
JOHN G. BROSKY 
SENIOR JUDGE 

THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

JUDCiE's CHAMBERS 
SUITE 21703 GRANT BUILDING 

P ~ r r s e u a ~ n ,  PENNSYLVANIA 19219 

(412)565-3509 

March 22, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Dixon: 

The governmental body of Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, 
the Board of County Cornrnissic~ners, has appointed me Chairman of the 
western Pennsylvania Coalition to keep the 911th AFRES Unit at 
Greater Pitt International Ai,rport. 

Since my correspondence will come across your desk, this 
is to let you know that congressional and governmental officials 
together with community leaders will be taking a very activa part in 
presenting to you and members of BRAC such data and support on the 
military value of the Air Base to justify its retention. 

I am looking forward to meeting you in the near future. 

Your consideration is deeply appreciated. 

DCN 973



JUDGE JOHN G. BROSKY 
SUPERIOR COIJRT OF PENNSnV2WlX 

THE HONORABLE JUDGE JOHN G. BROSKY, WAS HONORED BY THE 

ALLEGHENY COUNTY BAR ASSOCIAT1:ON AT A PORTRAIT CEREMONY FOR HIS 30 

PLUS YEARS OF SERVICE ON THE BENCH AND AS AN OUTSTANDING LEADER WHO 

ESTABLISHED THE MODERN FAMILY COURT IN ALLEGHENY COUNTY. AT THAT 

FUNCTION, THE PRESIDENT W E  OF THE SUPERIOR COURT SAID THAT JUDGE 

BROSKY WAS AN OUTSTANDING JURIST, A HUMFfiITARIAN, BANQUET SPEAKER, A 
\ 

VETERAN OF THE ARMED FORCES, E~ORIST, HISTORIAN, PHOTOGRAPHER OF 

THE COURT AND 'THE REVEREND1 WHO IS OFTEN CALLED UPON TO GIVE 

BLESSINGS AND INVOCATIONS. 

JUDGE BROSKY GRADUAlPED FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH 

IN 1942 AND IMMEDIATELY ENTERFD THE ARMED FORCES WITH SERVICE IN THE 

SOUTH PACIFIC. AFTER THE WAR,, HE ENTERED THE PITT LAW SCHOOL, 

GRADUATING IN 1949. 

IN 1956, JUDGE BROSKY WAS APPOINTED TO THE OLD COUNTY 
1 

COURT OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY AND THEREAFTER SERVED IN COMMON PLEAS 

COURT FROM 1960 UNTIL 1980 WHIm HE BECAME A MEMBER OF THE SUPERIOR 

COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA. JUDGE BROSKY WAS BORN IN SCOTT TOWNSHIP 

- -- WHERE HE AND HIS WIFE, ROSE, IIESIDE. THEY HAVE THREE 

CHILDREN. THEY ARE : JOHN, A ]PATENT LAWYER; DAVID, A LAWYER; AND 

CAROL, A DOMESTIC RELATIONS COUNSELOR IN THE FAMILY DIVISION. 
. - 

IN WORLD WAR 11, JUl3GE BROSKY WAS AN OFFICER'. IN. THE SOUTH 

PACIFIC PARTICIPATING IN THE CAMPAIGNS OF GUADALCANAL, SOLOMON 

ISLANDS, NEW GUINEA AND THE P:HILLIPINES. AFTER THE WAR HE JOINED 

THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE, .AND WAS ASSIGNED TO THE PENNSYLVANIA 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD FROM WHICH HE RETIRED AS A MAJOR GENERAL. 

JUDGE BROSKY WAS TH:E STATE PRESIDENT OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 

CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES; STATE PRESIDENT OF THE 

PENNSYLVANIA NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION AND THE DISABLED AMERICAN 



VETERANS. HE WAS ALSO THE NA'I'IONAL PRESIDENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

ASSOCIATION. 

DEDICATED TO MANY COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES, JUDGE BROSKY WAS 

PRESIDENT OF THE GREATER PITTSBURGH GUILD FOR THE BLIND NOW IN ITS 

35TH YEAR OF WHICH HE WAS A CI.LARTER MEMBER AND STILL REMAINS ON THE 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS; DIRECTOR, HOME HEALTH SERVICES AND FOUNDER, NOW 

IN ITS 20TH YEAR; PAST PRESIDENT OF THE CHARTIERS VALLEY SCHOOL 

DISTRICT; PAST CHAIRMAN, BOARTI OF DIRECTORS, BOYS & GIRLS CLUB OF 

WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA; CHAIRMAN, MON'VALLEY COMMISSION, CREATED TO 

STIMULATE ECONOMIC GROWTH IN THE AREA, AND DIRECTOR OF MANY OTHER 

ORGANIZATIONS. 

FOR HIS OUTSTANDING SERVICE, HE WAS MAN OF THE YEAR IN LAW 

BY THE PITTSBURGH JAYCEES AND THE CHARTIERS VALLEY CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE. HE WAS THE VARSITY LETTERMAN OF DISTINCTION AT PITT AND A 

RECIPIENT OF MANY HUMANITARIAN' AWARDS, THE CHARTIERS VALLEY 

a~~~~~~~~~~ ON HUMAN RELATIONS CormmIm SERVICE AWARD; THE ST. 

THOMAS MORE AWARD IN 1989; THE GEORGE WASHINGTON HONOR MEDAL AWARDED 

BY FREEDOMS FOUNDATION AT VALLEY FORGE, 1990; MAN OF THE YEAR 1990, 

AMERICAN BIOGRAPHICAL INSTITUTE; AND MAN OF THE YEAR AWARD, 

KOSCIUSZKO FOUNDATION, PITTSBURGH CHAPTER, 1991; 1994 MAN--OF THE 

YEAR IN LAW & GOVERNMENT, VECTORS/PITTSBURGH. 

IN ADDITION, THE JUDGE IS AN ACCOMPLISHED HORSESHOE 

PITCHER BEING A STATE CLASS CHAMPION IN 1992, 1993 AND S* IN 

THE WORLD CHAMPIONSHIP. 

AS YOU CAN EXPECT, HE IS LISTED IN WHO'S WHO IN AMERICAN 

LAW; INTERNATIONAL WHO'S WHO OF INTELLECTUALS; TWO THOUSAND NOTABLE 

AMERICANS; AND OTHER WHO'S WHO PUBLICATIONS. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 29, 1995 

The Honorable John G. Brosky 
Senior Judge 
Superior Court of Pennsylvania 
Judge's Chambers 
Suite 2703 Grant Building 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1 52 19 

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 

Dear Judge Brosky: 

Thank you for providing the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
with information pertinent to the present round of closure and realignment 
recommendations. Congratulations on your appointment as the Chairman of the Western 
Pennsylvania Coalition to keep the 91 11th AFRES Unit at the Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. 

I appreciate your interest in the: Department of Defense's recommendations 
concerning the 91 lth AFRES Unit. Ylou may be certain that the Commission will 
thoroughly review the information used by the Defense Department when making its 
recommendations. I look forward to working with you during this difficult and 
challenging process. 

Please do not hesitate to contad the Commission whenever you believe we can be 
of assistance. 



,. - - -* 
WA* AND M E A N S  

COMMllTEE 
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER 

SWCOUM1TTrES: 

TRADE 

JOINT COMMITTEE 
ON TAXATION 

SAM M. GIBBONS 
l l lb  DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

PLEASE RESPOND TO: 

HOUSE OFFICE ~ u i u x N G  
WASHINGTON. D.C. P515 
TELEPHONE: 12021 225-3376 

2002 N. LOIS AVE. 
s u n €  260 
TAMPA. FLORIDA 33607 
TELEPHONE: (8131 810-2101 

BARBARA TOFFLING 
CHIEF OF STAFF 

March 22, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Regrettably, I will not be able to join you on Friday, March 24, when you tour MacDill Air 
Force Base in my district of Tampa, Fllorida. Critical welfare reform legislation is being 
debated in the U.S. House of Represenitatives this week and final votes are anticipated on 
Friday. As Ranking Minority Member of the Ways and Means Committee I am managing 
Floor debate and am reluctant to miss the opportunity to represent my district in this 
important debate. 

My absence on Friday should not be interpreted as disinterest in MacDill's future. There 
should be no doubt that I am complete1:y and unequivocally supportive of an active and 
engaged air field at MacDill. I am heartened by the Secretary of Defense's recommendation 
to redirect the recommendations of the 1991 and 1993 Commissions, retaining the airfield 
with continued Air Force operation of the runway and its associated activities. a d  to 
relocate the 43rd Air Refueling Group and its KC-135 aircraft to MacDill. MacDill is an 
unparalleled asset. When considered otgectively, absent political persuasions, I'm confident 
the Commission, too, will recognize the unique role and resources of MacDill Air Force 
Base. 

The future of MacDill Air Force Base is a top priority for me and my district. I greatly 
appreciate your taking the time to visit the facilities and seriously consider an expansion of 
MacDili's mission and activities. 

With best wishes, I am 

/ Sam M. ~ i b b o d  
United States Congressman 

B 
Pnnled on Recycled Paper 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CL-OSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NOFLTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

March 3 1,1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 

The Honorable Sam Gibbons WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives c. -- : - , - 3: 3;  \? ':;% x\7bQr 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

, . .  . .- 
-. -: *.. .:-.3sd32f-/2kl . 

Dear Representative Gibbons: 

Thank you for your letter expressing your strong support for expanding MacDU Air Force 
Base's mission. I certainly understand your interest in the base closure and realignment process 
and welcome your comments. We had a very productive visit to MacDill on Friday, March 24. 

You may be certain that the Commission will thoroughly review the information used by 
the Defense Department in making its rec:ommendations. I can assure you that the information 
you have provided will be considered by ithe Commission in our review and analysis of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation on MacDill 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 can be of service. 

Sincerely, 



F . r  

PEI E V. DOMENICI 
NEW MEXICO 

March 16, 1995 

COMMITTEES 

BUDGET 
APPROPRIATIONS 

ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
BANKING 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 4 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you are aware, I have g r 6 d e  concerfis abociL the Departanent of Defdnse :30D) 
recommendation to  realign Kirtland Air Force Base. I asked John Vuksich, the Science Advisor to 
the Governor of New Mexico, to review the Kirtland data recently made available at your reading 
room in Rosslyn to  help me more fully understand the Air Force's rationale. I am informed by Mr. 
Vuksich that you have a first rate staff who could not have been more cooperative. Please convey 
my thanks to  them, particularly Bob Bivins, .Jeff Campbell, Toni Forkin and Amy Smith. 

