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MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
Department of the Army 
Office of the Chief of StafF 
200 Army Pentagon 
W ~ ~ I I @ O I I ,  DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Request your office provide information regarding compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act (the Act) at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Specifically, please provide the 
documentation, if any, of the Army's consultation, formal or informal, with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service regarding the Indiana and Gray Bats, both determined to be present and to have 
breeding populations at Fort Leonard Wood. The Act requires the Army to consult with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service on any proposed action that may afTect a listed endangered/threatened 
species and/or criticaI habitat. 

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 ~ r 6 m  III 
Army Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

3 1 MAY 1995 

Mr. Ed Brown 
Army Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr Brown: 

This information is in response to your question (950509-5) regarding the Threatened and 
Endangered Species (TES), Indiana and Gray Bats at Fort Leonard Wood and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

The Army has had informal Section 7 consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) regarding the current BRAC recommendation and agreed that a Biological 
Assessment (BA) is required in order to determine impacts. Fort Leonard Wood has recently 
initiated a BA and is coordinating this action with the USFWS. Conclusive impacts will be 
made available upon completion of the BA. 

The Army's point of contact for BRAC Environmental Analysis is Mr. Joseph Vallone, 
DACS-TAB, tel. (703) 614-65 13. 

MICHAEL G. JONES hw COL, U.S. ARMY 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
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POJNT PAPER 
ON 

ARMY BRAC 93 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL 
TACTICAL MISSILE CONSOLIDATION 

FOR BRAC COMMISSION 
Mny 8,1995 

The BRAC Commissron on Apr. 26, 1995, directed tbe Army Lu wdyzc consolidation of all thc DoD tactical 
missile workload at Hill AFB. 

**  Represmtat~ves ftom the Army and OSD wlth Air Force prsouuel ~ ~ i l l d u ~ t c d  a quick site survcy of 
Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requirements. 

** The total FY 1999 wor,kload required to Cransfer to Hill AFB was determined tu bc 1.272 M rlusi-t 

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 Army Depot (LEAD), and 58K DLH for Paalor and Hawk all up 
round (AUR) at Red River Army Depot (RRAD). The only DLH not included we those required for 
the AUR currently performed at LEAD, which were not provided to the Air Force. However, all costs 
associated with transferring tbe workload (e.g.. facilities, equipment, etc.) were included in the Alr 
Force proposal. 

* The Air Force provided the Army Base Study Ofiice a written cost estimate to movc the  dents shed UOV tact~cal 
missile workload to Hill AFB. Tbe Army Base Study Office assessed the Air Force and A m y  data submitted. 
and made cost-adjustments (increases) to the Air Force proposal The Au Force did not have an opportunity to 
review these increased costs prior to the Army Base Study Office incorporating them into the COBRA analys~s 

After completing the COBRA analysis, the Army provided the Air Force with the methodology used in 
determining the cost increases to the Air Force propod. The Air Force has reviewed the Army's cost increases 

acpmwhtkjbl l twing  c o m m e n f s ~ ~  - - -- 

* *  PERSONNEL: The Army was directed by the BRAC Commission to use the DoD BRAC 
recommendation submined Feb. 28. 1995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army 1~1th  the 
Hill AFB personnel increase of 337 (personnel authorizations). assocrated 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 duected by the Dorn memo. This does not 
inchlde the 600 personnel (faces) scheduled for RJF durin~ September 1995. The losses will include 
personnel with related skills used in the full range of tasks for the repair of DoD tachcal missiles arld 
could be r&limed with minimal bainmg. Utilizing these personnel reductions avoi- 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 penomel transferring costs should be eliminated. 

*** ATACM's ALLUP ROUND MAlNTENANCE FACKLIm (BLDG. 2214) 
Based on informfition pmvid~d hy the facilities engineer in the ATACM p r o m  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 22 14. the building 
selected for the ATACM's Full-1-lp Ronnd Maintenance Facility. has  been cenified and approved 
in accordance with DoD Explosive Standards to handle 9.800 pounds of Class I ,  Div~s~on I 1 
explosives. In addition to having the adequate csplosive handling r a t q .  Building 2214 meets the 



floor space requirements for ATACM missile opemtions. Building 2214 is not scheduled for 
demolition. Hill AF% is prepared to expand Buildmg 22 14 based on the ATACM missile system 
workload in order to establish an efficient missile maintenance operation. Such changes will 
include: 1) Incorponting an orientation pad and test stand for the fmal pidance control 
aligoment calibraQon 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 requirements affected by the metering station, not due to 
Bldg. 22 14 operations), 3) Adding additional security lighting to the building (even though it is u l  
a secured controlled access area with military police sentry's monjtoring activities; the same area 
where the Minuteman and Peacekeepers we stored), 4) Uppding 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 W) protection 
around the building. Most of these modifications will be handled within Hill AFB's Civil 
Engineering Squadron with minin~al outlay in funding. Overall the Air Force proposes renovation 
costs of %95K for Building 2214. This includes $295K for facility modifications md $200K for 
support equipment. This changes our original estimate of $287K. The structural integrity a d  
wall consauction of the building can be accounted for by the Class I .  Division 1 . I  rating 
approved for the building. In addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movement of the 
14'x3.5'~3' missile container. The missile itself. 13' in length and 2' in diameter. easilv fits into 
and can be handle within the existing bays of building 2214. Furthermore, the entrance and exit 
utility doors are 8'xlO'. This allows the current sideloading munitions forklift to pick-up and 
positiotl the missile. in it's container, within Building 2214. Finally. Building 22 14 is fully 
capable of accepting the ATACM missile nlnintenance workload without the extensive renovation 
costs called out by the LEAD personnel. 

*** PATRIOT RADAR TEST SITE: The $510K estimate for the radar test site consrmction wm 
based on what we believed were similar operations. h e  to short time fiarnes, 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. 

*** IMISSILF, STORAGE: I.EAn ~dentified 2 reqitiment for 1 M ft2 of tactical missile explon~ve 
storage to be collocated with the maintenance facility. The Air Force requires a total of 

- -- -Wl+WM~for A U B - w i v e  compoaoet stemgeeifstacked one ttewhigk-7B'- -- -- 

A L R  rocket motor. explosive components, and guidance and control sections. However, 
according to system speclficahon. the Air Force missiles can be stored from 5 to 1 1 hieh Using 

f an average of three hi&. the Air Force storage requirements are reduced to 104,955 ft . Fi* 
pement of that requirement is for storage of the Maverick and was not considered for AUR 
consolidation. Deducting the Air Force requirement from the 1M A' identified by LEAD leaves 
approximately 900K ft2 required for Army and Marine Corps missilcs Discussions with the Navy 
indicate they p l ~ n  to continue use of their East and West C03st repair md etorqe facilities a d  not 
consolidated at LEAD. Based on our analysis of Air Force requirements and N a v ~ t a t e d  
intendus, 1M ft2 appears to be excessive. 

Review of the storage requirement of 1M f12 of space, as called for in the BRAC Commission 
Analyst Notes. found that Hill has over 187K ft2 of missiles storage spsce available. This 
187K A' was obtained by vacating 62.2K ft2 utilized for the storage of strategic missile and 125K 
ft" used to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items. Available space is 
87K A' greater than previously reported and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing 
storage requirements. Costs associated are dzscribcd in thc Munitions S t o q c  MILCON 

paragraph following. 

The Air Forcc cxplosivc storagc regulations do not rcquirc closs 1.4 cxplosivc itcms bc storcd in 

igloos. Our normal procedures are to license a warehouse facility and use it to store these type of 



items. An additional SOK f? of 1.4 s towe 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 
n e c e . m  for successful, economic depot performance. Historically. Maverick Missiles have been 
stored ar Tnoele 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 strategially and lopstically to store all missiles 
in one locatior~ ns descrihd helow. The services' System Progran~ Mnnage~ have not been 
consulted about the tact id missile consolidated storage at one location. 

During Desert Storm and more ncently Somalia and Bosnia we found because of collateral 
d,mage 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 wclllld he logi.stically impossible to outload all service 
requirements from one location. Also, from a strategic standpoint. the impacts of locating all of 
DoD's most expensive weapons in one location could be disastrous. 

Beause of this, DoD has developed a stockpile optimitation plan placing critical assets in three 
Tier I Army storage depots, in the east (Anniston AD), west (Tooele AD) and midwcst 
(McCallistcr AD). Thio provide optimum outload to meet critical scenarios. At this p i n t  in 

time, assets have not yet been moved (not yet funded) to any of the Tier I Depots, negating my 
relocation costs. We verified with the Army representative author of the Army Tiering concept 
that LEAD is a Ticr 11 dcpot. 

-It is the Air Force's opinion that additional storage over and above that required to meet 
irrru~rcliiltt: repair nccds, is not necessary. Tactical mimilc3 should he dored ;it the three Tier I 
depots. 

-*** MISSILE STORAGE MILCON. Rsviea of the storqc rcqukcmcnt of 1 M ft2 of space. w 

-- called for in the BRAC Commission Analyst Notes, found that Hill AFB has over 187K fi' of 
missiles s toieees=?abie.  This 1 87K fit was obtainedby vacating 6 2 . 2 ~ l h i E ~  --- 

for the storage of swtegic missiles and 125K fL%d to stmc tactical rnissilcs and othtr 
conventional munitions items. Available space is 87K ft2 greater than previously reported 
and resulted £ram a more in-depth study of existing storage requiremenrs There 1s an 
estunated Cost of S3OUK to obtain this space. Srraregic missile storage h a  b m r l  yrug UAIIII~CL~ 

for closing and no costs are associated with obtaining this space The munitions storage space 
w~l l  be realized through demilitarization. attrition due to normal issue, and the movement of 
mstertal trom 3UK ttl of storage. 

Y I I E  

With the availability of I87K ft2 of s ace at Hill AFB. an additional area of 81 3K ft' is P requued to meet the eshmnted 1M ft ldentlfied by LEAD. Hi11 AFB belleves the 1 M ft' cu k 

excessive for several reasons previously esplamd, I) smtegic requirements to not locate 311 
depot assets at one location. 2) logistiwl requirements for shipping d m g  a Desert 
Shield/Storm scenario, and 3) vemcal storage ot assets In new type ~gloos. However, ro ablde 
by the direction received. Hill is providing cost for thc stipulated large storage area. 

Acreage for additions1 storage is available at 'l'ooele AU or UTlR (Oasis), or a comblnarion 
of these two sites. Construction costs would be 0106M (813K ft2 * $13 I /  A'). Construction 
of larger facilities of a more modem desig, such as those being constructed at Hill AFB. 
could be expected to save 40% of ttus construction costs (WIN). This would occur due to 
better utilization of space with vertical walled units allowing better vertical storage. 



~ 

:::5';'W3t.9bl:1~s.ll F' . I)? 

The need for construction of m additional 460 igloos at Hawthorne. NV. or McCallister 
A r m y  Ammunition Plant. OK, for storage of conventional munitions currently stored at 
LEAD, should not be a factor in the nctical missile workload consolidation study. This 
requirement is totally independent of and not associated with the I M ft2 of space stated as 
being required for tactical missile storage, and as a result Hill AFB has only calculated cost of 
obtaining 1 M A' of space. 

In summary. Hill AFB's position is that the MILCON for tactical missiles storage would be 
S66M or less, and when the storage requirements cue fully identified and analyzed, the 
existing 187K ft' av;libbi~ at Hill AFR plus the designated Tier I storage at Anniston. Tooele, 
and McCallister. would be fully adequate for all storage requuements. This is espec~ally true 
from a strategic and logistic point of view. It would not be wise to store aU assets at one 
location. as any disaster could cripple the I J S posture In addition. shipment of assets fiom 
one location during a Desert ShieldtStorm scenario would be a logistics nightmare. 

-- TIME FIMMJE: In accordance witb DoD and Air Force implmmtatinn of t he  National 
Enviromental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment @A) \vili be completed. Only when the EA 
results in a finding of significant impact is an environmental impact survey (EIS) required. The 
workloads rccommcndod 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 1998-1 999 provldmg more 
thm enough timc to completc and rcspodd to any new environmental isms Therefore. an EA is 
expected to demonstrate that no significaot impact will be found. and an EIS will not be required 

-- TRAINIHG. LEAD cstimatcd training on all 21 systcms to bc $283M, of which S22M \ Y ~ E  slated 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. Thls 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 workluucl. The Air FVIL~: still lnlicvcs that $17.4M is escessivc for all training 

- ---- - 
because of the resident skills base a! Hill Am, but will accept the $17.4M based on dau From LEAD 

-- - - - 

** INVEN'I'UKY TKANSFER: The inventory uansfw cost is considered a "w;ssh" CVI iuv~utvly llvt 

presently at LEAD. The inventory will either be shipped to Hill AFB or LEAD depending on the 
declsion of the BRAC. The increa9ed inveritory documented in this parsgraph, from the estimated 
S50K to the reported $3. I M. appears slgnuicant. However, our Lnventory cost estimates arc b d s ~ d  UII 

the belief that the Army depots practice good supply discipline and only retain the material requlred to 
support the current year requirements. This. coupled with the projected transfer date of the first 
quarter of FY 1999. provides ample tune to reduce the lnventory to a mintmum before the transfvr 
begins. W+ would further expect the Army to only order mandatory material requi req ts  for up to 
six months prior to workload transfer with other parts being held in the item manager's account or 
fonvarded to the new depot. This practim will turther reduce the lnventory to the pomt we believe the 

cost to transfer will be. more in-line with our projected $5OK for Patriot and a $1  .SM total. 

** OTHER COSTS: 

* * *  EQUIPMENT Tk4NSFJIR: The equipment transfer cost of $7.3M. for the Hawk and Patriot 
weapon systems appears to be high. Thc equipment transfer costs tor all oi the tactical missilts to 
LEAD is estimated to be $5M. This includes the Maverick Missile System which has more test 
stations md test sets than the 24 test sets currently used on thc Patriot System. We believe a more 
conscrvutive %2.5M should meet the equipment transtcr cost tor both Hswk and Panior. 



-** SUNK COSTS: Sunk cnsts me a reality of dowdsizing 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 95 BRAC 
recommendrltion. or failure to obtain optim~lm 11tili7ation of the Hill AFB infrastructure by adding 
workload will require ciosure. &sposal, or transfer of in-place facilities-a loss to DoD. This is a 
significant impact to the $I  B i n f m ~ t r u ~  in place at Hill AFB. 

--- RECURRING COSTS: Even though labor costs are not included in the COBRA model. long 
term s a v i w  based on labor rates should be evaluated. The difficulty in comparing rates between 
scrviccs i3 due to the differences in the accounting system<. i e., material. overhead GbA. etc. 
However. consistently. Hill AFB labor rates are less than LEAD. ANAD and TOAD. The Depot 
Maintenance operation Indicator Repon identifies Hill AFB average labor rate of $69 27 
~omparcd to thc LEAD rate of $101.36. The Cost Comparability Handhook (A11.g 93) identifies 
HiU AFB labor rate as $49.38. LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.3 1. A comparison using the 
Cost Comparison Handbook labor rates between Hill AFB and LEAD shows considerable annual 
s;iviugs mi bc achicvcd for GCS, Iaunchcr. and vehicle repair. 

** COSTS NOT INCLUDED: 

*** OTAER MILCON: Hill AFB sees the tactical missile con.solidation as a civilian workload. 
However, the Hill AFB infmtmcture is in-placc to support a large contingent of military 
personnel. The Fdcililit-s ~ c ~ u a i n  whilc thc assigned continpcnt ha3 decrezed 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 a r e .  Base Exchange, hospital. theater. banking, school, 
housing, Commissary, Hobby shups, alucatbr~al opportunities. ctc. Our downsizing effo*. will 
result in mothballing approximately 300K ft' of administrative area. Other MnCON concerns 
identified in this section should not be considered. 

**- ICS: Based on the decision of the joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance (JSCGfDM). 
interim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be 
considered m costs to relocate workload. Llke the estinlded $64.5M atnibutcd to Patriot and 

Hawk. the 1993 estimate for Maverick ICS was $76.5M. which if considered, would have greatly 
- 

sltewea dreon'ginai ;111aiyskr - - - - - - .  

*** RELOCATION COSTS: Hill AFB identified IOOK f? for tactical missile explosive storage. 
70K A' immediately available and an additional 30K ft2 available in the future. The paper made 
mention of existing storage of ICBMs at Navajo Natlonal Guard Depot. M, and possible deep 
storage of Air Force Munitions. However, all movement would be done through attrit~on 
requiring no relocation dollars. ICBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already 
budgeted for by the PEO and igloos would oot need modificatron to accomrnodae deep storage ol' 
Air Fofce munitions items. An additional 87K ft2 of explo~ivc storage at Hill AFRaould also be 
fieed up with s relocation cost of $300K, for a total 187K ft2. Hill AFB also has additional 
stomge available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of 5OK @. 

*- 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". 
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GLEN BROWDER 
3D DISTRICT. ALABAMA 

COMMITTEE O N  NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE O N  THE BUDGET Congress o f  tbe Nniteb States  

May 8, 1995 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

104 FEDERAL BUILDING 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It has come to my attention that the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission has asked The Army Basing Study group 
to prepare a Cost of Base Realignment Analysis (COBRA) regarding 
moving Anniston Army Depot's heavy combat vehicle maintenance 
mission to Red River Army Depot. The readiness implications of 
such an action on our nation's defense capabilities would be 
devastating. 

With the closure of Mainz Army Depot in Germany, Anniston 
Army Depot is the only location in the world with the capability 
to provide total system repair support for heavy ground combat 
vehicles. This includes support for the heaviest and most 
technologically advanced ground combat vehicle in the Army's and 
Marines Corps' arsenal, the MI Abrams main battle tank. 

Because Anniston Army Depot is the only DOD facility capable 
of performing overhaul and repair of heavy combat vehicles, it is 
private industry's only source for refurbished heavy chassis 
needed for future system upgrades. Anniston Army Depot is 
currently providing M1 chassis to General Dynamics Land Systems 
for the Ml/A2 upgrade program. The depot is scheduled to provide 
refurbishes chassis and major MI components to United Defense LTD 
for planned production of the Breecher and Improved Recovery 
Vehicle, and to General Dynamics for the Heavy Assault Bridge. 

Red River Army Depot has extensive fundamental, and 
expensive, obstacles that prevent it from successfully supporting 
DOD's heavy combat vehicles. Some of the more notable of these 
obstacles include infrastructure deficiencies associated with 
shop size/space; lifting capabilities; equipment capacities; 
structural strengths of buildings, floors and roads; lack of a 
firing range; and test track safety/capabilities issues. Red 
River also lacks the technology and skills associated with 
operations such as turbine engine overhaul and testing, depot 
level maintenance of electro-optics, gun tube recoil, and 
classified steel ballistic armor. 

Action necessary to accommodate Anniston's maintenance 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
MACON a RANDOLPH RUSSELL ST.CLAIR TALLADEGA a TALLAPOOSA 
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operations at Red River will be expensive and the transition 
lengthy, causing significant adverse impacts on our defense 
budget and readiness. Without a vast amount of construction, 
technology acquisition and skill development, Red River Army 
Depot could only accept the heavy combat vehicle mission by using 
make-shift accommodations with performance waivers and work- 
arounds. Support to our nation's heavy combat vehicle fleet 
under such conditions would preclude our ability to go to war 
with our most important ground fighting system. 

These arsuments and others are detailed in the enclosed 
"Analvsis of Red River Assertions." 

The DOD recommendation and implementation plan to realign 
light/medium combat vehicle maintenance from Red River to 
Anniston Army Depot has identified none of the obstacles stated 
above and only minimal construction costs and readiness impacts. 
Conversely, the scenario of moving heavy combat vehicle 
maintenance from Anniston Army Depot to Red Rover Army Depot 
would not only be costly in terms of dollars expended, but tragic 
to the readiness of DOD's heavy combat vehicle systems. 

Thank you for your consideration of this information. With 
kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 

Glen Browder 
Member of Congress 

GB/vf p 

Enclosure 



GLEN BROWDER 
3D DISTRICT, ALABAMA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2344 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, D C  2 0 5 1 W 1 0 3  

(202) 225-3261 
COMMITTEE O N  NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE O N  THE BUDGET dongre$$ of tbe Mniteb State$ 
B0ue.e of Bepreeentatibee 

ltiEIaclbington, Bd 20525-0203 
May 8, 1995 

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

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

It has come to our attention that the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission has asked The Army Basing Study group 
to prepare a Cost of Base Realignment Analysis (COBRA) regarding 
moving Anniston Army Depot's heavy combat vehicle maintenance 
mission to Red River Army Depot. The readiness implications of 
such an action on our nation's defense capabilities would be 
devastating. 

With the closure of Mainz Army Depot in Germany, Anniston 
Army Depot is the only location in the world with the capability 
to provide total system repair support for heavy ground combat 
vehicles. This includes support for the heaviest and most 
technologically advanced ground combat vehicle in the Army's and 
Marine Corpsv arsenal, the M1 Abrams main battle tank. 

Because Anniston Army Depot is the only DOD facility capable 
of performing overhaul and repair of heavy combat vehicles, it is 
private industry's only source for refurbished heavy chassis 
needed for future system upgrades. Anniston Army Depot is 
currently providing MI chassis to General Dynamics Land Systems 
for the Ml/A2 upgrade program. The depot is scheduled to provide 
refurbishes chassis and major MI components to United Defense LTD 
for planned production of the Breecher and Improved Recovery 
Vehicle, and to General Dynamics for the Heavy Assault Bridge. 

Red River Army Depot has extensive fundamental, and 
expensive, obstacles that prevent it from successfully supporting 
DOD's heavy combat vehicles. Some of the more notable of these 
obstacles include infrastructure deficiencies associated with 
shop size/space; lifting capabilities; equipment capacities; 
structural strengths of buildings, floors and roads; lack of a 
firing range; and test track safety/capabilities issues. Red 
River also lacks the technology and skills associated with 
operations such as turbine engine overhaul and testing, depot 
level maintenance of electro-optics, gun tube recoil, and 
classified steel ballistic armor. 

Action necessary to accommodate Anniston's maintenance 

BlBB CALHOUN CHAMBERS CHILTON CLAY CLEBURNE COOSA LEE 
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operations at Red River will be expensive and the transition 
lengthy, causing significant adverse impacts on our defense 
budget and readiness. Without a vast amount of construction, 
technology acquisition and skill development, Red River Army 
Depot could only accept the heavy combat vehicle mission by using 
make-shift accommodations with performance waivers and work- 
arounds. Support to our nation's heavy combat vehicle fleet 
under such conditions would preclude our ability to go to war 
with our most important ground fighting system. 

These arsuments and others are detailed in the enclosed 
"Analvsis of Red River Assertions." 

The DOD recommendation and implementation plan to realign 
light/medium combat vehicle maintenance from Red River to 
Anniston Army Depot has identified none of the obstacles stated 
above and only minimal construction costs and readiness impacts. 
Conversely, the scenario of moving heavy combat vehicle 
maintenance from Anniston Army Depot to Red Rover Army Depot 
would not only be costly in terms of dollars expended, but tragic 
to the readiness of DODts heavy combat vehicle systems. 

Thank you for your consideration of this information. With 
kindest regards, we are 

Sincerely, 

* &u& 
Glen Browder 
Member of Congress nited States 

- -  - - - - 
Richard Shelbv 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN - - - - .- . - - .  
COMMISSIONERS: f - ' . A ,  

A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  '* ' - - &r& - "7%' 
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
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May 15,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Glen Browder 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Browder: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Commission's request of the Department of the 
Army to prepare a Cost of Base Realignment Analysis (COBRA) regarding the heavy combat 
vehicle maintenance mission at Anniston Army Depot. I certainly understand your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

The Commission frequently seeks additional information from the military services 
regarding bases and facilities recommended by the Secretary for closure and realignment, as well 
as those that are functionally similar to those on the list. 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. 

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 assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

STATE HOUSE BOSTON 02133 

(617) 727-3800 

WILLIAM F. WELD 
aOvEPnoA 

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCCl 
UF!VTEpJ4UT. GOVERNOR 

FAX 

TO: 
Bill Smith 
5/8/95 

J Doyle Reedy. B U C  Staff (703) 696 -0YfO Gx 
FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: NAS South Weyrnouth 

I thought you might be interested in the following: 

As you know, NAS Atlanta was recommended to receive two Marine Reserve F/A- 18 
squadrons. As you also know, NAS Atlanta is a tenant on Dobbins ARB. 1 thought you 
would be interested in the Air Force's analysis of Dobbins' suitability for the Air Force 
Reservefihrer mission. Given these very low scores for the fighter mission, one would think 
the Navy would face similar problems when redirecting F/A-I 8s to the same instdlation. 
Moreove~, this Air Force analysis does not incorporate the over-thewwater training needs of 
the Marine F/A-18s. 

NAS South Weymauth, as you know, for many years was the home to tactical fighter aircraft 
and &d so without any problems. We are also within minutes of over-the-water mining 
areas. 

I won't bother you with a phone csll because I know the crush you must be under. If you 
have any questions, please call me at: (617) 727-3206. Thanks. 

PAGES TO FOLLOW: 5 
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AIR RESERVE COMPONENT - AIR FORCE RESERVE Subcategory 
OVERVIEW: The Air Farce Rese~esubcaiegory consists of instaUalions that suppori the Air Force Reserve in iLs federal mission to supplement the Air 
Force active duty missions wiLh combat ready unils 4 0  support h e  A u  Force major commands. The President mobilizes these m i i s  in time of nationat 
emergency, a! which rime (hey are nssigned to their gaining major commands, The Air Forces Reserve manages Ule day to day recruiling snd hraining of 
AFRES units lnstallarions in h e  Air Force R ~ e r v e  subcategory are: 

Berg sbom ARB, Texas Carswell U S ,  NAS FI Worth JRB. Texas 
Q m 
0 

Gen Mitchell IAP, ARS, Wisconson G-r Pittsburgh LAP, 'ARS. Pennsylvania 
s Homeslead ARS, Noride Mmb ARB, Califmie Minneapolis-St Pout LAP, M S .  Minnesota 
t 
t Niagara Falls IAP, ARS, New York (YHm IAP, ARS, Illjnois N A S  Willow Grove ARS, Pennsylvania 
t 

V) 
Westover ARB, Marsachusena Y oungstown-Warren MPT, ARS, Ohio 

n: 
H 

A?TRUIUTES: lmportanl alhibutes of Air Force Reserve bases and stalioos are: 
(4 
4 - Prolrirnity lo large recruiting populelions 

g - Prodrnity to edequete mining airspace, ranges, and fncilitie-a 
ZG 
0 - z Cost effective basing of force shuctum 
f3 
W 

SPECIAL ANALYSJS IMGTIIOD: The Air Force Reserve installations were not tiered, The Ah Force analyzed the installations by mission kype. The 
inslallalions were divided into four weapon system p u p s  - fighter, Strategic Airlift, Tankers, and C-130 Tactical AirliR. Each gruup was analyzed using 
the eight base closure crilerie, thcn cost effective nalignments w e n  a n d y d  ro determine B rtmmmtndetion. 
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AIR RESERVE COMPONENT - AIR FORCE RESERVE Subcategory 

1.1. C AIRFJELD CAPABILITIES (Runways, Taxiways, Aprons) 



AIR RESERVE COMPONENT - AIR FORCE RESERVE Subcategory 

I.1.D.2 ARC TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS 

I Bafe Name I I.lD.2.a I l.l,D,2.b I LI.D.2c I I.I.D.2 1 
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Red + 
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Red t 
Red 
:RBd + 
Ye!!ow 

- -- 

I Mlmepdls-SL Paul 1A P ARS 
NAS Willow Grove ARS 
Nlegnre Fdb IAP ARS 

1 UNCLASSIFIED \ 

O'Hare IAP, ARS 
Wcslavcr ARB 

O m  - 
O w n  - 

Yellow t 
Yellow 
Yellow+ 
G n x n  - 

Red + 
Yellow 
Red 

' Green 1 ~ e l l o w  - 
1 

Green I ~ e l l o w  

,Yaungglown-Wemn MPT A M  Red YeIlow Green a ~ r e e n  - 
'Yellow - 
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Green 
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areen 

Yellow + . 
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Yellow 

Green-  
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Ydlow + - 

-YcUow + 
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Yeflaw 

Oreen 
Green ' 
G m n  

b - e e n  
Green -' 
Green - 

Green 
Green 

Green - 
G r m  - 
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I UNCLASSIFIED 1 

RESERVE COMPONENT - AIR FORCE RESERVE Subcategory 

I.I.D.2.a ARC FIGHTER TRAINING AREAS 

I a UNCLASSIFIED 1 



AIR RESERVE COMPONENT - AIR FORCE RESERVE Subcategory 

I.l.D,2.a ARC FIGHTER TRAINING ARLAS (Cont.) 

I UNCLASSIFIED I 

J 

, 

r 
Base Name 
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Nlegare Pa& LAP ARS 
O'Hare LAP, ARS 
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Yellow 
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Green 
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Red 
Oreen 
Ytltow 
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Y el Low 

, Red \ R B ~  Red 
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Red 
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WILLIAM S. COHEN 
MAINE 

Wnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1901 

May 8, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman piCle,, , , - ., , Uf , U.%,d. . , . ,. .'I t ,  . 
The Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to emphasize further our strong support for 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and its important contribution to our 
national defense. We express our concern that information 
recently presented by Long Beach Naval Shipyard was both a flawed 
defense of Long Beach and an unwarranted attack on Portsmouth. 
The conclusions reached are based on a hollow analysis that 
provides no new information in important areas, is not backed up 
by certified data and puts forward proposals counter to the 
Defense Department decisions. 

We are concerned that the information presented by Long 
Beach at the San Francisco regional hearing, will be given undue 
validity and distract the staff or commission from the true 
issues relevant to the Navy/Department of Defense decision to 
retain Portsmouth. The actions that would be required by their 
proposal have been greatly oversimplified as to cost, feasibility 
and effectiveness. The situation is clearly similar to BRAC 1993 
where Charleston Naval Shipyard adopted a strategy of "close 
anyone else but usv and attacked both Norfolk and Portsmouth. 
The strategy did not succeed. However, our constituents were 
unnecessarily dragged through the review process, based on the 
unfounded proposals of Charleston. We do not want to repeat that 
experience due to another attack that lacks credibility. 

Attached for your review are several issue papers that we 
believe address and clarify many of the issues raised regarding 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

In closing, we appreciate your attention to this important 
matter and trust that during the Commission's review of the 
Defense Department's closure recommendations, you will give full 
consideration to the unique capabilities, quality performance and 
economic importance of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. We believe the 
shipyard will continue to make as essential contribution to the 
Navy and our national defense as we all work to address the 
challenges of the future. 

Sincerely, 



Unitf States Senator 

United States Senator 

~harles F. Bass 
Member of Congress 

Uni'tkd States Senator 

[John E. Baldacci 
/'Member of Congress 

LJkMHp - 
William H. Zeliff. Jr. , 
Member of Congress 

Enclosure 



MILITARY VALUE ASSESSMENT 

ISSUE: The results of Navy's analysis of Military Value for naval shipyards and ship 
repair facilities recommended Long Beach Naval Shipyard for closure. Long Beach had a 
military value rating 0.2 points higher than Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, which was 
"removed from consideration for closure" by the BSEC. 

FINDINGS: The Military Value Matrix assigns military value points based on the 
questions asked. Seemingly equivalent numerical scores can be derived from significantly 
different capabilities. Qualifiers and military judgment are appropriate and necessary to 
assess the true value to Navy. Statements made in Navy's Analysis and Recommendations 
(Volume IV) and verbal testimony provided at the 6 March 1995 hearing provided the 
qualifiers necessary to put the Military Value scores in proper perspective, and to use 
them as a component in the decision process not as the sole factor. 

DISCUSSION: In testimony given on 6 March 1995, Admiral Boorda explained that the 
nature and complexity of work performed at each shipyard, i.e., Portsmouth works on 
nuclear submarines and Long Beach works on non-nuclear surface ships. Additionally, it 
was pointed out that a nuclear shipyard could work on non-nuclear ships, but that a non- 
nuclear shipyard was not certified (facilities and skills) to work on nuclear ships. Long 
Beach included arguments in their presentation to the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to increase their Military Value score. 

As part of the case presented by Long Beach, they cite specific questions where 
they think they should have received additional points. Portsmouth can make a similar 
argument, but sees no value in a numerical comparison. The significance of each 
shipyard's overall military value score is more accurately assessed by applying the 
differences noted above to the scores assigned to the questions within each Military Value 
matrix category. Qualifiers based on each shipyard's specific existing capabilities would 
modify the raw scores primarily in two military value categories: 

Dwdocks: The questions asked specifically "can the NSY drydock certain 
classes and numbers of ships. The evaluation was purely based on the number of 
drydocks, their linear feet, and their depth. There was no qualifier as to whether or not 
the shipyard being evaluated was certified to perform work once the ship was docked. In 
the case of Long Beach, points were given based on three questions that dealt with 
drydocking nuclear submarines. While the questions were answered accurately based 
strictly on ship and drydock size, they did not take the next logical step and address the 
qualifying statement "and perform work on" these classes of ships. By giving Long Beach 
credit for drydocking ships it is not certified to work on, their Military Value score is 
inflated by 3.49 points. Long Beach asserts that there should be even more credit allowed 
for this work. Military judgment of this statistical quantification would temper the raw 
value. 



Production Workload: Several questions revolved around "Did or will the NSY 
perform" work on certain classes of ships between FY 1990- 1997". Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard did not receive credit for any surface ship classes noted because it neither has 
performed nor is it scheduled to perform work on these classes of ships. However, 
Portsmouth not being scheduled for this work is due to its "Mission" revolving around 
nuclear submarine maintenance, which is recognized as the most complex and demanding 
maintenance function within DoD. In reality, since Portsmouth's facilities, equipment, and 
skilled workforce are qualified to work on the most complex work within the Navy, it 
stands to reason they are more than equally capable and qualified to work on less complex 
work. The basic reason Portsmouth is Navy's nuclear submarine shipyard is due to the 
fact that Navy wants to capitalize on its assets and investment it has at that shipyard. To 
assign less complex shipwork to Portsmouth would not be taking full advantage of the 
highly skilled workforce and modern facilities. However, in so doing, it distorts the 
shipyard's military value as measured in this process, in a quantifiable sense, by not giving 
credit for "being capable" of performing such work. To varying degrees this applies to 
other naval shipyards. This represents an additional 4.25 points in military value over that 
currently displayed even if Portsmouth were given credit only for those surface ships for 
which Long Beach received credit. 

Long Beach questioned two instances where Portsmouth was given points in the 
Strategic Factors section. In both cases, the questions were correctly scored: (1) The two 
closest fleet homeport concentrations average less than 500 miles from the NSY; and, (2) 
Portsmouth is participating actively in a leading role in implementing the Regional 
Maintenance Concept within the Northeast region. 



EXCESS NUCLEAR CAPACITY 

ISSUE: Long Beach used Navy's computed excess nuclear capacity as an argument to 
close either Portsmouth Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. 

FINDING: Using statistically derived excess nuclear capacity from shipyard provided 
maximum nuclear capacity is not an absolute value. The closure scenarios fail to consider 
the difference between true excess nuclear capacity that can be executed by shipyards and 
the statistical values produced using guidance that ignored cost and schedule as relevant 
factors. Without consideration of cost overruns and schedule slippage as constraints, 
capacity estimates assume unlimited capability and do not reflect the realism necessary to 
assure shipyard workloads can be successfully accomplished. The true excess nuclear 
capacity remaining is well below the 37% statistical value. Any scenarios involving 
closure of an additional nuclear shipyard will result in a significant true capacity deficit. 
Navy clearly recognized this difference in considering the margin of safety they felt was 
needed to ensure adequate shipyard capacity. 

DISCUSSION: The maximum shipyard capacity developed by naval shipyards in June 94 
which was based on Navy guidance to identify maximum, but realistic and executable, 
workload. Subsequent CNO guidance requested naval shipyards to disregard cost and 
schedule adherence in developing maximum capacity calculations. Realistic and 
executable workloads were set aside and shipyards were directed to add whatever 
workload they felt they could accommodate without resource constraints. "Phantom 
ships" (unscheduled ship availabilities) were allowed. This guidance was similar to that 
used in BRAC 9 1 and BRAC 93. Maximum capacity developed under this guidance 
compared to predicted (currently scheduled workload) generates maximum excess 
capacity that could never be successfblly executed were it necessary to do so. 
Portsmouth's increase above realistic levels was approximately 15%. Other naval 
shipyard data indicate a similar or greater increase in maximum capacity above realistic 
levels based on CNO guidance. By complying with the latest guidance, realistic excess 
capacity is overstated and any decisions based on these numbers must be tempered with a 
true understanding of what is being measured. Specifically, in looking at the configuration 
analysis scenario that closes Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, a realistic excess capacity would 
place Navy in a negative excess capacity where maintenance requirements would exceed 
realistic capacity to perform such work. Under these conditions, closure of Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard would clearly not be justified. 



AGE AND MAINTENANCE OF PORTSMOUTH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD DRYDOCKS 

ISSUE: Long Beach stated "the three drydocks (at Portsmouth) are about 90 years old 
and expensive to maintain." 

FINDING: Despite the allegation, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard's drydocks are among the 
most modern within Navy. 

DISCUSSION: The age of Portsmouth NSY drydocks has little to do with the cost of 
their maintenance as implied by Long Beach's statement. In fact, well maintained 
drydocks regardless of their age and location have relatively the same annual costs. 
Specifically, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is approaching its 200th year. However, its 
drydocks are among the most modern in the Navy. Drydock No. 1, constructed in 194 1 - 
1942, has been continuously upgraded and maintained to Navy certification requirements. 
Drydock No. 2, completed in 1905, was completely rebuilt and modernized in 1992 at a 
cost of $58 million specifically to refbel SSN 688 Class submarines as well as 
accommodate the newer SSN 21 Class and is considered to be the Navy's most modern 
drydock complex. Drydock No. 3 was originally constructed in 194 1 - 1942, and 
completely reconstructed in 1962. All three drydocks are continually upgraded and 
maintained to Navy certification requirements and are currently certified for docking 
nuclear powered ships. 



CAPABILITY TO WORK ON NUCLEAR SUBMARINES 

ISSUE: Long Beach contends that non-reactor plant work on nuclear powered vessels 
(submarines) is the same as work on conventionally powered ships (surface ships) and 
does not require special training. 

FINDING: For nuclear powered vessels, non-reactor plant work cannot be equated to 
generic skills or capability which are readily available or transferable fiom surface ship 
work. Nuclear submarine workloads are correctly assessed as nuclear capacity 
requirements due to the high degree of control required in all aspects of work and the 
potentially severe consequences of equipment or system failure. 

DISCUSSION: The capability to accomplish overhauls of nuclear powered vessels cannot 
be limited to only the capability needed for work performed directly on the reactor or 
reactor systems. Specific control requirements unique to nuclear submarines are required 
for work on non-reactor plant systems. These controls are mandatory and hre in-place to 
ensure that shipyard work is performed in strict compliance with specifications in areas 
crucial to the submarines mission and survivability in both peacetime and under combat 
conditions. 

Examples of specific areas of control are: 

Propulsion 
Hull Integrity 
Sea water system integrity 
Recoverability - (Ballast tanks/Air Systems) 
Ships atmosphere (breathing air) 
Ships battery 
Silencing/Noise Control 
Weight 
Space 
Ships testing and Waterborne Conditions 

Each of these subject areas is rigidly controlled for submarines and requires capabilities 
over and above those for surface ships. This increased control is driven by the need for 
absolute assurance that work is properly performed. The consequences of failure in these 
areas, and others, are the reasons for the level of requirements. Compliance with these 
requirements demands increased skills and capabilities necessary to ensure success. The 
requirements cannot be treated as generic skills generally available in the workforce. 
Specific training and experience are necessary to establish the capability for this work. 

Submarine control requirements also result in the accomplishment of specific actions, over 
and above performance of the job requirements, which are reflected in capacity data for 
nuclear submarines. Rigorous quality assurance/control actions are performed to review 



and certiQ the accomplishment of work and testing. Specific concerns which drive this 
level of assurance are spelled out by the Navy as follows: 
(excerpt from SUBSAFE Manual). 

'Zack of Compliance 

Forces Afloat, shipyards, and other repair activities have a basic obligation to 
effect repairs in fill accordance with speczfications and SUBSAFE requirements. There 
have been circumstances when all speczfications or requirements have not been 
completely met, for reasons such as: 

A misconception that speczfications are only objective rather than minimum 
requirements for acceptability. As a result, departures@om speczfication requirements 
may never be recorded and/or m q  not be reviewed and approved by proper authority. 

A lack of adequate inspection, quality control, and management of the process for 
determining compliance with speczJications. 

A lack of understanding of specrfication requirements. 

A lack of resources to enable permanent repairs, resulting in emergency 
temporary repairs. 

A lack of training in the skrlls necessary to meet speczjications. 

A generally lax attitude toward non-operational aspects of ship 's configuration 
(e.g., installation of lockers/stowage not included in, or in accordance with, ship's 
plan). " 

The control and certification requirements for submarines are specifically intended to 
offset these factors. The annual cost to maintain these skills is in the millions of dollars. 
These additional control requirements and the associated skills, capability and work items 
just described are not the only factors determining "nuclear capability" required for 
submarines. Additional factors reflected in submarines capacity data, over and above that 
of surface ship work, are as follows: 

First, the specific design details of components for submarine applications are more 
complex. Sea water components are rated at higher pressures, hatch design is more 
complex, ships atmosphere systems, ships battery systems, and propulsion shaft vibration 
reducers are unique to submarines. 



Secondly, The differences in design and the requirements for monitoring and 
certification of critical components result in work process differences which are reflected 
in nuclear submarine capacity data (e.g., special inspections of the mating surfaces 
between the hull and sea water valves to ensure watertight integrity at deep ocean depths). 

Thirdly, the ship design requires increased control of work and testing evaluations 
both in-dock and pierside to assure safety of the ship and personnel while work is on- 
going. Specifically, test organizations and ship safety organizations are mandated to 
control the overhaul process. 



UNIQUENESS OF PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 

ISSUE: Long Beach stated that Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is neither unique nor is its 
capability essential to the reheling overhauls of SSN 688 Class submarines. Justification 
is based on other naval shipyards developing the same capability over time. 

FINDING: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is unique in its capability to perform reheling 
overhauls of SSN 688 Class submarines both in terms of its customized reheling facilities 
and experienced workforce. The ability of other shipyards to duplicate this unique 
capability does not exist now and would likely take an extensive and costly effort to 
develop. 

DISCUSSION: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is now and will continue to be unique when it 
comes to performing SSN 688 Class submarine refbeling overhauls. Portsmouth will soon 
be the o& naval shipyard with first hand SSN 688 reheling experience i.e. 2 completed 
rehelings, by the end of 1995. Much of this experience can only be obtained by actually 
performing this critical type of work. It is the only naval shipyard that currently has 
submarine planning yard experience for a class of submarines. The Submarine 
Maintenance Engineering, Planning & Procurement (SUBMEPP) organization, which is a 
highly technical submarine engineering organization performing advance planning for 
Navy submarines, will soon physically be a part of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
establishment. 

Additionally, no other naval shipyard currently has or is planning to acquire a facility 
customized to perform SSN 688 Class submarine reheling overhauls. An additional 
unique aspect to this facility is that, by design, it can support the reheling of two SSN 
688 submarines in parallel at a lower cost than two done sequentially. The fact that other 
naval shipyards are developing a capability to rehel SSN 688 Class submarines fiom 
recycled facilities does not negate the efficiencies gained through the use of customized 
facilities at Portsmouth. 



PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD AS THE SSN688 CLASS 
CENTER OF EXCELLENCE 

ISSUE: Long Beach stated that Electric Boat is the planning yard for SSN 688 Class 
submarines. Implied is that Portsmouth could not be the SSN 688 Class Center of 
Excellence because it does not perform SSN 688 Class planning yard responsibilities. 

FINDING: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is the only shipyard Public or Private to have 
performed the full spectrum of SSN 688 Class maintenance. Portsmouth's most recent 
experience in refueling SSN 688 Class submarines combined with the fact that it is the 
only remaining public shipyard whose primary mission is to support submarine 
maintenance and modernization, serves as the basis for Navy selecting Portsmouth as its 
"Center of Excellence" for the SSN 688 Class. 

DISCUSSION: In fact, both Electric Boat and Newport News share the SSN 688 
planning yard function which principally deals with ship class modernization issues. 
Planning and execution of maintenance functions are left to individual naval shipyards. 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has the broadest and most extensive submarine maintenance 
planning and engineering experience on SSN 688s of all naval shipyards. Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard is the planning yard for the SSN 637 Class submarines and the Navy's 
Deep Submergence Systems Programs and, therefore, also has experience in 
modernization engineering and planning for another submarine class and deep diving 
submersibles. Other naval shipyards have the bulk of their experience in surface ship 
planning yard functions. 



PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD PERFORMING 
NON-NUCLEAR SURFACE SHIP WORK 

ISSUE: Long Beach stated "The assumption that nonnuclear work is (interchangeable 
between shipyards) demonstrates that the Navy's approach is flawed and requires review." 
Specifically: 

a. "It would take many years for Portsmouth NSY to establish efficient processes 
and train its personnel to perform surface ship work in a cost-effective manner." 

b. It would be "expensive andlor low quality" for Portsmouth to perform surface 
ship work. 

FINDING: The ability of nuclear submarine capable shipyards to perform nonnuclear 
surface ship work is not a difficult transition and does not translate to inefficient or 
ineffective performance. 

DISCUSSION: Personnel at Portsmouth are trained to perform far more technical work 
than that required for nonnuclear surface ships. Portsmouth has recently engaged in off- 
site surface ship tiger team work on FFG7 Class ships and is currently planning work on 
CG47 and DDG963 Classes of ships. Work performed so far has been viewed by 
Portsmouth's customers as quality work completed on schedule. The facts do not support 
Long Beach's allegations. 

NOTE: 
It is interesting that Long Beach finds it too difficult for a shipyard performing nuclear 
submarine work (Portsmouth) to perform non-nuclear surface ship work but argues that 
Long Beach, a non-nuclear surface ship shipyard, can perform more complex nuclear 
submarine work. 



PEARL HARBOR REFUELING FACILITY 

ISSUE: Long Beach stated " ... it may not be necessary to facilitize Pearl Harbor NSY to 
perform refbeling overhauls of SSN 688 submarines." 

FINDING: Providing Pearl Harbor with the facilities to perform SSN 688 Class 
submarine rehelings was not a Navy decision and can not be terminated due to the 
statutory language that fbnded the facility. 

DISCUSSION: Facilitizing Pearl Harbor NSY to perform reheling overhauls of SSN 688 
Class submarines was not a Navy initiated action. A special appropriation initiated in 
Congress mandated that moneys would be spent to enable Pearl Harbor NSY to perform 
reheling overhauls on SSN 688 Class submarines even though sufficient capacity already 
existed at other naval shipyards to include Charleston and Mare Island which were 
subsequently closed by BRAC 93. The necessity to facilitize Pearl Harbor NSY was never 
identified by Navy and due to statutory language, can not be terminated. 



SHORT TERM WORKLOAD FOR NAVAL SHIPYARDS 

ISSUE: Long Beach portrayed a short term work underload condition as a typical fbture 
shipyard workload condition. 

FINDING: The near term maintenance workload is budget driven and is not indicative of 
fbture nuclear workload requirements. This is especially the case for major SSN 688 
Class maintenance. 

DISCUSSION: All of Navy was adversely affected by budget cuts. The cancellation of 
the FY98 SSN 688 reheling overhaul directly affected Portsmouth's workload. The 
implementation of the 120 month operating cycle for later SSN 688 Class submarines 
resulted in a 30+ month delay in the start of most future SSN 688 refbeling overhauls and 
Depot Modernization Periods at all nuclear naval shipyards. NAVSEA assisted naval 
shipyards at the Fleet Scheduling Conference by developing a plan to provide additional 
smaller availabilities in this short term time frame. In FY99 and later years when the 
typical number of major availabilities is again four to six per year, all naval nuclear 
shipyards should be well workloaded into the next decade. Elimination of nuclear naval 
shipyards in the short term will result in overloaded shipyards in the long term. 



ASSESSMENT OF CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

ISSUE: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard is a critical component of the area economy 

FINDING: Loss of the Shipyard would lead to a direct decline of 6 percent in the 
employment base of the three-county Seacoast region. 

DISCUSSION: Maine and New Hampshire have suffered from significant defense 
cutbacks in recent years. Pease Air Force Base, just a few miles from the Shipyard, was 
closed in April of 1991 resulting in the loss of an estimated 7,600 jobs, $109.3 million in 
direct payroll and $35.2 million in annual purchases. Loring Air Force Base was closed in 
September 1994, eliminating 8,016 jobs, 89.6 million in direct payroll and $39.3 million in 
annual purchases. 

Other losses related to defense cutbacks include 3,500 jobs at nearby Bath Iron Works, an 
estimated 3,800 job losses to smaller defense contractors, subcontractors and military 
facilities in the region, and a reduction of 2,800 Portsmouth Naval Shipyard jobs since 
1989. These 10,000 defense jobs supported at least 6,500 indirect jobs around Maine and 
New Hampshire. Thus, Maine and New Harnpshire have lost over 32,000 jobs to defense 
cuts since 1989. An estimate of recent defense-related job losses in Maine and New 
Hampshire are as follows: 

PEASE AIR FORCE BASE 7,598 
LORING AIR FORCE BASE 8,O 16 
BATH IRON WORKS 5,845 
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD 4,676 
OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 6,100 

TOTAL 32,235 

Total employment losses in the three-county region associated with a shipyard closure are 
estimated at more than 10 percent of all jobs in the region. Similarly, 5.3 percent of total 
region income would be lost from the Seacoast economy. 
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May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable William S. Cohen 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Bill: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely, 
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May 15, 1995 

The Honorable Olympia Snowe 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony &om communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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, 



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

May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Judd Gregg 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Gregg: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been dotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

I look forward to working with you during this &cult and challenging process. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I may be of d c e .  

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

May 15, 1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Robert C. Smith 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely, 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF IRET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)  

May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Williams H. Zeliff, Jr. 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative ZeW. 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thuty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  

May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Charles F. Bass 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Bass: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Representative Baldacci: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony f?om communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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, 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
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1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable James B. Longley, Jr. 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Longley: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed 
change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on 
June 3, 1995 to hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base 
closures and realignments. The State of Maine has been allotted 60 minutes during this 
hearing to offer testimony in support of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. 

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

Sincerely. 

an J ixon v 
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Congress of the Mniteb &ate$ 
ma$#ington, a& 20515 

May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Commission Members: 

It has come to our attention that officials from Utah have 
recommended that the Ogden Defense Distribution Depot be removed 
from closure consideration, and a California location 
substituted. Specifically, one half of the San Joaquin Defense 
Distribution Depot, either Tracy or Sharpe, would be closed. 
This is an ill conceived and nonsupportable proposal. 

The decision to remove the Ogden Depot from the closure list 
must be made on its individual merits considering such things as 
mission scope, mission suitability, operational efficiencies, 
costs, and expandability. The Ogden Depot's worth must also be 
considered within the Defense Logistics Agency's (DLA1s) 
Distribution Concept of Operations and Primary Distribution 
philosophy. 

We fully support DLA1s Distribution Concept of Operations. 
The concept requires a containerization operation to be 
collocated with a major distribution facility to support all 
service customers. The containerization operation is a sea 
container loading operation which serves vessels delivering large 
cargo. These distribution facilities must be located near both 
East Coast and West Coast ports. The primary distribution sites 
(PDSs) must have sufficient capacity and the ability to suroe to 
meet mobilization requirements (particularly to simultaneously 
support two major regional conflicts) which is dictated by DoD1s 
contingency planning requirements. 

Within DoD, there are only two complexes that meet these 
essential requirements. They are located at the Susquehanna 
Defense Distribution Depot, in Pennsylvania, and the San Joaquin 
Depot, in California. Both San Joaquin and Susquehanna are 
comprised of two major DoD facilities that have been combined and 
managed with extensive synergy. The criteria for selection of 
these complexes to be the PDSs was the large amount of storage 
and output capacities and capabilities, the proximity to 
customers, vendors, transportation hubs and major ports of 
embarkation for contingency support. Additionally, they are 
located in areas where massive amounts of containers and 
container chassis and other handling equipment exists. 



The DLA Concept of Operations was reviewed by DoD personnel 
and determined to be sound and reasonable to support warfighting 
readiness. Based on decisions made regarding the military value 
of these facilities, the proposal to trade the Ogden Depot for a 
facility in California is unthinkable and not justified. As 
previously mentioned, Ogden Depot's survival cannot be, in any 
way, related to the importance of the San ~oaquin Depot as a 
major and integral part of America's combat readiness. 
Supporting these conclusions is an April 1995 GAO Report to the 
Congress and to the Chairman of the BRAC Commission in which the 
GAO states, Ifwe found activities for closure and realignment were 
well documented and that the data used was generally accurate. 
DLA consistently followed the requirements of the applicable BRAC 
law, force structure plan, DLA1s concepts of operations, DoD 
selection criteria, and OSD policy guidance to ensure that all 
activities reviewed were evaluated fairly and equitably.ll 

Another important and realistic consideration is the 
socioeconomic impact of closing installations. In this regard, 
the commission should consider that the current unemployment rate 
for San Joaquin County, California, where the San Joaquin Depot 
is located is 13.5% (February 1995); and Stanislaus County, where 
a large concentration of San Joaquin Depot employees reside is 
16.6% (February 1995). The unemployment rate for the 
Metropolitan Statistical Area of ~gden/Salt Lake City, Utah is 
3.3%. 

The evidence is overwhelming in support of retaining the San 
Joaquin Depot as a viable part of the overall DoDts warfighting 
support infrastructure and we encourage you to ensure its 
survival. 

Sincerely, 

? 

Gary A. Condit, M.C. \ ?&/?LCQ Richard W. Pambo, PA M.C. 

4 j lwwL&kc  ianne Feinstein, U.S.S. 



Pete Stark, M.C. 



[Ad 

B i l l  B a k e r ,  M.C. 

Dana Rohr-, M.C. 

04m&Ji%; - 
can Hunter, K C .  



May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon and Commission Members: 

It has come to our attention that officials from Utah have 
recommended that the Ogden Defense Distribution Depot be removed 
from closure consideration, and a California location 
substituted. Specifically, one half of the San Joaquin Defense 
Distribution Depot, either Tracy or Sharpe, would be closed. 
This is an ill conceived and nonsupportable proposal. 

The decision to remove the Ogden Depot from the closure list 
must be made on its individual merits considering such things as 
mission scope, mission suitability, operational efficiencies, 
costs, and expandability. The Ogden Depot's worth must also be 
considered within the Defense Logistics Agency's (DLAts) 
Distribution Concept of Operations and Primary Distribution 
philosophy. 

We fully support DLAts Distribution Concept of Operations. 
The concept requires a containerization operation to be 
collocated with a major distribution facility to support all 
service customers. The containerization operation is a sea 
container loading operation which serves vessels delivering large 
cargo. These distribution facilities must be located near both 
East Coast and West Coast ports. The primary distribution sites 
(PDSs) must have sufficient capacity and the ability t~ surgz to 
meet mobilization requirements (particularly to simultaneously 
support two major regional conflicts) which is dictated by DoD1s 
contingency planning requirements. 

Within DoD, there are only two complexes that meet these 
essential requirements. They are located at the Susquehanna 
Defense Distribution Depot, in Pennsylvania, and the San Joaquin 
Depot, in California. Both San Joaquin and Susquehanna are 
comprised of two major DoD facilities that have been combined and 
managed with extensive synergy. The criteria for selection of 
these complexes to be the PDSs was the large amount of storage 
and output capacities and capabilities, the proximity to 
customers, vendors, transportation hubs and major ports of 
embarkation for contingency support. Additionally, they are 
located in areas where massive amounts of containers and 
container chassis and other handling equipment exists. 



The DLA Concept of Operations was reviewed by DoD personnel 
and determined to be sound and reasonable to support warfighting 
readiness. Based on decisions made regarding the military value 
of these facilities, the proposal to trade the Ogden Depot for a 
facility in California is unthinkable and not justified. As 
previously mentioned, Ogden Depot's survival cannot be, in any 
way, related to the importance of the San Joaquin Depot as a 
major and integral part of America's combat readiness. 
Supporting these conclusions is an April 1995 GAO Report to the 
Congress and to the Chairman of the BRAC Commission in which the 
GAO states, "we found activities for closure and realignment were 
well documented and that the data used was generally accurate. 
DLA consistently followed the requirements of the applicable BRAC 
law, force structure plan, DLA's concepts of Operations, DoD 
selection criteria, and OSD policy guidance to ensure that all 
activities reviewed were evaluated fairly and equitably." 

Another important and realistic consideration is the 
socioeconomic impact of closing installations. In this regard, 
the commission should consider that the current unemployment rate 
for San Joaquin County, California, where the San Joaquin Depot 
is located is 13.5% (February 1995); and Stanislaus County, where 
a large concentration of San Joaquin Depot employees reside is 
16.6% (February 1995). The unemployment rate for the 
Metropolitan Statistical Area of ~gden/Salt Lake City, Utah is 
3.3%. 

The evidence is overwhelming in support of retaining the San 
Joaquin Depot as a viable part of the overall DoD's warfighting 
support infrastructure and we encourage you to ensure its 
survival. 

Sincerely, 

6. -- 
Gary A. Condit, M.C. \ Richard W. P O ,  M.C. 

L)&vL&kc ianne Feinstein, U.S.S. 



Pete  Stark, M.C. 
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G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
9. L E E  KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  IRET) 
MG i O S U E  ROBLES, JR., USA (RE?) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gary Condit 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Condit: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for M e r  
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 
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May 16, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN r RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Richard W. Pombo 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Pombo: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
, . 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 r?.'~? l2 - 3 :,- ,- 1. - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
w?xm w ~ ~ ~ : . - - ; ~ s A s ~ ~ - / o R  / 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCACOX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA tRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional hty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F, ::a 3 ?:,.A .-.Lja -G< 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
>$ ;: =f, r ~ ~ d l q  -Id&/ 

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA tRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDIC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 1 0, 1 995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F-~~=,~ -1 f-y -? +' C, T d c i L b '  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Frank Riggs 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Riggs: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five militaq installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for b h e r  
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
P b 3 r z ' 7 i  n+-;- - 

703-696-0504 w h  r----CT:.J-A%%~t&Mql -- 
A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  rRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Representative Doolittle: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and weIcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thxty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pj:;-> 6;:;: :3 ! L : j :  ,h,y-I 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 .a? .% .. .- - ..,- - . *- -- - a t "k .*"i .,..a 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 1 6, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Stark 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Stark: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 1 0, 1 995, to 
add an additional thrrty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for m h e r  
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

I look forward to working with you during this d8icult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 qci--- :3 4: . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
*I :T%?c~-i::. - q~,'b~@:/@& / 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Thomas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Thomas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fiuther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the tist for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

& . . . 4 ' . . . . l & ~ ~  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,-*,- -. +-~-.i 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA IRET)  
WENDl LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Elton Gallegly 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Gallegly: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional --five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALiGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 re- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . -  -* . 1 ' .  
- ..2+i2jj+:/cza/ - * - 2 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF t RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Carlos Moorhead 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Moorhead: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ... <*&g..$ f,;; 3: 1:. . -; : -.. . -. , ,- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN tRET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Matthew G. Martinez 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Martinez: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional hty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 

Alan J. =on m 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALlGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 'w::'; -..';! v '.I.- ".": .'.. . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - . 3 f .%~ ,-.:-x,-.~., . . .  . - -  qj .psq- /~~ / 
703-696-0504 

A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. a. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

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

The Honorable Randy 'l)uken Cunningham 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Cunningham: 

Thank you for your letter expressiig your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fhther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

-3: -  -.,. .:- .. -- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 i- .- * . 

703-696-0504 
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t r .  

' DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
5. LEE KLING 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET)  
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable David Dreier 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Dreier: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fUrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 >:; I::. . . ' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -.,+.;yr-:,-' L9.1-- - & i f l y / ~ ~ /  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA IRET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bill Baker 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Baker: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certaidy understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 

an J. uon E 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 F!?,~c? :y'-+: A - 
703-696-0504 ,,.I.-? -. -.- . - 

ALAN J. D I X O ~ ;  CHAIRMAN" 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA I RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Andrea Seastrand 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Seastrand: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distniution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five rnilitaq installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for f i e r  
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 .. - * . .  . - . . . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ..;*:;a? <-,, -- . . - ,-. - - *..fl:/'lQ/ 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, U S A F  (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RETI 
MG 2 O S U E  ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Dana Rohrabacher 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Ro hrabac her: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thuty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fiuther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ..::.: 13,: ,. .;-:" ~ - 5  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 - - : - :-. - ,r :,--5 -9JZlJBm/d4 / 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Wally Herger 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Herger: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thuty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 



T H E  D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ,.,.-- _ - , . - . 

p."-b , -: .. ..kt , L : : - ~ T  
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 w k n  rern~- .~ . :~~d?f l !dt+?~/  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ken Calvert 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Calvert: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distniution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fiuther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 _ - .- - - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
, , : -7. .  - :zt < &&iIp7!##/ 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher Cox 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Cox: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for hrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, r Alan J. ixon 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Edward R. Royce 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Royce: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for M e r  
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Duncan Hunter 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Hunter: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for fUrther 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 

Alan J. ixon s 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -r- - - - * , . - 
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703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Howard P. "Buckn McKeon 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 25 

Dear Representative McKeon: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thirty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for mher 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 = L > ~ L - ,  t '3 ' 

I -- 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jay Kim 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Kim: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thuty-five milimy installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 

Alan J. ixon J 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET S U I T E  1425 - --,-. 3 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 . - ~ @ x ' m ~ / o k '  ,.".*, 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Representative Matsui: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San 
Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted during a public hearing on May 10, 1995, to 
add an additional thuty-five military installations to the Secretary of Defense's list for further 
consideration during the base closure process. DDJC was not added to the list for closure or 
realignment. 

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, 

Alan J ixon k 
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KENCALVERT 
4L, [kdrme*. CILWAN~L 

COMMllTEE ON RESOURCES 
CHAIRMAN 

JUBCOMMlll€E O N  ENEROV 
AN0 MINERAL RE60URCES 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
SUBCONMmEES. 

SFACE AN6 MRONAUTICS 

IELHNC)LOGY. VCE-L)IAIRMAN 

C O M M I T T E E  ON AGRICULTURE 

MIBCOMll lnEE! 

LXPARTMENI ORRATIONS. 
NUTRnmN. AN0 FOREIGN 

AGRICULTURE 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

1034 LONaWORrH HWW &rtc~ OBULDINC. 
WABWNQTON. DC 20616-0643 

12021 22C1986 

May 9, 1995 

Kcbecca Cox 
Co~nnli~sioner 1: k y j s ~ ~ & - ~ \  

Base Kcalignment and Closure Com~nissioti v 

' ". s q r r n s  
1700 Nor-th Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA.  22209 

Deal- Commissioner Cox, 

I am writing to obtain 3 clarification of the cul-sent legal opinion of the 
RRAC Counsel regarding stalils of the "March Opportunity" in the BRAC 
pn)c;ess. 

o It is 111y cmderstanding Lhal the option of redirecting CJSMC helo f o t ~ c s  
from El l'oro and Tustin to March Ak'R (instead of to Miramar) docs 
not have to bc affirrnativcly added to DRAC's list at the May 10 
hearing. 

o 1 fill-thcr i~nclerstand that Miramar does not l~ave to he added (as do 
bases losing 300 or more persont~el) lo  the BRAC list because the 
USMC helo forccs under discussion are not presently assigx~ed to 
Milaamar -- thus under BRAC's definition it is not losing them. 

o Finally, it is niy understallding that while BRAC is 1101 compelled lo 
vote on  lie March Oppol-tunity, i t  ruay do so at its iinal dcli berations in 
June i f  i t  f els that tlte evidcnce presented warrants the action. In ot1lc.r 
words, is it coi-rect that a lack of action regarding 
Mc?rch/Mirr~m:~r/Ma~-ine kelos at the May 10 hcaring in no way 
forecloses later affirmative action by BRAC 95 prior to July 1, 1905 on 
this redirect? 

PRlNTEO ON RECYCLED PAWR 



Duc to prcssing intcrcst by thc: affect4 commrl~litics and thc pohlic in 
general in Riverside County, I would rnost apprcciatc a written coi~fiitnation 
or clarificatio~l of the abovc suuumary. I know that the Comlnissio~~ is ullder 
great time constraints, yet 1 hope thal my office could receive even a brief 
affirmative response today. Thank you t'or your time and continued attentior1 
to this matter of great i~nportnnce to my constituents and the taxpayers in 
general. 

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 18,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ken Calvert 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Congressman Calvert: 

Thank you for you letter of May 9, 1995, outlining our discussion of the community 
proposal for March Air Force Base. The March community has proposed that helicopters fiom 
the previously closed Marine Corps Air Stations, El Toro and Tustin, be relocated to March Air 
Force Base, rather than the destinations recornrnended by the previous 199 1 and 1993 Base 
Closure Commissions. 

As we discussed, and as you have indicated in your letter, there was no legal requirement 
for the Commission to address March Air Force Base or the March Community's proposal at its 
May 10, 1995, hearing. The purpose of that hearing was to identifjr bases that the Commission 
would like to cpnsider for closure or realignment as proposed changes to the list of bases 
recommended by the Secretary of Defense. In addition, the Commission identified bases that the 
Secretary of Defense has recommended for realignment that the Commission would like to 
consider for possible closure or to increase the extent of the realignment. 

While I do not know how the Commission may ultimately resolve the March Air Force 
Base community proposal, there is no legal impediment to prevent the Commission from 
considering the proposal during our final deliberation hearings. Moreover, as you point out in 
your letter, the Secretary of Defense has recommended a change to the previous Commission 
recommendations with respect to El Toro and Tustin helicopter forces. As a result, the 
Commission will discuss and consider the relocation of Tustin and El Toro helicopter forces 
during its final deliberations. 

Please feel free to contact me in the h r e  if you have any hrther questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 

MRC 
ECTS#950509- 1 1R1 
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TMNJPOU~ATI~(~ Eun,grem of thr Bnittd States 
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CAPITOI OEFYIF. 

WA9HINQTON. DC 
T30 CANNON H.0.B. 

WASWINGTON. DC 20616 
12021 ?2&3772 

FA%: 1202) 225-1314 

UI:TMil uFFh'€S: 

PINE BLUFF 
100 EAYT BIH AVENUE 

SUIT[ 2521 
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HOT SPRINGS 
100 R s s ~ h v r  
S u m  201 

HOT SC~OWJ.  AR 71941 
150 11 623-5800 
(800) 541-8385 

EL OORADO 
101 SOVTU JACGON 

Commissioner Rebeccca Cox VIA FACSIMILE SUITE iD1 
EL DMI\LW. AR 71730 

~efense Base Closure & 7 0 3 / G 9 6 - 0 5 5 0  1 5 0 ~ )  062 02% 

~ealignment Commission 
1700 Norrh Moore street, Suite 1425 
A r l i n g t o ~ i ,  VA 22209  

Dear Rebecca : 

Commissioners Robles and Stee le  w : i l l  he visiting ~ e d  
River A r m y  Depot in Texarkana on Monday, May S5tr.h. 

I would like to meet with you in my office this week to 
discuss the Red River situation. 

When you g e t  a chance, please give me a c a l l  at 2 0 2 / 2 2 5 -  
3772  to d i scus s  this further. I look forward to hearing from 
you. 

, ~ a y  Dickey 

PRINTED ON RECVLED PAPER 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable Jay Dickey 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

~ear'~epresentative Dickey: 

I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close Red River Army Depot. I certainly understand your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. Unfortunately, my schedule did 
not permit me to join Commissioner Robles and Commissioner Steele on their recent visit to Red 
River. I will try to visit Red River Army Depot in the coming weeks. 

Of course, at any time during the process you are welcome to meet with the 
Commissioners or Commission staff to present new infamation on Red River Army Depot. All 
information presented to the Commission receives the same carefbl review and analysis. In 
addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in ~ z h i n ~ t o n ,  DC on June 12-13 at which 
Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the Comrnission. 

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

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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SENATOR 
PATRICK JOHNSTON 

COM h l l T T E E B  
APPROPRIATIONS 

C H A I H  

C.ONSTITLITIOIJAL 
AMENI>UShlTi. 

IP ISURANCE 

L O C A L  COVRRtrlMFTNT 

EIATURAL R E S O U R C E S  
(I WILDLIFE 

TRAIJSPDRTATlOt i  

FIFTH SENATORIAL DISTRICT 
SERVING SACRAMElrlTO A N 0  SAN .JOAQlJIN COUNTIES 

N a n  Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Coi~lnlissioi~ 
1700 North Moore Street., Suite 1425 
Arlingtwn, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixvn and Commission Members: 

It is our understanding that on May 10 the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
Comtllission (BRAC) will be reviewi~lg the current list of bases reco~lllnended for closure. 

Because of our concern that the San Joaquin Defense Distribution Depot (Tracy and 
Sharpe) may be considered on the BRAC's revised list, we want to make the case for 
keeping these two depots in operation and increasing their use to obtain greater efficiency as 
suggested by the Defense Logstics Agency. 

We believe the Tracy and Sharpe Defense Depots are among the best distribution facil- 
ities available to ineet today's U.S. military needs and operations because: 

1 .  Production efficiency at the military supply depots in San Joaquin County are 
superior when compared with other depots around the country. 

2. The containerization operation at the depots provides for the availability of signifi- 
cant amounts of contai~lers as well as container chassis to meet the lllobilizatiotl 
needs of all service customers. 

3. The general location of the Tracy and Shmpe Depots on the west coast and more 
sl~ecifically near major interstate freeways and the Port of Stockton increase their 
proximity to military customers. 



4.  The corn bined capacities of both Tracy and Sharpe Depots for equipment storage 
makes this "two-for-one" operation cu~iquely able to meet currelit and future 
expansion requirements. 

For all of the reasons cited above, we believe the Tracy and Sharpe Defense Depots can 
continue to make a significant contribution to our notion's defense needs ntld should relllaill 
in operation as recommended by the Defense Logistics Agency. 

The depots are strongly supported by our community. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/ Mayor, City of Lathrop 

/ Chair. SE ~ o a r d  of Supervisors 

San Joaquin County Supervisor 

~ s s e r n b l ~ r n q  1 7th District 

Mayor, City of ~ a n t e c a  ( \ 
&+w 

Mayor, City of Tracy 

San Joaqu ouilty Supervisor 1 
S a p d q u i n  Collllty Supervisor 



San $oaquin County Supervisor 

C_ 
~Gsident, chamber 

c E II , &-eater Stockton ~ & b e r  

Prcs. L C E O ,  S J  B u s .  C o u n c i l  

t 

Depot 

,,:I . .. - * '  
I . ' / . .  I L b : . L L  

~ e p ' ? e s e n t a t  i v e ,  T r a c y  Chd~sber.  
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May 4,1995 

COMMITTEES. 
APPROPRIATIONS 

CHAIR 

CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENTS 

INSURANCE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
& WILDLIFE 

SEN; ;* - .. TRANSPORTATION 

SENATOR 
PATRICK JOHNSTON 

FIFTH SENATORIAL DISTRICT 
SERVING SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN COUNTIES 

Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
BRAC Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon and Commission Members: 

It is our understanding that on May 10 the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC) will be reviewing the current list of bases recommended for closure. 

Because of our concern that the San Joaquin Defense Distribution Depot (Tracy and 
Sharpe) may be considered on the BRAC7s revised list, we want to make the case for 
keeping these two depots in operation and increasing their use to obtain greater efficiency as 
suggested by the Defense Logistics Agency. 

We believe the Tracy and Sharpe Defense Depots are among the best distribution facil- 
ities available to meet today's U.S. military needs and operations because: 

1. Production efficiency at the military supply depots in San Joaquin County are 
superior when compared with other depots around the country. 

2. The containerization operation at the depots provides for the availability of signifi- 
cant amounts of containers as well as container chassis to meet the mobilization 
needs of all service customers. 

3. The general location of the Tracy and Sharpe Depots on the west coast and more 
specifically near major interstate freeways and the Port of Stockton increase their 
proximity to military customers. 



4. The combined capacities of both Tracy and Sharpe Depots for equipment storage 
makes this "two-for-one" operation uniquely able to meet current and future 
expansion requirements. 

For all of the reasons cited above, we believe the Tracy and Sharpe Defense Depots can 
continue to make a significant contribution to our nation's defense needs and should remain 
in operation as recommended by the Defense Logistics Agency. 

The depots are strongly supported by our community. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/ - -  Mayor, City of Lathrop 

~ s s e m b l y r n ~  17th District 

Mayor, City of ~ a n t e c a '  (1  
Mayor, City of Tracy / 

San ~oaqul&Count~ Supenisor 

San Joaquin County Supervisor 



San ,Joaquin County Supervisor President, La op Chamber c 
@&/n,* 

c E 0 , greater Stockton ~ & b e r  

&"kL 
P r e s .  & CEO,  SJ  Bus .  C o u n c i l  

L 

~ e p + e s e n t a t i v e ,  T r a c y  C h a m b e r  







THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F W ~  :$-F $6 i3.y T.'J,~&T 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

wm rwF3ye,-r6i-/ 'Pf 
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) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STLELE 

The Honorable Patrick Johnston 
F i  Senatorial District, California 
31 East Channel Street 
Room 440 
Stockton, California 98762 

Dear Senator Johnston: 

Thank you for your letter and petition expressing support for the Defense Distriiution 
Depot San Joaquin (DDJC). I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission did not idenw DDJC at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. 

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, 
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WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 2, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Northern Virginia contains many military tenants that lease commercial office space to 
perform their missions. The 1993 BRAC process directed that certain Department of the Navy 
functions in the National Capitol Region move to government-owned space. However, in its 
final report, the Commission indicated that there may be instances where leased space remains a 
better option. 

It appears that remaining in leased facilities may be the only viable, near-term option for 
two Navy Department activities -- the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and 
Logistics (USMC), and the US Marine Corps Systems Command. The former was scheduled to 
move to the Pentagon while the latter is to move into new facilities in Quantico. The on-gong 
Pentagon renovation project precludes the timely move of the Deputy Chief of Staff and the 
request for construction funds to build the new Systems Command facility has just been 
submitted. A move within the BRAC 93 guidelines would require going to temporary space, 
increase moving costs and decrease the efficiency of these commands. 

For these reasons, we request that during your May hearings on adding facilities to the 
DOD list, that you add the Clarendon Square activities to the existing DOD proposals and 
consider removing them from the directed move to government owned space. A briefing 
package on Clarendon Square has been included for your review. Precedent for this request has 
already been set by the Department of the Navy by their 1995 recommendation to leave the 
Office of Naval Research in its current leased space in Ballston. 

Allowing the Department of the Navy flexibility to move these commands when or if it is 
efficient and economical is in the best interests of the country. 

Charles S. Robb 

James P. Moran 



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 17, 1995 

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

The Honorable John Warner 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear John: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider changing the 1993 
Commission recommendation to relocate several Department of the Navy functions from 
leased space to government-owned space, including the Marine Corps Systems Command 
and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations & Logistics (USMC). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You can be assured that the Commission will keep your comments in mind during 
our review and analysis process. I appreciate your contacting the Commission expressing 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and look forward to working 
with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 G~~--~ra - ' 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 14:- ,,* , -  - - - - x - * g l , / y R /  
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 Charles S. Robb 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chuck: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider changing the 1993 
Commission recommendation to relocate several Department of the Navy functions from 
leased space to government-owned space, including the Marine Corps Systems Command 
and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations & Logistics (USMC). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You can be assured that the Commission will keep your comments in mind during 
our review and analysis process. I appreciate your contacting the Commission expressing 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and look forward to working 
with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 FlQz~a 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 17, 1995 

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

The Honorable James P. Moran 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Moran: 

Thank you for your letter urging the Commission to consider changing the 1993 
Commission recommendation to relocate several Department of the Navy functions from 
leased space to government-owned space, including the Marine Corps Systems Command 
and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations & Logistics (USMC). I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You can be asswed that the Commission will keep your comments in mind during 
our review and analysis process. I appreciate your contacting the Commission expressing 
your interest in the base closure and realignment process and look forward to working 
with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 
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Bnired Staterr Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 9, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to urge you not ro overturn the recommendatior~ of previous Rase 
Closure and Realignmenr Comnlissions regsrding the Army Research Lab in Adelphi, 
Maryland. 

As you know, the 1991 BRAC Commission recommended moving rhe Electronics 
Technologies and Devices Laboratory (now the Physical Sciences Directorare, U.S. A r m y  
Research Lab), to Adelphi M land. We understand that in reviewing rhe proposed 
realignments to Fort Monrnout , New Jersey the Comnlissivn has been asked to 
reexamine this decision. 

"K 
This move and the facility at Adelphi to be built ro house the mission were the 

sub'ect of several reviews subsequent to the BRAC 91 decision. The De m e n r  of f' De ense Inspector General, the Federal Commission on Conversion and E onsolidation of 
Laboratories and the Defense Science Board have each studied this issue. The Secretary 
of Defense and the Army used rhese studies ro decide to continue the project. 

We do not believe that it is in rhe best inrerest of [he Army, the Deparunenr of 
Defense or the U.S. taxpayer to further delay this projecr or to undo the 
accomplishments of the past four years to implement the BRAC 91 decisions. We ask 
you to carefully review the srudies that have been conducted on this issue and to d o w  
the consolidation at Adelphi TO proceed. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A. Mikul skr. ' 
LTnited States Senator United States Senator 



United $tam Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

We write to urge vou not to overturn the recommendations of ~revious Base 
Closure and kteaiignmen( C ~ r n i ~ ~ i : ; i f i  rcgzdhg the .kry Research Lab in Ad elphi. 
Maryland. 

As you know, the 1991 BRAC Commission recommended moving the Electronics 
Technologies and Detices Laboratory (now the Physical Sciences Directorate, U.S. Army 
Research Lab), to Adelphi Maryland. We understand that m reviewing the proposed 
realignments to Fort Monrnouth, New Jersey the Co~nmission has been asked to 
reexamine this decision. 

0 This move and the facility at Adelphi to be built to house the mission were the 
sub'ect of several reviews subsequent to the BiWC $1 decision. The Department of 
De f' ense Inspector General, the Federa! C o d s s ~  on Conversion and Consolidation of 
Laboratories and the Defense Science Board have each studied tfis issue. The Secretary 
of Defense and the Army used these studies to decide to conti~lue the project. 

We do not believe rhat it is in the best interest of the the Department of 
Defense or the U.S. taxpayer to further delay this project or ro undo the 
accomplishments of the past four years to implement the BRAC 91 decisions. We ask 
you to carefully review the studies that have been cogducted on this issue and to allow 
the consolidation at Adelphi to proceed. 

----- e!5- United States Senator p~g~-- P a d  Unjtecl S. States Sar anes Senator 

May 9, 1.995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cormnissian 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 15,1995 

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

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Barbara: 

Thank you for your letter urging that the Commission maintain its 1991 
recommendation to move the Electronics Technologies and Devices Laboratory to 
Adelphi, Maryland. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome y o u  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. 

I appreciate your contacting the Commission expressing your interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and look forward to working with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 
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JIM CHAPMAN 
FIRST DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

May 5, 1995 

Lt. Col. Bob Miller, Analyst 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Lt. Col. Miller: 

Please find attached several charts that discuss realigning the Barstow 
Marine Corps Logistics Base as an alternative to the Defense Department's 
closure recommendations. If you judge that this proposal makes sense, I would 
suggest that its inclusion in the options available to the Commission may 
assist the Commission to maintain greater flexibility at this juncture of the 
BRAC process. 

This proposal has the significant advantage of being based on a sound 
logical foundation: If the Army is going to close all but one vehicle 
maintenance depot to support 10 divisions, how can the Marine Corps justify 
keeping two depots to support three divisions? The proposal has the added 
advantage of reducing excess capacity and duplication while achieving 
interservicing. Finally, this proposal would spread the BRAC impact more 
evenly across each of the services than does the Defense Department's 
recommendation. 

I appreciate the difficulty of the task before the Commission and the 
critical role played by the Commission staff. I hope that this proposal is 
helpful. With warm regards, I am n 

Enclosure 
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COMMITTEE 
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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 

VA, HUD, AND INDEPENDENT 
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a 
a: Duplica te Capabilities Exists 

1 at Both Marine Corps Depots 

"The Marine Corps will endeavor to singlesite 
workloads when it makes sense to do so. The Marine 
Corps maintenance philosophy of multi-commodihr 

-4 

support on both coasts to support east and west coast 
Marine Corps units places restrictions on wholesale 
single siting of workloads. rr.k 

;I 
ciJ 

'Source: Defense Depot Maintenance Council, Business Plan FY95-99, 30 Jan 95 





D 
3 
3 
'I. 

V )  

E i  
3 



Advantages 

Reduces excess capacity 
Reduces duplication 
Achieves interservicing 
Provides a more equitable interservice BRAC closure 
burden 
Preserves Marine Corps 8 Army readiness 



Barsto w 
Workload Realignment 

Corn bat Vehicles 
Red River Anniston Remarks 

MI  

MLRS 

Light Armored Vehicles 

Tactical Vehicles 

Construction Equipment 

Missiles 

Hawk Ground Support Equipment 

Interserviced to 
Anniston 

Marine Corps 
Capability 
Required 

Transfer back to 
Barstow from 
Letterkenny , 



"Add" Marine Corps Logistics Base - Barstow for 
realignment consideration 

Request DOD evaluate realignment of Barstow 

Transfer workload to Red River and Anniston 
in lieu of closing Red River 

Realign Hawk Ground Support Equipment from 
Letterkenny to Barstow 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
- . ... 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Jim Chapman 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2051 5 

Dear Representative Chapman: 

Thank you for forwarding a proposal to Lt. Col. Miller of the Commission staffwhich 
proposes to realign the Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California. 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 Deftme Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 
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DtPARTMENt OF n l E  ARMY 
OF~ICC OF THE cnlar ar L H W U ~  LMWYN 

1- ARMY PEWTAOON 
WASHINaTON DC 20310-lW 

May 8. 1995 

Honorable Howell Heflin 
United States Senate 
Washmgton, D. C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Heflin: 

This replies to your April 13, 1995, letter to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, concerning the cost of building a new Chemical 
Defense Training Facility (CDTF) and dismantle the current CDTF. 

During Commissioner Davis' visit to Fort McClellan, he received 
conflicting mformation regarding the cost to build a new CDTF. One figure 
bncfed was $70 rnilllon. This estimate included $1.7 million for permits and 
documentation, $28 million for buildings and facilities, and $40 million for 
an incinerator. This estimate is significantly higher than U. S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command's and the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation 
Management's estimate used by the Army Basing Study. However, during the 
visit wrap-up session the Fort McClellan leadership informed Commissioner 
Davis that the $70 million figure briefed was incorrect. 

The Army's best estimate of the cost to build the CDTF at Fort Leonard 
Wood is the $30 million figure used in the COBRA analysis. This cost includes 
the incinerator. When the CDTF was built at Fort McClellan, the incinerator was 
included in the overall $14.2 million original construction cost. Approximately 
$4 million of t h s  was attributed to the waste treatment system with incinerator. 

In its application to the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
Fort Leonard Wood included a worst case cost estimate of $43 million to build a 
CDTF. This included the $30 million identified in the COBRA analysis closing 
Fort McClellan and an additional $1 3 million to meet more stringent require- 
~nents if the incinerator had to be upgraded to a hazardous waste incinerator. 
When the permit application was submitted, Fort Leonard Wood was unsure of 
DNR's requirements for hazardous waste mitigation. However, DNR has since 
formally stated that no liazardous waste permit is required. Therefore, the $30 
million estimate remains the best and most accurate available. 



Disposition of the CDTF along with all other facilities will be determined 
during the implementation and execution phases. Commissioner Davis received 
a briefing that the cost to dismantle the CDTF would be between $40 and $50 
million. The Army has not defmitively determined the cost of dismantling the 
CDTF; however, i t  is expected that the majority of costs will be related to 
environmental issues which are not included in COBRA analyses. The 1993 
Base Realignment and Closure estimate for dismantling the CDTF, inflated to 
Fiscal Year 1996 dollars, is $10 million. 

1 I trust this information will be of assistance. 

I Sincerely, 

George T. Greiling 
Lieutenant Colonel, U. S. Army 
Chief, Special Actions Branch 
Congressional Lnquuy Division 
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BOB GRAHAM 
FLORIDA 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0903 

p:.141a:(2.) p:.1.,..+,., h . ! , ~  .. . -c 
May 9, 1995 b. , -+rL> h9.C fii;,> ~&!hi&f 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing concerning a matter of great importance to us, the State of 
Florida, and the United States Air Force. 

We have carefully studied the Air Force recommendations for the realignment 
of Eglin Air Force Base's Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE), Real- 
time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP), and Air Force 
Electronic Warfare Environment Simulator (AFEWES) published on February 
28, 1995 as part of the Defense Department's base closure and realignment list. 
We are very concerned that the Air Force's recommendations serve to 
undermine congressional direction to the Defense Department by 
circumventing the intent of Congress as expressed in the 1995 National 
Defense Authorization Act. The National Defense Authorization Act clearly 
directed the Department of Defense (DOD) to deliver an Electronic Combat 
(EC) Master Plan to Congress before making any changes to the current EC 
Test and Evaluation infrastructure. The Department of Defense has not yet 
delivered the EC Master Plan, however, it is proposing that the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission (BRAC) approve realignments in EC 
infrastructure that are likely to inexorably alter the manner in which EC 
testing is performed in the future. 

We acknowledge the prerogative that the BRAC Commission has with respect 
to making decisions related to our military's infrastructure which could have 
broader policy implications. However, a carefully conceived and thorough 
analysis by DOD in drafting an EC Master Plan would be in our country's 
best interest. 



We strongly urge you to reject the Air Force's proposal for EC realignments. 
This will allow Congress time to carefully review DOD's EC Master Plan 
before any changes are made which could seriously affect this Nation's war 
fighting capability. 

d & : ^ 7 t ( u -  Bob Graham Connie k"- Mack 
United States Senator United States Senator 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

I - .  - - 

May 12,1995 

The Honorable Joe Scarborough 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Scarborough: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendations to 
realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL and to disestablish the REDCAP f d t y  in Buffalo, NY and the 
Air Force Electronic Warfare Simulator in Fort Worth, TX. I appreciate your concern for the 
future of the Air Force's Electronic Combat capabilities. 

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 i n f o d o n  
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 
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May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Connie Mack 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Connie: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendations to 
realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL and to disestablish the REDCAP f d t y  in Buffdo, NY and the 
Air Force Electronic Warfare Simulator in Fort Worth, TX. I appreciate your concern for the 
future of the Air Force's Electronic Combat capabilities. 

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 i n f o d o n  
you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 
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May 12, 1995 

The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Bob: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Secretary of Defense's recommendations to 
realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL and to disestablish the REDCAP facility in Buffalo, NY and the 
Air Force Electronic Warfare Simulator in Fort Worth, TX. I appreciate your concern for the 
future of the Air Force's Electronic Combat capabilities. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
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FRANK D. LUCAS 
6TH DISTRICT, OKLAHOMA 

2206 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 205153606 

(202) 2255565 

COMMITEES: 
AGRICULTURE 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

Ongmess of the Wnittd j5tstee 
houee o f  Repreeentatiuee 

Washington, BE 2051 5-5606 

CHIEF OF STAFF: ALLEN B. WRIGHT 

May 9, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

215 DEAN A. McGEE AVENUE 
ROOM 109 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102-3422 
14051 231-5511 

FEDERAL BUILDING 
P.O. BOX 3612 

ENID. OK 73701 
14051 23S9224 

1007 MAIN STREET 
WOODWARD, OK 73802 

14051 2-5752 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Throughout the Air Force analysis and 1995 BRAC process the factual 
statistics of Vance AFB have stood strong. In review of the Vance 
AFB data. your analysis should conclude that Vance is clearly an 
"add list" candidate. 

VANCE AFB STATISTICS, ENID, OKLAHOMA 

- Larger airspace than other UPT bases (8,000 square miles). 
- Most cost-effective UPT base (81K savings per student). 
- Base is expandable with acquired 170 acres of land. 
- Ability to double its current student load without construction. 
- High military value ranking in Joint Cross Service Group 

& Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. 
- Superb quality of life and community support in Enid. Oklahoma. 
- Overwhelming economic impact to Enid & rural areas. 

Since neither the Air Force nor the BRAC staff analysis concluded 
Vance should be closed, adding Vance to the list would appear to be 
done only to placate another state's delegation. 

Thank you for your continued dedication as a member of the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission. Please feel free to call if I can 
be of assistance or answer any questions throughout the BRAC process. 

f 

Member of Congress 

FDL/cr 

cc: Mike Cooper, Mayor of Enid 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F , .., .,, ,, .::? fWw 

< > - .h ...* .A,. 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 , - - .. .. ..--- - *-&/ 

703-696-0504 J , - - 2 -  

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELS 

The Honorable Frank Lucas 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Lucas: 

Thank you for your letter expressing support for Vance Air Force Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified Vance AFB as a base to be considered as 
a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Dallas, Texas on June 10, 1995 to 
hear testimony fiom communities that would be afEected by potential base closures and 
realignments. The State of Oklahoma has been allotted 120 minutes during this hearing to offer 
testimony in support of Vance and T i e r  AFBs. 

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, 
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GERRY E. STUDDS 
TENTH DISTRICT. MASSACHUSET~S 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

SURCOMMI~TEE ON FI~HER~S. 
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SU~COMMJTTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS. 
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WASHINGTON 
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NEW ENGLAND CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS 
CO.CHAIRMAN May 9, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington, MA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to  submit information prepared by the "Save the Base" Committee 
wi th regard t o  NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts. 

This information responds to  a May 5, 1995 letter from Charles P. Nemfakos 
regarding demographic data used by the Base Structure Evaluation Committee and 
Base Structure Analysis Team in its review of the Reserve Air Station category o f  
Navy activities. As you will note, we have serious concerns wi th the measures 
used to  develop scenarios for recommending the closure o f  NAS South Weymouth. 

1 respectfully request that  the Commission give this information its full 
consideration and again request that the Commission consider alternatives t o  the 
closure of NAS South Weymouth. 

As always, I appreciate your attention to  this matter. 

With kind regards. 

Enclosures 

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 
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May 8, 1995 

To: BRAC-95 

Subj: CONCERNS FOR BRAC PRIOR TO ADDS BRIEF - MAY 10, 1995 

Ref: (a) BSAT Ltr LT-0706-F14, BSATJLH dtd 5 May 1995 to Hon. Alan J, 
Dixon, Chairman BRAC-95 

(b) DOD Analysis 
(c) DON Analysis, VOL. IV 
(d) Certified Data Calls for NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH M A  and NAS 

ATLANTA GA for BRAC-93 and BRAC-95 
(e) COMNAVRESFORINST 100 1.5 
(f) RFPB Report for 1995 

Encl : (1) MANNING COMPARISON CHARTS 
(2) DEMOGRAPHICS 
(3) ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS 
(4) SUMMARY 

1, A review of reference (a) raises major concerns regarding measures used to develop 
scenarios for recommending the closure of NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH MA and significant 
deviations from the process as outlined in references (b) and (c). 

