-11 Enhanced Infrared Lab Test Equipment

Flap Wheel Muiltiple Emitter Generator Basic Software Development Facility
Flanker Multiple Emitter Generator Advanced Test Director System

Gun Dish

« Generation of the Documentation Is Essential:

Drawings for 186 Racks
O&M Manuals for 17 stmufatfons/s(:pport Systems

« A More Realistic Estimate of One-Time Cost To Implement:

Drawings $ 8,949,360
Software and Hardware O&M Manuais 8,428,539
Phase In/Phase Out/Training/Overiap . 12,924,117
Disassembly/Move/Reassembly/Demonstrate ’ 6,495,263
Facility Preparation (36,000 Sq. Fl. @ $140/Sq. Ft) 5,040,000
Replacement of LFWC Owned Assels 2,100,000

Total Cost for Minimum Move ' . $43,937,279
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The AFEWES Can Be Operated and Maintained For
Less Expense If Left In Fort Worth

—[ Because of the Contractor's Experience '

e Conceived and Developed the AFEWES Closed-Loop, Real-Time,
Actual RF Threat Simulation In 1958.

* The Only Experience Available in AFEWES Operation (37 Years).

« Corporate Memory and Easy Access to Simulation Designers
Enhances Maintenance and Minimizes Down Time.

« Resources Necessary to Link AFEWES With LFWC Test Assets
(Flight Simulator) and Other DOD Test Assets (Open Air Ranges,
REDCAP).

I

Because the 'Contr'é'c'tdr' Is Orgahiiéd

to Accommodate a Variable Work Load

e Government Required Simulator Work Load Is Highly Variable.
e An Easily Varied Cadre of Skilled Manpower Means the

Customer Only Pays for Support As Needed.
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Impact

« "This Recommendation Could Result in a Maximum Potential Reduction
of 9 Jobs in the Fort Worth-Arlington .. . . Area,”

- FACTS)

« Approximately 50 Contractor Engineers/Technicians Support AFEWES
Operations & Maintenance.

 Approximately 50 Contractor Engineers/Techniclans Support AFEWES
Development & Upgrades.
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Recommendations

“Had we attempted to conduct this entire process by means of a fleld test, which for alil practical
purposes, would have been Impossible, we would have used over 200 flying hours, 100 test range
hours, and 4000 MJU-23/B flares at a cost of five million dollars above the cost to accomplish the
process at AFEWES. Our high degree of confidence In the simulation coupled with the ablility to
collect a large amount of relatively inexpensive data in a short amount of time allowed us to focus
our efforts In the field test. Through a combination of using digital modeling, hardware-in-the-
loop simulation, and flight testing, we found a way to increase the odds that the B-1B can perform

its mission and get its crew home safely.” 513 Engineering and Test Squadron

Presentation at 1995
_ Infrared Countermeasures
Specialty Group Meeting

» Keep AFEWES at Fort Worth
~ Full Test Capability & Best Military Value
— Least Cost to the Taxpayer
—~ Continuous Support for Users
~ No Unnecessary Jobs Impact
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX
May 12’ 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENDILOUISE STEELE

for Base Realignment and Transition
Headquarters USAF
1670 Air Force Pentagon Pims o TS T e ey _
Washington, D. C. 20330-1670 w‘: a7 T _ﬂagﬂ____; 12— L'\
Dear General Blume:

I am forwarding for your review and comment portions of a community presentation on
the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) that was presented by the
community at the Dallas Regional Hearing and to DBCRC staff on May 5.

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your
written comments on these documents no later than May 26, 1995. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.

s A. Cirillo, Jr. PE
Air Force Team Leader

Attachments-2




POINT PAPER FOR BRAC BEARING ATIRchmenT |

INTRODUCTION

The Air Force Eiecwonic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) is a Government-Owned. Contracior
Operated (GOCO) test facility which evaluates aircraft survivability against Radio-Frequency (RF) and Infrared R)
threar systems. Since 1938, Lockheed Fort Worth Company, formerly General Dvnamics, Fort Worth Division. has
been the sole conwactor associated with its development and operation. AFEWES is widely recognized as the most
capable facility of its type in the world. Since its beginning, AFEWES testing has supporied the Cuban Missile
Crisis, the Viemam War, Operation Eldorado Canyon against Libya, Operation Desert Storm and Bosnian Relief
Operations.  Important contributions continue o0 this day for 2 SAR customer with 1-1 priority whose
platform/mission cannot be identfied. '

There is virtually no factual basis to support "disestzblishment and relocation” of AFEWES to the Air Force
Flight Test Center (AFFIC) at Edwards ATB, CA as recommended to the BRAC. In fact, the proposed action is
in conflict with Concressiomal language in FY 95 SAC report  The following remarks address each element of the
rarionale used by the USAF in the recommendation to the BRAC as well s the actual facts applicable to each issue.

lj RATIONATE: jected WES Wordead = 28%
FACIS a) AFEWES Workload (1983-94) averages 91% of the Contracted Utilizarion Rate.

b) Official AF Formulas calculate 1993-94 Workicad ar 83% and 92% respectively.
¢) Ratonale did not consider International unlization. i
d) New capabilities available in 1995 will increase wilization firther,
2) RATIONATE:  This Action Achjeves Siemificant Cost Savines.
FACIS 2) Recommendation to BRAC estimated $5.8M for move resulting in S300K annual savines.
b) 1994 BoOD Study estimared AFEWES relocation costs at S50-60M. )
¢) 24 MAR 95 estmate provided to USAF officials was S66.7M.
d) $66.7M relocation costs wiil reduce net savings and extend cost recovery period.
3) RATIONALE:  This Action Achieves Sionificamt Wordoad Consolidaion
FACTIS 2) Apparently refers to a reduction of 9 government positions.
b) AFEWES operated for 20 vears without on-site government presence.
¢) Cost savings can be achieved by reducing USAF Management and not moving AFEWES.
4) RATIONATF:  AFFTC Capacity Can Absorh AFEWES Worldoad. :
FACIS a) Insufficient Documentation exists for any other agency to efficiently operate and maintain
specialized AFEWES equipment.:. i
b) The AFFTC Ground Test Workload is sufficiently low to necessitzze acauisition of an
established T&E Business base to remain economically viable. ’
5) RATIONAIE:  AFEWES Infrastruchre Duplicated At Other AF T&E Facilities.
FACTS a) Contadicted by 1994 BoOD Study. "AFEWES capabilities are not duplicared.”
b) Only 15% of AFEWES Capability is duplicated at any other DoD T&E facility.
¢) If duplicated, why such intense competition within the USAF for relocatad assets?
6) RATIONAIF:  Immact Confined To Reduction Of 9 Jobs.
FACTS a) Greater than 100 jobs affected at LFWC,
b) Impact on Test Customers not even considered.
c¢) Down time during move also not considered.
SUNMMARY
Since this action:
1) Will cost $60-70M more than estimated and is in conflict with other DoD estimates
2) Wiil result in a net loss in T&E capability, ’
3) Failed to consider customer test requirements and facility down time,
4) Is in conflict with FY 95 Senate Appropriations Committes direction.

3)

Would achieve greater cost savings without relocating the facility,

HOW CAN THE PROPOSED ACTION AGAINST AFEWES POSSIBLY BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE
USAF, DoD, OR THE AMERICAN TAXPAYER?
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FLAWED INPUTS TO FY 95 BRAC
THREATEN
ELECTRONIC COMBAT T&E LABS

The Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator, AFEWES is a
Government-owned, Contractor-operated, Hardware-In-The-Loop (HITL) f’acilitv
which evaluates the EFFECTIVENESS (survivability) of DoD and Foreien aircraft
systems in lethal engagements with RFE and IR threats. It is widelv rec;vnized 'c:v
past and present users as perhaps the most capable facility of its tyf)e in t:l’ne world
Since its beginning in 1958, AFEWES has supported the development and I'Efinemen£
of virtually every Electronic Combat system employed, so successfully, by Coalition
Forces in Operation Desert Storm. -

Similar noteworthy contributions have distinguished AFEWESover its 37 vear
history. During the 1960's AFEWES testing supported strategic Reconnaiss:;nce
aircraft during the Cuban Missile Crisis. B-52 Attrition studies during Project
LINEBACKER II as well as the refinement of defensive countermeasu;es fo]r a
variety of DoD aircraft typify AFEWES contributions during the Vietnam War era of
the 1970's. AFEWES developed cooperative SOJ techniques in the 1980's to su oril;
Operation Eldorado Canyon, the retaliatory action against Libya. Defensive In§:r~d
countermeasures for transport aircraft were developed in the 1990's in direct Suppocrt
of Bosnian Relief operations. Similar contributions continue to this day for a Special
Access customer, with 1-1 priority, whose platform and mission cannot be identified
in this paper.

On 2 March 1995, DoD recommendations to the FY95 Base Realienment And
Closure (BRAC) Commission were announced by Secretary of Defens: William J
Perry. Included in this announcement were recommendations to "disestablish and
relocate" AFEWES. The rationale used by the US Air Force to justify this
recommendation was replete with factual inconsistencies and oversights 'Mernv
aspects of the official rationale are indicated below with a more accuraze in:dicatiox’u
of the actual facts in each area:

1) Projected Workload = 28%. This figtre is grossly underestimated. Over
the last 10 years, AFEWES' annual utilization has averaged 91% of tvb;
Contracted Baseline Radar Simulator Utilization Raate. Montb{v
utilization reports, based an official Air Force formula, have quantiﬁ;a
AFEWES utilization in the 88-92% range for the period 1993-1894
Projections of future workload are consistent with this trend. Also ;e;;
capabilities which become operational within the next year will e*{,pand
utilization even further. . ’
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This Action Achieves Significant Cost Savings. The DoD announcement
estimaies a "one-time" cost of $5.8M to move "selected" AFEWES assets;
ultimately resulting in annualized savings of SS00K. Multiple DoD and
USAF studies have been conducted in recent years and have all
produced the same conclusion: Relocation of AFEWES is not in the
Government's best interest. A significant DoD study completed in 1994
estimates actual AFEWES relocation costs for selected assets at
$50-60M. The MILCON costs alone, to prepare a facility to accept the
AFEWES equipment, was estimated at S8M. Apparently the results of
this study were ignored by the USAF in formulating the BRAC
recommendation.

In fact, it was not until 22 March 1995, fully three weeks following the
9 March recommendation to the BRAC, that Air Force officials contacted
the AFEWES O&M contractor directly, to determine the specific costs
associated with AFEWES relocation. The composite costs, submitted to
the USAF on 24 March 1995, were $66.7M!

The reference to moving only "selected assets" and "disposal of" many
older threat simulations (SA-3, SA-4, ...7) belies any understanding of
the continuing importance of these threats to AFEWES' International
users in today's unstable world. Also lacking is any recognition of the
cost benefit of International utilization to proportionate reduction in the
USAF annual O&M cost obligation for AFEWES.

The actual utilization costs incurred by a typical AFEWES Test
Customer represent only a minor percentage of equivalent open-azir
flight test. On an annualized O&M basis, the average "out-of-pocket”
costs borne by the USAF, above and beyond those paid by users of the
facility, is only $300K/year for the period 1985-1994. Although
initiatives to further reduce AFEWES costs are being pursued by the
current O&M contractor, the current costs associated with AFEWES
T&E are clearly insufficient to justify the proposed BRAC action.

This Action Achieves Significant Workload Consolidztion. The workload
consolidation referred to is apparently related to the reduced number of
government personnel required to manage AFEWES at the AFFTC
location. This reduction in personnel apparently forms the basis for the
S800K annual O&M savings discussed above. For a majority of its
37-year history, the AFEWES was successfully operated at its current
Air Force Plant No. 4 location without an on-site military presence. The
advent of modern videoconferencing technology would allow daily

2
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AFEWES O&M management, if necessary, to be accomplished from the
remote AFFTC location, thereby preserving the estimated S800K cost
savings, and avoiding the significant, unnecessary cost of physically
relocating the facility. ' -

AFFTC Capacitv Can Absorb AFEWES Workload. The essence of this
statement indicates that the current workload of the AFFTC ground tes~t
facility is sufficiently low to necessitate absorption of an established
T&E business base, to remain economically viable.

The unstated assumption implicit in the DoD announcement suggests
that AFEWES capabilities, if relocated, will continue to provide the
same high-quality of test support which has been established by its
current contractor over the past 37 years. Such is not the case. The
current AFEWES contractor, Lockheed Fort Worth Company, has served
as both the developer and the operator of the facilitv since 1958. This
fact has afforded the USAF significant cost savings by necessitating only
minimal documentation for most AFEWES threat simulations. The
existing documentation base is insufficient for personnel at any other
facility to efficiently configure and operate the 39 specialized systems
currently contained in AFEWES. The cost estimate for upgrading

existing documentation to support AFEWES operations by another
contractor is approximately $18M, alone.

AFEWES Infrastructure Duplicated At Other AF T&E Facilities. The
grain of truth in this assertion lies in the fact that HITL resources
which represent perhaps 4-6 individual AFEWES threat systems do, in
fact, exist at other DoD laboratories. Most of these alternatne
simulations, however do not enjoy comparable validation against threat
intelligence, as does AFEWES. It is absolutely false to imply that the
full complement of 39 threat systems contained in AFEWES a:_:.
duplicated anywhere else in the world. The rationale above belies evegx

a rudimentary understanding of unique AFEWES atiributes availabls
at Air Force Plant No. 4.

a) Unmatched IRCM & Missile W arning System T&E capablhty
b) Unequalled Semi-Active Missile T&E capability.

c) RF Environmental Density/Fidelity without equal.

d) Combined CM/End Game Evasion with man-reactive F-16 cockpit.
e) Access to CFE for External Networking Applications.

f) Multi-Spectral T&E capability.

L)
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The fact that AFEWES' capabilities are not duplicated elsewhere is also
reiterated in the 1954 DoD Study referenced earlier.

6) Impact (Confined to) Reduction of 9 Jobs. The DoD statement
apparently refers exclusively to Government positions onlv.
Approximately 100 contractor personnel, associated with AFEWES
Upgrade and O&M activities, would also be adversely affected by this
action. .

Of far greater significance, however, is the fact that the USAF impact
assessment, completely failed to consider the impact of AFEWES
relocation on DoD and Foreign Users with testing requirements in 1995
and beyond. The following list identifies AFEWES customers with
which Testing Requirements have either been finalized or technical
discussions have been initiated. :

. DoD: C-17, B-2, B-1, F-15, F-22, Band IV IRCM, Army
ATRJ, Army Advanced Missile Warning Receiver,
Navy IDECM, DoD SAR Program (Priority 1-1)

- FOREIGN: UK DIRCM, Sweden, Germany, Iialy

The decision to include AFEWES "disestablishment and relocation” within the
DoD recommendation to the BRAC was made "at the last minute” by Senior USAF
civilian officials. The "11th hour" nature of this decision suggests that political
considerations instead of any thorough analysis of the facts identified above, provide
the basis for this action. Unfortunately, Secretary of Defense William J. Perry and
JCS Chairman General John Shalikashvili accepted the USAF recommendations

without exception. _

Similarly questionable rationale was provided by the USAF to justify
equivalent action against a facility complementary to AFEWES, the Real Time
Electromagnetic Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) in Buffalo, NY.
AFEWES and REDCAP, electronically networked together, using well-established
communications technology, can represent, in an "end-to-end" sense, the modern
Electronic Combat battlefield necessary to evaluate the survivability of next
generation EC Avionic Systems. A study of Electronic Networking was mandated in
the FY95 Senate Appropriations Committee Report as a prerequisite to any HITL
consolidation...efforts. To our knowledge, this study has yet to be initiated. This
Congressional requirement was apparently also not considered by the USAF in the
formulation of its recommendation to the BRAC.

N
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In response to the 2 March 85 announcement, Senator Alphonse D'Amato

(R, NY) gave an impassioned speech on the floor of the U.S. Senate bringine into
t=] o

question, the ACTUAL motives of the USAF for singling out these two small T&E
facilities (combined FY95 Budget of less than $20M), and failing to close any of 10
major USAF Test Facilities (combined FY95 Budget of $1.722B).

The time-honored adage, "IF IT AIN'T BROKE, DON'T FIX IT" clearly applies
to the plight of AFEWES and REDCAP. Given the austere Defense funding
environment and unstable international situation in which we find ourselves how::
much of this "PROGRESS" are American taxpayers expected to withs%and”
Significant unnecessarv Capital investment (860-70M)? The promise of anticipateé
cost savings which will never be realized? Net reductions in critically needed
Electronic Combat Test capability in an increasingly unstable world?

If this unjustified action against AFEWES and REDCAP cannot be reversed
by the cold reality of sound technical and fiscal reason, sadly, the real losers in this
tragic political debate will be US and Allied aircrews who will be forced to enter
combat in the future with less than fully EFFECTIVE Electronic combat svstems t;

~ ensure their survival to "fight another day".




Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, Texas

ATTAchmenT 2

DOD BRAC Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION:

Disestablish the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) Activity
in Fort Worth. Essential AFEWES Capabilities and the Required Test Activities Will

Relocate to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB, California. Workload
and Selected Equipment From AFEWES Will Be Transferred to AFFTC. AFEWES Will Be
Disestablished and Any Remaining Equipment Will Be Disposed of.

JUSTIFICATION:

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) Recommended That

AFEWES's Capabilities Be Relocated to an Existing Facility at an Installation Possessing
a Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) Open Alir Range. Projected Workload for
AFEWES Was Only 28 Percent of its Available Capacity. Available Capacity at AFFTC Is
Sufficient To Absorb AFEWES's Workload. AFEWES's Basic Hardware-in-the-Loop
Infrastructure Is Duplicated at Other Air Force Test and Evaluation Facilities. This Action
Achieves Significant Cost Savings and Workload Consolidation.

RETURN ON
INVESTMENT:

The Total Estimated One-Time Cost To Implement This Recommendation Is $5.8 Million.
The Net of All Costs and Savings During the Implementation Period Is a Cost of $2.6
Million. Annual Recurring Savings After Implementation Are $0.8 Million With a Return
on Investment Expected in Seven Years. The Net Present Value of the Costs and Savings
Over 20 Years Is a Savings of $5.8 Million.

IMPACTS:

Assuming No Economic Recovery, This Recommendation Could Result in a Maximum
Potential Reduction of 9 Jobs (5 Direct Jobs and 4 indirect Jobs) Over the 1996-t0-2001
Period in the Fort Worth-Arlington, Texas Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, Which
Is Less Than 0.1 Percent of the Economic Area's Employment. This Action Will Have
Minimal Environmental Impact.

L The Facts Dictate A Closer Look . .. }

A03218
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AFEWES Workload

- pop }

* "Projected Workload Was Only 28 Percent of Its Available Capacity."

—[FACTs}

Tests Include:

e Average Workload for CY 93 and CY 94 Was 90% (Based on a 16-Hour Day).
Workload Has Actually Been Increasing Because New Capabilities
Have Been Coming On-Line.

* Workload Is Projected To Continue at the Same Level. Currently Planned

1995

1996 and Beyond

Cc17

B-2

Band IV Infrared Countermeasures (IRCM)
Advanced Tactical IRCM - Arm
Directional IRCM - UK/USSOCOM

Sweden

Germany

DOD Special Access .

B-1

B-2

F-22

ALQ-135 ‘

Advanced Tactical Radar Jammer - Army

Advanced Missile Warning Recelver - Army

Integrated Defensive Electronic Countermeasures System - Navy
Sweden

United Kingdom

Italy

* The Multiple Emitter Generator Expansion (1995) and Reconfigurable
Airborne Interceptor (1996) Will Also Spur Increases in Workload.
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AFFTC Capacity

* "Available Capacity at the Air Force Flight Test Center Is Sufficient To Absorb AFEWES
Workload."

{FACTS}-

* AFFTC Does Not Presently Have the Personnel To Operate/Maintain and Upgrade the
AFEWES:

~ LFWC Positions To Be Replaced: Approx. 100 Engineers/Techniclans in Support of Operations, Maintenance and
Upgrades.

— AFFTC Will Have To Contract for This Work.

-~ AFFTC May Have the Capacity To Replace The Nine Government Positions. )

* AFFTC Currently Has No Hardware-in-the-Loop Simulation Capability, Consequently, Test
Users Must Accept a 12-18 Month AFEWES Testing “GAP” Until the Transition Is Complete.

(“Closure of AFEWES May Interfere with the B-1 SPO's Effort to Thoroughly Test Our Upgraded

Defensive System. It Is Imperative That AFEWES Be Available for Testing in Order to Meet Our
Test Schedule and Comply With Electronic Combat Test Process AFM 99-112.”

—-B-1 Defensive System Upgrade Program Test Manager
12 April 95
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AFFTC Building Requirements

—{FACTS

* The AFEWES Must Be in a Shielded Building With Raised Floors
(To Allow Electrical Interconnections), Lowered Roof (To Allow for RF

Interconnections),Special Power and Special Air Conditioning. The IR
Portion Requires SEISMIC Stability.

* AFFTC Has Two Options:

-~ Build a New Facility

v 100% Replacement Would Require at Least 40,000 SQ. Ft.
v Moving Only the Newest, Highest Utilized Simulations Will Still Require a 36,000 Sq. Ft. Facility

— Remodel the Existing Building Surrounding the Benefield Anechoic Chamber

Vv Remodeling the West Area (Now Essentially Vacant) of the Building To Have a SEISMIC
First Floor Section (900 Sq. Ft) and Adding a Second and Third Floor Within the Shell
Could Make About 36,000 Sq. Ft. Available

v Based on Historical AFEWES Costs, Estimated Remodeling Would Cost Over $5M
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AFEWES Duplication

DOD |}

* "AFEWES Basic Hardware-in-the-Loop Infrastructure Is Duplicated at
Other Air Force Test and Evaluation Facilities"

.

- FACTS)} |
* AFEWES Has 39 Simulations. Two (Built By AFEWES Personnel) Are

Duplicated at Other Air Force and Army Locations. Four Other Simulations
(Older and Unvalidated) Exist at Other Air Force and Navy Locations.

* AFEWES Is Used by Air Force, Navy, Army, International Allies, and
Industry Because It Is Unique in the World.

* Australia * Italy * Switzerland
* Canada * Korea * Turkey

* France * Netherlands *UK

* Germany * Norway * Belgium

* Israel * Sweden

* It Is Contradictory To Claim Duplication and Then Make Plans To
Move the Capability.
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Return On Investment

—_DOD |

Is $5.8M."

* "The Total Estimated One-Time Cost To Implement This Recommendation

-(FACTS

Value and Would Have to be Moved:

SA-4 Fulcrum

SA-6M Foxhound

SA-8 Clutter Generator

SA-10 Basic Infrared Lab

SA-11 Enhanced Infrared Lab

Flap Wheel Muitiple Emitter Generator Basic

Flanker Multiple Emitter Generator Advanced

Gun Dish

e Generation of the Documentation Is Essential:

— Drawings for 186 Racks

— O&M Manuals for 17 Simulations/Support Systems

Drawings

Software and Hardware O&M Manuals

Phase In/Phase Out/Training/Overlap
Disassembly/Move/Reassembly/Demonstrate
Facility Preparation (36,000 Sq. Ft. @ $140/Sq. Ft)
Replacement of LFWC Owned Assets

Total Cost for Minimum Move

* The Following Simulations/Support Systems Have Essential Military

Data Processing Facility
Residual Inventory/Spare Parts
Jammer Technique Simulator
Bus Snapshot Analyzer

Test Equipment

Software Development Facility
Test Director System

* A More Realistic Estimate of One-Time Cost To Implement:

$ 8,949,360
8,428,539
12,924,117
6,495,263
5,040,000
2,100,000

$43,937,279
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Return On Investment

- pob )

* "Annual Recurring Savings After Implementation Are $0.8M With
a Return on Investment Expected in Seven Years. The Net Present
Value of the Cost and Savings Over 20 Years Is a Savings of $5.8
Million."

~{ FACTS }

* The DOD Assessment Significantly Underestimates the Cost of
Implementation and the Discount Rate. The More Likely Outcome

Is:
LIKELY DOD
Cost $ 43.9M $ 5.8M
NPV (Over 20 Years) $ (27.7)M $5.8M
Break-Even 53 Years 7 Years

 $0.8M in Annual Savings Can Be Realized by Simply Reducing
Government Oversight of AFEWES.

AD3226
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Impact

- pop }

* "This Recommendation Could Result in a Maximum Potential Reduction
of 9 Jobs in the Fort Worth-Arlington . . . . Area.”

—{FACTS)

* Approximately 50 Contractor Engineers/Technicians Support AFEWES
Operations & Maintenance.

* Approximately 50 Contractor Engineers/Technicians Support AFEWES
Development & Upgrades.
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Conclusion

Military Value - AFEWES' Unique, Cross-Service Support of
Electronic Warfare Development and Readiness Would Be
Degraded By Relocation.

Return on Investment - AFEWES is a More Cost Effective
Asset if Retained Within AF Plant 4 in Fort Worth Versus
Relocation to AFFTC.

Impact - AFEWES Economic Impact on Fort Worth is
Approximately 10 Times Greater Than Stated in the DOD
Recommendation (100 Engineering Jobs).

The Proposed AFEWES Move Fails DOD's
Criteria for Closure or Realignment |
On All Three Counts. A03229




Recommendations

“Had we attempted to conduct this entire process by means of a field test, which for all practical
purposes, would have been impossible, we would have used over 200 flying hours, 100 test range
hours, and 4000 MJU-23/B flares at a cost of five million dollars above the cost to accomplish the
process at AFEWES. Our high degree of confidence in the simulation coupled with the ability to
collect a large amount of relatively inexpensive data in a short amount of time allowed us to focus
our efforts in the field test. Through a combination of using digital modeling, hardware-in-the-
loop simulation, and flight testing, we found a way to increase the odds that the B-1B can perform

its mission and get its crew home safely.” . .
- 513 Engineering and Test Squadron

Presentation at 1995
Infrared Countermeasures
Specialty Group Meeting

* Keep AFEWES at ~ort Worth
— Full Test Capability & Best Military Value
— Least Cost to the Taxpayer
— Continuous Support for Users
— No Unnecessary Jobs Impact
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX

May 12, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones Pleasa rafor ”ﬁ s o
Director, The Army Basing Study whan merorens Q5 OS5\ -\ S
200 Army Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200
Dear Colonel Jones:

As you will recall, the Commission requested that your office develop a COBRA to
address the costs for relocating tactical missile workloads including missile disassembly and
storage, and maintenance of guidance and control systems from Letterkenny Army Depot to Hill
Air Force Base. Request you provide certified data showing the following supplemental
information:

e The current and future projected tactical missile storage requirements at the
Letterkenny for fiscal years 1995 through 2001. The data should be developed in
accordance with the basing strategy suggested by the Army in its 1 March 1995 report
to the Commission. We prefer that the storage requirements be broken down by
missile system and military department (owner). Please note that Letterkenny
representatives have indicated the projected storage requirement for FY 99 is about 1
million square feet, while Hill Air Force Base representatives believe the overall
tactical missile storage requirement is only about 100,000 square feet.

e A description of the various storage options for each tactical missile system stored or
expected to be stored at Letterkenny through fiscal year 2001. Please rank the storage
facility options from the most to least desired alternative. We are interested in
confirming whether or not, some items currently stored in Letterkenny’s secured
igloos could be stored in alternative structures such as “controlled warehouse
facilities™.