Mr. Vuksich met with Air Force analysts on March 14  and, prepared with information from 
his visit to  your facility, we now have a bett~er understanding of the Air Force cost position 
regarding Kirtland AFB. The reported recurring cost-savings of the realignment of Kirtland AFB are 
illusory; what is represented as savings is a combination of some omissions in the estimate and 
significant cost-shifting, both to non-Air Force, DOD organizations and other federal agencies. I am 
aware of the DOD policy which directs that costs to  other agencies generally not be considered; 
however, these cost shifts fall within DOD's published exceptions to  that rule. 

More important than cost consideral:ions, however, is the issue of national security. I 
continue to  have concerns that the Air Force recommendation might adversely impact the 
infrastructure of the nation's strategic deterrent. Modifications to this infrastructure should be the 
result of deliberate policy review rather than an unintended by-product of the BRAC process. I fear 
this is not the case. I have attached a copy of a letter I sent to Secretary of Defense Perry about 
this issue. 

I believe it is absolutely imperative arid essential that each and every member of the 
Commission not only be fully briefed about the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex 
(KUMSC), but also take the necessary time required to tour this facility with me in the morning prior 
to the Regional Hearing scheduled in Albuquerque on April 20, 1995. The KUMSC is a munitions 
maintenance and storage complex facility under the umbrella of the 377th Air Base Wing. 

Because of the vital national security mission of the KUMSC, access to this facility is highly 
classified. In addition to a top secret security clearance, a top secret security compartmented 
information clearance, critical nuclear weapons design information clearance, top secret special 
sensitive background investigation clearance, critical personnel reliability program clearance, and a 
need to  know authorization clearance, are al:;~ required. 



My staff met with Mr. Chip Walgren, of your staff, this afternoon about this issue. I 
understand that there may be some of the Members of the Commission who are not cleared at this 
level. Because of the vital importance this f(aci1ity serves to the national security interest, and 
because of the unauestionable need the Commission has for a complete picture of the implications 
of the DoD's recommendation to realign Kirtland in this context, I will be happy to assist in any way 
I can to expedite the process so that all of the Commissioners can tour and be briefed about the 
facility. 

I appreciate your attention to this matter and look forward to working with you in this 
regard. 

et:e V. Domenici QY' 
I 

United State Sen tor 



Unitrd  States Bmatr 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3 101 

C ( ' M M I T 1 i  I S 

B U D G E T  
A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  

ENERGY 4 N D  N A T U R A L  R L S O U R C C S  
B A N K I N G  

I N D I A N  AFf A IRS 

February 24, 1995 

The Honorable William Perry 
Secretary 

- 
United States Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I am concerned that the scope of the Department of the Air 
Force's review of the future of Kirtland Air Force Base was 
unfortunately narrow and may :result in a recommendation to the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission that will jeopardize the 
national security. 

A major realignment of Kirtland and/or a reduction in the Air 
Force's operational presence at the Base will undoubtedly draw 
increased attention to those activities that remain and 
understandable speculation that portions of the Base could be 
transferred to the community as has occurred at other Department of 
Defense sites. 

Continued operation of the Kirtland Underground Munitions 
Storage Complex would be seriously jeopardized by increased 
attention to its presence or an admission that its operations 
require that Kirtland be maintained as a military reservation. 
Frankly, I am concerned th'at community opposition to such a 
facility in close proximity to a large metropolitan area could 
result in significantly scaled back use of the facility or even its 
forced closure. 

I understand your hesitancy to override the recomriiendations of 
the respective branches on t.hese issues. However, in this case 
consideration must be given to issues outside the scope of the Air 
Force's review--I understand the Department of Energy was not even 
consulted on this decision. 

This is clearly a matter that requires the perspective of the 
Secretary of Defense, and I :hope you will give it your personal 
attention. 

knitled States Senator 



THE DEFTNSE BASE CLOStRE 1 F D  REALIG33EhT COhDIISSXON 

EXECLTWE CORRESPONDENCE lTUCK[NG SYSTEM (ECTS # 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRWY ( M 1 .4CITON 1 IM'I' C O I C ~ ~ O N  m E R S  

C X U R 3 U Y  DEON J , C0M;MISSIOhER CORYELU 
= S F  DIRECTOR ; COlbi3aSSlOhERCOX 

I 
i 

EXECLTZVE DIRECTOR r/ COkCWSSXOhER DAVE3 
GENERU. COCiNSEL COhiMISSIONER KLMC 

i 
L m m A R Y  JzXEanve 

I 
C O ~ O I V E R  .MOm.QYA I 
C O I C n ~ O N E R  ROBLES 

A 

DIRdCONGRESSIONU W N  
I 

COMMlSSlONER SlEELE 

I I I 

TYPE OF .4CTION REQUIRED 
for cbalmau's S m  Prepare Re* for CoPrmndaou's SicgnaPc 



AIR POUUTlON COWROL D I S ~ I C T  - 
T H O W  FAXSON, Pa&, Director 
. r f a b y r r ~ . S r n t O b  
f3ucmme.W. Ca, Qssvl - (rss) a&- 
F16 +aznl m1.3t05 

Base REalignment a d  &sure Comrui&un 
1700 North Moarc Stmxt 
Arlingbon,VArn 

S b W a  Air Quality rr, a Criterion to DctcrmiDe if Ertw;uds PLlr Form Base., ' i-: 
Chiflb* S b d d  be CorzaQered Bor Growth 1 

I t  bas come to my ancntiou your c o a m i s h  ntry be g&zuniq to usc Wand Ambient Air 
Qllalily SiBDdyar attaimenYWn-attahnent dcsiguariam m a cr i t rkn  Tor devrmniog if 
Edur;uds Air Fora Base, Cati6arnia v) h i d  be amsidered for gruwth I f  this is the 
c&!jc, it in a qpf- 

EAPB is bsatsd wfmn the Kun County Air Pohmon Gmr01 Met aad in 
an ah. dwipared in 1990 by ttrc US. EPA as 'nm-attainmentn Lor moos @oglJ. During 
29% no orom ercacdancgs MIS nmrdcd This area is, rmd US. EPA ~gnca. wen on its 
way Lo attainmcn( br cxu3nC - - 
F r r r Q e m r q  KC4PCD bas prepared an *attainmast dcmamcrarion' as required by &e 1990 
Federal Clean Air A.ct Amendmems for azooc. Tbe ozone Afiammem Dcmonstmtion 
projects iulammat by 1999. (IW may occur by 1997.) The ozone dcmonstradon provides 
for 25% growth in EAPB ozone-forming Wens by 1999. 

In summary, wbilc i t  is m e  is laxtczd in an m nm-attainmen: area, K W W  
is abk to prujeu a o o e  anainmmt for this area even \nth 15% g r m b  assigned +a &A?. 
(N-T~ reducrlons w m e  from other stmrccs.) 



Wbjm 
-mum 
cc General Ronald R Fogleman 

Govanor Pett W b n  
Senator Mars Boxer 
Semtm Dianne Fehfein 
IReprtsclltativt Bill Thamas 

1;: ti: 

Hopcfidy, tbe yrccuhg  infarmation will aJkxv your commissiroo to base ks dedsiartv on 
appropriate bcrs p e h c n t  m EAFR Plwsc call m e  at (8Q5) '361-2S93 If you hmc any 
q u ~ - o n s -  

3 

! : 

Air PaIlutiaD b k d  Disbici 

. , 

):! - 

b 
t'; 
b . "4 . 

P .  i ' l  
4 2 ?  

* 

.&!, : 
' L  : ' 1  



&py+&: 'ENSE BASE CLOSt RE .Ah D RE.AL I(;NlIE;UT COltlhlISSIOK 

I OFFICE OF THE CLUlRhWN Fn ACTION 1 INlT COMMISSION .MEMBERS F Y I  ACITON B4-r 

TYPE OF .ACTION REQUIRED 
n I I 

I Repare Reply for 0 ' 's S i e  Prepare Reply for Commisioner's Signam 

Repare Reply for Stair Director's Signature Prepare Direct Response 

ACIION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions 
I 

FYI 
4 

1 
""me: q5-oal I 

Date Onginate Mail Date: 



(D-NM) requests that Chairman Dixon ask 

In December of 1990, Senators Jeff Bingaman and Pete Domenici 
were told by the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General Merril 
McPeak, that the Air Force planned to close Los Angeles Air Base 
in the mid-1990s and move the Air Force's Space Systems Division 
and the Aerospace Corporation to Kirtland Air Force Base in 
Albuquerque. The Air Force i.n 1990 even did a draft 
environmental impact statement in preparation for that move. 

The Air Force analysis in this round of Air Force Lab and 
Product Centers puts L.A. Air Base in Tier Two, along with 
Kirtland Air Force Base. In six of the eight categories, 
Kirtland ranks ahead of L.A., and in another is tied. Why is 
Kirtland closing in your propos?l and not L.A. Air Force Base? 

(see attachments) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND 

WRIGHT-PATTERGON #IR FORCE BASE, OHIO 45439-5001 

VCCKE OF THE COUUbNDER 

6 harch 1995 

AFMCICC 
4375 Chidlaw R o d ,  Suite 1 
Wright-Patterson AFB Ohio 45433-5001 

The Honorable Alan J ,  Dixon 
CImirmim, Dt:fense Base Closure 

ilnd Reuligiunent Cotnrnission 
1700 Norlh Muott: Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

I would like to provide m y  perspective regarding a question ahnnt. 1.0s Angeles AFR, 
California, as it pertains to the Air Force 19951 BRAC recornrnendatioll to realign Kirtland Air 
Force Base (AFB), New Mexico. 

In the eiuly 199Os, AFSC, one of the prcrlecessor cu~nmailds to our current Air Force 
Materiel Cotnnland, was collcemed regding the quality of life for the men and women 
assigned to Los Angeles AFB. Of particular cotlcern was the lack of adequate and affordable 
housing available at that time to military personnel tlssigned to then Los Angelas Air Porce 
Station. 

Since that time, actions have b w n  ii~itiiited to help remedy the problem. Specifically, 
Congress added $8.9 million to the Fiscal Yew (PY) 1995 Military Construction Progrunl for 
the first phase of a two-phase progratn to construct additional military family housing units for 
Los Angeles A 1 3  This action coupled with ;I rcdl~ced requiretnent for on-base quarters has 
vastly improved the housing situation and the ?quality of life for the inen and women assigned 
to Los Angeles AFB and has substantially ameliorated our previous concerns. 