2. Specifically, paragraph 2 of reference (a) states that "aggregate unit pa~icipation figures 
for 1993 were used'b a 'swogate measure of demographics . . . to determine that all 
reserve air stations had sufficient demographic resources to adequately man their reserve 
programs." Unit participation figures are irrelevant to the issue of available recruiting pools 
because they are a measure of drill attendance by assig~led personnel. They are not a measure 
of either how many personnel are assigned to all available billets, or how many personnel are 
qualified and available to fill all assigned billets in each unit. For example, a unit may have 
an authorized manning of fifty (SO) billets. If only twenty-five (25) people are assigned to 
this unit, and all twenty-five (25) people complete all assigned drills, the unit participation is 
100 %; however, the unit manning level is onIy 50%; and this unit is not, nor can it be, 
mobilization qualified at acceptable levels. 

3. A more appropriate measure of demographics can be obtained by reviewing reference (d); 
or reviewing the Reserve Unit Assignment Documents (RUADS) for each of the units 
assigned to a given Reserve Air Station over the past three (3) to five (5 )  years, and applying 
the standards set forth in Chapter 2 of reference (e). Enclosures (1) and (2) illustrate the real 
demographic picture as derived from certified data per reference (d) and the U.S. Census 
Bureau. Additional demographics inforination could have been obtained had the standards 
Commander, Naval Reserve Recruiting Command uses for the development of demographic 
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data for recruiting purposes been utilized by the BSEC and BSAT i n  structuring their data 
calls. 

4. Reference (e) specifies priorities in assigning available Naval Reservist to reserve units. 
The mere fact that commissioned units are undermanned, while augmenting/ sustaining units 
are overmanned does not warrant the conclusion that there are sufficient numbers of qualified 
personnel to fill billets in the higher priority commissioned units. On the contrary, it is 
indicative of a scarcity of qualified reservists to fill critical vacant billets, 

5. In paragraph 3 of reference (a) Mr. Nemfakos indicates that MARRESFOR and 
COMNAVAJRESFOR indicated that "no demographic issues would prevent successful 
impiementation of a scenario." However, in paragraph 4, we note "Only two cases, both 
involving the movement of Marine Corps Reservists to MCAS New River, North Carolina 
and Mayport, Florida, were found to be affected by insufficient recruiting demographics." 
Yet, each scenario calls for MCAS New River to be a gaining command for Marine Corps 
Reserve Commissioned units. Enclosure (3) amplifies. 

6. The inherent contradiction in all of this is how logically anyone can conclude that an 
activity that historically has demonstrated an inability to man its commissioned units at 
acceptable mobilization levels can be construed to be "demographically rich." Additionally, 
how can an analysis be conducted that looks at irrelevant statistics and ignores actual unit 
manning, census bureau information, and recruiting demographics that should have been 
obtained from COMNAVRESCRUITCOR. Additionally, if "at no time did we compare the 
demographics of the losing air station with that of the gaining air station," how can logical 
conclusions as to the demographically rich or poor environments of each respective station be 
drawn? 

7. One can only conclude from the contradictions in reference (a) itself, and in comparison 
with the analytical procedures outlined in  references (b) and (c) relative to NAS SOUTH 
WEYMOUTH MA, NAS ATLANTA GA, and NAS BRUNSWICK ME, that these analyses 
are seriously flawed and substantially deviate from the criteria set forth in PL 101-510 and 
10 USC, Sect. 2687. Enclosure (4) summarizes some of the more glaring problems and 
proposes additional alternatives to be reviewed in conjunction with the scenarios at enclosure 
(3). 
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RESERVE UNIT MANNING COMPARISON 

I. NAS ATLANTA HAS SHOWN A HISTORICAL LNABIWTY TO MAN COMMISSIONED 
UMTS. 

NAS ATLANTA-BRAC 93 

2 A REVIEW OF DATA CAUS FOR BRAG93 AND BRAG95 CONTINUES TO 
ltLUSTRATE SHORTFALLS IN ENLISTED AMATION RAIES. 

VR-46 

VA-2n5 

3. EVEN THOUGH AUGMENTING AND SUSTANfNG UNITS APPEAR TO BE 
OVE- IN THE ENLISTED RATES, ONE CAN KEASONABLE CONCLUDE 
THAT THESE PERSONNEL DO NOT MEET KEQUIKED QUALIFICATIONS FOR 
ASSIGNMENT TO THE COMMISSIONED UNITS D E P I O  ABOVE. 

- PERSONNEL ASSIGNMENTS ARE DICI'ATED BY UNIT PRIORITY. 

95.0966i89.496 

91.1 %/88.8% 

- QUAWFED PERSONNEL MUST BE ASSIGNED TO COMMISSIONED UNITS 
FLRST. VACANT BILLET IN THESE UNITS LNDICATE THERE IS A PAUCITY OF 
QUAlLLmED ENLISTED AVIATION PERSONNEL 

- SIMUARLY, VACANCIES ZN OF'FICER BILLETS INDICATE A SHORTAGE OF 
OFFICERS MEETING DESIGNATOR AND NOBC REQUIREMENTS. 

VR-46 

VA-;I05 

- ADDITIONAL FIJXlBILI'TY ALIX)WED BY WAS SUB!iXKWlON IN PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNMENT HAS NOT REMEDIATED THESE PERSONNEL SHORTFALLS. 

100.0%/62.9% 

IOO.O%m.O% 

3. OPERATIONAL READINESS FOR COMMlSSlONED AMATION UNITS IS COML'KLSED 
OF 

- ADEQUATE QUALlFfED PERSONNEL TO FLY THE PLANES 
- ADEQUATE PERSONNEL TO MAINTAIN AND REPAIR THE PLANES 
- ADEQUATE ADDITION& SUPPOKT PERSONNEL 
- ADEQUATE OPERATIONAL EQULPMENT TO ACCOMPLISH MlSSION 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F':--- . - Tt f , .LdT  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
. ~ O S O P - Z ~ R /  

ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

May 15,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROELES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Gerry E. Studds 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear R e p r d v e  Studds: 

Thank you for your letters of May 8 and May 9 concerning the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close Naval Air Station South Weymouth. I certainly understand your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified NAS Atlanta at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. NAS Atlanta, like NAS South Weymouth, is categorized by 
the Navy as a Naval Reserve Air Station. 

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 
recommendations affecting Naval Air Reserve Stations. 

I Iook forward to working with you through this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact m e  whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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The Hanorable Alan J. Dfxan , , :. 
1/ 

f .  Chairmm, Defenue Base CLooure 
and Realignment Commioeion 

1700 N o r t h  Moore Btraet, Suite 1435 
Arlington, vA 22209 

D e a r  Chairman DLxon: 

Thin l a t t e r  follows up on my t ea t imny before the Cornmiasion 
on March 1, and reegonda to your letter to me of March 24, 
concerning the grogosrd realignment of Grazzd  Forks AFB through 
inactivation of the 321st Missile Gxoug, and interagency review 
o f  associated treaty issues. 

As you. will recall, our reeommenda ti on concerning Grand 
Forks w e e  made eubjact to a possible determination by the 
Becretary r a l a t h g  to Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD)  option^. 
8gecifically, we recommended that Qrand Porka AFB be realigned 
and the 321st M i a n i l e  Group inactivated, "unleaa the Secretary of 
~afenare determinaa that the need t o  retain [BMD] options 
effectively precludes this action.'' That, in turn, has been the 
focus of a legal review of treaty iasueo by zegresentatives of 
the ~e~artrnen; of Dafenea (including the office of th* Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of S t a f f ) ,  the Department of Sta te ,  the LWEI Control 
and Dioannament Agency, and the National Security Council staff. 

I am pleased to repore t h a t  the intaracencv review hae been 
completed and that the contingency hae been favorably resolved. 
There wifl ba no dete,mination by the Secretary that would 
require rerention.of the miasilc gmup at Gzand Forks. 
Realignment of Mfnot ArFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile 
Group is no longer a necaseary alternative. Consequently, our  
recommendation, aa transmitted on February 2 8 ,  remains that Grand 
Forka AFB be realigned and the 321st Misaile Group inactivated. 

I t m a t  t h a t  this will enable the Commiaaion to proceed with 
the formulation of i t s  recommendation to the President. 

Sincerely yours, 

R-Y 5% 
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MAX BAUCUS 
MONTANA 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 10-2602 

May 9, 1995 

Mr. Charlie Smith 
Staff ~ i r e c t o r  
Defense Ease and Realignment 
Commission 

1700 North Moore Street ,  #I425 
Arlington, V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear Charlie: 

I appreciate your quick response and telephone call. I 
understand the Commissioners' concerns. Thanks for the update on 
their position. 

After we talked, I again read Secretary Deutch's letter to 
Chairman Dixon. Although I understand the Commissioners' 
concerns, I am puzzled by their conclusion that Secretary 
Deutch's posicion may not represent the Government's position. 
AS you can see in the section that I have outlined on the 
attached copy of the Deputy Secretary's letter, he is forwarding 
t o  chairman Dixon the results of t h e  interagency review of the 
issue. The review included the D e p a r t m t x t  of Defense, Department 
of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the 
National Security Council Staff. It appears to me that this was 
a co~nprehensive review and f a i r l y  represents the Government's 
posit ion. 

I hope that you will be able to bring this important 
information to the Commissioners' attention so that their 
concerns will be adequately addressed. 

Again, thank you for your assistance in keeping the 
Commissioners informed. 

With best personal regards, I am 

MSB/avg 
Enclosure 
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May 9 ,  1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Cloaure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Buite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to urge the Commission on Base Closure and 
~ e a l i g m e n t  (BwCommissionm) to maintain the 1993 Commission's 
decision to move the Defense Personnel support Center ("DPSCt') 
from its present location to the site of the Navy l via ti on Supply 
offiae (vwABOme) compound in Northeast Philadelphia. DPSC performs 
the critical task of buying and moving food, clothing, medical 
supplies and other support products for the military services. 
Thus, DPSC plays a critical role in military readiness. It also 
has played an important role in restoring credibility to military 
procurement, putting to rest the images of gold plated toilet 
seats, hammers and ash trays. It is also important that the 
Commission give certainty to past Commission orders, rather than 
exposing the Defense Department to a revolving door o f  
inconsistent decisions. 

It is vital that we keep the DPSC workforce together, and 
the best way to do that is to maintain it in Philadelphia. The 
men and women at DPSC have developed an impressive record. Just 
this month, DPSC w o n  t w o  important awards for their commitment to 
excellence in public administration and efficiency. They won the 
National Performance Review's Golden Hammer award for the 
Department of Defense. The Public Employee Roundtable cited DPSC 
as its feileral winner for efficiency. DPSC is a l so  a finalist 
for an award from the Harvard University Kennedy School of 
Government for innovations in government in conjunction with the 
Ford Foundation. 

DPSC won this recognition because of their commitment to 
efficiency, cost-savings and innovation. The numbers speak for 
themselves. 

DPSC has significantly reduced the time for delivery of 
products. Clothing is now delivered in 72 hours, when it 
used to take 40 days. 
~eaical supplies are delivered in 24 hours, when it used to 
take 30 days. DPSC can now get medical emergency supplies 
to an operating room in six hours, as it did following the 
air crash at Pope Air Force Base in North Carolina. 
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The overhead cost to DPBC customers has been reduced by 
22 %. 
DPSC now uses "best value aontracting"--which evaluates 
prospeative contractors based on cost and other criteria 
measuring performance, instead of merely looking at the 
lowest bidder--in $1.4 billion out of its $3.5 billion in 
purchasing. 
DP$Cfs use of sophisticated "electronic data interchange" 
has revolutionized its delivery capacity. It is the only 
governmental entity which matches and sometimes exoeeds 
Fortune 560 private companies i n  "sales accornpli~hed.~ 

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that the decision of the 
1993 ~ommiseion to maintain DPSC in Philadelphia should take 
effeat. This would keep this workforce together, anQ continue 
the progress they are making to improve military readiness as 
well as save significant dollars in military purchasing. 

Further, the Commission should give certainty to prior 
Commission decisions. The Commission should resist proposals 
from other regions to break up DPSC's activities. 

The Commission can build on the success of DPSCts imposing 
track record by merging other purchasing activities with DPSC in 
Philadelphia. Additional savings could be achieved if the 
Defense Industrial Supply Center were kept intact in 
Philadelphia. DIBC manages 34.5 % of all Defense ~agistics 
Agency (81DLAm) hardware items used on one or multiple weapons 
systems and processes 40 % of all military customer requisitions 
forwarded to the four DLA hardware inventory control points. 
These important activities could be consolidated under one base 
operating support structure. This alternative would enhance 
military readiness, better utilize a valued workforce, and 
achieve significant cost savings. 

Based on these consideration, we strongly urge the 
Commission to follow the decision made by the 1993 BRAC to keep 
the DPsC workforce intact and in Philadelphia. We thank you for 
your consideration of the  omm mission's past precedent with regard 
to DPSC. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congres Member of congress 

Member of congress 



May 9, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and ~ealignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to urge the Commission on Base Closure and 
Realignment (~mCommission~~) to maintain the 1993 Commissionfs 
decision to move the Defense Personnel Support Center ("DPSCW) 
from its present location to the site of the Navy Aviation Supply 
office (@@ASOW) compound in Northeast Philadelphia. DPSC performs 
the critical task of buying and moving food, clothing, medical 
supplies and other support products for the military services. 
Thus, DPSC plays a critical role in military readiness. It also 
has played an important role in restoring credibility to military 
procurement, putting to rest the images of gold plated toilet 
seats, hammers and ash trays, It is also important that the 
Commission give certainty to past Commission orders, rather than 
exposing the Defense Department to a revolving door of 
inconsistent decisions. 

It is vital that we keep the DPSC workforce together, and 
the best way to do that is to maintain it in Philadelphia. The 
men and women at DPSC have developed an impressive record. Just 
this month, DPSC won two important awards for their commitment to 
excellence in public administration and efficiency, They won the 
National Performance Reviewfs Golden Hammer award for the 
Department of Defense, The Public Employee Roundtable cited DPSC 
as its federal winner for efficiency. DPSC is also a finalist 
for an award from the Harvard University Kennedy School of 
Government for innovations in government in conjunction with the 
Ford Foundation. 

DPSC won this recognition because of their commitment to 
efficiency, cost-savings and innovation. The numbers speak for 
themselves. 

DPSC has significantly reduced the time for delivery of 
products. Clothing is now delivered in 72 hours, when it 
used to take 40 days, 
Medical supplies are delivered in 24 hours, when it used to 
take 30 days. DPSC can now get medical emergency supplies 
to an operating room in six hours, as it did following the 
air crash at Pope Air Force Base in North ~arolina. 
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The overhead cost to DPSC customers has been reduced by 
22 %. 
DPSC now uses gBbest value contractingBB--which evaluates 
prospective contractors based on cost and other criteria 
measuring performance, instead of merely looking at the 
lowest bidder--in $1.4 billion out of its $3.5 billion in 
purchasing. 
DP8Cfs use of sophisticated lBelectronic data interchangeBB 
has revolutioni~ed its delivery capacity. It is the only 
governmental entity which matches and sometimes exceeds 
Fortune 500 private companies in %ales acc~mplished.~~ 

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that the decision of the 
1993 Commission to maintain DPSC in Philadelphia should take 
effect. This would keep this workforce together, and continue 
the progress they are making to improve military readiness as 
well as save significant dollars in military purchasing. 

Further, the Commission should give certainty to prior 
Commission decisions. The Commission should resist proposals 
from other regions to break up DPSCFs activities. 

The Commission can build on the success of DPSCFs imposing 
track record by merging other purchasing activities with DPSC in 
Philadelphia. Additional savings could be achieved if the 
Defense Industrial Supply Center (BBDISCBB) were kept intact in 
Philadelphia. DISC manages 34.5 % of all Defense Logistics 
Agency (BIDLABB) hardware items used on one or multiple weapons 
systems and processes 4 0  % of all military customer requisitions 
forwarded to the four DLA hardware inventory control points. 
These important activities could be consolidated under one base 
operating support structure. This alternative would enhance 
military readiness, better utilize a valued workforce, and 
achieve significant cost savings. 

Based on these consideration, we strongly urge the 
 omm mission to follow the decision made by the 1993 BRAC to keep 
the RPSC workforce intact and in Philadelphia. We thank you for 
your consideration of the Commissionfs past precedent with regard 
to DPSC. 

Sincerely, 

THOMAS Ma FOGLIETT A%* p/'-=( OBERT BOR KI 
Member of Congres \  ember of Congress 

Member of Congress 
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&zA--- 
ROBERT E. ANDREPOS 
Member of Congress 

ES C. GREENWOOD 
of Congress 
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May 16,1995 

The Honorable Thomas M. Fogiietta 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Foglietta: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for the Defense Personnel Support 
Center (DPSC), Philadelphia. 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. 

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

Sincerely, 
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WILLIAMSPOR~, PA 17701 
1717) 327-8161 

FAX (717) 327-9359 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission ;6;,$c g. ~ 3 ; ;  c b f r ~ ~  
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 -23 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 w;-cn rt33mq %-- 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Before the Commission votes to add facilities to be 
considered for realignment or closure, I must respectfully 
take this opportunity to point out the high military value and 
the exceptional efficiency of Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

Congress established the BRAC process to maximize the 
sense of fairness and impartiality which must rule the issue 
of military base closings. And in any impartial 
interpretation of the data, Tobyhanna Army Depot stands alone 
with the highest military value rating of any depot in the 
Army. Tobyhanna also had the highest military value of any 
Army depot in the 1993 BRAC. 

Tobyhanna is the newest, most cost-effective and 
modernized depot in the Army. As a result of investments 
totaling $110 million for construction, renovation, new weapon 
system support and computer information systems, more than 
half of the Tobyhanna facilities are less than five years old. 
And 86 percent of Tobyhanna's facilities are less than 15 
years old. Tobyhanna is the largest electronics facility in 
the Department of Defense, and is a 21st Century installation 
ready to meet the challenges of the 21st Century warrior. 

Tobyhanna's industrial facility is specifically engineered 
for maximum efficiency and flexibility to support the 
electronics workload. Operations critical to the electronic 
mission are consolidated under one roof - -  74 percent of all 
electronic engineering, repair, maintenance and fabrication 
are centrally located under one roof. This cohesive 
industrial layout and organization creates documented 
increases in production efficiency. 

Tobyhanna's hourly cost to do business is 13 to 30 percent 
lower than other DoD facilities performing the same workload. 
Tobyhanna has a long, well-documented history of "profits" - -  
positive Net Operating Results - -  when many depots have 
difficulty in meeting the "break-even" point. Tobyhanna's 
deliberate emphasis on one commodity - -  electronics 
equipment - -  is one key to its business performance. Other 
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factors which make Tobyhanna a top performer include a high 
emphasis on technical skills and training, a high productive 
labor yield, a high direct-to-indirect labor ratio, low 
overhead costs, andthe flexibility to reconfigure existing 
electronics activities in a centralized facility. 

There are many more positive attributes which point to 
Tobyhanna as a DoD center of excellence for years to come; 
your data surely confirms this. I understand the commission 
has asked the Army for cost estimates involving the transfer 
of Tobyhanna workloads to Letterkenny Army Depot. What I 
don't understand is why we would want to move workloads from 
the top-rated depot in the Army to the lowest-rated depot. 

As a resident of Northeastern Pennsylvania and also as a 
Member of Congress who has devoted countless hours to military 
budget issues on the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, I 
voice my strong opposit.ion to any plan which would take 
workloads away from the best depot in the Department of 
Defense - -  Tobyhanna Army Depot. 

With warm personal regarts, I am 

J M M  : j od 

M. McDade 
er of Congress 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Joseph M. McDade 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative McDade: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your support for Tobyhanna Army Depot. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identitied Tobyhanna Army Depot at that hearing 
as a base to be considered as a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Boston, Massachusetts on June 3, 
1995 to hear testimony &om communities that would be affected by potentid base closures and 
realignments. The State of Pennsylvania has been allotted 105 minutes during this hearing to 
offer testimony in support of the Tobyhanna and Letterkemy Army Depots. 

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

Sincerely, 
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STEPHEN HORN 
3 6 ~ ~  DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
129 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(2021 2256676 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
4010 WATSON PLAZA DRIVE 

SUITE 160 
LAKEWOOD, CA 90712 

(310) 425-1336 

Congress of tbe mniteb State8 
Boue'e of Bepree'entatibee' 

Warlfiington, ?lBC 205154538 

May 9, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 

COMMITTEE- 
TRANSPORTATION AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES: 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

WATER RESOURCES 
AND ENVIRONMENT 

COMMITTEE: 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 

OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMITTEE: 
CHAIRMAN: 

GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT. INFORMATION, 
AND TECHNOLOGY 

Arlington, Virginia 22209- 1903 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Mayor O'Neill and I respecthlly request that the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission add the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in Kittery, Maine, and the Pearl 
Harbor Naval Shipyard in Honolulu, Hawaii to the Department of Defense list of closure and 
realignment recommendations in order to make needed comparisons. 

Due to the apparent inconsistencies in the data, and possible substantial deviation from the 
Department of Defense force structure projections and selection criteria, we believe that to ensure 
a full and objective review and analysis of the data pertaining to Naval Shipyards, specific 
comparisons must be made. This would enable the Commission to analyze more thoroughly the 
validation of the data and determine whether the Navy recommendation conforms to force 
structure projections and selection criteria. It would also allow the Commission the only 
opportunity to consider the recommendations made by the Department of Defense Joint Cross 
Service Group. 

Your commitment to fairness and demonstrated careful deliberation are commendable and 
we look forward to working with the Commission and its staff in more hlly understanding this 
critical upcoming decision. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 

k,k&lm- 
S T E E ~ E N  HORN 
U. S . Representative 

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) 
9. LEE KLlNG 

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RFT) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Stephen Horn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Horn: 

Thank you for your letter requesting that the Commission consider adding the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard and the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard to the list of bases and facilities under 
consideration for closure or realignment. I certainly understand your strong interest in the base 
closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard at that 
hearing as a base to be considered as a proposed change. Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard was not 
added for consideration during the hearing. 

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 
recommendations aE&g naval shipyards. 

I look forward to working with you through this difiicult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me whenever you believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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COMMITTEE: 
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May 9, 1995 4NG ~ ~ C M N O L O ~ *  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Reali~nrnent Commission 
Suite 1425 

@gp?& y;;.:- . -  

1700 N. Moore Street ~krp7f r ~ ~ ~ C , ~ * .  . - 
Arlington, Virginia 22209- 1903 > 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The General Accounting OBce (GAO) recently issued a report that evaluated the 
Department of Defense P O D )  and the military services base closure recommendation procedures 
(BRAC). This report indicated that the Office of the Secretary of Defe'lse (OSD) guidance in the 
BRAC process stipulates that economic impact is to be assessed at the economic area level 
(metropolitan statistical area or county) (See Attachment A). It also reemphasizes that the 
primary evaluation criterion is military value. 

On March 15, 1995, X wrote you and specifically asked for an explanation of how DOD 
and the Navy calculated and evaluated base closure economic impact. The Department of 
Defense provided a written response signed under oath by Assistant Secretary Joshua Gotbaum 
on April 20, 1995. In this response, Assistant Secretary Gotbaum stated that in evaluating the 
cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses, "DOD considered the total potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to the percentage of 
area jobs that could be affected, in its BRAC 1995 decision processes." (See Attachment B). 

A e .he Bas ofthe G 0 rewort. it ao~ears that rhe Navv deviatedfrorn 
established OSD economic i w c t  assessment policv (At-t A1 and used  id^!& 
m u l a t i y e  econgmic impacts an- (Attachment B) as a basis to remove selected 
installations from the list of recommended closurm According to the GAO report, four 
California installations were removed by the Navy from its list of recommended closures due to 
absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses. The GAO report was esrernely 
critical of the Navy in regard to this issue. The GAO report made only three recommendations in 
regard to the Navy. One of these was that the Defense Base Closure and Realignn~ent 
Commission "examine from an equity standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of activities from closure 
and realignment consideration due to concerns over job losses." (See Attachment C). 

If the use of absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses can be considered 
a valid economic evaluation criterion as Assistant Secretary Gotbaum's letter suggests, and if four 
California Navy installations were removed from the list o f  recommended closures for this reason, 
as documented in the GAO report, there appears to be a major flaw in the Navy's evaluation 
process. 



Page 2 

The Naky submitted their economic impact data to the GAO during its evaluation process 
(.See Attachment D). Based.on the data the Navy used in its analysis, the total direct and indirect 
job change resulting from the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is over three times the 
change resulting from the closure of four California installations removed from consideration by 
the Navy. Thus, if absolute total direct and indirect job change is a valid selection criterion, then 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard should have been eliminated from consideration prior to the 

I 
removal of the other four Navy installations. If this is not a valid selection criterion, then the 
Navy's selection process is flawed. 

In terms of the cumulative total direct and indirect job change. based on the data the Navy 
used in its evaluation process, closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard would have a greater 
cumulative job change than three of the four California installations which the Navy removed fiom 
consideration. On this basis, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard should have been eliminated from 
consideration prior to the removal of three of the four California installations. Again, the Navy's 
selection process is flawed. 

In regard to the cumulative total direct and indirect job change, I would like to make one 
additional observation. On December 29, 1994, Assistant Secretary of Defense Gotbaum issued 
Policy Memorandum Three for 1995 Base Realignments and Closures'(BRAC 95). This 
memorandum contained direction for the measures of BRAC 95 economic impact (relevant 
portions of this memorandum are cited in Attachment E). This memorandum clearly states that, 
in calculating ~umulative impact, decisions of "all DoD Components fiom DoD-wide BRAC 88, 
BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds," must be considered. 

According to the 199 1 Department of the Navy Analysis and Recommendations (Volume 
IV) Report, dated March 199 1, the closure of the Long Beach Naval StatiodNaval 
HospitalMaval Housing was projected to result in the loss of 8,825 military, 299 civilian, and 56 
contractor positions (see Attachment F). However, when the Navy calculated total cumulative 
economic impact for other pending prior BRAC direct job changes in the economic area (see 
Attachment D), it only identified a loss of 4,153 military and 286 civilian positions. This is a 
discrepancy of 4,641 direct positions. I believe the reason for tfus discrepancy is because the 
Navy did not consider direct job losses which occurred in the closure process horn 1991 through 
1993. This is contrary to the policy established by Assistant Secretary Gotbaum. 

If these, plus the associated cumulative indirect job changes are added to the Long Beach 
cumulative total direct and indirect job changes, then Long Beach would probably have a greater 
cumulative job change than all four California installations which the Navy removed from 
consideration. I have asked GAO to hrther investigate this issue and report back to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Co-ssion. 

Again, our contention is that there are maior flaws in the Rrocess which the Navy used to 
recommend the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. This applies not only to the economic 
analysis as documented above, but also to the military value, capacity analysis, annual savings and 
cost of closure calculations which the Navy conducted. The Navy has &v subnt ia l ly  
deviated from DOD forcestn~cture proriections a-ed selection criteria public Law 101- 
5101. 
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In summary, it is apparent.that the Navy's recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is based upon considerations other than those directed by Public Law 101-510. This is 
borne out by the response provided under oath by Assistant Secretary of Defense Gotbaum in his 
letter of April 30, 1995 (Attachment B). 

Thank you for considering these very important issues. If you require more information or 
775-6676. have questions, please contact me directly at (202) -- 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely, 

U.S. Representative 

cc: Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner James B. Davis 
Commissioner S . Lee KIing 
Commjssioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
Commissioner Jose (Joe) Robles, Jr, 
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
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Chaprat 6 
The N1v.f~ Pr0Ctl.l Snd aecommen&~o= 
WM Soand Wlth Cmrn Economic Imp- 
and Other Fncton E3lm;aatinq Same 
Porendsl Bccommandatia~s 

In several insrances, the Navy elirrunamd dosure and realignment options 
due to the results of COBRA analysis. For e-uample, che d o m e  of ~ssqc 
Crane was dropped due to high one-rime costs and no r e m  on 
investment resulting from two alte-Mves and h g h  onedme costs reiadve 
LO the 20-year ~w for a third a l t ~ r v e .  The decision nor: to recommend 
-60 Philadelphia for closure was also p d y  due im the kgh once 
costs and long payback p e d  The decision n a c ' b  dose the mss a d v i t y  
ar NAWAC Whidbey Island was due to =c's decision that the high oneiime 
costs and limited savings did not justify the loss of openiional flexibility. 
The realignment of the naval hospital ar; Beauforc rn a mediwl clizuc was 
not pursued because the COB& analysis indiaed chat h e  resulting 
increase in CIIhMPuS toss would result in the scenari.0 never achieving a 
ROL 

Economic Impact Five activities were eknjnated from consideraion due to concezrn about 

Concerns c u m w e  job losses. The S e c r e r w  of the Nay removed four acmties in 
California from consideration because of concerns about tad cumdative 
dire& job losses in the srafe. BSEC removed PWC Guam because of concerns 
about civikm job losses t b x  wouid result &om dosure. The 
Enghecing Fidd A&viQ West ( ~ D N ) ,  San B m o ;  WAD Corona; 
Supervisors of Shipbuilding, Conve,rsion and Repair (SUP-) San 
Francisco; and the Fleec and Indum5a.I S~qpry C a t e r  ( ~ c )  Oakland were 
&binaxed from considention for dosure by the S e c r e w  of the Navy 
based on h concems &out nunulanve civilian job losses in Ca i fom iz  

The Navg's deckions on these five acrivities n i s e  several questions. Navy 
oEcials sared chax ~e Secretxy of the Navy made his decisions based on 
crurn-e civilian job losses swewide d e r  than on economic impact as 
a percmmge of an economic area's employment pog&&on om guidance 
sipdates +Lhat economic impaa is to be assessed af; the economic area 
level (metropoLitan sudstid area or comcy) and tkx prioritg 
consideradon should be given to the military value csitena However, as in 
previou~ BRAC rounds, OSD has no other guidance on how h e  services are 
to comder economic impact in their delibe-kve process. 

The nunulalive job losses in CaLiforniz are greater than the comparable 
job loss in any other m e .  However, the indniaual economic impacc of 
each of the four California m i i e s ,  as d e k e d  by OSD criteria, is less chm 
the impacrs esdmated for ocher acnvities in ocher s x e s  reconmended for 
closure. For e,9ample, the closure of N W . ~  Corona would have memt a 
total loss of 3,055 jobs, but h e  d o m e  of NAS Meridian will result in 
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ATTACHMENT B 

ASS~STANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
2DaJ DE-JL PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, OC -1-33c3d 

Hoaorablc S q b e n  Horn 
House of ReprcstnWvcs 
Waslington. IX 205 15-0538 

Dear Congressman Horn: 

On March 15, you wrote to tbe Chairman of the Base Xealig~lenc and Q o s k  
Cornmission (BRAC), -Mr. Alan Dixon, regarding k Long Beach NavaI Shipyard Your letter 
f o rw~dcd  a List of questions about thc base closure selection process a n a e  role in it of rhe 
National Association of LnstaUation Developers WAID) and thc Dtpartmcnr of Defense (DQD). 
While answers to your guesrions wen provided fur thc md (copy enclosed), I was concerned 
about some of thc accusations you have beard and wanted to respond to your letter dirutiy as 

w d .  

As you &d I have dixussed many dmts. DoD does not like closing bases. We art 
acuttly aware of and flatly rtgrct the losscS to pcopk and communities thar have supported the 
Deparrmear for dcadcs. XoncthElcss. our budget gives us no choice-ore must close bases. 

Congress, recopni7ing rhat h i s  pnxess was both essential a d  sensitive, rcquired thar. 
every closing be done on a basis that is pubbc, objcciivc and fair. Ail the dara used musc h 
signed ccrtificd, and madc available to thc public and every inrerested parry. Congress rcquircs 
thc G t o d  Accounthg Office to audit thc pnxcss and thz BRAC Comgission to review each 
rccommcn&uon. Frankly. we welcome that scrutiny--it provides iunt;er comfort that we ace 
doing thc job "by rhc book" 

These judgments art, of course, hard for cornmunitics ro aczcpc. Thcre are many who 
will-rtffcxivcly, though wrongly--claim that politics or simple error is che b& for a closurc 
recommendation. 

The closing of Long Be3ch NavaI Shipyard was recommen&d by the Navy and thc 
Secnrarj of Dcfcnse only afrer a cxtful rcqricw of the ahemaLives. While there often arc all 
sons of rumors about cIosurc decisions in many communities, 1 assure you that this 
recommendanon. too. was made entirely "by the baak-" h order to provide further protection, it 
is of course being review& by rhe B U C  Commission. 



In thc case of Lang Beach, the siruation W33 ag@avaJcd by charges in 2I.e Sun Dicgo 
Union and The Long Beah Press -Tcbgm that DoD's Office of Economic Adjusment (OEA) 
and N A l D  were involved in thc closun rccornmtndarion 

You should h o w  that these charges are just plain m u g .  Both 0- and NAID in the 
busin- of helping the communities affctti?d by BRAC deckions once ~ J L  &ciSiuns ure made, 
but r h q  play m pcur w h m e r  in rhe closure reco-N thmt lves .  Wirhin DoD, 1 
suptrvise OEA: chat officc dbcs not learn which bases have k e n  n c o m n d t d  for closm until . 
the $exerary1s public mouncemcnt. Likewise, N m  is in no way involved in the BRAC 

. . decision p m s .  

I hope this helps to clear up any misunderstanding. I wauld k happy to mtt t  with you a 
your convcniencc to discuss this siruation W e r ,  if you like. 

CC: 

The Honorabic Aian Dixon 
The Honorable B e v d y  O'Neill 



Responses to Quesff ons for the Record 
from the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Question # I :  I f  the City of Long Beach were a state, it would rank fifth - behind 
California, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Texas - in total base dosure related 
economic impad. Yet the Navy analysis indicates that m e  Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard closure would amount to only 0.3 percent of eccnarnic area 
employment This is because the Navy economic data is based on the Los 
Angeies-Long Beach PMSA mnornfc area, which has a total population of 
several million, instead of the City of Long Beach which has a population uf 
437,816. PMSA ewnomic areas are also used in determining eligibility for 
federal funding related to military installation dosures and €co&ornic 
Development Conveyances for former military property. Due to PMSA 
geographic boundades, same deserving communities are deemed to be 
ineiigible. 

Why has an arbitrary geographic criterion, rather than real worfd 
economic conditions, been established as Ihe basis to make these decisions, 
which are critical to the econamic well-being of our nation's most severely 
impacted mrnrnunities? 

Answet: First; let me say with regard to Representative Horn's concams 
expressed in his letter to Chairman Dixon that we understand that he and the 
residents of Long Beach are upset abu t  the recommended dosure of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. We don't like closing bases, but as you ~ 5 / 1  know, it is 
necessary. 

Communities he= all sods of stories about dosure decisions. Many of 
them are inaccurate. So, it is important to dear the air. The Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard recommendation, like all others, was 'by the boak' The B W C  
procass was designed to be as objective, as public, as auditable as any process 
in gavemment. 

The law requires that every Dot) recommendation must ba made in 
accordance with the force structure plan. It must be made in accordan- with a 
specific set of published criteria. AII the data must be signed, certified, and 
mada available to the public and every intersst4 pa*. Finally, the entire 
process is audited and averseen  by the General Accounting Office. 



Regarding Representative Horn's first question, Primary Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (PMSAs) were used 10 measure eanomlc effects because the 
closure of the shipyard affects cornrnunitles outside Long Beach as well. 

The DcD BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic lrnpad 
established and then mnsistently applied standard rules to assign each military 
installation in the United States to an economic area. Do0 assigned installations 
to economic areas to reflect employment and wrnmuting pttems. Far frwn 
being 'arbitrary" these assignments were made painstakingly over a period of 
many months, base-by-bas, taking Into amunt local commuting and ecanornlc 
patterns. An Independent panel of government academic, and private sedw 
economic expufis endorsed this general approach in May 1 994. 

In general. Do0 used PMSAs as the economic areas for installations 
because of the close conceptual match between the standards used by the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to define PMSAs ana the 
Department's goal for defining economic areas for BWC 95. OM0 defines 
PMSAs based on information from the US Census on commuting patterns aqd 
population density. In s a m e  circumstances, which are clearly defined in the 
Joint Cross-Service Group's standard rules, DoD assigned installations to multi- 
munty areas, rather than the PMSA defined by OMB. 

In no case did the Joint Crcss-Servica Group assign an installation to an 
eanomlc area smaller than a munty. In addition to the theoretical reasons 

. discussed above, there are practical reasons why counties are the smallest 
economic units used for BRAC 95. Counties are h e  smallest economic units for 
which uniform and authoritative national economic statistics are available from 
the Departments of Commerca and Labor. DoD analyzed economic informaUon 
at h e  aunty- and PMSA-levels to provide objective, fair, and consistent 
mmparisons of alternative realignments and Josures. 

Also, it should be noted that DoD considered the total potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to 
the perwntage of area jobs that a u l d  be affected, in its BR4C 95 decision 
processes. 

Finally, with regard to Economic Development Canveyanczs (EDC) far 
former military property, PMSAs are not used in determining eligibility. Any base 
closure community can make an EDC application. 

Questlon #2: Was the Office of Economic Adju3tment (Om) in any way 
involved in the Department of Defense and Mifitary Ser~ices processes which 
recommended base closure candidates to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission? 



Answer: No. Unfoeunately some parties have misrepresented the rule d OEA, 
OEA was not in any way involved in the process that recommended base closure 
candidates to the Commlssion. 0- plays no park whatscever in any BRAC 
closure decision. All of their work f m s f ? ~  on helping amrnunities after the fact, 
for Mich their work is justly r e q n i z d  as thoroughly prafessional. 

Questlon #3: Does OEA provide funding to the National Assdciatlon of 
Installation Developers (NA1D) either directly, or thmugh the Department of 
Labor? 

(a): Haw much funding is provided7 

Answec O W  does not provide funding to NAlD either directly or indiredy. 
Over a three-year period, the Congress directed the transfer of $225 million of 
OoD funding to the Department of Labor (DoL) in suppart of their effcrts to help 
base closure and defense indusQ dislocated workers. OaL has awarded two 
grants to NAlD for a total of $700,000. As with OEA NAlD and DoL have no role 
in the BRAC closure recommendations. 

(b): What is the purpose of this funding? 

A n s w e ~  The funds are used to help pay salaries, benefits, and operating casts 
of the organization. 

(c): Are there limitations on the use of this funding? 

Answer; Yes. The limitations on the OoUNAlD funding are governed by the 
Grant Agreement and Common Rule implementing OM0 Circular A-1 10. 

Question #4; Does Om influence the positions the NAlD takes with regard to 
base closuras and installatian reuse Issues? 

Answer: No. 

Question 85: Does O W ,  or personnel working for the agency, ever attempt to 
recommend consultants to local communities which may be affected by 
Department af Defense closure recommendations? 

Answec No. See Question 2. 



Questjon #6: Was OEA, or personnel working for the agency, ever attempted to 
recommend consultants near bases already dosed under previous decisions of 
the BRAC? 

Answer: No. The Inquirers are generally refelred to NAlD or to ather 
communities. 

Finally, let me dose by saying that it is unfortunate lhat such misleading 
and erroneous Charge3 were made about OEA and other organizations that are 
trying to help communities. 



ATTACHMENT C 

ow= 6 
m e  HaWs and BCC0uunaddom 

m e d  loss of 3,324 jobs. Yet YAS 3fcidia.n remained in the Saws 
rec3mrnendadons for donne. The c o d  losses in California b e o r e  the 
removal of the Pour acivities was e n i m d  to be 19,994 jobs, muwy a 
O.l+erc=c decrease in a m w i d e  e_m~loymen~ w h e . ~  the exhaizd 
c o d  losses for ,Mississippi are a d  be 3,249 jobs, roughly a 
0.3percerx decease in saxewide employment. 3-e the sruc law p.L 
101-510, as amend&) m s  all bases musr; be co@dced equaily, h e  
Comnission may wish to more d o s e  ~ . x m i n e  tAe Xaes  decisions 
regzmhq the c o n s i d ~ d o n  or' job lose+ in F California 

L 

Recommendations We recommend thar: che Defeme Base CIosure and ~ ~ e n c  
Commission 

expJore h e  need for a DoD componenE or some other g o v e m a c  q e n q  
to obcain che wind tunnel P d t y  a NS;VC White Oak imm the Nay in 
order to opcme it in supyort ofits mission; 
thorou~Uy e-uamine che basis for exclusions to the cos, and savingi data 
wociaced with dosure and re dig me-.^ sc=&os s;tch as w c  Louisville, 
XAWC Inchxqoiis, and NAWC iake,5urs~ in h e  r e c h i d  c e 9 ~ ~ 5  
dclcegor7, and 
e,&e, h m  an eqw scandqoin~ che Naws adus ion  of aczidies korn 
closure and realigrun~nr coaside.scion due UJ concez- over job 1 0 s -  



ATTACHMENT D I 1  

. . 
E$onomic Lmpsct Data 

I 

AciiYitY: FIsC 0- 
Ecvu~olic Area: Oaklrrpd, CA PMSA 

, 

T a d  Population ~f OaWlnd CA FMSA (D92): & l j a 2 W  i 
T o a i  Employment o f  Oddadd, CA PMSA BEA (199Zb 1.160,~37 

T o t d  Pcmood Inuomm aC O n b a d ,  CX PMSA (1% S 5232 6,6 1300 
BRAC 95 TOM Direct and Iadirat Job ChaPgc: I wo) , 
E~RAC 95 Pvmrtr i  Tucl l  Job Cbmp Over € 3 ~ u r o  Pvriod (?C o f  W 2  Totrl Rrnploymat) 

m rn EZ Z S P P m ~  
RckxahJ Jobs: 0 0 ill0 0 0 0 0 0 ( l l t3 

CIv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OW J O ~ S :  MIL o o (51 (1 01 CS) o a (24) 

Cw 0 0 (411 (174) (381 0 0 (276) 
8R.A.C 95 D M  Job Change S v  at P'1SC' W A X W N D :  

MIL 0 0 (1191 (10) (6) (3 0 0 (140) 
C W  0 0 ( A l l  (174) (28) (23) 0 0 (2761 
TOT 0 0 (1601 (184) (4) ' G8) 0 0 (416) 

hdbz Job (2,tmge: ( 2 9  
Toral IXea md lixfivx~ Jbb C ~ Q O :  (660) 

MIL o o o o o o a o o 
Cm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1,036.144 ,4vcagc Per C2piu h o m e  (1992): $24.359 

8 4 8 6 t S 8 t P s 8 9 9 U 9 l 9 1 9 a  ~ 8 5 8 4 8 1 M J B 4 9 0 9 1 P 2  
- . . . . 

kaqa~in fi-ut 11 9Pa1?93) -e is Ph q 1 9 - r ~ ~  

h$wJ- 16.759 DoUnrr: S953 
PertcPtsg~ 1 .go? P a w :  4.m 
U.S. AVemp (Zh7lgc: 1.3% U.S. Avsagc Chagw: 5.5% 

Unemplaymmt .Paus for Oakland G4 PMSA a d  the US (19W - 1993): 



Actirvity: FISC 0- 
Ecuaomic Area: OakLPnd* CX PMSA 

* 

Corndative  it^ D h c t  *ad IrrdirceC Job Chaa,e: D S ~ W  i /  
PornUr! Cnmulame TO@ Job Ovtr Churn l e M  (?A o f  19% Tobrl Em+>* (Xi7G) 

L d 

~ ~ m ~ Y M 1  
~ m p d  BILK 95 Job m a g *  in Tmwmic @tciadhg FXSC OAKLAND) 

Amy: Ma 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cl'f 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: M I L  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Oaar Pending Prior B m C  DLr- sob Chrurgcs in Economic Aru ( E x d u e P I X  O m )  

Navy: MI. (710) 0 (K78S) (498) ( 5 )  0 0 0 
C W  (711) (949) (1,488) ( l . 4 S 3  ( 5 6 4  il 0 0 

O c h e  'MIL. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CmntadVc Mncr Job Uaangr Ln Orhlnud, C.3 W A  S Q & U  -4.r- (lnduding OAKLAND) 

MSL (684) 0 (8.WT) (508) (11) 151 0 0 
Qv (693) W8) (1-529) (1.631) l(j02) Ptl 0 0 
TOT (I.3n) (948) (10.436) (2.139') , (613) (Z3) 0 0 

CuuruiaLirr; Lutlircer Job Change 
Cumui&vc T o d  DlCbCt a d  h&ecz.fob Change: 



Economic Lmpact Dam 

Activity: S Y  LONG BEACH 
Ecooomic ,*z: Los clngeies-Long Bath, CA P*MSA 

m, o f p m o a J d  BRJC-PS 4-a ar iVSY T.WG BF- 

Toui Popuhrion of  t o s  ~ngder-Long B a d .  CX PMSh (1992): 9.055.600 
Total Employment of Lo3 Angela-tong B-ch. CX P N A .  B E 1  (1992): 4,989303 
Tomi Pernoad Income of Los Angeiu-hag Bcsch. CA P W A  (1992 acmll): Sl94.053369,000 
BEUC 95 Toal Direcr md Indirect Jab C'hangcs (132 6 1) 
B U C  95 Potencid Tobl l o b  Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Tom1 Employment) (03 ah] 

loQ7 1 9 9 4 3 g Q ~ ~  
Rc!ocattd Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 (24 r)  0 0 0 0 (237) 

CN 0 0 0 125) 0 0 0 0 (7251 
Othv Jabs: AfifL. 0 0 (11 (251 0 0 0 0 (26) 

cw 0 0 0 0 0 (611 (3,480) 0 (3,541) 
BRAC 95 Dircct Job Change Summary at YSY LONG BEACH: 

M E  0 0 1 (2621 0 ' 0  0 0 (26:) 
C N  0 0 (611 (3.7051 0 ' 0  0 0 (3.766) 
TOT 0 0 (621 (3.963 0 0 0 0 (4.0291 

In-1 Job Change: ( 9 3  3) 
T o d  DirPcr md Indjrec: lob Cnange: ( 1 3 2 6  1) 

-0-  CA PMSA Profile; 

Civilian Employmenr. BLS (1993): 5,984,000 Avcage Per C q i r a  l n c~nc  (1992): S2 1,133 

Employnmnr 0.t. ' Per Caplta h t ~ c n a l  lncsrna tkta 

U.S. .4vcragc Change: 1.5% U.S. A v c q c  m e :  5.2% 

~nemploymem Rafss for Los Angelcs-long BUC\ C.A PMSA aod rhe US (1984 - 1993): 

1 Noha: Bltruau of W r  S l a k d a  employment data lot 1993. whkh h;u aMn ad)usred lr) incorpgrars rarised m a W 0 ~ ~ ~  and Igg3 
6ureau af Ih* Canna meQopolitan am8 deflnitf~m are nor fuJJy compatible with 19W - 1992 dara, 



. . 

Economic h p a d  Data 

Activity: NSY LONG BEACE 
Economic Xr-: Los Attgefes-Long Bach, CA PfvLSA 

~mr- A IIF- u CC PVSd; v 

r 

Cumulative T a d  Cirect znd Indirea Job Change: (20.002) 
PoteadPi Curnht ire  Tom1 Job Change Over CIosurc Period (% of  1993 Tot31 Employ (O.Ja/o) 

m m m  1 9 9 1 m I P 9 9 7 m w  
Other P r o p ~ e d  B U C  95 Dirrcr Job Changa in Economic .%re= (Exdudhg NSY LONG BLiC'EI) 

Army! MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: Ma 0 0 (7) (1 1) 0 0 0 0 (13) 
cw 0 o 6 1 (8) o o o o (I 11 

Xit FOR:: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
cTv o o o o o o o o o 

0 thcf. MIL 0 0 0 0 0 , o  0 0 0 
CIV 0 . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior B U C  Direcr Job Cksnge in Economic (Excfudiag NSY LONG BEACH) 

my. M I L  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MU. 1 2  (677  (234) 0 0 0 0 0 14.153'3 
CW (236) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (286) 

Air Forre: h a  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C u m S d v e  Dirm Job Clxaagc in Loj Angdu-Long &a&, CA PMSA S h Q d u I  (Inciading NSY LONG 
BEACH) 

MIL 0.142) (677) (342) (273) 0 0 0 0 (4.1?"'1 
CN (286) 0 1641 C3.713) 0 0 0 0 (6.063) 
TOT 0.4231 (677) (46) (3.986) 0 0 0 0 (8.497) 

Cumukdve lndircct Job ChY;g: (1 1.5051 
- -  * - - .  Cumdarive T a d  D-. 3x16  in^. Job m e :  (20.002) 



Econoqnic Impact Data 

Xciivity: WAD CORONA 
Economic Area: RiversidASan Bernardino, CX PMSA 

qf BRAc-95 A-u I t  W h D  CDROfrA: 
- 

/ 

Tot31 popuhtion of  RivenidPSao Bernardino, CA PMSA (1992): 2.322,iOO 
Total Employmeat o f  RivenidAan Bernardina, CA PMSA (1992): 1,032,616 

Total Pcnoasl Iacoma of RiYeciidtSan Bcrnmdino, CA PMSX (U92 acruzl): 538,047308,000 
B R i C  95 ToLzl Duect and lndircd Job Chznge-. (3.055) 
BRAC 95 Poteodd Totd Job Change Over Closun Period (% o f  1992 Tomi Empfoyment) 

I 
(02%) 1 

L 

~ 1 9 Q 7 ~ Z O O Q Z J . u & @  

R e ! o d  lobs: LMJL 0 0 0 .. 0 (3 1 0 0 0 (3 1 
CN 0 0 0 (85) (321) 0 (230) 0 (636) 

Orher Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 (1) 0 (1) 
CTV 0 0 0 0 (72 ) ( 8 3  (256) 0 (416) 

B U C  95 Dirctt Job Change Summary ar WAD CORONA: 
C 

MIL 0 0 0 0 61 , 0 (1) 0 (4) 
C W  0 0 0 (851 (294) ( 8 7  (486) 0 (1.052) 
TOT 0 0 0 (85) (2971 (87) (487) 0 (1.056) 

ladLcct Jab Change: (1,999) 
Total D i m r  and Indkat Job Change: (3,055) 

&versid&ao Bernardiuo, CA PMSA Profile; 
Employment (1993 ): 1.0X?,616 Average Per Crrpim Income (1992): 517,021 

. . . .  
0 e r n  c C I W I L ~  m l o v m c n t  (198L1093) CJhm=. in Per Canin P n ~ m l  hcome 119V-! 993 

Eaploymenr: 47.5 14 Dallan: 5503 
Pcrcentagc: 5.6% Pcrctnqe: 3 5 %  

U.S. -4vcrage Change: 15% U.S. Avenge C h g c :  5.3% 

L'ncmploymcat Rates for Riverside-San Bemardino. CA P W A  3nd the US (1984 - 1993): 

Employment Dam ' Per -pita Personel lnmme bta 

1 Nqre: Bureau at W o r  S&d&a employment d8m for 1993. Mi& has been adj(1.c;ed to inmcporate revised rnamodalagif!s and 1993 
Bureau Can- mempoilbin area definidom Vct not tully compadblo wim 1S8A - 1992 

I 



Economic Irnpad Data 
Activity: mAu C'VRONA 
Economic Aren: RivenideSan B-rdinq CA PMSA 

d 

CumPtPChrc Toblf izld Indirtcr Job -t; (UW 
P-M CumaIadv. Tow Job Ch- Over CIosarr P + M  (Y- of 1W Totni Empw (UY-) 

~ ~ ~ r s P 7 _ m ~ ~ ~  

Othv Raporcd BRAC 95 Direct Jab Chinga ia Ecanomic .&rea (Exdadhg WAD CORONA) 

Navy: MTL. 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0 
cw o o o 11 o a o o o 

~ i r  F-: m~ o o o n o o o o o 
CIV 0 0 0 0 . O  0 0 0 0 

Otha *ding M t  3-C Diract Job Chaaged is Economk Area (Edudtng FAD CORONA) 

Navy: MIL 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 
m o (131 (9 2) o o o o o (la41 

~ i r  F ~ :  MIL (1.587) ( ~ u n  a r ~ s ,  o o o o o 14,842) 
CT'J U60) GKI ( g a l  0 0 0 0 0 Cl3lS) 

Csuaoltrk: Dirtct Job C%awe in I?iversideS*o 8enurdinn. TA PMSA Shdrticd ARX Q d s d i q  Nv;t,O 
COROP(A) 

W (1.5341 CI.137) (2.218) 0 C1 0 (1) 0 (4.793) 
CIV (758) (276) (976) (853 (568) C8L) 6181 0 (3.062) 
TOT (1292) (1.413) (s.o%> (85) (571) (81) (3191 0 ('7.855) 

b - e  Iaditact Job C m  C5.786) 
C u d a i v e  T a d  DitbCt and Miner lob Change: (13.6411 



-- ---- - - - - -  - - - -  

Eco~omic . Lmpact: . Data 

Activity: WE~AVFACENGCOM 
Ecomomic Ar ts  S l s  Fmnabc~, PMSA 

W E w c z r m x E k  
1 

Tomi Pooalnrioa of S m  Frmdrq PMSA (19%): 1,625,loO 
Tad Emplopant of Saa Fmnmcbco, CA P% BC1 g992): 
 TO^ P * r s ~  Tnonm. of s m  Fmrickca PM.u (1'392 acm*0: m ~ , m  LJ1lm / 
BMC 9?i T a d  D i e  and IudirrcZ Job -age: (3w) j 
B-C p~utmtid T o t a l  Job C h q ~ e  CLw- Period (S'r a t  I992 Totid Empioymmt) . Om'/4 1 

l n d i r r c c J o 4 ~  (1 50) 
Tom 3kct and 'Ledfnzr Sub Cluragc: 0%) 

Ziocmployratct ,Ran for San Fmxkx,  CA PMSA and thc US (1 984 - !993): 

US. 7.5% 7.2% 7.P! 64% 55% 5.3% S,Swo 6.7% 7.4% 6.8?? 



Activity: WESTSAVFACENCCOM 
Economic h a :  Snn Fmn&cq CA PMSA 

C4 P W  

Cnuuhdve Total h t  md hdfmt Job W c :  (6,857) 
Pn-thl Cllmnlativc Totni .lob -ags C ) v e  Uororr Psriod o f  19)2 T o b l  Employ (D.6%) 

i- .i 

Other Propod B M C  95 Direct Job ChMga in E-anosPic A f u  (Exdudbg ~ T N A Y P A C E W C O ~  

Army: Ma. 0 .  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 

N~W:  MIL o o o n o o o o rn 
uv a 0 0 . O  0 0 u 1) u 

Other Mn 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 

0th- Feuding Prior BRAC Direct Job Cbrogw ia h a o m i c  &a ( E x ~ d i a t g ~ ~ A v P A C E I Y G C O M )  

Navy: M?L (751 8 (127) (11 80) (565) 0 0 0 (1,036) 
CIv 6 3 )  (681 - 0 ( 1 5 3  0 0 o 0 (345'1 

Air Force: M E  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CTV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CnmPkcivc r)l'mct Job CJmnp kt Saa F z m h  CA PMSA Sbtistbticnl Arm PJudiug 
WEsmAVFACENGcON) 

C ~ ~ a  Indinct Job ClhppS1: (221 4) 

Clrmulativt TotaI Dhct  and lndinxt Job Cbangc: (6.SSf) 



- a  

Economic Impact Data 

Adivil?': S ~ S H l P  SAP4 FJ3ANC'~CO 
Economic Ams: San Francbx. CA PMSA 

S A N  
< 

Totrl P o p u k i w  of Snn Fnn- CA PMSA (lP92): 1,626~00 , 
Tor4 Employment of San F ~ & c o ,  a- BEA 0992): 1J14@4 . 

TOW Remontl Income of Stn M&cQ, CA PMSA (1992 tad):  s5b%PwM 
BRAC 95 Toul D ' h c t  8ud Indim% Jab Chmngu: (11) : 

B U C  -95 P a r d  T-3 Job Cbagm Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Empbymcnt) O.O"/o ; 

~~~m~~ 
Rcbcsedlobs: M E  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

clv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Othsr Jobs: Xat 0 0 0 (7 0 0 C) 0 (7) 

CIV o o o o o a o o o 
BR4C 95 Direct Iut Cbagc Srulmznry at SUPS?DY SAB ~%QKJscO: 

MIL 0 0 0 m o o o o i7) 
Qv 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 (7 0 0 0 0 (T)  

C!vihn Ejlpla_vmca~, BLS (1993): W,914 Avcagc Per Caprahome (3 992): S3 1262 

U.S. Av- C k a x p :  I#* US. . A v c n p  chlqp: SS0A 

Uncmptoyrncnr Ram for Sun F d w ,  C4 PMSA and tbe US (1984 - IW): 

Lmd 5.3% 4.9% 49% 3.8% 3.6% 3.2% 3.5% 4.8% 6.1% 6.1% 

U.S. 7.5% 72Y0 7.0% 62% 5.5% 5.j% 55% 6.7?4 7.4% 6.8% 



- - 
-. .-- Economic Impact Data 

Activity: SUPSarP SAN FRANCXSCQ 
Ewnoroic Ares: Sun Frjncijcv, CA PMSA 

- 
C~m4aah.e T a b l  Sract =ad Xndimr Job w c :  
PrrctntisI ~uaxulw&c ~ a l w (  Jub Chrrye O v e r  Ckiurs Puiod f% of 1% Total E m p w  (9.6%) 

(6933q I 
L P Q d W ~ l s a s u m Q r n ~  

Odru PrapaKd BRAC .WDircrt Job C b u r p  tn Fmnamk Area f lxdodin~ .5ClXliTP SAN FRANCEiCO) 

W u  Pmdlng Prior BRAC Dir- Job Chtag~ in Ecaaornic .Mi @lirdadfnqrSUPSHTP SAY FRANCISCO) 

Air Farct: m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CTv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Otha: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Qv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .. 0 0 

(798) (83) (127) (1.187) (567) vl 0 0 a7691 
CTv (1..105) (54) 3 (1m CLtD) (1511 . O  0 (1 .W! 
TOT (2203) (1371 (169 (US31 (W (1581 0 0 (4.623) 



FOR 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3- DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3300 

e 9 DEC 1s"S.i 

SECRETARIES O F  THE H I L I T A Q Y  DE?ARTMENTS. 
CHAIm O F  T I E  JOINT C H E F S  OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES O F  DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEP.9RTICNT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENE% OF TKE DEPARTMENT OF DEFEN 
DIRECTOR.  OPERATIONXL TEST AM) FVALURTION 
ASSISTANTS TO TIiE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR O F  ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGENEPJT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three 

Tkis memorandum is the third in a s e r i e s  of additional 
policy guidznce implementing cbe Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment A c t  of 1990 ( P u b l i c  Law 101-510) , as mended, znd the 
Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
guidance of January 7, 1994. 

Final SelectionCriteril 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachnenc one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-510. form the basis, along with the force structure plan. 
of the base closure m d  realignment process .  These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994, memoranZum. 
DOD comgonents shall use these crireria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate aRAC 95 closure or realigiment caxiidaces. 
The criteria will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
zzd-Rzaliqnment Commission in their review of the D e p C r t q e n C  of 
~ e f  ense -f inal  recommenda~ions . 
Activities in Leased Suace 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum 

DoD Component orqanizations located in leased space are 
subjecc LO Public Lzw 101-510 Civilian personnel authorizations 
of organizations in leased space, which are parc of ar. 
organizetion located on a nearby militaq instzillation or one 
within the  same metropolitan scatistical area (MSA), shall be 
considered parc of the civilian personnel autharizacion of that 



/ M E A S U E S  OF BRAC 95 ECONOMIC IMP.4 CT 

DoD Componenrs shall measure the economic impacr on communities of BRAC 95 I 

alternatives and recommendations using (1) the total potential job change in rht economic area 
and (2) total pocenual job change as a percent of total-military and civilian--jobs in rhe economic 
area. There measures highlight the potenria1 economic impact on economic areas and d s o  Eake 
into account the size of each economic area. 

. . Qefinrnon of Fconomic 

Thc Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shalI review and approve DoD 
Component assignmenrs of each military installation to a particular cconornic ares. For 
insraIIations located in merropolitan sutisricd areas (MSAs), as defined by the Office of 
Managerncnr and Budger, the economic area is gentralIy the MSA. For installations located in 
nonn~etropoliran areas, the economic ares is generally the county in which h e  installation is 
located. In some cases. the economic 3res is defined as a multi-county. non-MSX area. The 
crireria lisied at Annes A ro rhis attachment shall be used ro guide the assignment of insdlarions 
to economic areas. These definitions of economic area take into account the area where mosr of 
the installation's employees live and most of the Labor-market impacis aGd economic adjustmenr 
will occur. (This guidar~ce uses rhe term "economic area." In earlier sk,;\c rounds, this concept 
was also referred ro as "re~ion of influence.") 

DoD Components will have the opponunity to identify, based on certified data, changes in 
the assignmenr of instaflnrions ro economic areas. Such changes will be reviewed and approved 
by [he Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

For each economic area where a BRAC 95 closure or reslignment is considered, DoD 
Components shall idenrify the rota1 porentid job change in the economic area and calculate che 
total potenrial job change percentage by dividing total potential job changes by total--military and 
civilian-jobs in the economic area. 

Tord potential job change shall be defined as the sum of direct and indirect potential job 
changcs for each BRAC 95 closure or rcslignmcnt alternative or recommendation. L -- C .- 

v Direcr job changes shall be defined as the sum of the net addirion or loss of jobs for each 
or" the foilowing categories of personnel: 

Military Personnel. Permanent authorizations for officer md enlisted personnel. 
Trainers shall be included on an annual average basis. For example, members of 
the Guard and Reservc who serve full timc (i-e.. AGRs. TARS, etc.) should be 
included. Members of the Guard and Reserve who serve part umc (during 
weekends, during two-weeks a year for acnve duty mining,  etc.) should nor be 
included. 



DoD civilian employees. Permanent authorizations for appropriated fund DoD 
civilian employees are to be included as direct jobs. Direct jobs do not include 
non- appropriated fund acrivities. which are created under indirect jobs. 

On-Base Conmctors. Contracrors chat work on the instdlation in direct suppon 
of the insrallation's key milirary missions. Thesc es~rnares should reflect an annual 
estimate on a full-time equivalency basis. 

As described in rhe secrion enatltd "Responsibiliries" below, the Milimy Departmenrs and 
the Defense Agencies will be rcsponsiblc for providing dircct job changes. Only job changes 
directly associated with base closures and realignments are to be included as direct job changes. 
Direct job changes shall not reflecr job changes that result from pianned force structure changes. 

Indirtcr job changes shdl be defined as the net addidon or loss of jobs in each affected 
economic area that could potenrially occur as a result of direct job changes. As described in the 
section enrjl1e.d "Responsibiliries8* below, [he Office of the Deputy Assistant ~ k t a r y  of Defense 
for Insiallarion~ sf1311 provide factors (multipliers) that. when rnultipljed by the direct job changes. 
will provide potential indirect job changes. 

r 

Aurhonracive sourc:s shall be used to derennine total--military and civilian--jobs in 
cconomic areas. 

M E A S U R E S  OF CUMWLATWE ECONOMIC IMPACT 

During BR.4C 95. DoD components shalI consider the cumulative economic impact on 
communities for recommended insrallarion closures and realignments as part of the economic 
impacr on communities crirerion. Cun~ulauve economic impact shall be considered only is  part of 
the economic impacr crirerion, which is one of the eight sclecrion criteria. 

Curnularive economic impacr on a cornrnuniry shall be defined in two different ways: 

First. the cumul~rive economic impact on an economic area of a DoD Cornponcnt's 
BRAC 95 recommendations, plus chc future economic impacts (i-c., economic 
impacts hat have not yet been rcdized) of decisions of all DoD Components from 

- : 1--'z~oD-wide BRAC 88, BRAC 91. and BRAC 93 rounds (hereafrcr "prior BRAC - -- 
rounds"); and 

. Second, the cumulative economic impacr on economic arcas when more than one 
DoD componenr recommends a BRAC 95 closure or realignment in that economic 
are3, plus the future economic impacts of decisions from prior BRAC rounds. 

These calculations will accounr for circumsranccs i n  which basing decisions in one BRAC 
round have k e n  changed in a subsequenr BRAC round. 



The cumulative economic impact of actions that have already taken place as a result of 
prior BRAC rounds (i-e.. have already affccred cconom'c area empioymenr) will k considercd 
under "Historic Econon.~ic Dam" discussed below. 

Cumulative Ecartomic- Tmoacr: Prior B R A C  Roun& 

DoD Components shall include in their consideration of recommendations the cumuiativc 
furure economic impacr of prior BRAC rounds. 

When BRAC 95 alternadves occur in the same economic areas that have BRAC-reiarcd 
acuons from b e  prior B RAC rounds, DoD Components shall review their recomrnendanons by 
taking into accounr the cumulative future economic impacr of prior BRXC rounds. The 
cumulative economic impacr of acrions thar have already occurred from prior BRAC rounds (i.e., 
have already affened economic area employmenr) will be considered in the "Historic Economic 
Da taw section below. 

DoD Componenrs shall consider rhe cumulauvc tsonomic impacrs of prior BRAC rounds 
that have nor yer taken place by ensuring thar the measures for economic impacr (rotal porefinal 
job change in the economic area and rotal portnrial job change as a percent of [oral--milimy and 
civilian--jobs in rhe economic m a )  include total potential job changes that have not ycr d e n  
piacc from prior BRAC rounds DoD- wide. 

Curnularive economic impacr will be considered within the overrlll contcxr of the approved 
seIecn'on criteria. Such a review shall be conducred so char the cumuiacive economic impact of 
prior BRAC rounds will be considered only as part of the economic impacr criterion, which shall 
in turn be considered as pan of the eight selecrion criteria. 

The fact thar prior BRAC rounds affect an economic area shall nor, by itself, cause a 
recomrnendacion to be changed. 

R A C  95 Reco -rive Economic Imnacr: M u l r i ~ l c  B mm.cmhUm 
- 
- -T!&-jch Cross-Scmicc Group on Economic Impact wiIl review the BRAC 95 - .  

recommendations submitted by the Stcrerarics of the Military Departments and the Dirccrors of 

? 
the Defense Agencies to the Secrcrary of Defense. During this review, rhe Joint Cross-Service 
Group shail identify economic areas witb mulriplc proposed BRAC 95 acuons. 

The Joinr Cross-Service Group on Economic Impacr shall direcr the appropriate DoD 
Components to rcview rheir recornmendarions submitted ro Ihe Secrerary of Defense when here  
are mulriple BRAC 95 recommendations in the same economic ares thar were not considered in 
the deveiopmenr of rheir recommendarions. 



DoD Components will [hen reassess their BRAC 95 recommendations by taking inro 
account the clu-nulative econonlic impact of these rnuiciple BRAC 95 recornmendaaons and by 
ensuring that the me3surcs for economic impact for the economic area (the total potential job 
change in the economic arc3 and the rota1 potenrial job change a a percenr of total--milirary and 
civilian--jobs in h e  economic area) include the cumuladve economic impact of multiple BRAC 95 
recornmcndaaons, as well as the cumulative fumre economic impacr of prior BRAC rounds. 

Such a review shall be conducted so that rhc cumulative economic impact of mulriple 
BRAC 95 recommendations will be considered as part of the economic impact criterion, which 
shall in turn be considered as part of rhe eight selection criteria. DoD Components will complete 
such reviews cxpediuously in order to facilitate compliance w i h  sratutory deadlines for BRAC 
acrions- 

. . 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments. or rnidgadng 
acrions. during [his review. Plt'rer rhe review is complete. DoD Components will repon back to 
the Joinr Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, wlth a recommendation as to whether or not 
ro chan~e  their initial recornmtndnrions. 

The exisrence of mulriple B R A C  95 recommendations in an rconamic area shall nor, by 
itself. cause a recommcnd~rion ro be changed. 

HTSTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

DoD Components shalI consider the measures described above. viewed in the context of 
historic economic data. in applying the economic impacr criterion. Historic data will, among 
orher rhings, allow for consideration of the cumulative economic impacts [hat have already 
occurred (i.e.- have already affected economic area employment) as a resulr of prior BRAC 
acrions. Because communiries' economies are so complex, it is difficult ro sepantc the cffecrs of 
prior BRAC clcrions from the effects of othcr economic factors. To address [his analytical 
difficulty, DoD Cornponenrs shall use hisroric data to consider the penenl conditions of 
comn~uniries' economics. Considering thc general conditions of communities' economies will rake 
into accounr [he cumul3rive econonlic impacts that have already occurred due to prior BRAC 
acnons, as well as the economic impact of other facrors unrelated to BEUC actions. 
- 
- - :4- 

-h-iircd--s- ,,c economic data shall be defined to include the following: - 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic ares civilian emp10,ment. absolute and percent (198.1 
co 1993). 
Economic area per capita personal income (1 984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income. absolute and percenr 
(1984 ro 1993). and 
Economic ares unemployment races (1984 to 1993). 



The Office of the Depury Assistanr Secretary of Defense for Insralladons will provide historic 
data. from authotirative sources. to rhe Milirary Depamenrs and Defense Agencies. 

ysrnlr; MWRES A N D  HISTORIC_ECONOMTC DATA 

This guidance does not esrablish threshold vaIucs for measures and historic economic data. 
Rather, DoD components will use rhc measures and hisroric economic dara for re!arive 
comparisons of the economic impacts and cumulative economic impacts of recommendations. 

Thc Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
recommendarions and preliminary candidates to ensure char they are developed in accordance wirh 
this guidance. and shall monitor implementadon of this and any additional ~uidancc on economic 
impocr [hot may bs issued. The Joint Cross-Sewice Group on Econornie lmpacr shall also carry 

our orhcr analyses requested by rhe BRAC 95 Review Group or Steering Group. 

Thc Joinr Cross- Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
Issues that the Joinr Cross-Service Group and DoD components cannot resolve will be referred to 
rhe BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

Office of the DASD (lnst,?llarions) 

The office of h e  DASD (Installations) shall provide ro the Mil imy Depanmencs and 
Defense Agencies a BRAC 95 Econonlic Impact Database roo1 that wilI contain the following: 

A lisring of DoD insrallarions 
The economic area ro which each insraIlarion has bccn assigned 

- . . -  - -F_zton (multipliers) ro csurnare potential indirect job changes 
-. . . - 2. ---" mstoric cconornic dara ro include: 

Economic arca civilian cmploymenr (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic arca civilian cmployrnent, absolute and pcnxnt 
(1984 ro 1993) 
Economic arca per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 

* Annualized change in economic arca per capita personal income, absolute and 
perccnr ( 1983 to 1992), and - Economic area unemploymcnr rarcs (1983 to 1993) 



The capability to calculare the measures for economic irnpacr and cumula~vt  
economic impacr described in this guidance based on the infomarion provided by thc 
Military Deparrmcnts and Defense Agencies 

wjlirarv D e u a m e n ~ s  3nd the Defense A~encics  

The M i l i r w  Depanmcnts and the Defense Agencics shall provide and enter into rhr DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Darabase: 

Current Base PersonneI: As discussed above on page 3, this data will reflecr projecred 
billers and positions as of the srart ofFY 1996 for Officers, Enlisted. Milirary 
Srudents. Civilians. and Contractors, net of planned force smcrurc changes. 

Job Chances b (Our): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, miiirary (in 
r r ~ i n i n g  srarus), military (nor in training sratus), and on-base contractor jobs to be 
rc!ocared and/or disesrablished under each alternative and recommendation, by 
installarion, as a result of B R A  C acrions, boch for DoD Component proposed 
BRAC 95 acnons and for actions yet to be realized (i.~., furure) from prior BRAC 
rounds. by fiscal year, from 1994 through 200 1; 

lob Changes (In): rhe number of aurhoriwrions for civiiian, milirary (in training status), 
military (riot in sracus) and on-base contncror jobs being gained under each 
alternative and recommendation. by in~rallatior~, as a resulr of BRAC acrions, both for 
ail proposed BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to bc realized (i.e., future) from 
prior B R A C  rounds. by fiscal year, from 1994 rhroush 2001. 

Because of the difficulry of obnining accurate esumates, conuacror job outs and ins may be 
ag~cgrited into a single y e w .  

DoD Componenrs will provide the projecred job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
current personnel dala ro the Office of the Depury Assisrant S c c ~ r q  of Defense for Insdlarions. 
In identifying projecred job changes associared with prior BRAC acrims, the DoD Components 
shall use plans rhar are consistent with the Prcsidenr's Fiscal Year 1995  budge^ 
- -. __. .- - - *  

- -Tiei%ilirary Dcpamcnrs and [he Defense Agencies shall coIlect information as neccssary 

? 
for the computer-based roo]. Such dam shall be collecrcd and handlcd in accorrianct with the 
Internal Conml Plan of the Joinr Cross-Service Group on Economic Lnpacr and h e  rcspcctivc 
Internal Conrrol Plans of each Military Depmmenr and the Dcfensc Agencies. 

Shonly after submining recommcndauons and preliminary candidatcs to the Secretary of 
- Defensc. the Miliwry Deparanenrs and Defense Agencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service 

Group on Economic impact compurer files from rne Economic Impac; Darabase for their 
BRAC 95 rcconimendarions and preliminary candidates. 



TAB A NAVAL STATIONS 

A. 2. b , NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH U I C :  N68311 

DESCRIPTION O F  RECOMMENDATION 

T h e  a c t i v i t i e s  loca ted  a t  Naval S ta t ion  (NAVSTA) Long Beach 
support homeparted sh ip s ,  ship repair personnel  employed a t  Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard, and var ious  support personnel .  The 
proposed closure involves t h e  re loca t ion  of 27 homeported ships, 
migration o f  t w o  t e n a n t s ,  and disposal of f a c i l i t i e s  and 
equipment. One t e n a n t  a c t i v i t y ,  Naval and Marine Readiness 
Center w i l l  remain at i ts  p resen t  loca t ion .  A number of Naval 
S t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  func t ions  and f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be turned over 
to t h e  Shipyard. These include: fire s t a t i o n ,  medical branch 
c l i n i c  ( including occupat ional  h e a l t h ) ,  dental c l i n i c ,  o f f i c e r  
and enlisted bachelor  quarters, g a l l e y ,  Navy Exchange, gymnasium, 
and associated quality of life r e l a t e d  activities. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
h o u s i n g  requirements f o r  the Long Beach Naval Shipyard are  being 
evaluated t o  determine future needs. A l l  o t h e r  commands and 
t e n a n t  a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  be d i ses tab l i shed .  

The p r i n c i p a l  r ece iv ing  sites for t h e  s h i p s  will be among NAVSTA 
San Diego, NAVSTA Pea r l  Harbor, and t h e  NAVSTA Eve re t t .  The  
sh ips  are a part of t h e  P a c i f i c  F lee t  total ship a s s e t s  over 
which CINCPACFLT w i t h  the approval of CNO maintains  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  
and d i s c r e t i o n  t a  move and homeport t o  optimize opera t ions ,  
training and support. Due t o  a reduced o u t y e a r  f o r c e  structure, 
there w i l l  no t  be an increase i n  ships and, therefore, no - . . a t  2nv r ~ c . ~ i v i n r r  In ra+. im Sh i p_c: have ---.. 
n o m i n a l l y  been reass igned to various hameports  for evalua t ion  
purposes .  Tenants from NAVSTA Long Beach will migrate t o  
NAVSHIPYARD Long Beach o r  NAVSTA Evere t t .  Tenants w i l l  start t o  
move in FY 92  and be relocated by t h e  end of F Y  97 .  A l l  
homeported ships w i l l  be r e loca ted  by t h e  end of F Y  96. 

NAVSTA Everett w i l l  be  the rece iv ing  site for DESRON NINE (17 

Major commands being  disestablished as  a r e s u l t  of closure are: 

Command p e r s o n n e l  fmil/civ) 

NAVSTA Long Beach 302/674 
COMNAVSURFGRU Long Beach 6 2 / 1 5  
SIMA Long Beach 614/0 
Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) 4 0 9  57/0 
Navy Legal Service 3 1/3 
Navy Telecommunications Center (NTCC) 32 /19  



ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES : Economic Eat& 
by measuring the decrease or increase  in 
enployment opportunities that vould result 
realigning, or- receiving loca t ions .  ~alc$omed 
by means of a computerized program d e v e l ~ ~ f o f  the 
Secretary of Defense ,  o f f i c e  of Economic I i 
Indirect impacts  were measured by the usehich 
were assigned to each base according to ton 

&riding ( tak ing  inCa account funct ion  and emplop; 
4 3 .  s .  economic areas) . The multipliers are con; 

Department of Commerce Regional ~ n p u t - ~ u t ' ~ ~  
(RIMS 1 I) . I 

f 
instal- Economic areas are defined as either theJtan 

l a t i o n  i s  l o c a t e d .  o r  i f  the county is p (  
statistical area (HSA) , then t h e  MSA is 

j t i o n  s Therefore, the economic area is where mo, 
employees l i v e  and where mast o_f the lab1 and 

economic adjustment  would occur. i 

'Base The data base f o r  numbers of current baszs 
Structure Annex Report f o r  Fiscal Year 
authorized personnel  strengths - Data f cis 
migrating in or o u t  of l o s ing  and g a i n i ~  
provided by resource sponsors- / 

P 
kesent The total d i r e c t  and indirect employmen:, and,or 

the potential W Q ~ S ~  case impacts-  In '1 con- military reuse of +he facility or site 
.-prete-e;--aerefa~ e u 
employment opportunities. 

The loss of 8,825 
positions equates to 
represents a decline of 
however, w i t h  t h e  additional 
an additional 4,800 indirect 

=over:2%~.00 p o s i t i o n s  
declineA'of 0.5%, w i t h  the 

COMMUNITY/INFRASTRUCTURE: 
eight ships  to NAVSTA San Diego will 

for  p r o j e c t s  totalling 55.8  illi ion. TheL, 
required dredging to support the deepjSTA 
s h i p s .  No c o n s t r u c t i o n  pro jec t s  are' 
Evere t t  as a result of t h i s  action. 

"ase of 
All receiving s i t e s  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  strit, 3 .  
Everett, p l a n n e d )  t o  support f l e e t  op, 
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COMMITTEE: 
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INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEES 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

WATER RESOURCES 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209- 1903 

COMMIITEE 
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 

OVERSIGHT 

SUBCOMMITTEE 
CHAIRMAN 

GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT. I N F O ~ ~ ~ A ~  i'. 

AND TECHNOLOGY 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) recently issued a report that evaluated the 
Department of Defense (DOD) and the military services base closure recommendation procedures 
(BRAC). This report indicated that the Ofice of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guidance in the 
BRAC process stipulates that economic impact is to be assessed at the economic area level 
(metropolitan statistical area or county) (See Attachment A). It also reemphasizes that the 
primary evaluation criterion is military value. 

On March 15, 1995, I wrote you and specifically asked for an explanation of how DOD 
and the Navy calculated and evaluated base closure economic impact. The Department of 
Defense provided a written response signed under oath by Assistant Secretary Joshua Gotbaum 
on April 20, 1995. In this response, Assistant Secretary Gotbaum stated that in evaluating the 
cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses, "DOD considered the total potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to the percentage of 
area jobs that could be affected, in its BRAC 1995 decision processes." (See Attachment B). 

Based on the analysis of the GAO report, it appears that the Navy deviated from 
established OSD economic impact assessment policv (Attachment A) and used absolute 
cumulative economic impacts and -job changes (Attachment B) as a basis to remove selected 
installations from the list of recommended closures. According to the GAO report, four 
California installations were removed by the Navy from its list of recommended closures due to 
absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses. The GAO report was extremely 
critical of the Navy in regard to this issue. The GAO report made only three recommendations in 
regard to the Navy. One of these was that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission "examine from an equity standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of activities from closure 
and realignment consideration due to concerns over job losses." (See Attachment C). 

If the use of absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses can be considered 
a valid economic evaluation criterion as Assistant Secretary Gotbaum's letter suggests, and if four 
California Navy installations were removed from the list of recommended closures for this reason, 
as documented in the GAO report, there appears to be a major flaw in the Navy's evaluation 
process. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Regarding Representative Horn's Rrst question, Prirnar/ Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (PMSAs) were used to measure economic effeds because the 
closure of the shipyard affects communities outside Long Beach as well. 

The Doll BRAG 95 Joint Cross-Service Grwp on Economic fmpad 
established and then consistently applied standard rules to assign each military 
installation in the United States to an economic area. Do0 assigned installations 
to economic areas to reflect employment and cornmWng pattems. Far from 
being 'arbitraw these assignments were made painstakingly over a period of 
many months, base-by-base, taking into account local commuting and economic 
patterns. An independent panel of government, academic, and private sector 
economic experts endorsed this general approach in May 1994. 

In general, Do0 used PMSAs as the economic.areas for installations 
because of the dose ~ n c e p t ~ a l  match between the standards used by the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to define PMSAs and the 
Department's goal for defining economic areas for BRAC 95. OM0 defines 
PMSAs based on information from the US Census on commuting patterns and 
population density. In some circumstances, which are dearty defined in the 
Joint Cross-Service Group's standard rules, Do0 assigned installations to mufti- 
county areas, rather than the PMSA defined by OMB. 

In no case did the Joint Cross-Service Group assign an installation to an 
economic area smaller than a county. In addition to the theoretical reasons 
discussed above, there are practical reasons why counties are the smallest 
economic units used for BRAC 95. Counties are the smallest economic units for 
which uniform and authoritative national economic statistics are available from 
the Departments of Commerce and Labor. DoD analyzed economic information 
at the county- and PMSA-leveis to provide objective, fair, and consistent 
comparisons of alternative realignments and closures. 

~ l s o ,  it should be noted that Do0 considered the total potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to 
the percentage of area jobs that could be affected, in its BFiAC 95 decision 
processes. 

Finally, with regard to Economic Development Conveyances (EDC) for 
former military property, PMSAs are not used in determining eligibility. Any base 
closure community can make an EDC application. 

Question #2: Was the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) in any way 
involved in the Department of Defense and Military Services processes which 

s recommended base closure candidates to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission? 



Answorr No. Unfwtunately some parties have misrepresented the role d O m  
OEA was not in any way involved in the process that recommended base dosure 
candidates to !he commission. O W  plays no part whatsoever in any BRAC 
closure decision. All of their work focuses on helping communities after the fad, 
for which their work is justly recognized as thoroughly professional. 

Question #3: Does OEA provide funding to the National Association of 
Installation Developers (MID) either directly, or through the Department of 
Labor? 

(a): How much funding is provided? 

Answec OEA does. not provide funding to NAlD either directly or indirectly. 
Over a threeyear period, the Congress directed the transfer of $225 million of 
Do0 funding to the Department of Labor (DoL) in support of their efforts to help 
base closure and defense industry dislocated wockers. DoL has awarded two 
grants to NAlD for a total of $700,000. As with OEA, NAlD and DoL have no role 
in the B W C  dosure recommendations. 

(b): What is tt& purpose of this funding? 

Answer: The funds are used to help pay salaries, benefits, and operating costs 
of the organization. 

(c); Are there limitations on the use of this funding? 

Answer: Yes. The limitations on h e  DoUNAlD funding are governed by the 
Grant Agreement and Common Rule implementing OMB Circular A-1 10. 

Question #4: Does OEA influence the positions the NAlD takes with regard to 
base closures and installation reuse issues? 

Answer: No. 

Question S: Does O W ,  or personnel working for the agency, ever attempt to 
recommend consultants to local communities which may be affected by 
Department of Defense closure recommendations? 

Answer= No. See Question 2. 



Question W: Has O W  or personnel working for the agency, ever attempted to 
recommend consultants near bases already closed under previous decisions of 
the ERAC? 

Answec No. The Inquirers are generally referred to NAlD or to other 
communities. 

Finally, let me dose by saying that it is unfortunate that such misleading 
and erroneous charges were made about O€A and other organizations that are 
trying to help communities. 



ATTACHMENT C 

The Navp"~ hxus and Becommendadorn 
Were So-d mt& C o s ~  Economic  imp^. 
and Other Fsctors El' ' ' g Some 
P o w d a i  & c o m m ~ o r u  

estimated loss of 3,324 jobs. Yer: NAS Me",dian remained in che Navfs 
recommendations for closuresure The total losses in CaLirornia before the 
removal of the four -ties was e s i m a z d  to be 19,994 jobs, mu@y a 
0.lpercem decrease in statewide employmenr, whez~ea~ the eschared 
total losses for Mkssxppi are esdmated to be 3,249 jobs, roughly a 
O.%percent decrease in statewide employmenr Because ihe B ~ C  law (P.L 
10L-510, as amended) states that ail bases  must be coedereti equally, the 
Commission may wish to more ciosely examine the Xavy's deckions 
 re^-g the consideration of job losses in California 

Recommendations We recommend the Da*e'1se Base Gosure and ,iealignmenc 
Commission 

e-xplore the need for a DoD componenr: or some ocher government agenq 
to obtain the wind tunnel fadlity az xswc %%ice Oak from the Xavy in 
order to operate it in suppon of its mission; 
thoroughly examine the basis for exdusions to the cosc and swings data 
associated with closure and realigxnenr: scenarios such as ~ s w c  Louisrrille 
NAWC Indianapolis, and NAWC L a k e h m  -h the technical centers 
subcategory; and 
examine, h m  an eqm mndpoint, the -?Taws ecdusion of aaivilies from 
closure and realignment considezadon due to concerns over job losses. 



ATTACHMENT D 

. - 
Fconomic Impact Data 

Activity: FXSC O A I O  
Ecuuomic Area: Oakland, CA PMSA 

Tatd Population of Oakhad. CA PMSA (1992): 3,148200 1 
Tow Employment of O a u d ,  CA PMSA, BEA (19PZ): 1,160,197 1 
T o h l  P a o u d  Incomo d Oakhad, CA PMSA (I 992 i w :  S52J26,612,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (660) , 
BRAC 95 Potentixi Tucrl Job Cbmge Ovu Qoaum Pariod (% o f  1992 Totri Employmeut) (o.lah) 1 

~ m l e e z m ~ m w e a ~  
RchatdJobs: Mn. 0 0 (1161 0 0 0 0 0 (116) 

CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Othct Jobs: MIL 0 0 (3) (10) (6) (S) 0 Q (2 41 

Qv 0 0 (41) (174) (381 (231 0 0 (276) 
BRAC 95 D;~ect Job Change Smmaty at FiSC UAKLAM;): 

MIL 0 ‘ 0 1119) (101 6 1  (5) 0 0 (140) 
CIV 0 0 (41) (1741 (38) (u) 0 0 (276) 
TOT Q 0 1160) (184) (441 (28) 0 0 (416) 

lndirtct Job Change: (z64) 
Total Dfma and Irrlirn;~ Job Chauge: (660) 

Civilian Employmeat BLS ( 1993): 1,036,164 Average Per Capira Income (1992): $24.3 5 9 

Empmear: 16,759 

p- 1.8% 
U.S. Avaage Change: 1.3% 

Douarr: 3933 
Peromage: 4.7% 
U.S. hveragc Chtugc: 5.3% 

Unemloymcnt .kites for Oakland. CA PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

1 9 8 6 l e s z ~ m - m ~ ~  

Local 6.8% . 6.3% 5.9% 5.0% 4.6% 1.2% 4.1% 5.4% 6.5% 6.6% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 62% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5?/0 6.7% 7.4Ya &8?? 
3 

- - -  

1 Note: %row of b b a  Statistics employment data kr 1,993, whim has Seen adjusted b incorpora& revised nw6radobg1es snd 1993 
6ureau d Uw Census meaopdlhn arm definitjons are not funy cornpame wrrn 1% - r uvz data 



Ecanomic Impact Data 

Activity: FISC OAKLAM) 
Economic Area: Oakland, CX PMSh 

_1 

Comnlativt Totd Lbxt md 1- Job Change: ~ 3 n )  
P0te.U Camuiativc TOW Job Chrmgs Over -am Pe* (% of 1992 Total Employ 

N%) 1 I L 

~ ~ l e e z m ~ ~ ~ ~  
0th- Praposcd BRAC 95 Direct fob Chnngec in Fmaomic Area Qxcluding 7ISC OAKWND) 

Army : MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C1Y 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MDL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
cw 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Otha: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u 0 
CTv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Eaonomic Area mxduding PlSC OAXLAND) 

Army: m 
CTv 

Nay: MIL 
C N  

Air Fomc MIL 
- CIV 

Other. m-. 
CN 

Cumuladvc Mrrcr Job -age In Orklwnd, CA PMSA &tistid Area (Including IPXsC O m )  

MIL (684) 0 (8.907') QOQ (11) (51 0 0 (IOJlj; 
CIV (693) (-8) (1,529) 1 . 1  C6021 (231 0 0 (5.426; 
TOT (1.3rr) (948) (10.436) (2.139) (613) a81 0 0 ( 15S j l>  

Cwulaliro h~dircct l o b  Change: (11.432) 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (26973 3 
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A N O  TECHNOLOGY 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209- 1903 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) recently issued a report that evaluated the 
Department of Defense (DOD) and the military services base closure recommendation procedures 
(BRAC). This report indicated that the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guidance in the 
BRAC process stipulates that economic impact is to be assessed at the economic area level 
(metropolitan statistical area or county) (See Attachment A). It also reemphasizes that the 
primary evaluation criterion is military value. 

On March 15, 1995, I wrote you and specifically asked for an explanation of how DOD 
and the Navy calculated and evaluated base closure economic impact. The Department of 
Defense provided a written response signed under oath by Assistant Secretary Joshua Gotbaum 
on April 20, 1995. In this response, Assistant Secretary Gotbaum stated that in evaluating the 
cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses, "DOD considered the total potential job 
change as an absolute number and historic economic information, in addition to the percentage of 
area jobs that could be affected, in its BRAC 1995 decision processes." (See Attachment B). 

Based on the analysis of the GAO report. it appears that the Naw deviated from 
established OSD economic impact assessment ~olicv (Attachment A) and used absolute 
c )  
installations from the list of recommended closures. According to the GAO report, four 
California installations were removed by the Navy from its list of recommended closures due to 
absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses. The GAO report was extremely 
critical of the Navy in regard to this issue. The GAO report made only three recommendations in 
regard to the Navy. One of these was that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission "examine from an equity standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of activities from closure 
and realignment consideration due to concerns over job losses." (See Attachment C). 

If the use of absolute cumulative economic impacts and direct job losses can be considered 
a valid economic evaluation criterion as Assistant Secretary Gotbaumls letter suggests, and if four 
California Navy installations were removed from the list of recommended closures for this reason, 
as documented in the GAO report, there appears to be a major flaw in the Navy's evaluation 
process. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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The Navy submitted their economic impact data to the GAO during its evaluation process 
(See Attachment D). Based on the data the Navy used in its analysis, the total direct and indirect 
job change resulting from the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is over three times the 
change resulting fi-om the closure of four California installations removed from consideration by 
the Navy. Thus, if absolute total direct and indirect job change is a valid selection criterion, then 
the Long Beach Naval Shipyard should have been eliminated from consideration prior to the 
removal of the other four Navy installations. If this is not a valid selection criterion, then the 
Navy's selection process is flawed. 

In terms of the cumulative total direct and indirect job change, based on the data the Navy 
used in its evaluation process, closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard would have a greater 
cumulative job change than three of the four California installations which the Navy removed from 
consideration. On this basis, the Long Beach Naval Shipyard should have been eliminated from 
consideration prior to the removal of three of the four California installations. Again, the Navy's 
selection process is flawed. 

In regard to the cumulative total direct and indirect job change, I would like to make one 
additional observation. On December 29, 1994, Assistant Secretary of Defense Gotbaum issued 
Policy Memorandum Three for 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95). This 
memorandum contained direction for the measures of BRAC 95 economic impact (relevant 
portions of this memorandum are cited in Attachment E). This memorandum clearly states that, 
in calculating cumulative impact, decisions of "all DoD Components from DoD-wide BRAC 88, 
BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds," must be considered. 

According to the 1991 Department of the Navy Analysis and Recommendations (Volume 
IV) Report, dated March 1991, the closure of the Long Beach Naval StatiodNaval 
HospitaVNaval Housing was projected to result in the loss of 8,825 military, 299 civilian, and 56 
contractor positions (see Attachment F). However, when the Navy calculated total cumulative 
economic impact for other pending prior BRAC direct job changes in the economic area (see 
Attachment D), it only identified a loss of 4,153 military and 286 civilian positions. This is a 
discrepancy of 4,641 direct positions. I believe the reason for this discrepancy is because the 
Navy did not consider direct job losses which occurred in the closure process from 1991 through 
1993. This is contrary to the policy established by Assistant Secretary Gotbaum. 

If these, plus the associated cumulative indirect job changes are added to the Long Beach 
cumulative total direct and indirect job changes, then Long Beach would probably have a greater 
cumulative job change than all four California installations which the Navy removed fi-om 
consideration. I have asked GAO to hrther investigate this issue and report back to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Again, our contention is that there are ma-ior flaws in the process which the Navy used to 
recommend the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. This applies not only to the economic 
analysis as documented above, but also to the military value, capacity analysis, annual savings and 
cost of closure calculations which the Navy conducted. The Naw has simply substantially 
deviated from DOD force structure pro-iections and established selection criteria [Public Law 101- 
5 101. 



Page 3 

In summary, it is apparent that the Navy's recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is based upon considerations other than those directed by Public Law 10 1-5 10. This is 
borne out by the response provided under oath by Assistant Secretary of Defense Gotbaum in his 
letter of April 20, 1995 (Attachment B). 

Thank you for considering these very important issues. If you require more information or 
have questions, please contact me directly at (202) 225-6676. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN HORN 
U. S. Representative 

cc: Commissioner A1 Cornella 
Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner James B. Davis 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner Benjamin F. Montoya 
Commissioner Jose (Joe) Robles, Jr. 
Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 



ATTACHMENT A 

Chapter 6 
The Navy's Process and Becommendations 
Were Soand, With Costs, Economic Impact, 
and Other Factors Eltminating Some 
Potential Becommendations 

In several instances, the Navy eliminated dosure and realignment options 
due to the results of COBRA analysis. For example, the closure of ~ s w c  
Crane was dropped due to high one-time costs and no return on 
investment resulting from two alternatives and high one-be costs relative 
to the 20-year NPV for a third alternative. The decision not to recommend 
ASO Philadelphia for closure was also partially due to the high one-time 
costs and long payback period The decision not to close the russ activity 
at NAWAC Whidbey Island was due to BSEC'S decision that the high one-time 
costs and limited savings did not judxfy the loss of operational flexibility. 
The realignment of the naval hospital at Beaufon to a medical clinic was 
not pursued because the COBRA analysis indicated that the resulting 
increase in CXAMPUS costs would result in the scenario never achieving a 
ROL 

Economic Impact Five activities were eliminated from consideration due to concern about 
Concerns cumulative job losses. The Secretary of the Navy removed four activities in 

California kom consideration because of concerns about total cumulative 
direct job losses in the state. BSEC removed PWC Guam because of concerns 
about civilian job losses that would result h m  that dosure. The 
Engineering Field Actbity West (WDN), San Bruno; NWAD Corona; 
Supenrisors of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair (SUPSMP) San 
Francisco; and the Fleet and Industrid Supp& Center (mc) Oakland were 
eliminated from consideration for dosure by the Secretary of the Navy 
based on his concerns about cumulative civilian job losses in California 

The Navy's decisions on these five activities raise several questions. Navy 
officiais stated that the Secretary of the Navy made his decisions based on 
cum*ve civilian job losses statewide rather than on economic impact as 
a percentage of an economic area's employment population OSD guidance 
stipulates that economic impact is to be assessed at the economic area 
level (metropoiitan sbtistical area or county) and that priority 
considemtion should be given to the military value criteria However, as in 
previous BRAC rounds, OSD has no other guidance on how the services are 
to consider economic impact in their deliberative process. 

The cumulative job losses in California are greater than the comparable 
job loss in any other state. However, the individual economic impact of 
each of the four California activities. as deked by OSD criteria, is less thm 
the impacts estimated for other activities in other states recommended for 
closure. For example, the closure of W A D  Corona wouid have meant a 
total loss of 3,055 jobs, but the dosure of NAS Meridian will result in an 



ATTACHMENT B 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DElrZNSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC -1-3300 

April 20, 1995 

Honorable Stephen Horn 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15-0538 

Dear Congressman Horn: 

On March 15, you wrote to the Chairman of rhe Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission (BRAC), -Mr. Alaa Dixon, regarding the Long Beach Naval Shi~ard.  Your letter 
forwarded a List of questions about the base closure selection process and the role in it of the 
National Association of Installation Developers (NAID) and the Depamncnt of Defense @OD). 
While answers to your questions were provided for the zccord (copy enclosed), I was concerned 
about some of the accusations you have heard and wanted to respond to your letter directly as 
well. 

As you and I have discussed many times, DoD does not likc closing bases. We arc 
mtely aware of and greatly Egret the losses to people and communities that have supported the 
Department for decadts. Noncrhtlcss, our budget gives US no choice-we must close bases. 

Congress, recognizing that this process was both   sent id and sensitive, required that 
evexy closing be done on a basis that is public, objective and fair. All the data used must be 
signed, certified, and made available to the public and every in~mstd party. Congress requires 
the General Accounting Office to audit the process and thz B U C  Commission to review each 
recommendation. Frankly, we welcome that scrutiny--it provides f&r comfort that we arc 
doing the job "by the book." 

These judgments arc, of course, hard for communities to accept. There are many who 
will--reflexively, though wrongly--claim that politics or simple error is the basis for a closure 
recommendation. 

The closing of Long Beach Naval Shipyard was recommended by the Navy and the 
Secretary of Defense only after a careful review of the alternarives. While there often arc all 
sorts of Nmors about closure decisions in many communities, I assure you that this 
recommendation. too. was made entirely "by the book." In order to provide further protection, it 
is of come being reviewed by the BRAC Commission. 



In the cape of Long Beach. the situation was aggravated by charges in Thb Smc Diego 
Union and The Long Beach Press-Telegmm that DoD's Offitc of Economic Adjusrment (OEA) 
and NAD were involved in the closure recommendation. 

You shodd know tha these charges im just plain wrong. Both OEA and NAID arc in the 
business of helping the cammunitics affected by BRAC deckions once hose decisiom are made. 
bur they p h y  no part wiratsoever in the closure r e c o m m U r n  fhemreZves. Within DoDD I 
supervise Om: that office dots not Icarn wbich bases have been recommended for dosurc until 
the secretary's public announcement. Likewise, NAID is in no way involved in the B U C  

. . decision process. 

I hope this helps to clear up any misunderstanding. I would bs happy to ~t wirh you af 
your convenience to discuss this situation Mer, if you like. 

Enclosure: 
As stated 

Joshu Gotbaum V 
CC: 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
The Honorable Beverly O'NciIl 



Responses to Questions for the Record 
from the 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

From Representative Horn; 

Question #l: If the City of Long Beach were a state, it would rank fifth - behind 
California, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Texas - in total base dosure related 
economic impad. Yet the Navy analysis indicates that the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard clasure would amallnt to only 0.3 percent of economic area 
employment This is because the Navy economic data is based on the Los 
Angeles-Cong Bea& PMSA economic area, which has a total population of 
several million, instead d the City of Long Beach which has a population 'of 
437,816. PMSA economic areas are also used in determining eligibility for 
federal funding related to military installation closures and Economic 
Development Conveyances for former military property. Due to PMSA 
geographic boundaries, some deserving communities are deemed to be 
ineligible. 

Why has an arbitrary geographic criterion, rather tkan real world 
economic conditions, been established as the basis to make these decisions, 
which are critical to the economic well-being of our nation's most severely 
impacted communities? 

Answer= First, let me say with regard to Representative Horn's concerns 
expressed in his letter to Chairman Dixon that we understand that he and the 
residents of Long Beach are upset about the recommended closure of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard. We don't like closing bases, but as you well know, it is 
necessary. 

Communities hear all sorts of stories about closure decisions. Many of 
them are inaccurate. So, it is important to clear the air. The Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard recommendation, like all others, was 'by the book' The BRAC 
process was designed to be as objective, as public, as auditable as any process 
in government. 

Tbe law requires that every Do0 recommendation must be made in 
accordance with the force structure plan. It must be made in accordance with a 
specific set of published criteria. All the data must be signed, pzrtified, and 
made available to the public and every interested party. Finally, the entire 
process is audited and overseen by the General Accounting Office. 



The capabiliry to calculare the measures for economic impact and curnularive 
economic impacr described in this guidance based on the infomarion provided by the 
Military Depmenrs  and Defense Agencies 

The M i l i r w  Depanmcnrs and the Defensc Agencics shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Darabase: 

Cuncnr Base Personnel: As discussed above on page 3, this data will rtflecr projecred 
billers and positions as of the start of FY 1996 for Officers, Enlisred, Milimy 
Srudenrs. Civilians. and Conrractors, net of planned force srrucfurc changes. 

Job Chances b (Our): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, milimy (in 
rminin: srarus), military (nor in training srarus), and on-bast connactor jobs to be 
rclccared andlor disestablished under each alternative and recommendation, by 
insral13dor1, as a result of BRAC actions, both for DoD Component proposed 
BRAC 95 acrions and for actions yer to be realized (i.e., furure) from prior BRAC 
rounds. by fiscal yesr, from 1994 through 2001; 

Job Changes (Jn): the number of aurhorizarions for civilian, military (in training status), 
military (nor in training sratus) and on-base contncror jobs being gained under each 
alrernarive and recommendation, by installation, as a result of BRAC acrions, both for 
all proposed BRAC 95 acrions and for acrions yet to bc realized (i.e., future) from 
prior B R A C  rounds. by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001. 

Because of the difficulry of obtaining accurate estimates, contracror job outs and ins may be 
aggtzated inro a single year. 

DoD Components will provide the projecfed job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
currenr pcrsonncl data ro the Office of the Depury Assistant Secretary of Defense for Insdlarions. 
In idenufying projecled job changes associared with prior BRPIC anions, the DoD Components 
shall use plans that are consisrenr wirh the Presidenr's Fiscal Year 1995 Budget 
- -. -- .- - - -  5 2  

- -'Tg2=?%ilirary Depaments and the Defense Agencies shall collect information' as necessary 
for the compurtr-based too). Such data shall be collecrcd and handicd in accordance with the 

T 

Internal Connol Plan of the Joinr Cross-Service Group on Economic hpacr  and the rcsptctivc 
Inrernal Conaoi Plans of each Military Department and the Dcftnsc Agencies. 

Shonly after submining recommcndanons and preliminary candidaas to the S e c n t w  of 
Defensc, the Military Deparrments and Defensc Agencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service 
Group on Economic lrnpacr computer files from rhe Economic Impact Database for heir 
B R A C  95 rtconimendarions and preliminary candidares. 



TAB A NAVAL STATIONS 

A.2. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPACTS 

A . 2 . b .  NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH UIC: N68311 

DESCRIPTION OF RECOMMENDATION 

The a c t i v i t i e s  l o c a t e d  a t  Naval S t a t i o n  (NAVSTA) Long Beach 
suppor t  homeported s h i p s ,  s h i p  repair personne l  employed a t  Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard, and v a r i o u s  suppor t  personne l .  The 
proposed closure involves  the r e l o c a t i o n  of 27 homeported s h i p s ,  
migra t ion  of  two t e n a n t s ,  and d i s p o s a l  of f a c i l i t i e s  and 
equipment. One t e n a n t  activity, Naval and Marine Readiness 
Center  will remain a t  its present l o c a t i o n .  A number of Naval 
S t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  f u n c t i o n s  and f a c i l i t i e s  w i l l  be t u rned  over 
t o  t h e  Shipyard. These include: f i r e  s t a t i o n ,  medical branch 
c l i n i c  ( inc lud ing  occupa t iona l  h e a l t h ) ,  d e n t a l  c l i n i c ,  o f f i c e r  
and enlisted bachelor quarters, g a l l e y ,  Navy Exchange, gymnasium, 
and a s soc i a t ed  quality of life related activities. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
housing requirements f o r  the Long Beach Naval Shipyard are  be ing  
eva lua ted  t o  determine future needs. A l l  other commands and 
t e n a n t  activities w i l l  be d i s e s t a b l i s h e d .  

T h e  p r i n c i p a l  r e c e i v i n g  sites for t h e  s h i p s  will be among NAVSTA 
San Diego, NAVSTA Pearl Harbor,  and t h e  NAVSTA Evere t t .  The 
ships a r e  a p a r t  of t h e  P a c i f i c  Fleet t o t a l  sh ip  a s s e t s  over 
which CINCPACFLT with the approval  of CNO main ta ins  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  
and d i s c r e t i o n  to move and homeport t o  op t imize  ope ra t ions ,  
t r a i n i n g  and support. Due t o  a reduced ou tyea r  f o r c e  structure, 
there w i l l  no t  be an i n c r e a s e  i n  s h i p s  and, therefore, no 

t. -t anv Y P P P T V ~  nq l.nrra+.iaShlrnspsBav~ . .  
--- . 

nominally been r ea s s igned  to various homeports for evaluation 
purposes. Tenants from NAVSTA Long Beach will migrate t o  
NAVSHIPYARD Long Beach o r  NAVSTA Everett. Tenants  will start t o  
move i n  FY 92 and be r e l o c a t e d  by the end of FY 97.  ~ l l  
homeported ships w i l l  be relocated by t h e  end of FY 96, 

NAVSTA Eve re t t  will be the receiving site f o r  DESRON NINE (17 

Major commands being disestablished as  a result  of closure are: 

Command personnel fmil/civ) 

NAVSTA Long Beach 302/674 
COMNAVSURFGRU Long Beach 6 2 / 1 5  
SIMA Long Beach 614/0 
Construct ion B a t t a l i o n  Un i t  (CBU) 4 0 9  57/0 
Navy Legal S e r v i c e  3 1/3 
Navy Telecommunications Center (NTCC) 32/19 
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~ c o a o n r c  raphm ON C O ~ T T T E S  : ~conomic 
by measuring the decrease O r  i nc rease  i n  

real igning , 0' receiving locations - 
PlreCt emplopent Oppor tun i t i e s  that would result 

by means of a computerized program 
S e c r e t a q  of Defense, o f f i c e  of Economic 

Indirect impacts were measured by the use  on 
wore assigned t o  each base according to thnding 
( tak ing  i n t o  account func t ion  and emploPb. 

a r ea s ) .  The multipliers are Con,; 
Deeaemenr of Commerce Regional f n p u t - ~ u f ' ~  
(RIMS 11) 

i 
t 
i n s t a l -  

~ ~ o n o m i c  areas  are  defined as either 
l a t i o n  is located, o r  if the county is Pi 
statistical area (HSA!, then the NSA is jftio,, , 
Therefore, the economlc area is where 
_ p l o y e ~ e  l i v e  and where a O S t  of m e  laland 

adjustment would occur ri 
a B a s e  

The data  base f o r  numbers of current bas: 
Structure Annex Report for F i s c a l  Year 
authorized personnel ~tre"q+hs- D a t a  fciS 
migrating i n  o r  out  of l o s i n g  and P i n i l  

by resource SpOnSOrS- i 
~h~ total direct and indirect 
the potentjal w o r s t  case impacts- 
mil i t a ry  reuse o f  the 

- r,iiCe-~~fmre;-tlrer efsre mi Ligating-' 
employment opportunities- i , 
T h e  loss of 8,825 m i l i t a r y ,  299 c i v i l i l i  This 
positions equates to an i n d i r e c t  emplof =A, 
represents  a d e c l i n e  O I  0 . 4 %  to the ~ * i g , ~ ~ ~ ~  
however, with the additional 105s of 6kotal of 
an addi t ional  4,800 i n d i r e c t  position 

~ o v e r l ~ . . _ ; s ~ o  p o s i t i o n s  would be affecte 
declin&-.of 0.5%. w i t h  the add i t ion  of 

C O ~ . ~ J N I T Y / I N F R A S T R U ~  I M P A a S  : Th$tion 
e i g h t  ships  t o  NAVSTA San Diego w i l l  vide f o r  
projects totalling $5.8 Mil l ion .  Thep 4 
required dredging t o  support t h e  deep7sTA 
ships  - NO c ~ ~ s t r u c t i o n  p ro j  ects are 
Everet t  a result of t h i s  action* 

,ase of 
~ 1 1  =eceiving sites are  p r e s e n t l y  5tqts. 
Everettf p lanned)  to S U P P O ~ ~  fleet OF, 
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Economic Impact Data 

Activity: lYSY LONG BEACH 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

osed B E U C - 9 5 . 4 d n  at NSY 1,ONG BEA- 
1 

Total Population of Los Angela-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992): 9,053,600 
Total Employment of Los Angela-Long Beach, CA PMSA, B U  (1992): 4,989,503 
Total Penonal Income of Los Angela-Long Beach, CA PMSA (1992 actual): S194,053,969,000 
BEMC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (13361) 
BEUC 95 Potential Total Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (03%) . 

E 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 ~ ~ ~ ~ ' O Q I ~  
Reiouted J O ~ S :  MIL o o 0 (23n o o o 0 (237) 

CN 0 0 0 (225) 0 0 0- 0 (225) 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 (1) (25) 0 0 0 0 (26) 
CW 0 0 (61) (3.480) 0 0 0 0 (3.541) 

B U C  95 Direct Job Change Summary at NSY LONG BEACH: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 (1) (262) 0 (2631 
Cr/ 0 0 (61) (3.705) 0 0 0 0 (3.766) 
TOT 0 0 (62) (3.963 0 0 0 0 (4.029) 

Indirect Job Change: (9 ,U 2) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (13,36 1) 

Previous Rounds): 

1WL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

J'os Anveles-Lono Beach. CA PMSA Profile: 
Civilian Empioymenq BLS (1993): 3,984.000 Average Per Capita Income (1992): S2 1,434 

Employment Oata ' 
wJam 
~,w4rn 
3pao,aoo 
zp0o.m 

1 ,moo0 

Per Capita Personal Income OBta 

2s,ma, 

Bnnualized in C i v i l i a n m e n t  f 1984- 19931 Annuakd m ~ e  in Per Cmita Personal Income f 1983- 19921 

Empioyment- 45,889 
Percentage: 1.3% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% 

D o l h :  S732 
Percenqe: 4.1% 

U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 7.9% 7.0% 6.7% 5.9% 4.9% 4.6% 5.8% 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 

U.S. 7.5% 72% 7.0% 62% 5.5% 5.3% 5.3% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics ainployment data for 1993. which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodokgi- and '993 
Bureau of me C e w  rnetmpoli area deflnlom are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NSY LONG BEACX 
Economic Area: Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSA 

_Cumulative BRA(: bets Affectinv Los m a g  Bath. C.4 PMSA; 

/ / Cumulati~e Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (10.002) 1 / 
I I Potentid Cumulative T o ~ i  Job Change Over Closure Period ( O h  of 1992 Total Employ (01%) I I 

p 9 4 ~ ~ 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 g Q Q 7 0 0 1 ~  
Other Proposed BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Exciuding NSY LONG BEACH) 

Naw: MIL 0 0 (7) (1 1) 0 0 0 0 (18) 
C N  0 0 (3) (8) 0 0 0 0 (1 1) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 . 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BEUC Direct Job Changes in Economic -4rea (Exciuding NSY LONG BEACH) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL (2,142) (677) (231) 0 0 0 0 0 (4,153) 
CN (286) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1286) 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumdative Direct Job Change in Los hgeies- long Beach, CA PMSA Statistical Area (lndudiig NSY LONG 
B u m  

MIL (3.142) (677) (342) (273) 0 0 0 0 (4.434) 
CN (286) 0 (64 (3.713) 0 0 0 0 (4.063) 
TOT (3.428) (677) (406) (3.986) 0 0 0 0 (8.497) 

Cumulative lndkcct Job Change: (1 1.5051 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (20.002) 



Economic Impact Data 

Activity: NWAD CORONA 
Economic Area: Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA 

act of Prooosed BRAC-95 Action a t  NWAD CORONA; 

Total Population of RiversideSan Bernardino, CA PMSA (1992): 2,822,700 
Total Employment of Riverside-San Bernardino, CA PMSA (1992): 1,032,616 
Total Personal Income of Rivenide-San Bernardino, CA PMSA (1992 actual): SJ8,047,!908,000 
BEUC 95 Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (3,035) 
BRAC 95 Potential Totai Job Change Over Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Employment) (03%) / 

1 9 9 4 1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 ~ ~ ~ 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 t ~  
Relocated Jobs: MU-. 0 0 0 0 (2 1 0 0 0 (3 

CN 0 0 0 (85) (321) 0 (230) 0 (636) 

Other lobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 .  0 0 (11 0 (1) 
CN 0 0 0 0 (73 1 (87) (256) 0 (416) 

BRAC 95 Direct Sob Change Summary at NWAD CORONA: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 (2 J 0 (1) 0 (4) 
CW 0 0 0 (85) (294) (87) (486) 0 (1.052) 
TOT 0 0 0 (85) (397) (87) (487) 0 (1.056) 

Lndirect Job Change: (1,999) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (3,055) 

Qther Pendin-BmC o Actions at NW AD CORONA (Previous Rounds): 

1WL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Riverside-San Bernardino. CA PMSA Profile: 
Employment (1993): 1,032,616 Average Per Capita Income (1992): S17,021 

Employment Data ' Per Capita Personal lncorne Oata 

h u a l i z e d  Change in Civilian Em~lovment f 1984-19931 Annualized Change in Per Ca~i ta  Personal hcome (1984-1992) 

Employment: 47.5 14 
Percentage: 5.6% 
U.S. Average Change: 1.5% 

Dollan: SS03 
Percentage: 3 -5% 
U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

unempidyment Rates for Riverside-San Bemardino. CX PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

U.S. 7.5% 7.276 7.0% 62% 5.5% 53% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993. which has been adjusted to incorporate revised memodologies and 1993 
Bureau of me Census melropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data 



- - 
Economic Impact Data 

A m :  NWAU CVHONA 
Economr'c Area: RiversidPSan Btmnrdino, CA P W A  

-, , 
Cmmllbrtive I'otai X;tirrct ad kt.bct Job Chag~: 1 Potcntiai Comalritive TOM Job Change Over Cham Ptriod (3. af 1992 Tab1 Employ (13%) 

k 
d 