Request you provide the requested information no later than 26 May 1995. Thank you
for your assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Edward A. Brown III

Army Team Leader

EAB/mgk
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

May 26 1995

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

ATTN: Mr Brown

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Btaan 1t 1o W3 TRt

arv S ﬂmmg\ 5 Q\

Dear Mr. Brown,

As requested in your 12 May 1995 letter (950512-15), The Army is pleased to provide
the following information regarding missile storage requirements associated with the Letterkenny
to Hill scenario.

Attached is the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command response to the specific
questions you requested. It is important to note that the certified data response on tactical missile
storage is 1,239 KSQFT with an additional future requirement for ATACMS and THAAD. This
is greater than the estimated requirement of 1,000 KSQFT used in the Army's initial COBRA on
the scenario. This response also highlights additional MILCON required to support the
construction of igloos that was not included in the original COBRA.

As indicated in the Army's initial COBRA response on the Letterkenny to Hill scenario,
the cost were very conservative and would probably increase with further analysis. This is only
one example of potential increased cost.

Michael G. Jones
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, The Army Basing Study

Encl
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADOUARTERS, U.8. ARMY INOUSTRIAL OPERATIONS GCOMMAND
ROCK ISLAND, KLINGIS 812996000

msnc—.\sfn (15-1a) 25-MAY 1995

MEHORANDUH FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN:
AMCSO (Mr. Daryl Powell), 5001 Eisenhower
Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

SUBJECT: Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission Request
for Supplemental Missile Storage Data

1. Enclosed is our response addressing the Defense BRAC
Commisgion’s 12 May 1955 request for supplemental information on
tactical missile storage reguirements.

2., The POC is the undersigned at AMSMC-AEE, DSN 793-3930/3164,
datafax 'DSN 733-7768, e-mail address is rool@ria-emh2.army.mil.

Encl ALAN G. WILSON
: Chief, Performance Evaluation

Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
- LETTERKENNY ARMY OZPQT
| cmu.nnmlc. PENNSYLYANIA 17201

¥ REwLY Yo
ATTENTION O

' snsu_‘:f.l " 23 May 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U. S. Army Industrial Operations Command,
ATTN; AMSMC-AEE (Qary Wallett),
Rock Island, L 61299-6000

‘ SUBJ!?CT: Explosive Storage Requirements for Tactical Missiles

1. Letterlmny Army Depot has been requested to provide ammunition storage
requlremsnts to support tactical missile consolidation. Storage requirements are broken
out into three areas, tactical missile consolidation, Theater Readiness Monitoring Facifity,
and outyesr. Storsge breakout is pravided s enclosure. Storage requirements shown at
. enclosure for Sparrow through ATACMS are currently in storage at LEAD. Storege is
performed in accordance with Army Bngineering Drawings and been reviewed and
approved by Deputy Chief of Staff for Ammunition, Headquarters U, 8. Army Depot

Systems Command.

2. 'I"l;;hul missile consalidation and LEAD’s current All-Up~Round warkload require

680K square foet of ammunition storage spacé, BOK square feat of this space is used for
guidance and control section storage which does not require storege in an igloo.
Ammunition storage required to support Theater Monitoring Readiness Facllity is SO6K
square feet. Identified out year storage requirements are 52K; square feet, this number

will increase as storage requirements become clear.

3. Point of contact for additiona! information is Mr, Robert Wood, LEAD, SDSLE-I;
DSN:570-9798.

. A ——— e —— e ——— e
-

e

Encl’ ALLIET. BUNK

Director of Integrated
Logistics Support
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; LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT
I "
| STORAGE POSTURE
for

i AUR ané GUIDANCE/CONTROL. SECTIONS
|

Y STORAGE REQUIREMENTS. GCS contain contain squibs which are hazard
clagsification 1.4. The perferred storage method for Class 1.4 itoms Is @ magazine or
igloo. Storage in & secure, environmentally controlled building is permissible. GCS are
stored in igloos at Lettgrkenny by customer requeest. Letterkenny uses 80K sq ft of
ammunition storage for GCSs. AUR contaln explosives which are hazard classifieation
1.1. AUR maust be storad in ammunition ares igloos. Storsgs areas must meet quanity
and distance requircments. Leiterkenny uses 412K sq & of igloo storage space for AUR
missiles and Class 1.] missile explosive components. See Table 1 for tactical missile
consqlidation storuge rcquirements by system.

Table 1. Ammunition Storage Requirements.

Missile Squere Feet
Spamow 79,168
HARM 43,073
Phoenix 17,259
Sidewinder 30,530
AMRAAM 15,029
Maverick 4,554
Shriks 84,161
ATACMS" 77,292
Hel 288,000
Stih'ger: 42,000
T‘?l,*AL- 680,866

. ATACMS storage requirements will double in FY07 due 10 production increases.

2. TMRF STORAGE REQUIREMENTS. HAWK and PATRIOT requires SOGK sq ft of
ntornge space. Odgen-Air Logistics Center has indicated that they have the capability to
pafnrm Theatre Monitonng Readiness Facility workload,

3. dUTYEAR STORAGE REQUIREMENTS. Additional ammunition storage space is
required for outyear systems such as; ERINT, THAAD, Longbow, and Jevalin, THAAD
will require 52K sq f of storage space. The THAAD missile must be totated' monlhly to

lulure that the propelant does not settle.
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, AMMUNITION PLANS DIVISION, DESCOM (AMSDS—AM-P)

. The storage space reguiremants developed by LEAD
ctusally occupied at LEAD today for Sparrow, HARM,
HRAAM. Mavarick, Shrikey and ATACMS, for a total
Pris for Hellfire and 8tinger have ident¢ifiad a
sq ft dnd 42 'eq fi respectively. TRMF storaga
and PATRIOT total 506K sq ft. An additional S2K
8q ft will be nee for the THAAD., ' Thereforaey tha total idantifiad
knawn requirement ztheut the addition of future systems er greater
nunbersy is actuallly |1,239 sq ft. Miasile items stored at LEAD are
stared AW U.S.Ar ngineering drawings which permit maximum safe
starage while allowirg for itdm eccessi missile items are NOT stored
anc-ttem hlgh as dtalled by Hill AFB.

"', WIBBILE STOR

FPhoenix, Sidewinde

requzremcnts for H

at LEAD ig unwulted to store large quantities of
oﬁauso “it ‘would be laogisticelly impoasible to
Y

The l‘lnrtian
tactical missiles
ocutload all norvl
Il status in the
-mtsstlnn tﬁnru.

Hequirements” from LEAD is incerrect. | .EAD's Tier

‘my Tierirg Flen makes it advantagecus to atore the

te |are considered .the active corey used to store
training ammunttt N 4nd initlal (first 30 days) VWer Reserve ammunition
F.qulrum&ntn. T I, of cadre gepotsy are usad to maintain additional
.War Reserv‘ .ammuniltign. As & Tier II dapot, LEAD will nat have ¢to
compate uteh the gtrainad rescurces required of the Tisr I depot during
the initial phass jof Ppowar projectien. Since 754 - 90% of AF missilas
are already stored in cperaticnal locationd, LEAD can smoothly come on
line with tacticall missile shipments em thwir nNumber ona priority
withuut compatitign trom immediate waertighter stocks.

- Tier 1 dep

" = The 1051'3'€l] cepabilitias Of LEAD im imprassivel located
Z2|airports with C~-SA capability; located withim S

I and U8 highways 1l and 30§ government railroad
h the Chessie Syastems end highways and rails afford
e mearby sesporte of Dundalk Marima Terminal
ary Dcean Terminal Bayonna,; and Naval Weapona tation

milag of Intersta
tracks conpect. wi
rapid access to %
(Baltimora)s Milg

commitment By Tier ] installations to the suppart
nd therefore 4¢he resulting storage commitment to
@ Tiar 1 installations possess naithar the storage
nal outloading capability for the missiles.
micsiles at a Tiar II installation is not anly
Jiering plan, but necessery to meet customer end

Due to the extens

of powar prajecti
applicable’ stocks
space nor the add
Btoring mast tact
cohsistent with t
cantingoney nceds

.d. MIESILE 8
contention that ¢
be clomely review
ratentiaon of thom
storage npcca to:

BE MILCON. 1I¢.iw.recammended that tha MHill AFE
will vacate B7K «q 46 of strategic miasile storage
treaaty obligations/other will likely require
melles 4t Hill AFB, returning available missils

sq ¢¢, .
FE will only need a additicnal 813K sa ft as thaey

Azcepting that Hi-
show they will require an additicnal 1.138M sq f4),

cantend (cur fisu




05/26/95 FRI 12:04 FAX 70327437719

mr

- additional storag

‘require caraiul Vi

25795
FHYfZS'ISSS._ 14{05

s .
v [
- .

0 ‘ [‘ I .l
their costi figure

Conqtru:tipn cowt
snalysis, : Increa
inflatien: plac.ﬂ

To allow for suff
& total copt. of &

While Hill: AFB re

baga dt-cunand in
AD’- pasitiun ‘as

Hdll AFB'I coriten
moddrn nmmpnittan

In. addiklon tu th
addtttaﬂdl infrag
llﬂclg roads, aodd
capabilibysticansm
rasgurcess etc.
emall ammunition
in the. mlny milll
costs.

doos

AMC
AMCCOM.: AMSMC-RO ggs

717 267 9328 P.82

Ao

r canstruction eppear to be grossly understatad.

a Stradley Magazine in 1980 was $129/%q ¢¢ par Q8D
‘that by a factor of .7 to allow for !5 yedrs of
cagst of a singla 2000 gr ug £t mapazine at €428K,
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8d to Taoele AD a3 a poesible construction site for
- tactical micsiles, this proposed mission has no¢
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
May 8, 1995 $. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Ms. Mary Margaret Evans
Office of Arms Control, Implementation and Compliance
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense

iy 44 ¢1s TAUTIDGC
3000 Defense Pentagon P53 T = e v (3 VT IR
Washington DC, 20301-3000 whon =rongir, S SGS0
Dear Ms. Evans:

Thank you for providing to the Commission your memorandum concerning the future of
the Army’s Logistics Support Activity Major Item Information Center (LOGSA MIIC) at the
Letterkenny Army Depot. I have forwarded your memorandum to Mr. Robert L. Meyer,
Director, Base Closure, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for his review and comment
concerning the impact of the Letterkenny recommendation on arms control agreements.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by
the Department of Defense in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the
Secretary of Defense’s recommendation on Letterkenny Army Depot.

Thank you for your assistance. Please feel free to contact me in the future if I may be of
service.

David S. Lyles
Staff Director




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J,. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

May 12, 1995 REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Mr. Robert L. Meyer

Director, Base Closure
OASD(ES) I BC

3300 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20310-3300

Dear Mr. Meyer:

The Commission recently received the attached letter concerning the Army’s Logistics
Support Activity Major Item Information Center (LOGSA-MIIC), a tenant at Letterkenny Army
Depot.

In accordance with the recommendation to realign Letterkenny Army Depot, the Army
plans to move LOGSA-MIIC to Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, AL. However, the Office of
Arms Control, Implementation and Compliance is expressing a need to keep LOGSA-MIIC in
proximity to Washington, D.C., in support of DOD’s arms control agreements. Please provide
your comments on this matter and its impact on the Letterkenny recommendation no later than
26 May 1995.

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

erely,

David S. Lyles
Staff Director




OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000

ACQUISITION AND
TECHNOLOGY

May 3, 1995

ﬁf?azm&’uﬁﬁﬁ: E}—\§7

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMTSSION

SUBJECT: LOGSA's Arms Control Implementation Mission

My office is responsible for oversight within the DOD ol Lhe
Department's implementation of, and compliance wilh, arms control
agreements. The Army's Logistics Support Activity Major Ttow
Information Center (LOGSA MIIC) has been intimately involvad in
the development of the information systems designed to ensure USG
compliance with conventional force arms control dgreements since
1982. Because the preponderance of data thal the USG has to
report annually (and more frequently as changes trigger othar
reporting requirements) for the Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe (CFE} Treaty, and the Organization for Cooperation and
Security in Europe's (OSCE) Confidence and Security Building
Measures .(CSBM) concerns Army equipment, LOGSA was given the
mission to develop an equipment data base to support all Dob
reporting for those agreements.

In 1993, through coordination with the Army, LOGSA's arms

_control data mission was expanded_so_that LOGSA_became the-agency
tasked to provide direct support to the Office of the Secretary
of Defense (0OSD) in conventional arms control matters dealing
with data bases and data base management. Since that time, LOGSA
has advised this office and represented the DoD at various arms
control fora addressing data, data bases, and the development of
information systems to support arms control reporting provisions.
LOGSA 1s the 0OSD expert resource in such matters. Additionally,
as the USG has agreed to other arms control measures, such as the
OSCE's Global Exchange of Military Information (GEMI) Agreement,
and the United Nation's Transparency 1n Armaments (TIA) Mecasure,
LOGSA has been developing the data transfer mechanisms Lo support
those reporting requirements as well.

As the BRAC considers base closure issues telaled to
Letterkenny Army Depot, I would like to point ovut in the
strongest terms possible, the absolute Dol and USG need to remaln
in compliance with the arms agreements to which we are party.

The capability LOGSA currently provides in support ol eyuipment
reporting requirements cannot be easlily passed off to othor
organizations or to personnel not cognizant of the numarou:s .arm:s

5




control measures. Because of the constant exchange of views and
coordination needs, it is equally important that their capability

be maintained in proximity of Washington, D.C.

Mary Margaret Evans
Office of Arms Control,
Implementation and Compliance
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
COMMISSIONERS:

Al CORNELLA
REBECCA COX

Mav 4. 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
y 4, S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

The Honorable Christopher H. Smith WENDI LOUISE STEELE
United States House of Representatives
2353 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, DC. 20515
Piease reior 1o 13 pUImSor
Dear Congressman Smith: whon reenoncing A SOB\- P

As per your request, I am forwarding a copy of the list regarding the effects on the
military quality of life under the Secretary’s recommendation regarding the Naval Air Warfare
Center, Lakehurst, New Jersey that Captain Farr provided to Mr. Brian Kerns of the
Commission’s Staff.

I would like to thank you for taking the time away from your busy schedule last week to
brief me and my staff about the discrepancies you have with the Secretary of Defense’s
recommendation to close the Naval Air Warfare Center at Lakehurst. That information was
helpful, and will be taken into consideration while we carry out our task of reviewing the
Secretary’s recommendation. I would like to apologize that I could not attend the Base Visit, but
I'look forward to working with you in the future. If you feel I may be of service to you, please
feel free to give me a call.

Sincerely

7

K\ Jim Owsley
« Cross Service Team er

encl.
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Chairman

Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Monroe Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Alan:

Thank you for the opportunity tc appear before the
Commission during your hearings in San Francisco. Lee Clune and
I appreciated the chance to present the views of the Delta
Junction community on the proposed realignment of Fort Greely.

During my testimony, I reflected on the broader significance

of Alaska military bases to our Nation's security interests. As
I know you appreciate from your tenure as a Member of the Armed
Services Committee, our forces in the Asia-Pacific region are
spread very thin. Alaska units provide a strategic reserve and
strike capability on American soil--an irreplaceable asset.

In San Francisco, I noted the dual deployment capability of
the Alaska bases--providing double the deployment flexibility of
units in the lower 48 states. This translates to reduced
requirements for airlift and sealift--already in short supply.

As the Commission proceeds to evaluate the addition of other

bases to the list forwarded by the Department of Defense, I urge
you to reject any proposals to consider closure or downsizing of
the forces remaining in Alaska. Two Administrations, three
Secretaries of Defense, two Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs and all
three previous Base Closure Commissions looked closely at this
issue, and rejected proposals to eliminate the five primary
cperating bases in Alaska.

Please feel free to call on me if you have any questions or
concerns about information related to the military installations
in Alaska. I will do everything I can to assist on any matter
related to the bases in my State.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

e
e ?L?§LT#/7 j/L4V°*jE:/éZi:; Ted Stevens
_ A /(c‘/u

e 5‘

N /




MARK O. HATFIELD, OREGON, CHAIRMAN
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ROBERT £. BENNETT, UTAH

J. KEITH KENNEQY, STAFF DIRECTOR
JAMES H. ENGLISH, MINORITY STAFF DIRECTOR

General J.B. Davis, USAF, (Ret.)
Commissioner
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209 ERRRI L
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Dear General Davis:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the
Commission during your hearings in San Francisco. Lee Clune and
I appreciated the chance to present the views of the Delta
Junction community on the proposed realignment of Fort Greely.

During my testimony, I reflected on the broader significance
of Alaska military bases to our Nation's security interests. Our
forces in the Asia-Pacific region are spread very thin. Alaska
units provide a strategic reserve and strike capability on
American soil--an irreplaceable asset.

In San Francisco, I noted the dual deployment capability of
the Alaska bases--providing double the deployment flexibility of
units in the lower 48 states. This translates to reduced
requirements for airlift and sealift--already in short supply.

As the Commission proceeds to evaluate the addition of other
bases to the list forwarded by the Department of Defense, I urge
you to reject any proposals to consider closure or downsizing of
the forces remaining in Alaska. Two Administrations, three
Secretaries of Defense, two Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs and all
three previous Base Closure Commissions looked closely at this
issue, and rejected proposals to eliminate the five primary
operating bases in Alaska.

Please feel free to call on me if you have any questions or
concerns about information related to the military installations
in Alaska. I will do everything I can to assist on any matter
related to the bases in my State.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

‘Téd Stevens
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Major General Josue Robles, Jr., USA (Ret.)
Commissioner
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Dear General Robles: ety

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the
Commission during your hearings in San Francisco. Lee Clune and
I appreciated the chance to present the views of the Delta
Junction community on the proposed realignment of Fort Greely.

During my testimony, I reflected on the broader significance
of Alaska military bases to our Nation's security interests. Our
forces in the Asia-Pacific region are spread very thin. Alaska
units provide a strategic reserve and strike capability on
American soil--an irreplaceable asset.

In San Francisco, I noted the dual deployment capability of
the Alaska bases--providing double the deployment flexibility of
units in the lower 48 states. This translates to reduced
requirements for airlift and sealift--already in short supply.

As the Commission proceeds to evaluate the addition of other
bases to the list forwarded by the Department of Defense, I urge
you to reject any proposals to consider closure or downsizing of
the forces remaining in Alaska. Two Administrations, three
Secretaries of Defense, two Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs and all
three previous Base Closure Commissions looked closely at this
issue, and rejected proposals to eliminate the five primary
operating bases in Alaska.

Plzase feel free to ¢271 on me if vou have any guestions or
concerns about information related to the military installations
in Alaska. I will do everything I can to assist on any matter
related to the bases in my State.

With best wishes,

Sin9erely,;

Ted ‘Stevens




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNN[ENI‘ COMNIISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # C(Eab 3\

FROM:C O @EST, LARRY

TO: YD\ XD

e gempp REL. (T

TITLE: L@\ R Qv

" ORGANIZATION:

S, CONORESS

ORGANIZATION:

NG 2

| INSTALLATION (s) DISCUSSED: LAPT RASES

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI ACTION | INIT
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA L
STAFF DIRECTOR (D COMMISSIONER COX —

| EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR v COMMISSIONER DAVIS [
| GENERAL COUNSEL v COMMISSIONER KLING L
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA e
COMMISSIONER ROBLES L
DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON e COMMISSIONER STEELE v
DIR./COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
DIRECTOROFR & A j vl
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER
NAVY TEAM LEADER
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER L
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER 19
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER e
DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES
TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
Prepare Reply for Chairman’s Signature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response
ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestioas vV~ |

Subject/Remarks:

PlLosT Teawmin e ARE S.

TN Yoo Fo USTe T RE CanmisStoBr AP B -6R ADpuate

[ =505

D Orgmte: C{ STYR |




HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515

LARRY COMBEST

(OTH DISTRICT May 11, 1995
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Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your vote to reconsider the Air Force
Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) category when the
Commission met yesterday. I know that you had many
important matters before you, and I appreciate your
support.

Your willingness to revisit this matter clearly
shows your desire to insure that our nation's
ability to produce the finest pilots in the world
will not be jeopardized. This in turn will
guarantee that our military will be able to meet its
obligations in the 21st century. That goal is
paramount for us all.

I look forward to working closely with you, and hope
you will not hesitate to call on me anytime in the
next six weeks as the Commission continues its
review.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209



10 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # C{ 5@ 5 ' q \3

FROM: {ARR0, LoReeY <. TO: CENERAS
me: SEnAToe (cov) TmE: |’
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
N S COonERESS PDRCR.C
| INSTALLATION (5) DISCUSSED: UBL_LEX (Ro0T. AREN M AWSTERAWCE S0uffoeT ACTIV(TY
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI | ACTION | INIT
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA P
STAFF DIRECTOR v’ COMMISSIONER COX o
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR L COMMISSIONER DAVIS o
| GENERAL COUNSEL v COMMISSIONER KLING L
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA e
COMMISSIONER ROBLES L
DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON / ./) COMMISSIONER STEELE e
DIR./COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
DIRECTOROFR & A /
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER X
' NAVY TEAM LEADER
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER \/
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER
DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES
TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
{/ |// Prepare Reply for Chairman’s Signature Prepare Reply for Commmissioner's Signature
— Prepare Reply for Staif Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response
X ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions L | m
Subject‘fRemarks:

Reguestiste © BC2C BrsLeE TG TUAT ACTIuE QELOCHT\CV\»H
EFFogxs oLl BE MAOE For \O B mPLolERs | B FACILTY
LS C LosyED,

Due Date: C\SOS \ b Routing Date: (/\b~OS\L§ DateOngmated.q SOSDL\ Mail Date:




MARK O. HATFIELD, OREGON, CHAIRMAN

TED STEVENS, ALASKA ROBERT C. BYRD, WEST VIRGINIA

THAD COCHRAN, MISSISSIPPI DANIEL K. INOUYE, HAWAII

ARLEN SPECTER, PENNSYLVANIA ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, SOUTH CAROLINA
PETE V. DOMENICI, NEW MEXICO J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, LOUISIANA

SLADE GORTON, WASHINGTON

PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS PATRICK J. LEAHY, VERMONT .
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, MISSOURI DALE BUMPERS, ARKANSAS “ltz tgtgs [ng K
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG, NEW JERSEY

MITCH McCONNELL, KENTUCKY TOM HARKIN, IOWA

CONNIE MACK, FLORIDA BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, MARYLAND

CONRAD BURNS, MONTANA HARRY REID, NEVADA COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
RICHARD C. SHELBY, ALABAMA J. ROBERT KERREY, NEBRASKA

JAMES M. JEFFORDS, VERMONT HERB KOHL, WISCONSIN WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6025
JUDD GREGG, NEW HAMPSHIRE PATTY MURRAY, WASHINGTON

ROBERT F. BENNETT, UTAH

J. KEITH KENNEDY, STAFF DIRECTOR
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May 4, 1995

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission

1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209
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Dear Sir or Madam:

I have been notified by your office that the Valley Grove Area
Maintenance Support Activity, Wheeling, Wesi Virginia, has been
slated for closure, provided the recommendation to realign
Charles E. Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania, is approved.

It is my strong hope that, should closure of this facility
become a reality, the Commission will ensure that active
relocation efforts will be made for the ten employees of the
Valley Grove facility. I would appreciate receiving your
written assurances in this regard.
With kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

Z Bopd

obert C. Byrd

RCB:smb
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
June 1, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

b

Dear Robert:

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission ensure that active relocation
efforts be undertaken on behalf of the employees of the Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support
Center should the Commission approve the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to close the
facility. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and
welcome your comments.

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is charged with undertaking an
independent analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations to close and realign United
States military facilities. As part of our review, we examine the Department’s plans for
employees affected by proposed closures or realignments. As you know, the Secretary has
recommended the closure of the Valley Grove facility. Included in the recommendation is the
Department’s intention to relocate the reserve activity to the Charles E. Kelly Support Center in
Pennsylvania as part of the realignment of the Kelly Support Center.

As you may know, the Defense Department has a number of outplacement programs to
assist civilian employees find employment following separation. Enclosed is information on
outplacement programs available to separated civilian employees. I trust this information will be
helpful to you and the employees at the Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity.

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

Sincerely,

AlDs
Enclosure




INFORMATION PAPER

20 Mar 1995

SUBJECT: Outplacement of Civilian Employees

1. PURPOSE: To provide information on outplacement programs for
civilian employees.

2. FACTS: The programs discussed below are intended to help
adversely affected civilian employees find employment when they
have been separated or are returning from overseas or to regain
their former grade after they have been downgraded.

a. Priority Placement Progqram (PPP): The DOD PPP tries to

place DOD employees who have been adversely affected by reduction
in force (RIF) or transfer of function or are returning from
overseas by matching thelr skills with DOD vacancies. Eligible
employees are registered in PPP by series, at their current grade
and not more than three grades below, for a geographical area
that should provide a job offer. Registrants are assigned a
priority in accordance with the severity of the action taken
against them. Any employee receiving a notice of separation is
assigned the highest priority. Priorities determine the order in
which registrants receive job offers and the extent to which
placement is mandatory. Registrants remain in PPP until they
receive a valid job offer or for twelve months after separation,
whichever occurs first. (Employees who are reduced in grade and
entitled to grade retention are registered in the DOD Placement
Plan for Employees Under Grade Retention and remain in that
program until they receive a valid job offer or until grade
retention expires, whichever occurs first.) PPP has placed over
125,000 employees since its establishment in 1965.

b. Defense Qutplacement Referral System (DORS): DORS 1is a

voluntary outplacement program, managed by DOD and the Office of
Personnel Management (OPM). 1Its purpose is to place DOD civilian
employees, NAF employees, military members, and their spouses
with DOD, non-DOD Federal agencies, state and local governments
and the private sector. CPOs register eligible civilian
employees and their spouses. Army Career and Alumni Program
(ACAP) offices register soldiers and their spouses. Registrants’
skills are matched with the needs of potential employers.
Placement is not mandatory. DORS has placed over 1100 employees
since its establishment in late 1991.

c. Reemplovment Priority List (RPL): An agency uses the RPL
to give reemployment consideration to its former competitive
service employees who have beaen separated by RIF or received a
Certificate of Expected Separation. 1In filling vacancies, an
agency must give RPL registrants priority consideration over most
outside job applicants. With a few exceptions if a gualifiead
registrant is available on an agency’s RPL, the agency may not
fill a position by new appointment, transfer or reinstatement.