Sincerely 

General, USAF 
Cornrnwdcr 



DIANNE FElNSTElN 
CALIFORNIA 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

'.OMMITTEE O N  FOREIGN RELATIONS 

COMMITTEE O N  THE JUOlClARY 

COMMITTEE O N  RULES A N D  ADMINISTRATION 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am sure you agree that the base closure process and the 
Commission's deliberations should be as non-partisan and unbiased 
as possible. According to the base closure law, the 
"independent" Commission was established to conduct a "fairu 
process. Thus, I would like to express my concern over one issue 
in particular. 

I question the appropriateness of having the Commission ask 
questions of witnesses on behalf of Members of Congress, 
especially if these questions are attacking other bases in other 
states. For example, at yesterday's hearing questions were asked 
on behalf of another state's Congressional delegation attacking 
Los Angeles Air Force Base. This process brings politics to the 
forefront of the base closure debate and gives a degree of 
legitimacy to attacks on other installations that were not 
recommended for closure by the Pentagon. 

3 

The Commission should review base closure recommendations 
independently and not rely on biased questions submitted by 
politicians. Sure, Members of Congress should be able to 
communicate with you and the Commission by submitting relevant 
data and other information. However, I believe that Members of 
Congress can and should ask questions directiy to the Pencagon, 
without using the Commission as a bully pulpit. 

Thank you for your consideration of this issue. 

Sincerely yours, 

pianne Feinstein 
,' 7 - - vni-:-?t: States Se!:d:\:r 
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< .- DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. V A  22209 

703-6968-0504 

March 6, 1995 

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

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

Thank you for your recent letter concerning my offer to Members of Congress and 
communities to ask questions of the Defense Depimment in their behalf during the deliberations 
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. I appreciate your interest in this issue 
and welcome your comments. 

I have stated on numerous occasions that I[ welcome questions From Members of Congress 
and communities. I feel strongly that each recommendation made by the Secretary of Defense 
should be thoroughly investigated to the finite, ultimate point. I want to ensure that all questions 
and answers relevant to a recommendation be addressed in an open and timely format. I do not 
want Members of Congress or communities to say, when this process is completed, that their 
questions were not answered by the Defense Department. 

As one who has also experienced the painful exercise of base closure, I understand your 
concern that this process be as Bir, independent and open as possible. I-want tomassure you that I 
take this charge very seriously and intend to deliberate in an open forum with all relevant 
information. 

I look forward to working wirh you during this difficult and challenging process. Please 
do not hesitate to give me a call if I can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

.Man J .  6 iwn  
Chairman 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MClORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 23, 1995 

Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, Room 3E944 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is continuing its review of the 
Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States. As part of this review, the Commission would like to invite the head of each of the Joint 
Cross Service Groups to test@ with a witness from each of the military departments at a hearing 
on April 17, 1995, in Room SH-216 of the I-fart Senate Ofice Building. 

The Commission will receive testimony from the General Accounting Office from 8 a.m. 
to 10 a.m. at this hearing. Following the GAO testimony, the Commission would like to ask 
questions of the head of each Joint Cross Service Group in the following order: 

Depot Maintenance 10 a.m.-noon 
Undergraduate Pilot Training; 1 p.m.-2 p.m. 
Medical 2 p.m.-3 p.m. 
Labs, Test and Evaluation 3 p.m.-4 p.m. 

Each panel will include the Joint Cross Service Group witness along with a witness from 
each military department who should be prepared to address how their military department dealt 
with the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives in that area. 

In order to have the maximum amount of time for questions, the Commission will dispense 
with opening statements by the witnesses and proceed directly to questions in each panel. If any 
of the witnesses wish to submit prepared testimony to the Commission, 150 copies of the 
testimony should be provided to the Commission no later than April 13. If your staff has any 
questions, they should contact Mr. Ben Borden of the Commission staff. 



Thank you for your continuing assistance to the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
'703-696-0504 

, - 

March 23, 1995 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
' Comptroller General 

United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is continuing its review of the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendations to close or realign military installations in the United 
States. As you know, the Defense Base (2losure and Realignment Act of 1990 requires the 
Comptroller General of the United States to transmit to the Congress and the Commission "a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection process" no later than April 
15. 

I would like to invite you, or your designated representative, to present the results of your 
analysis to the Commission at a hearing on Monday, April 17. As part of your testimony, the 
Commission is particularly interested in hearing the General Accounting Office's views on the 
costs and savings projected by the Secretiuy of Defense in his base closure and realignment 
recommendations. 

The hearing will be held in Room SH-216 of the Hart Senate Office Building beginning at 
8 a.m. Since the Commission will also be receiving testimony from Department of Defense 
witnesses during the hearing, we anticipate GAO's testimony will last approximately two hours. 
Ln order to allow time for Commissioners to ask questions, the GAO witness should limit any 
opening remarks to 10 minutes. 

Please provide 150 copies of GAC)'s prepared remarks to the Commission by Thursday, 
April 13. If your staffhas any questions, *they should contact Mr. Ed Brown of the Commission 
staff. 



Thank you for your continuing assistance to the Commission. I look fohard to GAO's 
testimony on April 17. 



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: 
AL CORNELIA 

March 27, 1995 REBECCA COX GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Colonel Charles T. Ohlinger III, USAF WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Commander 
6th Air Base Wing 
MacDill AFB, ~ ~ 3 3 6 0 8  ;%s!aiw ;& b9 fhb 

Dear Colonel Ohlinger: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to MacDill Air Force 
Base. The briefings and discussions with you, General Downing, Lieutenant General Neal, your 
staff, and the community officials provided us with a great deal of valuable information about the 
operations of MacDill. This information will be very helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out 
our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tour you conducted were very informative. I would also like to thank Lieutenant 
Colonel Tom Johnson and Captain Lisa Rappa for their efforts in planning and coordinating the 
base visit, and Master Sergeant David K. Houser for his informative briefing on the he1 system. 

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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  

March 28, 1995 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) 

The Honorable Ken Calvert WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives .. -.: ,p-.-r*3 :"la w , ~  
Washington, D.C. 205 15 - - - : - 9 ~ 0 3 / L -  /R / 

Dear Representative Calvert: 

Thank you for your letter requestir~g a redirect of certain Marine rotary wing units fiom 
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro and Marine Corps Air Station Tustin to March Air Force Base. 
You may be assured that I will share your comments with the other members of the Commission. 

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

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

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



Mr. Edward A Brown III 
Defense Base Closure a d  

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlin@on, VA 22209 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF 'THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

200 ARMY PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20310-0200 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Enclosed is our response for record fiom questions asked at the Commission testimony on 
March 7, 1995. 

If we may be of firrther assistance, please contact LTC Lamb, The Army B m  Study at 
(703) 697-6262. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
=-&a- 

MICHAEL G. JONES 
COL, GS 
Director, TABS 

Printed on @ Recyc1.d h p r  



QUESTIONS FROM BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION 
MEDICAL 

1. The Army is recommending the closure of Fibsimons Army Medical Center in 
Aurora, Colorado. In your analysis to determine which installation to close or 
realign, did you consider the needs of active duty and retired patient workload? Did 
you weight active duty and retirees difrerently? Were there any differences 
recognized between active duty and retiree beneficiaries? 

Yes. The Joint Cross Service Working Group used a linear programming model to 
determine which medical treatment facilities (MTF) should close or downsize. 40% of the 
weight for determining an MTF's overall hnctional value was placed on active and family 
member populations supported within each region. Although retiree populations were not 
directly considered in the overall MTF functional value equation, they were one of the 
factors for determining a region's civilian primary care provider ratio. The Linear 
Programming Model was designed to ensure that the projected acute care and tertiary care 
requirements for our beneficiaries were met. All categories of the beneficiary population 
were considered, including active duty, fimily members of active duty, retirees, and family 
members of retirees. 

The Army followed guidance from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs' capitation methodology fior ensuring overall MTF cost efficiency. 
Although specific active duty and retiree patient workloads were not directly utiIized for 
calculating an MTF's overall functional value, they were considered in determining the 
overall ratio of CHAMPUS costs to MT'F costs for the specific region being studied. 



Pnr  V. DOMENICI 
*tW W X C O  

United Statre Senate 

c o u r m s .  
suocn 

* m o c I u A n w s  
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

OANKING 
INDUN AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3 101 

March 29, 1995 

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

Dear Madam Secretary: 

During the Air Force's BRAC 95 development activities, deliberative minutes of 
an Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) meeting on October 19, 1994, 
revealed that several of the Kirtland AFB facility condition codes were changed and/or 
questioned. The BCEG minutes showed a concern and a desire to investigate the 
circumstances surrounding these apparent errors in certified information. The minutes 
also stated that Mr. Boatright would ask the Air Force Audit Agency (AFAA) to  
conduct a sample audit and request the Air Force Civil Engineer to  provide technical 
assistance to the auditor. Additionally, the minutes indicate that Mr. Boatright asked 
Dr. Wolff, AC/CE representative to the BCEG, t o  conduct a review of the 
circumstances surrounding these Kirtland AFB facility code changes and report back 
to  the BCEG. 

We could not readily track the results of these facility code audits and reviews. 
Therefore, would you please provide us copies of the specific BCEG or Air Force 
request for an AFAA audit of this situation and the results of that audit along with 
copies of the Air Force Civil Engineer's official reports of his review of the Kirtland 
situation. Additionally, please provide! us copies of the official changes of the Air 
Force process that resulted from your actions in this case. And, did you apply these 
changes and findings Air Force-wide? 

We would appreciate an immediate response to  this request. A reply by 
April 3 is essential so our constituents vvill have time to review the information prior 
to base visits and regional hearings by the BRAC Commission. We look forward to 
your timely response, which should be directed to Charles Gentry, Administrative 
Assistant to Senator Domenici. 

Sir~erely, 

52 
United States Senator 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J.  DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 

The Honorable John Maxwell 
Councilman 
City of Myrtle Beach 
City Hall 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29577 

March 29, 1995 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RETI , 

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

Dear Councilman Maxwell: 

Thank you for your letter of March 2 1, 1995 regarding your request 
for re-submittal of the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base Redevelopment Authority's 
Economic Development Conveyance application. I appreciate your keeping the Commission 
informed about the progress of your community's ongoing reuse efforts. 

Should you need additional assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 

Sincerely, 



I - -  
LARRY COMBEST 

19TH DISTRICT. TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMllTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 

March 28, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

S u m  205 
3800 E. 4 2 ~ 0  STREET 

ODESSA. TX 79762-5441 
(915) 550-0743 

S u m  205 
5809 S. WESTERN 

AMARILLO. TX 791 10-3626 
(806) 353-3945 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would l i k e  to extend an invi tat ion t o  the  Base Closure and 
Realignment Commissioners and staff who are planning on visiting 
Reese Air Force Base next month, to join me at a dinner in 
Lubbock, Texas on the evening of April 4, 1995 

I would like the opportunity to share with the BRAC folks some of 
the special hospitality we West Texans are famous for, not to 
mention absolutely the best food they will ever taste. Being 
together at dinner will give the Commissioners and their staff a 
clearer appreciation of the tremendous quality of life and 
support that the citizens and City of Lubbock offer our military 
friends. 