~~~~~~m~ 
Othv Proposed BRAC 95 Dirat Job Ch.nw in Economic h (Excluding WAD CORONA) 

Army: MIL 0 . .  . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
av 0 Q 0 0 0 0 .  0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0 0 
CIv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force MXL 0 0 0 n o o o o o 
CN 0 0 0 0 . o  0 0 0 0 

Otha: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wer Punding Rlor BRAC D h t  Job Changes iu Economic Area (Exdudfng WAD CORONA) 

Amzy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 u 
c i i  2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Navy: MIL 53 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53 
CN 0 (13) (91) 0 0 0 0 0 (104) 

Air Force: h4L (1,587) (1.137) C2.118) 0 Q 0 0 0 (4,842) 
CXV (760) (266) (885) 0 o 0 0 0 (1.911) 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
cw 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

C~uaaktiPe Direct Job Cburpe in RiouJidMul h m n f i n o ,  CA P W A  Shtkticd Are* @dading NWAD 
CORONA) 

Cum&tive CndkPct Job Chaagd: (5,786) 

Cumulative Totai Direct and Mince Job Change: (13.641) 



-. Economic _ . ,  impact . Data 
Activity: WESTNAVFACENGCOM 
Ecomomic Area: San Frsnusco, CA PMSA 

- - 

I Total P o p ~ W n  of SQ. Francisco, CA PMSA (199t)i I 1,6ts,100 I 
Total Employment of San Ft.n&co, CA PMSA, BEA (l992): 
TOW Persooil Inonme of SSP B ~ o ,  CA PMSA (1992 sad) :  ~~,~ 1414m4 I 
BRAC % Total Direct and Iadtrcct Job Ch.ngc (3901 j 
BRAC 9s Putcutid Tohi Job Chaage Over =arc Pcriod (9% o f  I992 Total Employment) O.O./O i 

6 I 

~ ~ l s e z ~ ~ u m n ~ ~  
Rciocatod Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 0) (3) 0 0 (5) 

W 0 0 0 (40) 140) (85) 0 0 (169 
other lobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 (4) 0 0 (6) 

CN 0 0 0 0 0 (66) 0 0 (66) 
BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at WES'l'NAlfFACENGCOM: 

MIXI. a 0 0 0 (2) (7) 0 0 (9) 
CIV 0 0 0 (40) (40) (1.511 0 0 (231) 
TOT 0 0 0 (40) 142) (158) 0 0 (240) 

I n d i n c t J * ~ .  (1 543) 
Tor& Dtncc and 'Lnd'ir Jvb -e: (3901 

MZL 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
CEY 7 14 36 27 0 0 0 0 104 

C i . n l i  Ernplovment, BtS  (1993): 844,9 14 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $31,262 

- - Eaxt@o-~> 3,904 D o k  $1,256 
Pexccmgi f  0.5% P ~ u g c :  -- 5.0% 
U.S. Avaage Cltange: 13% U.S, AVSIWS -0; 5.396 

Goemployment Rates fix San Francisco, CA' PMSA and the US (1 984 - 1993): 
Is%a lnss lS6 2282 U B U 8 9  ZBQ leer 2292 US 

Local 53% 4.PA 4.5% 3.8% . 3.6% 33% 3.5% 4.8% 6.196 .6.!% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.W 6.2Yo 5.5% 5.3% 5SW0 6 . V o  7.4% 6.8?? 



Economic Imp& Data ' 

Activity: WESTSAVFACENGCOM 
Economic Area: Sam Fmncisco, CA PMSA 

Camuktive Total Direct and Indirccf Job Change (6,837) 1 
Paieaitl Cumnircivc Tohl  Job -age QVCy Claran Perind (.A o f  19- Totai FmpJoy 0.6%) 1 

i J 

Othu Proposed BIUC 95 Direct Job Chrrngcr in Economic A r a  (Exciuding WESTNAVFACZXYGCOM) 

Army: M11. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naw: MIL 0 0 0 (7) 0 0 0 0 (7l 
clv 0 0 0 0 0 0 u 0 u 

Orher: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 ,  0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Dinct Job Changes in Economic Area (Exdudiag WESTNAYFACENGCOM) 

Air Fme: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cfv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 t h ~  MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C14' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 

Cnmnktive D i e  Jnb Cbnage ia Saa F ~ d r c o ,  CA PM!U SCl6sdcd Area (hctudiag 
WESTNAVFACm~OM) 

c u m u v a  Indirsct Job c)LMIlk. (2.2 1 4) 

Cunuhtiyt Total Direct and Endirect Job Change: (6.837) 



Economic Xtupact Data 

ActMy: SUPSMP SAN FRAP4ClSCO 
Economic Area: San Francisco, CA PMSA 

Totai PopuMiw of San Fnndsea, CA fMSA (l99z): 1,626J00 
Tat4 Empioymcatof Sam Ek.nc&co, CA PMSA, BEA 0992): 1414P04 
Tobi Pvsoad Income of Stn FrurCirco, CA PMSA (1992 ado@: ~w%wdo 
BRAC 95 Toul Direct and Indirect Job Chauge: (11) 
BaAC -95 Pot& Tots1 Job Chlagr? Over Cllnrare Permd (*A of 1992 Total Employment) 0.0% I 

~ ~ ~ l s e z m  
R e b d  Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 

CN 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Jobs: MlL 0 0 0 (3 0 

CXV 0 0 0 0 0 
BR4C 95 Dtwt  Sub C b ~ e  Stlimary at SUPSrjCIP SAH X.RANCXSC0: 

MIL o o o 17, o 
m 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 (3 0 

Indirect Sob.Chge: c4) 
Total Dine d krdircct Job C h q c :  (1 l?  

cv. 

Civilian Eqloymea BLS (1993): 844,P 14 Average Per Gqnta Xncome (1 992): $3 1,262 

ia P-m 
- 

- - l a  3 3 0 4  Dollars: 5 1 3 6  
Ptnmmgc: 0.5% Perantage: 5.0% 
U.S. A v q  ClrPye: IS!! U.S. Av- chng4:  5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for San Francisco, CA PMSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 



- Economic Impact Data 

Activity: SUPSaZf SAN FRANCXSCO 
Economic Area: $an Francircu, CA PMSA 

Cammiatin Tobl I)irsct tad Indirect Job Change: (6,831) 
Poantlri Curnulu(i+e TOW Jub Chr- O v a  Cbure  Period (76 of 1992 Totd Emplaj, (~sv-) 

t 4 

m 1 9 P T ~ 1 9 2 Z ~ m 2 m ~  
Orhn Proposed BRAC 95 D i m  Job Chaw ia F 'namk  Aren (Rxcladinc SUPSRIP SAN FRANCfSCO) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NPVY: MIL o o o o (2) (n o o (9) 
CXV 0 0 0 (40) (40) (151) 0 0 (231) 

Alr Forct: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0' 0 0 0 
CIV ' 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Peading Prior BRAC Direst Job Chrage ia Economic Area (Excl~dhg S- S M  FRAN(=XSCO) 

Navy: MIL (79) (83) (12n (1.180) (565) 0 0 .  0 (2.0341 
CTV (26) ( 5 4  (381 (126) 0 0 0 0 (3.M; 

Air Farce: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 C 
CTY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Otha: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
crv 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 0 

MIL (798) (83) (127) (1.187) (567) Cr) 0 0 (2769) 
C W  (1.409 (541 (38) (166 C4o') (151) 0 0 (1 . X S 4  
TOT (2203) (133 (163 (1353) (607) (158) 0 0 (4.623) 

Cuxmdarive 3 n ~ J o b ~ :  U14i  
ChmWivc Total Direct and Indirtd Job Change: (6,837). 



ATTACHMENT E 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3300 DEFENSE P E N T A G O N  
W A S H I N G T O N  DC 20301 -3300 

ECONOMIC 
SECURITY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy 
Memorandum Three 

Backaround 

This memorandum is the third in a series of additional 
policy guidance implementing the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and the 
Deputy Secretary's 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) 
guidance of January 7, 1994. 

Final Selection Criteria 

The 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 95) Selection 
Criteria at attachment one, required by Section 2903(b) of Public 
Law 101-510, form the basis, along with the force structure plan, 
of the base closure and realignment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Deputy Secretary's November 2, 1994, memorandum. 
DoD components shall use these criteria in the base structure 
analysis to nominate BRAC 95 closure or realignment candidates. 
The criteria will also be used by the 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and F - s z ~ ~ G  ent Commission in their review of the Department of 

- -P" Defense inal recommendations. 
'I 

Activities in Leased S~ace 

This expands on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef January 7, 1994, BRAC 95 memorandum. 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to Public Law 101-510. Civilian personnel authorizations 
of organizations in leased space, which are part of an 
organization located on a nearby military installation or one 
within the same metropolitan statistical area (MSA), shall be 
considered part of the civilian personnel authorization of that 



MEASURES OF BRAC 95 ECONOMIC IMPACT 

DoD Components shall measure the economic impact on communities of BRAC 95 
aiternatives and recommendations using (1) the total potential job change in the economic area 
and (2) total potential job change as a percent of total--military and civilian--jobs in the economic 
area. These measures highlight the potential economic impact on economic areas and also take 
into account the size of each economic area. 

Definition of Economic Area 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall review and approve DoD 
Component assignments of each military installation to a particular economic area. For 
installations located in metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), as defined by the Office of 
Management and Budget, the economic area is generally the MSA. For installations located in 
nonnletropolitan areas, the economic area is generally the county in which the installation is 
locared. In some cases, the economic area is defined as a multi-county, non-MSA area. The 
criteria listed at Annex A to this attachment shall be used to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic meas. These definitions of economic area take into account the area where most of 
the insrallation's employees live and most of the labor-market impacts and economic adjustment 
will occur. (This guidance uses the term "economic area." In earlier BRAC rounds, this concept 
was also referred to as "region of influence.") 

DoD Components will have the opportunity to identify, based on cemfied data, changes in 
the assignment of installations to economic areas. Such changes will be reviewed and approved 
by the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact. 

Calculation 

For each economic ares where a BRAC 95 closure or realignment is considered, DoD 
Components shall identify the total potential job change in the economic area and calculate the 
total potential job change percentage by dividing total potential job changes by total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area. 

Total potential job change shall be defined as the sum of direct and indirect potential job 
changes.for each BRAC 95 closure or realignment alternative or recommendation. = 

r 

+ Direct job changes shall be defined as the sum of the net addition or loss of jobs for each 
of the following categories of personnel: 

Military Personnel. Permanent authorizations for officer and enlisted personnel. 
Trainees shall be included on an annual average basis. For example, members of 
the Guard and Reserve who serve full time (i.e., AGRs, TARS, etc.) should be 
included. Members of the Guard and Reserve who serve part time (during 
weekends, during two-weeks a year for active duty training, etc.) should not be 
included. 



DoD civilian employees. Permanent authorizations for appropriated fund DoD 
civilian employees are to be included as direct jobs. Direct jobs do not include 
non-appropriated fund activities, which are treated under indirect jobs. 

On-Base Contractors. Contractors that work on the installation in direct support 
of the installation's key military missions. These estimates should reflect an annual 
estimate on a full-time equivalency basis. 

As described in the section entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Military Departments and 
the Defense Agencies will be responsible for providing direct job changes. Only job changes 
directly associated with base closures and realignments are to be included as direct job changes. 
Direct job changes shall not reflect job changes that result from planned force structure changes. 

Indirect job changes shall be defined as the net addition or loss of jobs in each affected 
economic area that could potentially occur as a result of direct job changes. As described in the 
secrion entitled "Responsibilities" below, the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Installations shall provide factors (multipliers) that, when multiplied by the direct job changes, 
will provide potential indirect job changes. 

Aurhoritative sources shall be used to determine total--military and civilian--jobs in 
economic areas. 

MEASURES OF CUMULA T N E  ECONOMIC IMPACT 

During BRAC 95, DoD conlponenrs shall consider the cumulative economic impact on 
co~nmunities for recommended installation closures and realignments as pan of the economic 
impacr on con~munities criterion. Cumulative economic impact shall be considered only as part of 
the econonlic impact criterion, which is one of the eight selection criteria. 

Cumularive economic impact on a community shall be defined in two different ways: 

First, the cumulative economic impact on an economic area of a DoD Component's 
BRAC 95 recommendations, pius the future economic impacts (i-e., economic 

- - * 
impacts that have not yet been realized) of decisions of all DoD Components from 

- 
- --'--DoD-wide BRAC 88, BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds (hereafter "pnbr BRAC -A 

rounds"); and 

Second, the cumulative economic impact on economic areas when more than one 
DoD component recommends a BRAC 95 closure or realignment in that economic 
area, plus the future economic impacts of decisions from prior BRAC rounds. 

These calculations will account for circumstances in which basing decisions in one BRAC 
round have been changed in a subsequent BRAC round. 



The cumulative economic impact of actions that have already taken place as a result of 
prior BRAC rounds (i.e., have already affected economic area employment) will be considered 
under "Historic Econonlic Data" discussed below. 

DoD Components shall include in their consideration of recommendations the cumulative 
future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

When BRAC 95 alternatives occur in the same economic areas that have BRAC-related 
actions from the prior BRAC rounds, DoD Components shall review their recommendations by 
taking into accoum the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. The 
cumuiative economic impact of actions that have already occurred from prior BRAC rounds (i.e., 
have already affected economic area employment) will be considered in the "Historic Economic 
Data" section below. 

DoD Components shall consider the cumulative economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds 
that have not yet taken place by ensuring that the measures for economic impact (total potential 
job change in the economic area and total potential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include total potential job changes that have not yet taken 
place from prior BRAC rounds DoD-wide. 

Cumulative economic impact will be considered within the overall context of the approved 
selection criteria. Such a review shall be conducted so that the cumuiative economic impact of 
prior BRAC rounds will be considered only as part of the economic impact criterion, which shall 
in turn be considered as part of the eight selection criteria. 

The fact that prior BRAC rounds affect an economic area shall not, by itself, cause a 
recommendation ro be changed. 

Cumulative Economic Imnact: Multiule BRAC 95  recommendation^ 
- 

--.-- - 
- -~!k -s!nt Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact will review the BRAC 95 

recommendations submitted by the Secreraries of the Military Departments and the Directors of 

? the Defense Agencies to the Secretary of Defense. During this review, the Joint Cross-Service 
Group shall identify economic areas with multiple proposed BRAC 95 actions. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall direct the appropriate DoD 
Components to review their recommendations submitted to the Secretary of Defense when there 
are multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in the same economic area that were not considered in 
the development of their recommendations. 



DoD Conlponents will then reassess their BRAC 95 recommendations by taking into 
account the cumulative economic impact of these multiple BRAC 95 recommendations and by 
ensuring that the measures for economic impact for the economic area (the total potential job 
change in the economic area and the total potential job change as a percent of total--military and 
civilian--jobs in the economic area) include the cumulative economic impact of multiple BRAC 95 
recommendations, as well as the cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

Such a =view shall be conducted so that the cumulative economic impact of multiple 
BRAC 95 recommendations will be considered as part of the economic impact criterion, which 
shall in turn be considered as part of the eight selection criteria. DoD Components will complete 
such reviews expeditiously in order to facilitate compliance with statutory deadlines for BRAC 
actions. 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments, or mitigating 
acrions, during [his review. After the review is complete, DoD Components will report back to 
the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact, with a recommendation as to whether or not 
ro change their initial recommenda~ions. 

The existence of multiple BRAC 95 recommendarions in an economic area shall not, by 
itself, cause a recommendation to be changed. 

HISTORIC ECONOMIC DATA 

DoD Components shall consider the measures described above, viewed in the context of 
historic econon~ic data. ill applying the economic impact criterion. Historic data will, among 
other things, allow for consideration of the cumulative economic impacts that have already 
occurred (i.e.. have already affected economic area employment) as a result of prior BRAC 
actions. Because communities' economies are so complex, it is difficult to separate the effects of 
prior BRAC actions from the effects of other economic factors. To address this analytical 
difficulty, DoD Conlponents shall use historic data to consider the general conditions of 
communities' economies. Considering the general conditions of communities' economies will take 
into account the cumulative econon~ic impacts that have already occurred due to prior BRAC 
actions, as well as the economic impact of other factors unrelated to BRAC actions. 
- - = --- - - 

I-iisfbiZeconomic data shall be defined to include the following: 

Economic area civilian employment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent (1984 
to 1993), 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1992). and 

* Economic area unemployment rates (1984 to 1993). 



The Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Insrallations will provide historic 
data, from authoritative sources, to the Military Departments and Defense Agencies. 

USIAIG MEASURES A N D  HISTORIC ECONOMIC D A T A  

This guidance does not establish threshold values for measures and historic economic data. 
Rather, DoD components will use the measures and historic economic data for relative 
comparisons of the economic impacts and cumulative economic impacts of recommendations. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Joinr Cross-Service G r o u ~  on Economic Imuact 

The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
recon~rnendations and preliminary candidates to ensure that they are developed in accordance with 
this guidance. and shall monitor implementation of this and any additional guidance on economic 
impacr that may be issued. The Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact shall also cany 
out orher analyses requested by the BRAC 95 Review Group or Steering Group. 

The Joint Cross-Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
Issues that the Joint Cross-Service Group and DoD components cannot resolve will be referred to 
the BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

Office of the DASD (Installations) 

The office of the DASD (Installations) shall provide to the Military Depanments and 
Defense Agencies a BRAC 95 Econon~ic Impact Database too1 that will contain the following: 

A listing of DoD installations 
The economic area to which each installation has been assigned 

- * -  -F?stors (multipliers) to estimate potential indirect job changes - - - - - ; L-.- - 
nlstoric economic data to include: 

9 Economic area civilian employment (1 984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent 
(1984 to 1993) 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and 
percent ( 1984 to 1992), and 
Economic area unemployment rates (I984 to 1993) 



The capability to calculate the measures for economic impact and cumulative 
economic impact described in this guidance based on the information provided by the 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies 

Miliran, Depanments snd the Defense Agencies 

The Military Depanments and the Defense Agencies shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BRAC 95 Economic Impact Database: 

Current Base Personnel: As discussed above on page 3, this data will reflect projected 
billets and positions as of the start of FY 1996 for Officers, Enlisted, Milirary 
Students, Civilians, and Contractors, net of planned force srmcture changes. 

Job Changes (Out): the number of authorizations for DoD civilian, military (in 
training status), military (not in training status), and on-base contractor jobs to be 
relocated andlor disestablished under each alternative and recommendation, by 
installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for DoD Component proposed 
BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i.e., future) from prior BRAC 
rounds. by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001; 

Job Changes (In): the number of authorizations for civilian, military (in mining status), 
military (riot in [mining status) and on-base contractorjobs being gained under each 
alternative and recommendation, by installation, as a result of BRAC actions, both for 
a11 proposed BRAC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized (i-e., future) from 
prior BRAC rounds, by fiscal year, from 1994 through 2001. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining accurate estimates, contractor job outs and ins may be 
agpegated into a single yen. 

DoD Components will provide the projected job changes from prior BRAC rounds and 
current personnel data to the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations. 
111 identifying projected job changes associated with prior BRAC aaions, the DoD Components 
shall use plans that are consistent with the President's Fiscal Year 1995 Budget. 
- - - ---, ' Z K  

: neHilitary Depaments and the Defense Agencies shall collect informatioii as necessary 
+ for the computer-based tool. Such data shall be coll~cted and handled in accordance with the 

Internal Control Plan of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact and the respective 
internal Control Plans of each Military Department and the Defense Agencies. 

Shortly after submitting recommendations and preliminary candidates to the Secretary of 
Defense, the Military Departments and Defense Agencies shall provide to the Joint Cross-Service 
Group on Economic Impact computer files from the Economic lmpact Database for their 
BRAC 95 recon~mendations and preliminary candidates. 



ATTACHMENT F 

TAB A NAVAL STATIONS 

A.2. RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPACTS 

A.2.b. NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH UIC: N68311 

DESCRIPTION OF RECOMMENDATION 

The activities located at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Long Beach 
support homeported ships, ship repair personnel employed at Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard, and various support personnel. The 
proposed closure involves the relocation of 27 homeported ships, 
migration of two tenants, and disposal of facilities and 
equipment. One tenant activity, Naval and Marine Readiness 
Center will remain at its present location. A number of Naval 
Station activities, functions and facilities will be turned over 
to the Shipyard. These include: fire station, medical branch 
clinic (including occupational health), dental clinic, officer 
and enlisted bachelor quarters, galley, Navy Exchange, gymnasium, 
and associated quality of life related activities. In addition, 
housing requirements for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard are being 
evaluated to determine future needs. All other commands and 
tenant activities will be disestablished. 

The principal receiving sites for the ships will be among NAVSTA 
San Diego, NAVSTA Pearl Harbor, and the NAVSTA Everett. The 
ships are a part of the Pacific Fleet total ship assets over 
which CINCPACFLT with the approval of CNO maintains the authority 
and discretion to move and homeport to optimize operations, 
training and support. Due to a reduced outyear force structure, 
there will not be an increase in ships and, therefore, no 

- + ;re anv y ~ p p q v l n n  IOCld t jnn  
. . 

4 a Ships have 
nominally been reassigned to various homeports for evaluation 
purposes. Tenants from NAVSTA Long Beach will migrate to 
NAVSHIPYARD Long Beach or NAVSTA Everett. Tenants will start to 
move in FY 92 and be relocated by the end of FY 97. All 
homeported ships will be relocated by the end of FY 96. 

NAVSTA Everett will be the receiving site for DESRON NINE (17 
-nilitar&. - - 

->  2 2 -  - 
Major commands being disestablished as a result of closure are: 

Command Personnel (mil/civ) 

NAVSTA Long Beach 302/674 
COMNAVSURFGRU Long Beach 62/15 
SIMA Long Beach 614/0 
Construction Battalion Unit (CBU) 409 57/0 
Navy Legal Service 31/3 
Navy ~elecommunications Center (NTCC) 32/19 



IMPACTS 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES: Economic impact was calculated 
by measuring the decrease or increase in both direct and indirect 
employment opportunities that would result at closing, 
realigning, oc receiving locations. Calculations were performed 
by means of a computerized program developed by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA). 

Indirect impacts were measured by the use of multipliers which 
were assigned to each base according to type of installation 
(taking into account function and employment size of surrounding 
economic areas). The multipliers are consistent with the U. S. 
Department of Commerce ~egional Input-Output Modeling System 
(RIMS 11). 

Economic areas are defined as either the county where the instal- 
lation is located, or if the county is part of a metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA), then the MSA is the economic area. 
Therefore, the economic area is where most of the installationts 
employees live and where most of the labor market impacts and 
economic adjustment would occur. 

The data base for numbers of current base personnel is the Base 
Structure Annex Report for Fiscal Year 1990, which provides 
authorized personnel strengths. Data for numbers of personnel 
migrating in or out of losing and gaining installations was 
provided by resource sponsors. 

The total direct and indirect employment calculations represent 
the potentiak worst case impacts. In some cases, civilian and/or 
military reuse of the facility or site may occur prior to com- 

-- - .....pr=-te-bm e, 
L cl mi i i g a t i n r - e -  - 

employment opportunities. 

The loss of 8,825 military, 299 civilian, and 56 contractor 
positions equates to an indirect employment loss of 7,344. This 
represents a decline of 0.4% to the Los Angeles-Long Beach MSA, 
however, with the additional loss of 6,000 shipboard personnel, 
an additional 4,800 indirect positions would be lost. A total of - -overr+e&OO positions would be affected creating a cum~,~ative 
decline of 0.5%, with the addition of the Naval Hospital. 

COMMUNITY/INFRASTRUCTLTRE IMPACTS: The relocation of nominally 
eight ships to NAVSTA San Diego will require two construction 
projects totalling $5.8 Million. These projects will provide for 
required dredging to support the deep-draft/power intensive 
ships. No construction projects are anticipated for NAVSTA 
Everett as a result of this action. 

All receiving sites are presently structured (or in the case of 
Everett, planned) to support fleet operational requirements. 
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May 22,1995 

The Honorable Stephen Horn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Horn: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Navy's use of economic analysis in its 
recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. I certainly understand your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

In light of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guidance on economic policy, 
the Commission members questioned Navy officials about their decision to exclude certain 
military facilities in California and Guam from their closure and realignment recommendations 
based on economic impact considerations. As a result, on May 10, 1995, the Com~nission 
identified the four Navy facilities you discuss in your May 9, 1995 letter. as a proposed change to 
the Secretary of Defense's list of installations for possible closure or realignment. These 
facilities are the Fleet Industrial Supply Center (FISC), Oakland, Engineering Field Activity 
(EFA), West, Naval Warfare Assessment Division (NWAD), Corona, and the Supervisor of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair, San Francisco. The decision to study these facilities was 
due in part to concern that the Navy recommendations were not fully consistent with OSD 
economic impact guidelinks. 

I can assure you that the Navy's recommendation to close the Long Beach Naval 
Shipyard is receiving close scrutiny and careful attention from each Con~missioner and the 
Commission's review and analysis staff. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you 
believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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GOVERNOR PETE WILSON 
May 9, lLB5 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I have 1ea;lmed that the San Joaquin Defense Distribution Depot (Tracy 
and Sharpe), California may be added to the base closure list during the 
Commission's May 10th hearing to consider making additions to the list 
recommended by the Secretary of Defense. 

I strongly oppose adding any more California installatiom to the base 
closure list. Our state has been hichal-der than any other in everv round of 
base closures, including this round. In addition, the GA0.s report supported 
the Secretary of Defense's recommendations coi~cerning Defense Logis tics 
Agency (Dm) installations, and said of DLA's analysis: "The decision 
making process that DLA employed to arrive at its BRAC recommendations 
tvas well documented and flowed logically from the data presented." (GAO 
Report, page 110). I urge that the GAO'S conclusion in this area be taken into 
account when the Commission meets this week to decide whether to add 
more insta1lation.s to the base closure list. 

Thank you for considering my views in a matter vital to California's 
economic future. 

PETE WILSON 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Wilson 
Governor, State of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 958 14 

Dear Pete: 

Thank you for expressing your support for the Defense Distribution Depot San Joaquin 
(DDJC) and requesting that the Commission not add any additional California fkilities to the list 
of those under consideration for closure or realignment. I certainly understand your strong 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10 to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission did not identifjl DDJC at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. However, the following bases and f'acilities in California 
were added for consideration by the Commisison: Fleet Industrial Supply Center, Oakland; 
McClellan Air Force Base; Oakland Army Base; Naval Air Station Point Mugu; Engineering Field 
Activity, West; Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona; and the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, 
Conversion, and Repair, San Francisco. 

The Commission will hold a public hearing in San Francisco, California, on May 25, 1995, 
to hear testimony &om communities that would be affected by potential base closure or 
realignments. The State of California has been allotted 260 minutes during the hearing to offer 
testimony in support of California military installations under consideration by the Commission. 

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, 
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Frank J. Gaffney, Jr. 
9 May 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 

Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Alan: 

I am writing in connection with an issue that I understand may bear on the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission's deliberations about the future status of the 
missile group at Grand Forks, North Dakota. I gather that concerns have been raised with 
the Commission that realigning this facility as recommended by the Department of Defense 
may have adverse implications for the Nation's ability to protect itself against ballistic missile 
attack. 

I presume to address this topic both by virtue of my present activities and my 
previous experience. Currently, I am -- among other incarnations -- the Coordinator of the 
Coalition to Defend America, a committee comprised of former Cabinet and sub-cabinet 
officers, former members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other distinguished retired officers, 
Members of Congress and influential citizens who share the belief that the United States, its 
forces overseas and its allies must be defended against missile attacks. 

In previous years, I had the privilege of working on missile defense and arms control 
matters on Senator Henry M. "Scoop" Jackson's staff, as a professional staff member of 
Senator John Tower's Armed Services Committee and as a senior official for four-and-a-half 
years in Caspar Weinberger's Defense Department during the Reagan Administration. In my 
capacity as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control 
Policy and subsequently as the acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International 
Security Policy, I was directly involved in the U.S. government's decisions concerning 
strategic defense, treaty negotiations and compliance issues. 

I am convinced that there is no higher defense priority than deploying an 
effective defense to protect the American people against ballistic missile attack. 
Unfortunately, the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty precludes the United States from 
deploying such a defense. Consequently, that Treaty is inconsistent with U.S. national 
security requirements. 

The good news is that an increasing number of legislators are becoming aware of this 
fact. Indeed, I expect that the next few months will see steps taken to begin to move the 
United States away from the posture of "assured vulnerability" to which it is condemned by 
the ABM Treaty. Specifically, I expect Congress to authorize the expenditure of funds for a 
missile defense system that will allow the United States to provide modest protection for the 
American people as well as very effective protection of our forces and allies overseas. 

3803 Yuma Street, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20016 
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In my professional judgment, this will not be accomplished, though, by exercising 
our option to deploy up to 100 ground-based interceptors for the nominal purpose of 
defending intercontinental ballistic missiles at Grand Forks. Instead, I believe it will be 
achieved by deploying anti-missile interceptors aboard Navy AEGIS cruisers deployed 
world-wide. The advantages of such a deployment are obvious: 

o The entire infrastructure for a sea-based missile defense is bought-and-paid-for -- 
and in operation throughout the globe. It will require neither additional bases nor 
appreciable increases in manpower. As a result, the marginal additional cost to deploy 
650 Navy "Upper Tier" interceptors aboard 22 AEGIS cruisers is estimated to be just 
$2-3 billion over the next five years. 

Contrast this option with the idea of completely refurbishing an anti-missile site 
abandoned nearly twenty years ago in North Dakota. The installation costs alone of 
such a deployment are estimated to run somewhere between $5 and $20 billion (depend- 
ing on the technology utilized). Operational costs would be additional and very signifi- 
cant. A ground-based deployment would also take upwards of a year longer to deploy. 

o The Navy system can be flexibly deployed where needed -- for theater or strategic 
missions. By contrast, a ground-based defense in CONUS will be of no value in 
defending U.S. forces or allies overseas. What is more, it probably will not be able to 
provide protection to Alaska and Hawaii. 

o There need be no environmental impact or other social interface procedures that 
would accompany -- and inevitably complicate -- the deployment of a ground-based 
system even at a previously operational ABM site. 

In short, the desirability of defending the United States against missile attack should 
not be a decisive factor in determining the future fate of the 321st Missile Group. To be 
honest, I would not personally recommend making decisions about the future size and 
composition of the U.S. strategic deterrent -- or about American compliance with arms 
control agreements -- soleiy on the basis of considerations within the BRAC's purview. 
I nonetheless believe that, given the aforementioned considerations and others relating to the 
condition of the missile silos at Grand Forks relative to other sites, particularly when taken 
together with the unanimous judgment of the relevant military commanders, the Commission 
can responsibly approve the Defense Department's recommendation to realign Grand Forks 
Air Force Base. I urge you to do so. 

I would welcome an opportunity to discuss my conclusions and recommendations 
concerning this issue with you or your staff at your convenience. 
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May 15,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Frank J. Gafkey, Jr. 
3803 Yuma Street, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 2001 6 

Dear Frank: 

Thank you for your letter sharing your views on the Department of Defense's 
recommendations regarding the 32 1 st Missile Group at Grand Forks Air Force Base, 
North Dakota. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that I shared your thoughts with my fellow Commissioners 
and that we will thoroughly review the information used by the Defense Department in 
making our recommendations. I can assure you that the information you have provided 
will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of Grand Forks 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, 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO : General ( r e t . )  J. B .  Davis, BRAC Commissioner 

FROM : Senator B o b  Graham 

DATE : May 9 ,  1 9 9 5  

RE : FLORIDA BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION ISSUES 

Thank you for returning my call today. I enjoyed the 
c o n v c r o a t i o n  a n d  hope t o  get togc thcr  w i t h  you e o m e t i m e  e o o n .  

As you had requested, I am forwarding a s h o r t  i s s u e  paper to you 
concerning the subject macter that we discussed. A s  I s a i d ,  I 
believe that the issues t h a t  I am concerned about a r e  based o n  
merit a n d  hope t h a t  you can assist i n  e n e u r i n g  t h a t  these 
arguments get  a fair h e a r i n g .  

I thank you for your objective snalyaie and hard work as a 
commissioner, as well as your dedicated, patriotic service to our 
Nation.  
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION 

1. NAS Whitinq Field: It is our understanding that several 
members of the Commission may be considering adding Whiting Field 
to its list of possible base closures. We have a l ~ o  been t o l d  
that the BRAC may perform a site visit at Whiting, and that data 
calle have been made for analysis of consolidation and co 
location scenarios at Ft. Rucker. 

* The Navy, Marine Corps 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 r c t u r n  on 
investment. Gains made would quickly evaporate due 
to student transfers (to and from Ft. Rucker between 
t r a i n i n g  phases) and military construction costs. 

* Consolidation would be much more difficult to institute 
due to differences in Service requiremente (sea versus 
land), training philosophy (fixed wing primary versus 
n o  fixed wing training), and  p e r s o n n e l  policics (officer 
versus non-commissioned officer). 

* Accordlng to the Navy, consolidation would threacen its 
moat needed training requirements - -  extensive instrument 
t-irne. Those who have flown in maritime environments know 
well the unique and extreme h a z a r d s  associated with night 
operations at-sea (particularly onboard smaller vessels 
such as destroyers or frigates). 

* The Navy has reliably analyzed its requirements and a s s e t s  
and made the correct decision to retain NAS Whiting Fie ld .  
The Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations 
gee this issue as a nafe t -y ,  training, and fiscal issue. 

* The Navy has repeatedly shown strong support for the 
retention ot NADEP Jax tor cost and strategic reasons. 

* NADEP Jax has proven itself as an efficient and coat 
effective depot. It has  prevailed in both private-public 
workload competitions (against GE for F-117 s t e a l t h  
fighter engines) and public-public c o m p e t i t i o n s  ( a g a i n s t  
Air Force for 5-52 engines). 
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* The GAO report is highly critical of t he  Air Force depot 
analysis. It does n o t  raise questions about the Navy 
analysis. The Navy's a n a l y s i s  and recommendations are 
sound and should he honored. 

* The Air Force, unlike the Navy, has yet to reduce its 
excess depot infrastruu~ure. Tile Ndvy 21a~ i l l r -eddy closed 
three of its NADEPs including NADEP Peneacola, FL. The 
Navy has "right-sizedM and eliminated its excess capacity 
in the true spirit of BRAC. 

* Air Force BRAC arlalysis,  in general, h a s  been seriously 
questioned by t h e  GAO. Our own analysis of t h e  Test and 
Evaluation issue makea us question the Air Force's 
decieion to move electronic warfare test and evaluation 
hardware out of Eglin . 

* The Board  of Director's Study clearly i s  supportive of 
Eglin'si strengths as a Test and Evaluation center, should 
consolidation be necessary. 

* The Defense Authorization Act for 1995  directed t h e  
Secretary of Defense to establish an electronic warfare 
Master Plan, before consolidating electronic warfare 
asse ta ,  in order to enaure that a thorough analysis ie 
conducted in this area. The A i r  Force's BRAC 
recommendations act to circumvent thie directive. 

* Although the BRAC Commission is able make decisions in 
an independent fashion, the completion of the Master 
Plan would allow f o r  a more thorough study in this 
area and ensure that DODts plans are well thought out. 
in the longterm. 
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May 16,1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Bob Graham 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Graham: 

Thank you for your memo expressing your support for NAS Whiting Field, 
NADEP Jacksonville and Eglin Air Force Base, Florida. I certainly~nderstand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10, to consider an additional 
thirty-five military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of 
bases recommended for closure and realignment. The  omm mission did not identify NAS 
Whiting Field or NADEP Jacksonville at that hearing as bases to be considered as 
proposed changes. In addition, the Commission did not change the scope of realignment 
as proposed by the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Eglin AFB. 

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. 

James B. Davis 
Commissioner 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE. 

CONSTITUENT SERVICE CENTERS: 

@%la$hington, BQC 20525-3004 
May 8, 1995 

A1 Cornella, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
4TH DISTRICT. NEW JERSEY 

COMMITTEES: 

INTERNATIONAL RELA TlONS 
CHAIRMAN-~NTERNAT~ONAL 

OPEHATIONS AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

WESTERN HEMISPHERE AFFAIRS 

VETERANS' AFFAIRS 
VICE CHI\IRMAN 

COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND 
COOPERATION IN EUROPE 

CHAIRMAN 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

As per your request, I have enclosed a chart which outlines the discrepancies between 
the hardware and the number of people used to successfully accomplish the Aircraft Launch 
and Recovery Equipment (ALRE) prototype and manufacturing mission at Lakehurst and that 
which has been proposed by DOD for this mission to be accomplished at Jacksonville. 

As you know, my immediate concerns regarding the ALRE prototyping are two-fold. 
First, it is nearly assured that the break down, moving and reassembling of this specialized 
function will result in a reduction of the 99.999998% success rate of the mission. Second, 
the U.S. Navy and American military projection is vulnerable during the move since the 
work is flight critical and there is no place else in the world which performs this function. 
Not only does the Jacksonville scenario erroneously reduce the number of machinery needed 
to do the job, but nowhere does DOD measure the lost manufacturing capability that will 
occur while these huge machines are broken down, shipped and reconstructed in a new 
facility. To subject the men and women of our fleet to this window of vulnerability is 
ludicrous. 

In addition, I have enclosed photos of the equipment and some of the foundation work 
that will be needed at Jacksonville to accept this mission. I think the photos help 
demonstrate that there is no guarantee that all of the machines that are moved, some of 
which are 30 years old, will be able to function at the same level of precision after a tear 
down and reconstruction. 

On behalf of the Save Lakehurst Committee, I thank you again for your 
comprehensive investigation of the work performed at Navy Lakehurst. Please let me know 
if you have any questions or need any additional information as you continue your review 
and Commission deliberations. 

Member of Congress 
enclosures 

@ P R I N T E D  ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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As part of our NAWCADLKE support efforts, STV was requested to review the crane 
operations in Building 148 and 149 (formerly Hangers #2 and #3 respectively) at NAWC 
Lakehurst to document the vertical space required to handle various ALRE and SE 
equipment components, and machine components. No attempt was made to document the 
frequency with which any particular operation is repeated or to define most of the routine 
lifts needed for production and maintenance support. 

Observation quickly showed that the south crane bay of Building 148 had both the most 
activity and the largest items. The north bay of Building 148 and both bays of Building 149 
all have high obstacles to lift over and big items, just fewer of them. For example, the north 
bay of Building 149 has a cable tension tester whose safety enclosure is 30 ft. tall. 
When necessary for maintenance, the tester headstock must be lifted off the tester and over 
the enclosure wall before being set on the floor. This requires a crane hook height of 
approximately 35 ft. 

Though it is always possible to argue about how high a crane hook needs to be for any 
particular operation, unless fixed length lifting attachments are used for every operation, 
there is almost never an absolute answer. This is particularly true in a machine shop 
environment due to a variety of reasons. Specifically, the major reasons are: 

The sue, shape and weight of the items lifted are extremely variable. 
To accommodate the size and weight variables, the rigging (lifting devices like 
cables, slings, etc.) must be of various lengths and strengths. 
To accommodate the shape variable, special rigging devices (like spreader beams 
and bars) must be used. These add to the height requirement. 
In the case of items weighing more than the bridge crane capacity, special 
mobile cranes are required. Due to the boom geometry involved, mobile cranes 
require greater head room than a bridge crane and considerable clear floor space 
to maneuver. 
Slings should be arranged to have an included angle of at least 60". This is 
a safety requirement to limit the load on the sling cables. This also increases the 
height required as depicted in figure 1. 
Loads should be carried a safe distance above obstructions, generally 
considered to be 5 ft. clearance, when space permits. 

There are a number of cranes associated with the NAWCADLKE machine shop operations. 
These can be grouped into three categories: 

Near many of the larger machines are fixed jib boom or portable A-frame cranes. 
These cranes are usually dedicated to a single machine and designed to lift heavy 
pieces onto and off of that machine only. The crane's travel also covers an area 
which is used for a working inventory coming to or leaving the machine. 

Service for most of the shop operation is supplied by a bridge crane. This crane 
normally has a capacity significantly higher than most items routinely handled in the 



shop. The crane is usually arranged so it can service virtually any part of 
the shop which may handle work too big for manual movement. 

For those occasions when an unusual item which exceeds the bridge crane capacity 
must be handled, a special lifting arrangement is used. Frequently this is 
accomplished by using a mobile crane, either by itself or in conjunction with the 
bridge crane. Other special rigging methods may also be used but these are almost 
always slower and more expensive, particularly in terms of manpower used, than the 
bridge crane. 

Figures 2 thru 6 illustrate a number of the larger lift requirements encountered in daily 
operations. The intention is to show the obstacles on the shop floor which must be cleared, 
the size of some large objects to be moved, and the existing crane arrangements and 
building structures. The rigging shown was observed in the operation or as described by the 
operators. Where moving the steel plates as shown would result in an impact, the riggers 
have the option to move the plate endwise down the aisles or to use different (shorter) 
slings, however, such on-the-spot changes can result in unusual situations and delays. 

Figure 7 shows a mobile crane lifting an arresting engine; the largest piece of ALRE 
equipment observed. This lift arrangement has little flexibility. The item is so heavy that 
the working radius on even this heavy a crane is extremely limited. With the special rigging 
required (spreader bars and beams) the hook is very near it's maximum height at the high 
point of the lift. As can be seen, this results in the boom head being above the elevation 
of the overhead lights. To accomplish the lift, the boom head is positioned between 
successive rows of light support cables. The operators must be very careful to avoid fouling 
the boom in the cables. This same mobile crane, in conjunction with the bridge crane, is 
required to remove the bed plates of a very large multiple head milling machine for periodic 
maintenance due to the excessive weight and size of the bed plates. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RESULTS: 

As a result of this study, the analysis shows the crane operations in NAWCADLKE 
Buildings 148 and 149 are extremely varied. This variability depends on the specific piece 
of ALRE or SE equipment being moved. Based on the larger items presently handled and 
anticipated, the following are the critical minimum and recommended height requirements 
for both mobile and bridge crane operations. These are also as shown in figure 8: 

A bridge crane with minimum hook height of 35 ft., recommended 38 ft. 
An unobstructed clear height of 49 ft. for bridge crane operations, recommended 54 ft. 
A minimum height of 58 ft. to the roof support trusses for mobile crane 
operations, recommended 63 ft. 
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FIGURE 5. MAXIMUM STEEL PLATE LIFT 

1st guy wire - 53'3" 

bottom of lights - 50' 
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hook height at max. - 

bottom of plate - 7' 

floor - 0' 
0 

I 

aisle 

I I 

r 'I 
30,000 Ib. bridqe crane 

25' 
- 

Tall 
Machines 

I 

1 7'6" 

Jib Crane ( 10' 
Y U 

I 

10 x 30 STEEL PLATE 

Most 
7'2" 
- 

Machines Welding Screens I 

1 100' 



1st guy wire - 53'3'' 

bottom of lights - 50' 

top of crane rail - 40' 

hook height - 34'6" 

clearance for lift - 5' 

floor - 0' 

FIGURE 6. MACHINE REPAIR LIFT 
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bridqe crane 

NOTE: The table shows the required minimum and recommended heights for 
flexibility and future growth. 

* These dimensions will be determined by the design of the crane to 
be used. 

roof truss height - E 

unobstructed clear height - D 
top of trolley - C 

top of crane rail - B 

hook height - A 

FIGURE 8. BUILDING/CRANE HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS 

Dim. Minimum Recommended 
A 35' 38' 
B 40' * 
C 46.5' * 
D 49' 54' 
E 58' 6 3' 



15 Dee. 1994 
Code 06 

From: Dennis W d ,  NADSEP JAX 
To; Bn s e S ~ ~ e ~ a t y s i s f e m , C a p t r J o b M ~ l l c r  
SUBf: NAWC Lakehmt BFUC 95 data call 

1. Out proposal is to transfer the NnWC Iakehurst catapuit anesting 
o~erhauVmanufitctdng capability to NADEP JacksonvUc. In this p p o s d  we 
cans ided  e M o a  of m a c b  dupIication and teaming up tlw many years of 
our VI(T experience and reyair/bve&iul personnel in mder to minimize cost 
Md develop an eff~cient orgar&sion, 

2. After analysis of equipmat List provided by NAWC, we project a rehab 
cost of $780,7660 ($511,532 for machine foundations and $269,234 far 
electrical service). In rcfercmx to the NAWC Lakehurst equipment rbar N U  
remain in their hdusvial complm, no specifcation nor procwcembnt cost axe 
readily available, tl~crcfore our awumptim is that this cquiprnent CUSI will bc 
inceured by any gaining site and this pmcu~ruent  cost 3hould not he considered 
In tbe aodysis phase. 



Refenace: SECNAVNOTE 11OOO of 08 December 1993 

In accordance with policy set forth by UE Secntary of the Navy, pusonriel of the Dcpactment of 
the Navy, uniformed and civiUan, who provide infonnation for usc in LhC B W S  pm~eht  an required 
to pruvide a signed cutKicatiop that states '1 catify lhat the i n f o d o n  contained herein is accurate and 
complete to the best of my knowledge and 

Tht signing of this cutificatioo constitulcs a npresmtatiou that fk w i n g  official has reviewed 
che hformation aad either (1) ptrsdnalIy vouches for I t s  accuracy and completeness or (2) has possessioo 
of, and is nlying upon, a c e W o n  exccutod by a competent subordinate. 

Each individual in your activity geaerating information for the BRAC-95 process must ccrtifj. that 
informatioe Enclosure (I) Is provided for individual certificatiolls and may be duplicated as cwxsuy. 
You an dJrcdtd to maintain tbose certifications at your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this 
mcatioo sheet. Ihc commander of thc activity will begin the d c a t i o a  process and each reporting 
senior in the Chah of Command nviewing the information will also sign this ctrtif~cation sheet TI&< 
sheet must remain attached b this package and be forwarded up the QlaIn of Command. Copies must 
be nlaincd by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes. 

I certify tbat tht information wntaincd herein is accurate and cumplete to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

/ ' 

Dennis A .  Wood 

NAME CPkasc type or print) 

Business O p e r a t i o n s  Director 2 2  Feb 95 

Title Dare 

Naval Aviation Depot ,  Jacksonville 

~ctivik 

The data being certified is based on the assumption that no 
additional workload, other than what is presently planned, will be 
transferred to NADEP Jax. If BRAC 95 or Regional Maintenance 
Center drives new workload into NADEP Jax or changes our 
workload mix, new plant layouts or facilities will have to be 
considered. 



22 February 19 

NAWC LAKEXITJRST RELOCATION TO NADEP JACKSONVILLE 

This information is based upon a site visit to NAWC Lakehurst by NADEP 
Jacksonville personnel on 4 January 1995, and subsequent review of equipment 
and facility requirements. 

20% of square footage requirements will be saved through effective workflow and 
facility layouts. This will occur because NADEP Jacksonville has the opportunit: 
to layout facilities from ground up. Additionally, NADEP Jacksonville possesses 
most of the equipment and processes utilized by NAWC Lakehurst. 60,000 sq. ft. 
of shop space is required and has been identified at NADEP Jacksonville for 
workload associated with NAWC Lakehurst production and prototype efforts. WF 
do not anticipate any MILCON requirements associated with this workload. 

Unique equipment installation costs for NAWC Lakehurst equipment required b:; 
NADEP Jacksonville are  estimated to be $783,300. 

SUMMARY OF COSTS 

Crane installation 
Transformer 
i6! Switch gears 
Unique equipment installation 

Total $1,143,000 



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

*l . 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
m n  i-w --;, ,--qJ~_~.q~- / 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 16, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Christopher H. Smith 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Smith: 

Thank you for providing me with the data I requested concerning the Aircraft Launch and 
Recovery Equipment prototype and manufacturing mission at the Naval Air Warfare Center, 
(NAWC), Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey. 

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 NAWC, Lakehurst, New Jersey. 

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. 

Commissioner 
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THAD COCHRAN 
MISSISSIPPI 

LHnitrd $tates Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2402 

COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION. 

AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 

COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE ON 
RULES AND 

ADMINISTRATION 
May 9, 1995 

Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Re: Columbus Air Force Base Briefing 

Dear Alan: 

I am pleased to send you several copies of a brief summarizing the many strengths of 
a truly outstanding military installation, Columbus Air Force Base. I am familiar with the 
attributes of Columbus AFB, which include its first-rate facilities and infrastructure, superior 
military housing and quality of life, and an exceptionally supportive local community. 

I'm sure that as you review the distinguished record of Columbus AFB Base during 
the course of your important deliberations you will realize that it sets a standard of excellence 
for other UPT bases to meet. Given the unique flexibility and capacity of the base, you will 
find that other missions also can be accommodated at Columbus AFB. 

If I can be of any other assistance, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

THAD COCHRAN 
United States Senator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - .. ,- .+ -. , -*:. -- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 15,1995 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Thad Cochran 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0 

Dear Thad: 

Thank you for your letter and briefing paper summarizing the strengths of 
Columbus Air Force Base. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

I can assure you that the information you have provided about Columbus Air 
Force Base will be considered by the Commission in our review and analysis of 
undergraduate pilot training bases. 

I look fonvard 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, 
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H E A L T H  A F F A I R S  

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301-1 200 

Honorable S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

MAY 0 9 1995 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

As you are aware, in January 1994, as part of the 1995 base realignment and closure process, 
the Secretary of Defense established Joint Cross-Service Groups in six areas that he believed had 
significant potential for Cross-Service impacts. One of those groups was Military Treatment 
Facilities, including Graduate Medical Education. The purpose of the group was to evaluate 
Cross-Service opportunities for Single-Service asset sharing, to reduce excess capacity, and to 
decrease duplication within the Military Health Services System. The Joint Cross-Service Group 
for Medical Treatment Facilities' analysis resulted in an alternative being provided to the Air 
Force for cortsideratiort that realigned Wilford Hall Medical Center (WHMC) in San Antonio, 
Texas, to a clinic. 

The Air Force evaluated and strongly rejected this alternative, citing the essential role this 
flagship medical facility plays in Air Force medical readiness, specialty care, and graduate medical 
education. A detailed analysis of this issue is included in the Air Force's 5 May 95 letter. The 
Department reviewed the response from the Air Force and agrees with their assessment. Their 
evaluation, coupled with our own plans for the San Antonio area, resulted in the proposal 
specifically not being included in Secretary Perry's recommendation to the Commission. We 
believe there are additional opportunities to reduce our infrastructure and streamline our medical 
operations in San Antonio--and many other locations across the country and are aggressively 
pursuing these rightsizing initiatives through Defense program and budget review processes. In 
addition, San Antonio is the DoD leader in implementing a consolidated GME concept between 
WHMC and Brooke Army Medical Center that combines seven individual programs, thereby 
eliminating duplication. 

We are confident that the management initiatives now underway can achieve the goals we 
have established. The fact that we have reduced the number of hospitals by 35 percent, and 
achieved a 42 percent reduction in bed capacity, since the end of the Cold War is testament to our 
ability to manage the necessary cuts in our infrastructure. We do not believe that significant 
change to the organization or mission of WHMC is the proper course of action from a readiness 
and medical service perspective. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen . Josep , %%p.H. 



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. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Stephen C. Joseph, M.D., M.P.H. 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs 
The Pentagon 
Room 3E346 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1200 

Dear Doctor Joseph: 

Thank you for your May 9, 1995 letter expressing your views on the importance of Wilford 
Hall Medical Center. Reading your letter and discussing the issue at length with your Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Dr. Ed Martin, and Lieutenant General Habiger, the Air Force 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, I can see that Wilford Hall plays an important role in 
military health care, particularly in military medical education. 

I am also encouraged by the Department of Defense's plans to eliminate duplication and 
increase the efficiency of medical infrslstructure, health delivery, and graduate medical education 
programs both in the San Antonio area and across the country. In my meeting with Dr. Martin, I 
was assured that your office, the Air Force, and the Army are committed to consolidating 
activities at Wilford Hall and at Brooke Army Medical Center, including the sharing of 
responsibilities and functions across Service lines, in order to reduce costs and improve 
operations. General Habiger indicated he was supportive of these efforts. 

In that meeting, Dr. Martin and General Habiger also assured me that the Department of 
Defense can and will meet the goals of eliminating excess infrastructure, reducing costs, and 
improving operations within the Military Health Services System, including consolidations 
across Service lines, outside of the base closure process. I look forward to seeing you achieve 
these important goals, both in San Antonio and elsewhere around the country. 

Sincerely, 

d( 
S. Lee Kling 
Commissioner 



THE DEFElVSE BASE CLOSLRE A\'D REALIGhi1EXI' CO&C\.lISSIOiT 

EXECLTWE CORRESPOhTlENCE TIUCIUNG SYSTEM (ECTS) # 

D I R m o R m T I O N  SERVICES 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepare Reply for Chahnn's Sigpaturr Prepare &ply for Cmrmindoou's signahm 

I Y I Rv--Rapa 
Amow. offer Cmnnents aadlor SLgpahS I J I M  I 



May 8,1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
The Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

After an analysis of the Base Closure and Realignment records in your library, we noted 
that certain members of the South Weymouth community may have caused some 
confusion by their comments about the viability of NAS Atlanta. We would like to take 
this opportunity to respond. 

Attached is a brief fact sheet about NAS Atlanta, its demographics and its record as a 
most successful air station. Additionally, we would like to point out that NAS Atlanta is 
a modern facility and will require no milcon for any of the scheduled or 
recommended moves of aircraft or personnel to NAS Atlanta. 

We thank you for this opportunity to point out some of the facts as they relate to NAS 
Atlanta. We believe that a fair analysis of these facts substantiates the Department of 
Defense's recommendations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Cordially, 

Larry Meeler 
Chairman 

Ben Haskew 
President & CEO 

P. 0. Box COBB, Marietta, Georgia 30067-0032, (404) 980-2000 
FAX (404) 980-9510 



NAS ATLANTA DEMOGRAPHICS 
A FORMULA FOR SUCCESS 

The importance of demographcs in the success or failure of any reserve activity cannot 
be argued. A viable demographic pool is the key element in any installation's ability to 
fully man its reserve units with qualified individuals which can meet mobilization needs 
and conduct safe day-to-day flight operations. The combined assets of NAS Atlanta and 
the Naval Surface Reserve Center (which is relocating to Dobbins ARB) total 1760 
drilling reservists living within 50 miles. The effortless commute to Atlanta allows an 
additional 450 reservists to drill in Atlanta, for a total of 22 10 reservists drilling on site. 
The following data clearly shows that NAS Atlanta has one of the richest manpower 
pools in the country: 

NAS Atlanta is one of the few Naval Air Reserve Activities that does not rely on 
airlifts to bring in reservists. This is a considerable savings in aircraft operating costs and 
allows these valuable logistic assets to be used for fleet support. 

Currently NAS Atlanta (including Naval Reserve tenant commands) is allowed 
897 enlisted billets with 873 currently allowed to drill in a pay status. If non-pay 
reservists were allowed to drill in a pay status the drilling reservist numbers would 
increase to 896,99.9% enlisted manning. 

Officer manning is currently capped at 170 officers (including Naval Reserve 
tenant commands) and NAS Atlanta will have to transfer 15 officers out, in order to reach 
these reduced numbers. If non-pay reservists were included the numbers would increase 
to 344 officers, 150% officer manning! 

FY-93 all NAS Atlanta augment units were in a R-1 status, the highest possible 
combined rating of personnel manning and mobilization readiness. NAS Atlanta was the 
only Naval Reserve Air Station to achieve this unprecedented overall level of readiness. 

FY-94 NAS Atlanta had all augment units in a R-1 status. NAS Atlanta, during 
a Commander Naval Air Reserve Force inspection, was cited as having one of the best 
reserve training departments in the Naval Air Reserve Force! 

FY-95 NAS Atlanta stood up a new Carrier Group Unit 0867 to directly support 
fleet Carrier Battle Groups. Within six months this prestigious unit was at 70% 
readiness, with an expected 90% readiness rating (R-1) by the close of the fiscal year. 

The demographics can be argued as can any statistically based study. However, the 
number or awards won by NAS Atlanta point to a combination of reserve support and 



quality of life that spell success. The following awards clearly show that NAS Atlanta is 
one of the top reserve sites in the nation: 

NAS Atlanta received a Chief of Naval Operations Installation Excellence 
Award in July 1994. 

VR-46, based at NAS Atlanta, was selected as the 1994 Noel Davis Award 
winner as the number one fleet logistics squadron! 

1993 Conway Trophy winner as the number one Naval Air Resewe Activity! 

NR Naval Station Rota 01 67, based at NAS Atlanta, was the winner of the 1993 
Barto Trophy as the number one Naval Air Resewe Augmentation Unit! 

1992 Robert S. Gray Maintenance Award winner for best maintenance 
department. 

Winner of the 1992 Naval Air Resewe Activity Safety Ashore award. 

Commander Naval Reserve Force nominee for the 1992 Bronze Hammer 
Award. 

Honorable mention, Chief of Naval Operations 1992 NEY competition. 

Meritorious Unit Commendation awarded in 1990. 

The continued success of NAS Atlanta was recently recognized by the awarding 
of a Meritorious Unit Commendation for sustained superior performance from 1 
October 1991 to 3 1 January 1994. 

In closing there are four major factors to consider when considering what is responsible 
for the success of DobbinsNAS Atlanta Joint Reserve Base. 

Outstanding Demographics as previously addressed. 
Geographics; commercial growth attracts high quality personnel essential to a 

good reserve program. 
Jointness; at few other bases will you find all 6 DoD reserve components at the 

same location. 
Community and business support for the DoD mission. 
FY-95 NAS Atlanta was selected as the site for the newest asset in the Naval Air 

Reserve, VAW-77. This squadron will fly the E-2 early warning aircraft to assist the 
DEA in the vital drug interdiction mission. This decision was made in part due to the 
number of Naval Aviators available in the Atlanta area to fly and manage the avionics 
systems of the E-2. 



FY-95 Commander Naval Air Reserve Force requested a BRAC redirect to place 
VFA-203 and CVWR 20 at NAS Atlanta. These were decisions again based on reservist 
availability to staff these prestigious units. 

Naval Reserve Recruiting, located in Atlanta, has consistently attained high 
recruiting goals: 

Atlanta has three reserve Officer recruiting Officers assigned to its 
demographic area, the largest number assigned in the U.S. 

a In FY-94, NAS Atlanta was the #1 NAS in Officer Recruiting. 

Metro Atlanta area is critical to the minority recruiting effort. 

a Atlanta reserve recruiting made significant contributions to the FY-93 
nation wide recruiting effort which is directly related to the Atlanta area (Detachment 
Four) being awarded Naval Reserve Recruiting Command Detachment of the year for 
FY-93. 

a As a major hub for Delta, ASA, Value Jet, KIWI and Air South, the local 
availability of pilots and aviation rates for manning of aviation units is facilitated. 

A comparison of Naval Reserve Recruiting Command data for FY-94 
shows Atlanta as a clear leader: 

ATLANTA SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

ENLISTED 

Veterans 254 
SAM'S 22 

Total 276 175 

OFFICER 

Total 42 
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703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

May 18, 1995 

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

Mr. Ben Haskew 
President and CEO 
Cobb County Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box COBB 
Marietta, Georgia 30067-0032 

Dear Mr. Haskew: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of "NAS Atlanta Demographics, A 
Formula For Success." You can be assured that it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with 
our review of analysis of the nation's military infrastructure. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10 to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified NAS Atlanta at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Atlanta, Georgia on June 9, 1995 to 
hear testimony fiom communities that would be affected by potential base closures and 
realignments. The State of Georgia has been allotted 100 minutes during this hearing to offer 
testimony in support of NAS Atlanta. 

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, 
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May 18, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
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Mr. Larry Wheeler 
Chairman 
Cobb County Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box COBB 
Marietta, Georgia 30067-0032 

Dear Mr. Wheeler: 

Thank you for forwarding to the Commission a copy of 'WAS Atlanta Demographics, A 
Formula For Success." You can be assured that it will be carefblly considered as we proceed with 
our reveiw of analysis of the nation's military infrastructure. 

As you may know, the Commission voted on May 10 to consider an additional thirty-five 
military activities as proposed changes to the Secretary of Defense's list of bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. The Commission identified NAS Atlanta at that hearing as a base to 
be considered as a proposed change. 

The Commission will hold a public regional hearing in Atlanta, Georgia on June 9, 1995 to 
hear testimony from communities that would be affected by potential base closures and 
realignments. The State of Georgia has been allotted 100 minutes during this hearing to offer 
testimony in support of NAS Atlanta. 

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, 
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3 May 1995 
1230/MP/010 

commissioner S. Lee Kling 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

I want to thank you for your kind letter regarding the information we provided during your 
visit to Defense Depot Ogden, Utah (DDOU). It was our pleasure to be able to talk with 
you and Commissioner Steele. The process you are involved in is extremely complex and 
I personally appreciate your time and attention to all of the information you received. It 
is a tremendous task, but essential to ensuring the DoD emerges from this process with a 
better posture for the future than it began with. 

The enclosed news article and photos are an indication of real world events as they relate 
to DDOU. As you can see, thirty minutes down the freeway from DDOU, the world's 
largest cargo aircraft was able to pick up its load from DDOU and be on its way. Real 
world events don't support DLA's concept of the only way for a distribution site to 
accomplish a world wide mission is for them to be near an Aerial Port of Embarkation 
(APOE). In reality, every major runway can be an APOE and DDOU is just minutes from 
two major ones - Hill AFB and Salt Lake City International. 

I am also glad to be able to enclose a DLA news release. It seems they agree with us that 
the DLA tenants at DDOU should stay in Utah instead of moving to California. The best 
facilities available for their mission is right where they are. 

I am also including some other information that applies to points I made during our 
discussion. I hope they are useful in your decision process. Thanks again for your effort 
and honest evaluation of the facts. 

F c h a e l  Pavich 
Major General USAF (RET) 
President, Hill/DDO '95, Inc. 

Enclosure: News Clips, DLA News Release, Photos 
HILL-DDO '95, INC.  

P.O. B o x  1557 

OGDEN, UT 84401 

(801) 629-2254 

F A X :  (801) 629-2251 
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Rwandan President Leads Exhumation 
LOS ANGELES TIMES 

KIGALI, Rwanda - The Rwandan government 
scrambled to regain international respectability 
Thursday by inviting the world to investigate the 
horrors of Kibeho refugee camp - but it may have 
done as much damage as good with a macabre on- 
scene exhumation of bodies from mass graves. 

On a ridge line in the hills of southwestern Rwan- 
da, among the dead, the dying and the filthy ruins of 
80,000 displaced refugees, this was as strange an 
official event as could be imagined. 

The president of Rwanda, government ministers 
and military leaders summoned diplomats, relief 
workers and journalists to the scene to argue that 
they had nothing to hide in last weekend's bloody 
rampage. 

President Pasteur Uizimungu called for the Unit- 
ed States, the United Nations, the Organization of 
African Unity and southern European countries to 
join in an international inquiry into the killings. 
"The Rwandan government regrets these deaths," 
he said. 

He said the inquiry should convene next week to 
determine how many died and how -and to investi- 
gate the army's decision to force the closure of the 
camp. 

So far, the army of Rwanda has taken much of the 
blame for the bloodshed, jeopardizing international 
support crucial for postwar reconstruction. 

But did hundreds die or thousands? And by what 
instigation and at whose hand? These questions have 
come to absorb the Rwandan government and na- 
tions who have pledged to help rebuild this country. 

Rwandan officials were not satisfied, however, to 
leave the matter there. Bizimungu took the unusual 
step of leading the entourage down a hillside and 
announcing that, beginning right then, mass graves 
would be opened to count bodies. Workers began 

Tents From Utah 
The Defense Distribution Depot in Ogden 

has shipped 350 tents to support relief efforts 
in war-torn Rwanda. 

The tents, weighing 240,000 pounds, are  
part of a combined shipment of supplies. The 
Soviet-built aircraft, which landed a t  Salt 
Lake International Airport Iate Thursday, is 
the largest cargo-carrying craft in the world. 

i 

digging into the soft, red soil. 
Four hours later, the president announced the 

grim total - 338 - for the 15 grave sites. 
"What was the point of announcing the formation 

of a commission, and then going out and saying we're 
going to unbury the bodies and settle the matter 
right here? It doesn't make any sense," remarked 
one Western diplomat. 

The body count was only slightly more than the 
300 that Rwandan officials had estimated. The Unit- 
ed Nations had first estimated 4,000 were killed in 
the camp in two weekend clashes, but later lowered 
its estimate to 2,000. Relief workers estimated 4,000 
casualties and insisted Thursday that many more 
graves mar these hillsides and that the camps' many 
latrines were used to dispose of bodies. 

In closing the camp, the army argued it was at- 
tempting to screen refugees for those suspected in 
last year's ethnic slaughter here. Twice, armed refu- 
gees mounted charges against the soldiers using wo- 
men and children as human shields, the army says. 

While at Kibeho camp, the government and diplo- 
mats unsuccessfully attempted to coax the last refu- 
gee holdouts, about 1,000 of them, from a stronghold 
in a former school atop the ridge. 



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

a release 
DEFENS: LOGISTICS AGENCY 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE FOR INFORMATION: 
April 26. 1945 Captain F. G. Leeder, USN, 703274-6135 

The Defense Logistic:. Agency (DLA) Headquarters in Alexa~dria, V'qinia, issued a clor@ ing 

statement !oday regarding DLA acrivitjes rhal are tenants on tlic Defensc Disuibutioll Depot Ogden 

(DDOU) co~npicx. No final decisions have been ~ n d e  regarding relocation of tenant activities. Should 

the nsr Closure and Resligmient Commission accept the Secretay of Defense's recdmmendation to 

clusc DilO'ti, all Depatcicnt of DeSe:lse tenants, other fl~m the Arn~y Reserve cmionment area, will be 

relocated Sroni the C'gden conpiex. However, relocating sclivitjes with.in h e  OgdedSalt Lake xra is 

definireiy i.ul atrrd~tive optiiln that \vi;ill tx explored. if suiliiblc facilities are av5Iable. 

'fie relocation of tc!;ant activities impacted by Base Rea!ig.m.ent and Closure decisions is dictated 

hy the Base Redignne:~t a ~ d  Clvsun process. Such operatiand decisions are made by t4e tenant parent 

coinmuds durilg iniplencntrrtion. F.'unding to refocare tenants is included in the Cost of Sase 

Realignment Actioa model used to c3n;putr the e x p t r d  rdurn on i~lvestrnent of the Dcpamznt's 

rccornn~endations. For cost. estin~~ting purpclses orrly, 31.A tt-~~rntnl~ were conc+t:~ally "moved" to a DLA 

Distcbution Depot in E m  Joaqtia, California. .4s s t ~ t o d  above. CLA will artcmpt tc relocate tenants i r ~  

rhc Ogdem'Salt Lake area. 
DL11 is committed ta minimizing adverse impact 1s it? tllrnted workforce tr\ the greatest extent 

fea5ible. 1 
- JO- 

As IJJLL ,Suyl=s 1 q p f 7 2  jiv ~ l l i  brotzc:hes ~ ~ ' A ~ c I I I c ~ I ' ~  mihfru); serv.crls d s number qfjkdsrcrf oyyrmircrfrrmm, DL( anmurily 
purchaa  u,id Jistrituru neur(v S I O hifijoti cifjou~d clorhi,ig, medical sl'i,pIies, cuns1rucr;on ~uppfles. spwc p m ,  c/eclronic? 
ona'bl .  I1.r D&me Confrud ,tf:nugcnenf Llummand r;rpen*ires (ha conrpieuon ojrnwe~h~~r  3110,900 conr,-ucrsper,w - 

- H W / ~  -L%(Jo biilaon - hj'pfit'u:~ - counptmks fw the militug. smn9icer mdfeaer(d ~;rgimi.af~~m. -- 

I 
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The attached two pages further demonstrate the cost efficiency of DDOU: 

o The first demonstrates that from the information the commission asked DLA 
to provide, the costs per ton for operations out of DDOU, are currently 
$54.68 less than for operations out of SharpeITracy. 