Registrants are considered for positions for which they qualify,
at no higher grade than the one from which they were separated or
at a higher grade if demoted from that grade by RIF before
separation, in the commuting area in which separated. RPL
consideration is one year for career-conditional employees; two
years for career employees. OPM regulations require DOD to apply
the RPL DOD-wide in each commuting area. DOD is developing an
automated RPL for all DOD components that will meet OPM
requirements. An agency must afford priority consideration to
its excepted service employees under certain circumstances. The
DOD automated RPL will incorporate this requirement.

d. Interagency Placement Program (IPP): IPP is an OPM
program that affords priority reemployment consideration to
employeeg who will be or were separated under the conditions
listed below. It applies in the 50 states, the District of
Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Agencies
must clear IPP whenever they make competitive appointments that
will last for over one year to positions at GS-15 and below and
wage grade equivalents. Agencies can object to IPP registrants
but cannot pass over them unless OPM sustains an agency
objection. Eligible for IPP are career and career-conditional
employees in the competitive service, and excepted service
employees with personal competitive status, who will be or were
separated because they (1) received a Certificate of Expected
Separation or a specific RIF notice; (2) declined to transfer
with their function to another commuting area or declined to
accept a new assignment in another commuting area; (3) receive
compensation for work-related injuries and their agency is unable
to place them; or (4) receive an OPM disability annuity or are
retired under the discontinued service option (i.e., retired
against their will; e.g., due to job abolishment). Eligible
employees are registered in IPP for up to three job series, at or
below the grade from which separated, for up to five geographic
locations. Consideration lasts for two years in 6-month
increments. 1IPP replaced OPM’s Interagency Placement Assistance
Program (IPAP) and Displaced Emplovee Program (DEP) on December
1, 1993.

e. Army Career and Alumni Program (ACAP): ACAP provides
transition and job-assistance services to military members, Army
civilian employees, and family members as they leave the Army.
Through its Job Assistance Centers, ACAP provides job assistance
counseling and information on local and national employers that
have expressed an interest in hiring Army alumni, including
points of contact, locations and types of positions available.
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IKE SKELTON 514-B N.W. SEVEN HiGHWAY
BLue SpRINGS, MO 64014

4TH DISTRICT, MISSOURI (816) 228-4242

2227 RayBURN House OFFICE BUILDING

14 1616 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE
oo 10 28257 Congress of the Tnited States season G, MO 510
%uusg ut ﬁeptesentat‘h Bg 219 NoRTH ADAMS STREET
, LesAaNON, MO 65536
TWashington, BE 20515-2504 {417) 532-7964
May 1 0 , 19 9 5 319 SOUuTH LAMINE

FEDERAL BUILDING
Sepatia, MO 65301
(816) 826-2675

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street
Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

o e8I

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission has
announced that Members of Congress will have the opportunity to
testify before the Commission in Washington, DC, on June 12-13,
1995. I am writing to request that I be allowed to present
formal oral testimony and comments for the record on one of those
dates.

If you have any questions, or if I need to provide further
information, please feel free to contact me or Jack Pollard of my
staff.

Best regards,

ours/gkruly,
C‘J&f\ .

IKE SKELTON
Member of Congress

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

May 19, 1995

The Honorable Tke Skelton
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Ike:
Thank you for your letter requesting an opportunity to testify before the Commission
during its scheduled Congressional hearings on June 12 and 13, 1995. I certainly understand your

interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

The Commission is currently formulating plans for its Congressional hearings. You will be
contacted with further details as soon as they become available.

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

Sincerely,

AJDjs
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BRIAN P. BILBRAY WASHINGTON OFFICE:
49TH DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 1004 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

(202) 225-2040

COMMERCE COMMITTEE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISTRICT OFFICE:
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 101 CAMg\JLEI)TIZEaLsROIO SOUTH
’ SAN DIEGQO, CA 92108
COMMERCE, TRADE AND Conqress of the United States
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS .
1House of Representatives
TWashington, DL 20515
May 10, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Mr. Chairman:

It has come to my attention that the decision to close the Naval Personnel Research and
Development Center (NPRDC) in San Diego, and relocate its functions to Memphis and Orlando,
may have been based on questionable costs and savings data. I am very concerned that the
anticipated costs upon which this recommendation is based are understated and that anticipated
savings may be far lower than projected and in fact may never materialize.

Therefore, I would appreciate your efforts in examining the following issues:

1) Base Operating Support (BOS) Costs. The Navy's COBRA analysis showed that NPRDC has
operating support costs (BOS and Real Property Maintenance (RPMA)) in San Diego of $1.6
million. In contrast, the COBRA estimate for the BOS and RPMA for Memphis and Orlando
combined was only $.023 million, a difference of over $1.3 million. How can the cost of
operating a nearly identical facilities possibly be so different between these locations? The
BOS/RPMA costs for San Diego were derived from Data Call 66, answered by NPRDC. Were
comparable elements of BOS (e.g., utilities, telephone charges) and RPMA generated for
Memphis and Orlando? If not, why not? How was the COBRA estimate of BOS and RPMA
generated for Memphis and Orlando? For example, what consideration was given to increased
utility requirements in the two new locations compared to the more temperate San Diego? Why
were BUPERS and NAWC-TSD not asked to provide BOS and RPMA costs estimates in their
receiving base data calls?

2) Military Personnel. Iunderstand that BUPERS, as part of the Navy's continued downsizing,
has already swept up 5 of the 7 military billets identified for elimination during the realignment of
NPRDC. With these billets removed, what is the new estimate of savings from military personnel
reductions expected from the realignment?

3) Civilian Personnel. The Navy identified 5 civilian positions for elimination during the

realignment. Will all of these reductions in fact occur as a result of the realignment or have other
BUPERS downsizing efforts removed these positions already?

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS
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4) COBRA projected one-time costs of over $7.8 million to complete the moves of personnel and
rehabilitation of a building in Memphis. The MILCON costs estimates used in the analysis need
to be questioned. In response to a data call, BUPERS provided an estimate of $5.2 million for the
MILCON on the Memphis building. However, the Navy chose to ignore that estimate and use its
own estimate of $2.9 million, $2.3 million less than the estimate provided by the receiving activity,
the activity knowledgeable of the condition of the existing structure and the needs of an R&D
activity. Why was the original BUPERS estimate not used? I understand that a subsequent
detailed analysis of the requirements for BRAC budget development has in fact supported the
original BUPERS estimate of over $5.1 million. Finally, is it reasonable to expect that NAWC-
TSD will have no costs associated with the transfer of 55 personnel to Orlando? I would ask that
the BRAC consider these issues when evaluating the accuracy and validity of the expected one-
time costs of this recommendation.

5) The Navy projected that it would recoup the initial $7.8 million investment in 4 years by
realizing recurring savings of over $1.9 million annually after the moves are complete. After
reevaluating the recurring and one time cost issues I have outlined above, please let me know how
any revised figures impact the expected return on investment period.

The Navy made an intelligent, rational decision to locate the NPRDC in San Diego 22 years ago.
That decision has remained valid ever since. My understanding of the available data is that no
apparent gain in mission capability would derive from the move to Memphis. I hope that the Base
Closure and Realignment Commission will take the opportunity to investigate and answer the
questions outlined in this letter, and will conclude, as I, that the costs and savings estimates are
questionable, and that realignment of San Diego's NPRDC would be premature.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I hope that we can continue to work together
throughout the duration of these complex and difficult BRAC proceedings.

Sincerely,

]grian P. Bilbray

Member of Congress

BPB:gs/mb




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 g rofay io ¢
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504

NG P .
U e

W

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
May 17, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Brian P. Bilbray
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Bilbray:

Thank you for your April 27 and May 10 letters in support of the Naval Personnel
Research and Development Center (NPRDC) and the Naval Health Research Center (NHRC),
and specifically, your request that the Commission examine the cost and savings information
relative to the NPRDC. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment
process and welcome your comments.

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

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

Sincerely,

AJDjs
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WASHINGTON OFFICE:

RICHARD A. GEPHARDT
1226 LoNGWORTH House OFFICE BUILDING

THIRD DISTRICT, MISSOUR! WASHINGTON, DC 20515-2503
PHONE: (202} 225-2671

Congress of the United States

11140 SouTH TOWNE SQUARE

1House of Representatives 7. Lous, MO 63123
PHONE: {314) 894-3400
Washington, BE 20515-2503 o

DEMOCRATIC LEADER

998 E. GANNON DR.
P.O. Box 392
FesTus, MO 63028
PHONE: {314) 937-6399

May 9, 1995

Hon. Rebecca Cox

Commissioner

Base Closure & Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore St., Ste. 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Commissioner Cox:

Thank you so much for taking the time to come in and meet with
me last week. I know that you are very busy and I appreciate your
willingness to listen.

As you know, I feel very strongly that the decision to close
ATCOM is not in the Army’s best interest. Instead, I hope you will
consider my suggestion that the Space and Strategic Defense Command
be moved onto Redstone Arsenal and ATCOM be retained in St. Louis.

Over the next several weeks, you will have to make a number of
difficult decisions, and I appreciate your willingness to evaluate
our argument.

Thank you again for your time and consideration.

Yours very truly,

-~

Richard A. Gephardt
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PAUL S. SARBANES
MARYLAND

Nnited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2002

May 9, 1995

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Commissioner Cox:

We are writing to thank you, your fellow Commissioners, and
the Commission staff for holding an effective regional hearing at
the University of Maryland at Baltimore County last week. We
appreciate the opportunity afforded to each affected Maryland
community and to our Congressional, State and local delegations
to make our case and hope that the presentations and public
comments were helpful in addressing your questions.

As was mentioned during the hearing, we believe our nation
will lose not only critical military capabilities such as the
Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel at White Oak, and the Deep Ocean
Machinery Simulation Facility at Annapolis, but the highly
dedicated and proven teams of experienced personnel associated
with all these installations.

Moreover, we are concerned that DOD failed to adequately
consider other opportunities for cost savings and cross servicing
such as consolidating the Defense Information Systems Agency -
Western Hemisphere at Fort Ritchie, the DOD-wide consolidation of
the Publications Distribution mission at Baltimore and St. Louis
and the Joint Spectrum Center at Annapolis. We are also
concerned about the impacts of downsizing the Kimbrough Army
Hospital at Fort Meade on active duty and retired military
personnel.

For us, each community’s testimony reaffirmed the
Delegation’s view that DOD’s recommendations affecting Maryland
installations have overestimated cost savings, underassessed
military value and failed to recognize significant joint cross-
service opportunities.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER




Again, our thanks to you, the other Commissioners, and the
Commission staff for your time and interest during the regional
hearing on May 4.

With best regards,

Sincerely
d /’iCLng? .S;;Zlé&z~ﬁs_‘
Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes 7
United States Senator nited States Senator
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%Eﬁ?amin L. Cardin

Member of Congress

Wayne/T. Gilcqybst
Member of Congress

Albert R. Wynn ”~ Robert Ehrlich
Member cf Congress Member of Congress
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Congress of the Tnited States

Houge of Representatibes
Raghington, BE 20515

May 11, 1995

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

As members of the New York State Delegation in the House of
Representatives, we are deeply concerned about the last-minute
addition of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station to the list of
sites that might be included for realignment or closure in the
1995 round.

While all the facts are not in, it appears that the Air
Force had recommended closure of the Pittsburgh Air Force Reserve
station, where C-130 aircraft are based, but that both BRAC and
the Air Force have now concluded that the actual facts used by
the Air Force to make that recommendation were erroneous; and, as
a result, five additional reserve stations where C-130 aircraft
are based throughout the country are to be analyzed over a six
week period.

The 914th Airlift Wing, which is based at Niagara Falls, is
an outstanding asset to the Air Force. Last year, the Air Force
Reserve gave the 914th a rating of "excellent" for its
operational readiness. The Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station is
one of the largest and most important employers in all of Western
New York, which remains an economically distressed region. The
base employs over 4,400 people, with an annual payroll of more
than $56 million and an annual aggregate economic impact in
excess of $100 million.

We are confident that any objective analysis of the base and
of that region will result in a conclusion that this base should
remain open to serve the nation in the future as it has in the
past. Our purpose in writing today is to urge you to ensure that
the review now underway is indeed objective, and to express our
hope that you and your commission colleagues will ultimately come




Hon. Alan Dixon
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to share our confidence in the Niagara Falls base and its value
to the United States.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Nydia Velazquez 9545_9’_’ '(L_\'.é/
United States House of Representatives h
Washington, D.C. 20515 -

Dear Representative Velazquez: LAr 05744

Thank you for your letters of May 11 and May 12, 1995, expressing support for the
Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

AJD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

" RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable John LaFalce 3
United States House of Representatives ?J@/SL‘_’Z /

Washington, D.C. 20515 L
Goar i-pa/

Dear Representative LaFalce:

Thank you for your letters of May 11 and May 12, 1995, expressing support for the
Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:w«cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN |RET)
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Peter King .
United States House of Representatives ' ?TW:-Z{/ /

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative King: VAT

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

AJD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI! LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Edolphus “Ed” Towns ., g Yy
United States House of Representatives : QM———
Washington, D.C. 20515

QIOSISL5R/

Dear Representative Towns:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AlD:gg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
May 22 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
b4 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Gary Ackerman
United States House of Representatives 505 /4/-Pe

Washington, D.C. 20515

15/ SR
Dear Representative Ackerman: Q 50575~ /5

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) :

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Amo Houghton, Jr. , Ve
United States House of Representatives erﬂ_ﬁ ’
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Houghton: Qsosis-1s 4/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AlD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) ’

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Jack Quinn ' ot
United States House of Representatives Q50814 -PR/

Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Representative Quinn: VSIS 1S/
Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve

Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
May 22 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
> MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Louise Slaughter o
United States House of Representatives %’x/z/-}g /
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Slaughter: ASO5/IS-/5R)

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). [ certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cig




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
May 22’ 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Bill Paxon oot
United States House of Representatives QSQS_ZY'_&@ /
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Paxon: 950515-/sR/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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United States House of Representatives Q‘;’:Q’”/i“’
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Hinchey: OSDS/S- ISR /

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
May 22 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
? MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI! LOUISE STEELE
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Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Walsh: 95@?-?( /

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Representative McHugh: Qqus14-bR1

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD«cjg
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The Honorable Sherwood L. Boehlert : o B SrcIs/SRY
United States House of Representatives e SATAYARA)
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Boehlert: Qse514-ER 1

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Solomon: ’"“““‘[""P

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative McNulty:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Gilman:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Kelly: : : Q.ré:ﬂ{ PR/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25 -
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Lowey:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Engel: - 9s0s/4/-PR/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Serrano:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Rangel: 9 SoS/Y-£R/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Maloney:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AlD:cjg
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Dear Representative Molinari:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

I'look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service.
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Dear Representative Owens: = 9;0 s/ PR/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe 1 can be of service.




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
May 22, 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI| LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer e
United States House of Representatives 950s/5-15R1
Washington, D.C. 20515

A50S/4 -8R/

Dear Representative Schumer:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service.
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Dear Representative Nadler:
Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve

Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Manton: o qsesid bal

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve

Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AlD:cjg
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The Honorable Floyd Flake ST R
United States House of Representatives R LI QM:&' </
Washington, D.C. 20515

R W tatert | 4

Dear Representative Flake: Qros1¢-PR/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:jg
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The Honorable Daniel Frisa Eonr .‘ e » TLor

United States House of Representatives IR 3'03' /S-/54 /

Washington, D.C. 20515 ar
Gsasiy 241

Dear Representative Frisa:

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

AJD:cjg
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Dear Representative Lazio: SR ' Qf_Jéf/ 1’_5‘ /

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

AlD:cjg
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Dear Representative Forbes: e q’ @; '.57‘/ -£4/

Thank you for your letter expressing support for the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve
Station (ARS). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process
and welcome your comments.

I can assure you that this Commission is committed to evaluating military bases in a fair
and objective manner and will continue to provide the communities potentially affected by the
base closure process with ample opportunity to present their viewpoints. The Commission will
hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 3, 1995, to hear testimony from
the states of Maine, Pennsylvania and New York. The State of New York has been allotted 25
minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Niagara Falls IAP ARS. In addition,
the Commission will visit the Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station on May 30, 1995 to gather
information and to examine, firsthand, the operations at the base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cjg
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CONCERNED TAXPAYERS OF CENTRAL FLORIDA
3239 Middlesex Road
Oriando, FL 32803
(407) B9B-9396

April 25, 1995

Ms. Sylvia Davis Thompson
1700 N. Moore Street
Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 11109

Oear Ms. Thompson:

Thank you for your efforts with regard to base closures. | saw you on C-Span and was
very hopeful given the quality of questions you asked of the GAO and the staffers. | hope
you will follow your instincts and the GAO's recommendations rather than the staffers
who, again. appear to be making facts fit desires.

Several questions were asked with regard to the outcome of previous BRAC decisions.
As no answer s were available, may | offer the foliowing with regard to the 1893 decision
to close the Orlando Naval Training Center (ONTC] and move all Recruit Training and
the Service School Command to Great Lakes Training Center (GLTC).

1} ONTC could have absorbed all recruit training and the Service School Command with
a less than $25 million outlay. GLTC has already spent aver $200 million. still cannot
receive the mission and hasn't begun building a required new hospital. All future building
will be impeded by sewer system problems which have long plagued the area. The
1991 Commission was told the sewage capacity was maxed out. This has come to pass.

2) The utility bill at GLTC is greater than the entire operating cost of ONTC.

3] Fiorida's weather provides for year round training at ONTC compared to recruits being
held back due to inclement weather at GLTC. This prevents timely moves from boot

camp to other training,costing additional money and causing morale problems.

4) Across the board the building and facilities at ONTC are newer and more modern than
those at GLTC. ONTC's buildings are 100% usable across the Board. GLTC's are not

even close.

5) The enhanced facility the Navy is touting in its request to move the Nuclear Power
Schools (NNPP) to Charleston, S.C. is already available at ONTC. It was an even better
facility when the recruit graduates walked across the street to the Power Schools.
could have attended prototype at subs moored at Port Canaveral and then continued
on to the fleet. The possible move to Charleston will cost a conservative $150 million
and place these students on a remote weapons station.

6] The BRAC law criteria for base closure is military usefulness. operational costs.
projected savings, econamic and environmental impact. All were apparently ignored
in the decision to close ONTC.




Page Two

Finally, ONTC tops the dream sheets of desired duty stations by students, staff and their
families. The DOD's request for $2.4 billion to improve the quality of life for our active
duty service men and women flies in the face of duty stations selected to remain open.

Dear Recruit.

Less than a year ago we could have offered you a trip to sunny Florida, the
number one tourist destination in the world. You would have been completely
integrated into stable. desirable neighborhoods and begun your military career
within walking distance of malls. movie theatres. parks and other safe, family
entertainment. Your families could have come to see you graduate [as many
others have done) and visited Disney World, Epcot Center and other area
attractions. You could have trained in what the Navy touts as, "one of the
most modern facilities in the world.”

Unfortunately, we must now send you to the frozen tundra of Great Lakes,
llinois where many of you will live in hotels and use port-o-lets. The power
school students will be shipped to the boonies of a South Carolina Weapons
station where they will be totally isolated from the community and live in
fear of improperly using a CB radio and blowing up haif the state. The Service
School Command overflow will be sent to a closed base in Memphis, Tennessee.

Because we have wasted so miuch money rebuilding a shrine to days gone by
in Great Lakes (after wasting even more money building brand new facilities
in Orlando). many of you will find your new duty stations substandard and in
locations you would not want to visit, much less live.

We will have to spend even more money recruiting and training you only to
have you leave after one tour of duty due to the above mentioned. Oh well,
welcome to the military!
Keep asking your questions. Taxpayers across the country are doing the same.
With Very Best Wishes,
A MR
b
Nancy Metllan

Enclosures

cc: select members of Congress
others involved in base closure issues




CONCERNED TAXPAYERS OF CENTRAL FLORIDA
3239 Middlesex Road
Ortando, FL. 32803
{407) B9B-9306

March 23. 1995

Robert B. Pirie. Jr.

Department of the Navy

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Instaliations and Environment)

1000 Navy Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20350-1000

RE: Orlando Naval Training Center
Dear Mr. Pirie:

Thank you for your letter of March 9, 1995, As you did not identify your position. | will
refer my comments to you and convey appreciation to the Secretaries of Defense and
the Navy. | realize that their busy schedules do not allow them the luxury to delve into
all issues within their offices.

You stated that the Navy's recommendations for closure of Orlando Naval Training Center
[(ONTC) were based on "a careful, in-depth, and objective review". You continue that
you share our concerns regarding the cost-effectiveness of base closure and realignment
actions mentioning a recommended move of The Nuclear Power Schools [(NNPP) to
Charleston, 5.C.. citing DOD policy excluding reassessment of previous closure decisions
and finishing with the statement that complete closure is the most economical way to
result in savings.

I would like to comment on each statement. Your first is not supported by the United
States General Accounting Office (BAO)} who prepared a report of over 100 pages much
of which criticized the Navy's recommendations, to wit:

"Because the Navy's process stressed the reduction of excess capacity there were cases
where a base was recommended for closure, even though its military value was rated higher
than bases that remained open". In a Navy paper entitled "DOD BRAC '93 Analytical
Approach" the Navy stated that "It is not practical to measure the costs of operation
for installations and therefore cost savings were not considered by the Navy”.

The GAO continues with "although the Naval Audit services validated the accuracy of
data submitted by the bases. they failed to review answers provided by each base to ensure
all Facilities were answering questions following similar guidelines and that, judgements
and assumptions made by senior military and civilian officials were a substantial part

of the process”.
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With regard to Orlando Naval Training Center, the GAO criticized the Navy for failing
to take into account that "per capita overhead costs are much higher at Great Lakes"
and further that the Navy did not run alternative case scenarios involving Great Lakes.
Congressman Bill McCollum added that the Navy failed to answer questions as late as
June 25. 1993 and that many questions, the Navy simply refused to answer. He further
criticized that the BRAC Commission was never shown the very small savings from closing
ONTC and its Hospital or that the savings fram closing NTC Great Lakes and its hospital
would be twice as much. A review of the tape of the hearing clearly indicates this false
impression. The GAO concludes that "as a general rule the Navy did not attempt to
optimize costs and savings...” This led them to recommend to the BRAC 1995 Commission
that they closely analyze those Navy recommendations where "an alternative scenario
would have produced approximately the same amount of excess capacity reduction and
military value, but cost and savings were not analyzed".

Tom Houston. 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission spokesperson said. "our
top priority is keeping bases with the highest military value. Our second is annual cost
savings". It is clear the Navy failed on both counts.

Your statement that DOD policy does not allow far previous BRAC decisions to be reviewed
is false. The BRAC law clearly states in paragraph 3 (a) "in considering military
installations for closure or realignment, the Secretary shall consider all military installations
inside the United States equally without regard to whether the instaliation has been
previously considered or proposed for closure or realignment by the Department". This
indicates that its drafters were bright enough to allow for a review of previous decisions
given the monumental task of base closure and thus allow for trial and error so that
redirects could be accomplished in the interest of savings and military readiness. The
GBAO supports this in a lengthy discussion of how BRAC 1995 decisions will be readdressed
if there are not more BRAC Commissions.

Also. how do you explain the DOD's request to keep Armstrong Laboratory in Mesa, Arizona
rather than mave it to Orlando as was ordered by a BRAC 1991 decision? Is there more
than one DOD? Does DOD policy pertain only to ONTC? Should | cite other examples?

The request to move the NNPP schools from ONTC to Charleston, S.C. is purely political.
You make much of the savings in not relocating these schools to Groton. Connecticut,
but fail to mention that it costs nothing to leave them at ONTC. (The same is true of
moving the Service Schoal Command from ONTC to Great Lakes, {llinois).

You explain that this move would provide an enhanced facility by having the schools near
the prototype. What you fail to mention is that the schools would have to be rebuilt on
a Weapons Station. would require electromagnetic and explosive safety distance reviews
due to the existing weapons on the site, and mast Power School students go to a prototype
in Ballston, New York where there are three large land based reactors.
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You also fail to mention that the Charleston prototype is nothing more than two rebuilt
bolistic submarines which could just as easily be moored at Port Canaveral. Florida a
less than forty five minute drive from the existing Power Schools at ONTC. This would
be in line with current prototype training in Idaho where students live in Idaho Falls and
make a fifty minute drive to the prototype and a similar drive to the prototype in Ballston,
N.Y.

Finally "your complete closure" argument applies to Charleston, S.C the same as ONTC,
does it not? [n addition to the enormous building costs, the relocated Power Schools would
have a higher overhead to operate in Charleston and would require the same staff. So
where are the savings?

The number one goal of the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Navy should
be national security. With ever increasing budget constraints, this goal will not be met
if money continues to be wasted.

The United States Navy did not become the greatest Navy in the world nor acquire the
calibre of leadership it possesses by being foolish. No one should expect the taxpaying
public to believe that money is being saved and military value enhanced by closing brand
new bases and rebuilding those same facilities on other bases. To quote Tillie Fowler,
a member of the House Armed Services subcommittee, "It has to give you pause when
you see one base shut down and moved to another base that's older and not as well equipped".

Unfortunately at this point in base closure, neither the press nor our elected officials
bother to veil their influence on these decisions. To the credit of the American taxpayer
most of those officials lost their re-election bids. The mid~term election stressed the
need for change. Many of our elected officials are working toward that change and we
applaud them. Voters are disgusted that each time an administration changes, we go through
an "everyone on the right move to the left and everyone on the left move to the right".
They are equally tired of each time the Chairperson of a strategic committee changes,
bases are moved to their district.

It is reprehensible to force the military to justify these moves. The military's goal is
combat readiness coupled with the welfare of our service men and women. Both are being

compromised by forcing our militaries inte "make work" situations in order to appease
a powerful chair. As taxpayers, we demand that this stop.

With Very Best Wishes,

Nancy Mellan

cc: select members of Congress
others involved in base closure issues




April 12, 13995

Ms. Jean Norman
Managing Editor

Navy Times

6883 Commercial Drive
Springfield, VA 22159

Dear Jean,

Thanks so much for the very nice phone conversation,
In reading the Navy Times, it is apparent you share my concerns
for our active duty service men and women. Too many of us
not actively involved with the militaries forget those to whom
we owe so much. Your efforts to keep us informed on a more
personal level are greatly appreciated.

As | mentioned to you | would like you to follow-up on
the impact of base closures on our service personnel. The
facility of which | have the most knowledge is the Orlando
Naval Training Center (ONTC) in Orlando, Florida. All recruit
training as well as the service school commands are being moved
to Great Lakes, lllinois (GL).

Some of the concerns of GL receiving these missions are:

1. A building moratorium due to the polluting of Lake Michigan
which will impede building requirements.

2. Sewer system problems which have long plagued GL forcing
sewage to be kept on the base. How will this impact troop
health as well as regional impacts?

3. Recruits staying in hotels and using port-o-lets due to a
lack of facilities.

. Messing capacity problems requiring long hours and delays
in returning to assignments and training.

5. Attrition rate, especially among female recruits.

6. Most staffers have refused to take their families to GL
due to the weather and the problems with the North Chicago
school system.

7. Requests made to send recruits back through ONTC due to
overburdens.

8. Service school students being sent to a closed base in
Memphis, TN due to overburdens.

9. NTC Orlando was the only training center designed and built
to train female recruits. How are they being impacted?

10. Recruiters facing added problems given the only boot camp is

at frigid GL.

11. Recruits being held back due to inclement weather costing

additional tax dollars as well as lowering morale.

The Service School problems are particularly ironic given
that these facilities were recently built when they were to
be consolidated at ONTC, costing hundreds of millions of dollars,
and now sitting empty.

Recently Senator Strom Thurmond of South Carolina has
requested moving the Nuclear Power Schools (NNPP) from ONTC

to a weapons station in Charleston, S.C. This request was



supported by the DOD under the premise of an enhanced Ffacility
saving travel time by having the schools located near a prototype
where the students go after power school for additional training.
The fact is that most of the power school students attend a
prototype in Ballston, N.Y. where there are three large, landbased
reactors whereas the Charleston prototype is nothing more than

a reworked submarine which could just as easily be moored at

Port Canaveral, Florida, a less than 45 minute drive from the
existing power schools at ONTC.