It is my understanding that all of the Commissioners will arrive 
by 7:00 p.m. in Lubbock on April 4. The City of Lubbock will 
ensure that transportation to the dinner and back to the base is 
arranged. Further details will be provided as soon as they are 
finalized. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitation and 
hope the  omm missioners will be able to join me. 

With best regards. 

S'ncerely, 

%% 
Larry Co qt 
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GEORGE E. PATAKI 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF NEW YORK 
E:YECUTIVE CHAMBER 

ALBANY 12224 

March 29, 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As you begin the process of carefully reviewing the list of bases recommended for 
closure or realignment by the Secretary of Defense, I urge the Commission to consider a 
redirect on the 1993 decision to close Plattsburgh Air Force Base. I think you will find that 
the decision to close Plattsburgh AFB was not supported by the Air Force in 1993, and 
makes even less sense today. 

The Department of Defense never recommended the closure of Plattsburgh Air Force 
Base. In fact, it argued for an expansion of the base's role in our nation's defense. Under 
the Air Force's plan, Plattsburgh AFB would have become the east coast headquarters for the 
Air Mobility Command. In its comparison of Plattsburgh AFB with McGuire AFB in New 
Jersey, the Air Force found that: 

Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in ca~pability to support the air mobility wing due 
to its geographical location, attributes and base loading capacity. Principal 
mobility attributes include aircraft parking space, fuel hydrants and fuel 
supplylstorage capacity, along with present and future encroachment and 

= "C 

airspace considerations. 

The 1993 Commission overruled the Air Force's evaluation and recommended 
Plattsburgh for closure, despite the fact that there was no evidence that the Secretary of 
Defense "substantially deviated" from the selection criteria or the force structure plan. 

As you know, the 1995 Commission has an opportunity to reevaluate and revise the 
recommendations of earlier Commissions. The 1993 Commission found the need to take 
corrective action at 15 facilities hat  were slated for closure or realignment during the 
198811991 rounds. This year, the Secreta.1-y of Defense called for redirects at 23 military 
installations. 

We strongly believe that the facts and circumstances surrounding the 1993 
Commission decision to close Plattsburgh AFB merit a Commission redirect. This matter 
could be added to the agenda of the May 5th hearing scheduled for New York City. 

CJ [winred on recycled paper 



The strategic military value of Plainsburgh AFB to our national security has grown as 
facility limitations at receiving air bases become more apparent. On behalf of the 18 million 
residents of New York, we sincerely hope: that you and the other Commissioners will 
consider a redirect on Plattsburgh Air Force Base. I am available to meet with you 
personally to discuss this matter at your convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

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



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

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 

Dear Governor Pataki: 

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

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

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

I look forward to working with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may 
be of additionai assistance as we go through this difficult and challenging process. 
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&ongre$ri of tbc I n i t e b  States 
Boi1se of  &prc!Sentatibed 

Na~hinrgton, BQI: 205 15 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable .Alan Divon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street-Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Cha~rman Dixon: 

As you know, we recently rrquestczd that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's legal counsel issue a ruling: on whether che Keal-tuns Digitally Co~lrrolled 
Analyzer Processing Fac~lity (REDCAP) rneets the criterla for inclusion on the closure list. 

W d e  our initial request is being considered by your legal team, we would like to 
respectfully request that the Commission also make a brief visit to the REDCAP Facility at 
Cal.span, Inc. in Buffalo. 

It is our firm belief that after seeing REDCAP tirsthand, thc Commission rnernbers 
will agree that ir is being run in the most cost effective and efticient manner possible. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER 

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION CENTER 
K I R T U N D  AIR FORCE BASE. N E W  MEXICO 

30 March  1995 

A F O T E C I C C  
8500 Gibson Blvd, SE 
Kir t land  AFB NM 871 17-5558 

Ms Madelyn C r e e d o n  
Defense  Base  C losu re  and  Rea l ignmen t  Commission 
1700 N. Moore S t r e e t ,  Su i t e  1425 
Arl ington VA 22209 

D e a r  Ms Creedon,  

During your visi t  wi th  us o n  t h e  23rd  of March  you asked t h e  ques t ion  as to how Kir t land  
AFB was  s e l e c t e d  as t h e  s i t e  f o r  AFOTEC. I had m y  his tor ian  r e sea rch  t h e  informat ion  
f o r  you and  t h e  resul t ing  h is tory  is a t t a c h e d .  As you will quickly see, t h e  h is tory  is 
q u i t e  compl ica ted .  I t  s e e m s  t h a t  Kir t land  was  in tended t o  be  a t e m p c r a r y  loca t ion  
but  t h e  pol i t ica l  c l i m a t e  changed  i t  t o  a p e r m a n e n t  one.  

I hope  t h a t  t h i s  i n fo rma t ion  helps. P l ease  d o  not  h e s i t a t e  t o  ca l l  m e  if t h e r e  is anyth ing  
f u r t h e r  I o r  m y  organiza t ion  c a n  d o  fo r  you. 

B. HARRISON 
Major Genera l ,  USAF 
C o m m a n d e r  

At t achmen t :  
AFOTEC Memo, 24 Mar 9 5  

CC: 

HQ USAFIRT 
AF/TE 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADOUARTERS AIR FORCE OPlERATlONAL TEST AND EVALUATION CENTER 

KlRTUNO AIR FORCE W E .  NEW MEXICO 

24 March 1995 

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FOFI AFOTEC/XRM 
A T N  COL SCHOTT 

Reasons for Selection of Kirtland AFB as site for AFOTEC 

Information regarding the selection of Kirtland AFB as the site for AFOTEC can be 
found in two sources: the written record and oral interviews. 

W R I T E N  RECORD. 

According to "A Concept for the Establishment of an Air Force Test and Evaluation 
Center (AFTEC) and its Relationship to Continental Operations Range," 24 Nov 1973: 

AFTEC would be established "outside the National Capitol Region since Air Force 
IOT&E/Follow-on OT&E programs will I= conducted on many DoD test ranges and 
since such a location assignment would avoid the limitations on locating Governmental 
activities in the Washington, D.C. area." The Air Force "assessed the capacity of Neliis, 
Holloman, Eglin, Hill, and Kirtland AFBs to accept h e  new AFTEC organization." 
However, "Nellis, Holloman, and Hill do not have the 30,000 square feet of office space 
thzt is needed without an MCP authori2:ation." Although there was '?he alternative that 
through selected relocations of units now at Nellis or Hill to other AF bases, adequate 
office space for AFTEC could be acquired without MCP." Office space "could be made 
available at Eglin but a subsequent move of AFTEC. . . undoubtedly [would] be resisted 
strongly by the Floridian Congressional delegation. At Kirtland, however, office space 
is currently available." Additionally, Kidand was 'We site of AFSC1s [Air Force Systems 
Cornrnand'sj Test and Evaluation Systems Program Office" which had the principal 
responsibility for acquiring other USAF OT&E instrumentation improvement programs, 
including the Continental Operations Range. Kirtland had been the home of the Joint 
Task Force-2 unit during the 1960s. Finally, "the Air Force elements of several 
ODDR&E-directed joint test efforts" were also located at Kirtland and Holloman. 

Because a strong effort was underway by the AF to acquire the Continental Operations 
Range (COR), a major OT&E facility, the AF envisioned temporarily locating AFTEC at 
an AFB, and then moving AFTEC to Nellis AFB in order to fully exploit the COR. 
Therefore, the initial placement of AFTEC at Kirtland was a temporary move until it 
could be relocated to Nellis after acquisition of the COR: 
"The Air Force Council recommends that the AFTEC be located at Kirtland initially and 
that the AFTEC commander, after acquiring adequate operational experience, provide 
a recommendation as to the long-term s~uitability of Kirtland." 



However, the COR did not become an asset, and AFOTEC remained at Kirtland 
because of Kirtland's long-term suitability to support the AF's OT&E requirements. 

ORAL INTERVIEWS. 

Telelcon MFR Mr Jeny Miller. AFOTEC/XR, with Msgt Scott A. Saluda, RSH, 
24 Mar 95 

Subj: Why was Kirtland initially picked for the location of AFOTEC? 

According to my conversation with Mr Miller, AFOTEC located to Kirtland at least in 
part due to a Pentagon decentralization effort to move a number of agencies away from 
what was soon becoming an intensely crowded Washington D.C. area. Mr Miller 
mentioned that the move to Kirtland arose in connection with what he termed the 
"Constant Improvement Program." In this respect, AFOTEC would be moved to 
Kirtland because the city was considered to be centrally located and facilities were 
readily available on-base to accommodate the organization. Mr Miller suggested i get 
in touch with Maj Gen Richard W. Phillips Jr.,(USAF-Retired) 

Telecon MFR with Maj Gen Richard W.. Phillips, with Saluda, 24 Mar 95 

Subj: Why was Kirtland initially picked for the location of AFOTEC? 

According to my conversation with General Phillips the overriding factors for AFOTEC's 
move to Kirtland were "politics and Kirtland's central location." The political effort 
essentially involved trying to "keep Kirtland and keep it busy." The Air Force did not 
want to risk losing its operation at Kirtland. Consequently, the base was chosen for the 
site of AFOTEC. Other organizations that soon made their way to Kirtland from this 
keep it busy] effort included the Air Force Security Police Agency and the 1550 

C IL 

Combat Crew Training Wing. 

General Phillips added that he and others had recommended Edwards AFB, CA. as the 
location for AFOTEC. The General suggested that Gen George S. Brown, (AF CSAF,- 
Retired) had significant interest in AFOTEC coming to Kirtland. 

Interview: Mr Terrence St Louis (First AFOTEC Historian), with ~a luda ,  24 Mar 95 

Subj: Why was Kirtland initially picked for the location of AFOTEC? 

According to Mr St Louis, Gen Brown (CSAF - Retired) had directed the move to 
Kirtland. In the 1960's General Brown had directed a T&E organization entitled Joint 
Task Force 2 at Kirtland. Mr St Louis recalled that when AFOTEC was initially assigned 
to Kirtland it mirrored the earlier AF JTF 2 organization commanded by General Brown. 



Mr St Louis noted that the size and mission of JTF 2 was exactly the same as the newiy 
founded AFTEC. He added that Nellis AFB, NV, Edwards AFB CA, and Eglin AFB FL. 
were all considered as candidate sites to house AFOTEC. Mr St Louis further 
mentioned that shortJy after AFOTEC arrived other tenant units arrived on base. Finally, 
Mr St Louis mentioned the warm relationship that Kirtland had with the civilian 
community since WW II. 