0 The second is an income / expense statement for DDOU operations for 
October '94 through March '95. Because of cost efficient operal.ions, the 
Ogden facility has generated $7.78 million for DLA to use to reduce rhe cost 
to customers for distribution operations. (The $29.71 it charges for each 
transaction). 

o Point of interest - the Western Region has lost $47 million so far in FY95. 
It can't afford to close an efficient operation like DDOU. 



Cost Per Ton Issued 

In response to DLA-CAAJ's response in April to Mr. Alan Dixon, 
Chairman of Defense Realignment Cornnission, the following provides 
a surrmary of thz DLA-CAA; suhission. 

Ogden San Joaqui n 

Bin Tomage 7,127.8 22,038.4 
Bin Cost $7,390.422 $22,850,508 
Bulk Tonnage 213,417.4 214,103.6 
Bulk Cost $29,991,552 $30,087,980 
Total Tonnage 220,545.2 236,142.0 
Total Cost $37,381,974 $52,938,488 

Cost Per Ton $169.50 $224.18 



@&en -- Hill Total 
Lines In and Out: 
Workload 
Unit Cost 

Income From Lines In & Out 30,364 13,221 

Reimbursement Income 12,240 1,625** 

Total Incane 42,604 14,846 

Lines In and Out 22,583 15,991 

Reimbursement Expense 12,240 1,625 

Total  Ezpenses 

NET INMmE EY 95" 

* March = 123 Days of 250 Total Days 
** DERA Adjustment *** Source - DDRW Unit Cost Spreadsheets 



The attached two charts demonstrate the DDOU workforce ability to meet mission 
requirements during changing circumstances. 

The Distribution Supply System (DSS) is a new data system to support distribution 
operations. It was installed at DDOU (as most new systems are) to have the bugs worked 
out and corrections made to software and mechanization. The s y s t e ~ ~ ~  was installed at 
DDOU in Oct. '94, and after Ogden made over 800 corrections, it was installed at Sharpe 
and Tracy in March of '95. 

What the charts measure is the ability of the Depot to satisfy customer requirements for 
High Priority, and Routine Material Requisition Orders (MROS). You can. see that Ogden 
with a brand new system was able to stay right on (for priority) or very near (for routine) 
the customer satisfaction standards of 1 and 8 days respectively. You can also see that after 
the system had been made more user friendly, Sharpe and Tracy have not been as 
successful. 



HIGH PRIORITY MROs 
RECEIPT TO SHIP (DAYS) 

AVERAGE DAYS 

- 
.v . . '**V \ 

- - is?-  - - - *@ l - - - - . - - -b - - - . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 . . DAY . . . . . STANDARD . . . . . . . . . . . . 
- *- 
/ 

ELEMENT 21 41 1 
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ROUTINE MROS 
RECEIPT TO SHIP (DAYS) 

AVERAGE DAYS 

OGDEN - 

TRACY - 

SHARPE 

. ELEMENT: 21422 

11 

4.7 7.7 

11.412.311.E8.7 

9.5 13.318.3 

11.3 13 13.411.58.7 7.5 7 



Depot Combinations 
In The West 

DLA's concept of operations says Depots: 

1 - Must be collocated with a Container Consolidation Point 
(CCP) and be in close proximity to a port. 

2 - Must have sufficient storage and throughout capacity to 
surge for wartime. 

3 - Must be geographically located in proximity to customers, 
vendors or ports. 

Below is a TABLE evaluating the three possible depot combinations 
in the west. 

1 - Major distribution faciliw collocated with CCP and close to 
a port (yes or no) 

Tracy/Sharpe: Yes, Sharpe and Tracy have both served as a CCP and 
are close to the port of Oakland. 

Tracy/Ogden: Yes, Tracy and Oqden have both served as a CCP and 
Tracy is close to the port of Wland. 

Sharpe/Oqden: Yes, Sharpe and Ogden have both served as a CCP and 
Sharpe is close to the port of Oakland. 

2 - Must have sufficient storaqe and throughput capacity to 
surge for wartime. 

Stora.qe Throughput 
Capaci ty Capacity 
ACF (000) -- Rank i nq Lined8 Hours Rankinq 

3 - Must be geographically located in proximity to customers, 
vendors or ports. 

Customers (Source D M  BRAC 95 SAILS) 

Tracy/Sharpe: Only 42 of 287 castomers listed (15%) are closer to 
Tracy/Sharpe than Ogden. 

Tracy/Ogden: Ogden alone is closer to 85% of the customers listed 
than Tracy/Sharpe. 

Sharpe/Ogden : Same as Tracy/-n. 



SupPli3~sD!end~rz ( Source DLA BRAC 95 SAILS) --- 

Tracy/Sharpe: Only 50 of the 191 supplies/vendors listed (26%) 
are closer to Tracy/Sharpe than Oqden. 

Tracy/Ogden: Ogden alone is cl.oser to 74% of the 
suppliers/vendors listed than '.'racy/Sharpe. 

Sharpe/Ogden: Same as ~racy/Ckjden. 

All three combinations provide a geographic advantage to a port. 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
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May 18, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Mike Pavich, USAF (Ret.) 
President, Hill/DDO '95, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1557 
Ogden, Utah 8440 1 

Dear General Pavich: 

Thank you for forwarding to me infomation concerning the Defense Distribution Depot, 
Ogden (DDOU). I certainly understand your interest in the base c l o s u ~  and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. I 

I can assure you that the information you have provided will be considered by the 
Commission in our review and analysis of DDOU. As you may know,, the Commission will hold a 
public hearing in San Francisco, California, on May 25, 1995, to hear testimony fiom communities 
that would be affected by potential base closure or realignments. The State of Utah has been 
allotted 75 minutes during the hearing to offer testimony in support of Hill AFB. In addition, the 
Commission has scheduled a base visit to Hill Air Force Base and DDOU on May 24, 1995, 
where we will observe firsthand the operations there. 

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. 

S. b e  Kling 
Commissioner 



THE DEFESSE B M E  CLOSLRE A ,  R E . U l G ~ l E h T  COb1CCIISSION 

E,XECUTNE CORRESPONDEXCE TRACKIZiG SYSTEM (ECTS) # qb- ~10-2, 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
D - . I  

I 

; 

(q1 prrp...Replyforr 
. 

'sSigrumnc h p v e  Reply for c-'s sigoatm 
- C ,  1 

- 

DrR./XNFOR~TION SERVICES 

FROM: 5 ~ n @ \ < ,  EdQ 
: m : C 3 0 d .  (!$PA\@ ~qdmb4bfe 

ORGANIZATION: 

5 \ CL4flw\AE& 

TmEiCH6)\gVhbq- 
ORGAYIZ\TION: 

o ( ( 3 c P ~  I 

m s r . u u n o N  D ~ S S E D  m OQNP A\W B 



May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

The Boise Area Chamber of Commerce strongly supports the continued operation of 
Mountain Home Air Force Base in Idaho. The base is NOT recommended for closure or 
realignment by the Department of Defense. 

Since 1992, Mountain Home Air Force Base has been home to the 366th Wing, the air 
intervention Composite Wing. The attached policy statement describes in further detail why 
Mountain Home Air Force Base is an asset to the Department of Defense: 

* Long runway for any aircraft in the inventory 
* Abundant flying weather 
* Existing training range (but we are working for more) 
* No encroachment on urban areas 
* Community support 
* Low cost of living 
* High quality of life 

The Boise Area Chamber of Commerce realizes and appreciates the significance of the air 
base on the economy of the state of Idaho. Every base in the country benefits its area's 
economy. The Chamber policy statement highhghts why the base is important to the 
military, not just on the economy of our area. 

Mountain Home Air Force Base enjoys the support of the business and political leadership 
of the Boise area and the state of Idaho. Thank you for reviewing this information. 

Very truly yours, 

Ray Stark, 
Governmental Affairs Manager 



IDAHO 

A Special Place 

POLICY STATEMENT 

SUPPORT THE CONTINUED OPERATION OF MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE 

August 11, 1 9 9 4  

POLICY STATEMENT: The ~oise Area Chamber of Commerce supports the 
continued o~eration of Mountain Home ~ i r  Force Base. 

1. The Air Base is an important, established asset to the U.S. 
Department of Defense. 
Even though changing political events will lead to reprioritized 
military spending; training pilots, testing aircraft and 
maintaining combat readiness will continue to be a function of the 
Air Force. 

2. The Air Base is an important asset to the State of Idaho. 
Mountain Home Air Force Base is the largest, operational military 
facility in Idaho. Its economic impact on Elmore County and the 
State of Idaho is significant. The base employs over 4,000 active 
military personnel, 800 civilians and creates more than 3,000 
secondary jobs. Annual payroll is over $200 million. The air base 
provides extensive support to the Idaho Air and Army National 
Guard. 

BACKGROUND: 
Mountain Home Air Force Base was established in 1942 during World 
War I1 as an Army Air Base. Bomber and pursuit training occurred 
throughout the war. The base was deactivated at the end of the 
war. 

The base was reactivated in 1949 as a SAC base with B-29 bombers. 
Extensive construction of buildings, roads, utilities and runways 
occurred during the 1950s. In 1960, SAC added B-47 bombers and 
constructed three Titan missile complexes off base. The missile 
complexes were deactivated in 1965. 

TAC assumed control of the base in 1966 with RF-4s used for 
reconnaissance and tactical fighter training. with the arrival of 
F-111 fighter-bombers in 1972, the bases's bomber training mission 
was expanded. In 1982, EF-ills were added for an electronic 
jamming training mission. Many new base facilities were contructed 
in the 1980s. 

In 1992, the Air Force created the Air Combat Command and 
established the 366th Wing at ~ountain Home Air Force Base as the 
first air intervention Composite Wing. Aircraft assigned to the 
wing are: F-16C, F-15E, B-lB, F-15C/D, and KC-135. 

BOISE AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 300 N. 6th STREET P.O. BOX 2368 BOISE, ID 83701 (208) 344-5515 



Mountain Home Air Force Base is located 10 miles from the city of 
Mountain Home, Idaho (population 8,900) and within Elmore County 
(population 25,500). ~ountain Home is located 44 miles southeast 
of Boise, the state capital, along Interstate 84. 

Mountain Home is a base-oriented supportive community. It is 
located in a agricultural area with relatively mild climate, low 
cost living, low crime rate and unlimited access to recreation. 

ASSETS TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE: 

Long Runway. The runway is 13,000 feet in length and is able to 
accommodate any aircraft in the Air Force inventory. 

Abundant   lying Weather. Less than 2% of the missions are lost 
due to inclement weather. 

  xi sting Training Range. The Saylor Creek Range, encompassing 174 
square miles, is located 20 miles from the air base. There are 
vast areas of unencumbered airspace and established low level 
flying routes. 

New Facilities. Construction has recently been completed on a 20 
bed Hospital, Combat Support Center, Squadron operations Building 
and many new support facilities. 

Good Location. The base is located in a large, rural county in 
Southwest Idaho and does not impact on population centers. 

Citizen and Government Support. The city of Mountain Home actively 
supports the base with on-going involvement. The Chamber of 
Commerce sponsors a Military Affairs Committee. The Governor of 
Idaho and the entire congressional delegation support the continued 
operation of Mountain Home Air Force Base. 

Educational Opportunities. Continuing educational opportunites are 
provided on-base and in Boise by Boise State University. 

Low Cost of Living. In the city of Mountain Home and in southwest 
Idaho, the cost of housing, food and energy is less than other 
comparable areas in the western United States. 

High Quality of Life. Within a short distance are unlimited 
recreational opprtunities for military personnel and their 
dependents, such as: national forests, state parks, the Sawtooth 
National Recreation Area, Sun Valley, and high desert areas that 
offer hunting, fishing, hiking, rafting and skiing. Less than an 
hour away, Boise offers year-round cultural and sporting events 
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WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Ray Stark 
Governmental Affairs Manager 
Boise Area Chamber of Commerce 
300 North 6th Street 
P.O. Box 2368 
Boise, Idaho 8370 1 

Dear Mr. Stark: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho. I 
certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

I appreciate your providing information on Mountain Home Air Force Base and I can 
assure you that it 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. 

Sincerely, 
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INFORMATION PAPER &,- - 

SUBJECT: Lead Based Paint in Painily Houcing Quarters at 1-7. S .  
Army Garrison (TACOMSA) Selfridge Air National Guard Base 
Michigan. 

PURPOSE. To provide information perkaining to conditions of lead 
based paint in the family hni~sing quarters located at TACOMSA. 
Michigan. 

FACTS. 

a. Family Quarters located on TACOMSA p r o p e r t y  have l e a d  
based paint above the action levels of l.Omg/sqcm. 

b. In 1994, a contracted consulting f i r m  was hired throuqh 
the Louisville District, Corps o f  E n g i n e e r s  performed A lead 
paint survey on Army Family quarters located on Selfridge ANG 
Base. Guida r l ce  i ~ i  AI-I~IY Technical note 420-70-2 (Surveying & 
Abating lead) was used in conducting this survey. 

c. A representative sample of 221 sets or quarters were 
surveyed as prescribed by Technical Note 4 2 0 - 7 0 - 2 .  Per t , he  
Technical Note, survey results frnm this sample size represent 
the conditions in all family housing quarters on Post. Paint 
testing was performed w i t h  Spectrum Analyzer X - R a y  Florescence 
equiprnenL and with Atomic Ab~orptian Spectrometry tnc thoda.  

d .  Lead Based P a i n t  is managed in place baaed on current 
Army guidance. The i n t e r n a l  painted surfaces are  in good shape. 
Surfaces have been looked at and verified t h r o u g h  ACSIM personnel 
when TACOMSA was seek<ng a waiver to a prohihit.ively e x p e n s i v e  
lead based paint policy. The DPW Office estimates that since 
1978 (when lead paint production was drastically reduced) the 
interior surfaces have r.ecttivttd a L  least 8 coats a£ non-lead 
paint which has served to encapsulate the lead underneath. When 
the paint peels and blisters arrangements are made to correct the 
situation either through self h e l p ,  or  t h r o u g h  the Base Services 
Contractor. There is a 95 funded project to correct e x t e r i o r  
paint deficiencies this summer. There are no other special 
requirements to perform on the painted surfaces. 

e, Childreri and mothers are checked for elevatcd blood lead 
levels through the Community Health Nurse. Programs used to 
gather data and check are: Woman I n f a n t s  and  C h i l d r e n  (WIC) used 
by lower enlisted personnel; Well Baby Clinic; and Prenatal 
Screenings. There are no cases of children with elevated blood 
lead levels  on Selfridge. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT. Asbestos in Family Housing Quarters Located at U. S. 
Army Garrison Selfridge ITACOMSA) , Michigan. 

PUHPUSE. To provide i r i f  ur .atat ion t o  the B a s e  R e a l i g n m e n t  and 
Closure Commission pertaining to asbestos in family housing 
quarters located at TACOMSA. 

FACTS. 

a. There is asbestos located in family housing at TACOMSA. 
This material is predominantly located in the older housing units 
on the installation. Overall, the asbexluu c o n t a i n i n g  materials 
found in the quarters are inaccessible and do not pose a threat 
to residents unless disturbed by major construction activities. 

b. In 1991, family housing quarters were  surveyed for 
asbcstoa. Typical asbestoa containing materiala fnt lnd were 
piping insulation, floor tile and plaster. 

c. During the 1980s most uL Lhe ubservable asbestos pipe  
insulation in the family quarters was removed. If it could be 
seen, it was considered to be a threat that had the potential for 
future disruption and it was removed. Insulation was removed 
from crawl spaces, basement ceilings, attics and boiler rooms. 

d. There is only one set of quarters that sti.11 has 
observable asbestos insulation in the basement ceiling. The 
insulation is i n  good condition and does not puse a L h r c a t  baaed 
on current day asbestos logic and sniffer sampling. 
~nobservable/unaccessible asbestos pipe i n s u l a t i o n  remains inside 
wall cavities in most of the quarters and is considered 
encapsulated. The asbestos found in the floor tile does not pose 
a threat to normal living activities within t h e  quarters since i t  

is encapsulated in the floor tile itself and in most caves is 
covered up with layers of plywood underlayment and vinyl floor 
tile. Asbestos in plaster board Is present i11 u r l l y  a small 
amount of the quarters and does not pose a threat since it is 
encapsulated within the board itself. 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT. Impact of Base Realignment and closure Action on U. S. 
A r n ~ y  Garrison (TACOMSA) Salfridgc Activities. 

PURPOSE. To provide  information pertaining to the impact on 
facilities and services as a result of l r 9 b  B ~ C  becoming law 

FACTS. rhlring a recent BRAC visit by Commissioner Steel.e, 
information was requested in line with the above subject. Jmpact 
is as follows: 

1) Lufberry Hall Guest House 
2) Guest Quarters (Bldg 9 1 6 )  
3 ) Fami ly Housing 
4) Troop Billets 
5) Chapel and Chapel Programs 
6) Morale Welfare E Recreation 

Officers Club 
NCO Club 
TACOM Community C l u b  
Bowling Center 
Golf Course 
Teen Center 
Youth Services 
Arts and Crafts, Multicrafts 
Woodcraft 
Autocraf t 
Photocraft 
T,i hrary 
Outdoor Recreation 
Fitness Center 
Base Gym 
Exceptional Family Member Program 
Relocation Assistance 
Employment Help Offlce 
Child Development Center 
Family Chi 1 d Care Prograrna 
Military Family Tearn Building 

7 )  Baue Servicesr Contr-actor 
8 )  Officer Wives C l u b  T h r i f t  Shop 
9 )  TACOMSA O f f i c e s  that close 

A) Commander ' s Off ice 
B) Director of Public Works - A11 Housinq 
C) Resource Management 
D )  Morale Welfare and Support. O f f i c e s  
E) ~ o g i s t i c ~  



b. Recommended for movement to TACOM as the soldier 
population does not change thus requirinq these services. 

1) Education Programs 
2) Army Emergency ~ e l i e f  Scrvicec 
3 )  Drug and Alcohol Programs 
4) Inbound and Outbound Household Goods Movements in 

and out of the TACOMSA Area of Responsibi1it.y. 

c Eelnw organizations have support agreements w i t h  
TACOMSA. Organizations will need support from another 
organization. If another organization does not pick up the 
support, then c l u e u r e  is l i k e l y .  

1) U.S. A r m y  Health Clinic (Fort Knox has s t a t e d  will 
close) 

2 )  U.S. Army Dental Clinic (Fort Knox has s t a t e d  will 
cloge) 

3 )  U.S. Army Veterinary Clinic (Fort Knox has  stated 
will close) 

4 ) C o a ~ ~ n i  ssary 
5) A r m y  ~ i r  Force ~xchange  Sysrem 

A) Base Exchange 
B) ~ilitary clothing Sales Store 
C) Class VT Stnre ( C l a s s  V I  - Alcohol) 
D) Four Seasons 

6) 127th FW will pick up police and f i r e  support costs 
currently paid by TACOMSA. 

7 )  75th Explosive Ordnance D ~ S P O R ~ ~  Unit. 

Released by 
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POINT PAPER 

AMSTA- CY 2 6  Apr 95 

SUBJECT: Point Paper on U . S .  A r m y  Tank-automotive and Armaments 
Command Support Activity-Selfridge, (TACOMSA-S) 

1. PT-TRPOSE. To provide information pertaining to Army Housing 
as it pertains to Selfridge ANGB, MI. 

2 .  DISCUSSION. This data is providcd ae a enapshot i n  time and 
was current as of the BRAC Commission visit. Due to the fluidity 
of a military population, numbers change from day-to-day but 
remain close to t h e s e .  This breakout is for  c h e  Army p u p u l d ~ i o n  
only and does not include other mi. l i tary  unit-s or branches which 
reside in our housing areas. 

3 .  FACTS. TOTAL ARMY as of 24  April was 318 Personnel. This is 
a difference of seven pcrsonncl t h a t  w a e  included i n  the hriefing 
c h a r t s .  This difference is due t o  the fluidity of a military 
population. 

TACOM 

MAJOR GENERAL 
BRIGADIER GENERAL 
CGLONEL 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
MAJOR 
CAPTAIN 
WARRANT 
COMMAND/STAFF SERGRANT MAJOR 
FIRST/MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 
SPECIALIST 
PRIVATE FIRST CLASS 

READINESS GROUP 
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI. 48045 

MAJOR 
CAPTAIN 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
S T A F F  SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 

182 FA MIARNG 
DETROIT,MI. 48237-3007 

CAPTAIN 03 01 TOTAL= 1 



UNITED STATES ARMY RECRUITING 
300 E. MICHIGAN AVE S U I T E  303 
LANSING,MI. 48933-1486 

CAPTAIN 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIR-ST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 

300/301/783R~~P 
3 2 0 0  S.BEECH DALY RD 
INKSTER,MI. 48141 

MAJOR 
CAPTAIN 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 

323RD GENERAL HOSPITAL 
26402 W. 11 MILE RD. 
SOUTHFIELD,MI. 48034 

SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 

5064TH USA 
28500 AVONDALE RD. 
INKSTER,MI. 48141 

SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
SPECIALIST 
MAJOR 

ENGINEER DISTRIST DETROIT 
DETROIT,MI. 48231 

COLONEL 
MAJOR 

MEPS STATION 
1172 KIRTZ 
TROY,MI. 48048 

MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 

E7 01 TOTAL- 2 
E6 01 

06 0 1  TOTAL- 2 
04 0 1  



3/85TH DIV 
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI. 48045 

WARRANT 
CAPTAIN 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SPECIALIST 

70TH DIV 
34451 SCHOOLCRAFT 
LIVONIA,MI. 48150 

LIEUTENANT COLONEL 
MAJOR 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 

LIGHT GUARD ARMORY 
8 MILE ARMORY 
DETROIT,MI. 

MAJOR 

CID 
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI. 4 8 0 4 5  

WARRANT 
SSGT 

75TH DIV 
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI, 49045 

LIEUTENANT 
MASTER SERGEANT 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 

314TH MI BN 
17825 N. SHERWOOD 
DETROIT, MI.48212 

LIEUTENANT 
CAPTAIN 
MASTER SERGEANT 
SERGEANT FIRST CLASS 
STAFF SERGEANT 

01 TOTAL- 1 



3 
HEAT~TR/DENTAC/VETERAN C L I N I C S  
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI. 48045 

MAJOR 
CAPTAIN 
STAFF SERGEANT 
SERGEANT 
SPECIALIST 

902ND MI GROUP 
SELFRIDGE ANG BASE,MI. 48045 

CAPTAIN 
WARRENT 
SERGEANT 

RELEASED BY: RALPH E. ALLISON, JR. 
LTC, AG, 
Commanding 
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FACT SHEET 

2 6  Apw 95 

1. PURPOSE: To provide the BRAC Commission information on 
personnel strengths at the United States Army Tank-automotive and 
Armaments Command Support Activi~y-Selfridge (TACOMSA) . 
2 .  DISCUSSION: The strengths reported to the B M C  Committee 
have not been consistent due to different agencies providing 
input to their headquarters. Listed below are the current 
authorized atrcngth~ per TDA documents or a ~ ~ t h n r i - z e d  funded 
positions and on-board/assisyned strengts for TACOMSA. 

3 .  F A C T S :  

a. Breakout of Family Units. 

SERVICE O F F I C E R  ENLISTED TOTAL 
A r m y  113 2 12 '32.4 
Navy 8 8 0  8 8  
Air Force 13 68 81 
Marine Corps 10 6 4 7 4 
Coast Guard/other 21 102 123 
TOTAL 1 6 5  526  6 9 1  

b. Personnel strengths for Medical Center - Selfridge 

AUTHORIZED ON-BOARD/ASSXGNED 
OFF ENL CIV CONTR OFF ENL C I V  CONTR 

c. Peraonncl otrengthe f o r  TACOMSA 

OR(3ANIZATION AUTHOR1 ZED ON-EOARD/ASSIGNED 
OFF ENL CTII CANTW OFF ENL CIV CONTR 

OFC OF CMDR 
MIL RRRS CTN TACOM * 
HQ CO, TACOM * 
CHAPEL * *  
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
DEPT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
cOM/FAM ACT DIV 
LOG D I V  
EDUCATION 
NAF EMPLOYEES 
SERV-AIR INC. 
TOTAL 

OFF-Officer/ENL-En~isted/~1~-~iviLiaffin1ployee/co~~~-con~.ract0~ 
t P.echmmended to m o v ~  tfi TACICIM TDA 
* *  Civilian position w i l l  move t o  TACOM TDA 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

SUBJECT: Physical condition of the Family Housing Quarters at 
U.S. Army Garrison (TACOMSA) Selfridge Air National Guard Base 
Michigan.  

PURPOSE: To provide information pertaininq to the condition of 
the family housing quarters located at TACOMSA, Michigan. 

FACTS. 
a. Over the past 10 years TACOMSA has repaired, renovated 

and improved the physical condition of quarters to a level where 
just normal maintenance is required for upkeep. 

h. The following is a list of the major repairs, 
renovations and improvelnents performed on the quarters at 
TACOMSA . 

1. WHERRY RENOVATIONS - $6.8M - replaced outdated metal 
kitchen cabinets with new birch cabinets. Installed dishwashers, 
added bedrooms and storage rooms, renovated bathrooms, added 
insulation and replaced sidewalks. 

2 .  SEBILLE RENOVATIONS - $5.1M - Replaced outdated 
metal kitchen cabinets. Installed dishwashers, renovated 
b a ~ l i ~ o o r ~ ~ s ,  built garages, added insulation, improved windows, 
replaced sidewalks and installed patios and electrical 
improvements. 

3 .  ALL QUARTERS - $l.OM - Repaired and replaced roofs. 

4. SEBILLE MANOR - $310K - Foundation r e p a i r s ,  

5 .  2 0 0 / 4 0 0 / 7 0 0  AREAS - $SoOK Rcplace windows and  
exterior doors. 

6 200/400/700 AREAS - $819K - K e m O V e  asbestos piping 
insulation. 

7. 400/700 AREAS - $700K - Electrical upgrade. 

8 .  2 0 0 / 4 0 0 / 7 0 0 / 3 0 0  AREAS $35K - Inctalled additional 
hardwired smoke detectors. 

9. 200/400 AREAS - $500K - Exterior painting. 

10. 200/400 AREAS - S190K - Installed attic ventilation 
fans . 

11. 700  AREA - $30K Installed dichwashers. 

c. Renovations have been completed bringing quarters up to a 
deairable level for residents. This has not alwdya been the case 
and units fought mandatory housing policies which were j n  place 



in the e a r l y  eighties. With no mandatory policy in place, 
occupancy rates remain a t  91% or be t t e r .  

Released By 
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of F E N s E  LOGISTICS AGENCY 
O C F E l J C E  DISTRI!S\ITION AECION WEST 

P . O .  BOX YGOOOl 
ST OCKTON. C A  93296 . 

8 MAY 1995 

SUBE(37': Rationale for the GRAC 1993 and BRAC 1995 Data Collection Process 

TO: CAAJ (BRAC) 

1 .  This letter is being wrilren to expla.in the. differences bctween the BRAC 1.993 and B U C  
1995 D:\ta Collection Process. Most specifically, to provide the Commission infor~l~ation 
concerning why data in BRAC 1993 f i r  Sharpc and Tracy wns collsctcd and analyzed separately 
and why BKAC 1995 data was collected and analyzed jointly. 

Llefense Distribution Region Wesr (DDRMr) was fomld iii 3unc 1990 as a resiill of 
Defense management Revicw Decision 902 - Distribution Consolidarion, The first phase of 
consolidation created the Bay M e a  Prototype - the consolidation of the Defense Depot 'Tracy, 
S h q w  Afniy Depot, and rhc distribution function at the Navd Supply Cenrcr, 0-&and. 

In Novcmber 1990, the Director of the Defense Logjstics Agency (DLA) approved the 
organizarion smcturc for DDRW. The approved organization detaild a suucture consisting of 3 

Region Ievcl orgsnizatiorl comprised of ninc directorate level organizations and five spccial staff 
offices on the Region staff, and two distribution sites - San Joaquirl and Oakland. thc San Joaquin 
Site ~ ~ 3 5  (as il  is today) opcrationr at three distinctly scpamtr geographic locations - Tracy. 
Sharpe, md Rough Q Ready Island. Although varying organization codes were developed and 
l i ~ d e d  into the. financial md personnel systems, only one Activity Code w a ~  used for fina.ncial 
t r ~ k i n g  purposes - DT. Accurate financial tracking bccarne more of ,an issue as DLA continued 
depot consolidation in 199 1, 1992 and 1993. 

Effect o f a ~ m c i a l  T r > i i . n , p  chi in^.^ BctweenJ3RAC 1993.md BRAC 1.92 - .--- 
In April 1992, .DDRW received APCMS Activity Codes for the depots and the 

Region orga~ization. Act.ud irnplementatior~ of the Activity Codes did not occur until Ocrokr 
1392. This was prirrlarily done so the fiscal year could be complercci capturing a complete hlstory 
fur rhc year without fragr~nenting the data ar~d causing double bookkeeping in the fin~uicial arena. - 
Establist~ment of ttlesc codes enabled the Rcgion and depots ro lllore discretely capture costs by 
individual depot. 



8 \<I<{ 1395 - 
' DDRW-'T PAGE 2 

SUBJECT: Ratlonalc for the. B M C  1993 and BRAC 1995 Dnca Collcction Process 

In April 1994, DLA instituted changes in cost accounting proccsscs, DL.A re.cognisr.ed 
that consolidation had jncrcased thc complexity of the distributiol~ busincss md that i t  was 
imperative that fina1lcial t.ools had not kept up wilh the cornp1exit)f of business oper~tions. 
Concenied with consisicncy across the enurc system, it becarne critical that cost data be more 
useable. intensive scnb bcgan in Februcuy 1994 to clcm up de.pot cost accounting 
inconsistencies. By April 1994, DLA was audjring samples of the Master Account Records 
(MAR) to ensure cumplimce of proper coding as well as assuring consistcncy in MAR codirlg at 
all l ~ a t j o l ~ s .  This was not sn exercise to dc.velop info~mation for each geographic locat.ioon 

Effcc.t of C h a ~ x ~ s  Within the BRAC P _ r ~ s s  Retween B M C  1.933 and B M C  192s - - 
Data c ~ l l e ~ t i o n  efforts for B.KAC 1993 began in the sununer o'f 1992 with initial 

sub~issjon provided to DLA in September. No distinction was made in the BRAC 1993 analysis 
of stand-alonc depots and co-located depots - all were treated the same in  rtle ,ma1ysis. Shape 
and Tracy, cvc~l though the.y wcre organizationally consolidateti, were consjderecl separately in 
B W C  1993. This required a significant anmount af escimatiorl and was criticized by the GAO in 
irs revicw of the 1997 BRAC analysis. 

In summat>., nDRW followed established guidelirles and procedures in BRAC 1993 ss 
well ss BR.AC 1995. According to the GAO, DLA sigr~ificandy irnproved its BRAC prwe.ss from 
BRAC 1993 to BRAC 1995. Criteria was established lo compare like dcp0t.s with each other. 

Thc establish~nent of spatate Activity codes for sach depot, while enablitlg DDRW to 
more discretely capture. costs at the mrtcro depot level, failed to further break-out data by separate 
gecjgraphic locations. BRAC 1995 criteria prevented DDRW frorn having to estimate separate 
data for Sharpc Tracy. We werc able lo provide Inore accurate information by using the 
more n1ac1-o approach. 

E H A. mNDR.UC 
Dircctor of Distribution 
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E:-tT'UT I ';'E OFF I i I E j  

NAVY SHORE BASED CATAPTJLTS 

The Navy currently has inground test catapults located at two 
sites - NAWCAD Lakehurst and NAWCAD Patuxent River. Lakehurst has 
two catapults, C13 MOD 0 and C13 MOD 2. C13 MOD 0 are currently 
deployed on aircraft carriers CV63 ( U S S  Kitty Hawk) through CV67 
(USS JOHN F KENNEDY). The C13 MOD 2 catapults are currently 
deployed on CVN72 (USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN) and later carriers (and all 
carriers under construction). The C7 catapult located at Patuxent 
River is currently deployed on CV62 ( U S S  INDEPENDENCE). 

The land based catapults located at Lakehurst are fully 
instrumented (to fully collect engineering data on how the catapult 
and all sub-systems are performing) and have the capability to 
launch both dead loads and aircraft (deadloads are weighted carts 
that can be hooked to the catapult and launched down the catapult 
to simulate an aircraft; the catapult and deadload are configured 
with a special braking system to bring the deadload to a stop a few 
hundred feet beyond the catapult; for some test programs or test 
events, engineers can get all the data required by using a 
deadload, vice an aircraft, for a much lower cost; deadloads are 
also used to for initial testing for safety and risk reduction 
purposes) . The catapults at Lakehurst are used extensively for 
catapult system or catapult sub-systems development programs (i.e. 
development of the actual catapult, not the aircraft that use the 
catapult). The Lakehurst catapults are also used to perform 
engineering investigations and other fleet inservice engineering 
support of catapult systems for the fleet. They are also used to 
check and calibrate all catapult low loss launch valves before each 
of these very large valves are shipped to an aircraft carrier. 

The Patuxent River catapult is used for aircraft compatibility 
testing (i.e. testing of the aircraft, not the catapult system) . 
Typically it is used for the initial testing to determine stress 
loads on the aircraft due to catapult launches; it is also used as 
new weapons are developed to determine the aircraft launch 
compatibility of the aircraft with these new weapons loaded 
(Lakehurst catapults could also perform these t e s t s )  . The Patuxent 
River catapult has no deadload capability and minimal catapult 
instrumentation. 

The Lakehurst catapults can perform all aspects of aircraft 
and new weapons compatibility testing. Some aircraft compatibility 
tests MUST be done at Lakehurst - specifically the aircraft 
compatibility testing and catapult launch bulletin development work 
for the longer C13 MOD 1 and C13 MOD 2 catapults (catapult launch 
bulletins are fleet manuals to tell aircraft carrier operators what 
catapult settings to use to launch aircraft at various wind 
conditions, aircraft weights, flap settings, etc) 



Note: The C7 and the C13 MOD 0 catapults have similar catapult 
performance characteristics and are essentially the same length. 

Note: The C13 MOD 1 and C 1 3  MOD 2 are  the same length and have 
similar performance characteristics for aircraft launches; however, 
they have many different components (C13 MOD1 has 18" cylinders and 
operates at 540psi while the C13 MOD 2 has 21" diameter cylinders 
and operates at 450psi) ; Lakehurstls C13 MOD 2 catapult is used to 
develop the catapult settings for the fleet for both the C13 MOD 1 
and the C13 MOD 2 catapults in the fleet. Also, by using both the 
C13 MOD 0 (which hae the same size components b u t  is just shorter 
in overall length compared to the C13 MOD 1) and the C13 MOD 2, all 
fleet inservice engineering problems can be adequately addressed 
w i ~ h  the two Lakehurst catapults. 

CATAPULTS IN FLEET SERVICE : 

CV62 - 4 C7 catapults (goes out of service in 1999) 
CV63 - 4 C 1 3  MOD 0 catapults (goes out of service in 2 0 0 0 )  
CV64 - 4 C13 MOD 0 catapults (goes out of service in 2002) 
CVN65 - 4 C13 MOD 0 catapults 
CV66 - 3 C13 MOD 0 catapults and  one C13 MOD 1 catapult (goes 

out of service in 1996) 
CV67 - 3 C13 MOD 0 catapults and one C13 MOD 1 catapult 
CVN68 - 4 C13 MOD 1 catapults 
CVN69 - 4 C13 MOD catapults 
CVN70 - 4 C13 MOD 1 catapults 
CVN71 - 4 C13 MOD 1 catapults 
CVN72 - 4 C13 MOD 2 catapults 
C W 7 3  - 4 C 1 3  MOD 2 catapults 
CVN74 (under construction) - 4 C13 MOD 2 catapults 
CVN75 (under construction) - 4 C13 MOD 2 catapults 
CVN76 (in budget to be built) - 4 C13 MOD 2 catapults 



COMPARISON OF NAWCAO TEST CATAPULTS 

NOTES: 

(I) TCI3IM)O 2 CATAPULT CDNFKXIPED TO LAIEGT S l X E  9NPBOARD CATAPULT CaHFIGVRATIUHS 

POKZR STRDKE - 250 FEET DEADLOAO LAUHCH CLPMLE 

18 lNCH(Il#.lETER PWER C Y L L W C I S  FULLCATAPULT INSlRVU~ENTATlON 

IN37ALLEO AT KX)T C+ 12.- n. RUNWAY AIRCRP.FT LAUNCH CAPABLE 

ON 0.8 OEGRELS ANGLE 10 RJKWAY CENTERLINE 
3 P I E  AJRCWFT R W - O U T  BELOW FLYING SPEED 

ORY 'TYPE STEAM ACCUW.UlATOR - 3.m CU. m. 
8.5 G'a AT 180 KNOTS 

PC?'LYER 3 TFiOKE - 3 10 FEET 

21 INCH DIAMETER POWER CY LIHDERS WLL CATAPULT IN3TRUMENThILOH 

TC 7 

(PAXTVXENT FlhZa) 

LH3TALLEDATFCDT OF I 2 , W  R. RUKffAY 
ON 1.1 OEGREES ANGLE 7 0  W N W A Y  CENTEPUh'E 

WET TYPE SEAM ACCUW~ATOR . 1.m CU. FT. 

POWER STROKE - 2 5 9  F E E T  

18 INCH DIAL{EIER POWER CWNDDlS 

INSTALLEO OH 1,950 FT LONG FINGER SITE TOg.703 R. RUNWAY 
AT 8.0 DEGREE ANGLE{LNTERSECT AT 1,680- RUNWAY 

ORY MPE STEAM ACCUMULATOR - 3OcO CU. R. 

I R C P N T  LAUNCH W A B L E  

SAFE AIRCFUR ROLLZUT EELOW RWKO SPEED 

5.2 G o  AT 163 K N M S  

WET STEAM P,CCUMULATOA C:MG€bERFORMA3CE 7ESlINQ 

NO C€4ClLOAD CAPABILLTY 

NO CATAPULT Ih'STF;UNEhlTA'T)ON CAPABKlTY 

AIRCPAFT LAUNCH CAPABLE AWVE FLYING SPEED 

ON FWGER RUNWAY SPUR AT 8 DEGREE ANGE TO RUNWAY 

6 . S  G'a AT 1 B(1 KNOT6 
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GENERAL DESCRTPT.ION OF KEY CATAPULT ASPECTS RELATED TO SHOREBASED 
CATAPULT TEST FACILITIES AT II&KE~~JJRST AND PATIJXENT RIVER. 

1. General key aspects of aircraft carrier steam powered 
catapults that have been developed over the last fo r ty  years a r e  
as follows: 

a. Catapult Lenqth: Catapult length has generally 
increased to provide a smooth aircraft tow load that is as low as 
possible to minimize airframe stress. AE new aircraft were 
developed and aircraft weights increased, longer catapults were 
neceesary to minimize the tow load profile/airframe stresses. 
The most current ( longest)  fleet catapul t  l e n g t h  i s  310  Et. 

b. Catapult Pawar Cyl-inder Size: Two sizes are currently 
in use; 18 and 21 inch diameter. The most current aystem uses 21 
inch diameter power cylinders. The advantage of 21 inch 
cylinders is it allows use of a lower steam accumulator launching 
pressure (450 psi versue 520 p s i )  to provide similar launching 
energies. The lower steam pxessures are a great advantage to 
ships that utilize nuclear power plants. 

c. Catapult Steam Svstem: An accumulator is used to stored 
a charge of ateam that provides the energy for each catapult 
launch. Older catapult versions use "dryu steam accumulators 
while newer versions use a "wetw steam accumulator. The w e t  
accumulator is approximately half hot water (bottom) and half 
steam (top); a portion of the water t t f la shesw to steam as a 
catapult launch progreses  thereby supplementing the steam 
energy. The design is  such that recharging t h e  accumulator with 
steam a f t e r  a Launch heats the remaining water to the desired 
temperatures and replenishes the water used on the previous 
launch. The main advantage of the w e t  type is a smaller volume 
is  requi red  compared to dry type (1900  versus 3000  cu.ft). A11 
current fleet catapults utilize a w e t  type accumulator. 

d .  Catapult Control Svsteq: Catapult electrical control 
systems have developed t o  improve reliability/maintainability. 
The latest  system is known as uICCS-BubbleN t y p e  which provides 
an environmentally controlled capsule containing the catapult 
launching officer. Nore: ICCS means Integrated Catapult Control  
Station. 

e .  .Ca-tapult Retraction Svat-em: The catapult retraction 
system ie used to return (rekract) the catapult piston assemblies 
co the f u l l  aft position (catapult station zero) for the pext 
launch. A key aspect of the system is its cycle time must be 
minimal to allow a potential launoh interval of 45 seconds. 
Older systems utilize linear retraction engines (LRE) while the 
latest catapults utilize ro ta ry  retraction engines (RRE)  . The 
main advantage of the FtRE is i t  is about half the weight and 
volume of an LRE. 

Page 1 of 2 



2 .  NAWCAD test catapult specialized capabilicies: 

a- ~eadload Lausoh C a a b i . l & y :  The two test catapults at 
Lakehuret (TC13 Mod 2 and TC13 Mod 0 )  have t h i s  capability; the 
TC7 catapult at Patuxent River does not. This capability allows 
rapid cycle launches (approx. every 3 minutes) of deadload 
weights that can be varied to simulate any aircraft weight from 
10,000 to 100,000 pounds. This method o f  evaluating critical 
catapult component development at enexgies equivalent to those 
required to launch aircraft is very cost efficienr and safe -  

b. Catapulk 1nstrumenta.tion: The TC13 Mod 2 and TC13 Mod o 
catapults at Lakehurst are each permanently wired f o r  f u l l  
instrumentation. This system provides approx. 100 parametere per 
catapult at key locations on the equipment and provides for 
quick/accurate test program evaluation/results. 

c. ~unwav/Cata~ult Interfacg: Catapult/aircraft test 
programs are often approached conservatively which can require 
aircraft launches below normal flying speeds. These type 
launches require the aircraft to safely roll-out after a launch. 
Consequently positioning of the catapult in relation to the 
runway is ideally on the runway centerline such chat  the pilot 
does not have to negotiate a high speed rolling t u r n .  The two 
NAWCADLKE test catapults, TCl3 Mod 2 and TC13 Mod 0, are located 
at the foot of a 12,000 ft. long dedicated test runway and are 
1.1 and 0.6 degrees of fee t  to the runway centerline, 
respectively. The TC? catapult at Patuxent River is 8 . 0  degrees 
offset to a 9,700 ft operational runway. 

d. Test Catapult Steam Power Plants: 

( 2 )  Lakehurst: One power plant at: Lakehurst: supplies 
steam to both catapults (TC13 Mod 2 and Tc13 Mod 01 and also 
supplies steam heat to surrounding PEVD buildings. It contains 2 
operational boilers that can deliver a combined total of 138,000 
pounds per hour (one at 38,000 and one at 100,000 pounds per 
hour) at 600 psi. Flow capacity in this range ie necessary when 
developing/tesring catapult wet accumulator charging system 
performance (ability to heat accumulator water adequately is 
critical to launch performance). 

( 2 )  Patyxent River: One power plant at Patuxent River 
is dedicated to supply steam to the TC7 catapult. It contains 2 
operational boilers that can deliver a combined total of 52,000 
pounds per hour (26,000 pounds per hour each) at 680 psi. 

3. As shown on the following chart the TCL3 Mod 2 catapult at 
NAWCADLKE utilizes all the latest machinery used on our newest 
f l e e t  catapults. The TC13 Mod 0 and TC7 test catapults are 
similar to the other ship catapults shown. 

Page 2 of 2 



THE DEFESSE BASE CLOSLRE ATD REALfGh3IEhT COhJ3IISSION 

E*YECCTn;E CORRESPONDEXCE TRACKII\('G SYSTE3I (ECTS) # 



~- ~ 
~ ~ - -  

F I LE I],;, . ::::5c., COY :go!! ' ':iFq TI'ri .-. -. : - 'r., 1 1 D : 1.1. L:,r-.l.?t.~:,~rila rl E:a t I et t 

Il-lnlted States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 206 10 

May 9, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
A r l i n g t o n ,  Virginia 22209 

Dear C o m r n i a s i o n e r  Cox: 

It has come to our attention t h a t  you plan to visit 
Letterkenney Army Depot on May lath, and w e  a r e  writing to urge 
you to include a visit to Fort Ritchie and Site R as a part of 
your agenda for that day. 

As you may know, Fort Ritchie is located only a few miles 
south of Letterkenny and we would be pleased to assist in 
arranging a tour and briefing that would accommodate your 
schedu1.e. As you hoard during t h e  May 4th regional hearing, the 
Department of Defense, in its reconunendation to close Ritchie, 
dramatically overestimated cost savings, overlooked many of the 
synergies that exist among Fort Ritchie's tenants and f a i l e d  to 
recognize its critical support for Site R .  In our v i e w ,  a visit 
to the site would help to clarify many of the issuos and concerns 
regarding DOD's recommendation. 

We hope you will be able to v i s i t  and we look forward tu 
your response. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Sena to r  

d e  ett 
-per 09 Congress 



WASHINGTON, DC 206 10 

May 9, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
D e f e n s e  Base Closure and  Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Maore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Deax Commissionex Steele r 

It has come t o  o u r  attention that you plan t a  v i s i t  
Letterkenney Army Depot on May 18th, and we are writing to urge 
you to include a visit to Fort Ritchie and Site R as  a part of 
your agenda for that day. 

As you may know, Fort Ritchie is located o n l y  a few miLes 
south of Letterkenny and we would be p l e a s e d  to assist i n  
arranging a t o u r  and briefing that would accommodate your 
s c h e d u l e .  As you heard d u r i n g  t h e  May 4th regional hearing, the 
Department of Defense, in its recornmendation to close Ritchie, 
dramatically overestimated cost savings, overlooked many of the 
synergies t h a t  exist among fort Ritchie's tenants and failed to 
recognize its critical support for Site R. In our view, a v i s i t  
to the s i t e  would help to clarify many of the issues and concerns 
regarding DOD' s recommendation. 

We hope you will be able to visit and  w e  look forward to 
your response. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A .  Mikuleki 
United States Senator 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

~ 6 '  Congress 



WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 9, 1995 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

It has come to our attention that you plan to visit 
Letterkenney Army Depot on May 18th, and we are writing to urge 
you to include a visit to Fort Ritchie and Site R as a part of 
your agenda for that day. 

As you may know, Fort Ritchie is located only a few miles 
south of Letterkenny and we would be pleased to assist in 
arranging a tour and briefing that would accommodate your 
schedule. As you heard during the May 4th regional hearing, the 
Department of Defense, in its recommendation to close Ritchie, 
dramatically overestimated cost savings, overlooked many of the 
synergies that exist among fort Ritchie's tenants and failed to 
recognize its critical support for Site R. In our view, a visit 
to the site would help to clarify many of the issues and concerns 
regarding DOD's recommendation. 

We hope you will be able to visit and we look forward to 
your response. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

gP/ Congress 
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Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It has carte to our attentic2 that you plan to visit 
Letterkenney Army Depot on Mcy 18th, and we are writing to urge 
you to include a visit to Fort Ritchie and Site R as a part of 
your agenda for that day. 

As you may know, Fort Ritchie is located only a few miles 
south of Letterkenny and we would be pleased to assist in 
arranging a tour and briefing that would accommodate your 
schedule. As you heard during the May 4th regional hearing, the 
Department of Defense, in its recommendation to close Ritchie, 
dramatically overestimated cost savings, overlooked many of the 
synergies that exist among Fort Ritchie's tenants and failed to 
recognize its critical support for Site R. In our view, a visit 
to the site would help to clarify many of the issues and concerns 
regarding DOD's recommendation. 

We hope you will be able to visit and we look forward to 
your response. 

With best regards, 

Sincerely, 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senator 

Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

ue Congress 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
. ,,2L,7 

' I . ; ,  . . 
703-696-0504 - * : ~ J ~ u s @ /  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 19,1995 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 10 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
carehl review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 19,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
carehl review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12-.13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 19, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Roscoe G. Bartlett 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Bartlett: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
careful review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12-.13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Wendi Louise Steele 
Commissioner 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 F.  . - A  ..--- . * .  .. '- 

. - a  * , 2 pq.:T:J2; 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

i * :  .,' : 
703-696-0504 9!~ i l4 ! -b~ /  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 19,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 0 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterkemy Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
carehl review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12-13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. L E E  KLlNG 

19, 1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Senator Sarbanes: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
carefid review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12- 13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 19,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Roscoe G. Bartlett 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Bartlett: 

Thank you for your letter inviting me to visit Fort Ritchie, and Site R in conjunction with 
my planned visit to Letterkenny Army Depot on May 18, 1995. Unfortunately, my schedule 
changed that day and I could not accomodate a base visit to Letterke~y Army Depot. 

Of course, at any time during the process you and the Ft. Ritchie community are welcome 
to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff, schedules permitting, to present any new 
information on Ft. Ritchie. All information presented to the Commission receives the same 
careful review and analysis. In addition, the Commission will be holding hearings in Washington, 
DC on June 12- 13 at which Members of Congress will be invited to present testimony to the 
Commission. 

Again, I appreciate the invitation. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel 
I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Cox 
Commissioner 
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For Test & Evaluation of'ficials: . + ,  + * + : i ,  + j * c ~  

Eglin AFD . . L I *  T.?, :;.,-3&323&2-7 

What knowledge do you have on the level (or percentage) of workload to total a\'ailablc 
capacity at the REDCAP and AFEWES facilities? L- 
2. When conducting live-flight exercises, does electronically-lil~ki~~g the REDCAP and tllc 
AFEWES simulation systems result in a real-time loss of data? 

6 - Based on your knowledge of the REDCAP and AFEWES missions, as well as 
infrastructure in place at both Edwards AFB and NAWC Patuxent River, what percentage and 

I 
type of equipment would be required to be moved in order to effectively conduct the mission? 

What infrastructures are in place at both Edwards AFB and NAS Patuxent River to 
adequately house and operate the necessary equipment to effectively carry out the REDCAP 

4. The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group has noted that the collocation of HITL 
and ISTF capabilities "allows for the sharing of costly resources." Given the Electronic Combat 
Integrated Test (ECJT) program upgrade at the Avionics Te?? and Integration complex at 
Edwards AFB. what differences in capabilities exist between Edwards and Patuxent Rives. and 
which facility is more capable of integrating the REDCAP'S and 24FE\irES's HITL missions'? 

._--~ 

- 
3.  To :;our kno\s:ledse. is rl~ere all!. MILCON planne2 ni  Edu.ard~ ti) accommodare t l ~  

' , > .  . . AFEU'ES and RE1IC.Q rnissiiinc. 01. are these ~?~issio!?s 10 t>e nnilsei., a!iz o!yraiei-. !I-. :+ye- 
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1. Tllc lcvel ol'workload as sclated LO ovct.;ill c~lpacitg at REDCAP and AFEWES [or any 
' olher. test and evaluation (T&E) I'acilityJ is highly dcpcndcnt upon Iiow i t  1s 11ic;lsur~ed. 11' 

measured in tenns of ovcsall hardware use (as w;u done using thc BRAC nicthodology), 
prescut utilizatiol~ ol' REDCAP ;mi  AFEWES is vcry low ( 1  3 2nd 36 pcrceiit, 
rcspcc~ively, and anticipaled to dccse;lse to I0 arid 28 pcrccnt bused upon workloatl 
pro.jcclions). The BRAC mclhodology rccogriizcd that tcsl planning, data reduction i111d 
analysis, etc, arc inlportant parts of ~cstiug and usually t ~ ~ k c  signific:tntly Inore t i~nc than 
actual Lest conduct; however, these aspccts ofT8rE ~11.c generally pessonncl (vs I'acility) 
liini~cd, and they can ol'ten bc ;~ccornmodi~lcd scpiu.;~~cly I'ro~n  lie test I'acili~y. 

Both REDCAP and AFEN'ES arc composcd of s ~ i ~ c r i ~ l  test c;iplthiliries (16 i~nd 1 X 
cciinponelil capabilities, rcspec~ively). The DKAC mctliodology rccognizcd thal, alth0~1~1i 
a couplc ol' Ilicsc capabililics c~~,joy ~.clativcly high customcs dcm;~nd, o\:csall ii would bc 
misleading LO eqnntc gcneral Ii~ciliry utilization to that usagc a~sociilrcd \vitli rlic Inosr used 
colnponcnL. This is cspccially L I . L I ~  I'or REDCAP and AFEWIS. silicc most ol' thcir 
capabili~ics have had no c~ one custonicr. in lllc I1;lsr ILw ycass. For cxanil,lc. nine of 
REDCAP'S test ca~~abilitics havc not hccn utilizcd by a singlc custclmcr. i n  rhc past tlircc 
years; the same is t1.11e for seven of' AFEWES' capnbilitics. 

3. Electronically linking REDCAP stid AFEWES lo thcmsclvcs or. to othcr test f'ac~litics 
does not rlecessa~ily scsult i n  lost data, b ~ l t  i t  docs r.csi11r iri solnc clat;~ dcl;~y. Depcnclins 
upon the purpose of the tcst, rcsul\ing dara delays may or \nay 1101 hc O F  concerti. For 
example, is REDCAP is linkcd for the purpose of' providing simulltted I~i~egsatcd Air 
Dcrcnse System (JADS) cucing to terrninal thrcats, resulting data Jclays slloltld no t  cnirsc 
problems since IADS command and contl+ol is highly pcople-dependent and human 
interactions (by thcis nalurc) are slower than clcctsonically transferrcd data. Ho\vevcr, 
linking terminal ~hscal si1u~1ilto1.s LO rl rcniotc tcst I'itcility I'or rhc pu~.pos~: c)l'e\~;~lu;~tiily 
electronic countermeasul-cs is inl'easiblc bccausc s c s i ~ l ~ i ~ ~ g  data 1:itency aclvcrscly ilnpacts 
responses of the system u~ides test. 

Thc seal value of linking depends upon its irnpnct to tlic clcctronic warfare (EW) test 
process. Although the tcchnical feasibility ol'linh~ig REDCAP and AFEWES dur~ns  live- 
flight cxe~*ciscs was den~onsuatcd ovcr ~hsce ycltrs i l g o )  the res i~ l~ i l~g  usc~ul~iess was such 
that not i i  single test customcr has rcyucslcd it .  

3. Approxi~nalely 44% of thc cquipr~ient at REDCAP :ind 50% of' die equip~nttit a1 
AFEWES would have lo  be moved i n  osdcr to efScctivcly conduct EW T&E. 
Illfrastructure curre~ltly available within ~ h c  AF Flight Tcst Ccnler lo accom~nodtltc the 
REDCAP ~llissio~l includes thc overall fidcilitp (somc h4IL.CON is nccded li)r wor'k ill Ihc 
existing building), scenasio and cnvironmcnt gcncsation cal~ability, data an;llysis 
computers, host capabilities for thc spstcln under tcst, and ~ h c  ability Lo conducr hardwarc- 
in-the-loop testi~ig against ~1-11.cat radars ~lcttcd together- inro a simul;~tcd IADS. 

4. The ISTF capabilities at Edwasds AFB and P:lx Kivcs NAS i~rc sitnilas in solnc segarcls 
and disparate in others. For cx;~mplc: rhc JSTF capability at Pas Kivcr  h;~s most ;idv;li~cctl 



instl.umcntation (e.g., signal gclicralion ; ~ n t l  cnvilwrilncn~ ~noniroring) t1l;ln cu~.rerltiy csisrs 
in thc Avionics Tcsl iirid I~ilcgration Complex (ATIC) ;I[ Edwards. Tllc ECIT proslxnl 
will upgritde tlic iris~runicntil~ion in tlic A-I'IC: howcvc~., Inosl oI'1l1c EClT I'i~l~cis i11.c 
~.cili~ircll I'ol..ioinl Air Fo~.cclN;~vy cl'l'ol~s I;) Jcvclop ilil'r.;~~.ccl, I . ; I ~ ; L ~ -  r;ll,gcc, 2nd 
conl~ni~nicalions/navig;~~io~I/idc~~~iI'ica~ion ~ c s t  cap:lbiIilics 1h;tt do noL exist in  ally ISTF. 

In terms ol' I'acilities, the ATIC is morc capiiblc than thc ISTF at Pax Kivcl bccausc o l  
the fonner's ability to accommodattl. Iargc (bornbcr and cargo) size (or mul~iplc: f'ighler. 
sizc) aircraf~ TIILIS, i l l~~rporil~illg.  REDCAP and AFEWES cap;thilitics into tlic AI'IC 
W O L I I ~  111ilkc L I ~ C I I I  ;~v;~il;~blc Ji)r tcsting ai~.c~.;tI't 01' i111 sixes. \v11iIc 111o\tirlg [lit I.II'I'L 
missions to Pax River would r~esu.ict lhcir usc lo only single I'ighrer-size vvehiclcs. 
Additionally, BKAC COBRA analysis shows Eclwards (o bc thc n-iosr cosi-cl'f'iciel~r 
locatiol~ to receive the REDCAP and AFEWES HITI, missions. 

5. Although initial BRAC eslilnatcs clid not includc ilny MILCON ;IL Ed\v;trcls AFU, 
subsccluent site visi~s coirld not 1oc;l~c sull'icic~i~ exis~ing l'lool sp;icc (tIli11 arcn tilo~~glir to 
be available is recluired Tor i'uturc ECl?'eyuipmcnt). l'hus, a floor \vould !lave to bc iidcled 
in a pre-exisring sll.ucture 10 accommociatc the REDCAI' and AFEWES ~nissiorls;  his will 
require S2.8M in MILCON, which has been input ir~to thc BRAC COBRA analysis. 
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 10007 G . 4 .w< )+..xbis 

O . : n.p:.;. i f r i - ~ ~ 9 4  

May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to express my concern over the intent of the Department of 
Defense to reduce significantly U.S. military operations in three New York City 
installations: Fort Totten in Queens; Fort Hamilton in Brooklyn and the Naval Reserve 
Center in Staten Island. Although the cost savings of such realignments are projected to 
be significant to the federal government, I believe these actions are not justifiable when 
one considers their economic impact on New York City. 

With all three properties, the Department of Defense suggests disposing of 
all family housing in or adjacent to base properties, which I believe will have serious 
impacts on the neighborhoods involved. Since I took office in 1993, I have proposed an 
agenda to revitalize New York City. This agenda addresses the structural deficiencies in 
New York City's economy that have caused it to lag behind the economic recovery being 
experienced in the rest of the country. Our work will ultimately create more jobs, make 
our City fiscally sound and more fully establish New York as the preeminent economic 
generator for the tri-state area. From the beginning of my Administration, I have said 
that this recovery must begin in our City's neighborhoods. It is self-evident that 
abandoning a large stock of family housing, as well reducing the accompanying 
administrative/support functions for each base in these neighborhoods, will have an 
adverse economic effect. 



This round of base closure/realignment leaves the New York City area 
with but a skeleton of military support services. In addition to active duty personnel, 
there are some 60,000 military retirees in the New York City area who depend on these 
installations for continued access to military services. The Department of Defense's own 
justification for realigning these properties leaves it unclear as to whether any support 
services will remain in New York City for these deserving veterans. If these 
realignments are successful, the New York City area, having seen our Staten Island 
Naval complex and several Brooklyn Naval Station properties closed as a result of earlier 
Commission actions, will effectively have no military presence. While the City has been 
able to mitigate the effects of previous closings through proactive development, I believe 
these actions provide evidence of a pattern of unfairly targeting New York City 
installations for reduction or closure, which jeopardizes the future economic security of 
the entire region. 

These realignment actions deserve a second look. We are interested in 
working with the Commission to discuss further the many ways in which the continued 
full operation of these military properties are an asset to the City. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -8 T&N k tX. numt4er 
703-696-0504 W ~ M !  ~ o l ~ ' ~ ~ & / & 8 ~ /  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN - 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

May 11,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Rudolph Giuliani 
OEce of the Mayor 
New York, New York 10007 

Dear Mayor Giuliani: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
on Fort Totten, Fort Hamilton and the Naval Reserve Center in Staten IsIand. 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 
Secretq of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 
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CITY OF MONTEREV PARK 
320 west newmark avenue monterey park, ca 91 754-2896 

municipal services center 

May 3, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

At its Council Meeting of April 24, 1995, the City Council of the City of ivionterey Park adopted 
Resolution No. 9957 supporting the continued operation of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and other 
Southern California military facilities. Enclosed please find a copy of this important resolution. 

The State of California, and especially Southern California, have been unfairly burdened with the 
brunt of Department of Defense base closures as mandated by the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissions in 1988, 1991 and 1993. The economy in Southern California is still in recession. 
Economic experts already realize that California will be the last of the States to show signs of a positive 
economic recovery. Our unemployment rate is well above the national average and we cannot afford to 
loose any more high skilled jobs. This single facility generates over 10,000 jobs. The closure of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard will result in a loss of $757 million to the region's economy. In addition, over 970 
private sector businesses will be affected by the closure of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard is ranked by the Navy as 3rd in military value of all public 
shipyards. It is the only facility south of Washington state, capable of dry docking large ships such as 
aircraft carriers, which would cost $742 million to duplicate in San Diego. It is the only public shipyard 
in the country with direct access to the open seas, where the vast majority of our Pacific surface fleets 
operate. 

These are just. a few reasons why the City Council of the City of Monterey Park adopted Resolution 
No. 9957. We understand that cuts must be within the Department of Defense, but by closing the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard or any other military facilities in Southern California, there will be immeasurable 
adverse affects on California's economy, the nation's military defense system, and the United States' 
eminence in advanced technologies. 

Sincerely, 

&/A/LZL&A 'ta Valenzuela 

Mayor 

ENCL: As Stated. 
CCL3-25.WD 



RESOLUTION NO. 9957 

ARESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY ? v f O ~ ~  
CALIFORNW SUPPORTING THE CONTTMED OPERATIONS 

OF THE LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD MD OTHER SOUTHEIW 
C3ILIFORNIA 1MZLITARY FACXLITJES. 

WEEREAS, the State of California has endured billions of dolIars of losses throub 
a ~ ~ S ~ ~ O Q O I ~ I O M ~ ~  share of Depament of Defense domes as mandated by the Federally appoimed 
Base closures and Realignment commissions in 1988, 199 1, and 1993; 
and, 

'NHEREtlS, it has been documented that the State of California has suffered more 
than its share of economic devastation dunng the current worfdwide recession, and Pnll be the last 
of the States to show signs of a positive recovery; and, 

WHEREAS, the State of California has sustained both human and natural disasters 
in recent years fiom eartfiquakes in San Francisco and Los hgeies areas, fires in Northern and 
Southern California, and from the civil unrest in the greater Los hgefes are% and, 

n, the State of CalSfornia through its world preeminence in the technologies 
of earth and space travel, d t a r y  defense systems and interglobal communications have been the 
fkee world's geatest guarantor of peace through strength of lead-p; and, 

WHEREAS, the Southern Caiifornia region has Mered si@cant job losses due 
to Federally mandated base ciosures in 1991 - 1993; and, 

W H E l E G ,  970 private sector busmesses WID be affeaed by the closure of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard; and , 

WHEREAS , the closure of the Long Beach naval Shipyard wdl result in $757 
d o n  annudly in regional economic losses; -- - 

NOW, -Om, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Cound of the City of 
Monterey Padc hereby supports the condrmed operations of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and ail 
other mtlitary facilities in the Southern California region and will transmit this resolution to the 
President of the United States and members of the State of California congessional delegation in 
Washmgton., D.C. 



A p d  19, 1995 
Resolution No. 99 57 
Page two 

P-4SSED AND APPROVED &W ADOPTED r61s 24Chy of A p r i  1, 1995. 

7&& 
Vaienzueia, Mayor 

City of Monterey park, 
California 

ATTEST: 

' David iM. Barron, Cin L A G L ~  

City of &lontereyy pa&, 
California 

State of California ) 
County of Los hgeies) ss. 
City of Monterey Park ) 

I, David M. Bamn, City Clerk of the City of Monterey Park, California , do hereby 
cemfy that the foregoing Resolution No. 9957 was duly and regularly adopted by the Ciry Council 
of the City of Monterey Park at a meedng held on the 24 t h  day of A p r  i 1 , 1995, by the 
follo&ng vote: 

AYES: -COUNCIL MEMBERS: CHU, PURVIS, BALDERRAMA, VALENZUELA 
NAES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: NONE 
ABSENT:; COUNCIL MEMBERS: NONE 
ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS : ALONSO 

Dated this 24t h day of A p r i  1 . 1995. 

Ciry of Montere:, pa,&, 
California 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

P!ese rz+.'=rr :D j515 E O V ~ ~  

w h n  ~r .-r r-.:flSDX/o -qR/ 

May 1 1,1995 

The Honorable Rita V d m e l a  
Mayor, City of Monterey Park 
320 West Newmark Avenue 
Monterey Park, California 91 754-2896 

Dear Mayor Valenzuela: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of Resolution No. 9957 
expressing the City of Monterey Park's support for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and 
other military fsilities in Southern California. I certainty 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 i n f o d o n  
used by the Defense Department in making its recommendations. I can assure you that the 
information you have provided will be considered by the Commission in our review and 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations. 

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

Sincerely, 
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RAY POWELL, M.S., D.V.M. 
COMMISSIONER 

May 2, 1995 

Mummissioner of Vublic ppnbs 
310 OLD SANTA FE TRAIL PO. BOX 1148 

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-1148 

(505) 827-5760 
FAX @B) 8273766 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to submit testimony to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission with 
respect to Kirtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, NM. 

As the administrator of the land grant trust for the State of New Mexico, I am responsible for 
maximizing the revenues and uses of nearly nine million acres of state trust land. 

One of our most valuable properties is the 12,500-acre Mesa del Sol tract, held in trust for the 
University of New Mexico. It is located in southeast Albuquerque and immediately adjacent to 
Kirtland Air Force Base. For many years, we leased portions of Mesa del Sol to Kirtland Air 
Force Base for various activities. 

About a year ago, I extended an offer to base commander General Charles Perez that he 
consider leasing portions of Mesa del Sol again if it became desirable or necessary to help 
Kirtland Air Force Base preserve or expand its missions. 

I hereby reiterate that offer to the commission. I am prepared to approve long-term leases to 
the base for any appropriate mission and support activities, such as offices or base housing. 

The availability of Mesa del Sol not only means that Kirtland could remain viable, but could 
support an Air Force decision to relocate other, compatible operations to Kirtland. 

Moreover, utilizing part of Mesa del Sol for housing and support facilities could alleviate 
concerns about Albuquerque's air quality. 



MESA DEL SOL 
MAY 2, 1995 
PAGE 2 

I appreciate the commission's efforts in resolving this difficult issue, and I appreciate your 
consideration during your deliberations. 

Please call me if I can help in any other way. 

RAY P O ~ ~ L L ,  M.S., D.V.M. 
COMMIS~ONER OF PUBLIC LANDS 

Enclosure 

xc: Kirtland Retention Task Force 
Mayor Martin Chavez 
Senator Jeff Bingaman 
Senator Pete Domenici 
Representative Bill Richardson 
Representative Steve Schiff 



RAY POWELL, M.S., D.V.M. 
COMMISSIONER 

(509 827-5760 
FAX 0 8315166 

SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87504-1148 
February 14, 1995 

Erig. General Charles ET. Perez 
377 ABW\CC 
2000 Wyoming, SE 
KAFB, NM 87 1 17-5606 

kE: Availability of Mesa del Sol for KAFB Uses 

Dear General Perez: 

In my position as C~mmissioner of Public Lands for the State of New Mexico I am charged with the 
responsibility of m: laging and controlling approximately nine million surface acres throughout the state 
of New Mexico. L.s you know one of the key components of this land trust is the area known as Mesa 
del Sol. 

I am keenly awa .e of Kirtland Air Force Base's contributions to New Mexico, the United States and 
indeed the world. I am also aware that in today's atmosphere of government "downsizing" a base must 
either be a growing entity or face potential reductions, even closure. In the past, the State Land Office 
has made known to Kirtland that Mesa del Sol could be utilized for certain base mission expansions, 
housing and sdentific research. The availability of adjacent land would, hopefully, assist in the decision 
making procer s to make sure that Kirtland Air Force Base remains viable. I again wish to re-enforce 
and reiterate the availability of the Mesa del Sol area for the appropriate type of base expansion. 

I am very g-ateful for your cooperation regarding the potential loop road. This type of cooperation 
lends itself to mission expansion and further development of both Kirtland Air Force Base and the 
greater Albuquerque area. 

I would like to invite you and your staff to the State Land Office to meet with me and Mr. Harry 
Relkin,  IT.^ assistant for Commercial Resources. We can fill you in on our planning process for Mesa 
del Sol 2rtd discuss the potential for a cooperative relationship. 

RAY POP, M.S., D.V.M. 
COfiIMIS ONER OF PUBLIC LANDS 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
P b  r u j f ~ i '  -)O f1M3 wmfier 

703-696-0504 "- ? m i X ? ~ ~ < & & ~ /  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 15,1995 

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

Mr. Ray Powell, M.S., D.V.M. 
Commissioner of Public Lands 
State of New Mexico 
3 10 Old Santa Fe Trail, P.O. Box 1148 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504- 1 148 

Dear Mr. Powell: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the State of New Mexico's offer to 
lease portions of Mesa del Sol to Kirtland Air Force Base. I certainly understand your 
interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
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 Kirtland 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, 
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Community Board 7 
Borough o Queens 

Bay Terrace, College Point, Beechhurst, Flushing, 
Malba, Queensborough Hill and Whitestone 

45-35 KISSENA BLVD., FLUSHING, NY 11355 
(71 8) 359-2800 

Fax: (718) 463-3891 

Claire Shuiman 
Borough President 

Terrie Moran 
Director Community Boards 

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

Eugene T. Keity, Jr. 
Chairperson 

Regina Colietta 
District Manager 

RE: FORT TOTTEN 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

%:-" Kelty, i%.&.& 
Chairperson 

See over for cc's 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

June 1, 1995 

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) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

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

Dear Mr. Kelty: 

Thank you for your correspondence on behalf of Community Board #7, Queens, New 
York, concerning the Secretary of Defense's recommendations on Fort Totten, New York. 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 Fort 
Totten. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to the 
attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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Port of Stockton 
General Offices: P.O. Box 2089, Stockton, CA 95201-2089 
(209) 946-0246 / FAX (209) 465-7244 / TELEX 35-9467 

May 4, 1995 P - -  " . ~  
i - c ' *- [C x.~+ $<* &&$ , 
&"J!~sQ 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I attended the BRAC Commission hearing at San Francisco on April 28, 1995, and at that 
time delivered a statement for the record in writing, supporting the request for realignment of the 
Rough and Ready Island Naval facility in Stockton. Please find herewith, an editorial published in 
the local newspaper "The Record," advocating realignment of Rough and Ready Island as well as 
commenting on other bases in our county. 

You will note that our community is not taking a position of "don't close any bases in our 
back yard," but is looking at this as realistically as possible. As you can see, there continues to be 
strong support for realignment of Rough and Ready Island. The editorial also notes that the Navy 
has announced its intention to end its mission on Rough and Ready Island. In this case, it would 
be best for the community, as well as for the Navy, if the Port of Stockton could take over the 
non-communications fbnctions now, allowing for a gradual conversion to maritime and industrial 
uses, while allowing the Navy to continue its communication's mission indefinitely, if it so 
desired. All other Federal users on Rough and Ready Island can also continue their operations as 
needed, while allowing the Port to maximize the utilization of space and facilities that are not 
needed by the Navy or by the various other Federal agencies that utilize the facility. 

This could be an exemplary way to convert a facility from military use to civilian use 
without disruption of the military mission and with the least disruption to the community. 

While proposing realignment of the Rough and Ready Island Naval facility, we support 
continued operation of the Defense Logistics Agency's depots, the Sharp Depot at Lathrop and 
the Tracy Depot. 

GENERAL OFFICE: 2201 W. WASHINGTON ST., STOCKTON, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 



Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
May 4, 1995 
Page two 

The Port of Stockton, in addition to being a deepwater sea port, is a distribution facility 
performing many similar functions as the Defense Logistics depots. From our experience and 
expertise in storage and distribution and from our contact with these depots, they are extremely 
well operated and efficient. Their accuracy rating of 99.7% is an extremely high rating. Besides 
that, the government investment in these facilities is very large and they continue to be in full 
service as the Western Distribution Center serving the Pacific area. We strongly support keeping 
these Defense distribution depots open. 

Very truly yours, 

Port Director 

Enclosures 

cc: Commissioners, Stockton Port District 
San Joaquin Partnership 
Senator Patrick Johnston 
Senator Diane Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Congressman Richard Pombo 
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,California already have bee,n closed; C;lf IZen InVOlVemenf - 

$the Defense Department recom- ' There is room for citizen involve- 
:mended to the closure commission in ,,,, 

1115111. :. . 
'February that those in the chart 
abovealso be closed. :: , .. If the commission, as it often has,' 

faces alternatives - closing, say, ... 
! As long as the criteria for base clo-. . shipyard A in Philadelphia or ship- 
bures.are military necessity- or lack ' yard B in PascagouJa - local involve- 
bf it - we c a i  haveaoquariel. '-!: { . ment can be key. . . . - .  .%.  , - -... . : SO, painful as it,may sound, if there . 

commissidn; as Johnston has. . 
i s  no military necessity forthe area's observed, is more likely to recom- . . 
'de~Oe and Uley favor- . ret&ning the facility that has 'ably with other Defense Logistics . ;wide local support and closing the 

, 

Sharpe f f ~ y " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :  :one that doesn't. - ,  . . . . . 
and con- -, .. Community support worked 1;': . 
to :l keep hlcCleUan Air Force Base in 

use. , Sacramento open in the last go-, 
But on the basis , round of closures. . . . . . 

ofwhat we know, . . San Joaquin county needs to : . 
closure based on mount that kind of defense for the 

:military criteria isn't likely - the . ,: I -.Tracy and Lathrop depots. 1'1. ' . 
:Pentag& recommendefi only depots . .; ;,-:We'd suggest two things for , 

' , 

,in Ogden, Utah, and Red River,Texas, " ' starters: : . . .. . . .  

.to the closure commission. , H Sign the letter Johnston is k i t ing .  
; Nor'is it'likely on the basis of effi- . The letter can be signed by every resi- 
:ciency. Sharpe and Tracy have been dent or organization in the county 
'considered among the most'cosi- willing to do so. 
'effective depots. E Direct individual entreaties to the 

.Politics involved? . . - commission. Here's where: 
Base ~eali~nmknl and Closure 

; That leaves only one reason for the Co,,ission 'harp' and Tracy d e ~ o "  '0 be added 
,700 N. Moore st., NO. ,425 ,lo the Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission's hit list - volitics. . Arlington. 22209 
i 

' 

There are indications of what we 
can  only consider as improper politi- 
cal influence o'n the commission 
andlor its staff. 

State Sen. Patrick Johnston, D- . 
Stockton, said his understanding is 
that the Utah congressional delega- - . -- t ~ o n  argued effectively to protect the 
Ogden base and to close either the 
Tracy or Sharpe depots. 

Staffers for Rep. Richard Pombo, R- 
Tracy, say much the same thing. 

The commission thus far has done 
a commendable job, basing its deci- 
sions on military eficiency, not polit- 
ical expediency. 

It has removed some bases from 
Pentagon closure lists and added oth- 
ers.The president and Congress can't 
pick and choose.They either accept 
the commission's recommendations 
as a package or reject them. . 

That's supposed to take the politics 

Contingency plan 
We need to develop contingency 

plans for civilian reuse of the hvo 
depots no matter how the latest skir- 
mish turns out. 

As the need for military facilities 
further decreases, more of our swords 
will have been beaten into plow- 
shares. 

Some conversions are obvious - 
Rough and Ready Island to the Port 
of Stockton as discussed in the 
adjoining column, for example. 

Reuse possibilities at Sharpe and 
Tracy are less obvious, just as they 
were for the Sacramento Army Depot 
until Sacramento lured computer- 
maker Packard Bell. 

The save-the-depots task force that 
Johnston has created could well form 
the nucleus of a convert-the-depots 
task force. - -  - 

port, the only logical user of the ch- 
nelside property as we observed last 
year, to take over the property for job- 
creating industrial development. 
. In a letter last week to the base-clo- 

.- sure commission, one of our two sen- :j 
' ators, Barbara Boxer, made the case . . . 

for realignment succinctly: . .. . .. . .- . . 
: :"With the &ipbA bf &&cicy'of .?::.. 

Stockton and county of San Joaquin, --.- 
the Port of Stockton has proposed 
that thisfacil- 

The port 

operations to continue. ... . . 
"If this plan is adopted, the port is ' 

committed to expansion of its own 
activities at Rough and Ready Island 
over time. As you know, this region of . 
California has a very high unemploy- 
ment rate, and the port's proposal . 
would create badly needed jobs." 

The realignment plan would not 
affect other federal agencies that use 
Rough and Ready Island - the U.S. 
Postal Service, General S e ~ c e s  
Administration, U.S: Border Patrol 
and Defense Distribution Region West 
-or their 500 or so civilian jobs. 

It could affect an Immigration and 
Naturalization Service proposal for a 
300-bed, minimum-security center on 

.- the island, and that is not necessarily 
bad. . . 

Port officials say the INS detention 
center would scare off foreign 
investors and use valuable indu'strial 
land. , . . .  

As we said last summer: ' 
, 

-"Port acquisition of Rough and 
Ready Island is a civilian conversion 
o l a  military facility that makes physi- 
cal - and economic - sense. , 

"The potential is for an inland port 
that would rival the Port of Oakland . 
and most other West Coast ocean 
ports." . . .  . 

I 
- - - , - . - - . ..-- I 

. 
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THE DEFENSE B S E  CLOSLRE AW REALIGhilEhT COhDIISSIOIV 

EAYECLTIVE CORRESPOBDENCE TlUCKIIVG SYSTEh1 (ECTS) # q ~ ~ ( o  -%B 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
Prepprc Reply for Chnirmna's !%grmm Rtpue Reply for C w ' s  Sigmtm 

I 

l 
I 

1 

l 3 m . U W T I O N  (s) DISCLSSED: tC &kVv\cA5 6 a J 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMA.. 

1 DIlUIh'FORMATION SERVICES I I I I I I 1 I 

rFnoM: ~ R ~ ~ C E T P ,  F&Q rn d 
'T(TLE: 

ORGAWZATION: 

c a m  #% moo  

: Y?F ~ & M L E & ~ E ~ R  
ORGrLVIWTION: 

O B a c  
1 
I 



S. A. HEAD, Jr. 
GENERAL MANAGER 420 4th Avenue South 

PO. Box 949 
Columbus, Mississippi 39703 

Telephone: (601) 328-7192 
Fax: (601) 243-7408 

ROBERT C. GRONDIN 
COMPTROLLER 

May 4, 1995 

Mr. Frank Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

We want to thank you for the time you gave us on Monday, May 1st. We are 
well aware of how precious your time is during these hectic days. 

As I am sure you can tell, we are very dedicated to preserving Columbus 
Air Force Base. Not only is CAFB a vital part of our community; but a very 
important part of our nation's defense. 

If we wanted to leave any single message, it is that as the military becomes 
smaller, the military value of a facility becomes ever more important. 
A base such as Columbus Air Force Base that has the capability to do any 
mission the Air Force has is an irreplaceable asset. 

Once again, we appreciate your courtesy and attentiveness. 

Sincerely, 

Fred M. Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 
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Military Affairs Commission 
Administrative Offices 
7th Floor 
Rachel Jackson State Office Building 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0405 
(615) 741-2626 

mI 
TENNESSEE 

Mr. Bob Cook 
Team Leader, Interagency Team 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 May 5,1995 

Dear Bob: 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to meet with you, Marilyn and 
Jim last Tuesday. I hope our presentation conveyed new information in 
content as well as in the context of supporting the force. 

I would especially like to express my appreciation to you and your staff for 
your understanding in working with our communities here in Tennessee. 
Every community group that has made the trip to Rosslyn Center has come 
away impressed by the staff's thoroughness and helpful attitude. 

Our congressional staffers are also appreciative of the staff's helpfulness. If 
we can be of further service, please don't hesitate to call. 

Staff Coordinator 
Tennessee Military Affairs Commission 



Military Affairs Commission 
Administrative Offices 
7th Floor 
Rachel Jackson State Office 
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0405 
(6 15) 74 1-2626 

TENNESSEE 

Bob: 

I promised to forward this additional information and have taken the liberty of 
including a graphic addressing DDMT's ability to ship east, west, and south using 
commercial inter modal means. 

I would like to clarify our request to locate the DOC at Memphis. 

The 10 March 1995 Briefing Packet shows the DOC to be a new approach not 
dictated by an earlier BRAC. The Briefing shows three alternative receivers for the 
new command. We request that Memphis be considered. It is apparent by the 
number of civilian positions affected, that this comes under BRAC jurisdiction. 

Enclosures: 

I). Chart showing major ports utilized by Tennessee exporters using inter modal 
transportation. 

2). Slide from 7 February, 1995 Command Decision Brief contrasting facilities at  
Columbus, Memphis and Red River. 

3). Slides from 10 March, !995, Command Brief on moving the Distribution 
Operations Center. 

4). FORSCOM Memorandum For Record, dtd 2 February, 1995; Discussion of 
Federal Express Premium Service and DDMT in FORSCOM test program. 

In a test program, Federal Express operates DDMT warehousing with 
personnel. This is a private/public partnership utilizing civilian distribution services 
with government owned distribution facilities. This is a model, going beyond 
GOCO operations, for future test programs. 

The existing Premium Service program, the proposed FORSCOM test program and 
continued capability for experimentation and doctrine validation further justifies 
the relocation of the Distribution Operations Command, now scheduled for 
Pennsylvania, to DDMT. 

P.S. I've enclosed a tourist brochure on Mud Island if you all come to Memphis for 
the Adds Hearing. 
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Columbus 
o Co-located, Easy to Vacate At  A Later Date o Obsolete Facilities 
o Spread Sorrle OIH At Colutnbus Site o High RPM Cos t ,  Possibie MILCON 

M e m p h i s  - 

o Good Distribution Location Should Future o Stai ld Alone, Could Be A Problen~ To 
Dist Support Be Req'd Vacate At Late, Date. 

o Great Facilities, Both Storage & Operationai. 
o Close To Fed Ex, Could Play In Specialized 

Customer Support. 
o Hazardous Facilities 
o Great  Depot For Backup If Required During 

Contingency or Catastrophe, 
o May Be Needed To 

Support Customers In 3 Day Scenario 
o MIL Value #3  Behind 2 PDS's 

Red River 
o Could Provide Support To Army For 

Serviceable End Items 
o Tenant To Lone Star, Easy To Vacate At Later Date 
o Could Take Over Rubber  Shop For Arrny 

o Oklahoma, San Antonio, Albany, a:\d 
Anr~iston Can Provide Army Sc~pport 

o Not In a s  Good Of A Location As 
M e ~ ~ i p h i s  to Support 3 Day- 

o 65% of Wtises arc Less Than 30,000 SF 
More Costly To Maintain And Operatc 



DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION 

OPERATIONS COMMAND 
I 
0 
Lkl 

#' ' Y { 'Ilk 
la 
la 4 

r: 
0 
[II 

sd 
L 

(DDOC) 
b ~ - ~  

IJ . . - . .  . . 
r ::: -. - .  , .  , O r  ' b PRESENfED TO: 

10 MAR 95 





PURPOSE 

TO MEET REQUIRED POM SAVINGS, 
I BY CONSOUDATING 
1 

I 

1 
a - RESTRUCTURE HEADQUARTERS 
m *  
E 
I 
0 
LLL 
la 

DtSTRlBLmON STAFF TO 
n 
E: 
3 

PLANNING, POLICY, RESOURCES, 
Y 
L AND OVEFBIGHT 



DEFENSE 
OPERATIONS COMMAND 

- 
-----> 

0 

-cclMWwDER 

r - ---- ------- C 

D 32 s 

R 
PERSONAL STAFF - --- - --- -- - --A__- - OP=Fn=Em- 145 

AND RESOU#=EMmnGEMENT -- - - - --- I_ -- - 
OF3 - OFFKX UF WBUC A F F m  - --- 
0 0 - 8 R K  
m-oFFlC€OF-RRIIEW rU-PUEPYEl(;ihUlUNISmTWMlDN f 

:'DK-OFFK;EaFMllOMSSeMCeS --. R B - m - D N  
- D W - O F R C 1 E f f S W € W & w  ~ - F M w C € ~ D N  

HUL'M * 
--- - 

DL- -OT-m 
m-~.ffm~QUlWrVly_.ur 

1 T 

7 6 - ~ 1 r n 6 # 1 v a c u s ~  
- - - - - I_  -___I - ASSTW 

5 ff--um-- K - 
-EOFCMUAN- 
--- - - ----- ___ -4 









MMD GUIDANCE, 
NO REGIONS 

"!'d 1 
HQ - POUCY ONLY ( + a-" 

DEPOT CMD RUNS OPS 

CONSOUDATE DEPOTS TO 415 

ASCs REMAIN 

* DOSO/DDSC FOU) TO OPS CMD 

OPS CMD - LOCATION TBD 

MEET POM TARGFB 



-3 - 
IZ) 
m $f\ W 
0 : ': 
a 1 . -  

0- \ f 
b 

I 

I "\" HQ ORGANIZATION 
1 : .*"01Ii 
:I . 

-fb# dL 1-4 
L 

DEPUTY FOR 
DISTRIBUTION MANAGEMENT 

I 

- -- - 

j --. - I 
POUCYCL FAMUT#S 

8 EWlP MGT I 

12 10 7 
. --- 



PROPOSED 

OSD IG s SERVICES e -- . 
't 

=-.. 

1. ,.y. 'k 

--\.A 

MST CTR 
WEST . 

DDSE DlST CTR 
EAST 









MEMPHIS 

PRO 
Located at Distribution Center 

Located with National Distribution Industry 
Technolo~a Transfer Opportunities 
Public/Private Partnership Opportunities 
Internationally Recognized Graduate Programs 

Facilities Available in Building 144 or Building 210 

Good TDY/Air Hub 
Direct National and Direct International Flights 

Civilian Pay Differential over other Alternatives 

Central Time Zone 

No Status Quo 

Cadre staff of 80 already in place 

Provides Opportunity for DDRE, DDRW and HQ personnel 
to relocate (removing perception of internal agency bias). 

Least Expensive PCS Moves 

COST 

PCS Estimated $8.4M @280 positions @$30K 
Facility Estimated $.7M with existing office assets 
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Located at Distribution Center 

Located with National Distribution Industry 
Technologv Transfer Opportunities 
Public/Private Partnership Opportunities 
Internationally Recognized Graduate Programs 
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Direct National and Direct International Flights 

Civilian Pay Differential over other Alternatives 

Central Time Zone 

No Status Quo 

Cadre staff of 80 already in place 

Provides Opportunity for DDRE, DDRW and HQ personnel 
to relocate (removing perception of internal agency bias). 

Least Expensive PCS Moves 

COST 

PCS Estimated $8.4M @280 positions @$30K 
Facility Estimated $.7M with existing office assets 
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WRAP-UP 

SUMMARY AND C0NCLUSK)NS 

- MEETS POM REQUIREMENTS 

- MEETS MMD GUIDANCE 

RECOMMENDATK)N 
- APPROVE CONCEPT 
- BHlEF MM AND DIRECTOR 
- ESTABUSH IMPLEMEMAnON TEAM 
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- ClTY OF INDIANAPOLIS 
€3 STEPHEN GOLDSMITH 

MAYOR 

May 3, 1995 

Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

During your visit to Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis on 
April loth, you questioned the legal authority of the Commission to recommend our 
partnership proposal. I know you and Jim Wheeler discussed this in more detail that day at 
the airport, and the issue was referenced again by BCRC Chairman Alan Dixon during the 
Midwest Regional BCRC hearings in Chicago on April 12th. We requested an official 
opinion on this issue from the legal staff working on these issues for Mr. Charlie Nemfakos, 
Vice Chairman, Navy Base Structure Evaluation Committee. A copy of his response is 
attached. 

The letter states that the Commission has essentially whatever authority it wants to use 
regarding our proposal. The recommendations of the Commission, when not disapproved by 
Congress have the force of law, and must be implemented literally. Unfortunately, the letter 
also reflects the Catch-22 that has plagued our discussions with the Navy BRAC decision- 
makers. Their position is that the closure should go as recommended, then the Navy would 
have the latitude to work with us to do something different if they determine that they want 
to. Of course the poor analysis that went into the military value and Cobra analysis would 
remain as the primary policy guidance. Not surprisingly, I am not comfortable with this 
position. 

At the same time, your staff tells us that the Commission would be much more comfortable 
with a strong recommendation of the City's proposal, if the Navy would provide some 
indication of an active interest in working with us to implement the alternative--such as with 
a letter of intent. I suggested a way out of this Catch-22 during my presentation to the 
Commission in Chicago. We offered to sit down with the Navy and DOD and put an 
agreement together that would accelerate closure, rapidly establish the new partnership and 
commit to an evaluation process based on performance objectives that would determine 
success or failure soon enough to keep the option of closure viable within the 3-6 year time 
frame allowed for completion of implementation of BRAC decisions. 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SUITE 2501, ClTY COUNTY BUILDING 

200 EAST WASHINGTON STREET INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46204-3372 
(317) 327-3601 FAX: (317) 327-3980 TDD FOR HEARING IMPAIRED (317) 327-5186 



Commissioner S. Lee Kling 
May 3, 1995 
Page Two 

I would be willing to make this a fonnal proposal to the NavyIDOD and to have you include 
it in the Commission's recommendation language. 

Any suggestions you may have in resolving our Catch-22 would be greatly appreciated. If 
you have additional questions or concerns, please feel free to call at any time. Thank you 
for your consideration! 

Sincerely* 

/ &L S hen Goldsmith 

Attachment 

cc: Larry Gigerich, Executive Assistant for Economic Development 
Brian Kearns 
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April 24, 1995 

The Honorable Stephen Goldsmith 
Mayor of the City of Indianapolis 
Suite 2501, City County Building 
200 East Washington Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

In your letter of April 20, 1995, you asked for confirmation of your understanding of 
the legal effect of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendations, 
which we had discussed at our last meeting on March 8, 1995. 

Based on our reading of Section 2904 of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990, the Department of the Navy has consistently taken the position that the 
recommendations of the Commission, when not disapproved by Congress, have the force and 
effect of law. Accordingly, all the rules relevant to statutory construction are applied to those 
recommendations. This means that the terms of such recommendations must be implemented 
literally, and any flexibility in implementation must be derived from the language of the 
recomn~endations themselves. This position is consistent with the Department of Defense 
view of the effect of the recommendations. 