The Navy estimates the new facility in Charleston would
cost, conservatively, over $150 million dollars to rebuild.
Once again, the active duty personnel seem to have been forgotten.

The Power Schools at ONTC are nearly encircled by residential
housing with the balance being one of the nicest malls, movie
theatres, restaurants and other forms of entertainment for these
students. ONTC is a short drive to the beaches, a 20 minute drive
to the Walt Disney World attractions, and less than 10 minutes
to downtown Orlando's entertainment complex which includes
Church Street Station. Our community has embraced the military
and their families and a very large number of Homeowner Association
Presidents have united in support of keeping the Power Schools
in our community.

Compare this to the remote weapons station proposed in
Charleston, S.C. The students would be very restricted in
movement due to the nature of a weapons station. Electromagnetic
and explosive safety distance reviews would be required due to
the inherent danger of these weapons, and the students would be
fFar removed from any type of entertainment or community
involvement.

You are probably more aware than |, Jean, but these power
school students are highly prized by the Navy. They are given
special treatment, higher pay, more rapid advancement, re-

enlistment bonuses, etc. This is certainly an interesting twist
when you compare it to the apparent lack of desireable duty
station location. The 2.4 billion dollar request by the Department

of Defense to improve the quality of life for our service
personnel seems to fly in the face of the apparent lack of

considering them when making these decisions. |In order to
retain these expensively trained men and women should we not
be considering their well being as opposed to appeasing a

powerful Congressional Committee chair?

Thanks again for your excellent publication and your
dedication to those who serve our country. If I can help
in any way with these articles, please don't hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Nana;j (“LQX\’ﬂ

Mellon
3239 Middlesex Road
Orlando, F1 32803
(407) 898-9396




THIS IS STILL TRUE TODAY.
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In 1991, the Orlando Naval Training Center was placed on the
closure list by the Secretary of befense‘ Throughout the process
that ensued, the local effort in Orlando, led by Congressman Bill
McCollum, was able to criticize and review the Navy's process.
Eventually, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
(the "Commission") concurred with the local effort and removed the
Orlando facility from the list of bases to be closed or realigned.
The Commission stated that the Secretary deviated from criteria 3
and 5 by "not considering the sighificant surge capacity as
required for mobilization and by overestimating return on

investment."
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EXCERPT FROM THE GAO REPORT.
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Training Centers

The capacity analysis for naval tralning centers focused on the
numbers of personnel that could be trained using training, messing,
and berthing facilities as indicators. Each training center
provided data on maximum capacity for the indicators, and after
comparing it to 1999 requirements, the Navy determined that excess
capacity existed. The Navy developed 72 questions to derive
military value scores. The questions were developed by the Navy in
consultation with technical experts.

We reviewed the Navy's configuration analysis which resulted in the
recommendation to close the Naval Training Centers at San Diego;
California; and Orlando, Florida, and retain the Naval Training
Center at Great Lakes, Illinois. The Great Lakes facility had the
most capacity of any training center, particularly for trainers.
In addition, the Navy indicated that the unique training equipment
and facilities located at Great Lakes would be most difficult and
costly to relocate or replicate at another training center. When
reviewing the cost and savings data supporting this decision, we
noted that the per-capita overhead costs are much higher at Great
Lakes than at the other two facilities. 1In this case the Navy did
not run alternative cost scenarios involving Great Lakes.

THE ABOVE MENTIONED "UNIQUE TRAINING EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES"
HAVE SINCE BEEN SHUT DOWN AND GONE TO SIMULATION AS CONGRESS-
MAN MCOLLLUM SAID SHOULD BE (OR WOULD BE) DONE AT THE 1993

HEARINGS.
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MEMORANDUM FOR COMMANDER, NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, ORLANDO

Date:

Subj:

20 July 1993

SITREP 1 - NTC ORLANDO TRANSITION TEAM VISIT TO
NTC GREAT LAKES

A.M.2 Spent with RTC personnel discussing NTC Orlando

projected RTC phased shutdown plan, CNTT proposed RTC
consolidation plan and NTC Great lLakes draft., Conegolidated
Plan (enclosure (1)) is first draft agreed to by all present,
[CAPT Whitmire, GL Transition Coordinator and €O, S5C GL; CAPT
King, CO, RTC GL]

Major Ismues Dimscussed,

. {1) Galley 928 major rehab required, $15.3M, est completion

date Aug 95, Currently GL feeding 5,500 personnel with
only 30 MS’s. [Orlando feeds 5,500 with 60 MS's5.) 60 is

standard manning for galley this size. When recruit
loading increases to 10,000 in Nov 94, the average
feeding time per meal will exceed 240 minutes. No

flexibility exists if problems with equipment/manning
oceur. Cold Btorage facility will not be complete until
Dec 95. GL Plan is rental of chilled/freezer vans at est
$300K per year.

(2) Manning Reguirements: CNTT directive to man-up in Jan 94
is late to provide recruit training at increased levels.
CNTT has not addressed staff support billets (i.e., PS
Supply-Clothing, Gamlley, other support units). GL neegé
immediate CNET/CNTT support to increase personnel

billets.

=

(3) Barracks - Female Berthing: Exact berthing plan to be
decided by CNBT next week (1l.e., 2 Barracks - 100%
famales or 15 Barracks with 2 compartments per barracks
for females). Projected completion date for upgrade of
barracks is May 94 or later.

{(4) Medical In-processing Facilities for Females: Remains
uncertain. Current projected cost is 'S4.1M with a
completion date of Jun 96. RTC GL believeé a workaround
is feasible, . ¢

(5) Female Clothing Issue Area; Another workaround project
ast cost is $386K and this is not finalized. Completion
date unknown. ‘



(6)

(7)

(8)

Overall discussions were open.

SINEERCE RS W R A b IEL €B8B-3738 - |

AT Training: Fipnal ocommand (RTC vs., S$5C) undecided.

Likewise, location  of Airman, Seaman and Fireman
training. If Airman remains at GL, an additional 2

garracks at a cost of $21M ise required (not included in
RAC).

RTC Dental: Decided today a new facility ig required at
a cost of $9M (not included in BRAC).

Recruit Training: Female pilot course recommended by
CNTT to commence Apr 94 and all femaleés in Jun 94 was
considered to ba too early. RTC GL recommend Jul %4 for
pilot program and 1 Oct 94 for all accesgsions, male and
female. This delay would allaviate or ease the following
concerns:

~  Barracks - female berthing rehab

~ Hanning - staff/support

- Uniform issue area difficulties

- May help medical in-processing

- Would. assist in identifying, receiving and
training additional female company commanders

AR TR

funding now and BRAC funding becoming available in October
timeframe. Enclosure (2) was briefed to CNET this morning.
Enclosure (3) is SOUTHDIV’s MILCON projects (not complete).

"CAPT Smith sends AN

WHAT IS BLACKED OUT SAYS, "MY SURPRISE WAS THE CONSTANT

ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED TO SUPPORT RTC GL".
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Progress to Date

7
.

+® Design - 29 _.

- 4 A/E Firms mmumoﬂmmw..mém.d not funded
- Facility Review Scheduled
o.. Construction -- 19

- Self-Help / PWC Great Lakes work at SSC/RTC
-  PWC Job Scope completed | -
® NEPA —19 -
'A/E Firm Selected and Funded
oject Management Coordination - 5%
Preliminary Facility Phasing Plan Established
= ET/HT Coordination meeting conducted

-~ RTC Orlando, QM, SM, TM, Radiac Coord meeting in
Progress

-  NEPA Planning survey complete
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Critical Path Issues
® ET "A" School Move to Bldg 621 .

- SYSCOM / TPC Orlando & Great Lakes in
Agreement

- Time Line to Accomplish Grad of 1st class in Dec 94

- Phase 1 Contract Instruction Remains in Orlando
until 1 Oct 1994

- Throughput increase from 892 io 1608 programmed

® HT "C" School Oo__oommo:mm Bldg 520

- EPA - EIS / Categorical Exclusion T Process
- BRAC Il / BRAC III Commingling of Funds
Anticipated . |
- RFT to Coincide with HT "A" Closure Schedule Phily
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S Conclusions

® Accelerate University Concept / Core and Strand
- Economy of Scale Saves Design and Construction
$’s | o |
® Review TM "C" Requirements |
- Eliminate 3rd MK 50 Light Weight Torpedo Facility
| - Locate TM "C" Schools at Costal Depot / SIMA’s
- ® Accelerate Year End Dollars to Design Coffers
| - HT "A" and ET "A"

- Facility Requirements Documentation for 1391’s
® Hold the Line on Scope Changes
- CNET Control and Approve



Pl G-y

L

T M v ML S B AR = & 4 e £8 S h s et imeies euee

s EEENERRNERXEEN NS
S Summary

® ET "A"/"C" School:

- $660,000 construction dollars to fund PWC m_LEAmm
for Bldg’s 621, 616, 221, 236, & 90 for minor rehab io
accelerate SYSCOM installation of TTE (Overdue)

- mumwwo:_._m_ required by SSC GLAKES to mmmon

s course start up on schedule:

- Reestablish 230 E4-E9 instructor/staff billets at
Great Lakes no later than 1 Sept 93

® HT "C" School
- $75,000 design dollars to fund qmnmm_mn of m_am 520

for concurrent construction with HT "A" project (15

Aug 93)
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

o g numbear

L OSOS/H-9R/

May 19, 1995

Ms. Nancy Mellon

Concerned Taxpayers of Central Florida
3239 Middlesex Road

Orlando, Florida 32803

Dear Ms. Mellon:

Thank you for your kind letter to Sylvia Davis Thompson of the Commission staff
regarding the Orlando Naval Training Center, Florida. I certainly understand your interest in the
base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis process.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc
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CONCERNED TAXPAYERS OF CENTRAL FLORIDA
3239 MIDDLESEX ROAD
ORLANDC, FLORIDA 32803

Mr. Alan J. Dixon

Chairman

BRAC Commissiocn

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425
220

Arling?gﬁ, VA 2 209 L/[otﬂﬂ fﬁ%f ZV\ 1|LV7nVZf/

Re:
Dear Chairman Dixon,

Thank vyou for vyour response to my letter. I am
hopeful (given the courtesy and hreeding vou displaved on C-
Span) that you truly will consider the information I have
sent to vou.

While 1t must be very difficult dealing with the
requests of friends and colleagues and vet remain ohijective,
this 1is exactly what must he dcne in the interest of our
military's future.

As Senator rLale Bumpers of Arkansas ¢tated, the two
main ohkjectives of base closure are COST SAVINGS &and
MILITARY READINESS. ™ With this In mind, I have enclosecd a
copy of a segment which aired on World News Tenighnt with
Pa2ter Jennings. With a3ll the news and events taking place in
the world today, (and with all the bases scheduled for
closure), this situation must be pretty egregious in order
te merit *nveza*e cn the nightly news. As PRepresentative
Eill McCollum and others have so eloquently pointed out, and
as the enclosed piece supports, the request to retsin the
Nuclear Powers Schools at the Crlando Naval Training Center
achieves beth objectives while providing a higher guality of
life for our active duty service men and womnen.

We simply cannot continue to cater to powerful chairs
or Cpecual 1ntereqts as taxpayer money 1s wasted., I urge vou
and your fellow commissicners to strongly consider the facts
as presented by the U.S. General Accounting 0Office and “he
enclosed news raport and maintain the Nuclzalr Power Schools
in Orlando.




Chairman Alan Dixon
June 15, 1995
Page 2

Thank vou again for vyour time and consideration
Chairman Dixon. We all appreciate your, and vour fellow
commissioners, dedicatieon to this difficult task. We have
every faith that you will make the right decisions.

With very best wisheg,

’fl Ln {Wm«

Nancy Mellon

P.S. With all respect to Mr. Nemfakos, information presented
by him in the past has proven to be without merit and his
comment that he knows what is Dbest for this community is
presumptious to say the least. Not only wouvld closing ONTC
not be in the best interest of this community, it is not in
the best interest of our active duty service men and women.

cc: other staff members
other commission members
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’ (301) 858-3211

PHILLIP D. BISSETT

30TH LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

R " ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991
1 L| (410) 841-3211
8 ...]' .g‘
CHAIRMAN ' L ]
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY DELEGATION (=
&L

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

JOINT COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF DELEGATES
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991

May 8, 1995

Senator Alan J. Dixon

Chairman, Closure and Realignment 3 rnier V:>
Commission whaon rmanonding 2\ '
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Senator Dixon:

On behalf of the members of the Anne Arundel County
Delegation, I am writing to urge the Federal Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission to reject the recommendation of the
Department of Defense to close the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Annapolis.

The Naval Surface Warfare Center employs scientists,
engineers and technicians whose expertise and knowledge plays a
vital role in the research, development and testing of
technologies for the Navy’s surface and undersea vehicles of the
21st century. Because of the Naval Center’s location in
Annapolis, a sharing of knowledge and expertise with the
resources of the United States Naval Academy has been provided
throughout the years.

The closing of this important facility would not only be a
loss for the economic life of Anne Arundel County but it would
displace 400 military and civilian personnel. The displacement
of such high caliber personnel would, indeed, have serious and
far-reaching consequences for these employees, their families and
for Anne Arundel County. I implore the Department of Defense to
consider alternatives and to allow the Naval Surface Warfare
Center to continue its long-standing, exemplary service in
Annapolis.

I look forward to hearing from you on this vital issue. If
I, or the Anne Arundel County Delegation as a body, can testify
or offer assistance in any way, please do not hesitate to contact

me.

S' erely,

S/ AR WINPT 2o

“Phil p D. Bissett
Chairman




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504

Flaosn sl
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMA

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May ]6, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Phillip D. Bissett

Chairman, Anne Arundel County Delegation
House of Delegates

Annapolis, Maryland 21401-1991

Dear Delegate Bissett:

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Naval Surface Warfare
Center, (NSWC) Annapolis, Maryland. I certainly understand your interest in the base
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and
analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding NSWC, Annapolis.

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

Sincerely,

AlD:cw
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HARRISBURG

THE GOVERNOR May 5, 1995

Ms. Rebecca Cox

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Ms. Cox,

On behalf of all Pennsylvanians, 1 would like to thank you for the opportunity to
present testimony in defense of our military bases to you and the other Commissioners at
yesterday’s regional hearing in Baltimore. W appreciate your time and interest.

As Governor, I an very proud of Pennsylvania’s military installations. Our strategic
location and world-class workers make our Commonwealth uniquely qualified to host military
bases. Moreover, Pennsylvania’s history of support of our nation’s defense is unparalleled
anywhere in the nation.

Despite these advantages, Pennsylvania is no stranger to the BRAC process. Our
Commonwealth has been stung many times by the process and contributed more than its fair
share in the name of down-sizing and spending reductions. In terms of net jobs lost,
Pennsylvania will be second to only California if this year’s recommendations are approved.
When viewed proportionately, we will have the dubious honor of being hit even harder than
California.

Your task is not an easy one, but it is an important and necessary one. The decisions
of the next several weeks will have lasting implications for our national defense well into the
next century. I wish you luck and ask that as you make your decisions you consider the
tremendous burden that Pennsylvania has bome in the process.

With best regards | remain,

Yours truly,
vz

Governor Tom Ridge
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 | .. oo sl pasirwsd

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 i s Qs'ds/?_’.//,(/

703-696-0504
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE
The Honorable Tom Ridge
Governor, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Office of the Governor

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
Dear Governor Ridge:

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania’s military installations. It was good to see you at the Commission’s Regional
Hearing in Baltimore and I welcome your additional comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and

analysis process.

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

Sincerely,

Rebecca Cox
Commissioner

RC:cw
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STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

STATE UNIVERSITY PLAZA
ALBANY, NEW YORK 12246
(518) 443-5355

Thomas A. Bartlett, Chancellor

May 9, 1995

Plagwwo rador o sva
Mr. Alan Dixon when reenonding ﬂﬁ _Qﬁ‘\}-\*\)\
Chairman
Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1799 North Moore Street
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Mr. Dixon:

I was happy to learn that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will revisit
the Rome Lab at the Griffiss Air Force Base in Central New York later this month to
reconsider its earlier recommendation that the Lab be closed.

My purpose is writing now is to describe several collaborative efforts that benefit both
the Lab and the Central New York region and which I believe argue for the Lab’s continued
operation here in New York State.

While many U.S. defense research facilities view themselves as self-contained, Rome
Laboratory has built a culture of collaboration with the business community. For example,
the Lab has incorporated commercial technology into its military systems and made
technology available to U.S. firms when commercial applications are possible.

In recognition of the Lab’s importance to the economic revitalization of New York
and the nation, the State of New York has created NYSTEC, the New York State
Technology Enterprise Corporation. NYSTEC’s primary purpose is to identify and facilitate
development of dual-use technologies in conjunction with the Lab.

Rome Lab also has a well-established tradition of cooperation and collaboration with
the State University of New York (SUNY) Institute of Technology at Utica/Rome. The
Institute has established a photonics curriculum to support the Lab’s research emphasis in
that area, and several Institute faculty members are currently engaged in sponsored research
projects at the Lab. Research collaboration began in photonics, but has since been extended
to computer science and will soon include other technical areas as well.

Cooperative research endeavors between the Lab and the Institute were strengthened
by the Cooperative Research and Development Agreement in 1992 and by the Educational




the two entities. These agreements have encouraged a continuing exchange of Lab/Institute
professionals, as well as opportunities for Institute students to carry out scientific
investigations at the Lab.

In support of Rome Lab, the Institute in 1989 began offering an advanced
management program designed for the Lab’s middle managers. In addition, Rome Lab
engineers serve on the Institute’s professional advisory committees for its engineering
technology, computer science, and telecommunications programs. Since 1969, three
different Rome Lab Chief Scientists have held seats on the Institute’s governing board.

Currently, two SUNY institutions are collaborating with the Lab to implement the
Integrated Community Network, a regional two-way interactive video voice and data
communication system that will be linked to the national information superhighway. The
Network represents 300 business, industry, government, health education, and civic users
throughout Central New York. The Institute of Technology and the SUNY College of
Technology at Morrisville are the SUNY institutions involved in the project.

In view of the foregoing, I think you will understand the importance of Rome Lab to
New York State, as well as the many efforts of the state and region to support and enhance
the Lab’s research mission.

I can assure you that the State University of New York stands prepared to bring every
appropriate resource to bear in the furtherance of this important and productive collaboration.

Cordially,

s Budlte

Thomas A. Bartlett
Chancellor

Copies: Mr. Ivan Seidenberg
President Peter Cayan
President Frederick Woodward




THE DEFENSE BASE CLLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ;.. ...,
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703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 18, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Mr. Thomas A. Bartlett

Chancellor, State University of New York
State University Plaza

Albany, New York 12246

Dear Chancellor Bartlett:

Thank you for sharing with the Commission your insights on the collaborative
relationship between the State University of New York, the business community, and the
Rome Laboratory. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment
process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and
analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations on Rome Laboratory.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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PROCLAMATTON

WHEREAS, The United States 10lst Congress determined that it was imperative that the
budget for defense be reduced; and

WHERFAS, The United States Congress established a commission to accomplish the down-
sizing of Department of Defense facilities; and

WHEREAS, The commission was to be known as the Commission for Base Realignment and
Closure; and

WHEREAS, The Department of Defense determined in 1993 and then 1995 reviews that
certain elements of the Department of Defense be relocated to the United States Army
Engineer Center & Fort Leonard Wood in its endeavor to accomplish the reductions and
preserve the public interest; and

WHEREAS, The Department of Defense has recommended that the Chemical Defense

Training Facility and the Military Police School, presently located at Fort McClellan,
Alabama, be relocated to the United States Army Engineer Center & Fort Leonard Wood;
and

WHEREAS, the Department of the Army has established a proven safety record in the
operation of the Chemical Defense Training Facility.

NOW, THEREFORE, The City of Crocker, Missouri welcomes the opportunity to endorse

the relocation of the "schools" and offers unreserved support to the Department of
Defense to that end.

DATED this e day of May, 1995.

Norma Lea Mihalevich, Mayor

CITY OF CROCKER
P.O. Box 116
Crocker, Missouri 65452
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 16, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Norma Lea Mihalevich
Mayor, City of Crocker

P.O.Box 116

Crocker, Missouri 65452

Dear Mayor Mihalevich:

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a proclamation adopted
by the City of Crocker expressing support for the relocation of the Chemical Defense
Training Facility and Military Police School from Fort McClellan, Alabama to Fort
Leonard Wood, Missouri. 1 certainly understand your interest in the base closure and
realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that
the information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review
and analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding Fort McClellan
and Fort Leonard Wood.

I look forward to working with you during this difficult and challeriging process.
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe 1 may be of service.

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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PROCLAMATION \

WHEREAS , The United States 101st Congress determined that it was imperative that the

budget for defense be reduced; and

WHEREAS , The United States Congress established a commission to accomplish the

down-sizing of Department of Defense facilities; and

WHEREAS , The commission was to be known as the Commission for Base Realignment |

and Closure; and

WHEREAS , The Department of Defense determined in 1993 and then 1995 reviews that
certain elements of the Department of Defense be relocated to the United States Army
Engineer Center & Fort Leonard Wood in its endeavor to accomplish the reductions and

preserve the public interest; and

WHEREAS , The Department of the Army has established a proven safety record in the

operation of the Chemical Defense Training Facility.

NOW , THEREFORE, The City of Dixon , Missouri welcomes the opportunity to endorse
the relocation of the "schools" and offers unreserved support to the Department of

Defense to that end.

DATED this day of May, 1995

P.O.BOX 177

v S 7Y
CITY OF DE’(QN John N. Thilges, Mayor 67 /
DIXON, MISSCURI 654500177




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 . Ly e \
S D R B T8 114,21

ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504 v o7 ' 950515.‘/'6 /

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 17, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable John N. Thilges
Mayor, City of Dixon

P.O. Box 177

Dixon, Missouri 65459-0177

Dear Mayor Thilges:

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a proclamation adopted
by the City of Dixon expressing support for the relocation of the Chemical Defense
Training Facility and Military Police School to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. I certainly
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your
comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and
analysis of the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations regarding Fort Leonard Wood.

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

Sincerely,

AlID:cw
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon., Chairman
Base Realignment & Closure Commisasion

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 Wm%&rmﬁ&wg:gg ‘,’>\
Arlington, VA 22209 v;mﬂm’s’:ﬂ'ﬁxﬁmq mb

- o

Dear Chairman Dixon:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to address the
Commisgsion regarding the future of Rome Laboratory at the regional
hearing which was held in New York City on May 5th and for your
attention to this most important issue.

It is my understanding that Commissioners Steele and Robles will be
vigiting Rome Lab on May 17th. I spoke with Commissioners Kling
and Cornella on May S5th and would respectfully request that they
also visit the Lab to view firsthand the defense-related scientific
regsearch and development of dual-use technology which is a key
factor in the state’s and our local reuse plan for future economic
stability.

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to
the future vigits of the Commissioners to Rome Laboratory.

Sincerely,

z M. DESTITO

Member of Assembly

RMD: tlb

DISTRICT QFFICES: Room 401, State Office Building, 207 Genesee Street, Ltica, New York 13501 (315) 732-1055, FAX (315) 732-1413
Barringer Ofiice Building, 2nd Floor, 303 West Liberty Strast, Rome, New York 13440, (315) 338-5779
ALBANY OFFICE: Room 652, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248, (518) 465-5454, FAX (518) 455-5928

Q:‘, Printed on recycled paper.
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Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman

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

Dear Chairman Dixon:

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to address the
Commission regarding the future of Rome Laboratory at the regional
hearing which was held in New York City on May 5th and for your
attention to this most important issue.

It is my understanding that Commissioners Steele and Robles will be
visiting Rome Lab on May 17th. I spoke with Commissioners Kling
and Cornella on May 5th and would respectfully request that they
also visit the Lab to view firsthand the defense-related scientific
research and development of dual-use technology which is a key
factor in the state’s and our local reuse plan for future economic
stability.

Thank you very much for your consideration, and I look forward to
the future visits of the Commisgsioners to Rome Laboratory.

Sincerely,

KM. DESTITO

Member of Assembly

RMD:tlb

DISTRICT OFFICES: Room 401, State Office Building, 207 Genesee Street, Utica, New York 13501 (315) 732-1055, FAX (315) 732-1413
Barringer Office Building, 2nd Floor, 303 West Liberty Street, Rome, New York 13440, (315) 338-5779
ALBANY OFFICE: Room 652, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248, (518) 455-5454, FAX (518) 455-5928

"" Printed on recycled paper.
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703-696-0504
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

May 17. 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

4 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable RoAnn M. Destito
Member of Assembly, 116th District
Room 652, Legislative Office Building
Albany, New York 12248

Dear Assemblywoman Destito:

Thank you for your letter requesting additional visits to the Rome Laboratory by
Commissioners Cornella and Kling. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and

realignment process and welcome your comments.

As you can appreciate, Commissioners have a large number of bases to visit in a short
period of time. Your request to have Commissioners Cornella and Kling visit Rome Lab will be
given every consideration, but it will depend on the schedules and availability of Commissioners.

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Rome community are welcome to
meet with Commissioners or Commission staff to present any new information on the proposed
closure of Rome Lab. All information presented to the Commission receives the same careful

review and analysis.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY &
DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKETING SERVICE !
DEFENSE REUTILIZATION AND MARKETING OFFICE SCOTT :
BUNLDING 4141 [

8 May 95

14 REr.

wherir. DRMO Scott

SUBJECT: Requiremente for Warehousing Space
Siaass relar 0 1S nambor

s,

.,
3

f
i

SCOTY AIR FORCE SASE. IL $2225-8000 - .
Sy

T0: Commander whan WM&@&S -3

Charles Melvin Price Sapport Center
ATTN: SATAS-Z-A
Granite City, [L 62048-1881

1. DRMO Scott is interegted in establishing a Super Retail Srore at Charles
Melvin Price Suppart Caanter. Warehouse Space such as Building 3686 ia
acceptable. We will reguire approximately 48,868 aquara feet ir addition to
the 48,088 aquare feet we already occupy. The area must ba heated. We must ba
able to secure the property. Rest Room facilitiea for men and women are
required. Office apace and a secure cashier's window will also be required.
The latter can be added 1f adequate warehouww floor space im provided. We
prefer the warehouae apace nuxt to ours which will compliment our cperatioms

and be more cost effeoctiva.

2. Dob sufportud activities has increased for Scott since the BRAC slosure of
Chanute Alr Force Baae. We ssrvice 78 aotivities in a 588 square mile area
covering the asouthern half of Illinois, and a carridor of Eastern Misszauri
paralleling the Missisaippi rivar, including the St. [ouls Metropolitan Area.

). Aa part of our DRMS mission, we dispese of excesa surplug Government
property that survives reutilization and tranefer to other DoD and Federal
Agencies and the dopation program. One of our techniques in returaing the
maximum amount of dollars to the Government and tax payers is Retall Sales. We
have been experimenting with sales and find that the St. Louis Metropolitan
Acaa provides a deuse population of ocustomera. With advertising in the St.
Louis Post Dispatch, we have returned to tha Covernment apd tax payers as high
as $8,634 (1 day) and $14,682 (3 days) in a location not as convenient to St.
Louis as the the Charles Mwlvin Price Support Center. Multiply this rigurae by
28 plus days a month and after ISA costs, DRMO overhead and coata of
advertising should make thilas a protitable ountlet for axcess surplus Government

property.