Telecon, Col Stephen E. Moore (USAFZ-Retired), USAFIDep Dir for OT&E 1973, with 
Saluda, 24 Mar 95. 

Subj: Why was Kirtland initially picked as the location for AFOTEC? 

Col Moore related that the USAF Dep Dir for Ops USAFMOO received a tasking in lzte 
1973 from Gen Brown (CSAF) to recornmend the best location to place AFOTEC. XOO 
tasked (Gen Patillo) Col Moore (XOOW) as a one man fact-finding committee. After 
gathering the facts, Colonel Moore recommended to General Brown that AFOTEC be 
placed where the majority of Air Force testing was being accomplished at that time 
(Eglin AFB, FL.). Despite Colonel Moore's recommendation, General Brown chose 
Kirtland as the base to house AFOTEC. 

&k* Qb- F Q ~  
E. Michael Del Papa, Ph.D. 
Director of Research Services 
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LOS ANGELES. C A L I F O R N I A  9001 2 

March 2 7 ,  1995 

The Honorab le  A ian  2 .  Dixon,  Chairman 
Defense  Base C l o s u r e  and Rea l ignmen t  Commission 
1700 Nor th  Moore S t r e e t ,  Suite 1425 
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear Mr. C h a i r m a n :  

W e  a r e  w r i t i n g  t o  support the Los Angeles A i r  F o r c e  B a s e  and t o  
retain the Long Beach Naval  Shipyard which h a s  been  i d e n t i f i e d  
f o r  c l o s u r e .  Bo th  t h e s e  i n s t a i l a t i o n s  a re  v i t a l  t o  t h e  S o u t h e r n  
C a l i f o r n i a  r e g i o n  and  t o  the l i v e s  o f  many w o r k e r s ,  a g r e a t  
number o f  whom l i v e  i n  the C i t y  o f  Los Angeles .  

The Los Angeles  AFB i s  v i t a l  f o r  space -based  s u p p o r t  e f f o r t s  for 
c. L T O O P S .  I t  i s  lccated s t r a t e g i c a l l y  i n  c l o s e  proximity t o  many 
ma jo r  a e r o s p a c e  firms and a  v a s t  l o c a l  p o o l  o f  research and 
m a n u f a c t u r i n g  e x p e r t i s e .  C l o s i n g  t h i s  b a s e  would c o s t  twice a s  
much a s  c l o s i n g  K i r t l a n d  AFB.  The c l o s u r e  would save only o n e  
third a s  much a s  the  r e a l i g n m e n t  o f  K i r t l a n d ,  which would a l s o  

L p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  r e c u r r i n g  a n n u a l  s a v i n g s .  

The Long Beach Naval Shipyard s h o u l d  be removed from the c l o s u r e  
list e s p e c i a i l y  g i v e n  t h e  s e v e r e  adverse economic i,mpact which  
would r e s u l t  f r o m  c l o s u r e .  T h e  Long Beach Naval S h i p y a r d  i s  a 
r e g i o n a l  employe r  o f  3,100 h i g h l y  s k i l l e d  technica l  p e r s o n n e l ,  
and i s  the l a r g e s t  and mnst  ;:!~.rarse minority enFloqler o f  a i l  
p u b l i c  s h i p y a r d s  i n  the n a t i o n .  More s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  t h i s  c l o s u r e  
w i l l  mean t h e  l o s s  o f  1 0 , 1 0 0  j o b s  l o c a l l y  and more t h a n  $757  
m i l l i o n  a n n u a l l y  w i l l  be diverted from the r e g i o n a l  economy. The 
r e s u l t i n g  d r a i n  on the l o c a l  c~rnwloyment and spending b a s e  w i l l  
devastate an  a l r e a d y  weak r e g i o n a l  economy and w i l l  f u r t h e r  
j e o p a r d i z e  any r c c e n t  economic; r e c o v e r y  g a i w w e  have a c h i e v e d .  

T o g e t h e r ,  a s  t h e  Mayor o f  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  second l a r g e s t  c i t y  and 
t h e  Counci lman who r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  district most a f f e c t e d  by t h i s  
year's b a s e  c l o s u r e  a c t i o n s ,  w e  urge your commission to 
r e c o n s i d e r  the decision t o  close the  Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
and w e  urge you t o  keep open  the Los  Angeles A i r  F o r c e  B a s e .  
S o u t h e r n  C a l i f o r n i a  canno t  a f f o r d  the  d e v a s t a t i n g  loss of  the  
Long Beach Naval  S h i p y a r d  o r  the  Los Angeles  A i r  F o r c e  Base .  

i n c e r e l y ,  

RUDY S V O R I N I C E ,  J R .  
Councilman, 1 5 t h  D i s t r i c t  

- 
Mayor 
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BANKING 8 FINANCE. Chalr 
HEALTH 
LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT 
UTILITIES AND COMMERCE 

March 30, 1995 

- d 

anlifnmin pegielnf ure 
TED WEGGELAND 

AS5EMBLYMA.N. SIXTY-FOLUTH DISTRICT 

Honorable Allan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

SACRAMENTO OFFICE: 
STATE CAPITOL 

SACRAMENTO. CA 958'4 
(916) 445-085s 

BARBARA DUNHAM 
Ch~ef of Stall 

DISTRICT OFFICE' 
6840 INDIANA AVENUE 

SUITE 150 
RIVERSIDE. CA 92506 

(909) 369-6644 

ANN CRAMER 
Adrn~n~strat~ve Asslstanl 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Attached is a copy of a letter sent to you by Mr. Theron Bursell, past 
chainnan for military affairs of the Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce. 
After reviewing this letter, I who1ehe:artedly endorse its conclusion; active duty 
Marines should be relocated to March Air Force Base. 

The benefits of moving active duty Marine Air Units to March A r  Force 
Base are detailed in Mr. Bursell's letter. The housing and facilities at March, 
unlike other bases under consideration, can readily support active duty Marines. 
Such a move is cost effective for the military. Further, the communities 
surrounding the base are supportwe of the military. We were all devastated at 
the 1993 BRAC decision to realign March AFB to solely a reserve role. 

I strongly urge you and the other members of the BRAC Commission to 
support the relocation of active duty Marines to March Au Force Base. Such a 
move makes sense for the Marine Corps, for March A r  Force Base, for 
fiverside County, and ultimately for the best defense of the United States. 

Sincerely, 

TED WEGGELAND 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 

Pnntecl on Rxycled Paper 

. . 



, 
March 19, 1995 

HONORABLE ALAN D I X O N  

Defense Base Closure  and Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore S t .  S u i t e  1425 
Ar l ing ton ,  Va. 2220 9 

Dear S i r ,  

P l e a s e  cons ide r  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  l o c a t i n g  Marine A i r  U n i t s  a t  
March A i r  Force  i n  ~ i v e r s i d e ,  C a l i f o r n i a .  A s  a r e s u l t  o f  BRAC193 
Marine A i r  U n i t s  a t  T u s t i n  and 31 Toro A i r  S t a t i o n s  a r e  scheduled  
t o  move t o  t h e  M i r i m a r  A i r  S t a t i o n  i n  t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e .  
According t o  r e l i a b l e  r e p o r t s ,  hous ing  and f a c i l i t i e s  a r e  no t  ad-= 
equa t e  a t  t h e  M i r i m a r  A i r  S t a t i o n  and housing is  limited and ex- 

p e n s i v e  i n  t h e  San Diego a r ea .  
P r e l i m i n a r y  c o s t  f i g u r e s  t o  accomodate t h e  Marine A i r  U n i t s  a t  

Mi r i~a r  have been e s t ima ted  t o  b e  approximately  1.7 b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  

A l t e r n a t e l y ,  t h e  s a v i n g s  t h a t  would be  r e a l i z e d  i f  t h e  Marines were 
t o  r e l o c a t e  a t  # z c h  A i r  Forc Base a r e  r e p o r t e d  t o  be Too m i l l i o n  
d o l l a r s  f o r  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  and 5 t o  700 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  i n  housing.  
The r e l o c a t i o n  o f  an a c t i v e  duty  Marine A i r  Un i t  a t  March AFB would 
s u j p o r t  t h e  d e p l o . p e n t  operat i .ons  i n v o l v i n g  F o r t  I rw in  Army Combat 
Cente r ,  The Twenty-nine Palms Air-Ground Combat Cente r ,  and t h e  

i k r i n e  Corps Camp Pendle ton.  :','ithout an a c t i v e  du ty  complement a t  
t h e  .March A i r  Force  Base t o  s u p p o r t  D e ~ l o  jment Opera t ions .  t h e s e  
t r o o p s  and equipment would be  r e q u i r e d  t o  convoy approx imate ly  500 
m i l e s  by su rdkce  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  t o  T r a v i s  A i r  Force  i n  Northern  

e-. 

C a l i f o r n i a ,  
The Communities around March A i r  Force  Base have t h e  r e p u t a t i o n  as 

b e i n g  one o f  t h e  most s u p p o r t i v e  o f  t h e  M i l i t a r y  i n  t h e  country.- and 

would welcome t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  of an a c t i v e  du ty  Mar ine  Av ia t i on  Group 

t o  idarch A i r  Force  Base. A l l  of t h e  1Dca lGove rnaen t s  and t h e  Marines  
i n v o l v e d ,  a l l  a r e  s u p g o r t i v e  of t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  Marine Unit .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  impor t an t  Na t iona l  Defense a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  Marine 

r e l o c a t i o n ,  t h e  move would produce and immediate i n f l u x  of  money 

and s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  l o c a l  econ.omies, e aua l  o r  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h a t  be- 
i n g  l o s t  by t h e  scheduled  t r a n s f e r  of  t h e  c u r r e n t  a c t i v e  du ty  A i r  Fo rce  

U n i t s  t o  T r a v i s  A i r  Force  Base. 



I would a p p r e c i a t e  your c a r e f u l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  t h e  above f a c t s  i n  
your  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  r e g a r d i n n  t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  Marine A i r  Uni t  

c u r r e n t l y  based a t  t h e  E l  Toro and T u s t i n  Air S t a t i o n s .  