In those cases where the recommendation allows for flexibility in implementation, to 
ensure some degree of consistency, we resort to the background documentation for guidance 
on the manner by which particular recommendations could be implemented. However, this 
background documentation, which includes the ultimate Commission report, the DoD report, 
the Navy report, the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) reports, and the minutes 
and deiikiative repoitt prcpared diliing h e  evaluii'Live process, is akin iu p~ i i cy  guidance, 
and does not have the same legal force as the recommendation language. It is used mainly to 
determine whether Congressional reporting requirements are triggered under two notes to 
Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code, relating to consistency in budget data (Section 
2822, Public Law 102-190, as amended by Section 2825, Public Law 102-484) and to the 
limitation on expenditures from the base closure account for transfers of function (Section 
2922, Public Law 103-160). 

In light of the above, with regard to your specific questions, it is correct that the 
personnel and workload movements, military construction, and other elements estimated in the 
COBRA outputs for the Indianapolis closure were used for costing purposes as the most 
likely post-BRAC actions. However, they do not represent the only solution, and the Navy is 
free to consider other options which are consistent with the recommendation language. As we 
execute previous base closure decisions, we are finding that the solutions that finally evolve 

DEPARTMENT OF THE N A V Y  
O F F I C E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R t  

W A S H I N G T O N  0 C 20350 1000 



are in some aspects different than what was envisioned in the COBRA costing mechanism. 
The only constraint we face is being able to make the case that the solution chosen is better 
than what was initially predicted. The operative inquiry for the Navy, then, will be what is 
the most cost-effective and efficient action, using the actions estimated in COBRA as a 
baseline. Further, it is true that the Commission could elect to modify the wording of the 
recommendation to include more specific direction. The Navy has taken the position that 
flexibility in language is essential to ensure that we can take full advantage of implementation 
plans that are in the best interests of both the Navy and the local communities. However, 
ultimately, the Navy will be bound by any final Commission recommendation language. 

As we have discussed, we believe that the present language of the Indianapolis 
recommendation allows consideration of a variety of proposals for workload and functional 
transfers, and we look forward to working with you to achieve the best solution for all 
concerned, should this recommendation be approved by the Commission, the President, and 
the Congress. I continue, therefore, to be concerned with any fine-tuning of language that 
constrains flexibility, because sometimes we are not as smart as we think we are when we 
look forward to the future. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Vice ~ h k a n ,  \ 

Base Structure Evaluatio 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 2: .,,-. , ?; : ::-"3 ;,.;~~<e- 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
.-:.-: ::-7&5'j'jgg?gR/ 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 15, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Stephen Goldsmith 
Mayor, City of Indianapolis 
Office of the Mayor, 
Suite 2501, City County Building 
200 East Washington Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-33 72 

Dear Mayor Goldsmith: 
r 

Thank you for your recent letter to the Commission conceAng the City of 
Indianapolis' partnership proposal for the Naval Air Warfare Center. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

As you know, the Commission has limited experience with the privatization of 
military activities as envisioned in your proposal. In the 1993 round of base closures, the 
Commission recommended that some activities, then performed at the Newark Air Force 
Base in Ohio, be moved to the private sector. It did not, however, discuss reuse of the 
facility or direct how the work would be privatized. Currently, the Commission's general 
counsel is closely examining the City of Indianapolis' proposal as well as the extent of the 
Commission's legal authority in this area. Your proposal is innovative and we will 
continue to examine it closely. 

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, 

S. t( ee Uing 
Commissioner 
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Lassen Countv Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 338 84 N. Lassen Street Susanville, CA 96130 (916) 257-4323 

May 5, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I'm sending two video tapes produced to help tell the story 
of The Sierra Army Depot. They were used in the base visit 
presentation to Commissioner Steele, but not included in the 
materials provided her staff prior to their departure. I'd 
like to ensure they are available for your use in the 
Commissionls analysis. If you have the opportunity to review 
it also, I think youlll find the material very interesting. 
I 1 m  sure it will help provide a more complete picture of the 
Depot and its many irreplaceable attributes. 

Thank you for your time and attention during the Regional 
Hearings and your careful consideration of what's best for 
our Nation. 

Sincerely, 

u ~ a c k  &n~i.~,l Chairman 
The Committee to Retain Sierra Army Depot 

JL: nes 
Enclosures 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 
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9<10d~LQ/  

May 12, 1995 

Mr. Jack Lensing 
Chairman 
Lassen County Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 338 
84 North Lassen Street 
Susanville, California 96 1 3 0 

Dear Mr. Lensing: 

Thank you for forwarding to me two video tapes regarding the Sierra Army Depot, 
California. I catainly understand your continued interest in the base closure and realignment 
process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its rsomxnendations. 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 Sierra Army Depot. 

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

Sincerely, 
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1925 North Lynn Street Telephone: (703) 524-0026 
Suite 600 Facsimile: (703) 524-1 005 

Arlington, VA 
22209 

TO: COMMISSIONER REBECCA COX 
DEFENSE BASE C LIGNMENT COMMISSION 

FROM: CHRISTOPH 

DATE: 8 MAY 1995 

Attached you will find a brief written statement regarding the 911th 
Airlift Wing located at Pittsburgh International Airport. This statement 
was intended to  be a part of the public comment of Judge John G. Brosky, 
Chairman of the Western Pennsylvania Coalition, during the regional 
hearing in Baltimore. 

Because the judge was speaking in support of two facilities in Western 
Pennsylvania, there was insufficient time to  complete the statement 
supporting the 91 1th Wing. 

As you suggested at the time of the hearing, a written statement is 
hereby submitted for inclusion in the Record of the hearing. Please share 
this statement with the other Commissioners. 

The  judge wanted me to express again his appreciation for your courtesy. 

Should there be a need for  additional information, Judge Brosky may be 
contacted a t  the following address: 

John G. Brosky 
Chairman, Western PA Coalition 
The Superior Court of Pennsylvania 
Judge's Chambers 
Suite 2703 Grant Building 
Pittsburgh, PA 18219 



BRAC - REGIONAL HEARING 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 

MAY 4, 1995 

SUBJECT: 91 1 AIRLIFT WING, 
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 

BY: JUDGE JOHN G. BROSKY , 
CHAIRMAN, WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA COALITION 

DISTINGUISHED COMMISSIONERS. I AM 
JUDGE JOHN G. BROSKY OF THE SUPERIOR COURT IN 
PENNSYLVANIA; ALSO A RETIRED MAJOR GENERAL OF 
THE PENNSYLVANIA AIR NATIONAL GUARD AND 
C'HAIRMAN OF THE WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA COALITION 
TO RETAIN THE 91 1TH AIRLIFT WING IN 
PITTSBURGH. 

THE 911TH AIRLIFT WING IS MORE THAN 
A MILITARY BASE. IT'S %A BASE OF HUMAN 
SERVICES. 

THERE'S A LOT OF EARTH SHAKING 
PUBLICITY THESE DAYS ABOUT CERTAIN MILITANT 
GROUPS WHO ADVOCATE THAT OUR GOVERNMENT HAS 
OVER-STEPPED ITS BOUNDS AND FORGOT ABOUT THE 
PEOPLE. 



THE 91 1TH AIRLIFT WING IS PART OF 
AND REPRESENTS THE UNITED STATES AND OVER THE 
YEARS THE 911TH WAS AMONG THE FIRST OF 
MILITARY UNITS TO HELP PEOPLE IN TIMES OF 
WAR, EMERGENCY AND DISASTERS LIKE THE RECENT 
AIRPLANE CRASH OF FLIGHT 427. 

UNKNOWN AND UNPUBLICIZED IS THAT THE 
91 1TH AIRLIFT WING EMPLOYS A NUMBER OF 
AUTISTIC AND MENTALLY HANDICAPPED PEOPLE FOR 
CLEANING SERVICE. THIS IS SIGNIFICANT WHEN 
YOU REALIZE 80% OF SUCH PEOPLE ARE NOT GIVEN 
EMPLOYMENT IN OUR SOCIETY. 

WHEN GENERAL MICHAEL DUGAN WAS CHIEF 
OF STAFF OF THE U.S. AIR FORCE, HE TOLD ME AS 
A PAST NATIONAL PRESIDENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
ASSOCIATION THAT THERE ARE THREE ELEMENTS 
FUNDAMENTAL TO AN EXCELLENT MILITARY FORCE. 
THEY ARE PERFORMANCE, PRODUCTIVITY AND 
PROFESSIONALISM. THAT IS WHAT WE HAVE IN THE 
9 1 1 TH AIRLIFT WING. 

OUR BRIEFERS WILL HIGHLIGHT THE 
MILITARY VALUE OF THE 91 1TH WITH COST 
EFFECTIVENESS OF OPERATION TO DEMONSTRATE THAT 
IN SAVING THE 91 1TH AIRLIFT WING YOU WILL SAVE 
MONEY FOR THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT. 

THANK YOU. 
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CHAMB ER 
COMMERCE 
Hagerstown-Wash~ngton County 

May 4,1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

RE: Fort Ritchie, Maryland 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I attended the BRAC public hearing at the University of Maryland, Baltimore 
County this morning. For lack of time, I was unable to convey my remarks 
supporting the continued military mission at Fort Ritchie and Letterkenny Army 
Depot. Please accept this written testimony for the record. 

With nearly 6,000 jobs between the two, many of them civilian, Fort Ritchie and 
Letterkenny exert an economic influence on Washington County, Maryland, and 
neighboring Franklin County, Pennsylvania, that exceeds the economic importance 
of other bases to their communities. The towns of Cascade, Pen Mar, Blue Ridge 
Summit, Sabillasville, High Field, Rouzerville and other, larger municipalities 
nearby rely heavily on these Bases. If either or both closed, we would confront 
two primary concerns. First, many local businesses that deal with the Bases 
directly, or indirectly with federal employees and their families, would suffer severe 
revenue losses. Bankruptcies would follow, threatening the economic survival of 
the towns. Second, job losses among local residents affected by closure would not 
be absorbed by these communities. Few employers of any significance exist 
nearby. Businesses that do not serve these Bases or their employees would suffer 
losses as the impact of this aspect of closure became apparent. Hundreds of empty 
apartments and un-marketable homes would precipitate a rapid decline in the 
region's real estate market, forcing banks to foreclose on loans for property they 
would rather not own. 

Though steady, new employment growth in Washington County is unspectacular. 
We celebrate the occasional, seldom more often than annual, arrival of a business 
that employs 100-200 workers. As in other areas, corporate downsizing and the 
recent recession have hurt. Two local London Fog garment factories closed last 
year, our prominent aerospace component manufacturer Rohr has dropped half its 
workers, our large P.I.E. freight terminal closed, the venerable and substantial Baer 
Foods wholesale business disappeared along with many smaller employers. 
Between 1980 and 1990, Washington County's population grew just 6.7% while 
unemployment averaged 8%, well above Maryland and U.S. averages. This 

1 1  1 West unfortunate statistic makes us an official "entitlement community". Losing major 
Washington st. employers like Ft. Ritchie and Letterkenny would produce dire consequences. 
Hagerstown, MD 
2 1 7 4 0  

Phone 

30 1-739-20 1 5 
Fax 

301 -739-1 278 



Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
May 4,1995 
Page 2 

While the military value of both Bases is considerable, I want to point out and ask you to consider 
strongly their social and economic contributions to the communities that serve them. The two 
Bases, located just 20 miles apart, serve and are served by a common population. To many of 
these towns, this federal presense is the difference between economic success and failure. Losing 
the Bases could yield conditions that set a new and unenviable standard for social and economic 
dislocation. Federal "re-use" grants available to communities that lose Bases and which fund the 
re-training of dislocated workers are useless without a cadre of employers willing and able to hire 
the re-trained. We cannot absorb the massive new unemployment that closure would ensure. 

Once again, the region that serves these Bases is extremely rural, with little annual job growth and 
lacking the capacity of larger, fast-growing, job-rich areas to absorb significant new 
unemployment. I urge the BRAC Commission to maintain military operations at both Ft. Ritchie 
and Letterkenny for reasons that address their considerable military value and their considerable 
social and economic contributions to their communities. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best reg.& 



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

ARLINGTON, vA 2220s ..-, my> 56-yk9ra/o-/pa/ 
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 15, 1995 WEND! LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Fred K. Teeter, %. 
Executive Vice-President 
Chamber of Commerce 
Hagerstown-Washington County 
1 1 1 West Washington Street 
Hagerstown, Maryland 2 1 740 

Dear Mr. Teeter: 

Thank you for providing written testimony in support of Fort Ritchie, Maryland 
and the Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania. I am pleased you were able to attend the 
Baltimore hearing and I welcome your comments. 

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

Again, I appreciate your comments. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
whenever you believe I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 

AJD: cw 
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May 04, 1995 SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78205-3036 
(21 0) 220-2626 FAX (21 0) 220-2926 

Rebecca G. Cox, Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Rebecca: 

Thank you for listening so attentively to our presentation of an alternative plan for Brooks 
Air Force Base at your Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) regional hearing 
in Dallas. 

Because of the interest expressed in the community synergy which exists between Brooks Air 
Force Base and other local public and private institutions, I wanted to share with you the 
additional information which is enclosed. The same opportunities for joint efforts -- with 
their cost savings and creative energies -- simply do not exist at the proposed relocation sites. 

Rebecca, we appreciate the open mind you and your colleagues on BRAC have kept toward 
our proposal throughout this process. Think what a good precedent you could set for other 
communities to see incentives in developing ideas to save even more than the Department of 
Defense's original proposals! 

I look forward to continuing to work with you. As a former member of the Secretary of 
Defense's Advisory Committee on Women and the Services (DACOWITS), I have enjoyed 
being directly involved in military issues again and, on a personal level, I am glad to see 
women serving as Commissioners. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure 
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Lackland Air Force Base 

Wilford Hall Medical Center. The 70th Medical Squadron provides support to 
WHMC in four areas: (1) Faculty for Ophthalmology Residency, ( 2 )  Low- 
vision expertise, (3)  Rotation of students to 70th MDS, and (4i Forensic 
Dentistry Program for dental residents. 

- Clinical rotations. Wilford Hall Medical Center provides clinical rotations 
for Phase Ill Residents in Aerospace Medicine. 

- Instructor support. The School of  Aerospace Medicine teaches 
entomology and vector-borne diseases for Wilford Hall Medical Center, 
Kelly Air Force Base and the Armstrong Laboratory. 

- Assistance in Red Flag training. The School o f  Aerospace Medicine 
provides instructors for the field training portion of Red Flag at Wilford 
Hall Medical Center. 

- Shared faculty and instructors. Wilford Hall Medical Center provides 
subject matter experts in various courses of the school. 

- Coordination. The Air Force Medical Support Agency contacts the Air 
Force Defense Medical Logistics Standard Support System personnel at  
Wilford Hall Medical Center on a daily basis. 

" Medical consultants. The Air Force Medical Support Agency has direct 
access t o  research and clinical practice consultants at  Wilford Hall 
Medical Center in more then 40 specialty areas for policy, planning, 
design input, and technological innovation. 

" Epidemiologic support. Wilford Hall Medical Center relies on the 
Epidemilogic Research Division's computer to  meet Department of 
Defense required turnaround time for pap smears. This division shares lab 
services with WHMC thereby reducing duplication and costs. 

Medical specialty support. Due to geographical location, Wilford Hall 
Medical Center can provide timely infectious disease .and immunology 
consultation for major projects. 

" Ophthalmology research. Ophthalmology research is conducted jointly 
between Wilford Hall Medical Center, and the Armstrong Laboratory to 
look at  eye disorders to  determine i f  people with evidence of retinal 
detachment, pigmentary dispersion syndrome (a potential type of 
glaucoma) can safely fly. 
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Randolph Air Force Base 

Aeromedical services support. The 70th Medical Squadron provides 
aeromedical support to the 12th Medical Group in four areas: (1) Flight 
surgeon support to the 12th Medical Group, (2) Flight surgeon support to 
the Navigator Training Program, (3) A flight surgeon flies wi th Navigator 
Training Aircraft, and (4) the 12th Medical Group Radiology Department 
supports 70th MDS mammography program. 

. 
Recruiting service support. The 70th Medical Squadron supports the Health 
Professions Scholarship Program by providing physical exams to student 
participants and through summer rotations and visits to  the clinic. 

Flying training. The 559th Flying Training Squadron at Randolph Air Force 
Base provides five weeks o f  flying training for Phase I I  Residents in 
Aerospace Medicine and provides orientation flights for students attending 
the Aerospace Medicine Primary course. 

Aircraft availability. The 12th Flying Training Wing at Randolph Air Force 
Base provides aircraft for flight surgeons assigned to  the School of 

* Aerospace Medicine to accrue required flying time. 

Consultant services. Air Force Medical Support Agency personnel from all 
four of their divisions serve as consultants on assignments a t  the Air Force 

: Military Personnel Center approximately four times a year. 

Memorandum of Agreement -- G-induced loss o f  consciousness. Because Air 
Education and Training Command (AETC) aircrews account for 90 percent of 
Air Force G-induced loss of consciousness incidents, AETC and the Air Force 
Material Command (AFMC) have established a centrifuge training agreement 
t o  improve G awareness and tolerance of AETC Pilot Instructor Training 
candidates at Randolph Air Force Base. This training is intended to  enhance 
instructor pilot effectiveness in training student pilots relative to  the anti-G 
straining maneuver in a high-G environment. In this agreement, the 
operational staff of  the Armstrong Laboratory provides High-G Awareness 
Training for up to 20 AETC instructor pilot trainees per day at a daily cost to 
AETC of $2,000. 
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Fort Sam Houston 

Computer training. The School of Aerospace Medicine has a Cooperative 
Research Development Agreement with the Army Center for Public Works to 
supply computer training as part of a Water Management Issues Course. 

Accessibility of Meat Laboratory and Cold Storage Facility. Fort Sam 
Houston Academy of Health Sciences provides their facilities for training the 
School of Aerospace Medicine public health officers and apprentices. 

I 

Instructor support. The School of Aerospace Medicine provides instructor 
support for Army Veterinary Officers Course and noncommissioned officer 
training programs teaching food safety and public health activities. 

Subject matter experts. The Army Academy of Health Sciences instructors 
support tropical medicine, deployment medicine and preventive medicine 
lectures in the Globel Medicine course. 

Cross-service cooperation opportunities. The chief information officer for the 
. -  Army's Medical Department is located at Fort Sam Houston, and the Air 

Force Surgeon General's chief information officer is located at the Air Force 
- Medical Support Agency at Brooks Air Force Base, which leads to  extensive 
cross-service cooperation opportunities. 

Lead testing. Air Force lead testing specimens for newborns are shipped to  
the Epidemiologic Research Division and transferred to Brooks Army Medical 
Center wi th rapid turnaround and low cost. 
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Other Federal Agencies (Continued) 

Collaboration wi th  NASA in environmental technology. A cooperative effort 
regarding participation of the Air Force Center for Environmentad Excellence 
and the Human Systems Center in the application of NASA environmental 
and occupational health technology information and developments. 

Astronaut selection. Armstrong Laboratory medical experts are routinely 
sent t o  NASA's Joint Space Center to  conduct the astronaut psychiatric and 
psychological aviator selection evaluation, to support the Astronaut Selection 
Panel, and to consult wi th  NASA Medical Operations t o  review and update 
psychiatric standards and selection procedures. 

Other Human Systems Center and NASA activities. 

* *  Training of astronauts for shuttle launch G-profile. Tests are conducted 
at  the Armstrong Laboratory t o  provide Space Shuttle astronauts w i th  
+Gx centrifuge exposure which simulates the acceleration profile of  the 
Space Shuttle's launch into earth orbit. Up to  25 astronauts have been 
trained annually. 

* *  Pre-breathe protocols for extra-vehicular activity. Investigation of the 
causes and potential cures of decompression sickness caused by 
exposure to  l o w  ambient pressures. Development of pre-breathe 
protocols for extra-vehicular activity and risk mitigation. 

- Effects o f  microgravity on  astronaut cognitive performance. This 
cooperative NASA and Armstrong Laboratory experiment was t o  
determine the interactive effects o f  microgravity and fatigue on  cognitive 
performance o f  three shuttle crew astronauts during the flight o f  the 
Space Shuttle Columbia in July 1994. Follow-on studies for a June 1996 
flight involve the interactive effects o f  fatigue, performance and 
microgravity. 

* *  Medical and occupational health training. NASA Flight Surgeon training 
and NASA personnel training in substance abuse and other areas are 
provided b y  Armstrong Laboratory t o  Joint Space Center. Considerable 
cross-training is done between the two  institutes. 

* *  Re-entry anti-G suit testing. Tests o f  extended coverage anti-G suit to  
provide protection for astronauts during the long, low-level G-profile 
encountered during shuttle reentry into earth's atmosphere. 
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Other Federal Agencies (Con tinuedl 

**  Exercise countermeasures. The Armstrong Laboratory is evaluating the 
use of a single bout of cycling that elicits maximal effort performed 24 
hours prior to reentry. This approach would eliminate significant use of 
time, oxygen, energy (food) and water now required to support extensive 
periods of exercise during spaceflight. This exercise may also enhance 
blood pressure regulation and help eliminate the major problems with 
fainting following return from spaceflight. A protocol is being designed 
with Joint Space Center for a space flight experiment. 

Other medical and scientific collaboration. Participate with NASA on the 
Space Technologv lnterdeoendencv Grouo (STIG). co-chair the STIG 
Operations Committee, which sponsored the Workshops on Space 
Operations Applications and Research (SOAR). These conferences, held 
in Houston, are funded and co-chaired by the Armstrong Laboratory and 
NASA. AL personnel perform as members of NASA medical and scientific 
working groups and review committees, including astronaut selection 
panel, astronaut selection criteria review, NASA Human Factors Discipline 
Working Group (DWG), NASA Musculoskeletal DWG, NASA Artificial 

. . Gravity WG; NASA Exercise Countermeasure Project Task Force, and 
-.: NASA Peer Reviews-Human Factors, Space Physiology, Innovative 

Research, NIH-NASA Neurolab. 
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San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

Adjunct faculty. 
* *  Palo Alto College (2) 
* *  Our Lady of  the Lake University (1) - St. Mary's University (5) 
* *  University of  Texas at Austin (1) - Trinity University (1) 
* *  University of  Texas at San Antonio Health Sciences Center (1 1) . . - San Antonio College (2) 
* *  Embry Riddle Aeronautical University Randolph Air Force Base (1) - University o f  Texas at San Antonio (3) 
* *  Rice University Summer Faculty Associate (1 ) 
* *  St. Fhiiips College ( 7 )  

Consultants. 
* *  Texas Education Agency on Master Teacher Program (1) 
* *  Exxon Corporation in Houston (1) - University of Texas at San Antonio (1) 
* *  NASA (1 
* *  Southwest Research Institute (1) 

Collaborative research projects with students and faculty. - St. Mary's University (2) 
**  University of Texas a t  Austin (2) 
" Trinity University (1  ) 
**  Texas A&M University (4) - San Antonio College (2) - Embry Riddle Aeronautical University Randolph Air Force Base (1) 
* *  University of Texas San Antonio (1) 
" Rice University (1) 
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San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

Southeast San Antonio heaithcare initiative. The administrator o f  the 70 th  
Medical Squadron is a key executive in Southeast San Antonio Healthcare 
Initiatives Task Force. 

Greater San Antonio Hospital Council. The 70th Medical Squadron supports 
the Greater San Antonio Hospital Council through: (1) Professional input in 
coordination o f  healthcare in South Texas, and (2) Rotation o f  students 
through 70th MDS. 

Health Science Center support. The 70th Medical Squadron supports the 
University o f  Texas Health Science Center through: (1) Faculty for Family 
Practice Program, (2) Students rorarions ar / u t n  rvlDS, and (3) Forensic 
Dentistry Course for School of Dentistry in association w i th  the School o f  
Aerospace Medicine. 

Restoration Advisory Board. Base-sponsored local civic/base membership. 
Co-chairs are civic/local area leader living near the base, along w i th  director, 
Environmental Management. This group meets t o  publicly discuss base 

.. restoration projects and provide community members a forum t o  ask 
..questions about the status o f  restorations planned or occurring a t  the base. 

College and university enrollment. Brooks Air Force Base personnel 
enrollment in the following San Antonio area colleges and universities 
* *  San Antonio College 
**  Palo Alto College 
* *  Incarnate Word College 
* *  Our Lady o f  the Lake 
* *  St. Mary's University 
* *  Texas Lutheran 
* *  University o f  Texas at  San Antonio . 
* *  University o f  Texas at  San Antonio Nursing School 
* *  University o f  Texas Health Science Center 
* *  Southwest Texas State University 
* *  Trinity University 
* *  St. Philips College 
* *  University o f  Houston Clear Lake 
* *  San Jacinto Community College 
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San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

The following San Antonio organizations have agreements to use the 
runways and apron. 
* *  Southwest Research Institute-- Runway used for crash testing vehicles 
* *  H.E.B. Grocery Co. -- Runway used for local and regional annual truck 

driving safety contests 
* *  Brady Green Clinic -- Runway used to train bus drivers annually 
* *  VIA Metropolitan Transit -- Runway used for annual local and regional 

safety driving competition for truck drivers 
* *  Trans Tech Resources -- Runway used to  test braking systems 
**  EG & G Automotive Research -- Runway used to  test types o f  vehicles for 

manufacturers 
* *  BFI Waste Systems -- Runway used for safe driving classes for BFI truck 

drivers 
* *  Bexar County Sheriff's Department -- Runway used for holding high speed 

and other driving classes for sheriff's department 
* *  Texas Department of Mental Health and Retardation -- Runway used to 

brief drivers on safe driving techniques 
* *  Alamo Area Council of Governments -- Runway used to  hold high-speed 

.. and other driving classes for regional law enforcement departments 
* *  Club Miniature Aircraft Combat Association -- Runway used t o  f ly RCA 

airplanes 
* *  San Antonio Road Runners -- 10K bi-annual run 
* *  Path Finders Central Texas Association -- Annual jogging competition 
* *  San Antonio Sports Car ~ssoc ia t ion  -- Apron used t o  host monthly car 

rallies 
* *  Young Astronaut's Rocket Club -- Apron used t o  launch homemade 

rockets 
* *  Alzafar Shrine Temple -- Apron used for state and international driving 

championship 
Pad Rats Rocket Club -- Apron used annually to  launch rockets 



Brooks Air Force Base. Texas -- lntemcrions with Local Milhaw Installations. San Antonio and South Texas 

Midas Muffler Shop 
Northstar Dodge 
Northside Towing 
Ottmers Auto Services 
One Stop Radiator and Air 

Conditioning Services 
Phenix Glass 
Rush GMC 
River City Hydraulics, Inc. 
S&W Trailer Service 
Safe Lite Glass 
Southway Ford 
Safety-Kleen Corp. 
San Antonio Equipment and 

Hydraulic 
Santex International Truck 
Service Parts and Machine Co. 
Southwest Brake and Alignment 
Stewart and Stevenson, lnc. 
Texas Mobile Glass lnc. 
Texas State Glass 
Torrado Chrysler Plymouth 
Tire Station Richard Calvillo 
U.S. Auto Glass 
Mission Wrecker Service 
Red Ar row Freight Lines 
Carretta Trucking Co. 

Canada Dry Co. 
Coachman Inn 
Coca Cola Co. 
Halo Dist Co. 
The Home Depot 
Labatt Food Service 
San Antonio Coors 
Meny's Frame 
NAPA 
Office Depot, Inc. 
Paul's Trophy 
Penland Co. 
Powell Vacuum Cleaner Center 
Sutheriiii IU i u l  I ~LGI 
Sears Product 
Texas Bottlers 
Southway Ford, Inc. 
Southwell Co. 
Wang 
Century Papers, Inc. 
Overnight Transportation 
Watkins Motor Lines 
ACH Enterprises Travel and Tours 
Brookhill Funeral Home 
Atlantic and Pacific Moving Co. 
Ziegler Glass, Inc. 
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San Antonio and South Texas {Continued) 

Public Affairs activities. The Human Systems Center's public affairs office is 
the focal point for civic relationships between Brooks Air Force Base and the 
San Antonio area. Some o f  its community relations activities include: 

* *  Tours. To educate visitors t o  the activities at Brooks Air Force Base 
through visits t o  base facilities and functions. (1 994 -- 142 tours, 3,557 
visitors) 

* *  Speakers bureau. Brook Air Force Base scientists, engineers and other 
professionals visit schools and civic groups t o  present the Brooks Air 
Force Ease rniss~on. \ I 334: I 34 speaKers, ti,55u auaience) 

* *  Parades. A highly visible part o f  Brooks Air Force Base civic involvement 
throughout South Texas. (1 994: 18 parades, 500,000 + spectators) 

* *  Science fairs. Brook Air Force Base science and technology focus make it 
a natural t o  participate in the judging of regional science fairs. The Alamo 
Regional Science Fair alone used 114 judges from the base. 

* *  Engineer for a day. A n  annual Spring event at Brooks Air Force Base, 
high school student across San Antonio visit the base and observe first 
hand the activities of high-tech engineers in their workplaces. 

* *  Fiesta. Brooks Air Force Base is an active participant in San Antonio's 
annual Fiesta celebration. Brook Air Force Base ambassadors and senior 
leadership participate in more than 40 different Fiesta events during the 
10-day period. 

San Antonio Bar Association, Environmental Law and the St. Mary's 
University Law School -- Mentoring Program. Brooks ~ i r  Force Base lawyers 
participate w i th  local chapter affiliation of  lawyers, interplay o f  local civic, 
governmental and federal concerns in the law. Review o f  current areas of 
emphasis or upcoming changes in legislation affecting local area programs. 
Mentoring program simply provides professional adjunct assistance to  
students in need in the local university setting. 

Elementary school -- Recycling and environmental awareness programs. 
Base environmental professionals' promotion of environmental programs, 
proper recycling techniques, and instilling earth concerns with youth. 
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San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

Brooks Air Force Base humanitarian donations. 
* *  Oblates o f  Mary Immaculate 
* *  Habitat for Humanity Military House. 
* *  Battered Women's Shelter (Bexar County) 
* *  Four Winds Ministries 
* *  Christian Senior Services 
* *  Children's Shelter o f  San Antonio 
* *  Gideon's San Antonio East Camp 
**  San Antonio Food Bank 
* *  Children's Shelter of San Antonio 
* *  Four Winds Ministries 
* *  Gnrlsrlan Senior Services 
* *  Battered Women's Shelter 
* *  Randolph Special Activity Fund 
* *  Fisher House of Lackland Air Force Base 
* *  Archdiocese of San Antonio 
* *  Knights of Columbus, Deaf Program 
* *  Meals On Wheels 
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Kelly Air Force Base 

Advanced Hybrid Oxygen Systems--Aircraft. The  continued development  by 
t h e  Human Sys tems  Center  o f  a n  Advanced Hybrid Oxygen Sys tem will 
provide the  information necessa ry  t o  retrofit t he  C-5 fleet with a self- 
producing oxygen sys tem.  

Combat  Edge. The Human S y s t e m s  Center  ensures  personal equipment 
developed through program COMBAT EDGE will have proper documenta t ion  
and  management  control t o  permit t ransfer  of t h e  program to t h e  San  

- Antonio Air Logistics Center.  

Computer  s y s t e m s  training. The  School of Aerospace Medicine h a s  a 
Cooperative Research Development Agreement for Computer  S y s t e m s  
Training with t h e  Electronic Warfare Center a t  Kelly Air Force Base. 

Health physics emergency response  and radioactive was te .  Emergency 
response  t o  potential nuclear mishaps using response  kits a t  Kelly Air Force 
Base. Support t o  radiological w a s t e  site clean-up and sa fe  material disposal. 

Integrated weapon  s y s t e m  management .  The  Human S y s t e m s  Center  is 
responsible for the  sus ta inment  of human sys tems ,  and t h e  sus ta inment  
activities of life support ,  and chemical and biological s y s t e m s  in concer t  with 
t h e  San  Antonio Air Logistics Center .  

Occupational medicine. T h e  Kelly Air Force Base Occupational Medicine 
Department is the  only bona fide program within the  Air Force. The  
depar tment  provides consultat ions,  formal training for Residents in 
Aerospace  Medicine, and pilot testing suppor t  for the  evaluation of safe ty  
a n d  injury prevention programs. 

Pre-production and production of Transportable Blood Transshipment  Center.  
Human Sys tems  Center activities a t  Kelly Air Force Base cover  t a s k s  
performed by each  organization in all activities involved with t h e  pre- 
production and production of t h e  Transportable Blood Transshipment  Center.  

Shared  faculty. Kelly Air Force Base provides instructors for  t h e  School  of 
Aerospace  Medicine occupational  medicine courses  and ass i s t s  in training 
public health officers. 

: Sof tware  Maintenance, T e s t  Program suppor t  and Maintenance Skills Tutor. 
The Human Sys tems  C e r ~ t e r  provides functional and managerial 
responsibilities associated with t h e  Maintenance Skills Tutor  so f tware  
suppor t .  
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Lackland Air Force Base 

Wilford Hall Medical Center. The  70th  Medical Squadron provides suppor t  t o  
WHMC in four areas :  (1) Faculty for Ophthalmology Residency, (2)  Low- 
vision expert ise,  (3)  Rotation of s tudents  t o  7 0 t h  MDS, a n d  (4) Forensic 
Dentistry Program for dental residents. 

* *  Clinical rotations. Wilford Hall Medical Center  provides clinical rotations 
for  Phase  I l l  Residents in Aerospace Medicine. 

* *  Instructor suppor t .  The  School of Aerospace  Medicine t e a c h e s  
entomology and vector-borne diseases for Wilford Hall- Medical Center,  
Kelly Air Force Base and t h e  Armstrong Laboratory. 

*' Assis tance  in Red Flag training. The School  o f  Aerospace  Medicine 
provides instructors  for t h e  field training portion of Red Flag a t  Wilford 
Hall Medical Center .  

* *  Shared  faculty and instructors.  Wilford Hall Medical Center  provides 
sub jec t  ma t t e r  exper ts  in various courses  of t h e  school .  

* *  Coordination. The  Air Force Medical Suppor t  Agency c o n t a c t s  t h e  Air 
Force Defense Medical Logistics Standard Suppor t  S y s t e m  personnel a t  
Wilford Hall Medical Center  on  a daily basis.  

* *  Medical consul tants .  The Air Force Medical Suppor t  Agency  has  direct 
a c c e s s  t o  research and clinical practice consul tants  a t  Wilford Hall 
Medical Center  in more then  40 specialty a reas  for policy, planning, 
design input,  and  technological innovation. 

* *  Epidemiologic support .  Wilford Hall Medical Center  relies o n  t h e  
Epidemilogic Research Division's computer  t o  m e e t  Department of 
Defense  r e q u i r ~ d  turnaround t ime for pap smears .  This division sha res  lab 
services  with WHMC thereby reducing duplication and  c o s t s .  

*. Medical special ty support .  Due t o  geographical location, Wilford Hall 
Medical Center  c a n  provide timely infectious d isease  ' and  immunology 
consultation for'major projects. 

* *  Ophthalmology research.  Ophthalmology research is c o n 2 1 ~ c t e d  jointly 
be tween  Wilford Hall Medical Center, and  t h e  Armstrong Laboratory t o  
look a t  e y e  disorders t o  determine if people with evidence  of retinal 
d e t a c h m e n t ,  pigmentary dispersion syndrome (a potential type  of 
glaucom'a) c a n  safely fly. 
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Lackland Air Force Base (Continued) 

Basic Military Training Center. The Armstrong Laboratory screens all Air 
Force recruits for rubella, rubeola, and pregnancy, wi th  a three day 
turnaround; evaluate and monitor physical fitness and nutrition programs for 
trainees; and provide the center wi th  disease surveillance for trainees to  
prevent epidemics during training. 

* *  Multi-dimensional Aptitude Battery. This is a comparison between a 
computerized and a written test. A computerized version o f  the Multi- 
dimensional Aptitude Battery is being developed. Air Force recruits are 
administered this test to  allow comparison with the written version. 

* *  Testing Air Force recruits. The Armstrong Laboratory established a 
unique, world class 36,453 square foot facility a t  Lackland Air Force 
Base, equipped wi th  200 computer-based test stations, as well as paper 
and pencil testing. This allows for testing o f  30,000 recruits a year t o  
provide research basis for the development o f  new selection and 
classification tests for enlisted, office; and aircrew personnel. 
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Randolph Air Force Base 

Aeromedical services support. The 70th Medical Squadron provides 
aeromedical support t o  the 12 th  Medical Group in four areas: (1 1 Flight 
surgeon support t o  the 12 th  Medical Group, (2 )  Flight surgeon support to  
the  Navigator Training Program, (3) A fl ight surgeon flies with Navigator 
Training Aircraft, and (4) the 12 th  Medical Group Radiology Department 
supports 70th MDS mammography program. 

# 

Recruiting service support. The 70 th  Medical Squadron supports the Health 
Professions Scholarship Program by  providing physical exams t o  student 
participants-and through summer rotations and visits t o  t he  clinic. 

Flying training. The 559th  Flying Training Squadron at  Randolph Air Force 
Base provides five weeks of  flying training for Phase I1 Residents in 
Aerospace Medicine and provides orientation flights for  students attending 
the  Aerospace Medicine Primary course. 

Aircraft availability. The 12 th  Flying Training Wing a t  Randolph Air Force 
Base provides aircraft for fl ight surgeons assigned to  the  School o f  

' Aerospace Medicine t o  accrue required flying time. 

Consultant services. Air Force Medical Support Agency personnel from all 
four o f  their divisions serve as consultants on  assignments a t  the Air Force 
Military Personnel Center approximately four t i n e s  a year. 

Memorandum of Agreement -- G-induced loss o f  consciousness. Because Air 
Education and Training Command (AETC) aircrews account for  9 0  percent of  
Air Force G-induced loss o f  consciousness incidents, AETC and the Air Force 
Material Command (AFMC) have established a centrifuge training agreement 
t o  improve G awareness and tolerance o f  AETC Pilot Instructor Training 
candidates a t  Randolph Air Force Base. This training is intended t o  enhance 
instructor pilot effectiveness in training student pilots relative t o  the anti-G 
straining maneuver in a high-G environment. In this agreement, the 
operational staff o f  the Armstrong Laboratory provides High-G Awareness 
Training for up to  2 0  AETC instructor pilot trainees per day a t  a daily cost  to 
AETC o f  $2,000. 
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Randolph Air Force Base (Continued) 

Advanced Spatial Disorientation Demonstrator (ASDD) Research pool. 
Research to  be conducted o n  the ASDD by  Crew Technology Division 
personnel o f  the Armstrong Laboratory requires a pool o f  three types of  Air 
Force subjects: (1)  Pilot candidates who  have no t  begun the fl ight phase of 
Undergraduate Pilot Training, (2) student pilots in the transition phase 
between T-37 and T-38 aircraf?, and (3 )  pilots w i th  operational flying 
experience in combat aircraft. Randolph Air Force Base currently is a pool o f  , 
all three subject types, with no  temporary du ty  costs associated. A move 
away  from San Antonio will mean loss o f  this valuable ye t  inexpensive 
subject pool, significantly impacting the mission o f  the Spatial Disorientation 
Countermeasures Task Group. 

Air Force Military Personnel Center support. Timely receipt o f  mission 
support, due t o  geographical location, enables the Air Force Military 
Personnel Center t o  provide demographic and personnel data t o  the 
Armstrong Laboratory for major projects, survey design and review services. 

Air Force Occupational Measurement Squadron support. The Armstrong 
.. Laboratory and the School o f  Aerospace Medicine support personnel o f  the 

Air Force Occupational Measurement Squadron b y  providing unique 
aerospace medicine expertise wh i ch  is invaluable in the occupational surveys 
for  various aerospace medicine career fields in the Air Force . 

Intelligent computer-assisted training. The Armstrong Laboratory developed 
tools 10 support intelligent computer-assisted training for AETC a t  Randolph 
Air Force Base. 

Data processing arrangement. Provides for exchange o f  personnel data 
between the Armstrong Laboratory and the  Air Force Mil i tary Personnel 
Center in support o f  research and analysis o f  off icer selection and 
classification systems. 

Training planning research with the Occupational Measurement Squadron. 
The Armstrong Laboratory develops technologies t o  improve high-level Air 
Force training decisions, primarily to  determine what, where, and when t o  
train tasks required for successful job performance. 

Individual differences in learning abilities. Randolph Air Force Base provides 
subjects and data t o  Armstrong Laboratory t o  evaluate fundamental human 
abilities and uses this knowledge t o  vastly improve the selection and 
classification o f  both officer and enlisted personnel, wh ich  allows for 
extended testing times to  administer complex learning tasks. 
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Fort Sam Houston 

Computer training. The School of  Aerospace Medicine has a Cooperative 
Research Development Agreement with the Army Center for Public Works t o  
supply computer training as part of  a Water Management Issues Course. 

Accessibility o f  Meat Laboratory and Cold Storage Facility. Fort Sam 
Houston Academy of Health Sciences provides their facilities for training the 
School o f  Aerospace Medicine p'ublic health officers and apprentices. 

i 

Instructor support. The School of  Aerospace Medicine provides instructor 
support for Army Veterinary Officers Course and noncommissioned officer 
training programs teaching food safety and public health activities. 

Subject matter experts. The Army Academy of Health Sciences instructors 
support tropical medicine, deployment medicine and preventive medicine 
lectures in the Globzl Medicine course. 

Cross-service cooperation opportunities. The chief information officer for the 
. -  Army's Medical Department is located at  Fort Sam Houston, and the Air 

Force Surgeon General's chief information officer is located at  the Air Force 
.=Medical Support Agency at  Brooks Air Force Base, which leads t o  extensive 

cross-service cooperation opportunities. 

Lead testing. Air Force lead testing specimens for newborns are shipped t o  
the Epidemiologic Research Division and transferred t o  Brooks Army Medical 
Center w i th  rapid turnaround and low cost. 
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Other  Federal Agencies 

U . S .  Air Force Academy Liaison Officer and Reserve Officer Training Corps 
Scholarship Administrator. This officer, assigned t o  Human S y s t e m s  Center,  
works  with 22 San  Antonio area  high schools  in advising, recruiting, and 
assisting high school s tuden t s  interested in competing for ent ry  t o  the  U.S. 
Air Force Academy or Air Force Reserve Officer Training Corps  scholarships 
by both counseling s tudents  and parents  and attending college fairs. 

Acquisition professional development  training support.  T h e  70 th  Training 
Squadron provides Acquisition Professional Development Program training t o  
NASA personnel. 

Naval support .  The 70 th  M S  provides medical and dental suppor t  to  Navy 
personnel in San  Antonio. 

Aerospace  Medicine Primary Course for NASA. School  of Aerospace 
Medicine provides the  Aerospace  Medicine Primary course  training for NASA 
Fellows in S p a c e  Medicine and  prospective NASA research physicians. 

Altitude decompression s i ckness  research. For more than 20 years,  NASA 
h a s  funded decompression s i ckness  research a t  Brooks Air Force Base. 

.Decompression procedures f o r  extra-vehicular activity are  determined by this 
work.  

Audie Murphy Veterans'  Hospital. The  Armstrong Laboratory provides 
clinical hyperbaric medicine services  t o  patients f rom Audie Murphy Veterans 
Hospital. 

Tactical information broadcas t  service. T h e  Human S y s t e m s  Center  delivers 
a Technical Information Broadcast  Service Tutor  using t h e  Microcomputer 
Intelligence for Technical Training Tutor Technology. Product  is supplied t o  
t h e  Air Intelligence Agency maintenance  technicians. 

J o i n t  research in radiological a n d  toxicological effects  with NASA's Jo in t  
S p a c e  Center. Tne  Armstrong Laboratory's research in long-ierm health 
ef fec ts  from ionizing radiation in s p a c e  including current  dosimetry 
experiments on-board t h e  shut t le ,  and monitoring of high-energy proton 
exposed  animals -- a protocol more  than t w o  d e c a d e s  old. 
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Collaboration with NASA in environmental technology. A cooperat ive effort 
regarding participation of t h e  Air Force Center for  Environmental Excellence 
and t h e  Human S y s t e m s  Center  in the  application of NASA environmental 
and occupational health technology information and developments .  

Astronaut  selection. Armstrong Laboratory medical exper t s  a re  routinely 
s e n t  to NASA's Jo in t  S p a c e  Center  t o  conduct  the  as t ronaut  psychiatric and 
psychological aviator selection evaluation, t o  suppor t  t h e  Ast ronaut  Selection 
Panel, and t o  consult  with NASA Medical Operations t o  review and update  
psychiatric s t andards  and select ion procedures. 

Other Human S y s t e m s  Center  and  NASA activities. 

* *  Training of as t ronauts  for shut t le  launch G-profile. T e s t s  a r e  conducted  
a t  t h e  Armstrong Laboratory t o  provide. S p a c e  Shutt le  as t ronauts  with 
+ Gx centr ifuge exposure  which simulates the  acceleration profile of t h e  
S p a c e  Shuttle 's launch into earth orbit. Up t o  25 as t ronau t s  have been 
trained annually. 

- Pre-breathe protocols for  extra-vehicular activity. Investigation of t h e  
c a u s e s  and potential cu res  of decompression s i ckness  caused  by 
exposure  t o  low ambient  pressures. Development of pre-breathe 
protocols  for  extra-vehicular activity and risk mitigation. 

* *  Effects of microgravity on  astronaut  cognitive performance.  This 
cooperat ive NASA and  Armstrong Laboratory exper iment  w a s  t o  
de termine  t h e  interactive ef fec ts  of microgravity and fat igue on  cognitive 
performance of  three shuttle- crew astronauts during the flight of  t h e  
S p a c e  Shutt le  Columbia in Ju ly  1994. Follow-on s tudies  for  a J u n e  1996 
flight involve t h e  interactive effects of fatigue, performance and  
microgravity. 

* *  Medical and occupational health training. NASA Flight Surgeon  training 
a n d  NASA personnel training in subs tance  a b u s e  and  o the r  a reas  a re  
provided by Armstrong Laboratory t o  Joint  S p a c e  Center .  Considerable 
cross-training is d o n e  b e t w e e n  t h e  t w o  institutes. 

* =  Re-entry anti-G sui t  test ing.  Tes ts  of extended coverage  anti-G suit  t o  
provide protection for a s t ronau t s  during the  long, low-level G-profile 
encountered  during shut t le  reentry into earth 's  a tmosphere .  
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* *  Visual performance degradation in micro-gravity. Astronaut reports o f  
degraded near vision during space fl ight have raised concerns about 
visual performance of  personnel working in space and next-generation 
ultra-high altitude aircraft. The Vision Function Tester, was f lown aboard 
the  Space Shuttle Endeavor in 1994. For the first time, recession of  the 
visual near point in microgravity was demonstrated and quantified. 

* *  The effects o f  hyperbaric oxygen and gravity on  leukocytes, apoptosis 
and mult i-drug resistance. Preliminary data obtained from an experiment 
onboard STS-67 indicates tha t  apoptosis (programmed cell death) may be 
responsible in part for cellular atrophy in astronauts. In addition, data 
obtained f rom cells f l own o n  STS-69 t o  determine h o w  hyperbaric oxygen 
and l o w  gravity may be used t o  identify mechanisms o f  multi-drug 
resistance so that  multi-drug resistance found in cancer or  bacteria cells 
may  be reversed. Both these results are being investigated w i th  follow-on 
studies planned. 

* -  Space launch risk assessment. Improved computer modeling systems are 
being developed and used to estimate toxic corridors for normal and 
catastrophic abort scenarios. Enhancements t o  the existing models wil l  
provide more realistic tox ic  corridor estimation and should result in less 
frequent launch delays due t o  weather. 

Microgravity on cardiovascular function. The primate facilities are used t o  
answer critical questions. A non-human primate model instrumental w i th  
blood f l ow  and pressure sensors was designed and developed to study 
the  effects o f  altering gravity on cardiovascular function. Also, 
developing spaceflight experiments using this model wi th  NASA and  the 
Russians, and conducted experiments using this model in a head-down tilt 
configuration during parabolic fl ight in a KC-135 aircraft. These 
experiments will extend our knowledge about the mechanisms o f  blood 
pressure control by  making measurements o f  cardiovascular responses 
t ha t  cannot be obtained in  human subjects and using this information t o  
develop countermeasures against adverse effects o f  spaceflight. 
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Exercise countermeasures .  T h e  Armstrong Laboratory is evaluating t h e  
u s e  of a single bout  of cycling that  elicits maximal effort performed 24 
hours prior t o  reentry. This approach would eliminate significant u s e  of 
time, oxygen,  energy (food) and  water  n o w  required t o  s u p p o r t  extensive 
periods of exercise during spaceflight. This exercise m a y  also enhance  
blood pressure regulation and  help eliminate t h e  major problems with 
fainting following return f rom spaceflight.  A protocol is being designed 
with Jo in t  S p a c e  Center  for a s p a c e  flight experiment. 

* *  Other medical and scientific collaboration. Participate with NASA on  t h e  
S p a c e  Technologv lnterdeoendencv Grouo (STIGI. co-chair t h e  STIG 
Operations Committee, which sponsored the  Workshops  o n  S p a c e  
Operations Applications and  Research (SOAR). These  confe rences ,  held 
in Houston, a r e  funded and  co-chaired by t h e  Armstrong Laboratory and 
NASA. AL personnel perform a s  members  o f  NASA medical and scientific 
working groups  and review committees,  including as t ronau t  selection 
panel, as t ronaut  selection criteria review, NASA Human Factors  Discipline 
Working Group (DWG), NASA Musculoskeletal DWG, NASA Artificial 
Gravity WG; NASA Exercise Countermeasure Project T a s k  Force, and  

- NASA Peer Reviews-Human Factors, S p a c e  Physiology, Innovative 
Research, NIH-NASA Neurola b. 
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San Antonio and South Texas 

St. Mary's University. Agreement for local doctoral s tudents  to  gain 
practical experience performing research a t  Armstrong Laboratory. 

Trinity University. Research agreement on bioeffects of electromagnetic 
fields: Conduct joint research extending manpower for Air Force and 
collocated tri-service bioeffects research and systems testing for high energy 
microwave systems. 

Texas A&M University. Food and Safety Technology: Participate in joint 
research in methodologies for extrapolation of risk to human populations 
using limited tes t  data and statistical approaches. 

University of Texas Health Science Center. Intelligent Tutoring Systems in 
Fundamental Skills: Develops intelligent tutoring systems for teaching 
English, math and science a t  the 9th grade level in the  San Antonio area 
schools. 

University of Texas a t  Austin. The Release of Air Force Instructional Design 
. Software: Develops state-of-the-art tools for instructional design automation 

and courseware authoring, resulting in improved learning and teaching 
environments. 

Palo Alto College. Environmental Technical Training: Provides technical and 
professional lecture hours and equipment access  for junior college level 
education of environmental technicians. 

University of Texas Health Science Center, University of Texas a t  San 
Antonio, Trinity University, Southwest  Research Laboratory, Southwest 
Research Institute. Joint Research on the  Center of Excellence in 
~ a d i o l o ~ i c a l  Toxicology: Joint  research on  the  biological effects of laser. 
microwave and visible electromagnetic energy and associated risks. 
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Adjunct 'faculty. 
* *  Palo Alto College (2) 
* *  Our Lady of the Lake University (1) 
* *  St. Mary's University (5 )  
* *  University of Texas at Austin (1) 
* *  Trinity University (1 ) 
* *  University of Texas at San Antonio Health Sciences Center (1 1)  
* *  San Antonio College (2) 
* *  Embry Riddle Aeronautical University Randolph Air Force Base (1 ) 
" University of Texas at San Antonio (3) 
* *  Rice University Summer Faculty Associate (1) 
* *  St. Fhiiips College (1) 

Consultants. 
* *  Texas Education Agency on Master Teacher Program (1) 
* *  Exxon Corporation in Houston (1) 
*. University of Texas at San Antonio (1) 
* *  NASA (1  ) 

. * *  Southwest Research Institute (1) 

Collaborative research projects with students and faculty. 
* *  St. Mary's University ( 2 )  
* *  University of Texas at Austin (2) 
* *  Trinity University (1 ) 
* *  Texas A&M University (4) 
* *  San Antonio College (2) 
* *  Embry Riddle Aeronautical University Randolph Air Force Base (1) 
* *  University of Texas San Antonio (1) 
* -  Rice ~ n i v e r s t y  ( 1 )  
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Public health training -- San  Antonio Ches t  Hospital. The  School  of 
Aerospace Medicine has a Memorandum of Understanding with t h e  S a n  
Antonio Ches t  Hospital t o  provide hands-on public health training for  
residents in aerospace  medicine. Residents in turn provide medical services 
for hospital customers.  

Public health training -- Texas  Department Of Health. The  School  of 
Aerospace  Medicine maintains a Memorandum of Understanding with t h e  
T e x a s  Department of Health, Region 6 t o  provide field training in regional 
public health practice for residents  in aerospace  medicine. Residents provide 
free health care  for cus tomers .  

Clinical rotations -- Texas  Center  for lnfectious Diseases. The Texas  Center  
for  Infectious Diseases provides clinical rotations for t h e  School of Aerospace 
Medicine Phase  I l l  residents. 

Instructor support .  The School  of Aerospace Medicine provides instructor 
suppor t  for  U.S. Department of Agriculture-sponsored m e a t  inspection 

.. c lasses  t augh t  a t  the  University of Texas  a t  S a n  Antonio, 

Training for nurse anesthet is ts .  The  School of Aerospace Medicine h a s  a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the  University of Texas  Health Science  
Center  i o  irain nurse anes thet i s i s  a t  the nursing school  in hyperbaric 
medicine. 

Aerospace  medicine primary training. The School  of Aerospace  M e d i c i n ~  
provides Aerospace Medicine Primary training for t h e  physicians at tending 
their residency in s p a c e  medicine a t  t h e  University of Texas  Medical Branch 
a t  Galveston, Texas .  

Classroom space .  The School  for Aerospace Medicine provides classroom 
s p a c e  t o  Palo Alto and Webster  Colleges. 

Shared  and adjunct  faculty. T h e  School of Aerospace Medicine provides 
instructors for masters  in public health course  a t  t h e  University of Texas  
Health Science Center.  

ACHE (San Antonio) Participation. The administrator of t h e  7 0 t h  Medical 
Squadron is president-elect of t h e  Federal Healthcare Executives o f  ACHE 
(San  Antonio). 
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l Southeast San Antonio healthcare initiative. The administrator o f  the 70 th  
Medical Squadron is a key executive in Southeast San Antonio Healthcare 
Initiatives Task Force. 

l Greater San Antonio Hospital Council. The 70 th  Medical Squadron supports 
the  Greater San Antonio Hospital Council through: (1) Professional input in 
coordination o f  healthcare in South Texas, and ( 2 )  Rotation o f  students 
through 70 th  MDS. 

Health Science Center support. The 70 th  Medical Squadron supports the 
University o f  Texas Health Science Center through: (1) Faculty for Family 
Practice Program, ( 2 )  Students roiarions ar / u rn  MDS, and (3) Forensic 
Dentistry Course for School o f  Dentistry in association with the  School o f  
Aerospace Medicine. 

Restoration Advisory Board. Base-sponsored local civiclbase membership. 
Co-chairs are civicl local area leader living near the base, along with director, 
Environmental Management. This group meets t o  publ icly discuss base 

.. restoration projects and provide community members a fo rum t o  ask 
questions about the  status o f  restorations planned or occurring a t  the base. 

College and university enrollment. Brooks Air Force Base personnel 
enrollment in the fol lowing San Antonio area colleges and universities 
* *  San Antonio College 

Palo Alto College 
* *  Incarnate Word  College 

Our Lady o f  the Lake 
* -  St. Mary's University 

i e x a s  Lutheran 

'* University o f  Texas at  San Antonio . 
* -  University o f  Texas at  San Antonio Nursing School 
a *  University o f  Texas Health Science Center 
a *  Southwest Texas State University 
* -  Trinity University 
* *  St. Philips College 
* *  University o f  Houston Clear Lake 
* -  San Jacinto Community College 
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San Antonio area organizations working w i th  Brooks Air Force Base Family 

Support Center. 
* *  A rmy and Air Force Exchange Service 
* *  American Association o f  Retired People 
* *  Alamo Community College Distr ict 
* *  Alamo Federal Executive Board, Youth and Education Counci l  
* *  Allied Finance 
* *  American Testing and Technical Services 
* *  American Red Cross, Station Manager, Lackland Air Force Base 
* *  Applied Materials 
* *  A rmy  Career and Alumni Program 
* *  Army Education Center 
* *  Aust in Police Department 
* *  BDM Technologies 
* *  Baptist Memorial Hospital System 
* *  Bexar County Civil Service Commission 
* *  Bexar County Justice Center 
* *  Bexar County Sheriff's Off ice 
* *  Brown and Root Services Corp. 
* *  Greater San Antonio Chamber o f  Commerce 
* *  Southside Chamber o f  Commerce 
* *  Hispanic Chamber o f  Commerce 
* *  Ci ty o f  Austin, Fire Department 
* *  Ci ty o f  San Antonio, Department of  Community Initiatives 
* *  Ci ty o f  San Antonio, Economic Development 
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The fol lowing San Antonio organizations have agreements to  use the 
runways and apron. 
* *  Southwest Research Institute-- Runway used for crash test ing vehicles 
* *  H.E.B. Grocery Co. -- Runway used for local and regional annual t ruck 

driving safety contests 
* *  Brady Green Clinic -- Runway used t o  train bus drivers annually 
* *  VIA Metropolitan Transit -- Runway used for annual local and regional 

safety driving competit ion for t ruck drivers 
* *  Trans Tech Resources -- Runway used t o  test braking systems 
* *  EG & G Automotive Research -- Runway used t o  test types o f  vehicles for  

manufacturers 
* *  BFI Waste Systems -- Runway used for safe driving classes for BFI t ruck 

drivers 
* *  Bexar County Sheriff's Department -- Runway used for  holding high speed 

and other driving classes for sheriff's department 
* *  Texas Department o f  Mental  Health and Retardation -- Runway used t o  

brief drivers o n  safe driving techniques 
* *  Alamo Area Council o f  Governments -- Runway used t o  ho ld  high-speed 

and other driving classes for  regional l a w  enforcement departments 
* *  Club Miniature Aircraft Combat Association -- Runway used t o  f ly  RCA 

airplanes 
* *  San Antonio Road Runners -- 10K bi-annual run 
* *  Path Finders Central Texas Association -- Annual jogging compet i t ion 
* *  San Antonio Sports Car Association -- Apron used t o  hos t  monthly car 

rallies 
* *  Young Astronaut's Rocket Club -- Apron used t o  launch homemade 

rockets 
* *  Alzafar Shrine Temple -- Apron used for  stare and international driving 

championship 
* *  Pad Rats Rocket Club -- Apron used annually t o  launch rockets 
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San Antonio companies that  hold goods and services purchase agreements 
w i th  the 70 th  Air Base Group. 

Federal Sales Services 
Virus Reference Lab 
Bergen Brunswig 
Syncor 
Universal Contact 
Liquid Carbonics 
NatweII 
BV A 
Micro-Bio 
General Medical 
Southwest Photo 
A A A  Stamp and Engraving Co. 
Southwel l  Company 
A-1 Transmission 
AAMCO Transmission 
Alamo Spring Co. 
American Car Care Center 
Atlas Body and Truck Shop 
Bohls Bearing and Power 

Transmission Services 
Cavazos and Sons 
Cummins 
Case 
Commercial Body Co. 
Kool ing Systems o f  San Antonio 
Domingo Vara Chevrolet 
Diesel Injection 
The  Exhaust Center 
Fiesta Dodge 
Fruehauf Trailers 
George's Body Shop 
General Brake and Alignment 
General Tire 
Gillespie Ford 
Gunn Chrysler 
Goodyear Tires 
Grande Truck Center, Inc. 
Hydraul ic Supply Services Co 
lnterstate Battery 
Kuenstler Machinery 
Meineke Discount Muff lers 
Metalcraf-ters, Inc. 

Allen Mov ing  and Storage 
American Transfer and Storage Co. 
Amistad Transfer and Storage 
Alamo Mov ing  and Storage 
Armstrong Moving and Storage 
A-1 Freeman Mov ing  and Storage 
Allen Transfer and Storage 
Austin Van  and Storage, Inc. 
Stock Yard Center Public Scales 
Van De Walle Farm, lnc. 
Ashley Salvage Co. 
Big Tex Grain Co. 
Allied Feed Mi l l  
Alamo lnterstate Truck Stop 
Roegelein Co. 
Southwest Livestock Exchange and 

Trucking Co. 
Ryder 
U-Haul 
Jays Automot ive BPA 
Motor  Ma r t  
Hanke Automot ive 
Mission Automot ive 
Newco Radiztor Service 
Conley Lo t t  Nichols Machinery Co. 
JAYS Automot ive Specialties 
Mo to  Mar t  Auto  Parts 
Mission Au to  Parts 
~ e e i ~ e e  Hance 
Bergen Brunswig 
Quality Beverage Company 
Ace Mar t  
SYSCO 
Alamo Paint and Wallpaper 
Acme Soap Co. 
American West  
American Wine Co. 
American Refrigeration 
Bel-Air Au to  Supply 
Big Red Bott l ing Co. 
Builders Square 
BUDCO, Inc. 
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Midas Muff ler Shop 
Northstar Dodge 
Northside Towing 
Ottmers Auto Services 
One Stop Radiator and Air 

Conditioning Services 
Phenix Glass 
Rush GMC 
River City Hydraulics, Inc. 
S&W Trailer Service 
Safe Lite Glass 
Southway Ford 
Safety-Kleen Corp. 
San Antonio Equipment and 

Hydraulic 
Santex International Truck 
Service Parts and Machine Co. 
Southwest  Brake and Al ignment 
Stewar t  and Stevenson, Inc. 
Texas Mobile Glass Inc. 
Texas State Glass 
Torrado Chrysler Plymouth 
Tire Stat ion Richard Calvillo 
U.S. Au to  Glass 
Mission Wrecker Service 
Red A r r o w  Freight Lines 
Carretta Trucking Co. 

Canada Dry  Co. 
Coachman Inn 
Coca Cola Co. 
Halo Dist Co. 
The Home Depot 
Labatt Food Service 
San Antonio Coors 
Meny's Frame 
NAPA 
Office Depot, Inc. 
Paul's Trophy 
Penland Co. 
Powell Vacuum Cleaner Center 
Suther ia~ IJ LUII,LGI 
Sears Product  
Texas Bottlers 
Southway Ford, Inc. 
Southwell  Co. 
Wang 
Century Papers, Inc. 
Overnight Transportat ion 
Watkins Mo to r  Lines 
ACH Enterprises Travel and Tours 
Brookhill Funeral Home 
Atlantic and Pacific Mov ing  Co. 
Ziegler Glass, Inc. 
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The 70 th  Medical Squadron provides support and cooperation to the 
fo l lowing San Antonio organizations. 

* *  City of  San Antonio Emergency Medical Services. (1 Medical response 
augmentation t o  City Disaster Plan, and (2) San Anton io  Emergency 
Mediczl Service responds t o  after hours emergency calls on  Brooks Air 
Force Base 

* *  Alamo Federal Executive Board. Representative t o  Youth and Education 
Committee 

San Antonio Federal Women's Program Mangers Council. (1)  second vice 
president, (2)  leadership and executive management, and (3) Federal 
Women's Program manager for  Brooks Air Force Base 

** San Antonio Health Care Coordinating Council. Professional input and 
coordination o f  healthcare in San Antonio 

Trinity University. In conjunction w i t h  the Greater San Antonio Hospital 
Council, students in Healthcare Administration rotate through the 70 th  
MDS 

* *  St. Mary's University. Family advocacy and social w o r k  lectures 

* *  San Antonio Dental Society. (1) National Children's Dental Health month 
and (2) School visits 

* -  American Heart Association. (1) Cardio-pulmonary resuscitation trainees 
for San Antonio (12,000+ trained) and (2) Health promotions programs 
interface and lectures 

* *  CAMP. (1) Board o f  directors and steering committee, ( 2 )  Medical Care, 
(3) Dental Care, (4) Camp Counselors, and (5) CAMP Jog-a-thon support 



Brooks Air Force Base. Texas -- Interactions wirh Local Milnary Insrallations, San Antonio a n d  S o a h  Texas 

San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

Public Affairs activities. The Human Systems Center's public affairs office is 
the focal point for civic relationships between Brooks Air Force Base and the 
San Antonio area. Some o f  i ts community relations activities include: 

* *  Tours. To  educate visitors t o  the activities a t  Brooks Air Force Base 
through visits t o  base facilities and functions. ( 1 9 9 4  -- 1 4 2  tours, 3,557 
visitors) 

* *  Speakers bureau. Brook Air Force Base scientists, engineers and other 
professionals visi t  schools and civic groups to  present the Brooks Air 
Force Ease missron. \ I 53+: 'I 34 speakers, tj ,5su auoience) 

* *  Parades. A highly visible part  o f  Brooks Air Force Base civ ic involvement 
throughout South Texas. (1 994: 1 8  parades, 500,000 + spectators) 

* *  Science fairs. Brook Air Force Base science and technology focus make i t  
a natural t o  participate in the judging of  regional science fairs. The Alamo 
Regional Science Fair alone used 1 1 4  judges from the base. 

* *  Engineer for a day. A n  annual Spring event at Brooks Air  Force Base, 
h igh school student across San Antonio visit the base and observe first 
hand the activities o f  high-tech engineers in their workplaces. 

* *  Fiesta. Brooks Air Force Base is an active participant in San Antonio's 
annual Fiesta celebrztion. Srook Air Force Base ambassadors and senior 
leadership participate in more than 30 different Fiesta events during the 
10-day period. 

Sari Antonio Bar Association, Environmental Law and the St. Mary's 
University Law School -- Mentor ing Program. Brooks Air Force Base lawyers 
participate with local chapter affi l iation o f  lawyers, interplay o f  local civic, 
governmental and federal concerns in the law. Review o f  current areas o f  
emphasis or upcoming changes in legislation affecting local area programs. 
Mentoring program simply provides professional adjunct assistance to  
students in need in the local university setting. 

Elementary school -- Recycling and environmental awareness programs. 
Base environmental professionals' promotion of  environmental programs, 
proper recycling techniques, and instilling earth concerns with youth. 



Brooks Air Force Base. Texas -- lnterscrions w n h  Local Milnary Inscallations, San Antonio and Sourh Texas 

San Antonio and South Texas (Continued) 

Liaison Officer to the Civil Air Patrol. There are approximately 30 cadets (all 
southside teenagers) that  meet a t  Brooks Air Force Base each week. The 
base has provided the Civil Air Patrol w i th  a room in Bldg. T638.  In addition, 
the cadets have privileges at  the enlisted dining facility. Senior patrol 
members, when performing official functions may utilized base transportation 
assets, temporary quarters facilities and such services as audiovisual 
support. 

Shared trainer for San Antonio 2000. The 7 0 t h  Training Squadron personnel 
sought ou t  due to  expertise t o  provide metrics training,. and youth and 
education counseling for San Antonio 2000 Councils composed o f  industry 
and governmental area proressionars cornmlLLttu TO lireiorly iearning, 
enhanced public schools and renewed community values. Partnerships 
consist of: City o f  San Antonio, Bexar County, The University o f  Texas at  
San Antonio, Greater San Antonio Chamber o f  Commerce, USAA, United 
W a y  o f  San Antonio, Alamo Community College District, and Brooks Air 
Force Base. National Disaster Medical System-Brooks' ambulances and crew 
responsible for ground transport for  c i ty patients. 

San Antonio area schools that  participate in Brooks Air Force Base Civilian 
Personnel Student A id  and Summer Hire Program. 
* *  Highlands High School 
* *  McCollum High School 
* *  Harlandale Hish School 
* *  Sam Houston High School 
* *  Brackenridge High School 
* *  Fox Tech High School 
* *  Lanier High School 
* *  Burbank High School 
* *  South San High School 
* *  Southwest High School 
* *  Palo Alto College 
* *  San Antonio College 
* *  University o f  Texas at San Antonio . 
* *  S E R Jobs For Progress, Inc. San Antonio 



Brooks Air Force Base. Texas -- Interactions with Local Military Installations, San Antonio and South Texas 

San Antonio and South Texas {Continuedj 

Brooks Air Force Base humanitarian donations. - Oblates o f  Mary  Immaculate 
* *  Habitat for  Humanity Mi l i tary House - Battered Women's Shelter (Bexar County) 

Four Winds Ministries 
* *  Christian Senior Services 
* *  Children's Shelter o f  San Anton io  
* *  Gideon's San Antonio East Camp 
* *  San Antonio Food Bank - Children's Shelter o f  San Anton io  
a *  Four Winds Ministries 
* *  Lnrlsr lan Senior services - Battered Women's Shelter 
* *  Randolph Special Act iv i ty  Fund - Fisher House o f  Lackland Ai r  Force Base 
* *  Archdiocese o f  San Anton io  
" Knights of Columbus, Deaf Program 

Meals On Wheels 
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May 17, 1995 WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Cyndi Taylor Krier 
County Judge 
Bexar County Courthouse 
San Antonio, Texas 78205-3036 

Dear Cyndi: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with additional information regarding the 
interaction between Brooks Air Force Base and the local communities. I am pleased that 
you were able to participate in the Dallas regional hearing. 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. 

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 G. Cox 
Commissioner 
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City of Alarnetla California 

May 8, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

It was a pleasure meeting you when I attended the U. S. 
Conference of Mayors in Washington last January. I appreciated 
your candor regarding base closure issues, and look forward to 
having Alamedafs Carrier Proposal presented to your Commission to 
encourage them to look at the validity of retaining the Alameda 
piers. 

Mr. Chandler was kind enough to share your communication to him 
with me. I am encouraged that your letter was both instructive 
and sincere. Indeed, we feel that Alamedafs proposal is timely 
and an answer to a number of the Navyfs pressing budget problems. 
Duplicating Alamedafs carrier piers and quality of life 
infrastructure in another part of the country is both an 
unwarranted burden on our American taxpayers as well as an 
unnecessary addition to the Navy's current budget shortfall. 

The enclosed brochure supports the quality of life environment 
that exists at the Alameda Navy Base. The pictures speak for 
themselves. 

I will be happy to provide a tour of our carrier piers and the 
facilities if you so desire. 

Very truly yours, 
--. 

Ralph J. Ap ez -. 

Mayor 

RJA: jc 

enclosures 

Ralph J. Appezzato, Mayor 

Office of the Mayor, Room 30 1 

City Hall 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 94501-4456 

5 10-748-4545 



Quality of Life Maintenance at a Closing Base 



Q U A L I T Y  O F  L I F E  
MAINTENANCE AT A 
CLOSING BASE 

By Capt .  J im  Dodge ,  
Commanding Officer NAS 
Alameda 

July 1993 was a 
momentous occasion for the 
San Francisco Bay area. Six of 
eight Bay Area naval 
installations were approved by 
the President for closure under 
the Base Realignment and 
Closure decision of 1993. 
Naval Air Station Alameda, 
one of only three major Navy 
air, fleet support and industrial 
activities combined on one base 
in the United States, was 
affected by that decision. 

It has been critically 
important for the Navy to 
reduce infrastructure in order 
to maintain readiness and 
recapitalize the force structure. 
In 1993 everyone knew the 
Navy had excess capacity in air 
stations and industrial 
activities, but homeports for 
nuclear carriers were not 
something the Navy seemed to 
have in excess capacity. I think 
that seeing everything, 
including the aircraft carrier 
support at Alameda, go away 
with a single BRAC 

decision was what stunned 
everyone. The affects of 
disbelief, denial, anger and 
finally resignation on the 
employees of the air station and 
Bay Area residents resulting 
from the closure announcement 
are still sinking in. With major 
clean up and closure work on- 
going base-wide today, it is 
still difficult to stand on the 
end of one of the piers or on 
the flight deck of Abraham 
Lincoln or Carl Vinson, see 
open ocean through the Golden 
Gate only 30-45 minutes away, 
and not wonder if the Navy is 
giving up an invaluable 
strategic asset that it will 
probably never be able to 
replace. 

That said, our orders 
are to close Alameda in 1997, 
and my goal is to close this 
base with the Navy's Quality of 

More than 300 new Marina Village 
enlisted housing units opened in -- 
1992, increasing Bay Area housing 
Occupancy to over 60% of the 
regional requirements. 

Life model in mind. Central to 
Alameda's closure planning 
was adoption of a schedule that 
will maintain the current 
quality of life for Navy and 
Marine men and women in the 
Bay Area and NAS Alameda at 
or above present standards all 
the way to the scheduled 
closure date in April 1997. A 
good quality of life is critical in 
order to maintain the highest 
possible levels of readiness in 
our deploying units and high 
morale among those ashore 
who are charged with base 
cleanup and closure on top of 
their nonnal fleet support 
assipments. 

Fortunately, a lot of 
positive steps were being taken 
at NAS Alameda when the 
BRAC 93 decision was made. 
The base was midway through 
a 1982 redevelopment program 
designed for the NAS Master 
Plan, so significant QOL 
funding had been spent 
effectively during the late 
1980's and early 1990's. For 
example, in 1992 more than 
300 new enlisted housing units 
were completed at the station's 
Marina Village Housing 
complex. These new units 
enabled the San Francisco Bay 
Area's Navy housing to 

BEQ central reservations office 
efficiently manages more than 
1,000 permanent and transient 
accommodations. 



needs for the Bav Area. Alameda's aual i tv  e n l i s t e d  , -  
Berthing spaces meet or exceed 
current CNO standards and members in '1992 to facilitate 

dining facil ity has been a 
regular NEP contender. 

occupancy remains high. Transition and Relocation 
Scheduled self-help renovations Assistance Programs and 
continue along with upgrades in additional family counseling closures and homeport changes 

furnishings and grounds support. The fleet and family involving most of Alameda's 
keeping. The NAS galley has 13,000 military members. support requirements are 
been an Edward F. Ney growing due to the impending Plans to build a new 

Memorial Award contender or closure of the Mare Island cornmissary/exchange complex 

fleet finalist for the last four Naval Shipyard in 1995, which were shelved with the BRAC 
years. will result in NAS Alameda 93 closure announcement, but 

The Child FSC's adoption of Naval more than a million dollars in 

Development Center (CDC), Weapon Station Concord and improvements to the Navy 

opened in 1986, has capacity its ported ships as well as the Exchange, from 1993-1994, 

for 130 children and has a 1,100 families at DOD brought the NEX in line with 
waiting list equally as long. Housing Facility Hamilton the country's most prestigious 

Plans are to keep the center Field in Novato, previously department stores. The Navy 

open until the end of Fiscal served by the FSC at Mare Lodge underwent a complete 

Year 1997, along with base Island Naval Shipyard. This is remodeling last July to make it 
housing, in order to support the combined with an increase in the newest in the Pacific Fleet. 
final Bay Area military the amount of military It boasts a 90-95 percent 
drawdown. personnel transitioning, occupancy rate and provides 

The Family Service relocating, seeking some of the highest quality and 
Center has continued to expand employment, and requesting cost-effective accommodations 
since its inception here in assistance and counseling in Northern California. 
1983, adding eight staff generated by the tenant The MedicalIDental, 

, T h e  Navy Lodge and NEX each underwent 4 
$lM renovations i n  1993/4. 



The Family Se 
. workload w i l l  

through and e 
Alameda close 

NavylMarine Corps Relief 
Society, Red Cross and 
religious facilities each have 
undergone significant positive 
change in the past year. The 
NAS clinic, in anticipation of 
the Oaknoll Naval Hospital 
closure this year, has a 
renovated facility, all new 
equipment and added a 
pediatric treatment center to 
support family out-patient 
needs after the hospital closes. 

Morale, Welfare and 
Recreation sponsored programs 
continue to improve to better 
serve the changing needs of 
Alameda-based Sailors and 
M a ~ e s  and was just selected 
the 1994 Best Holiday MWR 
Program winner for extra large 
facilities by the Bureau of 
Naval Personnel. Sailors who 
served at Alameda before 1987 
would not recognize the totally 
renovated Fleet Recreation 
Center. This facility, once a 
bowling alley, then a 
laundromat, specifically 

m i c e  Center 
be increasing 

,ven after 
is i n  1 9 9 7 .  

serves the fleet sailors assigned 
to Alameda's homeported 
carriers, support ships and fleet 
visitors. It is located on Sari 
Francisco Bay next to the auto 
hobby center, the RV park 
(built by Self-Help in 1993) 
and the marina (renovated in 
1990). A short walk or a bus 
ride from the piers, the Fleet 
Rec Center contains a video 
arcade, billiards, all-sports big 
screen televisions, a pizza 
parlor, an entertainment room 
for special events, picnic area, 
tennis courts and ball fields. 
Today, it is one of the most 
convenient and capable 
facilities for supporting fleet 
Sailors in the entire Navy. 

The club system at 
Alameda, including the 
Homeport Club, the Top Four 
Club and the Officer's Club, 
continues to improve to meet 

patrons' needs. Cost-saving 
changes like consolidating food 
service operations out of the 
O'Club to keep operations in 
the black have not diminished 
the unique identity of each 
facility. The changes made in 
1994 should enable each club 
to maintain its distinct and 
separate identity until closure. 

The gymnasium and 
recreation services programs 
have seen significant 
improvement since the late 
1980's. The swimming pool 
was closed in 1989 after 
sustaining significant damage in 
the Loma Prieta earthquake. 
Last year it was re-opened 
following major repairs and is 
showing significant usage for 
its final years as a Navy MWR 
facility. In November 1994, 
CBU-416, Alameda's SEABEE 
unit, completed two miles of 

The Fleet Rec Center is just a short walk, or bus ride from the 
I 

piers (the USS CARL VINSON in background). 



MWR recreation inprovenrents include a 6 mile all-weather 
jogging trail around the runways and West end of the base. 

rework and extension on the 
NAS jogging trail. The trail 
now extends through a 100- 
acre wildlife and wetlands 
sanctuary on the west end of 
the base, providing access to an 
area never before enjoyed by 
anyone. The 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 4.0, 
6.0 mile and 10K jogging and 
walking courses provide some 
of the most scenic panoramas 
and wildlife viewing sites in the 
Bay Area. 

To provide sailors 
with increased access to these 
QOL programs and facilities, 
NAS joined up with NADEP 
last August and created an 
NAS shuttle bus system which 
turned out to be a delightful 
investment for Alameda Sailors 
and Marines. The free shuttle 
runs between the piers, the 
Bachelor's quarters and all 
QOL facilities for periods up to 
20 hours a day. Extra buses are 
added to the morning and 

afternoon schedule, providing 
NADEP workers convenient 
access between off-base and 
remote parking and their work 
centers. This program has 
increased patronage at all 
QOL facilities, reduced on-base 
traffic and improved Alameda's 
Clean Air Act posture with 
state and federal Environmental 
Protection Agency regulators. 

In August 1994, a 30- 
day trial was conducted for a 
ferry service between NAS and 
Naval Station Treasure Island. 
Almost 500 service members, 
living in base housing at 
Treasure Island, work or are 
assigned to NAS ships and 
activities. The daily commute 
from TI to NAS across the Bay 
Bridge, over a reconfigured but 
less efficient highway system 
following the 1989 earthquake, 
was determined to be a 
worthwhile QOL issue. The 
success of the August 1994 

ferry trial has resulted in a new 
contract to provide 6-12 
months of ferry service 
between TI and NAS for most 
of 1995. The ferry will 
probably be maintained until 
USS CARL VINSON deploys 
in 1996. 

Maintaining QOL 
programs takes resources and 
manpower. Alameda's QOL 
funding through closure in FY- 
97 is adequate to maintain the 
programs described here, 
although manpower shrinkages 
from the Navy force reduction 
program, coupled with attrition 
from base closure, make 
manning a significant issue 
today. A Volunteers of 
America (VOA) pilot program 
which brought California State 
Prison system work-release 
prisoners aboard the air station 
in 1993 has greatly relieved 
these manning shortages. 
Alameda Sailors can now work 
longer in their rates and 
assigned billets before adding 
unrelated maintenance and base 
closure collateral duties to their 
workload. The success of the 
VOA program is currently 
being expanded to involve 
VOA participation in building 
layup, salvage and demolition 
preparation, all key aspects of 
base closure. 

The combined NAS/NADEP shuttle bus effectively connects Sailors and 
Marines from the ships and BQ8s with all quality of life programs. 



The Child Development Center will support 
military dependent requirements untii- volunteers of America (CAI. State Prison 
NAS housing closes in 1997 .  work release inmates) effectively offset 

loss of Contract and self-help grounds 
maintenance personnel at Alameda. 

NAS Marina, improved in 1990 ,  provides a 
convenient recreation outlet for fleet 
sailors. 

These are just some 
highlights of a vibrant, 
dynamic Quality of Life 
program which will continue to 
support the finest Sailors and 
Marines in the world until the 
day NAS Alameda closes. 
Visitors to the air station over 
the next 24 months are 
encouraged to take advantage 
of all that Alameda has to 
offer. And yes, we'll show 
you a little bit about the right 
way to close a base. 

The NAS jogging (and nature) trail now 
runs along the previously closed 100-acre 
NAS wetlands and wildlife area. 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 15,1995 MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Ralph J. Appezzato 
Mayor, City of Alameda 
Office of the Mayor, Room 30 1 
City Hall 
2263 Santa Clara Avenue 
Alameda, California 9450 1 -4456 

Dear Mayor Appezzato: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Alameda Navy Base. I certainly 
understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process and welcome your 
comments. 

You may be certain that the information you provided to the Commission will be 
taken into consideration as we continue our review and analysis process. 

I appreciate your continued interest in this process. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me whenever you believe I may be of service. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

May 10,1995 
ALAN J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Colonel Michael G. Jones MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELE 

200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

During the Commission base visit to Fort Buchanan, data sampling revealed disparities 
between Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) 1 COBRA screen four data versus 
installation ASIP strength feeder data. The divergence appears sufficient to justify a 
reconciliation, recertification of start-year strength figures, and an updated COBRA. Please 
provide the Commission with new certified data and updated COBRA for Fort Buchanan, Puerto 
Rico. 

Also, the FORSCOM implementation concept for the DoD recommendation concerning 
Fort Buchanan envisions disestablishment of the Army garrison and closure of the installation. 
The DoD recommendation (and supporting cost estimates) is to realign Fort Buchanan. Request 
you clarify the recommendation as it pertains to realignment or closure. 

Finally, the community surfaced a number of issues with the Commissioner. Enclosure 1 
addresses community concerns. Request Army review and comment on the community's issues. 

Please provide your response to the Commission by May 24, 1995. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

&flpLZii Edward A. Br wn I11 

b y  Team Leader 

Encl as 



Fort Buchanan Community Issues 

1. Fort Buchanan's military value was incorrectly assessed during the selection/assessment 
process. Intangible factors were either not considered or incorrectly applied. 

Fort Buchanan has strategic and historic value. It is the last active Army presence in the 
Caribbean and soon to be the last in Latin America. The active Army has been present in PR 
since 1898. 

Fort Buchanan is a highly visible symbol of the Army's commitment to the Hispanic 
community and the Caribbean Region. Puerto Rico is the largest contributor of Hispanic 
members to the US Army. Closure of Fort Buchanan sends the wrong signal to the community. 

Fort Buchanan has proven value as a power projection platform in the Caribbean area, and is a 
lead mobilization station. Its garrison activities routinely include support to operations other 
than war (OOTW), joint staff exercises, support to counter drug operations, and regional support 
to mobilization operations. The bilingual capability of its reserve units is a vital skill in dealing 
with any Latin American contingency. 

2. The manpower impact in the DoD recommendation is underestimated. 

Implementation of the recommendation results in the disestablishment of the garrison and the 
closure of Fort Buchanan. Actual job losses for military, Department of the Army civilians and 
non-appropriated civilians will total over 500 personnel. 

3. Army cost estimates understate closure costs as well as continued operating costs, thus 
savings from adoption of the DoD recommendation are inaccurate. 

Costs are based on reduction of garrison rather than closure/disestablishrnent. Recurring 
costs do not include one time and recurring base operations to establish and maintain 
infrastructure for the proposed enclaves for all DoD elements. Costs do not include requirement 
to continue the Troop Issue Support Activity (TISA) facility for Army reserve units, nor 
termination penalties for existing infrastructure contracts. Estimates do not consider operational 
costs incurred from C O W S  deploying action teams supporting future mobilizations on Puerto 
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Base operations costs used in the COBRA are greater than 
actual cost data, therefore, potential savings are overstated. 

Enclosure 1 



4. Roosevelt Roads is an unacceptable family housing alternative for Fort Buchanan personnel. 

Road travel between the two installations routinely takes up to two hours. Roosevelt Roads 
Naval Station already has a 400 unit family housing deficit - no guarantee that Army families 
will receive quarters after Army money builds family housing units. Alternatively, the San Juan 
housing rental market is very tight, will be expensive and require the acquisition of bilingual day 
care for family members. 

The Naval Security Group installation at Sabana Seca (seven miles fkom Fort Buchanan) is 
not a viable alternative for family housing construction. Sabana Seca is on the EPA priority 
clean up list under the federal S u p e h d  law. 

Rather than spending $26.9 million constructing family quarters on a Navy facility, why not 
use the money to upgrade existing Fort Buchanan family housing? 

5. Fort Buchanan's closure will be a severe blow to the 15,000 plus retired community and will 
be devastating to the already depressed local economy. 

Fort Buchanan contributes over $125 million to the local economy. (Based on FY 94 figures: 
total civilian/military/Non Appropriated Fund pay = $65.3m; AAFES/commissary/garrison local 
purchases = $4411; contracts and utilities = $1 9.3m). Again, withdrawal from the Hispanic 
community sends the wrong signal on Army commitment. 

Enclosure 1 
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. . - . - . - 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 6,1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown 111 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 J. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

This letter is in response to your request for information forwarded to the Army 
Basing Study on May 10, 1995, control number 9505 10-2 1. 

A new COBRA analysis with certified data for Fort Buchanan was provided to 
your office recently. 

The COBRA analysis essentially eliminates the garrison workforce, thereby 
causing its inactivation. The number of activities and fhctions (i.e., Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service Main Store, Commissary, Consolidated Antilles School, National 
Guard and the Army Reserve) retained in enclaves is unusual for a closing installation. 
Although U.S. Forces Command (FORSCOM) is planning the inactivation of the 
garrison, the action is referred to as a realignment 

Definitions provided by the Office of the Secretary of Defense state that a closure 
requires all missions of the base to cease or be relocated. On the other hand, a 
realignment requires some missions to cease or be relocated, but other will remain. The 
scenario relating to Fort Buchanan is clearly a realignment. 

Although many of the comments are reasonable or accurate, FORSCOM does not 
consider Fort Buchanan to be a power projection platform. Intangible factors such as its 
history or symbolism to the Hispanic community were not considered. 

The community's comment concerning job loss is correct. Those military and 
U.S. civilian positions eliminated and realigned under the latest COBRA analysis exceed 
500. Non-appropriated civilians are not included in the COBRA analysis. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



The COBRA Model considers all input data and then produces an estimate of the 
cost. The type of action, i.e., closure or realignment, does not affect the output. There is 
no way to anticipate the cost of every possibility. Therefore the model's standard factors, 
approved by the Department of Defense for use by all active components, are on high 
side. The base operations costs used in COBRA were obtained from FORSCOM 
certified data which originated at Fort Buchanan. 

The Readiness Group is the major unit relocating to Roosevelt Roads Navy Base 
(RRNB). Housing will be constructed at RRNB to house these soldiers an their families. 
The unit's major command indicates that their mission can be effectively accomplished 
from RRNB. 

Sabana Seca has buildable land for family housing. These are outside the 
superfund contaminated site. 

The Army desires to reduce the infrastructure requirements at Fort Buchanan. To 
do so requires the relocation of all remaining active units/activities. It is more cost 
effective to build new quarters than to rehabilitate older ones. 

More than 1200 military and civilian personnel will remain in the enclaves that 
will be established. Contributions to the local economy will continue, although to a 
lesser degree. All of the AAFES activities and the commissary are projected to remain 
open. 

Point of contact for this action is LTC Sam McNabb, telephone (703) 693-0078. 

  MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, TABS 

Attachments 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

May 10,1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET 

Colonel Michael G. Jones MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RETI  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

During the Commission base visit to Fort Buchanan, data sampling revealed disparities 
between Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP) / COBRA screen four data versus 
installation ASIP strength feeder data. The divergence appears sufficient to justify a 
reconciliation, recertification of start-year strength figures, and an updated COBRA. Please 
provide the Commission with new certified data and updated COBRA for Fort Buchanan, Puerto 
Rico. 

Also, the FORSCOM implementation concept for the DoD recommendation concerning 
Fort Buchanan envisions disestablishment of the Army garrison and closure of the installation. 
The DoD recommendation (and supporting cost estimates) is to realign Fort Buchanan. Request 
you clarify the recommendation as it pertains to realignment or closure. 

Finally, the community surfaced a number of issues with the Commissioner. Enclosure 1 
addresses community concerns. Request Army review and comment on the community's issues. 

Please provide your response to the Commission by May 24, 1995. 
* 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 

Encl as 



Fort Buchanan Community Issues 

1. Fort Buchanan's military value was incorrectly assessed during the selection/assessment 
process. Intangible factors were either not considered or incorrectly applied. 

Fort Buchanan has strategic and historic value. It is the last active Army presence in the 
Caribbean and soon to be the last in Latin America. The active Army has been present in PR 
since 1898. 

Fort Buchanan is a highly visible symbol of the Army's commitment to the Hispanic 
community and the Caribbean Region. Puerto Rico is the largest contributor of Hispanic 
members to the US Army. Closure of Fort Buchanan sends the wrong signal to the community. 

Fort Buchanan has proven value as a power projection platform in the Caribbean area, and is a 
lead mobilization station. Its garrison activities routinely include support to operations other 
than war (OOTW), joint staff exercises, support to counter drug operations, and regional support 
to mobilization operations. The bilingual capability of its reserve units is a vital skill in dealing 
with any Latin American contingency. 

2. The manpower impact in the DoD recommendation is underestimated. 

Implementation of the recommendation results in the disestablishment of the garrison and the 
closure of Fort Buchanan. Actual job losses for military, Department of the Army civilians and 
non-appropriated civilians will total over 500 personnel. 

3. Army cost estimates understate closure costs as well as continued operating costs, thus 
savings from adoption of the DoD recommendation are inaccurate. 

8 

Costs are based on reduction of garrison rather than closure1disestablishment. Recurring 
costs do not include one time and recurring base operations to establish and maintain 
infrastructure for the proposed enclaves for all DoD elements. Costs do not include requirement 
to continue the Troop Issue Support Activity (TISA) facility for Army reserve units, nor 
termination penalties for existing infrastructure contracts. Estimates do not consider operational 
costs incurred from CONUS deploying action teams supporting future mobilizations on Puerto 
Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Base operations costs used in the COBRA are greater than 
actual cost data, therefore, potential savings are overstated. 

Enclosure 1 
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4. Roosevelt Roads is an unacceptable family housing alternative for Fort Buchanan personnel. 