4. If we ars wuvcessful in obtaining space for the Store, it will ba
classified as a Super Retail Store and property will be brought in from other
DBMOg in our Zone to take advantage of the market potemntial of the Sr. Lonia
Metropolitan Area.

3. We have been searching for retail space in St. Louls Missouri, Bellavilla
and Granite City Illinois and found very quickly that the lease coat of retail
space plus utilities in the lacal communities im very expensive. Existing
Gavernment facllities such as Charles Melvin Price 18 a more cost wffactive

method for operations.

6. Our major oconcern will be the continued exiatence of Charles Melvin Price
as a Government facility. To eatablish the Retail Store will require
expendi{ture af funds to accommodate the operatinn. We camnot justify spending
thewa fuudws and sastahliahing a Super Retail Store and then atarting over again

in another loocation,.

260 * 39Yd , 80:2 b, I1
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DAMO Scott Continuation Page 2 A May 95

SUBJECT: Requircments for Warehousing Space

7. Please provide us information as soon as it 18 avaflable so that we may
e

uge it in our decision making proceas.

CF: 118.13 WALTER C.
688.02 M&0 Opn Gen Property Dis Officer

688 .82 Profit
Zone 1 Mapager

£00 - 394d 16:2 P:. 11 120
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MEMORANDUM when reponcing L Q151
TO: General (ret.) J. B. Davig, BRAC Commiassioner

FROM: Senator Bob Graham

DATE : May 9, 1995

RE: FLORIDA BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION ISSUES

Thank you for returning my call today. I enjoyed the
conversation and hope to get together with you sometime socon.

As you had requested, I am forwarding a short issue paper to you
concerning the subject macter that we discussed. As I said, I
believe that the issues that I am concerned about are based on
merit and hope that you can assist in ensuring that these
arguments get a fair hearing.

I thank you for your cbjective analyeis and hard work as a
commissioner, as well as your dedicated, patriotic service to our
Nation.
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Florida Issues
May 9, 1985
Page 2

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

1. NAS Whiting Field: It is our understanding that several
mempbers of the Commission may be considering adding Whiting Field
to its list of possible base closures. We have also been told
that the BRAC may perform a site visit at Whiting, and that data
calls have been made for analysis of consolidation and co
location scenarios at Ft. Rucker.

* The Navy, Marine Corpa and Coast Guard strongly support
continued training at NAS Whiting Field.

* Co-locating the training operations at Rucker is not
a fiscally viable option. The Navy has reports that it
would result in high costs and protracted rcturn on
invegtment. Gains made would quickly evaporate due
to student transfers (to and from Ft. Rucker between
training phases) and military construction costs.

* Consolidation would be much more difficult to institute
due to differences in Service requirements (sea versus
land), training philosophy (fixed wing primary versus
no fixed wing training), and personnel policics (ocfficer
versus non-commissioned officer).

* According to the Navy, consolidation would threaten its
most needed training requirements -- extensive instrument
time. Those who have flown in maritime environments know
well the unique and extreme hazards associated with night
operations at-sea (particularly onboard smaller vessels
such as destroyers or frigates).

* The Navy has reliably analyzed itgs requirements and assets
and made the correct decision to retain NAS Whiting Field.
The Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations
see this issue as a safety, training. and fiscal isggue.

2. NADEP Jacksonville:

* The Navy has repeatedly ghown strong support for the
retention of NADEP Jax tor cost and strategic reasons.

* NADEP Jax has proven itself as an efficient and cost
effective depot. It has prevailed in both private-public
workload competitions (against GE for F-117 stealth
fighter engines) and public-public competitions (againat
Air Force for J-52 engines).
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Florida Issues
May 9, 1995
Page 3

* The GAQ report is highly c¢ritical of the Air Force depot
analysis. It does not raise questions about the Navy
analysis. The Navy’s analysis and recommendations are
gound and should be hanored.

* The Air Force, unlike the Navy, has yet to reduce its
excess depct infrastructure, The Navy has already closed
three of its NADEPs including NADEP Pensacocla, FL. The
Navy has "right-sized" and eliminated its excess capacity
in the true spirit of BRAC.

3. Eglin AFB:

* Air Force BRAC analysis, in general, has been seriously
questioned by the GAO. Our own analysis of the Test and
Evaluation issue makes us question the Air Force’'s
decigion to move electronic warfare test and evaluation
hardware out of Eglin.

* The Board of Director's Study clearly is supportive of
Eglin’s strengths as a Test and Evaluation center, should
conscolidation be necessary.

* The Defense Authorization Act for 1995 directed the
Secretary of Defenge to establish an electronic warfare
Master Plan, before congolidating electronic warfare
aggets, in order to ensure that a thorough analysis is
conducted in thig area. The Air Force’s BRAC
recommendations act to circumvent this directive.

* Although the BRAC Commigsion is able make decisions in
an independent fashion, the completion of the Master
Plan would allow for a more thorough study in this
area and ensure that DOD's plans are well thought out
in the longterm.
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Delaware Valley
Sclence and Technology Assoclation

.

65 W. Street Road, Suite B-104, Warminster, PA 18974 Phone - (215) 675-4900

12 May 1985

Mr. Lester Farrington Plaass rmmuw FIMOGE £ ‘\5__
BRAC Staff e wmmm

1700 N. Moore St.

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209
Dear Mr. Farrington,

| am a member of the Delaware Valley Science and Technology Assaciation. We are
an organization of contractors who support the Naval Air Warfare Center and the Naval
Command, Control and Qcean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
Warminster, Pennsylvania.

While NAWCAD Warminster is being relocated to Patuxent River, MD, the NRaD group
is being relocated to San Diego, California. | beliave there is a much better alternative
which is more desirable from a DOD point of view and probably less expensive than

moving to San Diego.

This alternative, moving the NRaD, Warminster, to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey would
combine the Communications and Command and Control technologies and programs,
which NRaD personnel work on with similar technologies, programs, and personnel
being relocated from Rome Air Development Center, Rome, New York, to Ft.
Monmouth. This could be a major step toward realization of a Joint Communication,
Command and Control capability for the services.

The attached White Paper and Reference summarize this alternative. | would be glad
to present mors information on this alternative after your review of it.

Sincerely,
Pllaon Fyia V-
William F. Ly@é Jr.

References: White Paper: BRAC Decision on NRaD, Warminster, PA, closure

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 [#ofpages » &~
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White Paper: BRAC Decision on NRaD, Warminster PA Closure
Ref (a): Attachment X-20 of BRAC Recommendations Document

Background: By ref (a), the USN has recommended the closure and relocation of the
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
Warminster, Pennsylvania. This recommendation identified NCCOSC RDT&E Division
San Diego and the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi as primary
receptors of the “appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support”. The
recommendation also noted “other technical activities” as possible receptors.

Alternative Recommendation for BRAC Consideration: Close the Naval Command,
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster,
Pennsylvania and relocate its Air Communications, Command and Control function, and
related navigation functions, personnel, equipment and support 10 Fort Monmouth, New
Jersey.

Justification: The NRaD detachment is heavily involved in communications networking
and radio system development for joint programs such as JTIDS and GPS, and in the
development of technologies used by all services (i.e. inertial navigation equipments). The
USAF has recommended that the Rome Air Development Center, in particular the radio
communications and communications network activities, be moved to Fort Monmouth.
Fort Monmouth has previously been discussed as the possible site of a Joint Command,
Control and Communications Activity, and Secretary Perry has expressed concern that
additional future BRAC’s may need to be convened to address the joint service issues,
such as Communications and C3, that the services have, to date, been unable to tackle
individually. The relocation of NRaD, Warminster detachment to Fort Monmouth would
be a logical first step toward Navy involvement in implementing such a joint C3 facility.
This relocation would be less expensive than the move to San Diego, would preclude the
possible double move of the function should a future BRAC decide to consolidate joint
activities at Fort Monmouth, and would allow the Navy to maintain access to the Inertial
Facility as recommended in Attachment X-20.

Return on Investment: Since this recommendation still results in the closure of both
NAWC, Warminster and NCCOSC, Warminster, the return on Investment is the same as
that noted in attachment X-20,

Economic Impact on Communities: The impact of this decision to the Philadelphia, PA
economic area would be less than that of the recommended move to San Diego, since the
many of the current workforce would likely commute to Fort Monmouth, thus resulting in
little or no tax loss to the area. Further, this proposal reduces the economic impact to an
area that has been negatively affected by previous BRAC decisions.

Community Infrastructure & Environmental Impact: None.
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ATTACHMENT X.20
RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE

NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE CENTER,
RDT&E DIVISION DETACHMENT, WARMINSTER, PENNSYLVANIA

Recommendation: Close the Naval Command, Controt and Ocean Surveillance Center,
RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appropriate functions,
personnel, equipment, and support to other technical activities, primarily the Naval
Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division, San Diego,
California; and the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi.

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of
the DON budget through FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are difficult
to determine, because these activities are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and of the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical
center workload through FY 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in
these activities. This cxcess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate
closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The closure of
this activity reduces excess capacity with the resultant efficicncies and cconomics in the
management of the relocated functions at the new receiving sites. Additionally, it
completes the process of realignment initiated in BRAC-91, based on a clearer
understanding of what is now required to be retained in-house. Closure and excessing of
the Inertial Navigational Facility further reduces excess capacity and provides the
opportunity for the transfer of these facilities to the public educational or commercial
sectors, thus maintaining access on an as-needed basis. '

Return on Investment: The retum on investment data below applies to the closure of
NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster. The total estimated
one-time cost to implement this recommendation is $8.4 million. The net of all costs and
savings during the implementation period is a savings of $33.1 million. Annual recurring
savings after implementation are $7.6 million with an immediate return on investment
expected. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of

£104.6 million.
Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: The economic data below applies to the
closure of NAWC Warminster and the closure of NCCOSC Det Warminster, Assuming
no cconomic recovery, this recommendation could result in a maximum potential
reduction of 1080 jobs (348 direct jobs and 732 indirect jobs) over the 1996-10-2001
period in the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania-New Jersey PMSA economic area, which is less
than 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cumulative economic impact of all
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BRAC-95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over
the 1994-10-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 1.0 ‘ N
percent of employment in the economic area. RS

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation. .

Environmental Impact: The closure of both NAWC Warminster and NCCOSC
Det Warminster will have a positive effect on the environment because their appropriate p
functions and personnel will be relocated out of an area that is in severe non-attainment
for ozone and from an activity that is included on the National Priorities List. The
personnel being relocated to NCCOSC San Diego represent an increase in personnel of
less than 6 percent, which is not considered of sufficient size to adversely impact the -8
environment at that sites. However, a conformity determination may be required to
determine this impact. At both receiving sites, the utility infrastructure capacity is
sufficient to- handle the additional loading. There is no adverse impact on
threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, or cultural/historical
resources occasioned by this recommendation.

X-52




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
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703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 19, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Mr. William F. Lyons, Jr.

Delaware Valley Science and Technology
Association

65 W. Street Road, Suite B-104

Warminster, Pennsylvania 18974

Dear Mr. Lyons:

Thank you for sharing with the Commission your thoughts about the Secretary of
Defense’s recommendations on the Naval Air Warfare Center and Naval Command,
Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster,
Pennsylvania. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment
process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I look forward to
working with you during this difficult and challenging process. Please do not hesitate to
contact me whenever you feel I may be of service.

Sincerely,

AJD:cw
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

U.S. ARMT TANK.AUTOMQTIVE COMMAND
SUPPORT ACTIVITY.SELFRIDGE
SELFRILGE AIR NATIONAL CUARD AASE, MICHICAN 48045.5016
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ATTENTION OF
71 SgP 1994
AMSTA-CYE Plogss raler i this RImbar

WiEn TRSDONGINYG O3

MEMORANDUM FOR Commandex, U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN:
AMCEN-F (Dallas Meyers), 5001 Eisenhower
Avenue, Alexandria, VR 22332-0001

SUBJECT: Army Family Housing Divastur

1]

Feview and Validaticon

1 Qur housing assets and DD Feorm 1523 have been revi=ewed and
the figures are correct, encl 1.

a. IlLem 8, Gross Famlly Housing Reguirement.
current 1nfo*ma:;on available w35 us :hese figures hava been
validated.

b. Item 12.b(2), Acceptabls Vacant Rencals. We rzalize
thesz fligures represent the milizary ta:r share cof coemmarcially
owned rental hous’na units that mesc starndards of adeguacw and
affordabilitcy within an hour cemmute of cur insrtallation during
peak traffic conditions., Howsver, you mus:t consider that the &7
units representad are one and two bedroom units We currently
have a majority reguirement f£or =hree oy sure bedromm units. The
surplus of 452 adaquate unlts dces not acturately certray our
nez=d This should be considered in future survevs
2 We have also included cur Mission Essancial pesiticns, =ncl
2
3. The U.S. Armv Tank-Automorive Tommand has pians o
divert/convert or damolish a miniwum of 234 unics by FY01
4 POC for this action is Michells Hallerbeck, Chief, Housina
®rograms, DSN 273-4389 )

2 Encls XALPH E.%ﬁ’r
LTC, AG
Commanding




ALRSUREIARTPING 3. BN AN P RS SO STHEL

- cads O BT Vo e

240D CUMPONENT [_HEPORT:NLJ INSTALLATION
L _ARM fa. NAME b. LOCATION -
. DATA AS OF\ Selfridge ANGE —city/town~
31 Dec 93 A26155 i ST -zip-
7 ANALYSIS CURRENT PROJECTED
OF  |OFFICER| E9-E4 E3-E1 TOTAL |[OFFICER| £9-E4 | E3-E1 | TOTAL
REQUIREMENTS AND ASSETS (a) Ite)) (c) (d) {e) (N {q) (h)
. TOTAL PERSONNEL STRENGTH 265 £20 80 8635 ! 259 499 | 79 837
7. . PERMANENT PARTY PERSONNEL 2€5 520 | 80 865 253 499 79 837
i
& . GROSS FAMILY HOUSING REQUIREMEN 290 971 . 188! 1429 283 932 166 | 1381
:; j |
. TOTAL UNACCEPTABLY HOUSED (a+b+c) 2 29 2 f 33
| |
a. Involumarily Separated 'g 0 0 0 0
b. in Military Housing to be i
Disposed/Repiaced , Q Q 0 0
¢. Unaccaptabiy Housed - l : |
in community 2 29 | 2 33
_ L N |
0. VOLUNTARY 3SZPARATIONS ! 20 ! 108 7 133 20 106 7. 133
~i 1 | | ‘
1. EFFESTIVE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 27G © 863 . 161 | 1296 | 263 l §26 | 153 l 1249
i H I : |
i { § : 1 ]
2 HOUSING ASSETS (a+h) l 535 ' 1032 ' 181j 1748 533 ' 918 | 53! 1512
i f | |
_a. Under Mititary Contro! : 181 640 146 967 l 184 l 324 22 i 731
(1) Housed in Existing DCD ! — | ' '
Owned/Controfled 169 837 40 846 ' 1as ! saa| 22| 73
(2) Unger ContracyAoproved g 0 [ 0! g
{3) Vacant 9 2 82 a3,
(4} Inactive 3 1 24 28
Q. Private Hausing : 354 392 35 781, 354 392 35 781
rd i )
{1} Accegptably Houszed Q } g2 10 102
(2) Acceptable Vacant Rental 354 300 { 25 /79
! | i }
'3, EFFECTIVE HOUSING DEZICIT -265 | -167 l -20| -452! 275 .90 101 | -264
? s

8. REMARKGS (Gpecify item number)

This analysis added to Selfridge’'s station code 25832, station code 2583A. 26838, 2683E as well as station code 26221
for Detroit Arsenal, which does not have any hausing. .

Alsg censigered in this analysis is that Selfridge olans (o demalish 236 units in FYQi.

U4
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
May 15’ 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI{ LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones

Director, The Army Basing Study Piwass rater v tis numb'ai .
200 Army Pentagon when renoncing 50 & N i) -7

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200
Dear Colonel Jones:

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is forwarding the attached point
paper for comment. It is a response to a visit by Office of the Secretary of Defense and Army
personnel to Hill Air Force Base to gather information on the Letterkenny-to-Hill scenario.

Please provide your response no later than 6 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I
appreciate your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

EAB/rmm
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Chief, Armament Division Chief, Logistics Operations
Commeodities Directorate ' Armament Division

THOMAS L. SHIVELY, Colonel, USAF JEANNIE HATHENBRUCK |
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POINT PAPER
ON
ARMY BRAC 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION
FOR BRAC COMMISSION
May 8, 1995

+ The BRAC Commission on Apr. 26, 1995, directed the Army W aualyze consolidatioo of all the DoD tactical
missile workload at Hill AFB.

*» Representatives from the Army and OSD with Air Force pensvuuel vonducted a quick site survey of
Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requirements.

»» The total FY 1999 workload required to Tansfer to Hill AFB was determined © be 1.272 M dirext
labor hours (DLH) plus 121K DLH (at Hill AFB) for a total of 1.393 DLH. The 1.393M DLH
includes the original 677K DLH identified during the BRAC 95 decision plus 658K DLH attributed to
Patriot and Hawk at Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAL), and 58K DLH for Pawior and Hawk all up
round (AUR) at Red River Army Depot (RRAD). The only DLH not included are those required for
the AUR currently performed at LEAD, which were pot provided to the Air Force. However, all costs
associated with ransferring the workload (e.g., facilities, equipment, etc.) were included in the Alr
Force proposal.

.-Jhe Air Force provided the Army Base Study Office a written cost estimate to move the identitied Dol tactical
" missile workload to Hill AFB. The Army Base Study Office assessed the Air Force and Army data submitted, = -~ ~——=~""=~
and made cost-adjustments (increases) to the Air Force proposal. The Air Force did not have an opportunity to

review these increased costs prior to the Army Base Study Office incorporating them into the COBRA analysis.

* After completing the COBRA analysis, the Army provided the Air Force with the methodology used in
determining the cost increases to the Air Force proposal. The Air Force has reviewed the Army’s cost increases

——and-provides the following comments:

« PERSONNEL: The Army was directed by the BRAC Commission to use the DoD BRAC
recommendation submitted Feb. 28, 1995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army with the
Hill AFB personnel increase of 237 (personnel authorizations), associated with the DoD BRAC
recommendation. However, not included in the model. were the more than 1500 personne! losses
(faces) from Hill AFB between FY 1996 and FY 2001 directed by the Dorn memo. This does not
inciude the 600 personnel (faces) scheduled for RIF during September 1995. The losses will include
personnel with related skills'ased in the full range of tasks for the repair of DoD tactical missiles and
could be réaligned with minimal training. Utilizing these personnel reductions avoids e need to hire
direct labor or PCS personnel (faces). There will be no personnel hiring costs at Hill AFB for
transferting this workload, therefore, the COBRA personne] transferring costs should be eliminated.

- MILCON:

s« ATACM's ALL-UP ROUND MAINTENANCE FACILITY (BLDG. 2214)
Based on informaticn provided hy the facilities engineer m the ATACM program office, Hill AFB
has the depot level facilities available to support a consolidation of the ATACM’s missile
workload without incurring any substantial construction costs. Building 2214, the building
selected for the ATACM’s Full-Lip Round Maintenance Facility. has been certified and approved
in accordance with DoD Explosive Standards to handle 9,800 pounds of Class 1, Division 1.1
explosives. In addition to having the adequate explosive handling rating. Building 2214 meets the
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PATRIOT RADAR TEST SITE: -The $510K estimate for the radar test site constructionwas—— . _ .
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floor space requirements for ATACM missile operations. Building 2214 is not scheduled for
demolition. Hill AFB is prepared to expand Building 2214 based on the ATACM missile system
workload in order to establish an efficient missile maintenance operation. Such changes will
include: 1) Incorporating an orientation pad and test stand for the final guidance control
alignment calibration for the ATACM, 2) Continue and complete the work already started on
hardening the natural gas metering station located adjacent to Bidg. 2214 (cwrrent work on this
issue was prompted by other facility requiremeats affected by the metering station, not due to
Bldg. 2214 operations), 3) Adding additional security lighting to the building (even though it is in
a secured, controlled access area with military police sentry’s monitoring activities; the same area
where the Minuteman and Peacekeepers are stored), 4) Upgrading the environmental control
conditioning to the building, 5) Providing enclosed sheltering for the loading platforms, protecting
personuel and munitions from inclement weather, and 6) Adding radio frequency (RF) protection
around the building. Most of these modifications will be handled within Hill AFB’s Civil
Engineering Squadron with minimal outlay in funding. QOverall the Air Force proposes renovation
costs of $495K for Building 2214. This includes $295K for facility modifications and $200K for
support equipment. This changes our original estimate of $287K. The structural integrity and
wall construction of the building can be accounted for by the Class 1, Division 1.1 rating
approved for the building. In addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movement of the
14'x3.5°x3" missile container. The missile itself, 13° in length and 2" in diameter, easily fits into
and can be handle within the existing bays of building 2214. Furthermore, the entrance and exit
utility doors are 8'x10". This allows the current sideloading munitions forklift to pick-up and
position the missile. in it’s container, within Building 2214. Finally, Building 2214 is fully
capable of accepting the ATACM missile maintenance workioad without the extensive renovation
costs called out by the LEAD personnel.

based on what we believed were similar operations. Due to short time frames, Hill AFB was
unable to obtain accurate costs for equipment and construction of a radar test site. We will accept
the $2M costs, but feel that with adequate time to prepare, these costs could be brought down.

MISSTLE. STORAGF.: 1.EAT identified a requirement for IM & of tactical missile explosive
storage to be collocated with the maintenance facility. The Air Force requires a total of

314,975-82 for-AUR-and-explosive componeat-storage-if-stacked-one-item-high—This-ineludes—
AUR, rocket motor, explosive components, and guidance and control sections. However,
according to system specification, the Air Force missiles can be stored from 5 to 11 hxzh Using
an average of three high. the Air Force storage requirements are reduced to 104,955 . Fifty
percent of that requirement is for storage of the Maverick and was not considered for AUR

consolidation. Deducting the Air Force requirement from the (M ft? identified by LEAD leaves
approximately 900K f" required for Army and Marine Corps missiles. Discussions with the Navy
indicate they plan to continue use of their East and West Coast repair and storage facilitios and not
consohdatcd at LEAD. Based on our analysis of Air Force requirements and Navzttated

mteuuons, IM & appears to be excessive.

Review of the storage requirement of M ft? of spacc, as called for in the BRAC Commission
Analyst Notes. found that Hill has over 187K ft? of missiles storage space available. This

187K R was obtained by vacating 62.2K f? utilized for the storage of strategic missile and 125K
ft* used to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items. Available space is

87K ft* greater than previously reported and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing
storage requirements. Costs associated are described in the Munitions Storage MILCOM

paragraph following.

The Air Force cxplosive storage regulations do not require class [.4 cxplosive items be stored in
igloos. Our normal procedures are to license a warehouse facility and use it 10 store these type of

N
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items. An additional 50K £t of 1.4 storage is available immediately to store GCS, freeing up
additional 1.1 class for AUR storage.

The proposed consolidation is to consider complete collocation of the required storage at the
depot maintenance location. This criteria is not consistent with present DoD procedures and is not
necessary for successful, economic depot performance. Historically, Maverick Missiles have been
stored at Tonele and Red River Armoy Depots and all up round repairs performed at Hill AFB
within the GCS depot. Approximately 75% - 90% of Air Force missiles are stored at operational
locations. Even more important, it is unwise both strategically and logistically to store all missiles
in one location as described below. The services’ System Program Managers have not been
consulted about the tactical missile coasolidated storage at one location.

During Desert Storm and more recently Somalia and Bosnia, we found because of collateral
damage reasons, precision guided munitions were then and are now the weapon of choice,
Precision guided munitions must be strategically located for outload purposes whether by air, rail
or curface. Therefore, in future conflicts, it wonid he logistically impossible to outload all service
requirements from one location. Also, from a strategic standpoint, the impacts of locating all of
DoD’s most expensive weapoas in one¢ location couid be disastrous.

Because of this, DoD has developed a stockpile optimization plan placing critical assets in three
Tier I Armmy storage depots, in the east (Anniston AD), west (Tooele AD) and midwest
(McCallistcr AD). This provides optimum outload to meet critical scenarios. At this point in
time, assets have not yet been moved (not yet funded) to any of the Tier I Depots, negating any
relocation costs. We verified with the Army representative author of the Army Tiering concept
that LEAD is a Tier Il dopot.

It is the Air Force’s opinion that additional storage over and above that required to meet
inuniediate sepair necds, is not necessary. Tactical misoiles should be stored at the three Tier |

depots.

s> MISSILE STORAGE MILCON: Revicw of the storagc requircment of 1M R of space, ac
called for in the BRAC Comrission Analyst Notes, found that Hill AFB has aver 187K ft” of

missiles storage space available, This T87K fi was obtained by vacating 622K - ufilized
for the storage of strategic missiles and 125K 1I° used to store tactical missilcs and other
conventional munitions items. Available space is 87K R greater than previously reported
and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing storage requirements. There is an
estimated cost of $30UK to obtain this space. Suategic missile storage has becu progs amuied
for closing and no costs are associated with obtaining this space. The munitions storage space
will be realized through demilitarization, attrition due to normal issue, and the movement of
material trom 30K 1t’ of storage. -

> - b
With the availability of 187K fi% of space at Hill AFB, an additional area of 813K ¥ is
required to meet the esumated IM ft” identified by LEAD. Hill AFB believes the 1M i w0 be
excessive for several reasons previously explained, 1) strategic requirements to not locate all
depot assets at one location, 2) logistical requirements for shipping during a Desert
Shieid/Storm scenario, and 3) vertical storage of assets in new type igloos. However, 1a abide
by the direction received, Hill is providing cost for the stipulated large storage area.

Acreage for additional storage is available at Tooele AL or UTTR (Qasis), or a combination
of these two sites. Construction costs would be $106M (813K f* * $151/ f%). Construction
of larger facilities of a more modemn design, such as those being constructed at Hill AFB.
could be expected to save 40% of this construction costs ($66M). This would occur due to
better utilization of space with vertical walled units allowing better vertical storage.
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The need for coastruction of an additional 460 igloos at Hawthorne, NV, or McCallister
Army Ammunition Plant, OK, for storage of conveational munitions currently stored at
LEAD, should not be a factor in the tactical missile workload consolidation study. This
requirement is totally independent of and not associated with the IM f* of space stated as
being required for tactical missile storage, and as a result Hill AFB has only calculated cost of

obtaiming 1M ft’ of space.

In summary, Hill AFB"s position is that the MILCON for tactical missiles storage would be
$66M or less, and when the storage requiremeats are fully identified and analyzed, the
existing 187K t° available at Hill AFB plus the designated Tier I storage at Anniston. Tooele,
and McCallister, would be fuily adequate for all storage requirements. This is especially true
from a strategic and logistic point of view. [t would not be wise to store all assets at one
location, as any disaster could cripple the 11.S. posture. 1n addition. shipment of assets from
one [ocation during a Desert Shield/Storm scenario would be a logistics nightmare.