P a s t  Chairman, M i l i t a r y  A f f a i r s  
G r e a t e r  R i v e r s i d e  Chambers of  Commerce 
823 Kentwood Drive  
R i v e r s i d e ,  Ca. 92507 

C C :  SENATOR DIANE FEINSTEIN 

S u i t e  331. S e n a t e  Hart O f f i c e  B u i l d i n g  

Washington, D.C. 20510 

REPRESENTATIVE KEN CAIJVERT 
1034 Longworth Bu i ld ing  

Washington, DwC. 2051 5 

ASSEMBLYMAN TED WEGGELAND 

S t a t e  C a p i t o l  Room 2174 

Sacramento,  Ca.  95814 

MR. PAUL BELL, PRESIDENT 

Eob Hope Chapter  257, AFA 

P o s t  Office Eox 2L13 

R i v e r s i d e ,  C a .  9251 6 

MR. PAUL GILL, CHAIRMAN o f  AD HOC COtfMITTEE FOR RELOCATION 
of MARINES TO MARCH A.:F.B. 

10165 Via A ~ o l i n a  

Moreno Val ley ,  Ca. 92360 

MR. ART PICK, PRESIDENT 
GRZATER RIVERSIDE CM3ERS OF COlfMERCE 

3685 Main S t r e e t ,  S t e  350 

R i v e r s i d e ,  Ca .  9250 1 
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UNITE0 STATES SPECIAL OIJERATlONS COMMAND 
MACOIU AIR FOAM SASE. FtDRtCA 33m-53P 

i~;~3fb~3*&tj.b&- 

&..I  mc! -\ 

m ? - - A N D U M  ?OR: HEADQUARTERS, UNITED STATES AIR M)RCE/~T, 
ATITJ: (MG EL'JME) , 1670 AIR FORCE PENTAGON, WASHINGTON 3C 
20330-1670 * 
S U B J E C T :  Air Force Respocse to Senator ~ o m m i c i  on 58th 
Special Gperations Wing (SOW) 

1. USSOCON appreciates the opportunity to comment on your- 
propcsed response to Senator bomer.iciOs i nqu i ry  regarding the 
move of the 58th SOW frcm Fdrtlnnd AFB to Hollcnran -3. While 
basiag is a Senrice issue, USSOCOM has an extremely high 
interest in and statutozy  responsibility for  training of 
s~ecinl operations torces. In this regard. w e  offer the 
following cOrmneTIts: 

a. Answer 1- From the USSOCOX perspective, it is 
important that the record reflect how the relocation 
recouun~nda~ion evolved. USSOCOM d i d  analyze and support the 
JCS BRAC R e v i e w  Panel recommendakion to CJCS on relocating the 
58th SOW to Beale AFB, CA. USSOCOM did not analyze or have 
opgcrtuni* to coment on t h e  final Service reccrmen&ation to 
relocate the 58th SOW to Rolloman =B, NM- The f i n a l  Service 
recomme3Cation &id ;.ot becme part of the formal process -ti1 
after the JCS BFSC R e v i e w  Panel completed its input  to CJCS- 

b. ?uswer 2. Concur. 

c. Answer 3 .  Concur on the Air Forca, position of the 
*feasibilityw of Hul lman -3  neet ing the 58th SOW's needs. 
%owever, feasibility does not  always equate to operational 
soundness. ??lis ccmmand would only be able tz rnake an 
operational evaluation after carefal exmina t ion  of this i s sue  
from a join: SOF aviation persgective. USSOCOM does have some 
reserrations about the lengthy programmed relocat2on time l i n e s  
in the A i r  Force's 20 FeS 3ase Closure Cost Analysis, and its 
~ t e a t i a l l y  signiflc&?t inpact  on t ra ia ing.  

d. i i n s w e r  4 .  For accuracy. recommend the second sentence 
be changed to read: *To &ate, CSMMiLUDO VISiON has not 
included..: Rationale: 'While never an of f i c ia l  >art  cf . 
C O k M X W  VISION. the DSSOCOM concurrence with the proposed 
relocation of the 58th SOW to Seale AFa was premised on an 
ability to integrate tha t  re lcxa t ion  with CGM;"LaNI30 'JiSI3h:. 

. * 

e. hswer  5 .  The cost  e ~ ~ t i m a t e s  contained rn thi3 
proposed respcnse create signif5cant concern. I n f o m a t i c n  at 
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SURZCT: A i x  Force Response to Senator Dmnenici on 58th 
Special Operations wing (SOW) 

this headquarters icdicates the rough order of magnitude I R W )  
cost for simulator relocation, construction of like faci l i t ies  
currently with t h e  58th S W ,  and actual moving costs could be 
closer to $140 million. additi-re to the base 
infrastructure costs in the Air Force 
position. Additionally, MTLCON funds f o r  the $9.6 M i l  lion 
simuiator programmed f o r  KTrtland w e r e  authorized and 
appropriated for that  specific location and cannot be 
transferred. Our recent experience w i t h  Congres3.i~ that these 
funds will be rescinded and the replacement cost  will have to 
be covered by B W  funds. 

f. Answers 6 and 7. Base operations support is a Senice 
responsibiiity. Accordingly, the Air Force is in the best 
position to formulate these responses. 

g. Answer 8 .  similar to the cumments in paragraph la, it 
i s  important ehat the record reflect USSOCOM did not have an -. 
opportunity to analyze or c-t on advnntages/disadvantages 
of relocation to Hollaman A m .  Accordingly, recommend that the 
proposed response clearly irrdicate that, at this j ~ c t ~ e ,  - f t 
reflects the Air Forcees -cor~clusions and not those of USSXOM. 

2 .  F r m  a SOF perspective, the reccmne?.darion to relocate the ' 

58th SOW to Hollonan AFB, and its m l e m e n t a t i o n ,  has raised 
several important issues, These issues include the cost 
estimates associated w i t h  the move, the currently proposed time 
l i n e s  for the nove, auxiliax-:y airfields required for heliccpter 
operations, billeting facilities. for students, and 
cansolidation of pararescue and combat controLler training to 
zame a fw. i s s u e s  are not  necessarily insurmc~ntable.  
USSOCOM is confident that, mrkiag together. 211 concerned can 
achieve what is Sest  for the Air  Force and the s~ec ic l  
operations c o m n l t y .  

WILLIAM I. T A I I A M ,  J R . ~  
Colonel. US= 
Chai-man, VSSOCOM Stationing 

Working Group 



It is our firm belief that after seeing REDCAP tirsthand, thc Commission members 
will agree that it is being run in the mosr cost effective and efficient manner possible. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 



DAVID R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR 

CITY O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

April 7, 1 9 9 5  

Lt. Col. Merril Beyer USA,F 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Col. Beyer: 

On  behalf o f  the Lubbock community, I wan t  t o  thank you for visiting our c i ty  during your recent 
tour of Reese Air Force Base. As I expressed in m y  letter t o  the BRAC Commissioners, I was  
extremely impressed w i t h  the professionalism and expertise their staf f  members displayed during 
their visit. A s  Mayor of  -the City of  Lubbock, the future of Reese Air Force Base is of  paramount 
concern t o  me. The quality and caliber of  the people w h o  visited Lubbock helped further m y  
confidence tha t  the entire process wi l l  be handled in a fair and objective manner. Beyond the 
main reasons for  your coming t o  Lubbock, I hope you enjoyed your visit and wi l l  consider coming 
back t o  visit  us in  the future. W e  feel w e  have a special c i ty  w i t h  much  t o  offer. 

As a member of  the support staff for the BRAC Commissioners, I am sure they rely upon you t o  
assist in their analysis and evaluation o f  base closure data and criteria. During our presentation 
t o  the BRAC Commissi~oners, w e  presented evidence and information which challenged the 
accuracy of  the data wh ich  placed Reese on the closure list. It is our hope that  our ef for ts have 
convinced you t o  re-ex8amine and evaluate the data and criteria which was  used. W e  are 
confident tha t  w i t h  further investigation, the BRAC Commission and the Federal government wi l l  
recognize the  value, importance, and need for Reese Air Force Base t o  continue as part  of  the 
overall United States' military establishment. 

Thank you agair; for taking t ime t o  visit Lu5bcck as part of your tour of Reesc Air Force Base. 
We  hope our quali ty of  life, and our residents' visible demonstration of  support t o  retain Reese 
Air Force Base, impressed upon you our desire for  BRAC officials and staff t o  re-evaluate 
Reese's future and keep i t  part of the Lubbock community. I f  I can be of  assistance to  you at  
any time, I hope you wil l  contact  v\ 



GREAT \. 
F A U  AREA 
QllAMDERff- 
P. 0. Box 2127 
GREAT FALLS, MONTANA 59403 
(406) 761-4434 

April 4, 1995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
C/O Mr. David Lyles 
1700 North Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Lyles: 

It was a pleasure to meet you during the recent Commission visit to Great Falls and Malmstrom 
Air Force Base. Unfortunately, we ran out of time during our short luncheon to properly present 
our community suppon book to the members of the Commission. I appreciate your help in 
ensuring the Commissioners have the opportunity to review the information provided. 

Enclosure 
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State of New Mexico 

42n~Legislature, Session 

HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL 31 

RICHARD T .  (DICK) K N O W S ,  THOMAS G. DOLLIVER, TED HOBBS, 
SHERYL M. WILLIAMS, JERRY LEE ALWIN, DELORES C. WRIGHT, 
DANICE R. PICRAUX, VINCENT "SMILEYw GAUEGOS,  FRANK BIRD,  
VINCE MARTINEZ, JERRY W. SANDEL, PATSY G. TRUJILLO,  
E.  SHIRLEY BACA, CISCO MCSORLEY, NICK L. SALAZAR, 
ALBERT GITItULE, THOMAS P. FOY, GLORIA VAUGHN, J O S E  R. ABEYTA, 
ROBERTO "HOBBYw J. GONZALES, RICHARD "RAYw SANCHEZ, 
EDDIE CORI.EY, BARBARA A. P E S X  CASEY, MAX COLL, 
LYNDA M. LOVEJOY, BEN LUJAN, WALLACE CHARLEY, 
JAMES G. TAYLOR, MICHAEL OLGUIN, FRED LUNA, 
EDWARD C. SANDOVAL, LEO C. WATCHMAN, J R . ,  MIMI STEWART AND 
SAMUEL REI!ES 



A .lOINT MEMORIAL I 
PETITIONING TIEE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND THE 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION TO MAINTAIN 

FULL OPERATIONS AT THE K1:RTLAND AIR FORCE BASE COMPLEX AND TO , 

CONTINUE DIVERSIFICATION .PURSUANT TO THE DEFENSE CONVERSION 

AND TECHNOLOGY ACT. 