Road travel between the two installations routinely takes up to two hours. Roosevelt Roads 
Naval Station already has a 400 unit family housing deficit - no guarantee that Army families 
will receive quarters after Army money builds family housing units. Alternatively, the San Juan 
housing rental market is very tight, will be expensive and require the acquisition of bilingual day 
care for family members. 

The Naval Security Group installation at Sabana Seca (seven miles from Fort Buchanan) is 
not a viable alternative for family housing construction. Sabana Seca is on the EPA priority 
clean up list under the federal Superfund law. 

Rather than spending $26.9 million constructing family quarters on a Navy facility, why not 
use the money to upgrade existing Fort Buchanan family housing? 

5. Fort Buchanan's closure will be a severe blow to the 15,000 plus retired community and will 
be devastating to the already depressed local economy. 

Fort Buchanan contributes over $125 million to the local economy. (Based on FY 94 figures: 
total civilian/military/Non Appropriated Fund pay = $65.3m; AAFES/commissary/garrison local 
purchases = $44m; contracts and utilities = $19.3m). Again, withdrawal from the Hispanic 
community sends the wrong signal on Army commitment. 

Enclosure 1 
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RICK SANTORUM 
PENNSYLVANIA 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3804 

202-224-6324 

May 3,1995 

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

COMMITTEES: 

ARMED SERVICES 

AGRICULTURE 

RULES 

JOINT ECONOMIC 

AGING 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

During the BRAC Commission hearing of hfondaj-, April 17, tile General Accmiting Office 
testified on its analysis of DOD's 1995 process and recommendations. GAO reported that they 
had not fully evaluated data provided by the Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania community. 
Accordingly, GAO was asked to complete this evaluation and report their conclusions back to 
the BRAC Commission. 

This question was initiated at my request. GAO's response will have an important impact on the 
questions raised by the community regarding the COBRA analysis. I would greatly appreciate 
your assistance in obtaining this response from GAO in the immediate future. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Santorum 
United States Senator 

C] ERIE OFFICE: HARRISBURG OFFICE: LEHIGH VALLEY OFFICE: C] PHILADELPHIA OFFICE: PITTSBURGH OFFICE: C] SCRANTON OFFICE: 
107 FEDERAL BLDG. 221 STRAWBERRY SOUARE 2019 INDUSTRIAL DR. SUITE 960 WIDENER BLDG. SUITE 250 LANDMARKS BLDG. 527 LINDEN ST. 
61 7 STATE ST. HARRISBURG, PA 17101 BETHLEHEM, PA 18017 ONE SOUTH PENN SOUARE ONE STATION SQUARE SCRANTON, PA 18503 
ERIE, PA 16501 (717) 231-7540 (610) 865-1874 PHILADELPHIA, PA 19107 PITTSBURGH, PA 15219 (717) 344-8799 
(814) 454-7114 (215) 864-6900 412-562-0533 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - . '  - ~ ' ? ~ > : s ~ ~  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 -~ . - , - . 9 r~ /a -~  / . . 
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 Rick Santorurn 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Santorurn: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the GAO's evaluation of data compiled by the Ft. 
Indiantown Gap community. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

Enclosed is a copy of GAO Assistant Comptroller General Henry L. Hinton's response to 
the question submitted on your behalf to the GAO during the Commission's April 17 hearing. 
Also, please find a copy of The Army Basing Study's analysis of the Ft. Indiantown Gap 
community's data, as requested by the GAO in response to the community's concerns. I trust you 
will find this information usem. 

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

Sincerely, 

AJD:js 
Enclosures 



United Strter 
O e m d  Arcounti~ Omee 
Wdtington, D.C. 20648 

-> 

National Securi* and 
International M a h a  Divfeion 

May 6, 1996 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 

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

Re: 960424-13 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Following our testimony before your Commission on April 17, 1996, you requested 

that we respond to numerous additional questions pertaining to the base 

realignment and closure process. Enclosed are our answers to those questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

Henry L. Hinton, J6. 
Assistant Comptroller General 

Enclosure 



Question 4: In discussion with Commissioner Cornella, you noted 
GAO was aware that Fort Indiantown Gap, PA community groups had 
submitted alternate cost data challenging Service estimates. 
Please provide your analysis of new COBRA data provided by the 
community on Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Answer: The Fort Indiantown Gap community raised several concerns 
about the accuracy and reasonableness of the Army's cost data. We 
analyzed each of the concerns including average annual civilian 
salary expenses, base operating support costs, operating funds and 
real property that will remain at Fort Indiantown Gap to support a 
National Guard enclave, and travel costs to satisfy National Guard 
training requirements. As part of our analysis, we also reran the 
COBRA using the community's cost estimates. 

Based on data available at this time, we believe that the Army's 
recommendation to close Fort Indiantown Gap continues to project a 
significant cost savings. We found no indication that the Army 
deviated from its standard data sources and methodologies to 
project the savings that would result from this closing action. We 
were not able to validate the cost estimates cited by the 
community; however, for purposes of making a sensitivity 
assessment, we employed their figures in a COBRA run to assess 
their impact. We found that if the community's cost estimates were 
valid, the return on investment ( R O I )  associated with closing Fort 
Indiantown Gap would remain approximately one year; the net present 
value over 20 years would decrease from $281.5 million to $90.6 
million. However, discussions remain ongoing between A r m y  and Fort 
Indiantown Gap officials to reconcile differences in their cost 
data. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTGON - WASHINGTON DC 203109200 

April 27, 1995 

- Mr. Edward A Brown LII 
Defense Bax Closure and ~eal ingn&t Commission 

a 1 700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
ArIington, VA 22209 

- -  - - -  - - - - . - . . - - - 
Dear Mr. Brown: 

The attached response to a General Accounting Office (GAO) request on the Fort 
,hdiantown Gap recomrnendataion is provided for. your idormation. : . . 

>)693-0077. - Point of contact for this action is MAJ Fletcher, (70' 

COL, GS 
Director, The Amry Basing Study 



REPLY TO 
AmENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ' . 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 - 

25 April 1995 - 

" .  . - . ; ' MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, AITN: MR STEVEN DESART 

- .. . 
, SUBJECT: TAI3S Comments on the Internal Review of Fort Indiantown Gap Analysis 

- 1. Per your request,-we have reviewed the Internal Review #95-17, prepared by the Pennsylvania 
National Guard. We have also reviewed the Follow -up Memorandum dated 10 April 1995. 

FIG closure pays back, it is a smart recommendation - using our numbers or  theirs! 

. -  - r - -  
- OVERALL IMPRESSION: This was a very cursory review of the Army's recom&endatiod to 

- - -  close Fort Indiantown Gap. It did not accurately reflect the Army's process. The review presents 
- biased and incomplete information designed to mislead. The Internal Review could have been 

better prepared had the author consulted with any of the audit staff who have been working 
BE4C issues for over a year. 

2. I S s ~ S  PRESENTED BY THE INTERNAL REVIEUT: 

A. "Savings Can Not Exceed Expenditures" 

Position of the Internal Review: TABS overestimates the savings (by $1 0 M) from 
closing Fort Indiantown Gap and leaves no funding to run a reserve enclave. 

TABS position: TABS used consistent, standardized dam sources and ~nethodologies to 
predict the savings fiom closing Fort Indiantown Gap. In order to assess the potential material 
impact on the recommendation of overestimating savings, we have completed a sensitivity. 
analysis using the suggested BOS, RPMA, and Civilian Salary (EncI 1). The result does not 
change the Return on Investment years (still one year). Even if the information presented by the 
Internal Review represents valid estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendation to 
close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

Result of sensitivity analysis: No material impact. 

Printed on Recycled Rper 





. < ,  -* 

'2 .* . - . . s  - - * * - 
-.- . , ,- B. " ~ r m ~  ~ e c o ' ~ n i z e s  Its Not Economically Feasible to Close FITGY. : - .. - -.. 

I -. . -. 
a- 

. . " - - - - - .  . .- -.r u s ~ r ~ u n  or rnc internal Keview: TABS produced analysis that shows it costs $300 : - - .-.. --  -. . 
- ..- .+- million to close Fort Indiantown Gap. Fon Indiantown Gap can't close because the Army still. 

*\<$ >-: , .* ,.. 
- .  - - ..-:. ;.,$ - needs it to conduct trainine Tntem-l Review also mentions environmental cleanm costs , - ', C,'+ - - --- -*.-A**- 
-.. l l y  

. . . ; * : ? ; :  - . , : . . . . , . .... . . . . . . . . . .  
. . .. . . . . . .  . . . . .  - ...... . .  

- - r  ----- - . . . . . .  rc ..+,-.:. - - ~ 

-,-,M..,.+ -+,. * . ;.:::.-..f;~..;<.::~ ::? -:. .... :. . . . .  .. - -  ... . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  ,' . . . . . .  
. + .  

. *  . . 
..%'".>? -- 5 .- :,, ..: .; .,- .; 

.. . , . . . .  ... . . ' . . . ' . . .  . . . . . . . .  
, - . . 

(... 

.. ~..N.?.-I:... position: . . . . . .  . . . .  -- -::>4 .;..... ;.. . ,, " . ./. - . ........... -.. . .. . , - ..-. ..*.> .' . ' . 

L* -&+:. A:.k:=' 1- -1- .:; - . . .  
...... 

- . .  +? :> * .  
t,:..;.....,.: :: -- 

. . . . . . .  
. . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

-. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
*. 

h .  . <  . *  . . .  ...... . . . .  
: 

. . .  ...... , . . *. -%:- -.-;.. .... 
. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.......... 

. . 

-1  .- -.$.:A. < , .,.-.,- - .: : . -. . . .  ..? .:..:... .:. . . . . A  .. . . . . . . . . . .  
-. ::..--. 

. . . . .  .. ....... . . . . 
, . .  -. 

. ? . . .  I . _ ,_,_ . . -: , . . , : .  . -. . . .  -. . . $300 Million Cost: TARS  ~ n n l v c i c  r+OWS a 1 year ~~m in hvesme't IMT6-2)' . . .  d --- 
\ - -  - J 

- - and $12 million in one time costs. The Internal Review cites a different version of the scenario - 
. . (MT6-1) which moves every organization off of Fort Indiantown Gap and replaces their required - 

facilities. The scenario described in COBRA model MT6-1 was not the Army's recommendation 
and has no bearing on the Army's recommendation. 

.. . &.... -... " - 
8 L Training Issue: Training can continue at Fort Indiantown Gap. The Army's - - 

. recommendation states " ... close FITG, except minimum essential facilities as a reserve enclave". 
This allows the Army to keep open facilities as needed to conduct training. The intent of the .,,- - - -  

, ,- Army's recommendation is to close the facilities &d land used for Annual Training (AT), and 
* - . . .conduct future ATs at other locations. . <  ?.a-L- = - . - .  - 
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Environmental Cleanup Issue: OSD policy prohibits the Army fiom including - 
the deanup cost in TABS analysis. The Army is obligated to cleanup Foa Indiantown Gap 
whenever it closes, so it is not a con proximate to the BRAC recommendation. 

3. CONCLUSION. Based on information presented in the Internal Review, TABS has 
performed a sensitivity analysis which shows no change in the one-time costs or in the Retum on 
Investment years. Even if the information presented by the Internal Review represent valid 

. estimates, it would not alter the Army's recommendatioato close Fort Indiantown Gap. 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
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TABS REVISED INTERNAL REVIEW 
ADJUSTED RPMA NON -PAY 4,086 1,500 
ADJUSTED BASOPS PAYROLL 7,346 7,000 
ADJUSTED BASOPS NON PAYROLL 11,169 2,900 
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May 9,1995 

'I'he I-Ionornble Alan Dixon 
Joint Cross Service Working Group 
Defense Closure and Realignment Cornrnision 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Deitr Mr. Dixon: 

At thc request of Sccrclary Gloria Larson of the Executive Office of Econotnic Affairs and the Weld-Ccllucci 
Adniinislration, the MassuchusctL~ Technology Collaborcttivc (MTC) is actively pursuing it tochnofogy tnnsfcr 
it~iliative in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The necessity to pmceed with a technology triinsfor facility 
is ccr~ait~ly a worthwhile cndeavor nnd onc that has thc full support of MTC and the Weld-Ccllucci 
Administnition. The Mnssachusct~s Technology Collnborntivc (MTC) is an initiative of the Massachu~t t s  
Technology Park Corporation (M'I'YC), crented tcr facilitate the dcvclopment of thc Conlnlonwcitlth'~ 
technology base through various initistivcs and it is only fitting that MTC amumes !he Icading role in such a 
venture. 

Wit11 the support of the Weld-Cellucci Adminishntion and the Massachusetts State Legislature, MTC intcnds 
to estcthlish a full service tcchnology transfer cntcrprise within the Commonwealth of Masscrchusetts with the 
primary objective uf taking lechnologics currently residing at plnces liko Hanscorn AFB and Natick 
Labvra~~ry ,  and linking thcm to the commcrcial entities in Massachusetts that have the desire and cnpability to 
bring them to thc: marketplace. This initiative responds to u long-standing dedre by the military to find 
comn~ercinl npplimtions for the technology innovations developed within the f d c r a l  jalmrntory system. 

Thc goal of this initiittivc is to enable the Department of Defense, and officials nt 1.lnnscorn AFB, to tcvcrage 
the fill1 spcclrum of business Jricvelopment activities in Massachusetts in a way that aligns the most appropriate 
commercial cntl~ies in M=.chusctts with thc promising tcchnologies tat Nwn.scom AFB. and other DoD 
facilities. 7b achieve this objcctivc with funds provided through the Weld-Cellucci Administration, M'K is 
spcurhwding an initintivc to cstnblish a "stated-thc-art" technology trader and co)nmerdalization enterprise 
in  M~ssnchusetts that eriables Hanscnm officials to exploit Ihc rich landscape of technology intensive firms in 
the Commonwealth. 

'fo acllieve thc slsttcd goal, it js our intent to employ the revolutionary WQUERY information retrieval 
system, developed at the Computcr Science Department itt thc University of Massachusett~. to provide 
insiantnnoous access to information on thc qualities nncl characteristics of availablc technology, while 
providing thc most reliable infonnntion available on the mmmerciol cnterpriscs that are qrlafified to cxploit 
(Iiese technoloyics. The federal g o v c m e n t  is already widcning its r~sc of the INQIERY system to apply to 
thc body of text describing the ticonsable technology ~tvailJ,lc at Fedcral Laboratories. Through this Hiinscorn 
Technology Initiative, wc will be devcloping a compatible irrfrx.tructur~ for the electronic lransfer of 
itifomlation on availablc tcchnologies at Hanscom AFB, while pmviding a nccessitry human inlcrface for tile 

Sevonty Flve North Drive Westbomugh. MA 01 58 1-3340 (508) 870-03 12 FAX (508) 898-2275 ---- -. - --.. - .- -- - -- .- --- .-. - .- 
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efficient co~nmcrcialization of these technologicff. This enterpn'sr: will work c k s t l y  with the technology 
transfer omce at I-Ianscom AF8. 

Thc  Comnronwenlth's iniriativc through MTC will, in essence, promote ant! managc the interests of  the small, 
tnedium i~nd largc sized industrics in 1hc state as  they pertain to  thc matchmnking and commercinlization 
uppc>r~unities ut H i t n s ~ m  Am. These cfforts are enhanced through our unique ability to  solicit collateml stutc 
srrpport in the wny of financing, marketing wi s l ance  or strategic planning on hehalf o f  the mmmcrciai 
enterprise. Through asociat ion with a core group of business development professionals, and with the 
c n h a n d  use of the INQUERY information retrieval system, the Hanscom Technology Initiative will 
represent it ncw paradigm for stnte scrvices toward tcchnology tranhfer and the broader n g n d n  of tcchnology 
commorciaiization. 

Thi~nk yl:,u for your c~ttention with this matter. Please feel free to call me if I cnn be of any further assisti~ncc. 

cc: Mr. Dick Hulmcr 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 Pjesse rsfw to this w*r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 26, 1995 

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

Mr. Joseph D. Alviani 
Executive Director 
Massachusetts Technology Collaborative 
Seventy-Five North Drive 
Westborough, ~assachusetts 0 158 1-3340 

Dear Mr. Alviani: 

Thank you for your letter to the Commission regarding the Massachusetts 
Technology Collaborative (MTC) and its efforts to link state of the art technologies 
residing in Department of Defense laboratories with commercial entities. 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 regarding the role of the MTC with Massachusetts 
defense laboratories will be considered by the by the Commission in our review and 
analysis process. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional information to bring to 
the attention of the Commission. 

Sincerely, 
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PAUL S. SARBANES 
h(AnYL*NO 

United States $mate 
WASHINGTON, DC 206 10-2002 

May 10, 1995 

Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and realign men^ Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We very much appreciate your taking the time to visit the 
Washington Navy Yard tomorrow. 

As you are aware, the relative costs/savings for accommodating 
the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) headquarters at the Navy 
Yard versus White Oak are a key factor in the Navy's current 
recommendation to move to the Navy Yard. 

We believe your visit will be an opportunity to seek 
clarification on construction costs and other issues related to the 
Navy Yard. For background, we have compiled the attached i s v u e  
paper that highlights many of our continuing questions and 
concerns. 

Again, thank you for making the extra effort to examine a l l  of 
the issues bearing on the Navy Yard/White Oak tradeoffs. 

Barbara A. Mikulski 
United states Senator 

daul S .  Sarbanes 
United States Senator 

--/'.-. 
Albert R. Wynn c7+--- 

Member of congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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ISSUES RELATING TO THE WASHINQTON NAVY YARD/NAVSEA 

Backqround 

The Navy has stated that military construction at the 
Wsehington Navy Yard to accommodate NAVSEA headquarters will cost 
approximately $149 million, compared to $133 million for White Oak 
(this includes $8.9 million for renovating part of the Navy Annex 
for 412 employees of SEA-08). 

All developmenL at the Navy Yard must be in accordance with 
the Master Plan for the Navy Yard, adopted by the National capital 
Planning Commission on October 4, 1990. 

The entire Navy Yard was designated a National Historic 
Landmark on May 11, 1976. 

All buildings at the Navy Yard earmarked for renovation for 
NAVSEA fall within the 100-year floodplain of the Anacostia River. 

1. What is the current federal (military/civilian) population 
of the Navy Yard? 

2 .  ROW many posit i .r)ns,  both military and civilian, are 
anticipated as a result of previous BRAC or other actions? 

3 .  In responses to questions from thc Maryland Congressional. 
~elegation, the Navy stated that its cost estimates for renovating 
the Navy Yard for NAVSEA were calculated by the C O B M  using 
standard factors and assumptions ( 7 5 %  of new construction costs). 
This would imply that no costs were included for compliance with 
~listos-ic qualities of existing structuren. Is this the case? 

4. Do the current milcon estimates .include any cost for 
compliance with floodplain requirements? 

5. The Master Plan states that in order for the Navy Yard to 
accommodate 10,000 employees, certain improvements will have to be 
made. Among these are the renovation of Building 46 for retail and 
food services, additional recreational facil-ities, landscaping 
throughout the Navy Yard, and the addition of a waterfront 
promenade with an amphitheater. Does the milcon estimate include 
NAVSEA1s share of the added costs for these irnprovcments? 



Commissioner C o x  
May 1 0 ,  1995 
page 3 

6 .  The scenar io  data c a l l  is not clear on milcon required f o r  
parking. The assumptions s t a t e  that 2 , 0 8 2  spaces will be requ i red .  
However, milcon of $15.2 million ia shown for o n l y  1 , 2 6 0  &paces. 
Does the Navy believe t h e  additional 822 spaces (2,082 minus 1 , 2 6 0 )  
a r e  needed? I f  so, what is t h e  cost  f o r  them? Currently, how many 
parking spaces does the Navy Yard have? 

7 .  If NAVSEA does m o v e  to the N a v y  Y a r d ,  a r e  there plans  t o  
r e s t r i c t  access by v i s i t o r s  t o  the Yard? 



PAUL S. SARBANES 
MARYLAND 

United Stata Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002 

May 10, 1995 

Honorable Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

We very much appreciate your taking the time to visit the 
Washington Navy Yard tomorrow. 

As you are aware, the relative costs/savings for accommodating 
the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) headquarters at the Navy 
Yard versus White Oak are a key factor in the Navy's current 
recommendation to move to the Navy Yard. 

We believe your visit will be an opportunity to seek 
clarification on construction costs and other issues related to the 
Navy Yard. For background, we have compiled the attached issue 
paper that highlights many of our continuing questions and 
concerns. 

Again, thank you for making the extra effort to examine all of 
the issues bearing on the Navy Yard/~hite Oak tradeoffs. 

4.- 
Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes 
United States Senator United States Senator 

&/7.- 
Albert R. Wynn h 

Member of congress 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Commissioner Cox 
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ISSUES RELATING TO THE WASHINGTON NAVY YARD/NAVSEA 

Backsround 

The Navy has stated that military construction at the 
Washington Navy Yard to accommodate NAVSEA headquarters will cost 
approximately $149 million, compared to $133 million for White Oak 
(this includes $8.9 million for renovating part of the Navy Annex 
for 412 employees of SEA-08). 

All development at the Navy Yard must be in accordance with 
the Master Plan for the Navy Yard, adopted by the National Capital 
Planning Commission on October 4, 1990. 

The entire Navy Yard was designated a National Historic 
Landmark on May 11, 1976. 

All buildings at the Navy Yard earmarked for renovation for 
NAVSEA fall within the 100-year floodplain of the Anacostia River. 

Questions 

1. What is the current federal (military/civilian) population 
of the Navy Yard? 

2. How many positions, both military and civilian, are 
anticipated as a result of previous BRAC or other actions? 

3. In responses to questions from the Maryland Congressional 
Delegation, the Navy stated that its cost estimates for renovating 
the Navy Yard for NAVSEA were calculated by the COBRA using 
standard factors and assumptions (75% of new construction costs). 
This would imply that no costs were included for compliance with 
historic qualities of existing structures. Is this the case? 

4. Do the current milcon estimates include any cost for 
compliance with floodplain requirements? 

5 .  The Master Plan states that in order for the Navy Yard to 
accommodate 10,000 employees, certain improvements will have to be 
made. Among these are the renovation of Building 46 for retail and 
food services, additional recreational facilities, landscaping 
throughout the Navy Yard, and the addition of a waterfront 
promenade with an amphitheater. Does the milcon estimate include 
NAVSEAts share of the added.costs for these improvements? 
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6 .  The scenario data call is not clear on milcon required for 
parking. The assumptions state that 2,082 spaces will be required. 
However, milcon of $15.2 million is shown for only 1,260 spaces. 
Does the Navy believe the additional 822 spaces (2,082 minus 1,260) 
are needed? If so, what is the cost for them? Currently, how many 
parking spaces does the Navy Yard have? 

7. If NAVSEA does move to the Navy Yard, are there plans to 
restrict access by visitors to the Yard? 
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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 

Mr. Joshua Gotbaum 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 

( Economic Security) 
3 300 Defense Pentagon 
Room 3E8 13 
Washington, DC 2030 1-3 500 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 11, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Mr. Gotbaum: 

We request a COBRA analysis that would realign the Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 
Division, Point Mugu test and evaluation missions to Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons 
Division, China Lake. As you know, this alternative was generated by the Test and Evaluation 
Joint Cross-Service Group in November 1994. The following scenario should be addressed: 

-Retain the Sea Test Range; 
-Retain airspace and island instrumentation; 
-Close or mothball remaining facilities, runways and hangars; 
-Transfer all in-service engineering functions to China Lake; and 
-Provide support for remaining Point Mugu activities from Port Hueneme. 

In order to discharge our responsibilities, we need the COBRA analysis by May 24,1995. 
We would appreciate your cooperation and assistance in this matter. Thank you in advance for 
your help. 

Sincerely, 

- 

Benton L. Borden 
Director of Review and Analysis 
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I'IlONE: (804) 292-5045, FAA': (804) 292-6650 
h 

April 1 I ,  1995 

Mr. Alan I. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realigtuncti~ Conu~ussion 
1 700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22205, 

Rc: Sitc Visit to Fort Yickett, VA 

Dear Cliairman Rixon: 

On behalf of the conmlunities surrounding Fort Pickett, Virginia, includirlg tlie towns of 
Blackstone, Crewc and Uurkeville and the counties of Nottoway, Bn~nswick, Dinwiddie, 
AnleIia, and I,unenburg, I request that you and Conlnussioner Al C:ornella conduct a site 
visit. at. Fort Pickett to assess the  military value of thus csscntial and critic~l joint service 
training facility. Since the site visit by Corrurussioticr Cox, wc have additional infnrn~ation 
which will establish that the Army's analysis of tl~c nulitmy value and force structure 
iniplications of closing Fort l'ickett failed to considcr the impact upon readiness of not 
only active Army units. but Navy, Marine arid Air Force utuls as well. 

Contrary to the representatiotis made to you st tlic 7 March 1995 hearing, there appears to 
have been no meaningful corlsidcration of thc valuc of this installation and its contiguous 
special nir space as thcsc matters pcrt~in to use by the other military se~.vices. A sile visit 
will enable u s  to bring these serious analylical dclicict~cics to your atrentiot~, as well as 
provide an opportunity for both of you to observe and evaluate first hand thc irrcplaccablc 
snd essential training areas which Fort Pir:kett provides lo all sct.vices, activc atid reserve. 

We look fonvard lo your kxeptrnce. of th is  invilalion and arc prcparcd to provide any 
needed support or assistance toward that end. 

Sincerely, 

Williani A. "Hill" Armbrusler, Chairman 
FORT PICKEIT SUPPON'I' GKOUP 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 18, 1995 

Mr. William A. "Bill" Armbruster 
Chairman, Fort Pickett Support Group 
108 South Main Street 
Blackstone, V~rginia 23834 

Dear Mr. Armbruster: 

Thank you for your kind letter extending an invitation to me and Commissioner 
Cornella to visit Fort Pickett, Virginia. I appreciate your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You will be pleased to know that Commissioner Cornella will visit Fort Pickett 
during the week of June 12. You will receive further details on this visit as they develop. 
I have ask4 Commissioner Cornella to share his views with me following the site visit. 

Again, thank you for contacting the Commission and providing information on 
Fort Pickett. Please do not hesitate to contact me whenever you feel I may be of service. 

Sincerely, 
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CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 
790 N. HOMESTEAD BOULEVARD/HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 33030/ TELEPHONE: (305) 24 7- 180 1 

May 1,1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

1 Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Attached is a resolution of the City Council of the City of Homestead supporting the return of the 301st 
Rescue Squadron to Homestead Air Reserve Base as recommended and signed into law in the 1993 Base 
Realignment and Closure process. 

I As you how, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission allowed the retention, at Homestead 
Air Reserve Base, of the 482nd Fighter Wing and the 301st Air Rescue Squadron because of the military 
value of their interrelated missions. 

The recent Department of Defense recommendation to move the 301st Rescue Squadron to Patrick Air 
Force Base for a secondary mission of manned space flight support diminishes the primary purpose of 
search and rescue and support to combat-ready air units in South Florida and the Caribbean. The 
recommendation also negates the policy of the 1993 BRAC. 

The 301st Air Squadron is an integral part of the recovery of South Dade County following the Hurricane 
Andrew disaster. The Au Reservists are residents, business owners, employees and community leaders. 
The retention of the 301st is vital to the socioeconomic well being of South Dade. 

We respectfully request that you consider these factors. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor 

JwDlcmm 
Enclosures 



CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 
790 N. HOMESTEAD BOULEVARD/HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA 33030/TELEPHONE: (305) 247-1 801 

J.W. DEMILLY 111, Mayor COUNCILMEN: EL~ZA D. PERRY 
ROSCOE WARREN, Kce-Mayor RUTH L. CAMPBELL ~ T E V E  ~ H I ~ E R  
WILLIAM T. RUDD, City Manager JEFF KIRK NICHOLAS R. SINCORE 

STATE OF FLORIDA ) 
SS 

COUNTY OF DADE ) 

I, Velva J. Burch, duly appointed City Clerk of the City of Homestead, 
Florida, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution 
R95-05-29 which was passed and adopted by the City Council of the City of 
Homestead at a regularly scheduled meeting on Monday, May 1, 1995. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and the official seal of 
the City of Homestead, Florida, this 2nd day of May, 1995. 

Velva J. ~ u r c v ~ h l C ,  City Clerk 



RESOLUTION NO. R-95-05- 2 7 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
HOMESTEAD, DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, SUPPORTING 
THE RETURN OF THE 301ST RESCUE SQUADRON TO 
HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE AS RECOMMENDED AND 
SIGNED INTO LAW BY THE 1993 BASE REALIGNMENT 
AND CLOSURE COMMISSION (BRAC). 

WHEREAS, the location of the 301st Rescue Squadron at Homestead Air Reserve 

Base comprises a critical anchor tenant for Defense Secretary Perry's model re-use plan for 

dual military and civilian use. The Air Force policy of composite wing efficiency is 

achieved through the pairing of the 482nd Fighter Wing at Homestead Air Reserve Base with 

the 30 1 st Rescue Squadron in their training missions, and 

WHEREAS, the one-time cost to permanently move the 301st Rescue Squadron from 

Homestead will require an additional BRAC 95 funding authorization, while funding for the 

301st facilities at Homestead has already been made available from a FY92 Special 

Appropriations Bill designed to reestablish a functional airport at Homestead, and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Defense asserts that the one-time cost to implement 

this change is $4.6 million, while the 1993 Air Force COBRA estimate for construction at 

Patrick Air Force Base alone will be $6.7 million. Reduced costs to the American taxpayer 

can and will be achieved through the minimized maintenance costs of military aircraft and 

equipment as documented in Air Force studies, and 

WHEREAS, there will be a greater positive economic impact to the greater 

HomesteadIFlorida CityISouth Dade area through the return of the 301st Air Rescue 

Squadron than would be achieved through its remaining at Patrick Air Force Base, and 

WHEREAS, the deliberative process of the Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission should be one which abides by earlier decisions which have the effect of law. 



The Department of Defense recommendation seriously erodes the government's previous 

commitments to assist in returning the South Dade area, and Homestead Air Reserve Base in 

particular, to a level of economic vitality commensurate with pre-storm conditions. While 

the loss of the squadron may be relatively small in absolute terms, it serves as a graphic 

symbol of the federal government's deteriorating commitment to South Dade's hurricane 

damaged area, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF HOMESTEAD, FLORIDA: 

Section 1: The City Council is opposed to the permanent relocation of the 301st Air 

Rescue Squadron to Patrick Air Force Base and hereby stands by the testimony before the 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission to bring the 301st Air Rescue Squadron back to 

Homestead Air Reserve Base as stated by the 1993 BRAC. 

(F 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this / - day of May, 1995. 

ATTEST: 

VELVA I. B ~ C H ,  CMC 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM & CORRECTNESS: 

MICHAEL E. WATKINS 
City Attorney 



Offered by)&. Motion to adopt by 
seconded by m?d. / 
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FINAL VOTE AT ADOPTION 

Mayor J. W. DeMilly III 
Vice Mayor Roscoe Warren 
Councilman Ruth Campbell 
Councilman Je$f Kirk 
Councilman Eliza Perry 
Councilman Steve Shiver 
Councilman Nick Sincore 
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The Honorable J. W. DeMilly, 111 
Mayor, City of Homestead 
790 N. Homestead Boulevard 
Homestead, Florida 3 3 03 0 

Pleeee rgfer b ih.3 ':dJir.2Jl. 
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Dear Mayor DeMilly: 

Thank you for providing the Commission with a copy of a resolution adopted by 
the Homestead City Council which supports the return of the 301 st Rescue Squadron to 
Homestead Air Reserve Base. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your comments. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
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, 
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May 8, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman: 

This letter is provided by the DLA Labor Management Partnership to 
strongly urge the BRAC Commission to maintain the recent DLA BRAC 
95 recommendations. Specifically, this letter highlights our 
proposal as the strongest military value option to realign our 
current four Inventory Control Points (ICPs) into two Weapon System 
Supply Centers and one Troop and General Support Center. 

Our Highest economic and readiness pay-off option for troop and 
general support items management continues to be the Defense 
Personnel Support Center (DPSC) in Philadelphia, Pa. 

Our highest economic andreadiness pay-off option for weapon system 
related management continues to be the two ICPs, Defense Construction 
Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus OH, and the Defense General Supply Center 
(DGSC) at Richmond, VA. The workforce expertise within the three 
metropolitan areas, Columbus, OH; Richmond, VA; and Philadelphia, PA 
were primary considerations in finalizing this BRAC 95 proposal. 

Philadelphia was selected as our ICP for Troop and General Support 
Item Management because of the outstanding and proven workforce 
expertise at both DPSC and the Defense Industrial Supply Center 
(DISC). DPSC is one of the largest and most dynamic business 
activities within the DLA. This diverse organization provides over 
$3.5 billion of food, clothing and medical supplies annually to 
America's Armed Forces worldwide. The DPSC workforce has 
singularly distinguished itself in DoD as leaders in accomplishing 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

their troop and general support mission not duplicated anywhere 
else. Any interruption or change in the management and operation 
of this mission support to our military forces would create an 
undue risk and cause adverse impact on military operations in the 
event of a national emergency. DLAts thorough analyses of all 
other ICPs revealed incontrovertible conclusions that the troop and 
general support mission be maintained at DPSC. This proposal will 
cause the lowest disruption to the workforce and least adverse 
economic impact in Philadelphia. The actual loss of 385 direct 
jobs between CfSC a1-d DPSC1s wcr!iforze may be w e n  less with the 
total workload transfer of all non-weapon system items to 
Philadelphia. DPSC1s new reengineered business practices conform 
to a world class industry standard. Their critical links to their 
respective industries, bonding in partnerships and valuable 
business expertise fully supports its high military value as the 
Troop and General Support ICP with DLA. In 1999, we expect both 
DISC and DPSC to reduce their workforce to approximately 1500 
employees each. With the completion of item workload transfer and 
realignment into the three ICPts, the DISC and DPSC workforce will 
be combined. This workforce has established a sophisticated 
capability to support the new Soldier, Sailor, Airman, and Marine 
war fighting system for combat operations into the 21st Century. 

This unique capability will ensure the highest most economic 
support readiness to deployed US Forces throughout the world during 
combat and peace. 

We strongly urge that the current DLA Proposal of the BRAC 95 
Commission discussed above proceed as planned. , 

&A' * 
Frank Lakis 
President 
DLA Council of AFGE Locals 

cc: Edward M. Straw 
Vice Admiral, SC, USN 
Director, Defense Logistics Agency 
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May 18, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
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MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
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Mr. Frank Lakis 
President 
Defense Logistics Agency Council of Locals 
Local 62, DPSC 
2800 South 20th Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19 145-5099 

Dear Mr. Lakis: 

Thank you for your recent letter in support of the Defense Logistics Agency's base 
closure and realignment recommendations. 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. 

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

Sincerely, 
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ISDA FRATERNAL ASSOCIATION 
A Fraternal Benefit Society 

May 8, 1995 

Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As National President of Italian Sons and Daughters of 
America, one of the largest Fraternal Benefit Societies in the 
country, I wish to convey the support of our organization for the 
retention of the 911th Airlift Wing at Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. The 911th and its predecessors have been 
a unique part of the Pittsburgh area and community for most of the 
lifetime of the people in this area. Many of our members have at 
one time or another been involved with the activities of the Air 
Force at Greater Pitt. 

We are proud of the role the 911th Airlift Wing has played in 
humanitarian services in airlifting life sustaining supplies to 
areas like Bosnia, Haiti and the hurricanes in the south. It 
provided substantial and unparalleled support in the recent 
disaster of the crash of Plight 427. 

The economic effect on the community would be substantial, 
resulting in the loss of 359 civilian employees on the base and 
the involvement of 1,290 reservists. The annual salary and 
purchases in the area extend beyond $40 million. 

We are aware that any base reduction or closure has an 
economic impact, but from the briefing presented on April loth, 
which I attended, it would appear that the impact is greater here 
than elsewhere, while the cost to maintain the Airlift Wing is 
less than projected by the closure proposal. 



May 8, 1995 
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I appreciate your consideration of our appeal and, on behalf 
of ISDA membership, request favorable consideration to retain the 
911th Airlift Wing at the Pittsburgh Airport. 

National President, ISDA 

cc: Mr. Rick DiCamillo 
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May 11, 1995 

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

Mr. Patrick Tamilia 
National President 
ISDA Fraternal Association 
419 Wood Street 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222 

Dear Mr. Tamilia: 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Department of Defense's recommendation 
on the 91 1th Airlift Wing at Greater Pittsburgh International Airport, 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 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 9 1 1 th Airlift Wing. 

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

Sincerely, 
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CRATER PLANNING DISTRICT COMMISSION 
Monument Professional Building 1964 Wakefield Street Post Office Box 1808 Petersburg, Virginia 23805 
Dennis K. Morris, Executive Director Phone (804) 861-1666 748.4321 SCATS 796.4048 FAX 804-732.8972 

May 9, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

On behalf of the Mayors and Chairs and other local officials on the Crater Planning 
District Commission's BRAC Task Force, I want to thank you for the opportunity to present the 
Community Response to the proposal by the U. S. Department of the Defense regarding Kenner 
Army Community Hospital, Fort Lee, Virginia at the hearing in Baltimore on May 4th. Ms. 
Rebecca Cox conducted a very orderly meeting and we found the Commission to be most 
attentive and courteous. 

We do feel, however, that it is essential that the Commission have the opportunity to see 
first hand the importance of Kenner Army Community Hospital to the mission of Fort Lee and its 
Catchment Area. Our research indicates that the projected savings by realigning Kenner to clinic 
status will not be realized due to cost transfers and catchment area designation loss. Therefore, 
we respectfblly request that a member of the Commission conduct a site visit prior to the 
Commission formalizing its decision regarding Kenner. 

We realize that the Commission's workload is herculean; however, we believe that the 
issues surrounding medical care for the clientele of Kenner Army Community Hospital is of major 
importance. 

County of Chesterfield City of Colonial Heights County of Dinwiddie City of Emporia County of Greensville 

City of Hopewell City of Petersburg County of Prince George County of Surry County of Sussex 



Hon. Alan J. Dixon 
May 9, 1995 
Page Two 

Again, we appreciate the courtesies afforded us at the May 4th Regional Hearing and we 
look forward to a Commissioner's site visit to Kenner. 

Best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

James B. McNeer 
Chairman 

JBM:DKM: rnl 

cc: Hon. John W. Warner 
Hon. Charles S. Robb 
Hon. Norman Sisisky 
Hon. Robert C. Scott 
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May 19, 1995 

Mr. James B. McNeer 
Chairman, Crater Planning District Commission 
Post Office Box 1808 
Petersburg, Virginia 23 805 

Dear Mr. McNeer: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a Commissioner visit to the Kenner Army. 
Community Hospital at Fort Lee, Virginia. 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 for a Commissioner visit to the Kenner &my Hospital 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 Crater Planning District community 
are welcome to meet with Commissioners or Commission staff to present any new information on 
the proposed realignment of Fort Lee. I can assure you that 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, 
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Office of the President 

( 3  1 5) 792-7400 

May 5, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

At the suggestion of Oneida County Executive Raymond Meier, I am 
writing directly to you to urge the removal of Rome Laboratory from 
the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure list. I have a copy of SUNY 
Chancellor Bartlettls letter to you describing the long and 
productive relationship the Institute of Technology at Utica/Rome has 
had with Rome Laboratory for more than two decades, and I will not 
reiterate the details contained therein. 

My purpose is to assure you from the trenches, so to speak, that our 
institutional interaction and, I dare say, interdependence with Rome 
Lab continues to grow. This mutually supportive relationship is 
making an increasingly significant impact on the economy of the 
Mohawk Vally Region and the State of New York. Moreover, the 
academic connection is an important element of the Griffiss 
redevelopment plan of which the Laboratory is the centerpiece. 

The Institute of Technology is the State University's newest and most 
proximate campus to Rome Lab. Our engineering, technological, and 
scientifically oriented curricula, as well as our physical location 
only ten miles from the base, position us as the primary gateway for 
the Laboratory to access the prodigious resources of the State 
University of New York. 

I respectfully urge that this growing academic/research laboratory 
partnership be considered among the many important assets which speak 
persuasively to retaining Rome Laboratory in Central New York. 

Should you, or any members of the commission, have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Peter 
Presid 

cc: The Honorable Raymond Meier 
Chancellor Thomas Bartlett 

A college for transfer and graduate study 

State University of New York P.O. Box 3050, Utica, NY 13504-3050 FAX 315/792-7407 

An equal opportunity/affirmative action employer 
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COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

1995 WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Mr. Peter J. Cayan 
President, State University of New York 
Institute of Technology at Utica/Rome 
P.O. Box 3050 
Utica, New York 13504-3050 

Dear President Cayan: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your concerns about the Department of 
Defense's recommendation on the Rome Laboratory. I appreciate your interest in the 
hture of Rome Lab and the preservation of its relationship with the Institute of 
Technology. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information 
used by the ~efense 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. 

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, 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 8, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

Over the last few weeks the Commission staff has received a number of documents fiom 
the Letterkenny community. Request you provide specific comments with regard to the 
following: 

Attachment 1 -- Please describe the tactical missile maintenance workload(s) that Red 
River and Anniston will be transferring to Letterkenny. Is this depot level work or missile, 
storage, surveillance, certification and uprounding? If this workload is other than depot 
level work, has the Army evaluated the costs and benefits of such movements? 

Attachment 2 -- Please verifjr the programmed tactical missile workloads for Letterkenny 
and Hill AFB. In addition, what is the projected tactical missile workload for fiscal year 
1999? Based on the DOD recommendation to realign Letterkenny, what portion of the 
fbture year workload would be accomplished by the Tobyhanna and Anniston depots? 

Attachment 3 -- Please verify that the document represents the approved budget for 
ongoing Letterkenny tactical missile consolidation efforts during fiscal years 1994 - 1997. 

Attachments 4, 5, and 6 -- Information papers for your review and comment. 

Attachment 7 -- Provides Letterkenny community concerns about the Army's military 
value and COBRA analysis. 

Why did the Army place more emphasis on the reported depot capacity 
measures, which are work station driven, rather than the relative size of the 
depot in terms of square feet and acres? 
Does the DOD recommendation transfer all programmed work to Tobyhanna 
and Anniston or just core workload? 
What is the annualized transportation cost for transporting guidance and 
control sections between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna? What is the cost of 



What is the annualized transportation cost for transporting guidance and 
control sections between Letterkenny and Tobyhanna? What is the cost of 
transporting vehicles between Tobyhanna and Anniston? How were these 
costs reflected in the Army's COBRA analysis? 
Why did the Army COBRA analysis provide for the transfer of only 300 
personnel authorizations to Tobyhanna? How can Tobyhanna accomplish the 
same work previously accomplished by some 930 people? 
What are the cost estimates for renovating and/or constructing new buildings 
at Tobyhanna to facilitate tactical missile maintenance workloads? What are 
the cost estimates for transferring equipment fiom Letterkenny to Tobyhanna? 
Why were these costs excluded from the Army's COBRA estimate? 
Is it reasonable to assume that Anniston can assume 284 manyears of vehicle 
workload without any additional personnel or construction? What is the basis 
for the $5.0 million cost estimate to transfer equipment to Anniston? 
Why doesn't the Army COBRA estimate provide for transfer of personnel and 
equipment fiom tenant organizations including LOGSA, SIMA, Public 
Works, DISA Mega Center, and DFAS? 

Attachment 8 -- This document was received from the Letterkenny Commander in 
response to our request. Information is provided for review and comment. 

Request you provide this information no later than 19 May 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. I appreciate your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

/ Edward A. ~ r o w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 

EABImgk 
encl. 
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Bmted States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

May 10, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to ask for clarification regarding the action the Commission took earlier today 
to add carswell Air Force Base to the list for closure consideration so we can be certain we 
understand the scope of the investigation allowed by the resolution the Commission adopted. 

As you know, "Carswell Air Force Base" no longer exists; as  of November, 1994, it became 
Naval Air Station Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base (NAS Fort Worth JRB). There are some 
3,500 active duty military members and civilians supporting almost 8,000 reservists and 
guardsmen representing each of the reserve components who drill at  NAS Fort Worth. The 
1993 Commission reviewed the establishment of NAS Fort Worth JRB in great detail before 
approving the Defense Department's recommendations to close NAS Dallas and move its 
units (as well as  units from Tennessee, Florida, and Michigan) to the former Carswell AFB. 
We believe the decision of the 1993 Commission was sound and need not be reviewed by the 
1995 Commission. 

It is our understanding that the resolution adopted by the Commission today is limited to 
reviewing the possible move of the Air Force Reserve F- 16 unit, and that the Commission will 
not review any other units at  NAS Fort Worth. At the same time, we strongly believe that 
clarifying the limits of the resolution in this manner should in no way prevent the 
Commission from deciding to move additional reserve units to NAS Fort Worth. NAS Fort 
Worth is a premier Master Reserve Base located in one of the best recruiting regions in the 
country, and is a superb candidate to accommodate additional missions. 

We thank you for setting the record straight on this matter. If we can be of any assistance 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours respectfully, 

Unit States e ator 

&& 
PETE GEREN 
Member of Congress 

United States Senator 

JOE 
Me er of Congress ?' 
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ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
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REBECCA COX 

May 17, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Kay Bailey Hutchison 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I am writing in response to your letter of May 10, 1995 requesting clarification of the 
Commission's addition of Carswell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Texas to the list of bases for 
consideration for realignment or closure. Your understanding is correct in that the addition is 
limited to considering only the Air Force Reserve F-16 unit at Fort Worth and nothing more. The 
official U.S. Air Force installation name of this unit is Carswell Air Reserve Station (ART), Naval 
Air Station (UAS) Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base (JRB)), Texas. Unfortunately, the use of this 
official name, which denotes the location of the ARS, has caused some concern for yourself and 
the people of Fort Worth. I trust this letter clears up that concern. 

Please contact me again if I can provide you with any krther information regarding the 
realignment and closure process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 pt.;.~s2 tG;y,i, CJ re~ir&r 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
,&a',;: , ; ,.-: - , . , Y ~ S O ~ / / ~ / / R /  

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 17, 1995 G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Pete Geren 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Geren: 

I am writing in response to your letter of May 10, 1995 requesting clarification of the 
Commission's addition of Carswell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Texas to the list of bases for 
consideration for realignment or closure. Your understanding is correct in that the addition is 
limited to considering only the Air Force Reserve F- 16 unit at Fort Worth and nothing more. The 
official U.S. Air Force installation name of this unit is Carswell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Naval 
Air Station WAS) Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base (JRB), Texas. Unfortunately, the use of this 
official name, which denotes the location of the ARS, has caused some concern for yourself and 
the people of Fort Worth. I trust this letter clears up that concern. 

Please contact me again if I can provide you with any fbrther information regarding the 
realignment and closure process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE '425  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 17, 1995 GEN J. a. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Joe Barton 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15 

Dear Representative Barton: 

I am writing in response to your letter of May 10, 1995 requesting clarification of the 
Commission's addition of Carswell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Texas to the list of bases for 
consideration for realignment or closure. Your understanding is correct in that the addition is 
limited to considering only the Air Force Reserve F-16 unit at Fort Worth and nothing more. The 
official U. S. Air Force installation name of this unit is CarsweN Air Reserve Station (AM), Naval 
Air Station WAS) Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base (JRB), Texas. Unfortunately, the use of this 
official name, which denotes the location of the ARS, has caused some concern for yourself and 
the people of Fort Worth. I trust this letter clears up that concern. 

Please contact me again if I can provide you with any fbrther information regarding the 
realignment and closure process. 

Sincerely, 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 p, ,_. ,,,,.Lr t3 (1,'- :.::,!:$-;br . t-  9 . J  I \ 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ,.. , \ ) - - 
703-696-0504 

. - ,4r_&~/_r~/k/ 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

May 17,1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Phil Gramm 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Grarnrn: 

I am writing in response to your letter of May 10, 1995 requesting clarification of the 
Commission's addition of Carswell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Texas to the list of bases for 
consideration for realignment or closure. Your understanding is correct in that the addition is 
limited to considering only the Air Force Reserve F-16 unit at Fort Worth and nothing more. The 
official U.S. Air Force installation name of this unit is Carswell Air Reserve Sbtion (AM), Naval 
Air Station WAS) Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base (m), Texas. Unfortunately, the use of this 
official name, which denotes the location of the ARS, has caused some wncern for yourself and 
the people of Fort Worth. I trust this letter clears up that concern. 

Please contact me again if I can provide you with any fbrther information regarding the 
realignment and closure process. 

Sincerely, 



lHI5 DEFIGYSE BASE CLOSZ. .  A\'D REALIGN&ffiXI' COi'bl&iIssION 

EXECU'TNE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEl\f (ECTS) # 450 '3-1 1 *- 12. 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

Re- Reply for C h i m a n ' s  S i i  Prepare ReplyforC ' ' v ' s  S i i  

Prepare Reply for SkR Diredor's Sigxmm I ~ p a r e m R a p o l w  

bCIION: Ofier C- andlor Suggestions FYI 



- 
DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 

HEAOQUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

I I WAY 1993 

Pk.399 r&'ii k7 ' *  . 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) w h  r~,~:.1"1~$33~-*~-- 

FROM: HQ USAF/RTR 

SUBJECT: Request for JCSG-UPT Data 

I understand that during your review of JCSG-UPT data, two additional excursions were 
conducted conlparing DoD UPT bases. Request you forward these analyses and results for our 
files. Please feel free to call if questions. 

~hief@ase $di*nt Division 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 15,1995 

Colonel Wayne Mayfield 
Chief, Base Realignment Division 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear Colonel Mayfield: 

As you requested in your letter of May 1 1, 1995, enclosed are the two additional 
excursions conducted by the Commission staff in order to compare UPT bases. 

If your staff has any questions about this analysis, contact Lt Col Merrill Beyer (USAF) of 
the ~ o r n i s s i o n  s t . .  

Air Force Team Leader 



AIR FORCIC 
CATEGORY: UNDERGIIADUATE 1'1 IJOT rI'ItA?NING (UPT) BASES 

I TIICR ( INSTALLATION 11 

(S) (C) )I 11 I Sheppard AFD. TX 

I 

(C) = DUD recom~ne~ldation for closure 
<- - 
(X) = Joint Cross-Service Group opiiorl for closure 
(*) = C o t ~ ~ ~ f e / u r / i i t ~ f I ~ c r  cotniderrr/iotr 



--i z 
I. 

3 
I). 

3 
a 
m 
01 
V, 
CD 
V, 



CArr13G ORY: UNDEIIGRADULU" 1'1 LOT 'TRAINING (1J13'I') 
1)01) I<ECOI\IhlI~NI)A'I'ION: Close Reese, Inactivate 64tl1 Flying '1'1aillillg Wing, I~elocate/I<c~ire otller assig~lctl a i~ctal i .  
1011: CONSIDICI~ATION: Study Columbus, Laughlin, iultl Vance A1711s U i t  C1,OSUIIE. 

L 

(It) = D o n  recon~rnendation for realignment 
(X) = Joirlt Cross-Service Group option for closure 
(*) = C~n~r/idatefot~J~~~tIier coruitlet,nrio~~ 

CRITLCI1IA 

All< FC)I<CE TIEIUNG 

UCEG RANK 

REESE, 'I'X 
( C )  

C1osr1r.c 

111 

5/5 

COI,UI1IIlUS, MS 
t*) 

Cl1osttr.c 

I 

215 

FUNC VALUE:  Air Force/JCSG 

FUNC VALUE: Staff Analysis I 

FUNC VAI,IJE: Staff Analysis I ?  

FORCr  STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COS-rs ($ i~1) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS (Ib; M) 
IIIYI'\JRN ON INVES'Th4ENT 

13ASE OI'ERA'I'ING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIh/llNATED(MIL/CIV) 
f'ERSONNEL REALIGNED(MILJC1V) 

13CONObIIC IMI'ACT (IlRAC95lCUM) 

ENVII<ONMENl'AL 

6.50 (Yellow -1 ) 

7.8 

7.4 

21 'I--1A 
48 '1'-3713 
51 1'-38 

25.9 

21.6 

2 Years 

23.7 

282/101 
7491644 - 

18.8%/18.8% 

Asbesios 

6.67 ((;rccn) 

6.7 

6 3 -- 

46 '1'-3713 
6 9  '1'-38 

14.7 

19.5 

1 Year --- 
26.3 - 

20210 

6-1 51208 
-- --- 

1 1.0%/1 1 .O% 
--- 

Asbestos 

LAUGIILIN, 'I3)< 
t*) 

Clos*!rc 

I 

315 

(C) = Doll reconlrnendatio~~ for closure 

6.22 (RcJ) 
6.4 

6.3 

21 T-1A 
48 T-37B 
51 T-38 

15.8 

19.7 

I Year 

21 .O 

209/0 
69 11245 

1.2%/1.20/0 

Siting 

-- 
VANCE, Ol< 

(X) (*) 

CIOSIII+C - 
1 

315 - 
6.74 (Green) ' 

7.2 

6.4 -- 

4 5  '1'-3713 
57 1'-3812 1 A']'-78 

18.2 

25.3 

1 Ycar -- 

26.3 

3 1 510 
750/252 

6.3%/6.3% 

Asl~estos 



STAFF METIIODOLOGU' 
CArI'EGORY: UNI)ERGIUDUArrE PILO'T TRAINING (UPT) 

STAFF ANALYSIS - I 
OBJECTIVE: Test the validity of Air Force Analysis 

METHODOLOGY: 

Utilize UPT Joint Cross-Service Group computer model and corrected data 

Consider UPT Measures of Merit relevant to Air Force UPT 

Delete tilose Measures of Merit considered in CRITERIA I1 tllrougl~ VIII 

Modify Weighting Factors in accordance with Staffjudgment of Air Force priorities 

Detennine a Functional Value score for each Air Force UPT Base 
-- Apply result to CRITERIA I, "MISSION REQUIREMEN'TS: FLYING TRAINING" 

STAFF ANALYSIS - I1 
OBJECTIVE: Assess inipact of making data corrections 

METI IODOLOGY: 

Use Analysis I as startitlg point 

Change data to reflect correclions to UPT-JCSG and Air Force data calls 



CAI'ACIrI'Y ANr\l,Y SIS 
CArI'lCGORY: UNDERGMDUATIC PII,OII' TRAINING (UPrT) BASES 

AIR FORCE UPrI' CAPACITY 
BASIID CAI'ACII'Y ANALYSIS ON MEETING AIR FORCE P11.07.1.IIAINING REQUIREMENTS (P'I'R) ONL,Y 
ASSIJMES 5-DAY WORK L E E K  TO ALLOW RECOVERY CAPACI'I'Y FOR UNFORESEEN IMPACTS 
CAPACITY EXPRESSED IN "UPT GRADUATE EQUIVALEN'I'S." 

- 
7 

REQUIREMENT 

IZOMI3GlUI~IGI ITER 3 94 

AIIILII~'I'/1'ANKER 592 

FIXEII-M'ING UPGRADE 4 

FMS 3 1 

SUD'TOTAL 1,02 1 

IN'I'RO, FIG1 I'I'EII FUND 57 
-. 

TOTAL 1,078 1 L 

CAPACITY 1,228 
PTR -1.078 

I50 (12% EXCESS) 

NEED FOR EXCESS 
JI'A-I'S .rRANSI?'ION 100 
INSTRUCTOR CROSSFLOW (T-37 TO T-38): 351 
OPEIU'TIONS BEYOND 95% CAPACITY WILI, BE COMI'ROh4lSEIl 



SI-JEPPARD AFB CAI'ACITY ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) BASES 

EURO-NATO JOINT JET PILOT TRAINING PROGRAM (ENJJPT) 
COMBINES USAF AND NATO UPT IN A MODIFIED PROGRAM 
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT CONSTRAINS AIR FORCE OP'I'IONS 
CAPACITY EXPRESSED IN "ENJJPT EQUIVALENTS." 

CAPACITY 320 
I' TR iixl 

63 (20% EXCESS) 

REQUIREMENT 

NEED FOR ICXCESS 

ACTIVE AIR FORCE 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

NATO 

SUBTOTAT, 

INTRO, FTR FUND 

TOTAL 

JPATS TRANSII'ION 
AIR FORCE OVERFLOW FOR PIUMARY AND FIGI-I'TIXIUBOM131~1< UI'T 'TRACKS 
NATO REQUIREMENTS 

98 

1 1  

123 

232 

25 
- 

257 
J1 







LUBBOCIC COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

REASONS TO I1EJECT AIR FORCE DECISION AN11 CONSIDER OTIIER UASES I7011 
CLOSURE: 

A111 FORCE ACKNOWLEDGED DATA/CALCUI,ATION ERRORS: 
SI IORT CI IANGED REESE AIRSPACE BY 10,000 CU13IC NAU'PICAI, MILES 
REPORTED 55% FEWER MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES (MTRs) FOR REESE TIIAN NAUTICAT, 
I'ERCEN'I' ADEQUATE PAVEMENT 10% GREATER TI IAN REPORI'ED 

I 

MODEJ.,ING ERRORS: 
ERRORS IN MODEL FORMULAS 
REESE'S ALERT AREA NOT CONSIDERED 
OUTLYING INSTRUMENT AIRFIELD (LUDDOCK INTCIINA'IIONAL AIRPORT) NOT CONSIDI?RIJI) 
REESE'S OTI IER PRIMARY OUTLYING FIE1,DS NOT CONSIIIERED 

Al R FORCE AND NAVY TOOK ENTIRELY UII~l~liREN?' APPROACI-IES TO 
EVALUATING MILITARY VALUE OF UPT BASES -- TI-IIS ISSUE ALONE 
CONSTITI JTES A SIGNIFICANT DEVIATTON: 

IIEASONS TO TAKE IIEESE OFF TIIE LIS'I': 
MI1,ITARY VALUE SUPENOR TO OTHER BASES 
BETTER QUALITY OF LIFE THAN OTHER BASES 
COST EFFECrI'IVE, LOWEST COST PER FLYING IIOUR, S13CONI11,OWEST COST I'ER STUDI?N'I' 
LUI3BOCK COMh4UNITY IN CONCERT Wl'f11 RI<ESI:: 

SAVES TI 1E AIR FORCE OVER $1 M ANNUALLY I'N MI.',I>ICAI., COSTS 

CAN SAVE TIIE AIR FORCE OVER $SM IN ONE TIME COSTS AND MILI,IONS 01; 
DOLLARS ANNUALLY WITH THEIR OTIIER COST SAVIBG PROI'OSALS 





BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: UNDERGIUDUAT I'ILOT TRAINING (UI''J1) 

- 
CRI'I'EIlIA 

AIR I:OI<C'E 'I'IEI<ING 

BCEG RANK 

FUNCTIONAL VALUES (AFIJCSG) 

FUNCTIONAL VALUES (Staff I) 
FUNCTIONAI. VAI.UES (Staff 11) 

FORCE S71-IIUC7'IJRE 

ONE-TlklE COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVEST 

BASE OPERATING 
IIUDGET ($ hil) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENT(M1L I CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (IIRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

( I l l r e  
(R) = DoD recommendalioo for realignment 
(*) = Cnri(lir1nfe for j i~r~J~er  considerotio~l 

REESE, TX ( C )  

(Closu rc) 

111 

5/5 

6.22 

6.64 
- 

6.5 

21 '1'-IA 
48 T-37D 
5 1 'r-3 8 

-- 

15.8 

19.7 

1 Year 

21.0 

209/0 
69 1/245 

1.2%/1.2% 
Siting * 

IIANI)OLPII, TX (*) 

(Realign) 

I 

115 

6.53 

7.12 

5.2 

15 T - l A  
57 T-37B 

57 T-38 / 8 AT-38 
10 T-43A 

205.2 

18.0 

15 Years 

21.1 

147/397 
3,876/2,740 

0.2%/0.2% 

Asbestos, Siting, Water 

S I I ~ I ' l ' ~ ~ I l I ~ ,  '1.X 

I 

Excludcd 

Excludetl 

Excludcd 

13xcludctl 

36 T-3713 
31 '1.-38 / 8 A 1'-38 

-- - 
-I 1111 - 
-r-n D 

-1 13 Jl 

33.7 

TI3D 

'I'IJ 11 
'S13 I>  







CArI'ICGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPrl) 
INSTALLATION ClTARACTERISTXCS 

COLUMBUS 
BEST UPT BASE FOR 130MBERlFIGIITER TRAINING 

LOW PESSURE ALTITUDE 
LONGRUNWAY 
READY ACCESS TO AIR-TO-GROUND GUNNERY RANGE 
ADVANCED STUDENTS HAVE INSTRUMENT RATING 

FORMER SAC BASE--MISSION FLEXIBILITY 

LAUGI-ILIN 

I BEST UPT BASE FOR PRIMARY TRAINING 
nEsr FLYING WEATI IER 
UN1:NCROACI-IED AIRFIELDS 
UN1,IMITED AIRSPACE POTENTIAL 

FORMER SAC BASE--hlISSION FLEXIBILI'I'Y 

SIMILAR LAYOUT 1'0 ItEESE 
f\lEI,L-SUITI?ll FOR PRIMARY AND AIRLIFTITANKER TIL4ININC; 

* I3ES.I' AIIGPACE AND LOW ALTITUDE ?'RAINING ROIJ'1'11: STIIUC71'IJRE 
CROSS\VINL) IIUNWAY CON1;IGURA'I'ION 

LO\{' AND h/IEDlUM ALTITUDE OPERATIONS MINIMIZII ICING IMPACI'S 





I - J  

4 



S t a f f  h r l a l y s i s ~  

# OF OUTLYING FI,DS 

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 

AA SPEC AIRSPACE 

MANAGED TRIG AREAS - 

1500/3 D 80) 

\TIME WTHER D 1500/3 

1000/3 > 80' 

\TIME WTHER > 1@00/3 

\ TIME CROSWND c15KT 

TIME CROSWND >25KT 

t SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 

SRTIE PLAN FCTRc-20% 

SORTIE P I A N  FCTR>=S% 

WEATHER - 

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG DIST TO AIRSCE 

P MTR'S AVAIL 

tIEAREST RNGE<5011I? 

\ATC DLAYS D 15 MIN 

('MERC llUR W/IN l0OMI 

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

A1 RSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

IOTI.YG/AUX FLDS 

IOUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN DIST c *  MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5000 FT? 

ICEST MAIN FLD RlJNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

\TAXI/APRNS ADQ COND 

CONDIT OF UTILITIES 

IOTIIR FAC ADQ COND 

AIRFIELDS 

REESE COL L AU I1AIlI)OLPII VANCE RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 111 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUB'I'OTAI, 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

80-955, 80 1,O 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

80-952, 80 LO 

1MIN-M, MAX I11 

1MIN-M, MIN HI 

10-255, 102 III 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

15-301, 151 ll1 

GROUP SUBTOTAI, 

0-60K. 60K I11 

MIN-M, MIN III 

0-20, 20 111 

Y (10)/NIO) 

50-MAX, MIN Ill 

Y (0) /N(lO) 

0-30, 0 111 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

0-MAX, MAX 111 

0-MAX, MAX III 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

MIN-100, MIN-lli 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

5-10K RW,IOK Ill 

PRIMARY RIJNWAYS 

10-100, 100 MI 

10-100, 100 HI 

to-100. 100 111 

to-100, 100 HI 

GROUP SURTOTAI, 

Page 1, Thu May 11 12:33:15 1995, C:\DPAD\PRI2.DPW 



REESE COL VANCE RATING SCAI,E 

WEIGHT 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 

CONDITION 2 ADO CLAS 5 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 14 

CONDITION 1 AnQ TRNR 5 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 8  

CONDITION OTHR FAC 4 

GRNF TRNG FAC - - -  50 

26652- 0-loOK, lOOK 111 

86.002 10-100, 100 111 

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX It1 

100.001 20-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

100.002 10-100, 100 111 

7.8 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

LVL MAINT OPS 6 0 

AMT ADO HAIJGARS 2 8  

COND OF HANGARS 12 

AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

I LVI, MAINT 

156858.0 0-MAX, MAX HI 

64.001 10-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAL 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FI,D 

24 OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD c30MILES 

2+ FLDS c 30MILES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUA1,ITY 

AICUZ CPLTD EtICODED 

1INCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

1INCOMPAT APZI 

tINCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

CLR ZONE ACQ CMPLTD 

ENCROACHMENT 

Y 

N 

Y 

N 

? 

Y 

Y 

Y 

? 

Ytt 

0.002 

0.001, 

O.OO2t 

Yt 

Y 

10.0 

Y(lO)/N(OI 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y(lOI/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (IO)/N(Ol 

Y(lO)/N(OI 

Y(lO)/N(OI 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/NIO) 

20-MAX, MIN 111 

20-MAX, MIN III 

20-MAX, MIN NI 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT BOQ RMS ADO 

CONDITION BOQ 2 ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

COt4I)ITION BEQ 2 ADQ 

IMWR/SPT FAC AVAII. 

AMT MII. HSE ADO 

CONDITIOtl HSE 1 AD9 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

MAX I11 

100 111 

MAX I11 

100 111 

100 11J 

MAX 111 

100 111 

MIN I11 

Page 2, Thu May 11 12:33:16 1995, C:\DPAD\PRIZ.DPW 



S t a f f  A n a l y s i s  5 

WEIGIIT 

AVC WAIT C H I L D R E N  0 

SERVICES - - -  0 

=== 

SCORE 1 0 0 0  

RANK 

REESE COL VANCE RATING SCAI,E 

3 0 . 0  0 - M A X ,  MIN III 

? GROUP SURTOTAL 

Page 3 ,  Thu Ma y  11 12:33:16 1995, C:\DPAD\PRIZ.DPW 



S t a f f  A n a l y s i s  I 1  

REESE 

CIEIOliT 

# OF OUTI,YItlC, FLDS 0 1 . 0  

MOA SPEC AIRSPC 0 Y 

COL RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCALE 

0-6, 6 111 

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

8 0 - 9 5 \ ,  8 0  1,O 

9 5 - l o o t ,  1 0 0 %  HI  

tMIN-M,  MAX H I  

tMIN M ,  MIN 111 

0 - 2 0 ,  0 I11 

0 - 1 0 0 .  0 H I  

1 0 - 2 5 % .  1 0 %  H I  

1 5 - 3 0 % .  1 5 1  111 

GROUP SUBTO'PAL 

MTR SPEC AIRSPACE 0 Y 

M SPEC AIRSPACE 0 Y 

MANAGED TRNG AREAS - - -  0 , ? 

\TIME WTHER > 1 5 0 0 / 3  85  9 1 . 5 0 % +  

\TIME WTHER > 3 0 0 / 1  4 5  9 8 . 4 0 %  

t TIME CROSWND <15KT 1 0  9 3 . 2 0 2 -  

\ TIME CROSWND >25KT 1 5  

F-RZNG PRECP DAYS 1 5  

ICING IN AREAS DAYS 1 5  

\ SORTIES CXL/RESCHD 8 5  

SORTIE PLAN FCTR,=51; 3 0  

WEATHER - -  - 3 0 0  

AMT MOA/AA ARSPCE 

AVG D I S T  TO AIRSCE 

R MTR'S AVAIL 

NEAREST RtJGE<50111 ? 

1ATC DLAYS > 1 5  MIN 

CMERC HUB W/IN 1 0 0 f l I  

# OF BISECT AIRWAYS 

AIRSPC/FLT TRNG AREA 

0 - 6 0 K ,  60K 111 

MIN-M, MIN HI  

0 - 2 0 ,  2 0  HI  

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

%O-MAX, MIN H I  

Y ( O ) / N ( 1 0 )  

0 - 3 0 ,  0 111 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

tlOTLYG/AUX FLDS 

#OUT/AUX FLD IFR CAP 

MEDIAN D I S T  < =  MAX? 

MED DIST TO AUX/OUT 

RUNWAY 5 0 0 0  FT? 

I.GEST MAIN FLD RIJNWY 

#PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

CONDIT OF RUNWAYS 

~ T A X I / A P R N S  ADQ COND 

COHDIT OF U T I L I T I E S  

t OTHR FAC ADQ COPJD 

AIRFIELDS - 

0-MAX, MAX 111 

0-MAX, MAX 111 

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

M I N - 1 0 0 .  MIN-l f i  

Y ( l O ) / N ( O )  

5 - 1 0 K  RW, 1OK 111 

PRIMARY RUNWAYS 

t o - 1 0 0 ,  1 0 0  HI  

1 0 - 1 0 0 ,  1 0 0  NI 

1 0 - 1 0 0 ,  1 0 0  111 

2 0 - 1 0 0 ,  1 0 0  H I  

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT ADQ TRNG FAC 14 
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Staff A n a l y s i u  

RANDOLPH VANCE RATING SCAI,E REESE 

WEIGHT 

5 

14 

5 

8 

4 

- - 5 0 

CONDITION % ADO CLAS 

AMT ADQ TRAINERS 

CONDITION 1 ADQ TRNR 

AMT OTHR TRNG FAC 

CONDITION OTHk PAC 

GRNF TRNG FAC 

86.002 10-100, 100 N I  

75207.0 0-MAX, MAX 111 

100.002 20-100, 100 HI 

68639.0 0-MAX, MAX I11 

100.001 to-100. 100 111 

7.8 GROlJP SUBTOTAL 

I,VL MAINT OPS 

AMT ADQ HANGARS 

COND OF HANGARS 

I I,VL MA INT 

156858.0 0-MAX. MAX I11 

64.001 10-100, 100 HI 

6.6 GROUP SUBTOTAI, AIRCRFT MAINT FAC - - -  100 

1 OTHR PRIPILOT FLD 

2 t  OTR PRI PILOT FLD 

1 FLD c30MILES 

2 1  FLDS c 30MlLES 

PROX OTHR SPT FAC 

IN ATTAIN/MAINT AREA 

MOD NONATTAIN/BETTER 

DELAYS DUE AIR QUAL 

AIR QUALITY 

AICUZ CPLTD ENCODED 

iINCOMPAT CLR ZONE 

tINCOMPAT APZI 

%INCOMPAT APZII 

REAL ESTATE DISCLOS 

C1.R ZONE ACQ CrdPLTD 

EtlCROACtiMENT 

Y(IO)/N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

Y (10) /N (0) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

20-MAX, MIN HI 

20-MAX, MIN MI 

20-MAX, MIN HI 

Y (lO)/N(O) 

Y(lO)/N(O) 

GROUP SUBTOTAL 

AMT 003 RMS ADQ 

CONDITION BOQ 2 ADQ 

AMT BEQ RMS ADQ 

('ONDITION BEQ % hDQ 

\MWR/SPT FAC AVAIL 

AMT MIL HSE ADQ 

CONDITION HSE 2 ADQ 

# CHLDCAR WAIT LIST 

AVG WAIT CHILDREN 

0-MAX, MAX I11 

to-100, 100 NI 

0-MAX. MAX HI 

20-100, 100 HI 

10-100, 100 I11 

0-MAX, MAX HI 

20-100, 100 HI 

0-MAX, MIN 111 

0-MAX, MIN III 
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AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

COLUMBUS AFB 

ALERTx -8: - 
ALERT TOT: 
WA TOTAL: 
MOA TOTAL. 
RES TOTAL. 
TOTAL: 

151 ALERT: 
189 

189 
WA: 

ALERT DIST: 
0 

0 MOA: 
WA DIST: 

20396: 
677105 MOA DIST: 

RES: 5494 
148 TOTAL: 

RES DIST: 
682788 

20734 
ALL DIST: 

AUMfNMOA 20585 
AUMOA 20585 

STRIKE & BIF WAIMOAIRES: 20545 

EVC2 LaRUFT a A L M N M O &  
WSO 20548 

I PRIMARY & NFO C ALIVMOA: 
SCREENING 

7 1  BIF DIST: 

HIWnMEL 32.90 AIRLIFT: 

DIST: I PmMM 3zID I 

Page 1 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

ALERT x .a: 620 
ALERT TOT: 

ALE#T: 2370 
775 WA: 

WA TOTAL: 
0 

0, MOA' 
MOA TOTAL: 

679697 
40435. RES: 

RES TOTAL: . 
0 

0 ' 
TOTAL: 

TOTAL: 682067 
41209 

I 

I LAUGHUN 

M A l M O A  41 209 
AUMOA 41 209 

NAME 

A633A 
A633B 
LAUl 
lAU2 
lAU3 
PECOS ATCAA 

STRIKE & BIF WAIMOAIRES: W 5  

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

/STRIKE'  WF DIST: 16.81 1 

AREA NM2 

708 
154 

4500 
469 

1975 
7980 

/ MARITIME ' 16.55 1 
AIRLIFT: 

ALT 

6000 
3000 

13000 
13000 
15000 
19000 

"OLUME 
NM3 

698.7 

Page 1 

DlST 

1 

CNM X DlST 

698.6842105 
1671.710526 
192434.21 05 
40111.84211 
73087.99342 

374062.5 

76.0 
9621.7 
1002.8 

22 
. M 
40 

4872.5) 15 
24937.51 15 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

I REESE AFB' 

ALERT x .8: 444 
ALERT TOT: 555 
WA TOTAL: 0 
MOA TOTAL: 27214 
RES TOTAL 0 
TOTAL: zn69 

ALERT: 
WA: 
MOA: 
RES: a 

TOTAL: . 

STRIKE & BIF WAIMOAIRES: 27214 

WC2 8 
AIRLIFT 8 AL.8NVNMOA: I wsb 

ALERT DIST: 
WA DIST: 
MOA DIST: 
RES DIST: 
ALL DIST: 

BIF DIST: r=l 
31-93 AIRLIFT: I 

DIST: I 31-g3 I 



I -  AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

VANCE AFB 

ALERT x -8: 401 ALERT: 
ALERT TOT: 

3744 
502 

ALERT DIST: 
WA: 0 

7.46 

WA TOTAL: 
WA DIST: 

0 MOA: 
0.00 

MOA TOTAL: 
342657 

27945 
MOA DIST: 

RES: 
1 2.26 

RES TOTAL: 
0 RES DIST: 

0 TOTAL: 
#DIVIO! 

TOTAL: 
346401 

28446 
ALL DIST: 12.18 

AUWAlMOA 28446 
AUMOA 28446 

STRIKE & BIF WNMOAIRES: 27945 

wc2 & 

I AIRUFT 8 AL8MIAIMOA: 
. WSO 

I PRIMARY & I 

Page 1 

STRIKE& 
BJF DIST: 

MARITIME a 12.18 
AIRUFT: 

PRIMARY 1218 
DIST: 



AIRSPACE AND DISTANCE DATA 
AIRSPACE OWNEDISCHEDULED BY 

RANDOLPH AFB 

ALERT x .8: 76 
ALERT TOT: 

ALERT: 924 
95 

ALERT DIST: 
WA: 

WA TOTAL: 
0 WA DIST: 

O.. MOA: 
MOA TOTAL: 

423873 
9685 

MOA DIST: 
RES : 

RES TOTAL: 
0 RES DIST: 

0 TOTAL: 424797 
TOTAL: 

ALL DIST: 
9780 

AUWAlMOA 
AUMOA 

STRIKE & B/F WAIMOAIRES: 9685 

EZlc2 8 
AIRLIFT 8 AL8IWNMOA: 9761 

WSO 

PRIMARY & 
NFO 8 AL8lMOA: 9761 

SCREENING 

BIF DIST: r==l 
DIST: I I 

Page 1 



.,.- = . , : . j : ,  . .,-*L. ; , a .  

- ~umbcr of .. i ~ ~ c d b r  . , . . .. d icicg days: Barc? Working areas WOAS & Ranges)? (12M) . , .  6 . .  ' .  
d .. . 

A N S m  Ibc number of forcast  icing days for Columbus AFB from 1 Jan 92 to 31 May 92 was 77 day. 
~ h & ' b  cnididg'.arras arc included. the tocrl was 94 days. Only twodays during the p c d  ine lodd icing 

I 

. s .  

fo&&&'lb &'&.hface. Tht five month peperhd used in the study is iypielly w h n  tbe mapcity of our icing 
( L :.: ' 

dajs m. CLihiihlogical estimates for tbe remainder of tk 1992 dlcndar ycar should add mlha 50 dad&? bi-d'icing or a total of 144 forecasted days. 
I-.. ... I . -  

- Wx a w d o o ?  (Use both operaliom and maintenance records--request  fivc year lmk-bact Use hWCOM infarmation, if 
required). Lo amarering question, pltase  breakout rates with respect to local (read base weather problem), cnroulc 
wmtbcr, and training area weat+, if required. (L2A3.) 

I :  ..!!.... 1 - ,' !: : . . . .. 
." .-. . - a - How sorties aae dw to wx? How many were recovered? (13AJa) 
* \ ,  

KOTE: Weather attrition for ~ofumbus  AFB MS FY 87 thru FY 91 (maintenance data only; o p t i o n s  d m  not maintain this 
&). All w e a k  lmsa were due to locaVtraining area weather - -  enroute  weaher problem arc not applicable. 

COL 



- Perantage of time wx at at above 3W1? CU;Llm) . . 
r 

. / K < : . : .... r . .  ... L 

- Pcraqtage of time wx 3000/S and above? (u,kl.b) 
. . I  

.. . 
' j .--: # 

,. . . - I. . . 

. . - ~&cenla&'oi t h e  ~1500/3"&1d above? (l.2 Aid) 

' 1.: . -1 1 . 
- Numba of forwasted or actual icmg days: Base? Working ar+IOAs & Ranges)? (L2.A.2) , - . :  ' .  . . - 

.. G.'. . i , - t '  ..- . I .  

. .. . . ANS- SW: 20 cia'$ p& j& with fo,&t ice in the airport WC area. . ' .  . -  
working M O ~  '50 dajk with.forrcan ice ia tbc Raac 1-5 M O h  . ! . , : \  ,- - 

, . . . - - -; . .,.- . . . . . - Wx amitioo? (Use bbtb'6pcrati'm'aad m a i o t e o w  rsords-quest five year look-back Use MAJCOM information, if 
required). ln answering question, please breakout ram with respec1 to local (read base weather problem), eoroute . . . . . . . . .  i .  





89.3% 
Number of foncancd or actual i c b  dq)s:, &ue? Working areas 8 Ranges)? ( I l k 2 )  

? . . . .. . b . '8 .. t 

ANSWER: sulfacx: 15 working Artas: 80 
.. . .... 

. - - Wx anritian? &kc t q h  options and m a i n m n c t  records-request fm ycar look-back Use MAlCOM infermath, . .. ,. -'\'a ..-c 3.  1 .i 

if idijuir;d).' I n ' ~ w m g  quesuoq pkase breakout rata with raped to local ( r e d  base weather probkm), e o w  4- 

wea*, .pl training area weather, if q u i d .  ( I L U )  t 

,' *.". ' .',-, ' Y .  : d 

- How.mmy sorties wne lrsr d q  Lo F? How many were recovered? @.hUa) . .I ,, . , , .,q ::;..: - -... . . - .  ..: . . .  '! ,. 
b 

ANSWER: .FY 89 3077 of 38,425 (T-37) 8678 01 46.771 (T-38); N 90 6549 of 37,820 p 3 7 )  9574 of 47,939 (3'--38): 
FY 91 &2 i;f $;4%1(1-37) 8490 of 44,312 n-38); FY 92 4328 of 24,152 (7-37) 5070 of 26,571 (T-38). Tcn year lass 

f 
f 

average 1980-1989 = F37 227%; Tr38 224%. All sorties w e n  recovered. 
. . ':',,,. .,...' - .' .L Lt ' ."  . . . 

NOTE: ,No n-l data. is available on bss of soda  due to local, enroute, pr other training area w e a k .  
. .. . .,- . .. . 4: L:.: . .a tm ;:.u. ..: ( , 

- How many required marise (bcal or HHQ) sorties wen not flow due to wx duriog the ima~ year? Is his a b u t  h e  ..:., . . . I t # ; . . - .  .. ;.I 
a v k g c  numbei'&t'per year? (L2U.b)  

.. .-' I ." 1- ; . ; 11';~ - i W S m :  ": ATC dDs not prform required excrc kc sonirs. 

-- How many formal (BFT,;FIZT) sortia were last due to wx? Provide yearly avenge. (L2+3.c) 
.. .. .. ;- ,... . - . . - .  * .  . '  

. ANS- None. 

-- Huw many clsss graduations were delayed by wx? Is this about the average? (L2A3.d) 
. . . .. 

, 
ANSWER: None. Yes. 
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LANE EVANS 
17TH DISTRICT. ILLINOIS 

COMMITTEES 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

2335 RAYBURN BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 15-131 7 

1202) 225-5905 

HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

Congress of the 9l3nited 9tates 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

%ouet of Reprteentatibur 
Washington, b& 20515- 131 7 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

1535 47TH AVE., # 5  
MOLINE. IL 61265 
(309) 793-5760 

TOLL FREE: 800-322-6210 

1640 N. HENDERSON ST. 
GALESBURG. IL 6 1401 

(309) 342-44 11 

May 10, 1995 

MONMOUTH CITY HALL 
SECOND FLOOR 

MONMOUTH. IL 61462 

12 1 SCOTLAND. MACLAN PLAZA 
MACOMB. IL 6 1455 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing you concerning the Department of Defense's (DOD) 
inclusion of the Detroit Army Tank Plant on its list of 
recommendations to the commission. 

As you know, supporters of DATP have offered the commission 
several contentions regarding closure of the facility. I would 
like to offer the following information in response to those 
arguments: 

Contention: Closing DATP does not reflect U.S. government policy 
concerning preference for private contractors over government 
sources and OMB Circular A-76. 

Clarification: The major DATP capability is tank assembly -- now 
being done solely at the more modern and more capable Lima Army 
Tank Plant (LATP). Both of these facilities are government- 
owned & equipped; and both are contractor operated (same 
contractor). 

A smaller capability at DATP is tank gun mount manufacture which 
is being done at both DATP and the Rock Island Arsenal (RIA). 
RIA is also government owned and equipped, but is government 
operated. Both DATP and RIA are government scurces which 10 US 
Code 4533 directs to be used before non-government sources, as 
long as it is economical to do so. Previous comparisons have 
shown RIA to be the cheaper of these two government sources. 

The BRAC statutes override any conflict with OMB circular A-76. 
However, the current BRAC proposal does not conflict with A-76 
because RIA has been the historic tank gun mount producer and 
helped establish DATP as a backup producer when production rates 
were higher. Current force structure requirements do not require 
two producers. 

Contention: Up-front costs for the closure of DATP are 
excessive, especially if equipment needs to be moved. 

Clarification: DATP produces a few tank components in addition 
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to the gun mount. However, other resources could produce these 
items, making it unnecessary to move the equipment to another 
location. RIA could produce all of the current DATP items 
without equipment relocation costs. 

RIA has significantly broader capabilities than DATP, resulting 
in a much higher military value. RIA has adequate capacity for 
expansion and is already making the MlAl gun mount. Current 
force structure does not require the backup capacity of the 
Detroit facility and therefore the current BRAC proposal will 
reduce unneeded infrastructure and overhead costs. 

I strongly support the proposal to close DATP and accomplish this 
work at other facilities the government already owns, such as 
RIA, which are more modern and versatile. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Please feel 
free to contact me if I can be of any other assistance. 

Sincerely, 

LANE EVANS 
Member of Congress 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 b,..;,, a , - . -  ' , , C .  ' . 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
y.*e--,y1 :. , 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 18,1995 RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

The Honorable Lane Evans 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Lane: 

Thank you for your letters regarding the Detroit Army Tank Plant (DATP) and the 
Savanna h y  Depot. I have passed them along to my fellow Commissioners and the 
Commission staff and they will be carefblly considered as we proceed with our evaluation of bases 
on the closure and realignment list. 

At the Commission's May 10 meeting in Washington, D.C., I issued the enclosed 
statement regarding bases on which I have recused myself from participation. As you can see 
fiom this statement, because of the special relationship I enjoyed with the citizens of Illinois over 
my 42 years as-an elected official, I will not participate in any decision affecting any Illinois base 
that may come before the Commission. I want there to be no chance of even an appearance of 
loss of impartiality in the performance of my official duties. 

Again, let me assure you all arguments surrounding DATP and the Savanna Army Depot 
will be l l ly  and objectively evaluated by the Commission in the coming weeks. If you or others 
tiom the community wish to submit additional data or meet with our staff, we will be more than 
happy to accommodate you. Please call David Lyles, our staff director, if you have any questions. 

Thank you for expressing your views and always feel fiee to call upon me when you 
believe I can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

kTD:js 
Enclosure 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423 

ARUNGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N L L U  
REBECCA C O X  
GEN 1. 8. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KUNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. U S N  ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA I R F T )  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

STATEMENT OF CXMRMXY DIXON ON RECUSAL 

Washington, D.C. 

May 10,1995 



LADIES iLYD GENTLEMEN, I BELIEVE THIS IS THE .APPROPRIATE TIBE 

TO >LAKE A BRIEF STATEMENT REGMWGYG BASES ON WHICH I HAVE 

RECCSED ;MYSELF FROM P.4RTICIPATION. 

I T WAS 3lY PRIVILEGE FOR 42 YErlRS TO SERVE THE CITIZENS OF 

ILLINOIS AS rti ELECTED OFFICIAL. FOR 20 OF THOSE YEARS, I SERVED N 

STATEWIDE OFFICES. CLEARLY, ,MY RELATIONSHIP WITH THE PEOPLE OF 

;MY HOME STATE IS A SPECIAL ONE OF WHICH I -4M VERY PROC?). 

AT THE S k i  TTME, HOWEVER, I DO NOT WISH THAT RELATIONSHIP 

EVER TO CLOUD THE WORK OF THIS COMMISSION. I WISH TO L N S W  THAT 

THERE IS NO CHANCE OF EVEN Ai A P P W Y a O F  LOSS OF IMPARTULITY 

IN THE PERFORWYCE OF IMY OFFICIAL DUTIES. 

FOR THAT REASON, I WILL RECUSE LWSELF FROM PARTICIPATION IN 

iLYY PA.RT OF THE BASE CLOSURE PROCESS THAT MFECTS .W ILLLYOIS 

INST-ALLATION, EVEN THOUGH SUCH A RECUSiU IS ?JOT REQCZRED BY THE 

ETHICS STATUTES 'ITEAT GOVERN US. 



- 

HOWEVER, THOSE STATUTES P4 REQUIRE RECUSAL WHEN ANY 

COMMISSIONER HAS A DIRECT FINAYCW INTEREST THAT COULD BE 

AFF'ECTED BY A BASE CLOSURE OR REALIGN;MEAW. I I MYSELF IN SUCH A 

SITUATION ON THE ARMY PROPOSAL TO DISESTABLISH ITS AVIATION- 

TROOP COMMNYD. 

SO I WILL RECUSE MYSELF ON THE ATCOM PROPOSAL, AND ON AiYY 

OTHERS THAT LMAY BE RELATED TO ATCOM. 

HAVING SAID THAT, WE ARE NOW READY FOR THE STAFF 

PRESENTATION ON TEE O'HARE AIR FORCE RESERVE UNIT. 
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TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
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I Prepare Reply for Cmmksher's S i  
I 

Prepare Reply for St28 Director's S i  

ACTION: Ofler Camments andlor Suggestions ! J  Fn 
SubjecVRemarks 



JACK QUlNN 
3 0 ~ ~  DISTRICT, NEW YORK 

May 8, 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 
 CANNON BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515 
(202) 225-3306 
FAX: 2260347 

d' 403 MAIN MAIN OFFICE: STREET 
SUITE 240 

BUFFALO. NY 14203-2199 
(716) 845-5257 
FAX: 847-0323 

SATELLITE OFFICE: 
[I 1490 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

BUFFALO. NY 14208 
(716) 886-4076 

Suite I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to thank you and the Commission for allowing me to testify at Friday's 
hearing in New York City. I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to express my views 
on the importance of keeping the Real-time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processing Facility 
(REDCAP) operating in Western New York and your interest in my testimony. 

As you know, REDCAP and Calspan provide crucial training and testing functions for 
the Air Force. I feel that this important element would be lost for the Air Force and the 
Department of Defense should this facility be merged or eliminated. 

As you heard in my testimony, it is also my view that the REDCAP-Calspan program 
should not be considered for closure because it does not meet the criteria of 300 employees 
nor is it a base. 

I also have concern about the possible realignment of the REDCAP-Calspan program 
because of the significant, positive impact that it has had on the Buffalo economy. Over 30 
separate, new businesses have emerged in Western New York as a result of its location in our 
community. 

Again, thank you for allowing me to testify before the Commission and for your 
interest in my views and opinions on REDCAP. I hope that you do not hesitate to contact me 
at anytime should you or any other members of the Commission require any additional 
comment or have any additional questions. 

Best wishes. 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

May 17, 1995 

The Honorable Jack Quinn 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Representative Quinn: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer 
Processing Facility (REDCAP). It was good to see you at the Commission's regional hearing in 
New York City, and I appreciate your testifjmg before the Commission. 

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 REDCAP. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  

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

May 11,1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 

-. . 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RE?') 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 L O U I S E  STEELE 

200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, DC 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 
C 

The Commission visited Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, NJ on May 2, 1995. During 
the visit several questions and issues arose that require Army review and comment, or additional 
information. The questions concern ports in general, issues specific to Bayonne MOT, and 
aspects surfaced by the Bayonne community interests. The requests are detailed at the enclosure. 

Please provide your response to the Commission by May 25, 1995. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

{&@A. Edward A. Brown I11 

Army Team Leader 

Encl as 



Issues Concerning Ports 

1. What militarily significant commercial port facilities exist on the East and Gulf Coasts? 
What are their normal and mobilization through-put capacities? What are their capabilities 
(by facility) to handle break-bulk, container, and roll-on roll-off cargo? What known 
impediments to military cargo operations exist? Which facilities have current (or in 
negotiation) Port Planning Orders? 

2. What is the normal and mobilization through-put capacity for Sunny Point, NC? Can Sunny 
Point be used for military cargo operations handling container and RORO ships? What are 
planning limitations (i.e., channel depth or pier-side depth, etc.)? Can military cargo 
operations and ammunition handling operations take place simultaneously? 

3. How does Military Traffic Management Command operations schedule ports shipments? 
Specifically, is scheduling on a "first port available" sequence, or are particular ports 
reserved for specific units due to proximity, particular port capabilities? Is scheduling 
different for unit deployments versus general military cargo? 

Issues Specific to Bayonne MOT 

1. Please provide ship visit data for 1993, 1994, and 1995 (to date). Include the number of 
visits by year, the turn-around time for loadingfunloading, the tonnage handled, and the 
major type of operation (i.e., RORO armored vehicles, RORO privately owned vehicles, flat- 
rack handling of unit equipment and rolling stock, container handling household goods, etc.) 
If data are unavailable for three years, provide as a minimum 1994 and 1995 to date 
information. 

2. Based on the revised Army stationing plan, and known active/ARNG/uS~R force structure 
changes through FY 97, how many & what type of units would most likely deploy through 
MOTBY during the 1st 90 days of a future 2-MRC scenario? What are representative types 
of equipment these units would be shipping by sea? 

3. Some residual record keeping operations by 1301 st Military Port Command will have to 
remain in NY Port Authority area regardless of closure decision. Personnel cost estimates 
did not take this fact into consideration. What is the Army position? 

4. What is the Army position on the contention that significant costs were not considered in the 
estimates supporting the decision process? 