TIME FRAME: In accordence with DoD and Air Force mplementation of the National
Environmental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment (EA) will be completed. Only when the EA
results in a finding of significant impact is an environmental impact survey (EIS) required. The
workloads recommended for transfer during the first years of the plan include no known new
processes, chemicals, waste streams, etc., that would impact our present environmental licensing at
Hill AFB. The major systems, Patriot and Hawk, do not transfer until FY 1998-1999 providing more
thaa enough time to complete and respond to any new environmental icsues. Therefore, an EA is
expected to demonstrate that no significant impact will be found, and an EIS will not be required.

TRAINING. LEAD cstimated training on all 21 systcms to be $28.3M, of which $22M was siated for

- Hawk and Patriot systems, equating to 78% of the total training budget. We believe the $22M training

budget for Hawk and Patriot to be excessive.

The Dorn memo continues to drive downsizing at Hill AFB. This action will require the release of
direct labor personnel, during the workload transfer schedule, with the skills to support the full scope
of DoD 1actical missile workload. The Air Furce still belicves that $17.4M is ¢xcessive for all training
because of the resident skills base at Hill AFB, but will accept the $17.4M based on data from LEAD.

INVENTURY TRANSFER: The inventory transfer cost is considered a “wush™ fur iuveutory not
presently at LEAD. The inventory will either be shipped to Hill AFB or LEAD depending on the
decision of the BRAC. The increased inventory documented in this paragraph, from the estomated
$56X to the reported $3.1M, appears significant. However, our inventory cost estinates are based vu
the belief that the Army depots practice good supply discipline and only retain the material required to
support the current year requirements. This, coupled with the projected transfer date of the first
quarter of FY 1999, provides ample tume to reduce the inventory 10 a mintmum before the transter
begins. W would further expect the Army to only ordeT mandatory material requirements for up to
six months prior to workload transfer with other parts being held in the jtem manager’s account or
forwarded to the new depot. This practice will further reduce the mventory 10 the point we believe the
cost to transfer will be more in-line with our projected $50K for Patriot and a $1.8M total.

OTHER COSTS:

««« EQUIPMENT TRANSFER: The equipment transfer cost of $7.3M. for the Hawk and Patriot
weapon systems appears to be high. The equipment ranster costs tor all of the tactical missiles o
LEAD is estimated to be $5M. This includes the Maverick Missile System which has more test
stations and test sets than the 24 test sets currently used on the Patriot System. We believe a more
conservative $2.5M should meet the equipment transter cost tor both Hawk and Parriot.
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«s« SUNK COSTS: Sunk costs are a reality of dowusizing throughout DoD. LEAD has identified
$25M already spent consolidating tactical missiles. Sunk costs will be associated with any
scenario, i.e., the closure of LEAD will result in a loss of funds spent implementing the 93 BRAC
recommendation, or failure to obtain optimum utilization of the Hill AFB infrastructure by adding
workload will require closure, disposal, or transfer of in-place facilities—a loss to DoD. This is a
significant impact to the $1B infrastructure in place at Hill AFB.

e+ RECURRING COSTS: Even though labor costs are not included in the COBRA model. long
terra savings based on labor rates should be evaluated. The difficuity in comparing rates between
scrvices 13 due to the differences in the accounting systems, i.e., material. overhead, G& A, etc.
However, consistently, Hill AFB labor rates are less than LEAD, ANAD and TOAD. The Depot
Maintenance operation Indicator Report identifies Hill AFB average labor rate of $69.27
compared to the LEAD rate of $101.36. The Cost Comparability Handbook (Aug 93) identifies
Hill AFB labor rate as $49.38, LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.31. A comparison using the
Cost Comparison Handbook labor rates between Hill AFB and LEAD shows considerable annual
saviugs can be achicved for GCS, lmmeher, and vehicle repair.

«» COSTS NOT INCLUDED:

*»» OTHER MILCON: Hill AFB sces the tactical missile consolidation as a civilian workload.
However, the Hill AFB infrastructure is in-place to support a large contingent of military
personnel. The fucililies rewain while the assigned contingent hos decreased over the past several
years. Our military personnel and their family members are provided both on-base and off-base
support, including, social activities, child care, Base Exchange, hospital, theater, banking, school,
tousing, Coramissary, Hobby shups, wlucativnal opportunities, ctc. Our downaizing efforte will
result in mothballing approximately 300K f° of administrative area. Other MILCON concerns
identified in this section should not be coasidered.

sev [CS: Based on the decision of the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance (JSCG/DM),
interim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be
considered 1n costs to relocate workload. Like the estimaicd $84.5M attributed to Fatriot and
Hawk, the 1993 estimate for Maverick ICS was $76.5M, which if considered, would have greatly

skewed e original-matysis:

=+ RELOCATION COSTS: Hill AFB identified 100K f¥* for tactical missile explosive storage,
70K ft° immediately available and an additional 30K f® available in the future. The paper made’
mention of existing storage of ICBMs at Navajo National Guard Depot, AZ, and possible deep

storage of Air Force Muaitions. However, all movement would be done through attrition
requiring no relocation dollars. ICBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already
budgeted for by the PEO and igloos would pot need modification to accornmodate deep storage of
Air Fogce munitionsitems. An additional 87K fi” of explosive storage at Hill AFB would also be
freed up with 8 relocation cost of $300K. for a total 187K ft*. Hill AFB also has additional
storage available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of SOK &,

> COST AVOIDANCE: Since all of the missile systems have not yet transferred to LEAD, it seems
inappropriate to label the difference between the original BRAC 93 appropriation and what has been

expended to date as “cost avoidance”.




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF May 3 1, 1995

Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street e b RO
' va! és;‘qgw:__,
Suite 1425 e AROS J5T R

ATTN: Mr Brown
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Mr. Brown,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the point paper regarding missile maintenance
at Hill AFB, as requested in your 15 May 1995 letter (950515-7).

First, it must be made clear that no one in DoD who reviewed or approved the current
DoD Letterkenny recommendation considers it a significant deviation from the BRAC 93
recommendation. Furthermore, the General Accounting Office (GAO) raised no objection on this
account.

I take issue with the Air Force approach of trying to close an Army depot rather than deal
with their own 1-2 depot excess infrastructure problem. 1 also have serious concerns with the
cost figures you have been provided by the Air Force. If you desire to pursue this alternative, 1
strongly recommend that GAO investigate these calculations.

During the past several months, the Air Force proponents of moving work to Hill AFB
have changed scenarios, cost estimates, and personnel figures to meet their objectives. Why are
these still changing? Is it to prevent closure and gain workload from other Services? Additionally
during the BRAC process, the Air Force could only achieve a 7% reduction of its personnel due
to operational requirements, but can take 1.4 million manhours of workload from the Army
without any personnel transfers. How can the certified workload data submitted by the Air Force
be used during the DoD joint analysis, but be different for this analysis? Inconsistencies abound in
the Hill AFB point paper. They continue to indicate that this is a workload competition only and
refuse to acknowledge the entire BRAC costs to move the artillery workload, or the ammunition
storage for Letterkenny. Specific comments on this point paper are attached along with additional
comments by the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command.




By our calculations, the cost to move the missile mission to Hill AFB remains four to nine
times as expensive as DoD's recommendation, with fewer savings. I hope this information is
helpful and provides a more complete picture than you have been given on the matter.

Sincerely,
e

Enclosures




COMMENTS
ON
AIR FORCE POINT PAPER
LETTERKENNY TO HILL SCENARIO

Air Force Review: The Air Force indicated that it did not have an opportunity to review
the assumptions and inputs into the COBRA model prior to it submission to the Commission. On
the contrary, we provided our information to the Air Force Staff in draft on 5 May 1995. The
Air Force indicated to us that it was a fair and conservative approach. They did have questions
over our construction and manpower figures, but understood the methodology used by The Army
Basing Study.

Personnel: The two issues presented by Hill AFB are the 600 approved Reduction in
Force (RIF) scheduled for September 1995 and the anticipated reductions of the Dorn
memorandum that will be spread over the POM. The approved RIF is a scheduled force
reduction and will be executed prior to congressional approval of BRAC and should not be
considered as part of the BRAC analysis, using approved DoD methodology. Under the Dorn
Memorandum, each of the Services are scheduled to take approximately a 35,000 man reduction
over the POM. The eliminations due to BRAC can help meet this reduction. The Air Force
would still have to take the entire cut somewhere else if Hill AFB is exempted in order to accept
the tactical missile mission without any personnel from Letterkenny. The net effect is an
additional cost to DoD. The Army considers these to be force structure reductions and not
savings to be applied to any potential BRAC action.

MILCON: There are three issues: ATACM's building; Patriot radar site; and the
ammunition storage. Resolving differences between the Army and Air Force over the first two
issues would require a detailed requirements review. In absence of this review, we applied
standard DoD factors and remain confident in our approach. The storage construction issue has
two parts. The first deals with the conventional ammunition tiering concept and the second is a
question of available storage space. As a point of correction, the eastern area tier I depot is not
Anniston Army Depot but rather Crane and Bluegrass Depots. Anniston is a tier II depot in the
eastern region. Additionally, the conventional ammunition tiering program only deals with
conventional ammunition and not tactical missiles. With respect to the last issue, the Air Force
claims to have found an additional 62 KSQFT of storage at an additional cost of $300,000. This
could reduce the ammunition storage construction from $117 M to $106 M. The requirement to
store tactical misstle is still a requirement.

Time Frame: Whether a EIS or EA is required is a mute point. The law requires either a
EA or EIS to be performed prior to the mission being started. If the transfer starting in Oct 1995,
then the year of return on investment would be 2001 verses 2002. The number of years to
achieve the return on investment would not change. The Army's standard practice of one year to
complete all required environmental documentation appears reasonable in this case.




Training: Differences over the cost of training are difficult to resolve quickly. However,
the cost of training should be related to the number of trained employees being transferred. The
Letterkenny $28 M estimate was based on at least 30% of Letterkenny staff transferring. Hill's
$17 M estimate is based on no transfers. We split the difference in an attempt to resolve the
conflict.

Inventory Transfer: Trying to determine who is correct on Patriot is very difficult. The
cost to move inventory is not a "wash" AW BRAC cost. This is not a depot "open" competition
for work load.

Equipment Transfer: There is a difference of opinion on this matter.

Sunk Cost: Sunk cost does not appear to be a factor in determining whether a base
should close. The purpose and intent of BRAC is to redistribute workload to reduce excess

infrastructure.

Recurring Costs: A cost comparison rate used in the Hill AFB point paper indicates a $9
per hour difference in Hill AFB favor. However, this rate is made up of several rates - direct
labor, material, and overhead. The material cost are directly related to the workload involved and
should not be used except in direct workload comparison. The overhead rate is a combination of
indirect labor, base operations and repair and maintenance costs associated with the facilities and
infrastructure used by the depot, and other factors. Since this is an area of uncertainty due to
downsizing factors, it is not a stable rate. The only remaining rate that can be compared is the
direct labor rate. A recent report on selected annual depots maintenance cost data, derived from
the Military Department data submission done in accordance with Chapter 76 of the DoD
Accounting Manual, DoD 7220.9-M, indicates that the simple average of labor rates from 1990 to
1994 for Ogden Air Logistics Center is $21.12/hour while the rate for Letterkenny was
$18.31/hour. This is a difference of $2.81/hour in Letterkenny's favor.

Other MILCON: The Army did not add any MILCON because of the lack of knowledge
of the facilities at Hill AFB. If Hill AFB currently has an excess of 300,000 SQFT of
administrative space, 1.5 M SQFT maintenance space, and 187,000 SQFT ammunition storage
space, then Hill AFB has 14% of all available space currently excess to their needs. We
understand this is growing. The following is scheduled to go: BRAC 95 reduction of the Test
and Evaluation mission, reduction of strategic missile workload due to treaties, all the new family
housing being constructed may excess, or the proposed 1700 man/ workload reduction scheduled
per the Dorn memorandum.

ISC: The Army did not include any ISC in its analysis, as per the current DoD directive.

Relocation costs: The additional cost of $300 K should be added to the COBRA
associated with the addition 87 KSQFT recently identified by Hill AFB. If this relocation is to
Navajo National Guard Depot, then the storage cost and any reconfigure cost should also be
added.




Cost Avoidance: The Army used a cost avoidance of $25 M. At the 10 May hearing, the
Commission used the DoD IG figures of $44.1 M which would reduce the cost avoidance to
$18.1 M increasing the cost of the scenario by $6.9 M. If the Army does not include any cost
avoidances as their paper indicates, then the scenario would increase in cost by an additional
$25M.
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Do DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS, U.5. ARMY INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS OOMMAND
M ROCK ISLAND. ILLINOTS 12996000

AMSMC-AEE (15-1a) 25 MAY 1985

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN:
i AMCSO (Mr. Daryl Pewell), 5001 Eisenhower

' Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22333=-0001

sus.:raw Comments on Air Force Point Paper on Tactical Missile

COnioliaation, dated May 8, 1995

1. Enclosed is our response addressing the subject point paper
on tactical missile conselidation.

2. The POC is the undersigned at AMSMC-AEE, DSN 793-3930/3164,
datafax DSN 793-7768, e-mail address is ro0léria-emh2.army.mil.

Encl %

Chilef, Performance Evaluation
Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT '
CHAMBEABBURG, PENNSYLYANIA 17201

Lsu.v T .
L | ATYSWTION OF) |

SDSLE-1 | 23 May 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, U. S. Army Industrial Operations Command,
: ATTN. AMSMC-AEE (Gary Wallen),
Rock Island, I 61299-6000

SUBJECT: Odgen-Air Logistics Center (O0-ALC) Point Paper on Tactical Missile
Consplidation

1. Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) hes been reguested to review and comment on point
paper authored by O0-ALC “Point Paper on Army BRAC 93 Re-direct Proposal Tactical
Missile Cansolidation for BRAC Commission,” May 8, 1995, Comments to point paper
are provided at enclosure.

2. 00-ALC is desperate for new workload. The entire driving force for their proposal is
to rejuce personnel cuts. Army Tectical Missile System (ATACMS), HAWK, and
PATRIOT cause major problems for tactical missile consolidation at 0O-ALC. OQ-ALC
has no building 1o perform ATACMS maintenance and All-Up-Round (AUR) work. QO-
ALC has proposed using Building 2214 for this work. Building 2214 is inadequate and
would require $3.2M in renovation costs. 00-ALC does not have the facilitics,
equipment, or experienced personnel to perform HBAWK and PATRIOT maintenance and
overhaul. Total cost to trangition HAWK and PATRIOT is $36M. It is extremely
difficult to duplicate the Radar Test Sits, HAWK Test Pattern Range, special fucilities,
and fraining plus experience to gain proficiency in system repair. The DOD Tectical .
Migsile Study, 18 January 1591 stated “Army HAWK and PATRIOT missile support
equipment is fully entrenched at LEAD and is not refocateable without major |
perturbations to DOD organic infrastructure anc Army operational mission assignments.”

3. Consolidation of tactical missiles at LEAD is still the best decision because of LEAD's
ability to test, repair, store, analyze, and demilitarize missiles at one Jocation. The DOD
Tactical Missile Study stated “LEAD s the only existing site that can perform the
consolidation of all existing Services' depor workload.”
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;_Igi;olnt of contact for additional Information is Ms. Robert Wood, SDSLE-I, DSN §70-

a

Endl - LIEY BUNK
Director of Integrated
Logistics Support
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COMMENTS TO 00-ALC POINT PAPER.

1."OPERATIONAL READINESS. The OO-ALC proposal is made with no coordination
with SARDA, PMs and PEOs. No consideration is given to the impact causad by
tranlitioning systems that are scheduled to undergo major modifications such as,
PATRIOT radar enhancement modification, PATRIOT PAC 3 missile, and ATACMS
upgrades. The Army and Marines will be without air defense for at least 18 months
caused by the transition of HAWK, PATRIOT end Avenger. The DOD Tactical Missile
Study; 18 January 1991 stated “Army HAWK and PATRIOT missile support equipment is
fully.entrenched at LEAD and js not relocateabls without major perturbations to DOD

orglplc infrastructure and Army operations! mission assignments.”.

2. WORKLOAD. The workload hours stated by 00-ALC for PATRIOT and HAWK
AUR are 211K tirs not 58K hrs. OOQ-ALC includes the workload for PATRIOT and
HAWK AUR but does not include the cost to transition this workload. The Army
eptimates the cost t0 transition this workload ar $129M.

3. PERSONNEL. OO-ALC is dus to RIF 600 personnel in September 1995. O0O-ALC
states that there would be no personnel costs assoclated with consolidation of tactical
missiles at QO-ALC, if this RIF was canceled. This is contrary to the Air Force BRAC
recommendation to down size in place. Transition can not begin until approval of an
environmental assessment, approximately 18 months. The RIF will be enscted 18 months
priof to the beginning of transition. Also what psrcentage of these personnel have
experience in tactical missile repair? The 00-ALC personnel are not trained in the
specific systems that would be transitioning, and just as the USAF Program Managers
ingisted that LEAD electronic jouragymen be system trained, Sidewinder and Maverick
specifically, so must the OO-ALC personne! be competent and trained on the pecufiarities
and technologies inherent in différent systems. This is a significant challenge and can not
be overcome by wishful thinking. Each transitioning system requires a certification and
first mriicle test, where the personnel prove they are capable of performing the mission in
dezail including repair of system, certification of equipment, supply, stc, OO-ALC
personnel can not pass certification without the system specific training supplemented by
on the job training. It would be prudent to hire as many personnel from the losing source
of repair 8s possible to reduce learning curves and shorten maintenance interrupt. 1f
action is considered & transfer of function, losing source of repair personnel have tranafer

rights.

4, MILCUN. LEAD has 382,161 sq ft of floor space dedicated to repair of tactical
missile systems specified in BRAC 93. An sdditional 100,00 sq & of spacs is required for
mairitenance of HAWK, PATRIOT, and Avenger 62,000 for trucks, shelters, HMMWYVs,
tmilfers, and launchers end 48,000 for wire harness, small motor rebuild, power generators,
NBC fiiters, end other maintenance support functions. OO-ALC utilizes 46,500 sq f for
Sidewinder and Maverick. They have the capability to expand an additional 165,000 sg ft
(Bldg S & 100) for a.total of 211,500 sg f£. OO-ALC has a 170,161 eq £ shorfall of
space to perform tactical missile maintenance. OD-ALC has not identified additional
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ﬁﬁ]ities that will be required to perform missile maintenance and additional vehicle and

tenance support facilities, OO-ALC has 1.SM eq £ of excess space of which some
portion could be used for missile maintsnance; but they have equipment stationed in these
buildings. There will be a cost associated with removal of this equipment. Until additional
facilities are identified, how they are configered, and which system will they support,
renovation costs can not be clearly identified. There are spesific fucilities requirements for
each missile system. There will be MILCON costs for all or a portion of the OO-ALC
facilities 170K sq £t shortfull. At $75 & square foot (Standard Planning Factor),
renovation costs would be $12.75M or & portion thereof. O0-ALC has no concept of
maintenance processes and workflow required to support systems like HAWK,
PATRIOT, and Avenger. Facility utilization is an important factor in development of
majatenance processes and workow. OO-ALC lack of experience would cause increzsed
maintenance time end costs. OO-ALC facility planning does not address future workload i
such as THAAD, Ground Based Sensor, Javelin, Longbow, and ERINT for which LEAD
has already planned.

8, Army TACMS. 0O0-ALC will use Building 2214 for AUR maintenance of
ATACMS. We have confirmed through the ATACMS-PM Logistics Support Office that
no one there told the Air Force that 0O-ALCs Building 2214 is “fully capable of
accepting the current ATACM maintenance workload” as the 00-ALC Point Paper
states. In fact, the ATACMS PM, office said that using the information provided to OO-
ALC it would be impossible to determine the suitability of Building 2214 for ATACMS
utilization. Facilities Design Criteria for ATACMS, 26 April 1995 states that & minimum
ceiling height of 12 Rt s required in all areas with the exception of 15 & requirement in the
canning/decaning arca. Doors must be 16 & in width for forklift movement of misasiles and
containers. Building 2214 door width is 10 . Building 2214 ceiling height is 1.5 ft, but
pipes, ramework, and other obstructions Jeave a working height of only 9 fi. Building
2214 bays are explosive rased to 425 Ibs. the TACMS explosive weight is 410 Ibs. This
pesmits oply one missile in each explosive bay. Also the bays are not large enough 10
house the missile and support equipment required to test the missile. 1,100 sq f of
environmentally controlled area is required to repair guidance and control electronics,
which Building 2214 does not have. The building is adjacent to a HILL AFB natural gas
vent which impedes jt’s munitions hazard classification. The building is reported to be
under review by Hill AFB explosive safery office to determine if it should be used as »
munitions operation. Renovation costs to Building 2214 would be $3,.2 M. (constructon
co8t X 59%= renovation cost) $5.SM x §9%=52.2M. The LEAD estimate of $3.2M is 8
realistic estimate for upgrading Building 2214. This does not address the growth potentisl
built into LEAD's ATACMS facility Building 3810 for future Block 1 and 2 workload.
LEAD's Building 3810 also has the space and explosive requirements o perform THAAD
AUR testing and repair along with the current ATACMS mission.

———— 4

b. Radar Test Site. HAWK and PATRIOT missile systems are tested at Lettcrkenny’s
28 acre rader test site a specially designed facllity that simulates a tactical emplecement.
The test site Iocation must have an unobstructed 12 kilometer linc of site froe space
radiation zonc. This site must have 160,000 sq ft of hard stand and 2,500 sq f& of
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qnﬁironmenhlly controlled work space and power requirsments to support PATRIOT and

.  HAWK. OO-ALC has not identified a location for the radar test site. Does 00-ALC's
Jocation meet secusity requiroments, free space radjation reguirements, elevation (to check
ground clutter), and slectro magnetic interference requirements? The cogt to build the
PATRIOT test site at LEAD in 1988 was $1.8M. Bxisting infrastructure was already in
place(building & power) Inflation and cost to build new building would raise cost to
$2.5M. Cost to install macedam hard stand would be $476K. Total cost to duplicate test
site at OO-ALC is $3M. LEAD will utilize the HAWK radar test site to support THAAD
after HAWK is removed from the inventory. The THAAD radar test site will require . 7.5
kilometer aircraft keep out zone. 00-ALCs proximity to Hill AFB runway would create
problems establishing this keep out zone.

e e ¢ e o M — p— e+ sy . APt

¢. Amnuaition Storage. O0-ALC siates “It is the Aie Force's opinion that additionsl
storage over and above that required 1o meet immediate repair needs is not necessary.
Tactical missiles should be stored at the three TIER 1 depots.” TJER 1 depots are
considered active core, and will store treining ammunition and initis] war reserve
amununition requirements. TIER 2 or cadre depots will maintain additiona) war reserve
emmuniton. The decision to centralize the repair of tactical missile guidance and control
ssction sections at LEAD is not Inconsistent with the LEAD TIER 2 designation. Due to
the extensive commitment by TIER 1 depots to the support of power projection they do
not posses the storage space for DOD's tactical misgiles, LEAD utilizes 680K sq £t of ]
emmunition storage space to support tacticel missile consolidation and emmunition area |
missile workload. An additional 506K sq ft is required to support TMRF for HAWK and ‘
PATRIOT missiles. 00-ALC would require an additional 1M sq i of ammunition
storage space to support these workloads, The cost to construct this additional storage at
OO0-ALC would be $117.9M. This would also require additional costs for roads, rails,
loading docks, security, and amnupition area support steff.

5. TIME FRAME. No Jrreversible actions can be started until completion of an
Environmenta! Assessment (EA). LEAD's BRAC 91 epvironmental assessment required
17 months to complete. The Army Corps of Engincers'started process in Mar 91, |
awarded contract in Sep 91 with completion of sssessment in Aug 92, LEAD’s BRAT 93 |
Environmental assessment wes a modificatian to BRAC 91 assessment. This required 6 !
months to complete. The time frame when HAWK and PATRIOT transition is irrclevant
to the approval of EA O0-ALC would not be able to begin any facility renovation or

equipment 1ransition until approval of EA.

6. TRAINING. The trining costs for HAWK is based on cost dats received from
Ordnance, Missiles, and Munitions.Center School, Redstone Arsenal, AL. PATRIOT ;
trairlfing costy are based on cost dats recejved from Raytheon. These costs includs training
cost, per diem, TDY, OJT and labor. Training coats are $15.8M for PATRIOT and $6.2M.
for HAWK. Systemn spesific training of O0-ALC journeymen electronics/missile
repajrmen js a critical requiresnsnt and can not be overleoked regardless of how skilled or
highly trained they are on other systems. Each of the 25 missile systems is unique and
requirss system specific training in theory of operation and on the job training. The

—— —— > ————




@iooT

: 032743779 AMC
05/30/95 TUE 15:54 FAX T032743779  , AMCCOM, AMSMC-RO o8

- T MAY-24-1995 16:24 LEAD ILS OFFICE 717 267 9787 P.23

|

' ' ‘

; cugtomer requires the treined parsonnel 1o be certified “systam support capable” during

! ﬁ’ilz:_rﬁde test and certification. Esample: PATRIOT System expertise by LEAD

: techniclans requiced approximataly 18 montha of training and three years experience on
useiof DMPE, system integration and checkout, and modifications to become fully
proficient. LEAD's PATRIOT personnel had previous radar and system integration
experience in HAWK.

7. INVENTORY TRANSFER. Inventory transfer costs to implement tactical migsile
consalidation at LEAD are $710K to date. These costs are from the Tactical Missile
Corisolidstion Implementation Plan, updated cost data Mar 95. An additional $237K was
spent by DLA. These coss include systams that transitioned to LEAD and do not include
HAWR, PATRIOT, and Avanger. These three systems have the largest inventory and
their inventory transfer costs would be the largest. HAWK world wide assets are resident
at LEAD. The cost to transfer these assnts would be gstronomical.

8. omza COSTS.

-l Equipment Transfts. HAWK and PATRIOT systems include 37 test sets and
consoles plus various ancillary equipment, adapters, fixtures, and cabling. LEAD’s
estimated cast to move this equipment is $4.75M. This estimate includes; inventory,
pml;:ing, sct-up, checkout, and calibration. This estimate is baged on experience gained in
the transition of 13 systems to LEAD and cost to transition equipment to Tobyhanna
Army Depot. The $4.75M 10 relocate HAWK and PATRIOT does not include $1.274M
to move the HAWK Indoor Test Pattern Range whigh must be added.

b. Emerging Systems. OO-ALC must be capable of supporting the emerging future
systems requirements as well as the existing workioad. Several systems, such as THAAD,
CORPS SAM, and ATACMS Block 1 and 2 have alrsady committed ta establishing depot
support at LEAD. Planning efforts have been initiated to include these requirements at
LEAD. These requirements make the 00-ALC option,even more expansive than current
shortfalls identified. toe

¢. Sunk Costs. O0-ALC comments on sunk costs are irrelevant as they pertain to
wactical missile consolidation. :

d. Total Package Fielding Support. LEAD provides total package ficlding support on
HAWK, PATRIOT, and Avenger, to field units. This is a massive activity involving
vehicular and ground support equipment workload foreign too 00-ALC personnel. A
recent LEAD PATRIOT fielding involved preparation and shipment of 48 railears ioaded
with specialized PATRIOT equipment which was delivored to the customer fully
operational and with LEAD personnel delivering new equipment training to urit

pcrs;onnel..