WHEREAS, as the nation and New Mexico continue to adjust I 
to federal budget cuts and defense downsizing in the post 

Cold War era, policymakers are cautioned against jeopardizing 
I 

the critical national defense infrastructure established over i 
I 

the last fifty years; and I 
I 
I 

WHEREAS, through the efforts of New Mexico's former I 

congressional delegation, led by Senators Dennis Chavez, 
I 
I 
I 

Clinton P. Anderson and Joseph Montoya and Congressman Tom 

Morris, and more recently, by Senators Pete Domenici and Jeff i 
Bingaman and Congressmen Bill Richardson, Joe Skeen and Steve I 

I 
Schiff, New Mexico has made an enormous contribution to I 

I 
national defense and to the stability and growth of the state I 

I 

economy with its ongoing work at its major defense I 
I 
! 

facilities, including Kirt:land air force base; and i 
WHEREAS, these defense facilities provide thousands of ' I 

jobs in the state and the closure or realignment of any one i 
of these facilities will have a severe economic impact on j 

local economies; and 



WHEREAS, policymakers and decisionmakers responsible for 

2 / the closure and realignment process have already observed the 
3 1 dramatic impact of the closure process on local communities 
4 

5 

8 1 ($120,000,000) that has been invested in Kirtland over the ! 
I 

as well as the enormous costs incurred in the closure 

process; and 

6 

7 

I 
9 1 past three years, the growing research synergy between the 

1 

WHEREAS, the United States department of defense is 
-. 

urged to recognize the one hundred twenty million dollars 

10 1 needs of the air force and the United States department of I 
I 

11 I energy and the enduring value of Kirtland as a regional , 
I 

12 

13 

nuclear weapons facility; and 

WEIEREAS, for over three decades, New Mexico, with its 

14 

15 

near-perfect flying condit.ions and varied topography, has 

proven to be a world class; flight training and combat 

16 

17 

20 I subcontractors; and 

readiness center; and 

WEIEREAS, New Mexico's demographics, including its 

18 

19 

WHEREAS, recognizing the future value of Kirtland as a . 
I 

I 
emerging minority-majority population, allows the department a 

I 
of defense to both recruit. minorities and work with minority 

22 1 modern military base, its potential as a space center and its ! 
I 

23 1 commitment to civilian technology transfer, the department of : 
! 

24 1 defense and the defense base closure and realignment 



deliberations; I 

I 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO that the United States department of 

defense and the defense base closure and realignment 

commission be petitioned to maintain the full integrity of I 

the Kirtland air force base complex; and I 

- - 

BE I T  FURTHER RESOLVED that the congressional delegation I 
i 

be requested to work with the New Mexico state legislature in I 

I 
its continuing efforts to diversify the.state economy 

pursuant to the Defense Coriversion and Technology Act; and 

! 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this memorial be , 

I transmitted to the secretary of the United States department I 

I 
I 

of defense, the defense base closure and realignment I 
1 

commission arid the members of the New Mexico congressional I 

delegation. 
I 

I HJM 31 
i Page 3 



S /  RAYMOND G. SANCHEZ 
RAYHOND G. SANCHEZ. SPEAKER 

S /  STEPHEN R. ARIAS 
STEPHEN R. ARIAS, CHIEF CLERK 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

S /  W RAD w&Y Gm4GmsIDm 
SENATE 

S /  MARGARET -MITE 
MARGARET L,ARRAGOITE, CHIEF CLERK 
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C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

D A V I D  R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR 

April 6, 1995 

Commissioner Al Cornella 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moclre Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thank you for attending the luncheon on April 5th, 1995, at the Lubbock 
Club. As Mayor, it was an honor t o  have had you and the rest o f  the 
Commissioners as my guests. I hope you enjoyed the luncheon as well as 
your brief tour of our community. As you can imagine, the fate of  Reese Air 
Force Base is a /primary concern of mine. Now, having had the opportunity 
t o  meet you in person, I am confident that the future of Reese Air Force 
Base and the Lubbock community is in good hands. 

I was extremely impressed by  the! level of professionalism both you and your 
staff demonstrated during your stay in Lubbock. The openness exhibited by  
you and your colleagues, as well as your willingness to  listen t o  the facts 
and information we'presented in regard t o  Reese Air Force Base, helped 
ease many of our concerns about the BRAC process. Lubbock felt it was 
vital for each Commissioner t o  know that the criteria and data which placed 
Reese on the closure list was flawed and did not accurately represent the 
conditions that actually exist at Reese Air Force Base. Likewise, Lubbock 
wanted t o  have .the opportunity for you t o  have first hand knowledge of the 
quality of the base itself and of the Lubbock community. 

The c o m m u n i t y " ~  show of support during the motorcade tour through 
Lubbock bears witness t o  our clevotion and concern for Reese Air Force 
Base. I would be remiss i f  I did not mention that the demonstration of 
support was a combined efffort among private and public sector 
organizations, sczhool children, veterans, churches, and citizens f rom all 
walks of life and from the communities which surround Lubbock. Many of 
the events and demonstrations you witnessed were unplanned, and were 



April 6, 1996 
Page 2 

spontaneous efforts from individuals who wanted to show their support for 
retaining Reese. As Mayor, I was delighted and somewhat overwhelmed by 
the outpouring of love and support our community showed in order to  
impress upon you h o w  w e  feel about Reese Air Force Base. 

Thank you again for attending the luncheon and for visiting our community. 
I appreciate the difficulty of  the task facing the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission, and I would like to  thank you on behalf of-the Llano 
Estacado region for taking the time t o  tour our area before making your 
decision. I hope our efforts during your stay have touched your heart and 
mind as much as Reese has touched ours. If I can be of any assistance t o  
you in the future, please feel c t  me. 

DRL: JA:os 

DRLml* ,  
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Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to you as a concenied citizen/taxpayer and a career Air Force officer with 36 years in uniform. My 
concern has to do with the BRAC '93 decision to relocate United Stated Marine C o y *  air units from Mwhe Ccqs  
AK Station El Toro and Marine Corps Air Station Tusti~i to Naval Air Stations Mirarnar, Fallon, Lemoore and Oceana 
and to Marine Corps Camp Pendleton. Of specific concern is the proposed relocation of Marine Corps rotary wing 
aircraft and command elements fkom USMC Air Statio~is El Toro and Tustin to Naval Air Station Miramar near Sari 
Diego, California. Serious financial and operational shortfalls will accrue if this planned relocation is allowed to 
happen. A far better solution it: to move these organizations to March AFB, California, halfway between Camp 
Pendleton and Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twenty-nine Palms, California. The following benefits will 
derive from such a solution: 

1. Greatly enhanceti USMC rapid respons'e capability to meet national defense emergency Time Phased 
Force Deployment List requireme:nts. (March AFB is th'e Port of Embarkation/Debarkation for the First Marine Corp 
Expeditionary Force - one of the two rapid deployment forces for the United States.) 

2. Improved USMC training capabilities (March AFB is nearer USMC training ranges than NAS 
Miramar). This translates to an annual savings of $50 million in operating expenses. 

3. $326 million in @mediate saving in relocation movement and facility renovation costs (see attached 
chart "BRAC '93 Actions vs March AFB BRAC '95 Sceniuio). 

4. $29 million 10 year cumulative savings in housing and quarters allowance (see anached chart 
"Cumulative BAQ/VHA Comparislon Miramar vs March for ten yearsn). - .. 

5. Future cost avoidance of another move if and/or when NAS Mirarnar becomes San Diego 
Intemstiona! Airport (to my kno\v!edge no one has done a cnqt study n'l this contingency, but i t  wou!d be E. 

The above facts can be verified by reviewing BRAC data and a very recently updated U.S. Marine Corps study. 
Sir, I earnestly request that your commission solicit detailed inputs from the United States Marine Corps in 
preparation for the scheduled hexing in San Francisco on April 28, 1995. In point of fact, due to the operational 
and budgetary implications voiced above, it would seen1 to me to be most prudent to have the Marine Corps appear 
before your commission and lay out their concerns regarding the NAS Miramar vs March AFB relocation. 

Respectfully yours, 
0. 

7. Clsib u u u  L 
Lt Gen William F. Pitts, USAF Ref: 

WFP/n b 

Enclosures (2) 









Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North M o o s  Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia. 22200 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you prepare for your Apl-il 17th heruing o n  the Joint Cross-Service Working 
Groups' involvement in the Pentagon's base closure and realignment recommendations. we 
would be most applrecirttlvc d you wo~ild raise a number of issues with lugud to the 
consolidation of undergraduate pilot uaining. Enclosed an a number o f  y uestions hat you 
and the cornmissio~lers nlay want to put before dle witnesses. 

We applaud h e  addition ol'the joint cross-szl-vice working groups into the base 
closure process. They provided a new and important analysis that considered joinmas and 
the consolidntion of roles and missions. Unfortunately, in Lhe c m  oi' undergraduate pilot 
training, the Pentagon acted on only half of tht: mission. While they agreed that 
invoductory fixed wing raining operations could be consolidated betwen the Air F o ~ r z  
and the Navy. the Pentagon cbose not to act on the recommendation to cor~sohdalz pnmuy 
helicopter training between the Navy and the Almy. We klievc that chis is a grave 
mistake. and a m i s d  oppofiunity to provide the American laxpayer wi& significant cost 
savings. 

Mr. c y a n ,  we can no longer afford unnecessary duplications in the military 
when m o e  ef cient and equdly effective training a~angcments are available. The 
coi~solidation of priinary helicopter uaining ih  Iong ovcrdue. dnJ we h o p  that you and thc 
other commissioners will consider this oppol~uniry duritlg your delibcl-ations of rhc 1995 
base closure process. 

With best regards. we a1-c 
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UNDERGII AJIUA'E  PLOT TRAIMNG 

17 APRIL 1995 

I11 November of 1994, the Joint Cross-Servicr: Group on Undergraduate Pilot Tr&ning submitted hnze 
different alternatives for considention by Ule uGliW departments and Sccrcc;uy Perry. According to documents 
submitted to Lhe BRAC, each alternative reduced excess capacity wh i l~  rnaitr~ailli~~g high ~nilitary value. Each of 
the three alternatlvev cunslstcntly recommended consolidating all mllltary undergraduate 
helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker. 

However, these recommendatiolls were )not adhered to in here entirely. Secrcwy Rrry chose not to 
consolidrtte LJHPT at Fort Rucktr s recoumendt:d due to high MIT-CON cosu  associated r v ~ U l  closing Whiting 
NAS. Hc then directed consolidating all Navy initial fixed wing (raining at Whitirlg NAS. 