BASOPS and infrastructure estimates for enclaves were not included. 
Estimates to relocate the large number of MSC flat-racks & sea-sheds were not included 
(estimates range up to $12.5 million). 

Enclosure 1 



Commercial alternatives to on-site non-temporary storage of household goods were not 
considered (estimates range up to $2 million). 
Lease costs of commercial alternatives to shipping/storing privately owned vehicles (POV) 
were not considered. 
The cost of obtaining commercial layberth costs for the Denebula (Fast Support Ship) werp, 
not included. Commercial layberth cost for her sister ships run as high as $300 thousand per 
year. 

5.  What is the correct continuing maintenance costs on the dry-dock? When was it last used? 

Community Group Concerns 

1. Bayonne has a specialized work force: trained military cargo handlers, on-site security, and 
fire-fighters with unique skills. These specialized skills cannot be found in a commercial 
port facility. 

2. New York area ports are operating at or near capacity. In fact, Newark & Port Elizabeth are 
operating at 106% of capacity. Consequently commercial facility operators' willingness to 
give priority to military cargo is low. Commercial operators cannot handle military shipping 
requirements without unac~eptable degradation to their profitability. 

3. The DA, ODCSOPS, War Plans, capability assessment was based on a period when Bayonne 
operations were reduced due to pier bulkhead deterioration. The bulkhead has been fixed and 
through-put capacity has significantly improved. Railyard and classification facilities have 
been recently upgraded, and capability now exceeds most commercial facilities. The senior 
leadership decision was based on information no longer valid. Consequently, the 
recommendation should be re-evaluated. 

4. Commercial ports lack the reinforced hardstand necessary for movement of heavy armored 
vehicles. Armor will tear up commercial facility staging & pier surfaces. 

5. Commercial ports lack the secure on-site staging space found on Bayonne MOT. Cannot 
ship armor vehicles (MI tanks) without having a secure staging area. 

6. Existing pier warehouses are not conducive to the transition of the MOT to commercial port 
operations. Commercial port container orientation will necessitate removal of the 
warehouses. Since asbestos, previous hazard material spills, and lead paint contamination are 
known impediments to removal, destruction of the warehouses could delay transition for 
several years. What is the Army position? 

Enclosure 1 
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- -  - 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARM\! PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

June 2, 1995 

hqr. Edward Brown 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700N. h?oore Street, Suite 1425, Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr Brown: 

Per request from Mr. Rick Brown, attached is Military Traffic Management Command 
response to ports data call. 

Point of contact for this action is Roy H. Anderson, telephone (703) 693-0077. 

- 

MICHAEL G. JOhTS 
COL. GS 
Director, TABS 

Attachments 

r e  on @ Recycled paper 



MTRM (5-10a) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 
561 1 COLUMBIA PIKE 

FALLS CHURCH, VA 22041-5050 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQDA(DACS-TABS), WASH DC 20310-0200 

SUBJECT: Issues Concerning Ports 

1. Reference Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission -. (DBCRC) request, 15 May 95, subject as above. 

2. The information requested by the DBCRC is provided 
below. 

COMMERCIAL PORTS: 

What militarily significant commercial port facilities 
exist on the East and Gulf Coasts? What are their normal 
and mobilization through-put capacities? What are their 
capabilities (by facility) to handle break-bulk, container, 
and roll-on roll-off cargo? What known impediments to 
military cargo operations exist? Which facilities have 
current (or in negotiation) Port Planning Orders? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 1 

SUNNY POINT, NC: 

What is the normal and mobilization through-put capacity 
for Sunny Point, NC? Can Sunny Point be used for military 
cargo operations handling container and RORO ships? What 
are planning limitations (i.e. channel depth or pier-side 
depth, etc.)? Can military cargo operations and ammunition 
handling operations take place simultaneously? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 2 Unit deployments can be accomplished at 
Sunny Point, NC during peacetime without hindering 
ammunition opertions, however, the same cannot be said 
during wartime, mobilization, or contingency periods. 

PORT SCHEDULING: 

How does Military Traffic Management Command operations 
schedule ports shipments? Specifically, is scheduling on a 
"first port availablen sequence, or are particular ports 
reserved for specific units due to proximity, particular 
port capabilities? Is scheduling different for unit 
deployments versus general military cargo? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 3 

Pnnled on Recycled Paper 



b MTRM 
SUBJECT: Issues Concerning Ports 

3. The information that pertains to the Military Ocean 
Terminal, Bayonne, NJ is as follows. 

- Please provide ship visit data for 1993, 1994, and 
1995 (to date). Include the number of visits by year, the 
turn-around time for loading/unloading, the tonnage handled, 
and the major type of operation (i.e. RORO armored vehicles, 
RORO privately owned vehicles, flatrack handling of unit 
equipment and rolling stock, container handling household 
goods,-etc.). If data are unavailable for three years, 
provide as a minimum 1994 and 1995 to date information. 

SEE ENCLOSURE 4 (Ship visit data for 1993, 1994, and 1995 
(to date)) 

Breakdown of the information is as follows: 

Total Discharse/Loaded 

Total Vessels 
Total Hours 
Total MTON 

- Based on the revised Army Stationing plan, and known 
active/ARNG/USAR force structure changes through FY 97, how 
many & what type of units would most likely deploy through 
MOTBY during the first 90 days of a future 2-MRC scenario? 
What are representative types of equipment these units would 
be shipping by sea? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 5 (Total 498 units and 1,841,710 MTON) 

- Some residual record keeping operations by 1301st MPC 
will have to remain in NY Port Authority area regardless of 
closure decision. Personnel cost estimates did not take 
this fact into consideration. What is the Army position? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 6 While we support the Army's position for 
closure, HQ MTMC strongly recommends the 1301st ~ a j o r  Port 
Command (MPC) relocate to commercial leased facilities upon 
closure of the government owned military ocean terminal at 
Bayonne, NJ. 

- What is the correct continuing maintenance costs on 
the dry dock? When was it last used? 

SEE ENCLOSURE 7 (Average yearly cost is $211,000. Lease 
was terminated by the contractor on 29 February 1988.) 



c MTRM 
SUBJECT: Issues Concerning Ports 

4. Additional information detailing support to Operation 
Desert Storm is enclosed. 

SEE ENCLOSURE 8 

5. Points of contact for this action are N. Dianne Luna and 
Loretta Graves, (703) 756-1144. 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

8 Encls 
Colonel, GS 
Deputy chief of Staff for 
Resource Management 



COMMERCIAL PORTS 

ENCLOSURE 1 
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The following reports on the Ports for National Defense were 
provided to Mr. Rick Brown: 

MTMCTEA REPORT SE 90-3d-21, June 1992 (East Coast) 

MTMCTEA REPORT SE 91-3d-31, September 1993 (Gulf Coast) 

MTMCTEA REPORT SE 93-7a-13, September 1994 (West Coast) 



SUNNY POINT, NC 

ENCLOSURE 2 



CURRENT FACILITIES 

LOCATION 

MoTSU is on the west bank of the Cape Fear River about 25 miles 
south of Wilmington, NC, and 5 miles north of Southport. The 
terminal is bordered by Brunswick Town and Orton Plantation on 
the north and by the Brunswick Nuclear Power Plant on the south. 
North Carolina Route 133 runs along the western border of the 
terminal. Total acreage of the terminal, including restrictive 
easements, is 16,325 acres. The terminal is about 75 miles south 
of Camp Lejeune, NC, 120 miles east of Fort Bragg, NC, and 170 
miles northeast of Charleston; SC. 

ACCESS 

Water 

MOTSU has three 2,000 foot wharves: south, center and north. 
The distance between the south and center wharves is 3,240 feet. 
The distance between the center and north wharves is 3,400 feet. 

Water access to the wharves is via a 40-foot deep and 500-foot 
wide channel from the Atlantic Ocean through the ocean bar to 
Southport. The channel from Southport to the te&rminal has a 
controlling depth of 38 feet MLW and width of 400 feet. There 
are three encrance channels fron the main channel to the wharves. 
r;l &he controll~ng capth  of  he channels to the south and center 
wharves is 34 feec M L K .  The thlrd entrance channel, which 
provides access ro the north wharf, 1 s  unusable for deep draft 
vessels because of siltlng. 

"here is an 800-foot turning basin along the south wharf and a 
1,000-foot turning basin socth of the center wharf. The entrance 
channel cs  the center wharf and the 1,000-foot turning basin are 
used to berth ships at the south and center wharves. While there 
is a turning basin at the north wharf, it is unusable due to 
silting. There is an approved Corps of Engineer project in place 
to dredge the turning basin along south/center wharf to 1,500- 
feet and 38 feet MLW, which is scheduled to begin in FY95. 

The channels and turning basins require extensive dredging. The 
water depth along the outside face of the south and center 
whzrves is maintained at 3 3  feet MLW with a two foot overcut. 
The north wharf has a wacer depth cf 9 to 25 feet MLW. There are 
no plans LO dredge the norzh wharf area except during 
zobilization. 



v 

SUNNY POINT, NC 

Normal and mobilization throughput capacity for Sunny Point, 
NC is as follows: 

Normal: 5,275 MTONS Daily normal throughput capability of 
1600 MToNS of Breakbulk ammunition and 210 containers (20 
foot equivalent unit) per 8 hour shift. An average weight 
of 17.5 MTONS was used per container to compute total MTONS. 

~obilization: 17,250 MTONS The mobilization throughput 
capability is over 5,000 MTONS of breakbulk ammunition and 
over 700 containers (20 foot equivalent unit) of ammunition 
per 24 hour shift. An average of 17.5 MTONS per container 
was used to compute total MTONS. 

Data taken from BRAC 95 Installation Assessment (IA) Program 
BRAC 95 Data Call #I, dated 27 May 94. 



Conclusions 

- The 1303rd can work one and possibly two RORO Unit Equipment 
vessels at a time in conjunction with ammunition operations 
depending on vessel characteristics, berth characteristics, and 
on-going operations. 

- The 1303rd has the capability to conduct peacetime exercises 
and SEDRE's with minimal impact on on-going ammunition 
operations, or the exercise itself. 

- The 1303rd has the capability to conduct 
contingency/peacekeeping mission deployments not involving 
ammunition deployments, with varying impact on the speed of the 
loadout and on-going ammunition operations depending on the size 
and duration of the deployment and the scope of the on-going 
operations. 

- The 1303rdfs ammunition mission workload in supporting a MRC 
would preclude it from conducting unit equipment deployments 
through MOTSU facilities, based on planned ammunition and 
equipment deployment requirements at day C through C+15. 

- By working vessels at MOTSU as opposed to the NCSPA facilities, 
significant cost avoidances can be realized in areas such as 
vessel berthing and port tariff costs. 

- Most vessels used to transport militaryvehicles and equipment 
can berth at MOTSU. T.SS/LMSRs at present cannot, b ~ t  a project 
to widen and deepen the basin will begin in ~ ~ 9 5 / 9 6 .  

- In FY94 there were only ten days when the NEW of ammunition 
ships precluded the use of other berths for unit equipment loads. 

- T h e  south wharf is the ~referped wharf for all types of cargo 
loading operations. The wharf mounted container cranes can lift 
up to 50 STON on non-self sustaining vessels. Only self- 
sustaining ships can load on the north end (berth 3) of the south 
wharf unless a mobile crane is procured, and the apron height 
will preclude most RORO's currently in service from using this 
berth. 

- The center wharf with it's rzised platform is suitable for 
loading non-containerized cargo from railcars and trucks to self- 
sustaining ships. The narrow width of the platform makes the 
wharf unsuitable for loading vehicles or equipment. However, at 
each end of the platform is suitable space to allow slewed ramp 



RORO ships to berth. On the south end, only a vessel with a ramp 
slewable to port would be compatible, precluding many of the 
RORO's currently in service from berthing there. 

- There is adequate staging space on the terminal to stage 
several shipload equivalents. The bridge crane can lift cargo up 
to 40 STONs from trucks or railcars, and there are two portable 
end ramps on hand to allow railcar or commercial truck discharge. 



, Recommendations 

- That MOTSU be considered as an SPoE/SPOD for exercises/SEDRE/ 
small unit deployments during peacetime, in conjunction with on- 
going ammunition operations. 

- That MOTSU be considered as an SPOE/SPOD during peacekeeping 
contingency operations (such as Uphold Democracy) when there is 

. little or no ammunition flow and the limitation of MOTSU berths 
vis-a-vis the vessels to be loaded (and time factors) are 
considered. 

- That MOTSU not  be considered as an SPOE/SPOD during 
mobilization/deplopent to an MRC where a sustainment ammunition 
flow is planned. 



PORT SCHEDULING 

ENCLOSURE 3 
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How does the Military Traffic Management Command schedule 
shipments through CONUS ports during the Deliberate Planning 
process? Major division size units will normally deploy 
through specific ports regardless of the scenario because of 
their close proximity to the port. The ports used are based 
on those critical units that are in the TPFDD. The following 
matrix shows the major units and POEs that will be used: 

MAJOR UNIT INSTALLATION POE 

1st Cav Div 
2nd AMD Div 
4th Inf Div 
101 AB Div 
24th Inf Div 
1st Inf Div 
82nd AB Div 
10th Mtn Div 

Ft Hood, TX 
Ft Hood, TX 
Ft Carson, CO 
Ft Campbell, KY 
Ft Stewart, GA 
Ft Riley, KS 
Ft Bragg, NC 
Ft Drum, NY 

Beaumont/Galveston, TX 
Beaumont/Galveston, TX 
Norfolk/Tacoma 
Jacksonville, FL 
Savannah, GA 
Charleston, SC 
Wilmington, NC 
Bayonne, NY 

The remaining units are scheduled to ports based on the 
following criteria: 

a. Proximity to port. 

b. Port capability. 

c. Port workload - combat units have priority. 
d. Cargo consolidation - fill ships at single port. 
e. Destination - establish POE/POD channels. 

f. specialized cargo requirements, e . g . ,  ammo, etc. 



Tha plan designating th. rbnlsi~irq divisionr was devsloped bv the Army 
Contu ot MiWtsry History which rnftintrrim ncordc of Army unit l i m e  and 

' h m r r .  In dotrrrnlning whi0-Q diviaione rhovld remain on s d v o  duty, the 
C~IIIWI pcryrred an ord.r of p c e d e n ~  Y s t  based on unR rge, campaign 
pnrtirjpdon. end swatch and decot.tionr. Units wrn than rsnkordcrcd by 
cstegay, providing r frmwcwk for tlw Arrr~y Ioaderohlp to ooloct t h ~  unke to 
nmaln on active duty. 

TIw brigadr nrwly ssrfgnsd to tho 25th lnfanrw Division will be 
redesl~nsred by rnr end ot f i r c ~ l  yen? 1995. Rodoslgnat~on of the In, 3d and 
4th Infantry Divirions will take place during fiscal year 1986. 

Whon tb roenteturing and mnnmino ir aomploto. tho ootiw Amy w i l l  
looklike this: 

t c t  Infantry Dividon fMochsnized1 - hoodquartors and two brigadw in 
Oe~.~nenv, cn m LH i l~(~Ju U L  FVI L hllay, Karl. 

1 st Armored Dlvision - hmadquanar~ nnd two hri0dat in Germany, orn 
brigado at Fort Riloy, Kon. 

Isr Csvelry Dlvlsion - hesdauarrers and t h m  bnoadcrs at Fort Hood. 
Texas. 

2d Jnfantry Division (Mechanized) - hoadquaners and two Lriylrdas In 
Korea, om bngads at Fort Lewis, Wash. 

3d lnfonrry Dmmion (Mochanlzad) - headquarters ond trro brigudsa ac Furl 
Stewan, Cla., one brigade ar Fon Bsnnlng, Ga. 

4th Infantry Division (Maclumizad) - hotdqumms and two brigades at 
F o r t H d ,  Taxaa, one brigadr at Fort Carson, Colo. 

lOrh Mounraln Dlvislon (Liaht Infanny1 - headousnem and two brigades 
nfon Drum. N.Y., and tho I st Brigade, 6th Infantry Divition {Light) at Fun 
Richardson, Alaska. \ 

26th (Mantry Divition {Light) , heodquartbra and two hrigndas m 
Schofield Barrsckc, Hawaii, onc brigodo at Fort Lewis, Wash. 

82d Alrborne Dlvfsbn - headqusrrrrr and three brigades ar FOR Btagg. 
N.C. 

l U l  st Airborne Division (Air Assauk) - headquaRars and three brigades 
atFon Campbell, Ky. 

i 4 + f t t f f 4 t 4 t + t + t t t t f t * + f  

* BE ALL YOU CAN BE ' 
, ~ . ~ C W T ~ T ~ T ~ T . T ~ ~ T ~ T - . ) . ) *  



MOTBY 

ENCLOSURE 4 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF: 

MTEPE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 

HQ, EASTERN AREA 
BAYONNE, NEW JERSEY 07002-5302 

18 May 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Question No. 1 

1. Enclosed is the ship visit data for 1993 (Encl 1). 1994 (Encl 2 )  
and 1995 (to date) (Encl 3) to date including the breakdown of 
information requested. 

2. Point of contact for 
Lamb, Commander, 1301st, 

additional information is Colonel 
DSN 247-6321. 

Donald 

3 Encls 
1. 1993 data 
2. 1994 data 
3. 1995 data 

Colonel, GS '\.J 
ACof S, G1 
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:'!APlE -- P A T E  .jOL;F:'s r-1 / T TJ'PE O F  ~:IF'EF,AT 1 ON 

NOSAC RANGES 
ROBERT E LEE 
MV FALIST 
GREEN ISLAND 
NOSAC RANGER 
STONEWALL JACKSON 
MV FAUST 
NOSAC RANGER 
SAM HOUSTON 
NV FAUST 
ROBERT E LEE 
NOSAC RANGER 
MV FIDELIO 
MV FAUST 
GREEN ISLAND 
NOSAC RANGER 
STONEWALL JACKSON 
MU FIDELIO 
MV FAUST 
NOSAC RANGER 
SAM HOUSTON 
MV FIDELIO 
GREENRIDGE 
MV FAUST 
ROBERT E. LEE 
NOSAC RANGER 
MV FIDELIO 
MV FAUST 
NOSAC RANGER 
STONEWALL JAKCSON 
MV FIDELIO 
MV FAUST 
ADM.CALLAGHAN 
CAPE DUCAT0 
CAFE TAYLOR 
CAFE LOEOS 
CAPE VINCENT 
S A M  HOUSTON 
AMER FALCON 
NOSAC RANGER 

F'ov 
BARGE OF. J 

F'OV 
BARGE OF'.> 
POV 
BARGE OF';/ 
F'ov 
F'ov 
BARGE OF'./ 
F'ov 
BARGE OF./ 
F'ov 
F'ov 
POV 
EARGE OF'.' 
POV L MIL TRL 
BARGE OF'. J 

F'ov 
F'ov 
POV 
BARGE OF'.' 
POV 
A/F CGO (THULE > 
F'ov 
EARGE OP. 
POV 
F'OV 
F'ov 
F'OV 
EARGE OP. J 

F'ov 
F'ov 
HAITI 
HAITI 
HAITI 
HAITI 
HAITI 
EARGE OF'. 
HAITI 
F'ov 



rc I \ jT  ' 2 -- -- ',!ES-ELS L I ~ F D E C  +AT PlOTPY ! I A N  TYFU 31 DEE. 1094.  - 

NAME DGTE ;.-I 13 U R S M .'T T Y P E  O F  D F ' E R A T I O N  

P1V F I D E L I O  
R O B E E T  E LEE 
R E E F  X 
MI/ F A U S T  
NOSAC RANGER 
GREEN I S L A N D  
MV F I D E L I O  
MV F A U S T  
NOSAC RANGER 
S T O N E W A L L  JACt:::SON 
S A M  HOUSTON 
MV F A U S T  

T O T A L  V E S S E L S  

F ' o v  
B A R G E  OF. 
TANt:::S 
F ' o v  
F'OV 
B A R G E  OF. 
F'OV 
F'OV 
F ' o v  
B A R G E  OP. 
B A R G E  O F .  J 
F'ov 

T O T A L  HOURS T O T A L  M / T  
3 A 5  1 152 377 

~ G ~ R A G E  H O ~  . __ -______  A V E R A G E  N / T  2275. 
-. '. -- - --..--- 

C O K B I N E D  T O T A L  O F  ‘\R D I S C  A R G E  --'- A N D  L O A D I N G :  
V E S S E L S  95 T o  TA L 

_c-- HOURS'\ 858 



- 

. :, - 
, VESSELS C o i 5 C l i t i P G I N G  A T  MOTBY 1 J A N  THF'U 31 L*EC. 1994 

- I .  

NAME 2 A T E  HOURS M / T  TYPE O F  @FnEF:ATION 

~ Y O S I ? C  8ANGER - 
&+lV F A U S T  
IQ-NOSAC RANGER 
CL+MV F A U S T  
~ ~ O S A C  RANGER 
&+ +lV F A U S T  
q A O S A C  RANGER 

I NOBEL S T A R  

2, AMER F A L C O N  
dLg 4 V  F I D E L I O  

4 V  F A U S T  
3 AMER F A L C O N  

-NOSAC RANGER 
&q +V F I D E L I O  

4 AMER CONDOR 
5 G R E E N f i I D G E  

d e l l v  F A U S T  
-AJ+NOSAC RANGER 

C 
7 

AMER F A L C O N  
AMER CONDOR 

cb$AtV F I D E L I O  
B AMER F A L C O N  

d 4 - f l V  F A U S T  
 N NO SAC RANGER 
dq f lv  F I D E L I O  

AMER F A L C O N  
d+MV F A U S T  
& p N O S A C  RANGER 
,&f+lV F I D E L I O  
&f-tIV F A U S T  
,&q-NOSAC RANGER 
M - M V  F I D E L I O  
j@IV F A U S T  
&qAOSAC RANGER 
d+V F I D E L I O  
~ J ~ G R E E N  I S L A N D  
d q ~ v  F A U S T  
lu;fNOSAC RANGER 

lo C A F E  V I C T O R Y  
" C A F E T R I N I T Y  

C A F E  VINCENT 
' 5  C A F E  V I N C E N T  

i - F V  F A U S T  

F'OV 
F'OV /'RETRO . 
F O V  
HELOS,  RETRO. 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
F 'OV 'S  e: RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
HOMEWARD BOUND 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
HOMEWARD EOUND 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
HOMEWARD EOUND 
T A N K S  
T A N K S  I RETRO. 
T A N K S  & RETHO. 
T A N K S  & RETRO. 
H E L O S  & RETRO. 
H E L O S  & RETRO. 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
H E L O S  L RETRO 
RETROGRADE 
RETROGRADE 
FMS 
F O V  
F'OV 
H A I T I  
H A I T I  
H A I T I  
H A I T I  
F'OV 

TgTAL VESSELS T O T A L  H B S .  T O T A L  M / T  
43 493 489,853 

AVERAGE HOURS 1 1 . 4 6 .  ------- AVERAGE M / T I S  11392. 
l7! , ,  ::' 

Encl 2 
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NGWE 54 TE HOURS kI , iT  - .  , - I Y F E 5F 0F'EF:GTIOr.I ---- -------.- 

YS FLiUST : / 'G 1 1 /2 1 . ( : l4E F'@V 
USNS POLLUX ! ./25 3 2 .588  F;ESTORE HOPE 

LISNS A L T A I R  2 / 1  1 i) 5.723 U N I T  E E U I P .  
NOSAC RANGER 2 / 1  15 2,625 F'OV 
MS F A U S T  2 /14  3 789 FnOV 

GEN BESSON 
NOSAC RANGER 
USNS B E L L A T R I X  
?IS F A U S T  
A M E R I C A N  E A G L E  
USNS DENEEOLA 

MU ADVANTAGE 
NOSAC RANGER 
SAUDI H A I L  
MS FAUST 

MV ADVANTAGE 
NOSAC RANGER 
A M E R I C A N  F A L C O N  

MS F A U S T  
AMERICAN CONDOR 
NOSAC RANGER 

A M E R I C A N  F A L C O N  
A M E R I C A N  CONDOR 
USNS REGULUS 
AMERICAN F A L C O N  

r 
J 992 LO-LO, U N I T  E E U I P .  
2 a 4 0 F'ov 

4b 26,1?2 RESTORE HOPE 
1 98 1 F 'ov  

28 11,587 RESTORE HOPE 
38 18,637 - RESTORE HOPE 

15 3, d64 LO-LO.  U N I T  E Q U I P  
8 952 F'OV 
4 6,314 RESTORE HOPE 
2 1 / 2  1 ,496 F'OV 

1 1  2 ,604 LO-LO, U N I T  E Q U I P  
1 1 ,760 POV 
1 2,845 RETROGRADE 

2 3,531 POV, M I L  V E H ' S  
18 112 8,423 RET~~OGRADE 
14 2.473 F O V  

13 5,993 RETROGRADE 
2 1 / 2  2,422  RETROGRADE 

28 1/2 6.351 U N I T  E E U I F .  
' Z  
A - 8,768 KETROGRADE 



* -  7 L-NT ' c--- VESSELS DIS IYHARGING A T  MOTBY 1 J A N  THRU 31 9EC 1993. 

' NOSAC RANGER a115 2 - 1.141 F'OV 
AMERICAN CONDOR a131 b 2 . 079 RETROGRADE 

MS F A U S T  9 / 2  2 1 / 2  1,284 F'OV 
H E L V E T I A  9 /7 3 1 / 2  2 ,146 U N I T  E C I U I F .  
NOSAC RANGER 9 / 1 9  2 1 ,732 POV 
A M E R I C A N  F A L C O N  9 /24 1 112 1,497 POV/RETROGRADE 

A M E R I C A N  CONDOR 1 0 / 5 8 6.841 POV/RETROGRADE 
MS F A U S T  1 C) / ? 1 / 2  22 1 POV 
NOSAC RANGEf i  10 /25 6 2 ,024  POV /RETROGRADE 

MS F A U S T  11 /3 
A M E R I C A N  F A L C O N  1 1 /5 

1 1 / 2  2 ,442  POV/RETROGRADE 
5 6,237 RETROGRADE 

NOSAC RANGER 12/1 2 2.227 

8.1: AVERAGE M/T 

C f  4 4  3 flat-/ 
-p 4 9, 5/CU - 

/ 
< 

+?- 
q 6 9  

adi = l l . / ~ h / &  



f USNS PENEBOLA 
MV F A U S T  

2, A M E R I C A N  E A G L E  

RESTORE HOPE 
F'OV /PI I L VEHS . 
RESTORE HOF'E 

d* tJOSAC RANGER 
. . GREEN I S L A N D  

F'OV 
+BARGE OF'; 

LOLO,  FMS 
F 'ov  
BARGE OF.  

3 S A U D I  H D F U F  
J * - ' M V  F A U S T  

I 1  

I 
r. SAM HOUSTON 

1 
, k + J O S A C  RANGER 

ROBERT E LEE 
o L ( M V  F A U S T  

F'OV 
EARGE OF'. 
F 'ov  

Y O S A C  RANGER 
STONEWALL JACKSON 

{ W V  F A U S T  

F 'ov  
BARGE OF .  
F ' ov  

9 GREEN I S L A N D  
i &+NOSAC RANGER 

i & 4 M E R  I CAN F A L C O N  
! 5 SAM HOUSTON 

BARGE OF'. 
F ' ov  
POV 
EARGE OF.  

i c3.&+lV F A U S T  

k P A M E R I C A N  CONDOF: 
i 
! r ZOBERT E LEE 

A+ NOSAC RANGER 

1 t507 F O V  
1 298 POV 

-5W- EARGE OF'. 
2 1,768 F'OV 

b+- -AMERICAN F A L C O N  
GREENRIDGE 

;!A-tiMERiCAN CONDOR 
-')~"-f A M E R I C A N  F A L C O N  

2 1 , 086 POV 
42 1/2 1 1 , 407 A I R  FORCE 

I 485 FOV 
1 1/2 1 . 2 5 5  F'OV 



., '. - - L ~ I U I  i' - -  I / t h h L L -  - L 1 r ~ L ' t L '  rt l I'1U I bY I JHIV l titiu 3 1  L'LL i Y Y 3  I- : . 
1 . 
- 

e- '33EEN I S L A N D  
I 

ti/ 1 a- -475- BGKGE OF'. 
! ~ & ~ K ~ s A c  RANGER 8/15 4 2 . 072 F'OV 

% -* - STONEWALL JACI..:SON 8 /23 - &E- BARGE OF. 
(J+ APlEF. I CAN CONDOR 8/31 1 444 FOV 

8 
i && MV F A U S T  

' * SAM HOUSTON 
i 
! 

W O S A C  RANGER 
d.+AMERICAN FALCON 

b U l V  F A U S T  
ROBERT E LEE 

&+NOSAC RANGER 

*-GREEN ISLAND 
bYlf MV F A U S T  

-STONEWALL JACKSON 

LWANOSAC RANGER 
z . r  SAM HOUSTON 
+-t'lV FAUST 

POV 
BARGE OF'. 
F'ov 
MSC 

POV 
BARGE OF'. 
POV 

BARGE OP.  
POV 
BARGE OF'. 

FOV 
BARGE O F .  
F'ov 

TOTAL VESSELS 

AVERAGE HOURS 5 . 4  -. 

TOTAL HOLTRS TOTAL M/T 
231 5 7 , 3 7 0  

AVERAGE M/T 1334 . 

COMBINED TOTAL OF DISCHARGE AND LOADING:  
VESSELS 81 
HOURS 561.5  
M/T 221 ,155  



l\lAME 2ATE H0UF:S M / T  T'r'FE O F  OF 'ERAT ION 

~ ; ~ O S G C   RANGE^^ 1 /'2 1 3 / 4  5 6 !:I POV 
rb NOBLE STAR 1 / 5  11 1..'2 3117 ~.UWAIT (UNIT EL!! 
Ib  ROBERT E LEE 1 /18 b 1 / 2  344 BARGE O F .  

~ W V '  F A U S T  1 / 1 9  1 112 846 F'OV. M I L  CGO. 

) 7  DONETS!; 2/8 2724 M I L . V E H .  4 
~ O S A C  RANGER 2 / 9  3 / 4  698 F'OV. M I L  CGO. 

1 8  ~ G ~ E ~ ~ u ~ ~ L A N D  2 / 1 5  7 1 / 2  349 BARGE OF' .  
V F I D E L I O  2 /20 387 F'OV. M I L  CGO. 1 

2 122 1 /2  198 POV 

' 9  STONEWALL  JACKSON 3 / 6  5 1 / 2  319 BARGE OF'. 
$W~-WOSAC RANGER 3 /25 5 1134 

20 SAM HOUSTON POV,  M I L  CGO. 
3 127 5 1 / 2  319 BARGE OF;- 

(V-MV F A U S T  4 / 3  6 1 / 2  48 1 F'OV. M I L  CGO. 
21 ROBERT E LEE 4 /20 397 BARGE OF'. 6 

W-WOSAC RANGER 5 /3 1922 2 F'OV, M I L  CGO. 
22, S A U D I  D I Y I R A H  515 1468 FMS. T A N K S  2 +V FAUST 5 /6 1 /2 146 POV,  

T O T A L  V E S S E L S  T O T A L  HRS. T O T A L  M / T  
17 e8 15,409 

AVERAGE HOURS 4.  AVERAGE M/T I S 906. 

COMBINED TOTAL OF 3 I S C H . q R G E D  AND L O A D I N G  : 
V E S S E L S  -38---- 2 
H O U R S  1 ~ 9 . 5  / g  : / 7, F . /  , I  
?1/T 7 9 , 1 3 3  



VESSELS D!SCH&FGING &T V c T p y  1 ?AN THPU 6 f l 6 y  l0PZ. 

NAME L A T E  HOURS M / T  TYF'E O F  O F E R A T I O N  

NOSAC RANGER 1 /2 8 1/2 5264 POV. TANI..:S. RETRO 
MV F A U S T  1 /19 1 176 F'OV 
CAPE V I C T O R Y  1 /23 4 112 13672 H A I T I  
AMER CONDOR 1 /30 5 112 1 (1) 0 4 7 UF'HOLD DEMOCRACY 

CAPE V I C T O R Y  
NOSAC RANGER 
MV F I D E L I O  
MV F A U S T  

NOSAC RANGER 
MV F I D E L I O  

MV F A U S T  

NOSAC RANGER 
MV F A U S T  

213 8 9 (1) (1) (1) UPHOLD DEMOCRACY 
219 2 112 1132 POV, RETROGRADE 

1 2/21 685 F'OV, RETROGRADE 
2 /23 7 3 /4  1159 F'OV, RETROGRADE 

3028 F'OV, RETROGRADE 
6235 POV, RETROGRADE 

4 /3 1 (1) 5347 POV, HELO,  R E T R O  

6429 F'OV, RETROGRADE 
1550 F'OV . - 

T O T A L  V E S S E L S  T O T A L  HOURS T O T A L  M / T  
13 71 .50 63,724 

AVERAGE HOURS 6. ---- AVERAGE M / T  ' S 4902. 



MOTBY 

ENCLOSURE 5 



€ P L Y  TO 
TTENTION OF: 

MTEBY-C 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 

HQ. 1301 ST MAJOR PORT COMMAND 
BAYONNE. NEW JERSEY 07002-5301 

17 May 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Question No. 2 

1. The following is provided in accordance with SAB. 

The Army will deploy active and reserve forces through the 
1301st Major Port Command at the Military Ocean Terminal, 
Bayonne, 

The 10th Mountain Division is the primary active duty 
division deploying through Bayonne. 

Reserve units will mobilize at Fort Dix, New Jersey and Fort 
Indiantown Gap, PA. Their equipment seaport of embarkation is 
Bayonne . 

Equipment will range from HHMVEEs to 5 ton trucks, fuel 
tanks, nelicopters, recovery vehicles, containers, and engineer 
equipment. Reserve units range from truck units, to Military 
Intelligence, Combat Engineers, and other corps level support 
units. Listings prcvided by ?art 3ix Cperations Center enclosed. 

2 .  The POC is the cndersigne~, X632?. 



MTEPL-P 19 MAY 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: MOTBY MRC Support (90 Days) 

1. Support 
region of S 
in the depl 
days of dep 

of a Major Regional Contingency in the geographical 
outhwest Asia in accordance with current plans results 
oyment of 498 units through MOTBY during the first 90 
loyment with the following oversize/outsize equipment: 

TRACKED VEHICLES: 680 
LARGE WHEELED VEHICLES: 1352 
HELICOPTERS : 154 
ARTILLERY PIECES : 80 
ENGINEER EOUIPMENT: 46 

2312 

This portion of the total unit equipment (1,841,710 MTONs) is 
further broken down in enclosure 1. During the deployment to 
Desert Shield, unit equipment deployed through MOTBY consisted of 
3,201 military vehicles and a total of 12,643 pieces of 
noncontainerized military equipment. 

2. The deploying units are the 10th Mountain Division (Light), 
and reserve component Combat, Combat Support, and Combat service 
Support units which will not be affected by drawdown of active 
duty forces as the Army realigns to support future contingencies. 
Enclosure 2 is the list of 291 Reserve Component units currently 
scheduled to mobilize through Ft. Dix and deploy throught MOTBY. 

4. POC undersigned, DSN#247-6958. 

ENCLS 

\ /  I . 1 <-7_ -4 , 

/- /--- 

I.- - JAMES E'; BRUNDAGE 
CPT, TC 
Chief, Plans/Strategic Mobility 



ENCLOSURE 1 t o  MOTBY MRC Support  

U N I T  EQUIPMENT BY TYPE AND NO. 

TRACKED VEHICLES:  680 

TYPE No.  
M60 TANK 180 
MI13 ARMD P E R S  CARR 4 2 7  
COMBAT ENGINEER VEH 4 4  - .  

TANK RECOVERY VEH 2 9  

HELICOPTERS:  I54 

TYPE No .  
UH-60 3 4  
SCOUT 2 5  
OH-58 66 
AH-1s 2 9  

TRUCKS: 1352 

TYPE No .  
TRACTOR-TRLRS 9 6 0 
DUMP TRUCKS 104 
5-TON CARGO 2 4 0  
HEAVY TRANSP 24 

ENGINEER EQUIPMENT: 4 6  

TYPE No: 
SCOOP LOADERS 1 6  
BULLDOZERS 2 2  
BACKHOES 8 

ARTILLERY P I E C E S :  8 0  

TYPE No .  
105-mm 7 2  
155-mm 8 



I - . -  - A P P E ~ ~ I X  4 IRC Uh'ITS YOBILIZIN3 AT FORT D Z X )  "3 &!7;EX A ITASX ORGLVIZATION) TO 

I .  FORT 31% M3BILIZATION PLklJ 

khTrnE CIC I3OSTXT'TCN CNPO AUTH ASGD 

0103 CM CO DECON KP9CAA I d I S O N I A ,  CT 2 125 106 

0121 EN BN COMBAT CORPS W P H M  E L L I C O T T ,  M 3  2 7 2 6  616 

1207 TC CO MDM TRUCK WPQFU Z CREENWfCK, R I  2 160 12 0 

0150 FI DET 

0242 EN BN COMBAT CORPS 

0119 CS HHD CORPS SPT EN 

0250 FI DET 

0350 FX DET 

0116 Mb H6P bR$H 

0194 MD DET DENTAL S E R V I C E  

0107 MP CO COMBAT SUPPORT 

0121 MD CO AIR AMB'DLa-CE 

0117 CS CO MhINT IiV SQ GS 

0101 SC BN CORPS kREA 

0121 TC CO KDM 'TRUCK CAZGO 

0131 TC CO MDM TRUCK C m G 3  

1049 TC C3 ';M DM TRK 

0719 TC! CO tC3M TRUCK C L Y G 3  

0105 KP 23 SECUi?ITV 

0187 S C  HHC 9DE TA 

0244 Y !  EXD G2OUP 

0 2 4  7 biD CO AMBULANCE 

0824 MD CET DENTAL S E R V I C E  

LAWRENCEirILLE, N J  2 19 15 

S T L I T F O R D ,  CT 2 7 5 8  73 1 

LAWRENCEVILLE, N J  2 5 9 6 0 

LAWRENCEVZLLE, XJ 2 19 19 

LAWRENCZ'vVILLE, GJ 

WILMTNGTON, 32 

W ORANGE, N J  

U T I C A ,  h i  

WASHINGTON, 3C 

BORDENTOWN , NJ 

YONKERS, :Z' 

LSEANON, PA 

r - T  h-LL;m%'?Oh?;, FA 

I*:IDDLETL?WIV, I?Z 

NEW YOliIC, ??' 

T.?OY, >IS 

3XOOICLYN, l?Y 

BROOKL'1TJ , ?W 

NEW YORK, IW 

BRC3KLYh1, !,!Y 



. . 

0 3 6 9  CS WKD CORPS SPT 3N 

. 1569 TC CO NDM TRUCK C M l S 3  

0150 AU DET PSC 

0238 CS HHD SUP AND SVC BN 

0027  C8 CTR HHC CORPS RAOC 

1 7 2 9  QM CO SUP 

0050. FI U SUP 

0250 AG DST PSC 

0838 M P  CO COMBAT SUPPORT 

0323 MP CO COMBAT SUPPORT 

0290 MP CO GUARD 

0945 CS CO MNT LT EQ US 

0249 EN DET C T I L I T I E S  

0111 EN HHC GROUP 

0213 LG HHC BEA S?T GP 

OiC3 MP Cb COMBAT SUPPORT 

0253  TC CO LT MDN TRUCK 

0244 QM CO SUP HV MAT GS 

0154 CS HHD SUP XND SVC 9N 

O l O B  MD HSP COMBET SUPPORT 

2729 TC DET MlW CChTROL 

0328 7°C DET Im%%:T COKTROL 

'h'QQ7AA 

w33eAA 

IiQVEAA 

WTC?izA 

WTCOAA 

WTClirii 

WTD6AA 

WTHZAA 

WTJFAA 

WTJMAA 

WTPTDAA 

WTT9AA 

IiEW YORK, !JY 

k X W  YOilK, :;i' 

LA\<RGNCKVILLE, 11.7 

M E R I a E N ,  CT 

NEW YORIC, RY 

BALTIMORE, MD 

SEA G I R T ,  1:J 

LAWRENCEVILLE, NJ 

YOVh'GSTOWlJ, 3H 

TOLEDO, OH 

TOWSON, M3 

MILFORD, 3E 

XZW CASTLE, SE 

ST. ALBANS, h'V 

ALLZNTOWN, PA 

6154 TC HHD MOTOR TRlQS F3N VXCMPA ?HiL.WELPHIA,  FA 3 
6 5 0 5 2 

C200 MP CO GUARD WXZWhA ALIS3UXY,  >:D 2 124 119 

0152  MP DET PWIC 'h'>:F3- l.iJWNDSVI LLZ, ;Cbr 7 .. 6 0 6 4 



' 0142 IN SET LRS 

0150 2N DET LRS 

W7WK USA HT REG TXNQ CTR 

W7WL USA RGNL MJT TRNG SITE 

0228 AV N 02 HHC, THTR ARMY 

0347 QM CO PETROEUM 09 

0 6 4 6  QM CO PETRL PL ?T.IL OF 

0318 CS CO MAINT CO LE IlJT 

0366 M3 DET SM AN VET SVC 

0347 AG BN HQS PER SIJCS BN 

6321 OD HHC AMMD 

0332 EN CO TAP TRUCK 

0 4 0 8  La CO PERS SVC TYPE E 

0314  MD DET SURG SVC TMS ICA 

0356 M) DET VET SVC 5G 

3386 MD DET NEUROSU2S 

0395 !fD DET ORTHOPEDIC 

3514 MD 3ET TBOWICIi! 

0567 ?*'D LET !f!ILLOFACI>.L 

0454 .XD DET DENTAL SERVICE 

0455 !.ID DET DENTAL SERVICZ 

0 4 5 9  TC 3ET MOVEMENT CIiTRL 

0322 DT 5:J t2 TNG 3 N  IiQ 

0 0 6 8  kR BN 06 YS 9 N  H'JY DIV 

0157 l i ?  BDE HHC, SIB, HVY ;JI 

I?'?'CPIIA PEEKSKILL, :.T 6 7 6 6 7 0 

X Y E E r d  FORT PIX, NJ -7 G G 0 

W 7 W W  

W7WLAA 

WQZEAA 

WQZPAA 

WQZUAA 

WQZZA.4 

WQOGid 

WQOWAA 

WQ05iA 

WQlBAA 

WQlV- 

WQ13kA 

k ' Q 1 B A h  

WQI9iW 

W Q 2 S  

:90;1 BAA 

1:10 1 3.2J. 

!JQ2 7;Lk 

t:Q2 43M 

'dQ6WMiQ 

'dRCT;AA 

XRG5.Q 

- t iRGSXi 

FORT DIY, NJ  

FORT D I X ,  NJ 

WILLOW GROVE, PA 

FARRELL, PA 

KZNGWOOD , WV 

STATE CGLL, PA 

COLUMBUS, OIi 

COLLJMBUS , OH 

CIIARLESTOI\!, hV 

K I  TTANNING , PA 

PORT TOTTEN, NY 

FORT TOTTZN, NY 

FORT TOTTEN, PN 

FORT TOTTEN, P J Y  

CEMPSTEAD, :J1' 

FT P?:ILTC)>J, :TI 

XEMPSTErn ,  >?-f 

F3XT CEVENS,  >:A 

LALXENCE G , :*'A 

FORT 3IX, I J J  

SYPACUSE, t!Y 

EETSLEHEM , ?A 

WCRSLVI ,  7.4 



I . .  
d l 5 7  CS BN HVY SEP BDE 1x2 WRGK;cil 

0009 kR ' X I  TRP C, 9TH CAV WRGJAA 

0314 IN SN, 01 INF BN, NECH WRGL- 

0042 FA BN 0 3  155 SP, SIB M WRfOlAA 

0817 AG HHD, HIiD, REPL 3N WRNQAA 

0303 AG CO, DS PSTL WRPMAA 

0 4 1 3  AG CO, DS POSTAL WRPYAA 

0470 AG CO, DS WRPGRA 

0405 MD HSP CBT SPT WRV8AA 

0412 EN CO, PANEL BRIDGE W R Z W  

0004 JA DET, LEGAL SPT ORG WR06AA 

0 1 5 3  JA DET, MIL LAW CTR AA WRlQAA 

0301 LG HHC, SPT AREA WR9CAA 

0424  MD BN, LOGISTICS REAR KSAXAA 

0350 ND ESP, CBT HS? 3 0 0  EED WSA2AA 

0 3 4 4  XD ESP, GEN HSP 500 BZD WSCC- 

0 3 4 8  MD FSP,  GET3 X S D  5 0 0  BED W.SCETLA 

0815 I4D ESP,  STA 300 3ED WSC4hA 

0328 KD GET, DISPENSAXY WSEFAA 

0 3 3 8  MD CET, DEKTAL SEZVICE WSFBILI 

0 5 3 1  b?D DET, TM OM 3S' i 'CX S'JC \iSFOAA 

0309 blD 3 E T ,  GURG 6VC TM6 KYi WSF3M 

0024 MI BN, IMAO hNALYSiS IJSOAAA 

0265 MI CO, LING WSHZAA 

E3UEM3NT1 PA 

WILICESBARRA, PA 

LOCK HAVE, PA 

PHILADELPHIA, PA 

BRISTOL, PA 

CHESTER, FA 

FORT DEVENS, MA 

BRISTOL, PA 

CHICOPEE, MA 

W. HARTFORD, CT 

W ILAZELTON, PA 

BRONX, NY 

WILLOW GROVE, FA 

FORT TOTTEN, NY 

CHESTER, PA 

CANTON, OH 

FORT TOTTEN, NY 

PEDRICKTOhX, NJ 

BRONX, NY 

FCLSOM, PA 

FORT DEVENS, YA 

BALTIMORE, I.ID 

FORT TOTTEN, NY 

STATEN ISLAlD, lgl' 

FORT SIX, NJ 



. . 
0 3 1 0  MP HHD, BN HHD WSIiMhA HEMPSTEAD, 1\3' 3 5 6 6 0 

0344 MP CO, ESCORT OVA!!D IiSKYAA NEW HAVZ?:, C1' 3 123 13 6 

0 3 4 0  MP DET, CRIM INVEST WSLUAA EDISON,  NJ 3 3 7 2 9 

0351 OD CO, AMt40, C O W ,  G S  WSMPAA RObWEY, h'V 3 2 6 1  2 8 5  

0 4 4 5  CS CO, REP PARTS GS WSMSkA TRENTON, NJ 3 8 3 155 

0 8 1 1  OD CO, AMMO b9-Q9 WSMVAA RAINELLE , WV 3 174 157 

02 54  QM CO, FLD svc co DS WSM3AA YORK, PA 3 1 0 6  1 3 3  

0 3 6 1  PA DET, PRESS CAMP HQ WSPZ- FORT TOTTGN, NY 3 13 2 6 

3 4  7 5  QM CO, PBTROLEUM SUP WSS4PLA BEAVER FALLS, PA 3 119 178 

0 0 9 9  SC BN, CORPS AREA, MAN WSVLPlA BROOKLSTJ, ;?Y 3 6 2 9  6 73 

046a  TC BN, m, MOTOR TRAN WSYFAA TRENTON, NJ 3 4 9 5 6 

0354 TC HHD, MOTOR TlUiNS EN WSYSAA FORT TOTTEN, NY 3 4 9 6 0 

0660 TC CO, MDM IRK CO WSZTM C A D I Z ,  OH 3 172 19 7 

0298 TC CO, M TRK, 5 0 0 0  G WSZ9AA FRANKLIN, PA 3 172 14 9 

0 6 2 3  TC CO, T MDM TRK 5 0 0 0 G  WSOHAA FORT TOTTEN, NY 3 148 197 

03 10 TC CO, CARGO TRMJGFZR W600- READING, F'h 3 9 3 9 6 

0 9 2 0  TC CO, UDM TRK 5000  GAL WS03AA 

0 9 4 6  TC CO, TERMINAL TRANS WSlRAA 

0139  TC DET, CARGO G3C WS11AA 

0 1 4 1  TC PET, CARGO 2OC WS12A.A 

0142 TC DET,  MOV COX XS1-71IA 

C411 EN W C ,  HHC, E!: BDE WS4 6&.cI 

0360 EN BN, CBT Hvy WS 5 FAA 

0237 CS CO, MNT DS NON D I i '  WS64AA 

0140 QM CO, FLD SVC CO SS W 6 6 m  

ZERSEY C I T Y ,  NJ 

LEWES, DE 

F O R T  TDTTEN, 10' 

FORT ?'3TTEPJ, NY 

JAYAICA, hL'i 

FLOYD ESh'NETT, :Pi 

MANCHESTER , !\?I 

TORT TOTYEN, ?\V 

FORT TOTTEN, !Tf 



6618 QM CO, HlV MhT S'JP GS 

0766 QM CO, REPAIR PARTS GS 

0695  CS BN, HHD MNT DS US 

0423 MP CO, CBT SPT CO 

O812.MP CO, CBT S P T  CO 

0340 MP CO, CBT S P T  
.- 
0441 MD CO, AMBULANCE 

0 4 4 9  CS CO, hWT DS NON DXV 

0943 AG DET REPLACEMETN REG 

0430 AG CO, REPLACEMENT CO 

0 8 6 7  AG DET, REPLACEMENT REG 

0408 AG DET, ADMIN SVC 

0 3 2 0  MD H9Pt EVACUATION SMBL 

X S 6 8 h . 4  

KS7DhA 

XS76kk 

WS7HAA 

WTE1A.h 

WTEZIJI 

h'TE3f;A 

WTFWAA 

WTKHAA 

WTKNRA 

W T K m  

WTKUM 

WTKBAA 

WTLIFAA 

FORT T3?TE1<, 1;Y 3 

FORT TDTTEN, l;Y 3 

FORT TILDEK, ICY 3 

FORT TOTTEN, 13Y 3 

HEMPSTEAD, XY 3 

ORANGEBURG, In' 3 

JAMAICA, NY 3 

WALLOPS ISLAND, VA 3 

FORT TILDEN, l:Y 3 

FORT TOTTEN, 1- 3 

SROWNSVILLE , PA 3 

BRONX, NY 3 

FORT TOTTEN, XU 3 

NEiWBURGH, NY 3 

0343 MD ESP, CBT SPT 300 BED WTLJAA BROOKLY'N, NY 3 

0361 MD HSP, EVACJATION SMBL W'I'LLU PADRICKTOWN, NJ 3 

0 4 2 0  EN CO, InrY SEP BDE W T M W  PITTSSURGH, PA 3 

0305 EN DET, REAL ESTATE 

0159 AVN BN 05 EN CBT A'J C 3 4 7  WTS7M FORT biE&.DE, :CD 3 

0008 MD KHC, MEDIC= B3E X T Y X w  73RT HAMILTO:.J, 1JY 3 

0542 MI BN, CPWI, InrY DIV WAD= E. WXNDNSOR, CT 3 

0402 QM HYD, SN PZT SUP wvw.AA ICEW C A S T L S ,  PA . 3 

0094 X? CO, CBT SPT .. nb . PWAA blAIG'CXESTER, F.?! 3 

0 0 7 8  DT DIV, KHC, EX 3IV WSUAA EDISON, 1 Q J  3 

0078 AG BhQ, ARMY W\"S 7.U E3ISSN, 1 J J  3 



. 
0 0 7 8  3 T  BDE 05 EXERCZSE XVTNfrA 

. 
I 0 0 7 8  3T BDE, 0 1  HKD CPX SIM hVT5AA 

I 

C078 DT BDE, 02 UQ, EX DIV hVT6hA 

0078 IN BDE, 04 HQ DIV TRNG hVT7AA 

0309 DT BN, 01 H?iC IWJ3U 

0309 DT BN, 02 HYC W ? A A  

i 0 3 0 9  DT EN, 0 3  HHC, CS FE EX hVV5AA 

0311 DT BN, 0 3  KHC, RCT, EX FW6AA 

1 0310 DT EN, CZ HHC, RGT,  EX W ' C h . A  

1 
1 0 3 1 0  DT B N ,  03 HHC, ROT,  TNQ ts'W9AA 

3 3 1 1  DT BN, 01 HHC, RGT, EX 

DO78 DT BN, 02 HHC, REGT 

0 0 7 8  DT B N ,  03 HHC, ROT, EX 

0311 DT BN, 02 HHC, RUT, ZX 

0364  MD LAB 

0 2 2 8  AV BN, 0 2  CO A TKTR LTJN 

0 3 2 5  MI BN, IMAGERY IhTERPR 

0337 MI CO, INTG&EXPL 

3 3 3 8  M I  CO, INTG EXPL 

0 2 1 1  M I  CO, c: 

03 6 2  J 4 D  LAB , DET AREA IXD LAB 

0410 MD LAB, DET AI;EA XD 3.3 

0419 M3 L a ,  DET AREA LA3 

0420 MD LAB, DET AREA  TI L.98 

0421 MD LAB, DET AREA rm LAa 

0372 MI CO, TECH I N T  ZAC 

BALTZNORE , !<D 3 0 0 

EDISON, >:3 3 0 0  

FORT 3 1 X ,  NJ 3 0 0 

E D I S O N ,  1:J 3 0 0 

FORT DIX, NJ 3 0 0 

FORT D I X ,  I*:J 3 0 0 

FORT D I X ,  N J  3 0 0 

RICHMOND, VA 3 0 0 

FORT DEVENS, P'A 3 0 0 

RICHMOND, VA 3 0  0 

BALTIMORE, MD 3 0 0 

BALTIMORE,  MD 3 0 0 

PORT A.P. HILL, VA 3 0 0 

FORT DEVENS , MA 3 3 5 11 

WILLOW GROVE, PA 3 105 11 0 

!'LWSAS C I T Y ,  I:S 3 0 0 

3WJEC?ZY, CT 3 116 1 1 5  

KATERBLT.Y, CT 3 5 9 6 9 

BROiJX, 1:Y 3 9 3 I0 1 

FORT DEVENS , FL9 3 5 0 

FORT 3SVENS, tJA 3 5 * 
L. 

FORT 3EVENS, iAA 3 5 2 

TORT DEVENS, MA 3 5 0  

FORT DEVENS, MA 3 9 3 131 



. . 
3 3 8 3  XI CO, TECHZ:Jl' EAC WVHDLA 

0638 CS DET, F30D SERVICE YYRCLA 

0306 MP BN, UHC, EPK CI '.JYTNU 

0316 AG CO, POSTAL GEN SPT k'YT5.U 

0418 bT BN, 01 RUT TXU HQ 'viZHTG 

0418 DT BN, 02 RGT TNG NQ WZHL'AA 

0418 DT BN, 03 RGT TNG HQ WZKVAA 

0078,DT TM, 03 HHC 3 0  BDE EX WZLUAA 

0078 DT T M ,  06 TNG BDE HQ W ZLVAA 

0078.DT TM 07 TNQ BDE HQ WZLWkA 

0312 DT TM, 02 Tt1G BN flQ W Z L Z ~ A  

0312 DT T M ,  03 TKG BN HQ W ZLOAA 

0322 .DT BN, 03 HHC WZL2AA 

0157 HI CO, CEWI HVY SIB W Z W U  

0311 SC EHC, THEATSR SC CMD WZM2AA 

W7TE USA ELE ICE- DEFORCBS W7TBAA 

1278 LOGISTIC SPT BN WCiHlAA 

1204 U$k bE:?TAL SVC EET X E L L F 3 ,  

FORT CEVEIJS , IJA 

BROEX, IJY 

KEMPSTEAE , KT 

FORT TOTTEPI, 1:Y 

TRE.CON, ::J 

CAMDEN, NJ 

NORTHFIZLD, NJ 

CFGNSTON, RI 

OAI(DALE, PA 

N SYRACUSE, NY 

n T I  ONTOhT , TA 

ITNIONTOWN, PA 

N SYRACUSE, NY 

PEDR I CKTOWN , NJ 

DOVER, 3E 

PRDVIDENCE, 21 

FORT 3 l X ,  I.:J 

F2RT TZTTEIJ, 1.T 
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1301st MPC Concepts of Operations 

Commercial Facilities - Port of New York/New Jersey 

Relocation of the 1301st Major Port Command (MPC) to 
commercially leased facilities is comparable to the 
operational capabilities of other MTMC CONUS port 
operations. A concept of operations plan (CONOP) for the 
1301st MPC under this strategy is now being developed. 
However, there are several core capabilities which are key 
to terminal operations, and under any future concept are 
endemic to unity of operations. 

The command's capability to plan, organize, direct, and 
document cargo is directly related to its ability to have an 
ongoing presence in the port community. 

The facilities required will be administrative and 
command and control space, areas for cargo documentation, 
computer operations and training space. Cargo staging, 
warehouse operations, and POV Center facilities are 
envisioned. However, the need for a Container Freight 
Station (CFS) and a POV Processing Center rests with the 
outcome of the DLA CFS Study and the analysis of the P5 POV 
Program. If both are favorable then there may not be a 
requirement for either a CFS or a POV Processing Center. 

The Port Newark/Port Elizabeth facilities, operated by 
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, provide 
facilities that may be available and can be made to meet our 
needs. 

Relationships and an understanding of the complex 
processes cannot be overstated as an important part of the 
success in operating in a port environment. Access to the 
Port Authority, Stevedore contractors, U.S. Coast Guard, ILA 
Officials, U.S. Customs, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
railroad managers, trucking firms, container haulers, 
waterfront commission, and port captains of the steamship 
lines is a necessity. 

The administrative, command and control documentation, 
POV, and freight operations of the 1301st MPC represent an 
organizational capability and are packaged to operate as a 
unit. Splitting out functions and spreading over a 50+ mile 
geographic area is most disadvantageous. A consolidated 
move, will preserve the organizational and technical mission 
capabilities of the command. 
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MTEGB-C 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
MILITARY TRAFFiC MANAGEMENT COMMAND 

HQ. U.S. ARMY GARRISON. BAYONNE 
BAYONNE. NEW JERSEY 07W-5301 

22 May 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Question No. 5 

1. The correct continuing maintenance cost on the dry dock is as 
follows: 

1 Feb 92 - 31 Jul 92 ---------- $100,000 
1 Aug 92 - 31 Jul 93 ---------- 203,000 

10 Aug 93 - 31 Jan 94 ---------- 102,000 
1 Feb 94 - 31 Jan 95 ---------- 214,000 
1 Feb 95 - 31 Jan 96 ---------- 225,000 

Four Year Total Cost = $844,000 
Average Yearly Cost = $211,000 

2. The lease was terminated by the contactor on 29 Feb 1988. 

3 .  Point of contact for further information is the undersigned, 
DSN 247-6640. /. 1 
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Document Separator 



- 

I nr, uu hiWE BASE C L O S t .  AND REALIGNn/E\T CObLc.fISSION 

ErCECUTNE CORRESPONDENCE TRACMNG SYSTEM (ECTS) # q505\\- \(Q 

FROM: B(&)wh) , co TO: )CNF>, VI 'C ( C ~ N Z  c 
; TJTLE: $4 @.r(74 7 E~c)~v\  kF_floE,Q-- TITLE: t3 ($%2k3@ 

- 

I O R G A ~ T I O N :  ORGAYIZITION: 

1 m % ~ c  O R w  6&5ccn, '6  ~ & - A ( O ?  
I 

D I R m R m T I O N  SERVICES 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

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

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  

May 11,1995 G E N  J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Commission had added the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) leased 
facilities in Huntsville, AL for hrther consideration to DoD's list for closure or realignment. 
Request you provide COBRA'S for the following alternatives by May 25, 1995: 

1. Establish an Aviation Command in St. Louis with the hnctions of material management, 
acquisition, research and development and the associated administrative support. The 
Program Executive Office-Aviation would also remain at the Federal Center. 

Realign the automotive hnctions to TACOM, Detroit, MI; the communication-electronics 
knctions to Fort Mornmouth, NJ; and the soldier system hnctions to Natick, MA. 

Move SSDC fiom lease space in Huntsville, AL onto existing space at Redstone Arsenal. 

Move the Systems Integration Management Activity (SIMA) from the Robert Young Building 
in St. Louis to the Federal Center on Goodfellow. 

2. Same as above, but do not move SIMA. 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' ~dward A. ~ r &  111 
Army Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 3 1 MAY 1995 

Mr. Edward A. Brown I11 
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 COBRA analysis relating to 
the closure of the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) leased facilities 
in Huntsville, AL. The request was provided in a letter forwarded to The Army 
Basing Study (TABS) on 1 1 May 1 995, control number 9505 1 1 - 1 6. 

The COBRA analysis for the two requested scenarios is enclosed. 

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

Sincerely, 

Encl 

Director, The Army Basing Study 

Printed on @ Recycled Paper 



THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

BRAC 95 
ALTERNATIVE 

DOCUMENTATION 
"ADD'" 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 

LE2-6C 

AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND 
AND 

SPACE AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 

DESCRIPTION 

ESTABLISH AN AVIATION COMMAND IN ST. LOUIS WITH THE 
FUNCTIONS OF MATERIAL MANAGEMENT, ACQUISITION, RESEARCH 

AND DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT. THE PEO-AVIATION WOULD ALSO REMAIN AT THE 

FEDERAL CENTER. REALIGN THE AUTOMOTIVE FUNCTIONS TO 
TACOM, DETROIT, MI; THE COMMUNICATION-ELECTRONICS 

FUNCTIONS TO FT. MONMOUTH, NJ; AND THE SOLDER SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. MOVE SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE IN 

HUNTSVILLE, AL ONTO EXISTING SPACE AT REDSTONE ARSENAL. 
MOVE THE SIMA FROM THE ROBERT YOUNG BUILDING IN ST. LOUIS 

TO THE FEDERAL CENTER ON GOODFELLOW. 

ANALYST: Cathy S. Polmateer, OCSA (DACS-TABS) 



"ADD" CONTENTS 

TAB A - NEW COBRA REPORTS 

TAB B - DBRAC TASKING LETTER FOR "ADDS" 

TAB C - SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR 
DECISIONS 



NEW COBRA REPORTS 

TAB A 



COBRA REALIGNMENT W M R Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
kt. AS Of 06:s 05/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY ( 

O p t i o n  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Never 

Nek Costs (s) Constan t  D o l l a r s  
19% 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi  1 b  2,440 25,531 
P e m  0 0 
Overhd 556 41 7 
b i n 9  0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O the r  0 0 

T o t a l  ----- 
27,972 
16,675 

-10.184 
9,904 

0 
3,631 

TOTAL 2,997 

19% ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 
En1 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

T o t a l  ----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
C i  v 0 
TOT 0 

Sunwry: -------- 
ESTABLISH AN AVIATION COJWIWD I N  ST.LWIS WITH FUNCTION OF MATERIEL MANAGEMENT 
ACQUISITION, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED ADMINISTRATIVE SUP- 
PORT. THE PEO-AVIATION WOULD REMAIN AT THE FEDERAL CENTER. REALGIN AUTOMO- 
TIVE FUNCTION TO TACOM, DETROIT ARSENAL, MI; THE ~ I C A T I O N - E L E C T R O N I C  
FUNCTION TO FORT m>Nmxrm, NJ; AND M E  SOLDIER SYSTEM FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. 
MOVE SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE I N  HUNTSVILLE, ALL ONTO MIS IT ING SPACE AT REDSTONE 
ARSENAL. MOVE SIMA FROM THE ROBERT YOUNG BUILDING TO ST. LOUIS FEDERAL CENTER 
ON GOODFELLOW. 





NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Date As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
2014 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost($) ---------------- 
2,956,394 

24,913,940 
18,058,677 
-1,839,578 

-80,446 
1,585,851 
2,314,156 
2,252,220 
2,191,942 
2,133,277 
2,076,182 
2,020,61 5 
1,966,535 
1,913,903 
1,862,679 
1,812,826 
1,764,306 
1,717,088 
1,671,132 
1,626.406 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/8 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Cmated 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F d r s  F i le  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

(A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

CWtNCt ion 
M i  1 i ta ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retirement 
Civ i l ian New Hirer 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - overheA 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mil i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time h 4 n g  Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

. - -  

E n v i m n t a l  Hit igation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique C a t s  2,811,000 

Total - Other 3,631,436 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Codts 43,967,906 .............................................................................. 
One-Tim Savings 

M i  1 i ta ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 3.217 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time r(oving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Silvings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

Total One-Time Savings 3.21 7 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Corts 43,984,688 



ONE-TIME COST REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/8 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctn File : C:\CW\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, IL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Conttructicm 
Information Management Accwnt 
Land Purchaser 

Total - Construction 
Penonnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personml 

overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdarn 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Hoving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Cbving 
Freight 
one-Time bill9 casts 

Total - Moving 

Cost ' Sub-Total 

Other 
HAP / RSE 820.436 
Envirorment.1 Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Uniqua Costs 0 

Total - Other 820,436 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Coots 11,615,343 ............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Hllt+ary C(win9 3.21 7 
Lurd sales 0 
One-Time Hwing Savings 0 
Enviromental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 3.21 7 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Corts 11,612,126 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/8 
Data As O f  06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\LEZ-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF'IMC.SFF 

Base: SIMA, ST. LWIS, I L  
(A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Corwtruction 
Mi l i tary  C w t N c t i o n  
Funily Hwsing Construction 
Inforination PtrugeRlent Account 
Land Purchaser 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civi l ian RIF 
Civi l ian Early Retirement 
Civi l ian Neu H i m  
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PCS 
UnemploJrrnent 

Total - Personnel 

Overbad 
Progran, Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdowr 

Total - Overherl 

Moving 
Civi l ian Moving 
Civi l ian PPS 
Mil i tary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Movlng 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i m n t a l  Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Tlme Unique Costs 0 

Total - Mhor 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 977,446 

One-Time Savings 
Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Uniqw Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Coots 977,446 



WE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Plge 4/8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEZ-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

CatsOory -------- 
Construction 

Mi l i tary  Construction 
Family Housing Conotruct+on 
Information Management Aooount 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

persome1 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retirsment 
Civ i l ian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  FCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Pragran, Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Movlng 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Carts 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirwrnental Mi.tigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Total One-Tim Costs 2,924,054 .......................................................................... 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i tary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tlme Hoving Savings 0 
Envimrment.1 Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 2,924,054 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/8 
Data As O f  06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.C8R 
Std Fctrs F i  l o  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT FK)EMWM, NJ 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

-------- 
Construction 

M i  1 i ta ry  CmstNction 
Famlly Housing Construction 
Infomation Management Accwnt 
Land Rtrctuses 

Total - Constnrtion 

Personne 1 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retiremant 
Civ i l ian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdawn 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- ------ --- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time b t s  5.709.91 7 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mil<tary Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving SPvings 0 
Envirormental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Uniqw Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Tim Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,709.917 



OWE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/8 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Soenario File : C:\COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Cost Su b-Total ---- --------- 
CoMtruction 

Mi 1 itary construction 
Fuhi  ly Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Urremployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
-ram Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
b + n g  
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Hoving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirwmeotal Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Othet .............................................................................. 
Total One-Tim Costs 16,385,853 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 
Mi 1 itary Construction Cat Avoidances 0 
Family tbusing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Mwing Savings 0 
Enviromantal Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 16,385,853 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Departnrent : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COBUA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
Mi l i tary  Comtnrction 
Fmlly  Housing Construction 
Information Hanagentent Accwnt 
Land Punhares 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retirement 
Civ i l ian New Hirer 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mil i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
W / W  
Envi rormental M i  t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Total One-Time Costs 420,639 ............................................................................ 
Qne-Time Savings 
. Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mt l i tary  h j n g  
Land Sales 

, One-Time Maring %vings 
Envirormental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Uniqw Savings .............................................................................. 

Total One-Tim Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 420,639 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/8 
Data As M 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
S t .  Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7MC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, Mlr 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Cohstruction 
Mi l i tary  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
I n f o m t i o n  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i ~  RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retirement 
Civ i l ian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PC. 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Progrpm Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - overhead 

Moving 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mi l i tary  k i n g  
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - &her 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 5,954,652 

One-Time Savings 
Mi l i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Hwsing Cost Avoidances 
Mi l i tary  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental Mitigation Savings 
One-Time Uniqw Savings .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,954,652 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/8 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Departmnt : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  la : C: \COBRA\SF7MC.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 

Base Name --------- 
ATCOH, ST. LWIS 
SIMA, ST. LWIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT HONmXlTH 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE 
NATICK RDEC 

Total 
Mi 1 Con ------ 

0 
0 

2,863 
5,132 

13,491 
0 

5,357 

IMA 
Cost ---- 

0 
0 
0 

51 1 
84 
0 

533 

Land 
Purch ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Cost 
Avoid ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
Cost ----- 

0 
0 

2,863 
5,643 

13,575 
0 

5,890 

Totals: 26,843 1,128 0 0 27,972 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/8 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i le  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctm F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon fo r  Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
t t i  lCon Using Rehab New New Tota 1 

Description: bt4l Rehab Cost* Milcon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 24.900 2,863 0 0 2,863 

Total Construction Cost: 2,863 
+ In fo  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 - Construction Coot Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 2,863 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, Si te Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs w h e r e  applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/8 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctn F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon for Base: FORT P1ONMOUTH. NJ 

A l l  Coots i n  $K 
M i  1Con Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: hte0 Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
GEN WRWSE ADHIN AOMIN 0 0 27,000 5,132 5,132 .............................................................................. 

Total Construction Cost: 5,132 
+ In fo  Management Account: 51 1 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Coot Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 5,643 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design. Si te Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

M i  1Con f o r  Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
~i icon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: bw Rehab Cost* MilCon k t *  Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 172,000 12,644 0 0 12,644 
CHILD DAY CARE CHILD 0 0 6,000 846 846 .............................................................................. 

Total Construction k t :  13,491 
+ In fo  Management Account: 84 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 13,575 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/8 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: NATICK RDEC. t4 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
H i  lCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: hw Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* bt* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
AOHINISTRATIVE AOHIN 0 0 26,200 5,357 5,357 .............................................................................. 

Total Construction Cast: 5,357 
+ In fo  Management Account: 533 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 

TOTAL: 5.890 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs w h e r e  applicable. 



PERSONNEL W R Y  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUmARY FOR: ATCOM, ST. LWIS, I L  

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996): 
Off icers En1 isted Stdents  C iv i  1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1 42 80 0 3,784 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total --- , ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off  icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians  0 -56 -47 0 0 0 -103 
TOTAL 0 -56 -47 0 0 0 -103 

BASE WPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

142 80 0 3.681 

PERSONNEL REALIMNTS: 
To Base: MTROIT ARSENAL, HI  

. 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off i c e m  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 1 54 0 0 0 154 
TOTAL 0 0 1 54 0 0 0 154 

To Base: FORT HONMWTH, NJ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 

To Base: NATICK RDEC, P1A 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---a- 

Off icers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
En1 I sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 160 0 0 0 160 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 0 162 

From Base: SIMA, ST. LWIS, I L  
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 409 0 0 0 409 
TOTAL 0 0 409 0 0 0 409 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( O u t  
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
Civ i l ians  0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

o f  ATCOM, ST. LWIS, IL): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

2 0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

481 0 0 0 481 
483 0 0 0 483 



PERSONNEL SUIrMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMV 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \WBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \WBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, IL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off icen 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l  iarn 0 0 409 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 409 0 0 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
Off ice- Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

140 80 0 

PERSONNEL SUmARY FOR: SIMA, ST. LOUIS, I L  

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996. P r i w  to BRAC Action): 
O f f  ice- En1 isted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: ATCOM. ST. LOUIS, 

1996 ---- 
O f f  ice- 0 
Enlisted 0 
Students 0 
Civi l ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of SIMA. ST. LOUIS, IL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Ice- 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi 1 ians 0 0 409 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 409 0 0 

BASE FOPWITION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icen En1 istad Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 

PERSONNEL S M R Y  FOR: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 

BASE POPULATION (M  19%): 
Off icero Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

143 41 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off ice- 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi  1 tans 0 -28 -121 -21 0 
TOTAL 0 -28 -121 -21 0 

BASE POWLATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers En1 isted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

143 41 0 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 409 
0 409 

Civil ians ---------- 
3.609 

Civi 1 tans ---------- 
409 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 409 
0 409 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 409 
0 409 

Civil ians ---------- 
0 

Civil ians ---------- 
3,820 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10 -160 
10 -160 

Civi 1 tans ---------- 
3,660 



PERSONNEL .WWARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std F c t m  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ATCOM, ST. LWIS, I L  

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off i c e n  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 154 0 0 0 154 
TOTAL 0 0 154 0 0 0 1 54 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into DETROIT ARSENAL, HI): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

o f f  icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlistad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 154 0 0 0 1 54 
TOTAL 0 0 154 0 0 0 154 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 is ted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

143 41 0 3,814 

PERSONNEL .WWARY FOR: FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Off  i c e n  Enlisted Students C iv i l ians  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

298 351 270 6,761 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

off ice- 0 17 -3 0 0 0 14 
Enlisted 0 226 0 0 0 0 226 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 -411 -182 -92 0 0 -685 
TOTAL 0 -168 -185 -92 0 0 -445 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  to BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

31 2 577 270 6.076 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fran Base: ATCOH. ST. LWIS. I L  

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  FORT HONMOUTH, NJ): 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 



PERSONNEL SUWMRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data  As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Repor t  Cma ted  14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 isted Students  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

31 2 577 270 6,243 

PERSONNEL W R Y  FOR: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 19%): 
O f f  icerr En1 i s t u d  Students  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

323 965 1.049 10,747 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f  i cers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S tuden t s  0 68 -28 0 0 0 40 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -295 -106 -140 0 0 -541 
TOTAL 0 -227 -133 -140 0 0 -500 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  to BRAC Action): 
O f f  i c e n  E n l i s t e d  Students  C i v i  1 t ans  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

324 %5 1,089 10,206 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fmm Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
O f f  icers 0 . 0  34 0 0 0 34 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
TOTAL . o  0 937 0 0 0 937 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALI(;IFIUKNTS ( I n t o  REDSTONE 
19% 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 34 
En1 isted 0 0 2 
Students  0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  0 '  0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 

ARSENAL, 
1999 

AL) : 
2000 2001 T o t a l  

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

358 967 1,089 11,107 

PERSONNEL SUWMRY FOR: HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE, AL 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996): 
O f f  icers E n l i s t e d  Students  C i v i l i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

34 2 0 933 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -38 -36 -35 0 0 -109 
TOTAL 0 -38 -36 -35 0 0 -109 



PERSONNEL S W Y  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 06:W 05/16/1995, Report Clceatad 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers En1 isted Students Civi 1 iam ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

34 2 0 824 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off ice= 0 0 34 0 0 0 34 
Enlisted 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi 1 fans 0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 0 0 0 937 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIWNTS (Out of HQ SSDC. 
19% 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 34 
Enlisted 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 

W S V I U E ,  AL): 
1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ----- 
0 0 0 34 
0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 901 
0 0 0 937 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi 1 ians 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 
TOTAL 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civilians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

0 0 0 91 

PERSONNEL SUWARY FOR: NATICK RDEC, 

BASE FQPUIATION (FY 19%): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students Civi 1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

37 83 0 1,020 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 istad 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 -4 -3 -1 8 0 0 -25 
TOTAL 0 -4 -3 -18 0 0 -25 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civilians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

37 83 0 995 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fmm Base: ATCOM. ST. LOUIS. IL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 0 0 160 0 0 0 160 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 0 162 



PERSONNEL SUWIRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data  As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created  14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\LEBK. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i  le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into NATICK RMC. M): 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f  icam 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 t ans  0 0 160 0 0 0 160 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 0 162 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion):  
O f f  icers En1 i s t e d  Students  C i v i  1 t ans  



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/8 
Data As O f  06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Reti roment* 10.00% 
Regular Reti rernent* 5.00% 
Civl 1 ian Turnowr* 15.00% 
C i a  Not  Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civil ians Moving (the remainder) 
Civi l ian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN WSITIOWS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirsment 5.00% 
Civi l ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Pr ior i ty  Placement# 60.00% 
Civil ians Available to Move 
Civil ians Moving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIOWS REALIGNING I N  
Civil ians Moving 
New Civil ians Hired 
Other Civi l ian Additions 

Total ----- 
1791 

48 
24 
72 
29 

1618 
173 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1791 
1618 
173 
1 68 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 4 8  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 2 9 0 0 0 2 9  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORIM PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 215 42 42 42 341 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Will ing to Move are not applicable fo r  mwes under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage of  Civil ians Not Willing to MOM (Voluntary RIFs) varies fmnr 
base to base. 

# Not a11 Pr ior i ty  Placements Involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The rate 
of  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/8 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi 10 : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base:ATCQM,ST.LOUIS, IL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING WT 
Early Retirement* 10.OOX 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Clvilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIMJS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 1O.OOX 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Clvilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civi 1 ians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Mher Civllian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORIN PLACEMEW 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
481 
48 
24 
72 
29 
308 
173 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Wllling to Pbve are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/8 
Data As O f  06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: SIN, ST. LOUIS, I L  Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retiwment* 10.00% 
Regular Retimment* 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover. 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priwi t y  Pl-nt# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available t o  )3we 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
Civ i l tan  RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civ i  1 ions Moving 
New Civ i l ians  Hired 
Other C iv i l i an  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORIlY PLACEMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
409 

0 
0 
0 
0 

409 
0 

* Early Retirementr, Regular Retirements, C iv i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing to Mow are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placments involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/8 
Oata As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi l ian Turnover. 15.00% 
Civs Not k i n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians k i n g  (the remainder) 
Civi l ian b i t i o n s  Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civi l ian T u m r  15.00% 
Civs Not  Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placement# 60.00% 
Civil ians Available to Move 
Civil ians k i n g  
Civi l ian RIFs (th. remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civil ians Moving 
New Civil ians Hired 
Other Civ4lia1-1 .Additions 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 5 5  

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Turnover, and Civil ians Not 
Will ing to Move are not applicable fw moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  Pr ior i ty  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The rate 
of  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/8 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario Fl le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7MC.SFF 

Base: FORT )30hmXrm, NJ Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 
Early RetlraRent* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian fbsitionr Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retiruntant 10.00X 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians H i d  
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retimments, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not a11 Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The rate 
of PPS plawnents involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i le  : C:\COBRA\LEZ-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSEPIAL, AL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi l ian T u r n +  15.00% 
Civr Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians k i n g  (the runainder) 
Civi l ian P o s i t i o ~  Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIOFIS ELIMINATED 
Early Retimmnt 10.00% 
Regu 1 ar Retirement 5.00% 
Civi l ian Tumover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placement# 60.00% 
Civil ians Available to Hwe 
Civil ians Moving 
Civi l ian RIFs (the re~uinder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
Civil ians Moving 0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
New Civil ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Civi l lan Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORIlYPLACEMENTSI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regul+r Retirements, Civi l ian Turnover, and Civil ians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

# Not a11 Pr ior i ty  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The rate 
o f  PPS placemento i m l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  Fi  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civi l ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians k i n g  (the remainder) 
Civi l ian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early R e t i m n t  10.00% 
Regular Reti m n t  5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr ior i ty  Placament# 60.00% 
Civil ians Available to Move 
Civil ians Moving 
Clvi l ian RIFs (the renuinder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civil ians k i n g  
Nev Civil ians Hired 
Other Clvi l ian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIBENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 42 42 42 42 

Total ----- 
901 

0 
0 
0 
0 

901 
0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Turnover, and Civil ians Not 
Willing to Pbw am not applicable for  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a11 Pr ior i ty  Placunents i n d l v e  a Permanent Change of  Station. The rate 
of  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/8 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctn File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, HA Rate 19% ---- ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 
Civilian Tumwer* 15.00% 0 
Civs Not H ~ ~ i n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 
Civilian Positions Available 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 
Early Retl rwnent 10.00% 0 
Regu 1 ar Retirement 5.00% 0 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 0 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 
Civilians Available to Move 0 
Civilians Moving 0 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 1 6 0  0 0 0 160 
Civilians Moving 0 0 1 0 2  0 0 0 102 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 5 8  
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 5 8  

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move a m  not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, I L  

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pert Moved I n  
Total Pel.cent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

409 100.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

Base: SIMA, ST. LOUIS, I L  

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pert Moved I n  
Total Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0. 00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% ----- ------- 
0 0. OM 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, MI 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

P e n  Moved I n  
Total Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

1 54 100.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% ----- ------- 

1 54 1 0 0 . m  

M i  lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0 . m  --------- 

100. om 

M i  1Con 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
100.00% 

Per t  Moved 
Total ----- 

0 
0 

483 
0 
0 
0 ----- 

483 

Out/El +mi  natad 
Percent ------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

P e n  Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 

409 1 00.00% 100.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 

Pert Moved Out/Eliminatad ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% ----- ------- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00X 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT MONMOUM, NJ 

Pers Howd I n  
Total Percent 

PwsHwed 
Total ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Out/El lmlnated ShutDn 
Percent TimePhase Year ---- 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL. AL 

Pers 
Total 

Moved I n  
Percent 

Pers Moved Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase Year 

TOTALS 

Ease: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

P e n  Mw4d I n  
Total Perceirt ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

42 25.00% 
42 25.00% 
42 25.00% 
42 25.00% ----- ------- 

1 68 100.00X 

Hi 1Con 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
25.00% 
25.00% 
25.00% 
25.00% 
0.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 

937 100.00% 100.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 
0 0.00% 0.00% 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t m  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, PU 

Year 

TOTALS 

Pers Hoved I n  
Total  Percent 

Hi  1 Con 
T i d h a s e  --------- 

0. OM 
100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0. OM --------- 

100. OM 

Pera Hoved Out/Elimlnated ShutDn 
Total Percent TlmePhase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/24 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Cra ted 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DECmSFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 2,440 24,403 
Fan Housing 0 0 
Land Punh 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
WV Miles 0 0 
Home Punh 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PF'S 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pack i ng 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
h i v i n g  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 
-ram Plan 5% 41 7 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hire 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i x :  0 0 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 1,128 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 2,997 25.949 

Total 
----- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/24 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i le  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs Fi le  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRIWTS ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPFU 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Clv Salary 
CHAHWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allon 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ----- (SKI----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUC~ION 
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 0 0 3 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Shes 
Environnental 
1-Time other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAFI HOUSE OPS 
O&H 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
Hwse A l l o n  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Total ----- 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -0 -0 2,812 11,235 11,235 11.235 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/24 
Data As O f  06:W 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : A m  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 2,440 24,403 
Fam Housing 0 0 
o&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Other 556 41 7 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi ronnentill 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 1,128 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIM 2,997 25,949 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA -0 -0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 

CHAMWS 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 0 0 
House A l l w  0 0 

OTHER 
R.ocurement 0 0 
Mission 0 0 
Mix:  Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 -0 

TOTAL NET COST 2,997 25,949 

Total ----- 

Total ----- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/24 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARHY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOH, ST. LOUIS, I L  
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  L a  0 0 
Fun Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&El 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Clv Ret i re 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
WV Miles 0 0 
Hcme Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i x :  0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 
Progran Plan 1 78 1 34 
Shutdarn 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envirormmtal 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 0 
1-T+me Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 178 1 34 

2001 Total ---- ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/24 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  1e : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, I L  
RECURRIWTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
F M  HWSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

R M  0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unlque Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House All- 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Mix:  Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 1 78 1 34 

Total ----- 
0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
MNSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&H 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL WE-TIME 

Total ----- 

REWRRINGSAVES ----- (SKI---- 
FAF( HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Al l -  

OTHER 
Pmcurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total ----- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/24 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Repor t  Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Deparlnent : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ATCOH, ST. LOUIS, I L  
ONE-TIME NET 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 0 
Fan Housing 0 

O&M 
c iv  R O ~ ~ ~ / R I F  o 
C i v  Moving 0 
O the r  1 78  

MIL  PERSOMEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
EnviKwment.1 0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 178 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOLLSE OPS 
w 

RPMA 
m 
Unique Opera t  
Ca re take r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMWS 
MIL  P E R W E L  

M $ l  S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
M i s s i o n  
M i sc  Recur 
Unique O the r  

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta  1 ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 1 7 8  134 12,078 -1 66 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/24 
Data As Of 06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Pockage : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: SIM, ST. LOUIS, I L  
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CQNSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 
Fun Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Retire 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per D i m  0 
POV Miles 0 
Hane Purch 0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Freight 0 
Vehicles 0 
Driving 0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 
Proprun Plan 378 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time Mwe 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per D i m  0 
POV Miles 0 
HHG 0 
M i  sc 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
In fo  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 378 

Total ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/24 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: SIMA, ST. LOUIS, 1L 
RECURRINWXTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
Bas 0 
Unique Opent  0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMWS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off !hlary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
M i r c  Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
($K)-----  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fun Housing 
w 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERWEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HWSE OPS 
O&H 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unlque *vat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/24 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrr  F41e : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: SIMA, ST. W I S ,  I L  
ONE-TIME NET 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Mwing 0 
Other 378 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
In fo  Hanaga 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 378 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
F M  HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
MI1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
M i x :  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR ' 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/24 
Data As M 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, H I  
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 260 2,603 
Fun Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ R e t i n  0 0 

CIV HOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Hane Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Misc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Pmgram Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi sc 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 

Total ----- 

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 
Envi rotmental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 260 2,603 61 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/24 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctn F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, MI 
RECURRINGCOSTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE Oes 0 
O&M 

R W  -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHPMWS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
off salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House A l l a r  0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 260 2,603 591 530 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time HOM 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envl mrmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
F N  mXlSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Al l -  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/24 
Data As O f  06:s 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t r o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7MC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, MI  
ONE-TIME NET 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 260 
Fun Housing 0 

O&M 
C i v  Ret lr /RIF 0 
C i v  Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
m i  b i n g  0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environment.1 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 260 

RECURRING NET 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
om 

RPMA -0 
BOS 0 
U n i q w  Operat 0 
Caretaker 0 
C i v  Salary  0 

CHAMWS 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa la ry  0 
House A l l -  0 

OTHER 
Procurellent 0 
Miss ion 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 

To ta l  ----- 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 260 2,603 591 530 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/24 
Data  As M 06:50 05/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT F1ONmXrm, NJ 
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 466 
Fun Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs 0 
C i v  R e t i m  0 

C I V  MOVING 
Per Dienr 0 
POV M i l e s  0 
Home Purch 0 
HHG 0 
M i  sc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Pack ing  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
V e h i c l e s  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unempl0)lnEint 0 
OTHER 

Progran  P l a n  0 
Shutdom 0 
New H i r e s  0 
1-Time Mwe 0 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
MIL  MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
POV M i l e s  0 
WG 0 
M i  sc 0 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i n r m e n t a l  0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 466 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/24 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT MONMWTH, NJ 
RECURRIWTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
M i r c  Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 466 5,177 

Total ----- 
0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rwrnental 
1-Tim Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Pmcurment 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

Total ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/24 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, R e p o r t  Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optim Package : LE2-6C 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  1e : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT HONMOUM, 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
F a n  H o u s i n g  

O&M 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  
C i v  Moving 
Other 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M i l  H o v i n g  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o r m e n t a l  
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q w  O p e r a t  
Caretaker 
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMPUS 
M I L  PERSONNEL 

M i l  S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Proarrement 
M i s s i o n  
Misc Recur 
U n i q u e  Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

T o t a l  ----- 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 16/24 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 1 ,226 12,264 
Fun Housing 0 0 
Land Pumh 0 0 

OM 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Hane Rtrch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i x :  0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Prugrm Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 
1-Tim Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL mlVING 

Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mist 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
H A P / R S E  0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 84 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1.226 12,348 

Total ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 17/24 
Data AS Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  1e : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S td  F c t m  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, M 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 

($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 
60s 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
C i v  Salary  0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Sa la ry  0 0 
En1 Salary  0 '. 0 
House Al low 0 0 

OTHER 
Miss ion 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 29,289 

T o t a l  ----- 
ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

w 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi r o m e n t a l  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
w 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary  
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Sa la ry  
En1 Sa la ry  
House Al low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

To ta l  ---- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 18/24 
Data As Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
ONE-TIME NET 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 1,226 12,264 
Fun Housing 0 0 

O&H 
Clv Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
other 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi ronnental 0 0 
Info Henage 0 84 
1-Tim other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,226 12,348 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET 
-----($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 
House All- 

OTHER 

Total ----- 
0 

Procurmlent 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 3,226 3,226 3,226 3,226 

TOTAL NET COST 1 ,226 12,348 6,037 3,226 3,226 3,226 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 19/24 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fun Housing 
Land hrch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFo 
C i v  Re t i r ,  

CIV rnVIN6 
Per D i m  
PW M i l e s  
Home hrch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Unemploynront 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdm 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL PIDVIffi 

Per D i m  
PW M i l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envimrmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

HUNTSVILLE, 
19% ---- T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 20/24 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  1e : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctm F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, 
RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPM4 
BOs 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  salary 
En1 Salary 
House All- 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Rearr 
Uniqw Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

HUNTSVILLE, 
19% ---- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 1,247 2,944 4,876 6, 808 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fan Housing 
oan 

1-Tim Move 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 
Land Sales 
E n v i m n t a l  
1-Tlms other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Selary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Proarrunent 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 2,053 4,058 4,058 4,058 



APPROPRIATIONS MTAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 21/24 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fc tm F i  le : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 
ONE-TIME NET 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 
Fan Housing 0 0 

OM'l 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Other 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  W i n g  0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi ronnent.1 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o&M 

R W  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  S l la ry  
House ~ll& 

OTHER 
RvKxtrernent 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 22/24 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995. Repor t  Crea ted  14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.!SFF 

Base: NATICK ROEC, HA 
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 
-----($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 487 4,870 
F m  Housing 0 0 
Land Rfch 0 0 

O&H 
CIV SALARY 

C l v  RIFs  0 0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per  Diem 0 0 
POV M i l e s  0 0 
Han, Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pack ing  0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 
Veh i c l es  0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 
Pmpram P l a n  0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New H i m  0 0 
1-Time Hove 0 0 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
MIL  MOVING 

Pe r  Diem 0 0 
POV M i l e s  0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
H A P / =  0 0 
Envi-tal 0 0 
Info Manage 0 533 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 487 5.403 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 23/24 
Data  As M 06: 50 05/16/1995, Repor t  Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Dopartnrent : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, HA 
RECURRINGCOSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPHA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Opera t  0 0 
C i v  S a l a r y  0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Care take r  0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  0 0 
En1 S a l a r y  0 0 
House A l l o w  0 0 

OTHER 

Total ----- 
0 

M i s s i o n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc  Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 1,711 1,710 1,710 1,710 

TOTAL COSTS 487 5,403 1.802 1,736 1,736 1,736 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fan Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Pbve 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
M i 1  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormnental 
1 - T i m  Mhet 

TOTAL ONE-TIHE 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAJ4 HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPHA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

R-ocurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
M i s s i o n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
H i s c  Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 24/24 
Data  As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Repor t  C~reated  14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package : LE2-6C 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S t d  F c t r o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
F a  Housing 

O&H 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  
C i v  Mwing 
Othe r  

MIL  PERSONNEL 
M i 1  M w i n g  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environment.1 
I n f o  knagta 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAEI HWSE 06% 
O&H 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Ope ra t  
C a m t a k e r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMWS 
MIL  PERSONNEL 

M i l  S a l a r y  
House A l l -  

OTHER 
R.oarrearent 
M i s s i o n  
M i sc  Recur 
Un ique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 487 5,403 1,802 1,736 1,736 1,736 



PERSONNEL, SF, R W .  AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  lo : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7$C.SFF 

Base ---- 
ATCOH. ST. LOUIS 
SIHA, ST. LOUIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT PX)NMWTH 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE 
NATICK RDEC 

Base ---- 
ATCOM, ST. LOUIS 
SIMA, ST. LOUIS 
MTROIT ARSENAL 
FORT FlOMrlOUTH 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE 
NATICK RDEC 

Base ---- 
ATCOM, ST. LOUIS 
SIMA, ST. LOUIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT MONMWTH 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE 
NATICK RDEC 

Personnel 
Change %Change ------ ------- 

-74 -2% 
-409 -100% 
154 4% 
167 Z 
937 7% 

-769 -89% 
162 15% 

RW($)  
Change XChange Chg/Per 

RWBOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

-148,220 -1% 2,003 
-7,011.000 -100% 17.142 

530.241 2% 3.443 
775,501 1% 4,644 

2,987,990 3% 3,189 
-3,820,000 -113% 4,967 

1,710,296 7% 10,557 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

0 OX 0 
-1,000 -100% 2 

0 OX 0 
27,000 1% 162 
6.000 OX 6 

-1,000 -100% 1 
26,200 4% 162 

a ( $ )  
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

-148,220 -1% 2,003 
-3,781,000 -1 00% 9,244 

530,241 2% 3,443 
702,549 1% 4.207 

2,974,661 4% 3,175 
0 OX 0 

1,537.333 8% 9.490 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

Net Change($K) 19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond -------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ----_- 
R m  - -0 -0 -3,090 -6,791 -6.791 -6,791 -23,463 -6,791 
60s Change 0 0 6,543 1.815 1,815 1,815 11,990 1,815 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES -0 -0 3.452 -4,975 -4,975 -4.975 -11,473 -4,975 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6C 
Smmario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
S t d  F c t r t  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7MC. SFF 

INWT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 19% 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construct ion/Shutdoun: Yes 

Base Nam --------- 
ATCOH, ST. LWIS,  I L  
SIMA, ST. LWIS.  I L  
DETROIT ARSENAL, H I  
FORT HONMOUTH, NJ 
REDSTONE ARSENAL. AL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE. 
NATICK RDEC, MA 

St ra tegy :  --------- 
Real  igment 
Real  ignment 
Real  ipnment 
Real ignment 
Real  ignment 

AL Real ignment 
Real i g rmen t  

Swnrury: -------- 
ESTABLISH AN AVIATION COFM4NO I N  ST.LWIS WITH FUNCTION OF HATERIEL MANAGEMENT 
ACQUISITION. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED ADMINISTRATIVE SUP- 
PORT. THE PEO-AVIATION W L O  REMAIN AT THE FEDERAL CENTER. REALGIN AUTOMO- 
TIVE FUNCTION TO TAMM, DETROIT ARSENAL, HI; THE COFMUNICATION-ELECTRONIC 
FUNCTION TO FORT MONMWTH, NJ; AND THE SOLDIER SYSTEM FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. 
MOVE SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE I N  HUNTSVILLE, ALL ONTO EXISITING SPACE AT REDSTONE 
ARSENAL. HOVE SIMA FROH THE ROBERT YOUNG BUILDING TO ST. L W I S  FEDERAL CENTER 
ON 6mDFEUOW. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Fmm Base: To Base: ---------- -------- 
ATCOM. ST. LWIS.  I L  SIMA, ST. LWIS,  I L  
ATCOM, ST. LWIS,  I L  . DETROIT ARSENAL, H I  
ATCOM, ST. LOUIS. I L  FORT MONMOUTH. NJ 
ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, I L  NATICK RDEC, MA 
REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Trans fers  f r o m  S I ~ ,  ST. LWIS,  I L  to ATMM, ST. LWIS, I L  

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
Enlisted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
S tuden t  Positions: 
Missn  Eqpt  (tons): 
LPP~ Eqpt  (-1: 
M i l  L i g h t  Veh ic  (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Veh ic  (toes): 

T r a n s f e r s  fran ATCOH, ST. LWIS, I L  to DETROIT ARSENAL, H I  

19% ---- 
O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  0 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  0 
S tuden t  Pos i t i ons :  0 
Missn  Eqpt  (tons): 0 
L p p t  Eqpt  (tons): 0 
M i l  L i g h t  Veh ic  (tons): 0 
Heavy/Spec Veh i c  (tons) : 0 

Distance:  --------- 
20 mi 

534 m i  
965 m i  

1,207 m i  
10 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  06:50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEZ-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC,SFF 

INWIT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers fmm ATCUM, ST. LOUIS, I L  to FORT HONMWTH, NJ 

- 
O f f i cw  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civ i l ian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
SUP@ Eqpt (-1: 
M i l  Light Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Transfers fmm ATCOM, ST. LOUIS. I L  to NATICK RDEC, HA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civ i l ian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Mimn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  Light Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Transfers frun HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE. 