¢.Recurring Costs, The O0-ALC identifies Ishor rates for O0-ALC, LEAD, and
TOAD reportedly taken from the DOD Cost Comperability Handbook. A review of the
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h-ndbook shows thai those rates are not present in thnt reference. Where these rates came
ﬁom can not be determined but they are not correct. Experienced has proved comparing
"lpplel to apples™ betweaen services is not possible due to differences in accounting
systems. -BRAC analysis did not use recurring labor rates and should not ba past of this
analysis. Valid comparison between the different services labor ratas is not possible at this
rma However the direct labor rate at LEAD is less than half of the QO-ALC average
abor rate.

9. COSTS NOT INCLUDED.

2./Other MILCON. 'Not applicable to tactical misaile consolidation as civilian
employees will not use Bass Housing, commissary, Bage Exchangs, etc.

b, ICS. The cost for Maverick ICS is Joas than $4M not $78.5M s stated by OO-
ALC.

?ERSPECTIVE LEAD has transitioned and been certified as the DOD depot for 15
oﬂ:he 23 missile systems scheduled to transition. Beyond the electronic repair capability
associated with repair of complex, state of the art missile systems, LEAD bas the
apcbility to provide total repair and support to ground support equipment on systems
suchias HAWK, PATRIOT, Avenger , and future systems like THAAD and Ground
Based sensor. QO0-ALC is certifled to repair only 2 systems and has no ground supporst
equipment, Transition of the 15 missile systems at LEAD would result in the loss of
$26M already expended at LEAD, plus the cost to transition to snother location. Cost to
transition tactical missiles to LEAD is $42M, with $26M expended. Cost to transition 1o
another location would be at least $542M plus $36M to transition HAWK and PATRIOT.
The DOD Tactics! Missile Study stated “LEAD is the only existing site that can psrform
the consolidation of sll existing Services’ depot workload.”.

doos
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POQINT PAPER
ON
ARMY BRAC 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION
FOR BRAC COMMISSION
May 8, 1995

+ The BRAC Commission on Apr. 26, 1993, directed the Army tu aualyze consolidation of all the DoD tactical
missile workload at Hill AFB.

«« Representatives from the Army and OSD with Air Force personuc] conducted a quick site survey of
Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requirements.

e« The total FY 1999 workload requred to transfer to Hill AFB was determined to be 1272 M diect
labor hours (DLH) plus 121K DLH (at Hill AFB) for a total of 1.393 DLH. The 1.393M DLH
includes the original 677K DLH identified during the BRAC 93 decision plus 658K DLH attributed to
Patriot and Hawk at Letterkenny Armoy Depot (LEAD), and 38K DLH for Parriot and Hawk all up
round (AUR) at Red River Army Depot (RRAD). The only DLH not included are those required for
the AUR currently performed at LEAD, which were not provided to the Air Force. However, all costs
associated with transferring the workload (e.g., facilities, equipment, etc. ) were included in the Alr

: . Force proposal. _
B A s B TETAR TR AR e RN ' - oW -
. The Air Force proyided the theAm_xyBase Smdyuo_m_oeawnncm cost csumatetomovc the ideatihed vov tacncal

" missile workload to Hill AFB. The Ammy Base Study Office assessed the Air Force and Army data submitted, -
and made cost-adjustments (increases) to the Air Force proposal. The Air Force did not have an opportunity to
review these increased costs prior to the Army Base Study Office incorporating thern into the COBRA analysis.

» After completing the COBRA analysis, the Army provided the Air Force with the methodology used in
determining the cost increases to the Air Force proposal. The Air Force has reviewed the Army’s cost increases

{ provides the following ;

TS 4 T TSR A T

= PERSONNEL: The Army was directed by the BRAC Commission to use the DoD BRAC
recommendation submitted Feb. 28, 1995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army with the
Hill AFB personnel increase of 237 (personnel authorizations), associated with the DoD BRAC
recommendation. However, not included in the model, were the more than 1500 personnel losses
(faces) from Hill AFB between FY 1996 and FY 2001 directed by the Dorn memo. This does not
include the 600 personnel (faces) scheduled for RIF during September 1995. The losses will include
personnel with related skillsused in the full range of tasks for the repair of DoD tactical missiles and
could be réaligned with minimal training. Utilizing these personnel reductions avoids'e need to hire
direct labor or PCS personnel (faces). There will be no personnel hiring costs at Hill AFB for
transferring this workload, therefore, the COBRA personnel transferring costs should be eliminated.

== MILCON:

ses  ATACM's ALL-UP ROUND MAINTENANCE FACILITY (BLDG. 2214)
Based on information provided hy the facilities engineer m the ATACM program office, Hill AFB
has the depot level facilities available to support a consolidation of the ATACM’s missile
workload without incurring any substantial construction costs. Building 2214, the building
selected for the ATACM s Full-Lip Round Maintenance Facility, has been certified and approved
in accordance with DoD Explosive Standards to hardle 9,80C pounds of Class 1, Division 1.1
explosives. In addition to having the adequate explosive handling rating, Building 2214 meets the
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floor space requirements for ATACM missile operations. Building 2214 is not scheduled for
demolition. Hill AFB is prepared to expand Building 2214 based on the ATACM missile system
workload in order to establish an efficient missile maintenance operation. Such changes will
include: 1) Incorporating an orientation pad and test stand for the final guidance contro}
alignment calibration tor the ATACM, 2) Continue and complete the work already started on
hardening the natural gas metering station located adjacent to Bldg. 2214 (current work on this
issue was prompted by other facility requiremeants affected by the metering station, not due 1o
Bidg. 2214 operations), 3) Adding additional security lighting to the building (even though it is in
a secured, controlled access area with military police sentry’s monitoring activities; the same area
where the Minuteman and Peacekeepers are stored), 4) Upgrading the environmental control
conditioning to the building, 5) Providing enclosed sheltering for the loading platforms, protecting
personnel and munitions from inclement weather, and 6) Adding radio frequency (RF) protection
around the building. Most of these modifications will be bandled within Hill AFB"s Civil
Engineering Squadron with minimal outlay in funding. Overall the Air Force proposes renovation
costs of $495K for Building 2214. This includes $295K for facility modifications and $200K for
support equipment. This changes our original estimate of $287K. The structural integrity and
wall construction of the building can be accounted for by the Class 1, Division 1.1 rating
approved for the building. In addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movemen of the
14'x3.5"x3’ missile container. The missile itself, 13" in length and 2’ in diameter, easily fits into
and can be handle within the existing bays of building 2214. Furthermore, the entrance and exit
utility doors are 8'x10°. This allows the current sideloading munitions forklift to pick-up and

.. position the missile. in it’s container. within Building 2214. Finally, Building 2214 is fully
capable of accepting the ATACM missile maintenance workload without the extensive renovanon

T ‘ A,‘t_'costscalledoutbytthEADpusonneL

"« PATRIOT RADAR TEST SITE:_The $510K.estimate for the radar test site construction was

ed

based on what we believed were similar operations. Due to short time frames, Hill AFB was
unable to obtain sccurate costs for equipment and construction of a radar test site. We will accept
the $2M costs, but fee] that with adequate time to prepare, these costs could be brought down.

eee MISSTLE STORAGF: T.EAD identified s resqmirement for IM &7 of tactical missile explosive
storage to be collocated with the maintenance facility. The Air Force requires a total of

314,975 82 for AUR -and cxplosive compopeat-storage-if stacked-ene-item-high—This-ineludes

AU]L rocket motor, explosive components, snd guidance and control sections. However,
according to system specification, the Air Force missiles can be stored from 5 to 11 high. Using

an average of three high, the Air Force storage requirements are reduced to 104,955 . F ifty
percent of that requirement is for storage of the Maverick and was not considered for AUR

consolidation. Deducting the Air Force requirement from the IM fi" identified by LEAD leaves
approximately $00K f required for Army and Marine Corps missiles. Discussions with the Navy
indicate they plan to continue use of their East and West Coast repair and etorage facilities and not
consolidated at LEAD Based on our analysis of Air Force requirements and Navmtated
intentions, 1M f’ appears to be excessive.

Review of the storage requirement of 1M fi? of space, as called for in the BRAC Commission
Analyst Notes. found that Hill has over 187K f? of missiles storage space available. This

8"1\ ft¥ was obtained by vacating 62.2K ft? utilized for the storage of strategic missile and 125K
f vsed to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items. Available space is
87K ft* greater than previously reported and resuited from a more in-depth study of existing
storage requirements, Costs associated are described in the Munitions Storage MILCOMN

paragraph following.

The Air Force explosive storage regulations do not require class 1.4 explosive items be stored in
igloos. Our normal procedures are to license a warehouse facility and use it to store these type of

118
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It is the Air Force’s opinion that additional storage over and above that rcquired to meet

iterns. An additional SOK £ of 1.4 storage is available immediately to store GCS, freeing up
additional 1.1 class for AUR storage.

The proposed consolidation is to consider complete collocation of the required storage at the
depot maintenance location. This criteria is not consistent with present DoD procedures and is not
necessary for successful, economic depot performance. Historically, Maverick Missiles have been
stored at Taacle and Red River Army Depots and all up round repairs performed at Hill AFB
within the GCS depot. Approximately 75% - 90% of Air Force missiles are stored at operational
locations. Even more important, it is unwise both strategically and Jogistically to store all missiles
in one location as described belaw. The services” Systern Program Managers have not been
consulted about the tactical missile consolidated storage at one location.

During Desert Storm and more recently Somalia and Bosnia. we found because of collateral
damage reasons, precision guided munitions were then and are now the weapon of choice.
Precision guided munitions must be strategically located for outload purposes whether by air, rail
or curface. Therefore, in future conflicts, it wanld he logistically impossible to outload all service
requirements from one location. Also, from a strategic standpoint, the impacts of locating all of
DoD’s most expensive weapoas m one location oould be disastrous. i

Because of this, DoD has developed a stockpile optimization plan placing critical assets in three
Tier | Army storage depots, in the east (Anniston AD), west (Tooele AD) and midwest
(McCallister AD). This providec optimum outload to meet critical scenarios. At this point in
time, assets bave not yet been moved (not yet funded) to any of the Tier I Depots, negating any

" relocation costs. We verified with the Army n:pmentntxve author of the Arm) Tiering concept
‘that LEAD is a Tier II dcpot.

imunediate repair needs, is not necessary. Tactical missiles should be stored at the three Tier |
depots.

s+ MISSILE STORAGE MILCON: Review of the storage requircment of 1M f* of zpace, ac
calied for in the BRAC Commission Analvst Notes, found that Hill AFB has over 187K ft” of

missiles storage space available, This T§7] was obtained by vacating 62 afilize
for the storage of strategic missiles and 125& 0* usead to store tactical missilcs and other
conventional muoitions items. Available space is 87K iy greater than previously reported
and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing storage requirements. There is an
estimated cost of $300K to obtain this space. Straregic missile storage has been progianmed
for closing and no costs are associated with obtaining this space. The munitions storage space
will be realized through demilitarization, attrition due to normal issue, and the movement of
material trom 3UK ft’ of storage. -
> — '
With the availability of 187K fi? of space at Hill AFB, an additional area of 813K f’ is
required to meet the estumated 1M ft” identified by LEAD. Hill AFB believes the 1M 27 10 be
excessive for several reasons previously explained, 1) strategic requirements to not locate all
depot assets at one location, 2) logistical requirements for shipping during a Desert
Shield/Storm scenario, and 3) vertical storage of assets in new type igloos. However, 10 abide
by the direction received, Hill is providing cost for the stipulated large storage area.

Acreage for additional storage is available at ‘Tooele AU or UTTR (Oasis), or a combination
of these two sites. Construction costs would be $106M (813K & * $151/ ). Construction
of larger facilities of a more modern design, such as those being constructed at Hill AFB.
could be expected to save 40% of this construction costs {$60M). This would occur due to
better utilization of space with vertical walled units allowing better vertical storage.




The need for construction of an additional 460 igloos at Hawthorne, NV, or McCallister
Army Ammunition Plant, OK, for storage of conventional munitions currently stored at
LEAD, should not be a factor in the tactical missile workload consolidation study. This
requirement is totally independent of and not associated with the 1M ft* of space stated as
being required for tactical missile storage, and as a result Hill AFB has only calculated cost of

obtaming IM ft? of space.

In summary, Hill AFB's position is that the MILCON for tactical missiles storage would be
$66M or less, and when the storage requiremeats are fully identified and analyzed, the
existing 187K £ available at Hill AFR plus the designated Tier I storage at Anniston, Tooele,
and McCallister, would be fully adequate for all storage requirements. This is especially true
from a strategic and logistic point of view. It would not be wise to store all assets at one
location, as any disaster could cripple the 11.S. posture. In addition, shipment of assets from
one location during a Desert Shicld/Storra scenario would be a logistics nightmare.

+>=  TIME FRAME: In accordance with DoD and Air Force immplementation of the Natonal

Environmental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment (EA) will be completed. Only when the EA
results in a finding of significant impact is an environmental impact survey (EIS) required. The
workloads recommended for transfer during the first years of the plan include no known hew
processes, chemicals, waste streams, etc., that would impact our present environmental Jicensing at
Hill AFB. The major systems, Patriot and Hawk, do not transfer until FY 1998-1999 providing more

. than enough time to complete and reapond to any new environmental issues. Therefore, an EA is

: expected to dcmonstrate that no sxgmﬁant xmpaa vnll be found, and an EIS wzll not be required.

s "’;‘é" fTRAINING. "LEAD estimated traxnmg on'all 21 sysu:m: to be $28.3M, of which $22M was slated for
-z~ Hawk and Patriot systems, equating to 78% of the total training budget. We believe the $22M tmmtmz
* budget for Hawk and Patriot to be excessive.

The Dorn memo continues to drive downsizing at Hill AFB. This action will require the release of
direct labor personnel, during the workload transfer schedule, with the skills to support the full scope
of DoD tactical missile workluad. Tue Alr Furce still belicves that $17.4M is excessive for all training
because of the resident skills base at Hill AFB, but will accept the $17.4M based on data from LEAD.

=» INVENTURY TRANSFER: The ipventory mansfer cost is considered a “waush™ fur uveutory not
presently at LEAD. The inventory will either be shipped to Hill AFB or LEAD depending on the
decision of the BRAC. The increased inventory documented in this paragraph, from the estimated
$50X to the reported $3.1M, appears significant. However, our Inventory cost estimates arc bascd un
the belief that the Army depots practice good supply discipline and only retain the material required to
support the current year requirements. This, coupled with the projected transfer date of the first
quarter of FY 1999, provides ample time to reduce the inventory to a minimum before the transfer
begins. Wy would further expect the Army to only ordermandatory material requiremgnts for up to
six months prior to workload transfer with other parts being held in the jtem manager’s account or
forwarded to the new depot. This practice will further reduce the iventory to the point we believe the
cost to transfer will be more in-line with our projected $50K for Patriot and a $1.8M total.

-« OTHER COSTS:

«+» EQUIPMENT TRANSFER: The equipment aransfer cost of $7.3M, for the Hawk and Patriot
weapon systems appears to be high. The equipment transter costs tor all of the tactical missiles
LEAD is estimated to be $5M. This includes the Maverick Missile System which has more test
stations and test sets than the 24 test sets currently used on the Patriot System. We believe a more
conservative $2.5M should meet the equipment transter cost tor both Hawk and Patriot.




=ee  SUNK COSTS: Sunk costs are 2 reality of downsizing throughout DoD. LEAD has identified
$25M already spent consolidating tactical missiles. Sunk costs will be associated with any
scenano, i.e., the closure of LEAD will result in a loss of funds spent implementing the 93 BRAC
recommendation, or failure to obtam optimum utilization of the Hill AFB infrastructure by adding
workload will require closure, disposal, or transfer of in-place facilities—a loss to DoD. Thisis a
significant impact to the $1B infrastructure in place at Hill AFB.

»»» RECURRING COSTS: Even though labor costs are not included in the COBRA model, long
terrn savings based on labor rates should be evaluated. The difficulty in comparing rates between
scrvices is due to the differences in the accounting systems, i.e., material, overhead, G& A, etc.
However, consistently, Hill AFB labor rates are less than LEAD, ANAD and TOAD. The Depot
Maintenance operation Indicator Report identifies Hill AFB average labor rate of $69.27
compared to the LEAD rote of $101.36. The Cost Comparability Handbook (Aug 93) identifies
Hill AFB labor rate as $49.38, LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.31. A comparison using the
Cost Comparison Handbook labor rates between Hill AFB and LEAD shows considerable annual
suvings can be achicved for GCS, launcher, and vehicle repair.

+ COSTS NOT INCLUDED: p

+» OTHER MILCON: Hill AFB sces the tactical missile consolidation as a civilian workload.
However, the Hill AFB infrastructure is in-place to support a large contingent of military
personpel. The fucilitics 1cwain while the assigned contingent has decreased over the past several
years. Our military personnel and their family members are provided both on-base and off-base
support, including, social activitics, child care, Base Exchange, hospital, theater, banking, school,
housing. Cormomissary, Hobby shups, u.lus,auonal opportunities, ctc. Our downaizing efforte will

. result in mothballing approximately 300K f° of administrative area. Other MILCON concems
identified in this section shonld not be considered. ,

se» JCS: Based on the decision of the Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance (JSCG/DM),
interim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be
considered 1n costs to relocate workload. Like the estimated $84.5M atuributed to Patriot and
Hawk, the 1993 estimate for Maverick ICS was $76.5M, which if considered, would have greatly

skewed the ongmzhm«ya»

¢

=+ RELOCATION COSTS: Hill AFB identifi cd. 100K £ for tactical missile explosive storage,
70K & lmmedlately available and an additional 30K ft? available in the future. The paper made”
mention of existing storage of ICBMs at Navajo National Guard Depot, AZ, and possible deep
storage of Air Force Munitions. However, all imnovement would be done through attrition
requiring no relocation dollars. ICBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already
budgeted for by the PEO and igloos would not nccd modification to accommodate deep storage of
Air Fogoe munitions'items. An additional 87K ¥ of exploswc storage at Hill AFB would also be
freed up with 8 relocation cost of $300K, for a total 187K ft’. Hill AFB also has sdditional
storage available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of SOK f°.

*» COST AVOIDANCE: Since all of the missile systems have not yet transferred to LEAD, it seems
inappropriate to label the difference between the original BRAC 93 appropriation and what has been

expended to date as “cost avoidance™,




1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION { (ij

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

. REBECCA COX

May 15, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

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

Colonel Michael G. Jones

Director, The Army Basing Study Piaass ratey ¥ Lt rr;;n:;':;ai' .
200 Army Pentagon when meponcing A50 5 \ 5 -7

Washington, D.C. 20310-0200

Dear Colonel Jones:
‘
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is forwarding the attached point
paper for comment. It is a response to a visit by Office of the Secretary of Defense and Army
personnel to Hill Air Force Base to gather information on the Letterkenny-to-Hill scenario.

Please provide your response no later than 6 June 1995. Thank you for your assistance. I
appreciate your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

%J“M
rown Il 7

Army Team Leader

EAB/rmm
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ELTON GALLEGLY
230 DISTAICT, CALIFORNIA

2441 RAYOURN BULILIING
WASHINGTON, DC 20816-0523
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Congress of the United States

POt =

COMMITTEES:
AESQURCES

SUBCOMMITTEE:
NATIV AMERICANE AND INSUILAN AFFAIRS
CHAIRMAN

1202) 22u-081) INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
20U ESPLANADE DRIVE SURCOMMITTEE
SUITE 1800 WESTEHM HEMIGPHERE AFFAMS

QOXNARD. CA 930301262
(BOB) AHG-2300
1RO0) 423-0023

IHousge of Repregentatibes

VICE CHAIFMAN
JUBICIARY

T ashington, DL 205150523

SUDLOMMITTEES:
WNHLGRATION AND €L AIMSG
CLUIATS AND INTELLESTUAL PHQPERTY

Cratrman, CONGRESSIONAL

TasKk FOACE aM IMMIGHATIOM REFGRM
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon Ploase refer 10 this mﬂ&s‘ 8
Chairman Wian mﬂ“@ﬁ-‘l e

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commisgion

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 142§

Arlington, Virginia 22209

May £5, 1995

Dear Senator Dixon:

As you know, I am very concerned about the BRAC Commission's
action last week to add Point Mugu, California and the Naval Air
Warfare Center which provides operational management and control
from that facility for the Airxr/Sea Test Range, to the closure
list. This base is located in my congressional district.

My concerns are compounded by the apparent decision of the
BRAC staff to schedule the site visit by a Commissioner and staff
to Point Mugu AFTER the public hearing in California May 25. The
scheduled date for the site visit is May 31. I understand Point
Mugu is the ONLY facility on the revised closure list to be
vigsited AFTER the public hearing. Clearly, this will place Point
Mugu at a distinct disadvantage insofar as none of the
Commigsioners will have the knowledge and experience derived from
a site visit and briefing at the time of receiving testimony at
the hearing on May 25. 1 request you help in remedying this
gituation.

I appeal to your sensitivity to assure that all affected
Facilities are treated fairly and equitably in this BRAC
Commission examinaticn and evaluation process.

ELTON GALLEGLY /

Member of Congress
BEG:mw

PRINTED ON HECYCLED PAPER



e e - -

COMMITTEES:
RESOURCES

SUBCOMMITTEE:
NATIVE AMERICANS AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

ELTON GALLEGLY

23p DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA

2441 RAYBURN BUILDING

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-0523 @ﬂngresg ﬂf tht mnitth étateg INTERNATIC;)::N:.A:ELATIONS

300 ESPLANADE DRIVE SUBCOMMITTEE:

oI Houge of Representatives
805) 485-2300
800 2002 Washington, BE 205150523 JUDICIARY
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 142%
Arlington, Virginia 22209

Dear Senator Dixon:

As you know, I am very concerned about the BRAC Commission’s
action last week to add Point Mugu, California and the Naval Air
Warfare Center which provides operational management and control
from that facility for the Air/Sea Test Range, to the closure
list. This base is located in my congressional district.

My concerns are compounded by the apparent decision of the
BRAC staff to schedule the site visit by a Commigsioner and staff
to Point Mugu AFTER the public hearing in California May 25. The
scheduled date for the site visit is May 31. I understand Point
Mugu 1s the ONLY facility on the revised closure list to be
vigited AFTER the public hearing. Clearly, this will place Point
Mugu at a distinct disadvantage insofar as none of the
Commissioners will have the knowledge and experience derived from

a site visit and briefing at the time of receiving testimony at
the hearing on May 25. I request you help in remedying this
gsituation.

I appeal to your sensitivity to assure that all affected
facilities are treated fairly and equitably in this BRAC
Commission examination and evaluation process.

Sj ely,

Yy

ELTON GALLEGLY
Member of Congress
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S. LEE KLING
May 18 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
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The Honorable Elton Gallegly
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Gallegly:

Thank you for your letter requesting a change in the date of the Commissioner’s visit to
the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), Point Mugu. I certainly understand your strong interest
in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

The Commissioners and staff make every effort to accomodate requests for base visits,
pursuant to the Commissioners’ schedule and availability. The scheduled date for the Pt. Mugu
site visit, May 30, was chosen in order to afford Commissioners Montoya and Cox the
opportunity to visit the facility and evaluate, first-hand, the operations being conducted at Pt.
Mugu.

Of course, at any time during the process, you and the NAWC Pt. Mugu community are
welcome to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present new
information on NAWC Pt. Mugu. All information presented to the Commission receives the same
careful review and analysis.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:js




THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # q b O S [ S c’

FROM: DAY CWH, mR w0 TO: D\ X0e
mmE: 5 e oo R (O TME C VA 2 vl o
ORGANIZATION: ORGANIZATION:
C D (O ReTE S NRCLC_
| INSTALLATION () DISCUSSED: A\ | (AV¥R
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN FYI | ACTION | INIT COMMISSION MEMBERS FYI | ACTION
CHAIRMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA e
STAFF DIRECTOR Ve COMMISSIONER COX —
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Ve COMMISSIONER DAVIS —
GENERAL COUNSEL COMMISSIONER KLING L
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMISSIONER MONTOYA c
- COMMISSIONER ROBLES (—
DIR./CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON (( l/) COMMISSIONER STEELE L~
—>
DIR./COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
DIRECTOR OF R & A e
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT ARMY TEAM LEADER
NAVY TEAM LEADER
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER v
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER X
DIR./INFORMATION SERVICES
‘ TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
2 (// Prepare Reply for Chairman's Signature . Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature
N
Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Prepare Direct Respouse

\( | ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions | m

Subje;tIRanarls:
LLETe e oF sueeoe),

G505\ [ 45055 [ =505 |\ [<™




JAMES V. HANSEN
1ST DISTRICT, UTAH
Vi -
COMMITTEES:
NATIONAL SECURITY
RESOURCES

SELECT COMMITTEE ON
INTELLIGENCE

WASHINGTON OFFICE:
ROOM 2468
RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-4401
(202} 225-0453

Congress of the Wnited States

ouse of Representatioes
Aashington, PE 20515-440)

DISTRICT OFFICES:

1017 FEDERAL BUILDING
324 25TH STREET
OGDEN, UT 8440y

(801) 393-8362
(801) 625-5677
{801) 451-5822

435 EAST TABERNACLE
SUITE 301
ST. GEORGE, UT 84770
(801) 628-1071

May 11, 1995 Placss reter in ihﬁg@mi

whan reanoncing

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon,

The members of the Utah Congressional Delegation want
to express our deep concern over the addition of Hill Air Force
Base and the Ogden Air Logistics Center (ALC) to the list of bases
to be considered for closure.

As you know, Hill Air Force Base was ranked first in
military value by both the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group
and the Joint Cross-Service Working Group. Furthermore, the
combination of Hill AFB and the Ogden ALC was the only combination
to rank in the first tier as both an operational base and an
aviation depot. We understand how difficult your assignment is,
and agree that there is excess capacity within the Air Force ALC
system that should be considered for closure. Hill AFB stands
ready to compete with anybody in a fair and open hearing based on
military value and efficiency. We look forward to working with
you throughout this difficult process and remain confident that
given the proven, high level of military value and long history of
cost efficient operation, Hill Air Force Base will remain open and
will be made stronger for this process.

We ask that you and your staff look closely at the
data, and that each of the Commissioners visit Hill AFB at their
earliest convenience. We also ask that after the data is in, you
consider voting at the earliest opportunity to remove those bases
who do not meet the criteria for closure from further
consideration. We believe, as you have stated many times, that we
should do our best to not terrorize these communities
unnecessarily.




Mr. Chairman, your diligent efforts throughout this
process are greatly appreciated. Each of us look forward to
meeting with, and to seeing you out at Hill Field. Please
consider this letter an open invitation to meet with us at your

convenience, and again, thank you for your continued service to
our nation.

Senator Orrin Hatch

T

ngressman.James V. Hansen

Senator Bob Bennett
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May 18’ 1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
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The Honorable Orrin Hatch
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Orrin:

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Hill Air Force Base, Utah. You can be
assured that the information you have provided will be carefully considered as we proceed with
our evaluation of the nation’s military infrastructure.

As you may know, the Commission will hold a public regional hearing in San Francisco,
California on Thursday, May 25, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected
by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Utah has been allotted 75 minutes
during this hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill Air Force Base. In addition, the
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base on Wednesday, May 24, 1995, to
observe, first hand, the operations being conducted at Hill Air Force Base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc

a0
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 R grm-/:;i’e/
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The Honorable Enid Waldholtz
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Waldholtz:

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Hill Air Force Base, Utah. You can be
assured that the information you have provided will be carefully considered as we proceed with
our evaluation of the nation’s military infrastructure.

As you may know, the Commission will hold a public regional hearing in San Francisco,
California on Thursday, May 25, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected
by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Utah has been allotted 75 minutes
during this hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill Air Force Base. In addition, the
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base on Wednesday, May 24, 1995, to
observe, first hand, the operations being conducted at Hill Air Force Base.

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

AJD:cme
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The Honorable William H. Orton
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Orton:

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Hill Air Force Base, Utah. You can be
assured that the information you have provided will be carefully considered as we proceed with
our evaluation of the nation’s military infrastructure.

As you may know, the Commission will hold a public regional hearing in San Francisco,
California on Thursday, May 25, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected
by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Utah has been allotted 75 minutes
during this hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill Air Force Base. In addition, the
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base on Wednesday, May 24, 1995, to
observe, first hand, the operations being conducted at Hill Air Force Base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc
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The Honorable Bob Bennett
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Bennett:

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Hill Air Force Base, Utah. You can be
assured that the information you have provided will be carefully considered as we proceed with
our evaluation of the nation’s military infrastructure.

As you may know, the Commission will hold a public regional hearing in San Francisco,
California on Thursday, May 25, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected
by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Utah has been allotted 75 minutes
during this hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill Air Force Base. In addition, the
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base on Wednesday, May 24, 1995, to
observe, first hand, the operations being conducted at Hill Air Force Base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
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The Honorable James Hansen
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Hansen:

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Hill Air Force Base, Utah. You can be
assured that the information you have provided will be carefully considered as we proceed with
our evaluation of the nation’s military infrastructure.

As you may know, the Commission will hold a public regional hearing in San Francisco,
California on Thursday, May 25, 1995 to hear testimony from communities that would be affected
by potential base closures and realignments. The State of Utah has been allotted 75 minutes
during this hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill Air Force Base. In addition, the
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base on Wednesday, May 24, 1995, to
observe, first hand, the operations being conducted at Hill Air Force Base.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc
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April 28, 1995

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment

Commission Plogse rafer i Thig Pyl
1700 North Moore Street whgnmﬁ'}fir_m:}_lﬁ '\O
Suite 1425

Arlington, Virginia 22209
Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing to you regarding the concerns of some of my
constituents about the possible closure of the 911th Airlift
Wwing at Pittsburgh International Airport. As you might
surmise, closure of this facility would not only impact the
State of Pennsylvania, but also surrounding states,
particularly West Virginia. I understand that there are 109
reservists and 21 full-time civilians from my State who are
stationed at the 911th.

According to some of these constituents, data relative to the
operating costs of the 911th Airlift Wing may be inaccurate. I
am enclosing information substantiating these concerns for your
review, and I ask that you respond to the points raised.

I trust that the Commission will carefully examine this
additional information, review related testimony to be
delivered at the May 4 regional hearing, and consider
Congressional testimony to be delivered on June 12-13, before
making any final determinations.
With kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

C B a

Robert C. ﬁyr

RCB:smb




OVERHEAD PHOTO

Colonel Spencer (15 min.)

Commissioner Comella, thank you for coming to experience the
911 Airlift Wing Military Value Briefing. The 911th Airlift
Wing has a superior operational history. According to the
BRAC Criteria, Pittsburgh definitelv ranks as one of the two
most mission effective C-130 installations in the Air Force
Reserve. The excellence of the 911th is reflected in the spirit of
patriotism and volunteerism that vou have witnessed here today.

MILITARY MISSION of the 911th Airlift Wing

- to train reservists:

- to provide airlift for airborne forces, their equipment and
supplies;

- to provide inter-theater acromedical

evacuation;
- to provide support for active duty forces, the Pennsylvania Air

National Guard and more than fifty federal agencies in Western
Pennsylvania.

These examples, Commissioner Comella, account for only a
fraction of our activity. Accordingly, we will continue to
improve toward the 911th’s stated vision: “World’s most

respected airlift organization.”

In pursuit of this vision, the leadership of the 911th has
introduced a concept of readiness reaching far bevond routine
training requirements:

- by fully utilizing the eagemess and availability of our
reservists.

- by maximizing budgeted tax dollars for training. We are
perennially at 100% of the authorized budgets. and

- by seizing every opportunity to initiate Interservice training
exercises. We epitomize Reserve Forces Interoperability with
locally generated training exercises such as:

spencer Page | 4/10/95 9:30 AM



- Provide Pitt II/99th Army Reserve Command, Franklin
PA. this past month

- In August a joint exercise with 500 personnel involved,
and in

- and in October joint exercise with 1000 personnel
involved.

- HQ, 99 ARCOM is only five miles distance away, and
is HQ to Army Reserve organizations in four surrounding states
and commands 75,000 reserve troops.

RECRUITING/RETENTION

The demographics in the Pittsburgh area provide abundant
recruiting

- the 911th maintains exceptional manning numbers, in fact -
over 100% for the last five years running.

We maintain very high retention rates. lin excess of 97% of our
eligible airmen reenlist, and

- Our 2 medical units are continuously fully manned with
recruits from Pittsburgh’s world class medical community.

PERSONNEL
Commissioner Cornella,
- 1300 reservist are assigned with 357 full-time employees
of which 143 are ARTS .
- 80% of our reservists live within a 50 mile radius of the base
in the four surrounding core counties.
- Pittsburgh International Airport, collocated with the 911th,
provides a significant pool of experienced personnel. This hub
of a major US airline makes Pittsburgh a valuable resource for
aircrew recruiting and aircraft maintenance technology.

MAP OF COUNTIES

- 39% Allegheny County residents

- 56% live within a 25nm radius

- 80% live within a 50nm radius

spencer Page 2
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CURRENT BASE LOADING
Commissioner Cornella, the 911 Airlift Wing is unit-equipped
with 8 C-130 Hercules aircraft which are

- 1986 models and are fully modified with the most
current avionics and defensive equipment

We have 2 C-130 aircraft temporarily assigned from
Youngstown ARS, plus one from various other bases as part of
an aircraft upgrade support program in conjunction with
Lockheed Corporation.

One of our hangers has been occupied for the last two
years. and 1s scheduled for another one and one-half years under
agreement with Lockheed and AFRES to modify all of the

Hercules C-130 fleet.
- all totaled, there are routinely eleven C-130s in operation at

the 91 1th.

Commissioner Cornella, every member of the 911th takes
personal pride in the unit’s motto: Whatever it takes. As a
result, the 911th is able to exceed its readiness and mission
requirement levels. For example, we simultaneously handled -

- USAIr Flight 427 aircraft disaster - on site/on base - 550

personnel
- Lockheed Modification program
- Hait1, Uphold Democracy initiative
- Phoenix Jackal. Sadam Hussein’s last saber-rattling

exercise.

All. while maintaining a full training schedule and never missed
a training sortie.

Factual BUDGET figures are

- $10.16 million Base Operating cost for FY 1993 with an
associated manpower figure of 121 civilians

- as defined by the Air Force Reserve Comptroller.

spencer Page 3 4/10/95 9:30 AM




Mr. Cornella, the 91 1th Airlift Wing has some very

UNIQUE ASSETS
1. We have access, at no cost, to the remarkable support and

continually modemized facilities of the Pittsburgh International
Airport, one of the largest land mass commercial airports in the
US.
- Pittsburgh International Airport’s Air Traffic Control
system, one of the most modern in the U S,

2. - For only $20,000 per year we receive the following services
from Allegheny County.

- Aircraft Fire and Crash rescue

- Structural fire protection .

- Landing & Take-off fees

- Runway maintenance and repair

- Emergency ambulance/Medical Services
- Control Tower services

- Runway snow removal

3. The 911 Airlift Wing is actively involved in the National
Defense Medical System, interacting with the Veteran's
Administration, U.S. Army, our own two Medical Squadrons,
and Pittsburgh’s world renowned medical facilities.

OUR CURRENT RAMP CAPACITY HAS THE-

4. Ability to handle any aircraft in the U.S. military inventory
on existing ramp space which can support the size and weight of
the C-17. C-5. KC-10 and the E4B National Emergency
Airborne Command Post and all commercial jumbo jets. We
have four main runways with a 5th projected, capable of
handling maximum weight emergency warloads for any of the
mentioned aircraft during the most difficult take-off conditions

in mid-summer.

icing facility which greatly extends the 911th Airlift Wing's
military operational capability. This is one of only three in the
Air Force and the only one in the USAFR.

5. We have in operation a new. environmentally benign de-

spencer Page 4 4/10/95 9:30 AM




6. We have an Advanced Consolidated Communications -

System, which is $15.1 million dollar investment and is the only
operational fiber optic network in the Air Force Reserve.

- it complies with the Information Highway 2000 Initiative

- it includes a Local Area Network consisting of state-of-the-art
equipment, capable of expansion into the next century

- it serves more than 50 federal and community facilities and
the Pennsylvania Air National Guard. Support to the Air
National Guard includes 100% secure and voice data capability.

7. We have at our disposal, two environmentally approved drop
zones within 40 miles driving distance of the base at no cost to

the taxpayer.

CONTINGENCIES support is a regular occurrence at the
911th Airlift Wing. -

Commissioner Comella, the 911th Airlift Wing has always been
in the forefront of volunteer support for National Military
Objectives and Humanitarian activity. For example, we have
supproted over 20 real world contingencies in the last five years.
The most significant of these are:

- Desert Shield (Iraq)

- Desert Storm (Iraq)

Provide Promise (Bosnia)
Provide Comfort (Turkey/Iraq)
Uphold Democracy (Haiti)
Coronet Oak (Panama
Hurricane Andrew

spencer Page 35
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CONCLUSION

Commissioner Cornella, it is evident that the 911th AW
provides significant military value to the U. S. Department of
Defense at a very low cost.

This concludes the military value briefing for the 911 Airlift
Wing.

Commissioner Comnella, before [ depart, do you have any
questions of me concerning the 911th Airlift Wing Military
Value? |

spencer Page 6 4/10/95 9:30 AM




ROBERT C. BYRD
)

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd rAPR 2 4 1995 11 April 1995
United States Senate “

Senate Hart Building IELL_{)lbU U LL‘

Washington, D.C. 20510 UNITED STATES SENATE

Dear Senator Byrd

I would like to thank ycu for your recent letter answering my concerns about the closing of the 911th
Airlift Wing at Pittsburgh International Airport. You have always provided quick and honest answers to
my questions and I appreciate that. However, I am still concerned that you do not have some of the
pertinent facts in this case and it has come to my attention that you are still in favor of closing the 911th
AW,

The 911th AW employs 109 reservists and 21 full time civilians from West Virginia and accounts for a
$625,000 economic boost to the economy of West Virginia. Furthermore, the facis presented for
deliberation by the Reserves appear to have been grossly inaccurate and do not provide for a fair
assessment of the 911th AW abilities to contribute to national defense at a low cost. I have taken the
liberty of enclosing the text of several briefings provided to the BRAC commissioner recently. It is my
hope that after reading the facts herein, you will share the opinion of all the West Virginia voters that I
have shown these facts. Keep Pittsburgh open! After reading these facts, it is amazing that Pittsburgh
was even considered for base closure, especially in light of the cost to run Youngstown which is so close to
the 911th AW. In addition, the 928th AG in Chicago is unwanted by O Hare Airport and unable to find a
new home! This is a remarkable contrast to the Pittsburgh International Airport and Allegheny County
effort to keep the 911th AW at Pittsburgh with the granting of 77 additional acreage at the cost of $1.

Once again, I know that after further review, you will come to the unmistakeable conclusion that closing
the 911th AW will cost the American taxpayers and the citizens of West Virginia not only invaluable
national defense, but millions of unnecessary taxpayer dollars in costs of closing the base and keeping
vastly more expensive operations open elsewhere! Once again, thank you for your time and consideration.

Ft

Hswiavd C.




ROBERT C. BYRD

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd
United States Senate

311 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington DC 20510

MAR 9 1995

LEEIUTE

UNITED STATES SENATE

Dear Senator Byrd,

I am writing this letter to inform you of an issue that will affect many United States Air
Force Reserve members now cerving this country with great pride and professionalism. As
you may well know the Department of Defense has submitted to the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission (BRAC) a list of military bases they are recommending to
be closed or realigned in accordance with budget cuts mandated by congress. On that list
is the 911th Air Wing located in Pittsburgh Pennsylvania. What you may not be aware of
is that also included in the 911th to be closed is the Civil Engineering Training Facility
located in Morgantown, West Virginia, formerly the 911th Civil Engineering Squadron
Det.1, now referred to as the 625th Civil Engineering Squadron.

First of all we have been briefed that some of the data used to make the decision may in
fact be inaccurate regarding operating costs of the 911th Air Wing. That, we hope will be
rectified when the units are audited by BRAC in the process of defining what bases will
actually be submitted to President Clinton for closure approval. Secondly, I would like to
give you an idea of the many training projects we have performed in just the last couple of

years.

The 911th CES deployed to the impoverished island of Tobago and successfully built two
bridges that had been destroyed by natural disaster. We are the only unit in the USAFR
with the capability to undertake such a major project and complete it on schedule using
our own resources and personael.

The Morgantown unit has contributed to many projects right here in our local community,
to include work on the Mason Dixon Park on Rt.7 west of Morgantown, renovation of
the Smithtown Community Center near Fairmont, building a handicap fishing pier at
Westover Park, insulating and installing heaters in buildings at Coopers Rock State Park
and extensive renovation of a very old school house into a nature wildlife center and also
building an addition on to the park office at Chestnut Ridge Park. These projects are
completed during our monthly weekend training periods as well as our annual training
tours. Therefore, there is no additional cost to the taxpayer while providing direct benefit

to the community.




Please keep in mind that these beneficial community projects are an integral part of our
civil engineering training, as our main mission during war time is that of rebuilding
destroyed base structures, rapid runway repair and initial base build up. Practical training
that could become invaluable should our services ever be needed, and in addition it allows
us to also give something back to the taxpayers, we don't charge for our services. Along
with our busy construction projects we also complete training in chemical warfare,
weapons qualification and meet all of the required Air Force training specifications that
allow us to proudly maintain the highest level of readiness in the United States Air Force
Reserve.

The 911th Air Wing's readiness was quite evident with the disastrous crash of US Air
Flight 427 when over 500 of our dedicated reservists responded to this tragedy voluntarily
while the base itself was used as an operations site, morgue and storage facility. This is
certainly not the typical activity we are trained for or wish to respond, but it clearly shows
the capability of our readiness to serve regardless of the mission requirement.

While my letter is from the civil engineering perspective, for which I am most familiar, let
us not forget our flying mission that has provided support during Desert Storm, and the
humanitarian relief efforts in Bosnia, Somalia and Rwanda. There are pilots to fly those
aircraft, mechanics that maintain, security to protect, and supply for logistic support. Qur
messing facility has been awarded with the "Best in Air Force " honors three times in the
last four years, we know how important the chow hall is to all service personnel. There are
personnel that have the responsibility to provide training in every area from firearms and
chemical warfare to disaster preparedness and field sanitation. We have a newly built
medical facility that can be rivaled by few in the reserve community. Truly a well trained
and balanced team from the base commander to the newest airman that reports for duty
for the very first time.

We are very proud of our unit and take a great deal of pride in our responsibility to serve
our country with honor, commitment and hopefully distinction. We strive to be the very
best and our past inspection records reflect that. I personally wear my uniform with a great
deal of honor, the very same honor I felt during the six years of active duty I have given
my country. In all, I now have proudly served for fourteen years. I have not regretted one
hour of sacrifice or time spent away from my family because I believe that my service is
important to the preservation of my country, my state and my constitution.




I ask, as others will, that you Sir, do everything in your power to keep this very important
facility open and operational. I am not asking for myself, althcugh I do not have enough
time to retire, my service has been extremely rewarding and I believe beyond a shadow of
a doubt that the success I have achieved in my civilian career can be credited to the
training and discipline I have received while serving this great country. I ask because I
believe the 911th Air Wing of the United States Air Force Reserve in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania and the 625 Civil Engineering Squadron in Morgantown, West Virginia are
vital pieces in the overall defense strategy of our great and powerful country. Not only
that, these units are good neighbors and positive participants in the community for which
they reside.

I am enclosing some past issues of The Flyover, the 911th Air Wing's base newspaper,
including March of 1995 which announces the addition of our base to the BRAC list.
Reading them may also give you some insight as to the caliber of the organization we are
so proud of.

Serving the United States of America and the State of West Virginia.
625 Civil Engineering Squadron, Morgantown West Virginia.

Sﬁﬁ/uﬂl@@% S Lo

Kenneth J. Saurborn
407 Third Street
Mannington, West Virginia 26582

P.S. Our unit members come from all points in West Virginia. They travel from as far
south as Kanawha and Caulhoun, Wood from the west, Tucker and Preston in the east and
from the northern counties such as Hancock, Marshall and Ohio. And there is a strong
representation from Marion, Monongalia and Harrison.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
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May 18, 1995

The Honorable Robert C. Byrd
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Robert:

Thank you for your letter concerning the 911th Airlift Wing at Pittsburgh International
Airport, Pennsylvania. I appreciate your interest in this installation and I am pleased to review the
information you have provided.

You may be certain that the Commission will carefully consider the information used by
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that all information and
testimony received by the Commission will be considered in our review and analysis process.

Again, thank you for contacting the Commission. Please do not hesitate to contact me
whenever you believe I can be of service.

AJD:cmc
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TOM LANTOS

CALIFORNIA

WASHINGTON OFFICE:

2182 RAYBURN BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
{202) 225-3531

DISTRICT OFFICE
400 EL CAMINO REAL

FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

CHAIRMAN,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL SECURITY,
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
HUMAN RIGHTS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUUROPE AND THE MIDDLE EAST
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
VICE-CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING AND AVIATION
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LEGISIATION AND NATIONAL SECURITY

SuITE 820
SAN MATED, CA 94402 .,
R I e e e
: - EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
1e) oo 257 @ongress of the United States COCHARMAN, CONGRESSIONAL
House of Representatives
May 12, 1995 MWashington, £.¢. 20515
Pleass relor to 1hig puicor
The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman whan mwmﬁﬁ,@»&&;j\\\

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 N. Moore Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Chairman Dixon:

The State of California has sustained a disproportionate number of job losses
stemming from military base closures. As a result of base closures in 1988, 1991,
and 1993, California has suffered 69% of the nation’s base closure job losses.

Base closures in California hit our state hard during a time of high unemployment and
a sluggish economy. The latest round of base closures comes at a time when
California is only beginning to make its first precarious recovery from the impact of
seven years of the must intensive military downsizing anywhere in the nation. | am
concerned about the impact that base closures will have on our communities. Clearly,
Californian’s should not be asked to suffer even further hardship from additional base
closures.

I am particularly concerned about possible realignment of the Navy’s Engineering Field
Activity, Naval Facilities Engineering Command which is located in San Bruno,
California. WESTDIV’s San Bruno location enhances its ability to serve the needs of
our nation’s entire west coast. WESTDIV Command’s San Bruno strategic location
best serves military operations. | urge you not to close the San Bruno facility.

il

(o L=

Member of Congress

cc: The Honorable William Perry, Secretary of Defense

Printed on Recycied Paper
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

May 18, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Tom Lantos
United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Lantos:

Thank you for your letter expressing your concern with the impact to the State of
California from previous base closure and realignment recommendations and expressing your
support for the San Bruno Engineering Field Activity West (EFAW). I certainly understand your
strong interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments.

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by
the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the
recommendation on EFAW as well as other California installations.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:js
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
, AL CORNELLA

May 15,1995  resecca cox
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Colonel Michael G. Jones

Director, The Army Basing Study ;

200 Army Pentagon Ploase refer t t3is number
Washington, DC 20310-0200 wivan eenonc @_ﬂiﬂ—

Dear Colonel Jones:

As a follow up to previously requested material concerning port facilities, the
Commission would appreciate additional information detailing support to Operation Desert
Storm. Please provide by military and commercial facility the number of ships handled, and the
amount and general type of military cargo (i.e., armored vehicles, bulk ammunition, light
infantry unit equipment) shipped in support of Operation Desert Storm. If deployment and
sustainment shipments are representative of the overall effort, redeployment information may be
omitted. Regardless, please specify the period for which information is compiled.

Please providé your response by May 31, 1995.

Army team point of contact for this information is Rick Brown, 696-0504, ext 197.

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation.

Sincerely,

r
Iy /Mug LA
ward I /
Army Tean Leader
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STEPHEN HORN TRANSPORTATION AND
38TH DiSTRICT, CALIFORNIA INFRASTRUCTURE
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Wagimaron, DC 20515 Congress of the United States Waren Resounces
(202} 225-6676 ]
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RICT OFFICE:
4010 zi:;ow Praza Drive %nugt ut Rtprtg‘e“tat‘btg GOVERNMENT REFORM AND
OVERSIGRT
SUITE 160 .
LakewooD, CA 90712 wdﬂbmgtﬂn, @@ 20515‘_0538 SUBCOMMITTEE:
(310) 425-1336 CHAIRMAN:

GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION
AND TECHNOLOGY

May 14, 1995

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon

Chatrman i3 PRATL < \ 3
Base Closure and Realignment Commission R 7 i = e Y »
Suite 1425 e T ’qg“w@

1700 N. Moore Street
Arlington, Virginia 22209-1903

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As you will recall, during the Long Beach testimony at the Regional Hearing in San
Francisco, several alternatives to the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard were presented.
Realignment of Naval shipyards in Long Beach, Pearl Harbor, and Puget Sound, under a Regional
Maintenance Center concept, was one of the ideas presented. This proposal would generate
significant savings for the Navy, while retaining critical ship repair waterfront facilities, such as
Drydock #1 at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. This concept is the logical extension of proposals
developed by Fleet Commanders and the Naval Sea Systems Command. As described in an
existing Naval Sea Systems Command study, the savings could be as high as $190 million per
year.

I am concerned that the Navy, in its attempt to produce savings, is making an
unconscionable mistake in doing away with irreplaceable National Defense assets. I would be
pleased to discuss these issues in person in much greater detail.

If the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission believes that a Regional
Maintenance Center concept has merit and should be further considered, there may be a technical
problem under Public Law 101-510. The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
may not be able to affect necessary realignments at Pearl Harbor (and possibly Puget Sound)
unless these installations are formally being considered for realignment.

1 therefore respectfully request that you have your General Counsel determine whether
these two shipyards must be on the list of installations considered for realignment in order for the
Commission to recommend the above referenced Regional Maintenance Center concept. Ifa
determination is made that they must formally be on the realignment list, I respectfully request

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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that the Commission place Pearl Harbor and Puget Sound on the list of installations to be considered for
realignment only. As you know, this action must be taken prior to the May 17, 1995, deadline.
Therefore, time is of the essence.

Thank you for your prompt consideration of this very important request.

With kindest regards,
Sincerely yours,
, AN
STEFHEN HORN
U. S. Representative
cc: Commussioner Al Cornella

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox
Commissioner James B. Davis
Commissioner S. Lee Kling
Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya
Commissioner Josue (Joe) Robles, Jr.
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele
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COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

May 22, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Stephen Horn
U.S. House of Representatives \
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Horn:

Thank you for your letter of May 14, 1995, discussing the Long Beach Naval Shipyard
and the Long Beach Community’s regional maintenance concept as an alternative to closure of
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Chairman Dixon has asked that I respond to your questions as
General Counsel for the Commission.

The Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public Law Number 101-510, as amended,
prohibits the Commission from:

1) closing a base other than a base recommended by the Secretary of Defense for closure;

2) realigning a base other than a base recommended by the Secretary of Defense for
realignment; or

3) closing a base or increasing the extent of the realignment of a base recommended by
the Secretary of Defense for realignment,

unless the Commission identifies, by publication in the Federal Register, such proposed changes to
the Secretary’s list 45 days before submitting its report to the President. In order to meet this
deadline, the Commission held a hearing on May 10, 1995, at which the Commission identified
bases in the above categories for further study. The Commission did not identify either Pearl
Harbor or Puget Sound, but did, however, identify Portsmouth Naval Shipyard as a candidate for
further study.

The Commission is only authorized to make recommendations to the President addressing
infrastructure and basing issues. While the Commission can no longer entertain the idea of closing
or realigning bases not on the Secretary’s list, the Navy is free to make operational changes, such
as those proposed by the Long Beach Community, to meet its mission requirements. In addition,
there is no requirement for the Navy to obtain prior approval for realignments affecting fewer than
1,000 jobs.




The Commission will carefully consider the Long Beach proposal when making a final
recommendation with respect to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. In addition, we will ask the
Navy to review and comment on the proposal. The commissioners all want to be fully informed
of all the possible alternatives to the Secretary’s recommendation before making any decision with

respect to Long Beach Naval Shipyard.

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call me.

/ adel . Creédon
General Counsel

Sincerely,

?

MRC
ECTS#950515-13R1
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Anited States Denate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

May 10, 1995

The Honorable Alan C. Dixon

Chairman

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are writing to urge the Base Realignment and Closure
Commission to conduct its upcoming California regional hearing in
the Sacramento area. As you know, McClellan Air Force Base,
which was added to the closure list today, is located in north
Sacramento County.

Conducting the regional hearing in Sacramento will allow the
Commission to examine closely McClellan’s assets and its
contributions to both the Air Force and the local economy.
Moreover, conducting a hearing near McClellan would demonstrate
to its 11,500 workers and the surrounding community that the
Commission recognizes the profound economic impact of closing
such a major installation.

Sacramento’s elected officials, business groups, and labor
leaders deserve the opportunity to make their case for Sacramento
and for California. We urge you to give this request your most
prompt and serious consideration.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

WW/‘V & L@éﬁ@

Barbara Boxer ianne Feinstein
United States Senator United States Senator
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
May 18, 1995 WENDI! LOUISE STEELE

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Dianne:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting a regional hearing of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission in the Sacramento, California region. I appreciate your
strong interest in the Commission and its process.

The Commission has received numerous requests from communities offering to host
regional hearings. While each community has raised noteworthy concerns, I regret that it would
be impossible to accommodate all requests. The Commission is scheduled to hold a regional
hearing at the Basilone Theater in San Francisco, California, on May 25, 1995, and looks forward
to receiving testimony from California communities affected by potential base closures and

realignments.

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

Sincerely,

AJD:cmc
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S. LEE KLING
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May 18, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE

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

Dear Barbara:

Thank you for your recent letter requesting a regional hearing of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission in the Sacramento, California region. I appreciate your
strong interest in the Commission and its process.

The Commission has received numerous requests from communities offering to host
regional hearings. While each community has raised noteworthy concerns, I regret that it would
be impossible to accommodate all requests. The Commission is scheduled to hold a regional
hearing at the Basilone Theater in San Francisco, California, on May 25, 1995, and looks forward
to receiving testimony from California communities affected by potential base closures and
realignments.

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

AJD:cmc
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