1996 ---- 
Officer Positions: 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 
Civ i l ian Positions: 0 
Student Positions: 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): . O  
SPP~ Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l  Light Vehic (tons): 0 
Heavy/Spec vehic (tons): 0 

AL to REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

INWT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ATCOM, ST. UWIS, I L  

Total Officer Employees: 
Total En1 lstad Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ( $ / ~ o n / ~ i  10): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (*/Year): 
~ n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fami 1 y Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
W U S  Shi f t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Hornearner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Cmated 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Depariment : ARMY 
Option Package t LE2-6C 
Scenario F i le  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SIM, ST. LOUIS. I L  

Total O f f i e  Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees; 
Total Civi 1 Ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civil ians Not Willing To MOM: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer M ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Colt ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 

Total Off icw Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi l ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
C i v i l i w  Not Will ing To MOM: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer M ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Coot ($/Ton/Mi le): 

b: FORT MNMOUTH. NJ 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civ i l ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civil ians Not Will ing To Hove: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base FaciIities(KSF): 
officer \nU ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):. . 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi la): 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

Total Officer Emploms: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi l ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civil ians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Vear): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
OHAMPUS Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPFU Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Vear): 
60s Non-Payroll ($K/Vear): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Haneawner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payr~l 1 ($K/Vear): 
CrYmwnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
B05 Payroll ($K/Year): 
Fatnily Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shif t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistanca Prugram: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Vear): 
Comnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Vear): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shif t  to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
D.tr A. Of 06:50 05/16/1995, Report Cmated 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-LC. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFMTION 

Name. HQ SSDC, WHTSVILLE, A 1  

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted taployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi l ian Employees: 
M i l  Fwil4es Living On Base: 
Civil ians Not Willing To Hove: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Faci lities(KSF): 
Off icer VHA ($/Honth): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: NATICK ROEC, MA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civi l ian Employees: 1 
M i l  F a i l l e s  Living On Base: 
C i v i l i w  Not Willlng To Mow: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Faci 1 ities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Mdnth): 
Per D i m  Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi 10): 

RFMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Camrrnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
MAMPUs Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Hameovnw Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

RPHA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunicatiom ($K/Vear): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year ) : 
BOS Payroll (WYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shi f t  to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Huneouner Assistance Propram: 
Uniqw Activity Infornution: 

1-Time Uniqw Cost ( 
1-Tim Uniqw Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Em N o d i  1Cm R e (  
Act4v Mission cost ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
Misc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdoun Schedule (X 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc( 
Fan Housing Avoidnc( 
Procurement Avoidnc( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/ 
CHAHWS Out-Patients 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

iK) : 
iK) : 
iK): 
iK) : 
K): 
IK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
I(%): 

iK) : 
iK): 
iK) : 
'r: 
Yr: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% OX OX 
OX OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

(See f ina l  page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As O f  06:W 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:la 05/23/1995 

Department : ARHY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i le  : C: \COBRA\LE2-CCBR 
Std Fctm F i le  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DVNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: SIM, ST. LOUIS, I L  
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique k t  (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Coat ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Coot($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): OX OX OX OX OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): OX OX OX OX OX 
M i  Icon C o r i t  Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fun Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procuranent Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Vr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Vr : 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci 1 ShutDoun(KSF): 1 Perc Family Housing Shutbun: 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

1-Time Unique Gmt ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd( 
Activ Mission Cost ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
Misc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdown Schedule (X 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc( 
Fam Housing Avoidnc( 
Proarrunent Avoidnc( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/ 
CI-bWW Out-Patients 
F r i l  Shutbun(KSF): 

iK): 
iK): 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
;K): 
iK) : 
IK) : 
I(%): 

IK) : 
'K) : 
'K) : 
r: 
Vr: 

Name: FORT WINMOUTH, NJ 

1-Time Uniqw Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env NonNi lCon Reqd( 
Activ Mission Coot ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
Misc Rearrrlng Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedu 1 
Shutdown Schedule (2 
MilCon Cost Awidnc( 
Fan Housing Avoid=( 
Prowrement Avoidnc( 
CHAMWS In-Patients/ 
CHAMWS (lut-Patients 
Faci 1 Shutbn(KSF): 

iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK): 
!(XI: 
I : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
'r: 
'Vr: 

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

Perc Family Housing Shutbun: 

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

Perc Family Housing Shutbun: 

(See final page for  Explanatory Notes) 



I N W  DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pago 6 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEL-6C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Uniqw Cost (SK): 0 0 2,811 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Tim Moving Cort ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-Hi 1Con Reqd($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Hisc Recurring Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Saw($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
ConstNction Schedule(%): OX OX OX OX OX 
Shutdawn Schedule (X): 0% OX OX OX OX 
M i  lCon Cost Awidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fm Housing Awidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Proarremant Avoidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Facil ShutDovn(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShuUkwn: 

Name: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE. 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Uniqw Save ($K): 
1-Time Mwing Cost ($K): 
1-Time b i n g  Save ($K): 
Env NonMi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+&ry/&les) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Proarrement Awidnc($K): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facll ShutDovn(KSF): 

Name: MTIU RDEC, MA 

1-Time Uniqw Cost ($K): 
1-Tim Unique Save ($K): 
1-Tim Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Mwing Save ($K): 
Env NonMi 1Con Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Saw ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fiun Housing Awidnc($K): 
Praarrement ~ w i d n c ( $ ~ ) :  
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr : 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Feci 1 ShutDovn(KSF): 

(See f inal  page fo r  Explanatory Notes) 

. . 

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

Perc Fami ly  Housing ShutDovn: 

OX ox OX ox 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C - 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ATCW. ST. LOUIS. 

Off Force S t r w  Change: 
En1 F o m  S t r w  Change: 
Civ Forw St- 
Stu Force S t r w  Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sa1 Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 
19% 1997 

O f f  Form S t w  w. 
En1 Fwce S t r w  Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scwurlo Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sa1 Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa1 Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Carwtakers - M l  1 i b r y :  
Caretakers - Civil ian: 

Name: FORT HONJYWTH, NJ 

Off Force Struc '&ango: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force S t w  Change: 
Stu Force St- Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 !Scenario Change: 
Civ scenario Change: 
Off Chanqe(No Sal Saw): 
En1 Change(& Sal Save): 
Civ Change(& Sa1 Save): 
Caretakers - M i l  i ta iy:  
Caretakers - Civilian: 

Name: REOSTONE ARSENAL. AL 

Off Force S t r w  Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scetlar l o  Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(N0 Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As O f  06: 50 05/16/1995, Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HQ SSDC, HUHTSVILLE, 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ FOKW Struc Change: 
Stu Forrr Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Chirnge(N0 sa1 saw): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Clv Change(& Sa1 Save): 
Camtakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civil ian: 

Name: NATICK RDEC, MA 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ FOKW Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sa1 Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(N0 S.1 Save): 
Camtakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civil ian: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL. M I  

Description GW New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ---------- ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
ADMINISTRATIVE , ADMIN 0 24,900 0 

Name: FORT HOllmXrm. NJ 

Description -tea New M l l C o n  Rehab M i l C o n  T o t a l  Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
GEN PURWSE ADMIN ADMIN 27,000 0 0 

Niune: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

Description Categ - New HilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 0 172,000 0 
CHILD DAY CARE CHILD 6,000 0 0 

Name: NATICK RDEC, MA 

Description c a w  New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 26,200 0 0 

(See f i na l  page fo r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 06: 50 05/16/1995. Report Created 14: 18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icars H a w i d :  77.00% Civ Early R e t i n  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enlisted Harried: 58.50% Pr io r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enlisted Housing HilCon: 91.00% PPS Actions Involving FCS: 50.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year): 67.948.00 C iv i l i an  FCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,717.00 C iv i l i an  New H i m  Cost($): 1,109.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 30,860.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,223.00 Hano Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 Max Hano Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 Hune Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Salary($/Year): 45,998.00 Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C iv i l i an  Turnovw Rate: 15.00X C iv i l i an  Homeatning Ratm 64.00% 
Civ i l i an  Early Re t im  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i l i an  Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP limeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l l an  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE HomeValue Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RFUA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index ( R W  vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Camtaker &in(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Fanily Quatters(SF): 1.819.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab m. New HilCon k t :  
In fo  Management Account: 
Mil& Design Rate: 
HilCon SIOH Rate: 
Hi l& Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilC+n S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Disawnt Rate f o r  Nf?V.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i on  Rate f o r  NW. RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 71 0 
HHG Per Off  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i l i an  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
M s c  Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton): 
HI 1 Light Vehicle($/Mi le): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le): 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi lo): 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Twr) : 
One-Time Off  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Gteoory -------- 
Horizontal 
Waterf mt 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Fac i l i t i es  
Recreation Fac i l i t i es  
hmnunications F a i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT L E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

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

UM -- $/W ---- 
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) 100 
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pago 10 
Data As Of &:XI 05/16/1995, Report Created 14:18 05/23/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6C 
Scenario Fl le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6C. CBR 
Std Fctn File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

EXPUNATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

SCREEN 5 - ONE TIME "UNIQUE" COSTS FOR REDSTONE OF $2.W, REFERS TO OFFICE 

EQUIPMENT COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH MOVEMENT OF HQ SSDC PERSONNEL TO REDSTONE. 

THE COST FACTOR IS $3K PER SPACE BEING TRANSFERRED.. .WHICH WAS PROVIDED BY 

HQ AMC. 

SCREEN 7 - MILCON DATA REFERS TO ME STATIONING PROFILE - PEWENT ASSETS 

REPORT FOR FACILIM CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS. 



DBRAC TASKING LETTER 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

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

C O M M I S S I O N E R S :  
A L  C O R N E L L A  
REBECCA C O X  

May 11,  1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L E E  KL lNG 
RADM B E N J A M I N  F. MONTOYA,  U S N  ( R E T )  
M G  J O S U E  ROBLES.  JR. ,  USA ( R E T )  
WEND1 L O U I S E  S T E E L E  

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 q k-lc, I 1,- \L- 
Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Commission had added the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) leased 
facilities in Huntsville, AL for fbrther consideration to DoD's list for closure or realignment. 
Request you provide COBRA'S for the following alternatives by May 25, 1995: 

1. Establish an Aviation Command in St. Louis with the hnctions of material management, 
acquisition, research and development and the associated administrative support. The 
Program Executive Office-Aviation would also remain at the Federal Center. 

u~ Y ~ C  Realign the automotive hnctions to TACOM, Detroit, MI; the communication-electronics 

i hnctions to Fort Mommouth, NJ; and the soldier system fbnctions to Natick, MA. 

Move SSDC fiom lease space in Huntsville, AL onto existing space at Redstone Arsenal. 

Move the Systems Integration Management Activity (SIMA) fiom the Robert Young Building \ in St. Louis to the Federal Center on Goodfellow. 

2. Same & above, but do not move SIMA. 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r d w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



SUPPORTING 
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OPTION #: LE2-6C - ATCOM/SIMA/SSDC 

SlMA - ST. LOUIS, MO MOVE TO ATCOM: ASIP (NOV 94) FY 96 

UIC - DESCRIPTION ---- OFF WO ENL USC OTHER 

W44KO 1 USAMC SYS INTEG & MGMT 0 0 0 409 0 
BOSMM 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 0 409 0 

ATCOM MOVE TO NATICK RDEC: 

WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 
BOSMM 
TOTAL 

ATCOM MOVE TO DETROIT ARSENAL: 

WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 
BOSMM 
TOTAL 

ATCOM MOVE TO FORT MONMOUTH: 

WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 
BOSMM 
TOTAL 

HQ SSDC MOVE TO REDSTONE ARSENAL: 

W4T80 1 HQUSA SPC&STR DEF CMD 34 0 2 859 0 
BOSMM 0 0 0 42 0 
TOTAL 34 0 2 901 0 

ELIMINATIONS: 

TOTAL 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
SAMAS as of 18 NOV 94 

ACTIVE ARMY 
ASIP STATION REPORT : SDC 

Army Base = HQ USA SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 
Stn Code = 0143L 
Station = HUNTSVLE, AL (HQ USA SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND) 

Lease = DACA0159300;(2100 Exp = 08/14/94 Interest = 
__----_----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- --_--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
UIC Rgt/Unbr Br Parent  U n i t  SRC ACTCO 
Asgt TPSN D e r i v a t i v e  U n i t  Source EDATE FY F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  
DOOAAC Conp0 MDEP CCNUM 1995 1996 1997 lW8 1999 2000 2001 
_---_--_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------_---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

TYPE UNIT: TDA UNITS 

U4T801 00 0000 HQUSA SPC&STR DEF CMD OFF: 10 31 3L 3L 3L 34 34 
SC 56151 U4T8 USA STRATEGIC CUD TAR M F :  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 RL11 SC0395 EWL: 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
USC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------.------------------------------ 

TOTALOFF: 40 34 34 34 34 34 34 
TOTAL UOF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TDA UNITS TOTAL ENL: 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
TOTAL USC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

====================z============================================================================================= 

TOTALOFF: 40  34 34 34 36  34 34  

INSTALLATION TOTALS 

TOTAL UOF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ENL: 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
TOTAL MIL: 42 36  36  36 36  3 6  3 6  
TOTALUSC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 
TOTAL OTH: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIV: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 
TOTALPOP: 1025 969 931 895 860 860 860 

Printed: 02/02/95 
ASIPFLAT: 0 113 1 I95 

DAIM-FDP-P (DSN: 223-4583) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONllY 

Page 87 1 



Selected Base: REDSTONE-ARSENAL BOSMM RESULTS 
Current Supported: Change in: o (Authorizations) 
Mission Base Ops Mission Base OpsO Initial Base Ops Net 

MIL 1593  169 36 0 O Change Adjustment Chana~ 
CIV/OT 6625 932 859 0 O MISSION 895 895 
TOTAL 8218 1101 895 0 O BASE OPS 0 42 42 ~ ~ e 6 e ~ e ~ e ~ ~ g ~ g ~ g & & g & g @ & @ @ & & G & & & ~ @ & ~ @ e & g & & G & @ & & & @ & e ~ g & e & & & & & & @ g & g g g g g @ & @ @ 6 & ~ e e e ~ ~  - 

L - 
Change in REQ O Change in AUTH 
due to change in: " due to change in: 

FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY MISSION BASE OPS MISSION BASE OPS &gg&~&&e&&g6&&&&~&&&@&@&&g&&@&T&&&e&&&&g~G&&~&&~G&&T&&~&&&@&&@~&G@&@@&&Gg&&@@~e~ - 
Administration o 0 o 1 
Cmd & Crnd Support o 0 O 4 
Info Sys Mgmt o 0 o 2 
Fiscal & Res Mgmt o 0 O 11 
Manpower O 0 o 0 
Facilities Eng o 0 o 7 
Logistics o O 

Maintenance o 0 o 1 
Transportation O 0 O 1 

Supply 0 0 0 2 6&66B&&g6gg&&e&6g66gg&&6&&6g6&&&&&ee&&ee&e&e&&ee&e&&&&&&&&&&&ee&&e&&e~&&g&&&&&ee 

<F2> Change Population <F3> Remove Units <F4> Add Units 
cF5> View Base Ops Spt <F6> View Contractors <F7> View Supported Units 
<F8> View Memo <F9> ~rint/Create Results <Esc> Return to Main Menu 



AMCSO 8 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ARMY BBSINQ S T U D Y ,  ATTN: MS. CATHY POLMATEEE 

S U B J E C T :  A S I P  f o r  S I W A - W e s t  a t  ATCOM 

1. In t h e  A S I P  Station Report f o r  ATCOM d a t e d  16 May 9 4 ,  SIM- 
W e s t  at St. Louis identified for  FY96 had 0 military and 4 0 9  
civi 1 ian. 

2 .  In the ASIP Station Report for ATCOM dated 18 Nov 94. S I M -  
West at St. Louis IdentiYled for FYS6 had only I civilian. 

3. The 18 Nov 94 ASIP for SIU-West is incorrectly entered, 
T h e ~ e  will be 408 civilian to be transferred from St. Louis to 
Redstone Arsenal i f  the decision to disestablish ATCOM becomes 
law. 

4 -  Point of contact for t h i s  action is Mr. Paul Mui. 274-8157. 

5. BMC -- America's Arsenal for the Brave 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333 - 0001 

AMCSO 16 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ARMY BASING STUDY, ATTN: CATHY POLMATEER 

SUBJECT: Lease Cost for SIMA-W 

1. Reference telephone conversation between Ms. Polmateer, 
DA TABS, and Mr. Mui, HQ, AMC, 16 May 1995, sab. 

2. The lease cost for SIMA-W at downtown St. ~ouis is 
$2.822 millions per year. 

3 .  The information in this memo is accurate and complete to the 
best of my knowledge. 

4. My point of contact is Mr. Paul Mui, 274-8157. 

5. AMC -- America's arsenal for the Brave. /7 

Chief 
Special Analysis Of 



1. The Army would save all of these costs if ATCOM relocates. Because the COBRA model 
transfers fknds to the gaining locations based the population moving, the Army should consider 
all the costs currently paid at ATCOM as a savings. In the Army's initial recommendation. no 
savings in BASOPS was generated. The Arrl~y did not collect BASOPS data on lease hcilities 
because most leases do not 11ave separate a~~ountability in BASOPS budgets and data could not 
be captured. TABS has ad-lusted the screen 4 numbers for the ATCOM COBRA scenario. 

New Screen 4 data BASOI'S Nonpay - $18,574K 
RPMA Nonpay = $10.995K 

RPMA Non-payroll: 158,000 ATCOM 
+ 100,000 SIMA 
+2.9 10.000 SIMA - Lease 

3,068,000 
3,399,580 Inflate to FY 96 (x 1.073 1) 

+7.595.000 ATCOM - Lease 
10,994,580 

BASOPS Non Payroll: $17,308,9 12 
$1 8,574,193 Inflate to FY 96 (x 1.073 1) 

- 5; ILI\ 4 
7,5<ooa 

6 



' 9 5  10:24 FROM DBCRC R-R ;. *-- .. - " . u - I I I V Y I I  ul<ns, 

2- PURPOSE: To rnunm tbr r rL l iv t  mst of opaating an iMJLtion in ofthe 
mirrion quton~1as. ihL provides a d d v c  cust fa- wed rn .nerr rk d v c  son of 
-.OM of LP iOSt8118tj083. 



. . . '95 18: 25 F R O M  D B C R C  R-FI PFIGE. El82 

,/I2 '95 10:13 1D:FITCOM BRAC 
I -  ad 4 C CU f n v r r  ur-.\r I. ,+ FRX : 31 4-263-0975 FWE 

h i (  JO Q€B04J 6--+ 

r En~ornrnud Progryns. ACCUUII ( ~ ~ 5 6 )  fi 613 
' d. Audio-Visual. ACCOULI! (uoot90) (.I i;~] 

B T C O ~ ~ O ,  ACCOUII~ (XXXJC~S) 3, ?I?, %3 - 

f: F d l y  Ptognms. Amunu (878708,8787 19.878720) 
C 

PC& I13,'~~qlp 6 3 / m O  1 

~ c + c a ~ a * n d e f i ~ m t i o o p v i ~ ~ f o r m a e & - a  a ~ o u t  
*nU k povidai. Dur prnvidcd &odd include dl h w n  CMIS paid f a t z r a d  rPppDn 

i ,. - hadtdhg r c i m ~ e  md 
-rs wQI k iacludid 1 rrtrb~ ppukttem 

6- EQUATION: TsY Base S u m  Cmdhtd Mi011 Populasio~. . - 



LEASED FACILITIES ANALYSIS 

STUDI '  Cr1NDID;tI'E: LE2-bC' TJ / 
OPTION DESCRIPTION: hlove SSIIC into I<edstor~e 

Population Summary: Attached Stationing nloves SSDC to Redstone Arsenal. I'opulation nioved 
is 36 Military and 824 Civilians. 

Assumptions: 

* Requirements for Runways and related AF OPS, Liquid Fuel Storage, TASC, Community 
Facilities (except Fitness and Child Day Care Centers) Infrastructure, Officer & Senior Enlisted 
Unaccompanied Quarters, Dining Facilities, and Medical Facilities were assumed not finded for 
this study and are not included. Adequate warehouse space (regardless of type) is assumed 
avaitable. 

* Assume that 1500 people (300KSF) can be accommodated in renovated facilities at RSA 

Conclusions: 

ADMIN(SSDC) = 200 gross SF per person = 200 x 860 = 172KSF 
- - 172K X MCAUCF X PCF X ACF X IF 
- - 172K X 102.08 X 1.33 X -78 X 1.1929 X 59%= $12.8M (Renov) 

TOTAL ($12-8M) 5'%xJ 
0 FLY 

Child Day Car5 requirement is 



BRAC 96 
STATIONING PROFILE - PERMANENT ASSETS REPOR1 tJ A,-\-I L {- i Lj 1 L [ b  FACILITY CONST RUCTlON REQUIREMENTS 

f'ACIl.17 Y 

JUSTIFICATION FOR 
1 GROUP 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I , , ,  l I 1 , l  I , , , ,  I , , l , , l , , , , , # , , l , l t , o l , , ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  



BRAC 86 
STATIONING PROFILE -- PERMANENT ASSETS REPOR r D g t R m  : ' 1 L .  ( ~ b /  

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 
A L T E R N A T I V E  NO ] - [ QP -- - .- ] '  -. -- 

JUSTIFICATION FOR 
CHANGE IN STA TIONING PROFILE 

(IF APPROPRIATE)' 

-- 
1 

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

-- 

NEW , . - _  - - ._ _ . . . - _ ._ . . 

! 
.- -. . - -. -- . - - - .. - - --- 

1 :  4 I 

I I I ' I  / 1 I ,  , '  A 1 / A ( : /  t CONUNUAnON SHEET IF NEc12s:;nli I ) A  I . 1  



BRAC 96 
STATIONING PROFILE -- PERMANENT ASSETS REPOI{ I' 

FACILITY CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 
. .- . . -. - -. - . . - - .  
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Asof: 17:01 21 May 1995 

DACS-TABS: JS Vallone 



As of: 17:07 2 1 May 1995 

DACS-TABS: JS Vallone Economic Impact Data 
LE2-6C I LE2-6D IS SAME 

Activity: AVSCOM / TROSCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Inlpact of Provoscd BRAC-95 Action at AVSCOM I TROSCOM: 

Total Population of St. Louis, h1O-1L MSA (1992): 2,518.5brkl 
Total Enlplognlcnt of St. Louis, RIO-IL RlSA, BEA (1992): 1,428.5S3 
Total Pcrsanal Income of St. Louis, MO-IL MSA (1992 actual): $54,65 1,920,0(~1 
BRAC 95 Total Dircct and Indircct Job Change: ( 7 x 7  
BRAC 95 Potcntial Total Job Changc Ovcr Closurc Period (% of 1992 Total Ernploymcnt (0 . lea)  

1994 lPPi 19% LPPZ LPP8 lP99 2m BQ! 
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 (2) 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 (481) 0 0 0 
Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 (2) 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 (481) 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 (483) 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 

th r n in P BRAC Actions at AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM Wrew- 0 e Pe d 

MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

St.  Louis. MO-IL MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 1,187,854 

Elllployment Data ' 
1~00.000 , 

Average Per Capita Income (1992): %21,7W 

Per Capita Personal Income Data 

25,000 

Annualized Chanrre in Civilian Employment (1984-1993 Annualized Chanye in Per C a ~ i t a  Personal Income (198-1-: 992 

Employment: 9,732 Dollars: $900 
Percentage: 0.9% Percentage: 5.2% 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for St. Louis, MO-IL MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

Local 8.1% 7.4% 7.0% 7.0% 6.0% 5.594 6.0% 6.9% 6.0% 6 5'0 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6 
-- -- - - - 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993, which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 Sd-23~ 
of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



As of: 17:07 21 May 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

LE2-6C / LE2-60 IS SAME 

- -- - - 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affecting St. Louis. MO-IL MS.4: 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (7x7) 
Potential Cunlulativc Total Job Changc Over Closurc Period (% of 1992 Total Enlploy (0.1 YO) 

- -- -- 

14Ptl PEG 19P$ lPPZ EW8 lPPP 2404 2041 TO@ 

Other Proposcd BRAC 95 Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding AVSCOM / TROSCOM) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding AVSCOM I TROSCOM) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: Ma 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 ;  0 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in St. Louis, MO-IL, MSA Statistical Area (Including AVSCOM I TROSCOM) 

p ? MIL 0 0 0 0 (2) 0 0 0 (2) 
CIV 0 0 0 0 (481) 0 0 0 (481) 
TOT 0 0 0 0 (483) 0 0 0 (483 I 

Cumulative Lnd~rect Job Change: (304) 
Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: (7 87 ) 



CLOSE HOLD 

H E A D Q U A R T E R S ,  U e B e  ARMY BPACE AND 8TRATEGIC DEFENSE C O M M A N D  
HUNTBVILLE, AL 

?' E N A N T  ~ , o i : n ~ r o r r /  A D D R E S S  SQ FT BY TYPE C08T/YR PAID 
( F C G )  (REIMBURBE) 

G S A  L E A S E S  

152K Ofc $3,265K 
1 K  StorageILab 
1 K  ~oilet/Clinic 
4 K  Food Serv 
5K Strctrly Chgd 
17K ADP 
7K Conf/Tng 
1 K  Light* Industr 
297K outside Prkng 

:SDC (, j;! r, c j : ; . , ~ . ~ .  ,.,->ey Dr 3K Strctrly $77K 
1 ! ) 1 ! 1 t  : ; v i  1 1c ,  AI, Changed 

:;SDC ',o: i I ; I  < ~ J ~ G L - c I  111- 18K Ofc $214K 
I 1 1 1 , nr, 2K Conf/Tng 

BUY OUT R E O R G  PLANS I ' O P U L A T I O K  
P E N A L T Y  Y / N  E X P L A I N  M I 1 4 / C I V / C O N T  

None* 

None* 1 :  

None* : J 1 1 o / o o / o o  

* 120-day :!ot ! r . ( - ,  r e q u i r e d  f o r  l e a s e  termination, Any costs will b e  a s s o c i a t c t l  ;:i t ! i  !.ti: 111.:: i n l j  

b u i  l d i  I::; t . c :  c: : -  i r j i r ; ~ l  s t a t e ,  beyond fair wear and tear (to b e  determined a t  t : l l c !  : i r.:c. i [I i i ( 1  i r l c j  

is vac;it . i : i i)  . 

* *  L e a s e s  A!. :,(:!S'!.i Sa2dcrson Rd, 307 Wynn Dr, and 210 Wynn Dr will be  a i~sor-bct i  ; ~ r ~ t i  : - , l , . t ( >  ! . l c . i .  i l l t o  

I ,  
1 . 6  106 W y r l f ~  [ ! I - ivr?  e a r l y  in 1 9 9 5 .  a. . 

a ' 

CLOSE HOLD 



CLOSE HOLD 

I r c A n y U A R T E R . 5 ,  U.S. ARMY BPACE AND BTRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 
HUNTBVILLE, AL 

T E N A N T  I , O C A T I O t l / A D D R E S S  SQ FT BY TYPE COBT/YR PAID BUY OUT R E O R G  P L A N S  I ) O P U L A T I O N  

(FCG) (REIMBURSE) PENALTY Y/N E X P L A I N  M T I , / C I V / C O N T  
C O R P S  O F  E t l G I h ' E C I l  L E A S E S  

s5;)c : , ~ : , f )  : ; C I ~ ,  : o y - r -  r d 2 K  Receiving $22K 
:;u i bL.e ;<. & processing 
I .  1 ! c ;*.I, ADP Equip 

S S :.I C 5650 : ;a~;:!~v-c Jcn Rd 2 K  Simulation $24K 
: ; i i i t e  F C e n t e r  
I t  1 1 ,  I:L 

o I - o r  id 2 K  Security/ $68K*** 
! ; ( I  i t e c; Alarm System 
I ~ L I J ) ~ . : ; ~ , ~  1 I : c ? ,  I,.!, 

None* y** o i , ; o o / o : :  

None* y** 00/02/09 

None* $I' * t o ( l / o o / o ~  

None* '; * A 1 1  ! ;I 7 1 oo 

S S D C  2 10 \ < , , r r ) r ~  i)r 3 K  Storage $25K None* 'If * , )  ,,/o! loo 
l i l in!~z\Ji  1 lc, I,L - 

, 3,820 
* G O  clay ~ i c - ) : :  i  c.:r? : -C(]LI i 1-cd for lease termination. 
* *  D u r i n q  I ' Y 9 5  !i?,ise T,,:ill be terminated and absorbed within lease at i f 1 6  i :ynn [):. il:r. 
* * *  Lease i r l ( : l o ( i ( . ~ ;  C O C ; ~  of one security guard. 

a 

CLOSE HOLD 



THE ARMY BASING STUDY 

BRAC 95 
ALTERNATIVE 

DOCUMENTATION 
"ADD" 

ALTERNATIVE NO. 

AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND 
AND 

SPACE AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 

DESCRIPTION 

ESTABLISH AND AVIATION COMMAND IN ST. LOUIS WITH THE 
FUNCTIONS OF MATERIAL MANAGEMENT, ACQUISITION, RESEARCH 

AND DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT. THE PEO-AVIATION WOULD ALSO REMAIN AT THE 

FEDERAL CENTER. REALIGN THE AUTOMOTIVE FUNCTIONS TO 
TACOM, DETROIT, MI; THE COMMUNICATIN-ELECTRONICS 

FUNCTIONS TO FT. MONMOUTH, NJ; AND THE SOLDIER SYSTEM 
FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. MOVE SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE IN 

HUNTSVILLE, AL ONTO EXISTING SPACE AT REDSTONE ARSENAL. DO 
NOT MOVE SIMA. 

ANALYST: Cathy S. Polmateer, OCSA (DACS-TABS) 



"ADD" CONTENTS 

TAB A - NEW COBRA REPORTS 

TAB B - DBRAC TASKING LETTER FOR "ADDS" 

TAB C - SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR 
DECISIONS 



NEW COBRA REPORTS 

TAB A 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUFMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 11 : 17  05/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6D 
Scenar io  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 19% 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Never 

NPV i n  2015($K): 74.826 
1-Time Cost($K): 45,120 

Net Cos t s  ($K) Constan t  D o l l a r s  
19% 1997 ---- ---- 

Mi lCon 10,672 17,299 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 794 -79 
Moving 0 0 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O the r  0 0 

T o t a l  ----- 
27,972 
16,475 
-8,607 

9,802 
0 

3.631 

TOTAL 11,466 17,220 

1996 ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

T o t a l  ----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

SURMry: 
-- ------ 
ESTABLISH AN AVIATION COW4ND I N  ST. LOUIS WITH FUNCTIONS O f  MATERIEL MANAGE- 
MENT, ACQUISITION, RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED AOMIN SUPPORT. 
THE PEO-AVIAITON WOULD ALSO REMAIN AT THE FEDERAL CENTER. 
REALIGN AUTOMOTIVE FUNCTIONS TO DETROIT ARSENAL, MI; CCMlUNICATIONS-ELECTRONIC 
FUNCTIONS TO FORT HDNMOUTH. NJ; AND SOLDIER FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. 
MOVE HQ SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE I N  HUNTSVILLE, ALL ONTO EXISTING SPACE AT 
REDSTONE ARSENAL. 
SOURCE: CXMIISSION STAFF AND "ADDS HEARING" 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUPMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
19% 1997 ---- ---- 

M i  lCon 10,672 17,299 
Persoil 0 0 
OverM 1,091 81 8 
b i n g  0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 11,763 18,117 

Savings ($K) Constant 
19% ---- 

M i  lCm 0 
Person 0 
OverM 297 
Hovl ng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Do1 l a n  
1997 1998 ---- ---- 

0 0 
0 306 

897 1,493 
0 3 
0 0 
0 0 

TOTAL 297 897 1,802 6,491 7,131 7.805 

Total ----- 
27,972 
17,699 
14,588 
9,806 

0 
3,631 

Total 



NET PRESENT VALUES REWRT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  1 1 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07: 48 05/24/1995 

Departnent : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Year ---- 
19% 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost($) ---------------- 
11,311,850 
16,533,694 
16,393,508 

-242,399 
907,588 

1,967,290 
2,367,640 
2,304,272 
2,242,601 
2.182.580 
2,124,165 
2.067.314 
2,011,984 
1,958,136 
1,905,728 
1 ,854,723 
1,805,083 
1,756,772 
1,709,754 
1,663,994 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
M i  1 i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information ManageRlent Acmunt 
Land Purcha~er 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civ i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Ratirement 
C iv i l i an  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

k i n g  
C iv i l i im  W i n g  
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time k i n g  Coots 

Total - W i n g  

Mher 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mit igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Mher .................................................. 
Total One-Tim Costs 

Cost %&Total ---- --------- 

One-Time Savings 
M i l  i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time W i n g  Savings 
Environnental Mi t igat ion Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 3,217 .............................................................................. 
Total Net Ons-Time Costs 45,116,490 



ONE-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 217 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LWIS. FY) 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

category -------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Rtduses 

Total - Construction 

Pev.sofmel 
Civ i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  New H i m  
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

b i n 9  
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
FroigM 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - b i n g  

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mit igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Su b-Total ---- --------- 

Total One-Tim Costs ......................................................... 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envimmantal Mit igat ion Savings 
One-Time Uniqw Savings 

Total One-Tim SIvings 3.21 7 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Tim Costs 11,612,126 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/7 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE24D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, MI 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

-------- 
construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
F m i  l y  Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchser 

Total - Conttruction 

Personnel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  New Hirez 
Eliminated M i l i t a ry  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

averhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Env i~~uaen ta l  Mi t igat ion Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Coots 0 

Total - OUlw 0 .............................................................................. 
Total one-Tim b t s  2,924,054 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Coot Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total b T i a  Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Tim Costs 2,924,054 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/7 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fdrs Fi le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT F(ONMWlH, NJ 
(All values in Dollars) 

category -------- 
Construction 
Hilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Managanent Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - ConstNction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Hilitary PCS 
Unemploument 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - lhwhoad 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilhn PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Casts 

Total - Moving 

Cost Su b-Total ---- --------- 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envinmnental Mitigation Costs 0 
*Time Uniqus Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Tim Cot- 5,709.917 

one-Tim savings 
Mi 1 itary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tim b i n g  savings 0 

. Envinwunontal Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Tim Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,709,917 



ONE-TIM COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARHY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scarurio F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RMC, HA 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

construction 
M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  New Hirer 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

h i n o  
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Hoving 
Freight 
One-Tima Moving Costs 

Total - Hoving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Enviromental Mi t igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Teal - Othec 

Cost Sub-Total 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 5,954,652 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i tary  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Tim Moving Savings 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 
W T i m  Unique Savings .............................................................................. 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 5,954,652 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL. AL 
( A l l  values i n  Dollars) 

Gteoory -------- 
Gnlstruction 

Mi l i tary  Construction 
Funi l y  Housing Construction 
Information Manapement Acownt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
Civ i l ian RIF 
Civ i l ian Early Retirement 
Civ i l ian New Hires 
Eliminated Mi l i tary  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Propram Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdawn 

Total - Owrhoad 

*ing 
Civ i l ian Moving 
Civ i l ian PPS 
Mil i tary  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total ---- ---- ----- 

Other 
H A P / =  0 
Envimmental Mitigation Costs 0 
b T i m e  Unique Costs 2,811,000 

Total - Other 2,811,000 .............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 16,728,178 .............................................................................. 
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i ta ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi l i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tim Moving Savings 0 
Environnental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total Ons-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs 18,728,178 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/7 
Data As W 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\LE~-6O.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE, AL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Acmunt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirunent 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Urwnployront 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian kving 
Civilian PPS 
Hilitary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 

HAP / RSE 
~nvi-i mitigation costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total ---- --------- 

Total One-Time Costs ........................................ 
One-Time Savings 
Hilitary Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Cbving 
Lud sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Tim Unique Savings 

Total One-Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
Total Wet One-Time Costs 187,562 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEL-6D. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 

Bane Name --------- 
ATCOM, ST. LOUIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT HONMOUTH 
NATICK RDEC 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE ........................ 
Totals: 

To ta l  
M i  1 Con ------ 

0 
2,863 
5,132 
5,357 

13.491 
0 

.----------- 
26,843 

IMA Land 
Cost Rtrch 

Cost 
Avoid 

To ta l  
Cost 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F I  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

M i  lCon f o r  Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Hi Icon Using Rehab New New 

Description: &tea Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 24,900 2,863 0 0 
------------------------------------------------------------------------. 

Total Construction Cost: 
+ In fo  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* ----- 
2,863 ------ 
2,863 

0 
0 
0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 2.863 

* A l l  HilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/7 
Data As O f  11:17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

M i  lCon f o r  Base: FORT MONMWTH, NJ 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Hi  lCon Using Rehab New New 

Description: bw Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- 
GEN PURPOSE ADMIN ADMIN 0 0 27,000 5,132 ......................................................................... 

Total Construction Cost: 
+ In fo  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* 

TOTAL: 5,643 

* A l l  H11Con Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/7 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: NATICK RDEC, F(A 

A l l  C a t s  i n  $K 
Mi Icon Using Rehab New New Total 

Description: hf,W Rehab Cost* HilCon Cost* Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- ----- 
ADHINISTRATIVE ADMIN 0 0 26,200 5,357 5,357 .............................................................................. 

Total Construction Cost: 5,357 
+ In fo  Management Accwnt: 533 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 5,890 

* A l l  Milcon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning. and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/7 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \OBRA\LEE-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

M i  lCon f o r  Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

A11 Costs i n  $K 
M i  lCon Using Rehab New New 

Description: CirtW Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* ------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 172,000 12,644 0 0 
CHILD DAY CARE CHILD 0 0 6, OOo 846 ........................................................................ 

Total Construction Cost: 
+ In fo  Management Account: 
+ Land Purchases: 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 

Total 
Cost* 
----- 

12,644 
846 

------- 
13,491 

84 
0 
0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 13,575 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i te  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 



PERSONNEL SUlJMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMARY FOR: ATCOM. ST. LOUIS, W) 

BASE WWLATION (FY 19%): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

1 42 80 0 3,784 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off  icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 -56 -47 0 0 0 -103 
TOTAL 0 - 56 -47 0 0 0 -103 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

142 80 0 3,681 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 154 0 0 0 154 
TOTAL 0 0 154 0 0 0 154 

To Base: FORT K)NMWTH, NJ 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 

To Base: NATICK RDEC, P1A 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 0 160 0 0 0 160 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 0 162 

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

Officers 0 0 
En1 i sted 0 0 
Students 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

ST. LWIS, Ho): 
1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 481 
0 0 0 483 

BASE WWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i  1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

140 80 0 3.200 



PERSONNEL SUIW4RY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL .SlJbMARY FOR: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

143 41 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 1 sted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 -28 -121 -21 0 
TOTAL 0 -28 -121 -21 0 

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

143 41 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: ATCOM, ST. LWIS. MO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 i a m  0 0 154 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 1 54 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  DETROIT ARSENAL, MI) : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

'Off icers 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 is ted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians 0 0 154 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 154 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted ---------- ---------- 

143 41 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: FORT HONMWTH, NJ 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): , Off icers En1 isted ---------- --------- 
298 351 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Officers 0 17 -3 
Enlisted 0 226 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 i a m  0 -411 -182 
TOTAL 0 -168 -185 

BASE WWLATION (Prior to BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted ---------- ---------- 

31 2 577 

Students ---------- 
0 

Students 

Students ---------- 
270 

Civ i l ians ---------- 
3,820 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10 -160 
10 -160 

Civ i  1 ians ---------- 
3.660 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 154 
0 154 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 154 
0 154 

Civ i  1 ians 

3.814 

Civ i l ians 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 14 
0 226 
0 0 
0 -685 
0 -445 

Civ i l ians ---------- 
6,076 



PERSONNEL SUPMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Oat. As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Repor t  Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Depar lnent  : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6D 
Scena r i o  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
Fmn, Base: ATCOM. ST. LWIS. HO 

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 
O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  FORT lO lMOUlH.  NJ): 
19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

O f f  ice- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  0 0 167 0 0 0 167 
TOTAL 0 0 167 0 0 0 167 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students  C i v i  1 i a n s  ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

31 2 577 270 6,243 

PERSONNEL SUmARY FOR: NATICK ROEC, MA 

BASE POWIATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 isted Students  C i v i l i a n s  

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Studen t s  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -4 -3 -1 8 0 
TOTAL 0 -4 -3 -18 0 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  to BRAC Action): 
O f f  ice= E n l i s t e d  Students  ---------- ---------- ---------- 

37 83 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F m  Base: ATCOH, ST. LWIS, MO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r s  0 0 2 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Studen t s  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  0 0 160 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  NATICK RDEC, MA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  icers 0 0 2 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 
Students  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 i a n s  0 0 160 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 162 0 0 

2001 T o t a l  

C i v i  1 i a n s  ---------- 
995 

2001 T o t a l  ---- ----- 
0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 160 
0 162 

2001 T o t a l  



PERSONNEL SMWtY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC..SFF 

BASE POWLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

39 83 0 1,155 

PERSONNEL SWARY FOR: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996): 
O f f  ice- Enlisted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

323 965 1,049 10,747 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 68 -28 0 0 0 40 
Civ i l ians  0 -295 -106 -140 0 0 -541 
TOTAL 0 -227 -133 -140 0 0 -500 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

324 965 1,089 10,206 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- --- ---- ---- ----- 
Officers 0 0 34 0 0 0 34 
Enlisted 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 0 0 0 937 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

, Of f  icers 0 0 34 0 0 0 34 
Enlisted 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 0 0 0 937 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 isted Students Civ i l ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

290 963 1,089 9,305 

PERSONNEL SUMYlARY FOR: HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE, AL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students C iv i  1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

34 2 0 933 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 is ted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 -38 -36 -35 0 0 -109 
TOTAL 0 -38 -36 -35 0 0 -109 



PERSONNEL SUbPlARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Craated 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

BASE WPULATION (Pr ior  to BRAC Action): 
O f f  icers En1 is ted  Students C iv i  1 ians ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

34 2 0 824 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- - 
Off  i c e n  0 0 34 0 0 0 34 
Enlisted 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 0 0 0 937 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( In to  HQ SSDC, 
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Off icers 0 0 34 
En1 is ted  0 0 2 
Students 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 0 0 901 
TOTAL 0 0 937 

HUNTSVILLE, AL) : 
1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ----- 

0 0 0 34 
0 0 0 2 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 901 
0 0 0 937 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- 

Off  i c e n  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 is ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  0 0 42 42 42 42 168 
TOTAL 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
Off icers En1 i sted Students C iv i  1 tans ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 

68 4 0 1,893 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/7 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario Fi 1 e : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std F d n  File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC, SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING W T  
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Reti roment* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 01.382 0 0 0 1382 
Civilians Moving 0 01,209 0 0 0 1209 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 1 7 3  0 0 0 173 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 4 8  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 2 9 0 0 0 2 9  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 215 42 42 42 341 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Wi 11 ing to Hove (Voluntary RIFs) varies from 
base to bas. 

Total ----- 
1382 
48 
24 
72 
29 

1209 
173 

# Not all Priority Placments involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REWRT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 2/7 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATm, ST. LOUIS, HD Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retiruaent* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover. 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the reminder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVSLIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retiremant 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placemant# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the mmiinder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civilians Moving 
New Civilians Hired 
Other Civilian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total ----- 
481 
48 
24 
72 
29 
308 
173 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover. and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move a m  not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/7 
Oat. As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctm F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF70EC,SFF 

Base: MTROIT ARSENAL, M I  Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian Turnover 15.00% 
C i a  Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr io r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available to Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the m i n d e r )  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
New Civi l ians H i d  
Other C iv i  1 ian Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTH 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Early RetiFernento. Regular Retirements, C iv i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing to Ebvr a m  not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/7 
Data As Of 11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: FORT tOWUTH. NJ Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 
Early Retirunent* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Tumwer* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Move 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 1 6 7  0 0 0 167 
Civilians Moving 0 0 1 0 7  0 0 0 107 
New Civilians Hired 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 6 0  
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORIlYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 . O  0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 60 0 0 0 60 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

# Not a11 Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/7 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6O.CBR 
Std F d n  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RMC, PU Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Reti ramant* 10.00% 
Regular R e t i m n m t *  5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not k i n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civi l ians Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i l l an  Turmver 1 5.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Pr io r i t y  Placsment# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available to Move 
C i v i l  fans Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the mmainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
Cjv i l ians  Moving 
New Civ i l ians  Hired 
Other C iv i l i an  Additions 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENT~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NM HIRES 0 0 5 8 0 0 0 5 8  

* Early Retiremeots, Regular Retirements, C iv i  1 ian Turnover, and Civ i  1 ians Not 
Wi l l ing to Move a m  not applicable fo r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a11 P r lo r i t y  Pl~cements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/7 
Data As O f  11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6D. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Reti runent* 10.00% 
Regular Reti runent* 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover. 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 
C iv i l i an  Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFE)* 6.00% 
Pr io r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available to Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
901 

0 
0 
0 
0 

901 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l ians  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l ians  H i d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C iv i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i l i an  Turnover. and Civ i l ians Not 
Wi l l ing  t o  Move are not applicable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a11 P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/7 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6O.CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, WSVIUE ,  AL Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 

Early Reti roment* 10.00% 
Regular R e t i m t *  5.00% 
Civ i l ian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civil ians Moving (the remainder) 
Civ i l ian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10. 00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i l ian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Prior1 t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civil ians Available to Move 
Civil ians Moving 
Civ i l ian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
Civil ians Moving 0 0 901 0 0 0 901 
New Civil ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civ i l ian Additions 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTSY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 42 42 42 42 168 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civi l ian Turnover, and Civil ians Not 
Willing t o  Move a m  not applicable fo r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a11 Pr ior i ty  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The rate 
o f  PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 /2 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
S t .  Fctrs F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ATCOH, ST. LWIS. FI) 

TOTALS 

Pm Moved I n  
Total Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% ----- ------- 
0 0.00% 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

Year ---- 
19% 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers 
Total ----- 

0 
0 

1 54 
0 
0 
0 ----- 

1 54 

Moved I n  
Percent ------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% ------- 

100.00% 

Base: FORT WM43JlN NJ 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pars Moved I n  
Total Percent ----- ------- 

Hi lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

-------a- 

100.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
100.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% --------- 

100.00% 

Hi Icon 
TimePhase 

Pem Moved 
Total ----- 

0 
0 

483 
0 
0 
0 ----- 

483 

Out/El iminated 
Percent ------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

ShutOn 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% --------- 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% ----- ------- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutOn 
Total Percent Timephase 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, F1A 

Year 

TOTALS 

P e n  Moved I n  
Total Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

162 100.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

Base: REOSTONE ARSENAL. AL 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

P e n  Moved I n  
Total Percent 
----- ------- 

0 0.00% 

Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

P e n  
Total ----- 

0 
0 

979 
42 
42 
42 ----- 

1105 

Moved I n  
Percent ------- 

0.00% 
0.00% 

88.60% 
3.80% 
3.80% 
3.80% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
100.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

66.67% 
33.33% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% --------- 

100.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimePhase --------- 

0.00% 
88.60% 
3.80% 
3.80% 
3.80% 
0.00% --------- 

100.00% 

Pers Moved Out/El i m i  nated 
Total Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

Pers b e d  
Tota 1 ----- 

0 
0 

937 
0 
0 
0 ----- 

937 

ShutDn 
TimePhase 
- - - - - -- - - 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% --------- 

100.00% 

Out/El iminated ShutDn 
Percent TimePhase ------- --------- 

0.00% 0. 00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

100.00% 100.00% 
0. om 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% ------- --------- 

100.00% 1 00.00% 

Pers Moved Out/Eliminated ShutDn 
Total Percent Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% ----- ------- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00X 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME a T S  19% 1997 ----- ($K)-----  ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCT ION 
MILCON 10,616 16,227 
Fun Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi x: 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Fmight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 1 ,090 818 
Shutdown 0 0 
New Hire 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL PlOVING 

Per Oien 0 0 
POV Mi 1 es 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 0 0 

OTHER 
H A P / =  0 0 
Envirormental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 56 1,072 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 11.763 18.117 

Total ----- 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07: 48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 ' 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAn HOUSE OPS 0 0 
ow 

RPMA -0 -0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ  Salary 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 0 
En1 S l a r y  0 0 
House A l l o w  0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 -0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COST 11,763 18,117 19.346 6.225 8,156 10,088 73.696 

Total ----- 
ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ow 

1-Time Hove 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 3 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAFf HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C+v Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 

. Unique Other 
TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fc t t r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

WE-TIME NET 19% 1997 
-----(#I----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 10,616 16,227 
Fam Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Clv Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Movlng 0 0 
Other 1.091 818 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi mrmental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 56 1,072 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 11,763 18,117 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

R W  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc R e c u r  
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/21 
Data  As O f  11:17 05/16/1995, Repor t  Crea ted  07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-60 
Scenar io  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
S t d  F c t r t  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, MO 
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 
Land Purch  0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs  0 
C i v  R e t i r m  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
W V  M i l e s  0 
Home Purch  0 
HHG 0 
M i t c  0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Pack ing  0 
F r e i g h t  0 
Veh i c l es  0 
D r i v i n g  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

Program P l a n  1 78  
Shutdown 0 
New H i r e s  0 
1-Time Hove 0 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
MIL  MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV M i l e s  0 
HHG 0 
M i  sc 0 

OTHER 
E l i l n  PCS 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i ~ n t a l  0 
Info Manage 0 
1-Time Other 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1 78 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS OFTAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenarlo F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std F c t r t  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. 
RECURRINGCOSTS ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
M i x :  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

LOUIS, MO 
1996 ---- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Hov.ing 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormnental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

RPMA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
W S  

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
M i x :  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 21 1,011 1,011 1,011 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/7995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F l l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ATCOM, ST. LOUIS, MO 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCT ION 

M I  LCON 0 0 
Fun Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moviw 0 0 
Other 178 134 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envirormental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 0 0 
1-Time other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 178 134 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Ci,v Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
MI1 Salary - 

Total ----- 
0 

0 
-2,977 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
-73 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-3,050 

8.561 

Beyond ------ 
0 

House ~ll& 0 0 -18 -18 -18 -18 
OTHER 

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mix:  Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unlque Other '0  0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -18 -1,011 -1,011 -1,011 

TOTAL NET COST 178 134 11,282 -1,011 -1,011 -1,011 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7/21 
Data  As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Repor t  Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-60 
Scena r i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 260 2,603 
Fan Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs 0 0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 0 

CIV mlV1NG 
Per  Diem 0 0 
POV M i l e s  0 0 
Homa Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 
House Hunt  0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pack ing  0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 
Veh i c l es  0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 

unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program P l a n  
Shutdown 
New H i r e r  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL  W I N G  

Per Diem 
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
Mi  sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time O the r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 8/21 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Creatgd 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctm F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 
ow 

RPMA -0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
MCIMWS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 

Total 
----- 

0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 260 2,603 591 530 530 530 5,045 

Total ----- 
ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
ow 
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1 -Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
MAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/21 
Data  As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report  Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
O p t i o n  Package : LE2-6D 
Scena r i o  F i  l o  : C:\COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
S t d  Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: DETROIT ARSENAL. M I  
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
-----($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 260 
Fun Housing 0 

O&M 
C i v  R e t i r / R I F  0 
C iv  Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Env i ronmenta l  0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1-Time Othet 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 260 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM W E  OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Opera t  
Ca re take r  
C i v  S a l a r y  

CHAMWS 
MIL  PERSONNEL 

M i l  S a l a r y  
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Pmcurement 
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/21 
Data As O f  11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l o  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: FORT MONMOUTH, Nil 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRIKXION 
MILCON 466 
Fan Housing 0 
Land Purch 0 
okn 
CIV SALARY 

C iv  RIFs 0 
C iv  Re t i re  0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 
PoV Mi les  0 
Hane Purch 0 
HHG 0 
M i x :  0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
F re igh t  0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
N&r H i r e t  0 
1-Time Move 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 
POV Mi les  0 
HHG 0 
Mi tc 0 

OTHER 

To ta l  ----- 

El im PCS 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 
Envi rormental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 51 1 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 466 5,177 66 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07: 48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT MONMWTH, NJ 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 0 
Bas 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House A 1 1 a r  0 0 

OTHER 

Total ----- 
0 

292 
2,810 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3,102 

8,812 

Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 775 775 775 775 

TOTAL COSTS 466 5,177 842 775 775 775 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off. Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Procursment 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/21 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
S t d  Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: FORT EY)NMWTH, 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTIffl 
nr LCON 
F a  b l ~ i n g  

O&M 
Clv Ret i r /RIF 
C i v  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
w 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Sa la ry  

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa la ry  
House Al low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
n i ~ ~  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 466 5,177 842 775 

T o t a l  ----- 

T o t a l  ----- 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/21 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, MA 
WE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 487 4.870 
Fam Housing 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs 0 0 
C i v  R e t i r e  0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 
WV M i l e s  0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
M I  sc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PI'S 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
F r e i g h t  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
New H i r e s  0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL W I N G  
Per Diem 0 0 
WV M i l e s  0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Mi  sc 0 0 

OTHER 
E l lm  PCS ' 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Envi rotmental  0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 533 
1-Time Other 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 487 5,403 

T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/21 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: NATICK ROEC. MA 
RECURRINaXLSTS 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House A l l -  0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 487 5,403 

Tota 1 ----- Beyond ------ 
0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
l-Time Movs 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land sales 
Envirotmnental 
l-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Pmcurement 
Mission 
Mix;  R e c u r  
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- Beyond ------ 
0 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/21 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: NATICK RDEC, 
ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

w 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Hwing 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormnental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
w 

RPMA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
R-oarrement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

TOTAL NET COST 487 5,403 1,802 1,736 1,736 1,736 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 16/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
S td  F c t r t  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 To ta l  ----- ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs 
C i v  R e t i r e  

CIV HOVIffi 
Per 01- 
POV 
Hano Purch 
MG 
M i x :  
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehicles 
D r i v i n g  

Ump loyment  
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i res  
1-Time Hwe 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Oien 
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAPd RSE 
Envimnmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 17/21 
Data As Of 11: 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
RECURRIWTS 19% ----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
om 
RPMA 0 
em 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CWMWS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House A l l w  0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Hisc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Mwe 

MIL PERSONNEL 
n i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi mrmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMn 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Mlsc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

-53 
9.235 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1,150 

0 
0 
0 
0 

10,332 

10,332 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-13 
3,078 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

288 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3,353 

3,353 TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 18/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 
ONE-TIME NET 19% 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 9,402 4,088 
Fu r  Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retlr/RIF 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 
Other 912 684 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / USE 0 0 
Environnental 0 0 
In fo  Manage 56 28 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 10,371 4,800 

Total ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

R M  
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Proarrement 
Misslon 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

Total ----- 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 19/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report  Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt ion  Package : LE2-60 
Scenar io F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC. 
ONE-TIME COSTS ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 

C i v  RIFs 
C i v  R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Oiem 
mv M i l e s  
Hane Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Veh i c l es  
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program P lan  
Shutdown 
New H i r e s  
1-Time Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Oiem 
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

HUNTSVILLE, 
19% ---- T o t a l  ----- 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 20/21 
Data As O f  11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07: 48 05/24/1995 

Deparlnent : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: Ha SSDC, HUNTSVILLE. AL 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 0 
O&M 

R W  0 0 
BOS 0 0 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
CHAMWS 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off  Salary 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Firn Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total ----- 

RECURRINGSAVES ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

R W  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total ----- 
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 21/21 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std F d r s  F i l e  : C: \CUBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 

O&M 
C l v  Ret i r /RIF 0 0 
C i v  Moving 0 0 
Other 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 

To ta l  ----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FiW HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Salary  

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Sa lary  
House Al low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  ----- Beyond ------ 
0 0 

TOTAL NET CUST 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPM4. AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA 6.08) 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report C-ted 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Packaga : LE2-60 
Scenarlo F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs Ft la : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base ---- 
ATCOM, ST. LWIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT MONmWTH 
NATICK RDEC 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE 

Base ---- 
ATCOM, ST. LWIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT MONMOUTH 
NATICK RDEC 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC, MNTSVILLE 

Base ---- 
ATCOM, ST. LWIS 
DETROIT ARSENAL 
FORT MONmXlTH 
NATICK RDEC 
REDSTONE ARSENAL 
HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE 

Personnel 
Change %Change ------ ------- 

-483 -12% 
1 54 4% 
167 2% 
162 15% 

-937 -7% 
1,105 128% 

RW($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per 

RWBOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

-992,402 -4% 2,055 
530,241 2% 3.443 
775,501 1% 4,644 

1,710,296 7% 10,557 
-3,065,103 -3% 3,271 
-3,820,000 -113% -3,457 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 

27,000 1% 162 
26,200 4% 162 
6,000 OX -6 

-1,000 -100% -1 

BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per ------ ------- ------- 

-992,402 -7% 2,055 
530,241 2% 3,443 
702,549 1% 4,207 

1.537.333 8% 9,490 
-3,078,432 -4% 3,285 

0 OX 0 



RPMA/B& WE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEE-6D. CBR 
Std Fctra F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

Net Change(%) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond -------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change -297 -897 -1,247 -1,868 -2,508 -3,182 -9,999 -3,561 
BOS Change 0 0 2,771 -1,301 -1.301 -1,301 -1.131 -1.301 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES -297 -897 1.524 -3,169 -3,809 -4,483 -1 1,130 -4,861 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data  As Of 11 :17 05/16/1995, Repor t  Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Op t i on  Package : LE2-6D 
Scenar io  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 19% 

Model &as Time-Phasing of Construct ion/Shutdovn:  Yes 

Base NaRle Stra tagy :  --------- --------- 
ATCOM. ST. LWIS ,  HO Real  i g m t  
DETROIT ARSENAL. H I  Real i g m w n t  
FORT MOM*XWTH, NJ Real i g m w n t  
NATICK RDEC. MA Real  i g m t  
REDSTONE ARSENAL. AL Real i g rmen t  
HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE, AL Real i g rmen t  

Swrmary: -------- 
ESTABLISH AN AVIATION COtWAND I N  ST. LOUIS WITH FUNCTIONS OF MATERIEL MANAGE- 
MENT, ACQUISITION, RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT AND THE ASSOCIATED ADMIN SUPPORT. 
THE PEO-AVIAITON WOULD ALSO REMAIN AT THE FEDERAL CENTER. 
REALIGN AUTOMOTIVE FUNCTIONS TO DETROIT ARSENAL, MI: COFMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONIC 
FUNCTIONS TO FORT MONMWTH. NJ: AND SOLDIER FUNCTIONS TO NATICK, MA. 
MOVE HQ SSDC FROM LEASE SPACE I N  HUNTSVILLE, ALL ONTO EXISTING SPACE AT 
REDSTONE ARSENAL. 
SOURCE: COMISSION STAFF AND "ADDS HEARING" 

INWT SCREEN THO - DISTANCE TABLE 

F r u n  Base: To Base: ---------- -------- 
ATCOM, ST. LWIS,  PI) DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  
ATCOM. ST. LWIS,  PI) FORT MONMOUTH, NJ 
ATCOM, ST. LWIS,  HO NATICK RDEC, MA 
REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

T r a n s f e r s  f m m  ATCOM. ST. LWIS. HO to DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

O f f i c e r  Positions: 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Positions: 
Missn  Eqpt  (tons): 
S ~ P P ~  Eqpt (tons): 
M i 1  L i g h t  Veh ic  (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Veh ic  ( tons)  : 

Trans fe r s  frun ATCOM. ST. LOUIS, PI) to FORT MONMWTH, NJ 

O f f i c e r  Positions: 
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  1 i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
S tuden t  Pos i t i ons :  
M i ssn  Eqpt  (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt  (tons): 
M i l  L i g h t  Veh ic  (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Veh ic  ( tons):  

Distance:  --------- 
534 m i  
965 mi 

1,207 m i  
10  m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i  l o  : C: \COBRA\LEP-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - HOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers f r o m  ATCOM, ST. LWIS, HO to NATICK RDEC, MA 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civ i l ian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
S ~ P P ~  Eqpt (-1: 
Mi1 Light Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Transfers frun REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civ i l ian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l  Light Vehic (tons): 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

to HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

INPUT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ATCOH, ST. LWIS, HO 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: * 

Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 istad VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 
Mi1 Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Faci 1 ities(KSF): 
M f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

R W  Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Camrrnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year ) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
W U S  Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

R W  Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Hameowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: FORT MONMWTH, NJ 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employeas: 
Total Civi  1 ian Employees: 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: NATICK ROEC. MA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlistad Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 
Mi1 Families Living On Base: 
Civil ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

Total Officer Employees: 323 
Total Enlisted Employees: 965 
Total Student Employees: 1,049 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 10,747 
M i l  Families Living On Base: 87.7% 
Civil ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
To ta l  Base Facilities(KSF): 9,275 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 102 
En1 isted VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 92 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi la): 0.07 

Name: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, AL 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 
Mi1 Families Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not Wil l ing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Fad 1 ities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Paymll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
W U S  out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shi f t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Camwnications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/~ear)t 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWs Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Camunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS Shl f t  t o  Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Propram: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year ): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS &&-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWs Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Information: 

0 
0 
0 

0.78 
0 
0 

0. OX 
SDC 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scedario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYNAHIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ATCOn, ST. LOUIS, HO 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Ti- Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
M i x :  Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(X): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Hwsing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

1-Tim Uniqw Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
M i x :  Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(X) : 
Shutdwn Schedule (X): 
MIlCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
F a  Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Pnxxlrement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F r i l  ShutDovn(KSF): 

Name: FORT MONMOUTH. NJ 

1-Tim Uniqw Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd( 
Activ Mission Cost ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
Misc Recurring Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdoun Schedule ( X  
MilCon k t  Awidnc( 
Fam Housing Avoidnc( 
Pnxxlrement Avoid%( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/ 
CHAMWS Out-Patients 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK): 
iK) : 
iK): 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
I(%): 
I : 
LK) : 
LK) : 
LK) : 
r: 
'Yr: 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

Pert Farnlly Housing ShutDovn: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
ox OX OX OX 
0% OX OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

(See f i na l  page fo r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 11:17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-60. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - O W I C  

Name: NATICK RMC, MA 

1-Time Uniqw k t  ($K): 
1-Time Unlqw Save ($K): 
1-Tim Moving Coot ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi 1Con Reqd($K): 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Actlv Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(X): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i l &  Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
R-ocurement Avoidnc($K): 
c3UWU-S In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Tim Moving k t  ($K): 
1-Tlme Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCm Reqd($K) : 
Activ Mission Cost ($K): 
Activ Mission Save ($K): 
M i x  Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam tbusing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CWMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients&: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: HQ SSDC, HUNTSVILLE, 

1-Time Uniqw Cost ( 
1-Time Unique Save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Time Moving Save ( 
Env NonMi lCon Reqd( 
Activ Mission Cost ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
M i x :  Recurring Cost( 
Misc Recurr iq Save( 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ( 
Construction Schedul 
Shutdown Schedule ( X  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc( 
Fan, Housing Awidnc( 
Procurement Avoidnc( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/ 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK) : 
iK): 
iK) : 
I (%) :  
1 : 
IK): 
iK) : 
iK) : 
I": 
'Yr: 

BASE IN1 

1996 ---- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
ox 
OX 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1996 ---- 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
OX 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

AL 
19% ---- 

0 
0 
0 
P 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
ox 
ox 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% OX ox ox 
0% ox ox ox 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

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

Pen= Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX ox OX 
OX ox OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

(See f ina l  page for Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07: 48 051 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-60 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC..VF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ATCON, ST. LOUIS, m) 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force S t n r  Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -56 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - Mil i tary: 0 0 
Caretakers - Civilian: 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, HI 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

Off Force Struc Change: 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -28 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sa1 Save): 0 0 
Camtakers - Mil i tary: 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi  1 ian: 0 0 

Name: FORT HONMWTH. NJ 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 F o r a  Struc Change: 
Civ Forco Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(N0 Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civi  1 ian: 

Name: NATICK RDEC, MA 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Forw Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa1 Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mil i tary: 
Caretakers - Civil ian: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 11 : 17 05/16/1995. Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6O.CBR 
Std Fctrs F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL. AL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off  Folxxi Struc Change: 0 0 1 0 
En1 F o m  S t ~ c  Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -295 -106 -140 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 68 -28 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
Off  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No bl Save): 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No b 1  Save): 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Hi  1 i tary:  0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi l ian: 0 0 0 0 

Name: HQ SSDC. HUNTSVILLE, AL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Off  Force St- Change: 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -38 -36 -35 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 
Off  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 42 42 
Off  Change(No Sa1 Save): 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi 1 i tary:  0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Civi l ian: 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: DETROIT ARSENAL, M I  

Description C a m  New MllCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- . -- ----- --- ----------- -------------- 
AOMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 0 24,900 0 

Name: FORT F?3KUTH, NJ 

Description Categ , NewHilCon ----------- ----- ---------- 
GEN WRWSE ADMIN ADMIN 27.000 

Rehab MilCon ------------ 
0 

Total Cost($K) -------------- 
0 

Nanm: NATICK RDEC, E1A 

Description h+wJ New MilCon ------------ ----- ---------- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 26,200 

Name: REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

Descrlptlon Caw New M i l -  ----------- ----- ---------- 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADMIN 0 
CHILD DAY CARE CHILD 6,000 

Rehab Hi lCon Total Cost($K) 

Rehab MilCon ------------ 
172,000 

0 

Total Cost($K) -------------- 
0 
0 

(See f i n a l  page for Explanatory- Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As Of 11: 17 05/16/1995, Report Created 07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : LE2-6D 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\LE2-6D. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icers Harried: 77.00% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent Enlisted Harried: 58.50% Pr io r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 91.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year): 67,948.00 C iv i l i an  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
O f f  BAQ with Dependents($): 7,717.00 C iv i l i an  New Hire Cost($): 1,109.00 
Enlisted klary($/Vear): 30,860.00 Nat Median Hcine Price($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,223.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 Max Hane Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i l i t y ( k k s ) :  18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  Salary($/Year): 45,998.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C iv i  1 ian Turnover Rate: 15.00% C iv i l i an  Homaovning Rate: 64.00% 
C iv i l i an  Early Retire Rate: 10.00% HAP Horne Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
C iv i l i an  Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeovner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Hcme Value Reimburse Rate: 19.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: SF7DEC.SFF RSE Homeouner Receiviw Rate: 12.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

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

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admi n(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 388.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,819.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n fo  Management Accwnt: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIW Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV. RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i on  Rate fo r  NPV. RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i l i an  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20 
MiscErp($/~iroctEmploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi la): 0.09 
POV Reirnbursement($/Mi le): 0.18 
Avg Mi1 Tour Lecgth (Years): 2.90 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

category -------- 
Hot- i zontal 
Waterf ront  
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Mai ntenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Fac i l i t i es  
Recreation Fac i l i t i es  
Ccnnnunications Faci l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Fac i l i t i es  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical Fac i l i t i es  
Environmental 

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

UM -- S/uM ---- 
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF) loo  
(SF) 128 
(EA) 19,140 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 11 : 17  05/16/1995. Repor t  Crea ted  07:48 05/24/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Opt i on  Package : LE2-6D 
Scena r i o  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\LEP-6D. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

SCREEN 5 - ONE T I M  "UNIQUE" COSTS FOR REDSTONE OF $2.8M, REFERS TO OFFICE 

EQUIPMENT COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH HOVEMENT OF Hq SSOC PERSONNEL TO REDSTONE. 

THE COST FACTOR I S  $3K PER SPACE BEING TRANSFERRED...WICH WAS PROVIDED BY 

w AHC. 
SCREEN 7 - MILCON DATA REFERS TO THE STATIONING PROFILE - PERMANENT ASSETS 

REPORT FOR FACILITV CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS. 



DBRAC TASKINGrETTER 
FOR "ADDS '' 

TAB B 



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 11, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

(;{ I \ - \ LC 
Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Commission had added the Space and Strategic Defense Command (SSDC) leased 
facilities in Huntsville, AL for fhrther consideration to DoD's list for closure or realignment. 
Request you provide COBRA'S for the following alternatives by May 25, 1995: 

1. Establish an Aviation Command in St. Louis with the fbnctions of material management, 
acquisition, research and development and the associated administrative support. The 
Program Executive Office-Aviation would also remain at the Federal Center. 

Realign the automotive hnctions to TACOM, Detroit, MI; the communication-electronics 
hnctions to Fort Mommouth, NJ; and the soldier system hctions to Natick, MA. 

Move SSDC from lease space in Huntsville, AL onto existing space at Redstone Arsenal. 

Move the Systems Integration Management Activity (SIMA) from the Robert Young Building 
in St. Louis to the Federal Center on Goodfellow. 

E X 4 3  2. Same above, but do not move SIMA. 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

' Edward A. ~ r d w n  I11 
Army Team Leader 



SUPPORTING 
DOCUMENTATION FOR 

DECISIONS 

TAB C 



OPTION #t LE2-6D - ATCOM/SSDC 

ATCOM MOVE TO NATICK RDEC: 

UIC - DESCRIPTION OFF WO ENL USC OTHER ---- 
WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 

BOSMM 
TOTAL 

ATCOM MOVE TO DETROIT ARSENAL: 

WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 
BOSMM 
TOTAL 

ATCOM MOVE TO FORT MONMOUTH: 

WOY6-A HQ ATCOM 
BOSMM 
TOTAL 

HQ SSDC MOVE TO REDSTONE ARSENAL: 

W4T80 1 HQUSA SPC&STR DEF CMD 34 0 
BOSMM 0 0 
TOTAL 34 0 

ELIMINATIONS: 

TOTAL 0 0 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
SAMAS as of 18 NOV 94 

ACTIVE ARMY 
ASIP STATION REPORT : SDC 

Annv Base = HO USA SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND (o Stn toda = O I ~ L  
Station = HUNTSVLE, AL (HQ USA SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND) 

Lease = DACA015930042100 Exp = 08/11/94 Interest = ____-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- .................................................................................................................. 
U I C  Rgt/Unbr Br Parent U n i t  SRC ACTCO 
A s g t  TPSN D e r i v a t i v e  U n i t  Source EDATE F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  F Y  
DOOAAC carp0 HDEP CCNUM lW5 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2 0 0 1  ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

TYPE UNIT: TDA UNITS 

U4T801 0 0  0 0 0 0  HPUSA SPCBSTR DEF CMD OFF: G O  34 34 3G 34 3G 34 
SC 56151 U4T8 USA STRATEGIC CMD TAR VOF : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 R L 1 1  SC0395 E N L :  2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
USC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TDA UNITS 

TOTALOFF: 40 34 34 34 34 34 34 
TOTAL UOF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL ENL: 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
TOTALUSC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 8 2 i  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.................................................................................................................. .................................................................................................................. 
TOTALOFF:  40 34 34 34 34 34 34 
TOTAL UOF: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

INSTALLATION TOTALS 
TOTAL ENL: 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
T O T A L M I L :  42 36 36 36 36 36 36 
TOTALUSC: 983 933 895 859 824 824 824 
TOTAL OTH: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL C I V :  983 933 895 859 824 824 824 
TOTAL POP: 1025 969 931 895 860 860 860 

................................................................................................................ 

Printed: 02/02/95 
ASIPFLAT: 0 113 1/95 

DAIM-FDP-P (DSN: 223-4583) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Page 87 1 



Selected Base: REDSTONE ARSENAL BOSMM RESULTS 
Current Supported: change in: o (Authorizations) 
Mission Base Ops Mission Base OpsO Initial Base Ops Ne z 

MIL 1593 169 36 0 O Change Adjustment Zhar;? 
CIV/OT 6625 932 859 0 O MISSION 895 8 2 f 
TOTAL 8218 1101 895 0 O BASE OPS 0 42 - , - - - &&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&e&&&&&e&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&&e&&&&&&g&&&e&&&&e&&&&&&&&g6e&e...... . - ..... . ne.==.= - ---e6ff$ 

O Change in REQ O Change in AUTH 
due to change in: O due to change in: 

FUNCTIONAL CATEGORY MISSION BASE OPS MISSION BASE OPS g&~&g&6g6&&6gee66ge6e&6ee&&&e&~&&&6&&G6~gGeG~&6eeg~~&&&g&e&e6e~&&~&e&e && --- 2 2 k & e t  --- 
L - 

Administration o 0 o 1 
Cmd & Cmd Support o 0 O 4 
Info Sys Mgmt o 0 o 2 
Fiscal & Res Mgmt o 0 o 11 
Manpower O 0 o 0 
Facilities Eng O 0 O 7 
Logistics o O 

Maintenance O 0 o 1 
Transportation o 0 O 1 
Supply 0 0 0 2 &gg~&ge~g&g&g~gegeegee&&&e&&e6&eggggeeeggegg6ee6eggeeggegegg6eeg6&~g&ee6G-"....".. teeees 

cF2> Change Population <F3> Remove Units cF4> Add Units 
cF5> View Base Ops Spt <F6> View Contractors <F7> View Supportez Unlzs 
cF8> View Memo <F9> Print/Create Results cEsc> Return to Maiz Me- 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

5001 EISENHOWER AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333 - 0001 

REPLY TO 
A m m N  OF 

AMCSO 16 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ARMY B A S I N G  STUDY, A T T N :  CATHY POLMATEER 

S U B J E C T :  Lease Cost for SIMA-W 

1. Reference telephone conversation between Ms. Polmateer, 
DA TABS, and Mr. Mui, HQ, AMC, 16 May 1995, sab. 

2. The lease cost for SIMA-W at downtown St. Louis is 
$2.822 millions per year. 

3 .  The information in this memo is accurate and complete to the 
best of my knowledge. 

4. My point of contact is Mr. Paul Mui, 274-8157. 

5. AMC -- America's arsenal for the Brave. / I  

Chief 
Special Analysis Of 



1 .  The A m ~ y  ~ . o u l d  save all of.(lli.se costs ii..\l-Cob1 rclocntes. Uccnuse tlrc COBi(A ~ i ~ ~ d e l  

transfers h n d s  to thc p i n i n s  locations h;istci 1 1 1 ~  populatiorl ~ ~ i o v i ~ l g .  tljle Arll~?. s110~1ld c011sidcr 

all t 1 1 ~  C O S ~ S  c11rrc1111~. paid iit I i s  I i I .  111 t11c :\ri~ly's irliti:il ~ C C O I I I I I I C ~ I I ~ ; I I ~ O I ~ .  [ lo  

s;ivin-s i r ~  HfISOI'S n:rs ycncr:i~cJ 1 . I l ~  : \ r r ~ ~ ,  L ~ I C ~   lo^ C O I I L ~ C I  13:\SOl'S C~ :~ I ; I  O ~ I  1c:isc ~ ~ I ~ . ~ I I I , ~ . ,  
~ C C : I U S C  lll~)Sl ]C;ISCS d o  l l r r l  ~I:I\.c scjI:lr-:iIi. : ~ i i O l ~ ~ l l ; i h l  1 i t \  i l l  /{:\l( )l's t ? i l d ~ t s  ;~ri(/ C~:I(:I l . I 1 l I1~ /  1101 

fjc c3pt~1rcd. 'I.!lI3S 11:is ild;lls~c(i I I I C  S C I C ~ I I  -4 I ~ , I I I ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ - S  I;II  ( 1 1 ~  :\ 'I.(.oA,~ ( 't )]j[<.,q sccrlilr~,o 

IWMA Norl-payroll: 1 55.000 ,4'l.COM 
+ 100,000 SlMA 
+2.')10.000 SIMA - Lcasc 
3,068,000 
3,399,580 Inflate to FY 96 (x 1.073 I )  

+7.595.000 ATCOM - Lease 
10,994,580 

BASOPS Non Payroll: $17,308,912 
Inflate to FY 96 (x 1.073 1) 
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1- DEFINITION: M m  of lbc bau opcrati~m (BASOPS) mn ~ t d r c d  m suppan 
Lni~Pian pop Jntion 

2. PURPOSE: To rnunve the &re con of opating I. i e  k ~ppor( oCbc 
mission nquirtnncntr This provides a dat ive cost fa- wed to rk d a t i v e  cog of 
-ens of ur installation. 
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r Gviromcnurl Pmgnms Account ( 1 ~ ~ x 5 6 )  I 
d. Audio-visual. Account (uux90)  2 <?,,yj 

1 
e* c-0. ~ccount  (uu951 (3  i rq,  q53 1 I 

I 

* MAS 0 10yev port $ , + ~ a o ~    as hops COSTS 
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May 16,1995 DAM-FDP-A 

LEASED FACILITIES ANALYSIS 

STUDY CANDIDATE:,LE~-6~/& 

OPTION DESCRIPTION: Move SSDC into Redstone 
L 

Population Summary: Attached Stationing moves SSDC to Redstone Arsenal. Population moved 
is 36 Military and 824 Civilians. 

* Requirements for Runways and related AF OPS, Liquid Fuel Storage, TASC, Community 
Facilities (except Fitness and Child Day Care Centers) Infrastructure, Officer & Senior Enlisted 
Unaccompanied Quarters, Dining Facilities, and Medical Facilities were assumed not finded for 
this study and are not included. Adequate warehouse space (regardless of type) is assumed 
available. 

* Assume that 1500 people (300KSF) can be accommodated in renovated facilities at RSA. 

Conclusions: 

ADMIN(SSDC) = 200 gross SF per person = 200 x 860 = 172KSF 
- - 172K X MCAUCF X PCF X ACF X IF 
- - 172K X 102.08 X 1.33 X .78 X 1.1929 X 59%= $12.8M (Renov) 

TOTAL (S12-8M) s%z 
mL'f 

Child Day Care requirement is 6KSF ($*8M) 

Sources: March 95 HQRPLANS (Dec 94 HQIFS Data) 
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As of: 17:Ol 2 1 May 1995 

DACSTABS: JS Vallone 



As of: 17:07 21 May 1995 

DACSTABS: JS Vallone Economic Impact Data 

Activity: AVSCOM / TROSCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 
-- 

I m ~ a c t  of Proposed BRAC-95 Action at AVSCOhl / TROSCOM: 
-- - -- -- -- 

of St. Louis, RIO-IL MSA (1992): 2,518,500 
Total Employment of St. Louis, RIO-IL RISA, BEA (1992): 1,428,582 
Total Pcrsonal Incomc of St. Louis, MO-IL MSA (1992 actual): %54,651,920,000 
BRAC 95 Total Direct and Indircct Job Change: (787) 
BRAC 95 Potential Total Job Change Ovcr Closure Pcriod (% of 1992 Total Employment (0.1 %) 

W 1 9 P 6 1 P 9 1  
Relocated Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 

CIV 0 0 0 0 

Other Jobs: MIL 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 Direct Job Change Summary at AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM: 

MIL 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 

Indirect Job Change: (304) 
Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: ('787) 

Other pen din^ BRAC Actions at AVSCOM 1 TROSCOMmrevious R o u w  

m 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

St. Louis. MO-IL MSA Profile: 
Civilian Employment, BLS (1993): 1 ,I 87,854 Average Per Capita Income (1992): $21,700 

Employment Data ' Per Capita Personal Income Data 
lsooI = a 25: t- = 

20.000 
1.000.000 15.000 

10.000 
500.000 

0 4  . , 

84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 

'"" "1 
84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 

Annualized Chance in Civilian Ernploment (1984-1993 Annualized Change in Per Capita Personal Income (1984-199' 

Employment: 9,732 Dollars: $900 
Percentage: 0.9% Percentage: 5.2% 

U.S. Average Change: 1.5% U.S. Average Change: 5.3% 

Unemployment Rates for St. Louis, MO-IL MSA and the US (1984 - 1993): 

@I 

LE2-6C I LE26D IS SAME 

Local 8.1% 7.4% 7.0% 7.0% 6.0% 5.5% 6.0% 6.9% 6.0% 6.5% 

U.S. 7.5% 7.2% 7.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 5.5% 6.7% 7.4% 6.8% 

1 Note: Bureau of Labor Statistics employment data for 1993. which has been adjusted to incorporate revised methodologies and 1993 Bureau 
of the Census metropolitan area definitions are not fully compatible with 1984 - 1992 data. 



Asof: 17:07 21 May 1995 

Economic Impact Data 

Activity: AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM 
Economic Area: St. Louis, MO-IL MSA 

Cumulative BRAC Impacts Affcctin~ St. Louis. MO-IL MSA: 

I / Cumulative Total Dircct and Indircct Job Changc: (7s:' 

( 1  Potential Cun~ulative Total Job Change Ovcr Closure Period (% of 1992 Total Enlpluy 0. 1 *I,, 

Othcr Proposcd BRAC 95 Direct Job Changcs in Economic Arca (Excluding AVSCOM / TROSCOhI) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 A 

CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I. 

Othec MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 IJ 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 

Other Pending Prior BRAC Direct Job Changes in Economic Area (Excluding AVSCOM 1 TROSCOM) 

Army: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 

Navy: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 rD 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a4 

Air Force: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 
C N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .  rO) 

Other: MIL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 
CIV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 

Cumulative Direct Job Change in St. Louis, MO-IL MSA Statistical Area (Including AVSCOM / TROSCOM) 

C r MK 0 0 0 0 (2) 0 0 0 - C? 1 
CIV 
-r\- 

0 0 0 0 (481) 0 0 0 c-t'5: 
* " A  0 0 0 (183) 0 0 O i--- 

Cumulative lndirect Job Change: - .  
(:..L ! 

Cumulative Total Direct and Indirect Job Change: 



CLOSE HOLD 

H E A D Q U A R T E R S ,  U.8, ARMY BPACE AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 
b HUNTSVILLE, AL 

T E N A N T  L O C A T I O N / A D D R E S S  SQ F'T BY TYPE COST/YR PAID BUY OUT REORG PLANS P O P U L A T I O N  

( FCG ) (REIMBURSE) P E N A L T Y  Y / N  E X P L A I N  M I L / C I V / C O N T  

G S A  L E A S E S  

SSDC 1 0 1 ,  \L')lnn r)r 152K Ofc $3,265K 
1111r1t :;vi I l c ,  P.1, 1K S t o r a g e I L a b  

1K T o i l e t / C l i n i c  
4K Food S e r v  
5K S t r c t r l y  Chgd 
17K ADP 
7K Conf/Tng 
1K L i g h t ,  I n d u s t r  
297K O u t s i d e  P rkng  

SSDC 6726 Odyssey D r  3K S t r c t r l y  $77K 
I l un t sv i  1  l e ,  A L  Changed 

SSDC 5021 Ur'idford Dr 18K O f c  $214K 
I { t ~ n t s v i  1 l e ,  A L  2K Conf /Tng 

None* 

None* P i  

None* tJ 

* 1 2 0 - d a y  notice r e q u i r e d  f o r  l e a s e  t e r m i n a t i o n ,  Any costs w i l l  be  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t 1 1  L - c t u r n i n q  
bui1dir::j t o  01- i r j ina l  s t a t e ,  beyond f a i r  wear  and  t e a r  ( t o  be  d e t e r m i n e d  a t  t . h e  t j m c  h 1 l i  l t i i n r j  
is vac i i t ed )  . 

* *  Leases a t  5G50 S a n d e r s o n  Rd,  3 0 7  Wynn D r ,  a n d  210  Wynn D r  will be absorbed  and r ,)ove \ ) , ~ c . k  i n t o  
I I 

'.I 1 0 6  Wynn D r i v e  e a r l y  i n  1 9 9 5 .  
, ' 

CLOSE HOLD 



CLOSE HOLD 

I I E A D Q U A R T E R S ,  U.S. ARMY SPACE AND STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND 
HUNTSVILLE, AL 

TENANT LOCATION/ADDRESS SQ FT BY TYPE COBT/YR PAID BUY OUT REORG PLANS POPULATION 
( F C G )  (REIMBURSE) PENALTY Y/N EXPLAIN MIL/CIV/CONT 

CORPS OF EflGINEER LEASES 

SSDC 5650 S a n d e r s o n  Rd 2 K  Receiving $22K 
S u i t e  A & Processing 
l i u n t s v i l l e ,  AL ADP E q u i p  

S S D C  5 6 5 0  S a n d e r s o n  R d  2 K  Simulation $24K 
S u i t e  F Center 
I I u n t s v i  l l e ,  AL 

SSDC 5650 S a n d c r s o n  I?d 2 K  Security/ $68K*** 
! ; u i t e  G Alarm System 
l i u n t - s v i  1 lc, AI, 

S S D C  307 i i y n n  D r i v e  11K 
; u i t c s  C L D O f c / C o n f  
I 1 u n t . s v i  1 l c ,  AT, 

SSDC 210 i.iyr)n Dr 3 K  Storage $25K 
1lunt :svi  1 l c ,  A L  _____ j:8;!0 

None* y** 00/00/02 

None* y** 00/03/09 

None* 

None* 

None* 

* G O  d a y  notice 1 - c q u i l - e d  f o r  l e a s e  termination. 
* *  D u r i n g  l 'Y95  lease w i l l  be terminated and absorbed within lease at 106 rdynrl I ) ~ - l v c .  
* * *  Lease i n c l u d e s  cost of one  security guard, 

'I 

CLOSE HOLD 



1H.E DEFEAYSE BASE CLOSURE A\iD REALIG~ffi\T' COh.lhIIssION 

E~YECLTl'W CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSl"X3I.I (ECTS) # c(FEII- 17 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
'I- I 
I 

! 
Prepare Reply for C h i r m a n ' s  S i i  

Prepre Reply for Staff Director's Signatme 

Prepare Reply for C ' ' d s S i  

~ P V ~ ~ R = P ~ = =  

ACIION: Offer Ctmmxnts d o r  Suggestioos /' 
SubjealRemarks: 



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 1 1, 1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Colonel Michael G. Jones 
Director, The Army Basing Study 
200 Army Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 10-0200 

Dear Colonel Jones: 

The Anny Team has the following questions regarding the Aviation-Troop Command 
(ATCOM). I would appreciate your responses by May 25, 1 995. 

1. The Army recommendation eliminates all of ATCOM's mission support personnel. However, 
DMRD 926 assumed a 50 percent overhead reduction could be achieved when consolidating 
inventory control points. Please explain the basis for eliminating 100 percent of ATCOM's 
mission support. 

2. The Base Operating Support Staffing Model indicated that Redstone Arsenal would need 150 
additional base operations personnel. However, the Army recommendation includes only 75 
personnel. Please explain why the requirement was cut in half. 

3. The ATCOM BRAC Office indicates 45 personnel are required for the remaining area support 
mission. Is this a valid requirement? 

If you need any clarification of these questions, please contact Mike Kennedy, the Army 
Team Analyst. 

I appreciate your assistance and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Army Team Leader 