Why is it that consolidation of UI-IPT at Rucker was not adupwd? 
Since the Navy is moving all of its initial T M C ~  w i ~ ~ g  training to Whiting NAS. wouldn't limlled s ~ x e  be 

freed-up if LJFIPT was moved Ft. Rucker? 
From an efficiency. doesn't it makc sense LO have all mirial row wing raining d d u c ~ I  31 cwc Im.~iho~i'j 

On M'mh 30. 1993 General Colin Powell %Ned st Ule I[ouse Armed Services C'ornrn~ucc 4miy Pos~ure 
I - f m n g  LhaL "I believe Ux proper place to do the centralization (of LJHPT) and where ~t cal  be done vep  well is at 
Fon Rucks. Ahbma".  141:: went on to say, "I m committed to pusll  ill^\ a< llvd a$ posslhle because mere an real 
s3vulgs here and this IS wbtxe we ought to tind tlie savings." 

The cost to m1~ft:r the UI-IPT operation , ~ t  Whiting Field to Fc)rt Rucker 1s less ~ a i  318 mill~on dol1.u~. 
In 1992 the DoD IG reprrcd rlnt reiocauon of LrlIP'T to Fort Rucker would s ~ v c  at Ica\t $79 aull~on dollars over 5 
Y-. 

Is this savings eshlate still valid today? 

In a proposal w the Roles & Misslo~ls Co~nmission. the h y  has sctted that by cn~lholidatitlg dl pnlnxy 
DoD rorary wing wining, integration ,and srm&utlization m o n g  che servlces would be enhanced ro tn~ly .;uppun 
joinmess. Each of h e  services would conlinuc 10 ~prc!vidc advaiced uaining for their own unique iapccts of rOLvy 
wing aviation. 

The Army has the capacity to tr;~in ill1 of L)on's p n ~ ~ y  liclicopter pilot requiremen& without ,my nretl for 
expansion or new construction. 

h m  rui efficiency and inuroperr~bility slmdpoint. dorsn'~ i t  m:kc scrrsc ior i d 1  introjuctory helicopter 
pilot mining to be co~lclucted by llle Anny? 

During the BRAC' 95 Navy hearing earl~er L I ~ I S  ycu, Cialcral Mulidy commented that in die I970', d ~ c  
Army was training M'uine lielicoprer piiors, and hat this ~trrmgcrneot worked very well. 

' Is there any reksc;on why ll1e Miuirle Co~p!, coulda'c return to Ulis mangernmt? 

In 1992. the JCS rcpon vn Rolcs & Missic~~ls rccomaiended consolidation of all primary hcl icc~p~r Vairii~lg 
with the h y .  A team led, by h e  Navy was I A S ~ C I . ~  by Sccrcwy of Defense Aspin to review thib rccommeniliilion. 
Their findings concluded &at consolidalion would need to be put on hold ulltil prullay training for both fixed wing 
and rotary wing could be evduatzd Ivge~Jler. thr bervlcr nnd operating cnsu of the ncw TH-67 u inc r  llsd ktu 
determined, and that the decision would be made ~11th the context of (1 k < 2  c10sure round. 

' Each of Wese po:mls has been satisfied, yet DoD only adopted Ille fixed wing p ~ r u o ~ i  ot Llle Cross-Service 
Group rec!olrunendatio~i. Why was rotmy wing training ignarcd? 



Earlier 01s  year, the Navy testified before Lhe B R A C  95 cornmisslon that h e  cw,x)l~dstion of Navy 
helicopter training wilh the: Army was not Ic'asible because iit was a "people" I ~ A U C .  or 3 quality of life issue :tnd that 
Navy Pilots fly in marc exrreme weatller conditioru at sea (l1i111 Lhr: Army does If  that in fact is the else, wily Jixs 
the Pentagon continue to request Army llelicopters and pilots to support 113~31 1111sslons'~ 

A n~rmber of Army rnissions in supporr of Naval operutions: 

" Shiph<wd operaiolls involvin,g the Army's l$lh Autmme Corps: UH-60's. OH-58NC's. 
AI-I- 1's 

1987;- 
" Shipbcmd m d  overwafer oplrriuons involving Lhe Army's 4/17th CAV (now 4/21 with 

OH-58D's 
" vdid C:ONOPS mission Lo&y 

1994: Utymtion -ocr;~cv - Hi~iti  
" l O ~ h  Mourmi~n Divlslon operated tiom the USS Ei~rnho~vcr 
" OH-58D's hsd exrensive missions privr LO illv%ion 
" UI-1-60's. CH47's. OH-S8A/C1'\ and Al-1-1's transported ncwpb ad cqu~pmell~ to the .40 t'or 
several days, followed by ct~~mnand & coliuol missions 

Each Artny Aviation Itnit hus a rusk for .rlrrpboard operarions rncorportrred ~ r l  ftle~r rNtSsIOrl essenlroI l;sl (4 
rash. Tile Anr~y rruinsJor ,r/irpl)oard opemfiotls o d  petfunru shtphoard operorions. 

In 1392. MGcn. Dnvc Robb111.4, d~ee-(?ornaunder of Ihe . h y  , Z v i : ~ t l ~ l ~  Ccnnl-. nored that one of the milin 
reasons the Navy was oppc~sed to cilrisoliil3u1rg l l i ~ a ,  m i~ l i~ lg  w i h  the Army wii\ hhc'cnuse Ule Navy used initial fixed- 
wing mining as 3 "cutting" MI for students. 

' Do yw bzltcve UIIS to be the case, and 1s fhere ;u~y lcg~mlate reason why the Niivy nw&\ Lhl.4 2 x m  
"cutung" tool? 

Could the Navy ILW tbe Army's training : i y l l a b ~ ~  Lhat places student pilots clirectly  in^^ the m w y  wing 
pipeline? 

Accordillg to the f)oD IG, "Relocating the Navy's primary liclicopter mining to Fort Rucker would relieve 
ground md ar uaffic congestion at Whiting Field NAS." 

Is there a problem with cvngcsuoa st Whi11ng Field. both in the air and on h e  ground? If so, would 
relocation of Ihc Navy's Undergladunte I-Ieiicopter Pilvt Trdltirrg program free up space at Whiting 
Reld? 

How does Fort R~ucker compare will) W111.ung with regard to aviuluhlc space'? 

' Since the m n y  cilrmdy owns nearly SO% of dI DoD klicoptcrs, dms Fort Rucker have Ihe capacity ti) 
aain all of DoD's pnmary llrl~copler pilot requirernenls'! 
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tlOFFETT TRANSFER OI'F ICE 

Implications of BRAC! '95 on Moffett Federal Airfield: 
Onizvka Air Station 

Onhuka Air Station (OAS), adjacent to Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA), is an 
integral art of the continuin operation and future of Moffett Field. OAS 
ass d r n a n a g e m e n t  of the !I OD family housing and other support functions from 
the Navy when NAS Moffett Field was disestablished in 1994. These facilities 
include 807 family housing units, a chapel, community centers, child care center 
and medical clinic. In support of its active duty rsonnel OAS has received 

r rmits from NASA to operate other MFA buil f= ings and facilities. These include 
arracks, a housing office, warehouse facilities, and facilities related to its Morale, 

Welfare and Recreation (MWR) program. OAS also sponsors the Navy Exchange 
and its facilities at W A .  

The housing is occupied by active duty officers and enlisted personnel of all DoD 
Services operating at MFA, including the Air Force, Navy Reserve, Army, h y  
Reserve, and National Guard. The facilities operated by OAS are utilized by the 
various Services represented at Moffett Federal Airfield, as well as by militmy 
retirees, w hcrc appropriate. 

The cost of operations at Moffctt Federal Airfield arc shared by all of the federal 
agencies residing at Moffett Field. For its administrative space and housing areas 
at Moffett Field, Onizuka's annual share of the Institutional Shared Pool is 
$817,000. Institutional Shared Pool covers basic infrastructure, fire and security 
protection, environmental compliance, and other common services required by all 
agencies at MFA. 

The 1995 DOD BRAC recommendation states that "all activities and facilities 
associated with the 750th Space Group, including family housing and the clinic, 
will close." Because there will be a .significant military population remaining at 
Moffett Federal Airfield, such a closure would have a detrimental impact on the 
ability to provide key services to these DoD personnel. This impact will be made 
stronger as other military bases in Northern and Central California -- and their 
associated su port functions -- continue to close. Without the critical services X provided by AS to DoD personnel at MFA, it will become more difficult to 
maintain and attract other DoD units to Moffett Federal Airfield. 
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Implications of BRAC '95 on Moffett Federal Airfleld: 
California Air National Guard 129th Rescue Group 

The California Air National Guard 129th Rcscuc Group (CANG) has been at 
Moffett Field since 1979. When the decision was made to disestablish NAS 
Moffett Field as an active Navy facility, the CANG became a key member of the 
team developing the concept of Moffett Federal Airfield (MFA) as a shared federal 
facility. The stated intention of the CANG to remain at Moffett Fcderal Airfield as 
a long-term anchor tenant influenced NASA's decision to take over administrative 
control of MFA in 1994. NASA worked with the CANG and their state and 
federal head uartcrs to provide the necessary facilities to support their mission. In 
retum, tho C ~ G  agreed to provide critical services to MFA. These services 
include firc protection (structural and airfield crash, firt and rescue), air traffic 
control and a significant portion of the, airfield security. This teaming with the 
CANG made the rapid and smooth transition from NAS Moffett Field to Moffett 
Federal Aitfeld possible. 

Moffctt Fcderal Airfield is a shared facility with the cost of common operations 
being shared equitably by all the fcdcrd agencies at M A ,  based upon concepts 
and formulas dcvclwped by all participants.' The CANG played a major role in 
development of the cost sharing process to assure its fairness and affordability. 
The CANG's annual sharc of these common costs are $1.4 million, approximately 
13% of the total cost of operations at Moffett .2 Thc services provided by CANG 
at Moffeu Federal Airfield are valued at $5.25 million, for which it is f& 
reimburaed.3 

The 1995 BRAC recommendations submitted by DoD propose the 129th Rescue 
Group move from Moffett Federal Aixfield to McClcllan AFB in Sacramento, CA. 
If the CANG leaves Moffett Fcderal Airfield, the cost of operating the aidield 

be rcduccd and the services it provides will have to be replaced, at potentially 
higher cost to the U.S. Government. This will increase the cost to NASA and the 
other agencies if a suitable replacemerit agency is not found. This could 
jeopardize thc MFA concept. 

Bas& upon mutual agreement by the federid agencles rcsldlng at Moffett field, costs are split 
into an Instltutlonal Shared Pool, whlch covers baslc Infrastructure, fire and security protection, 
envlronmenW corn Ilance, and similar servitxs, and an Airfield Shared Pool. wNch covers Alr 
Traffic Control (A & ), Crash, Flre and Rescue (CFR), runway maintenance, etc.. Only alrfleld 
usera pay into the Airfleld Shared Pool. 

CANG annual share of the Institutional S h e d  Pool 1s $830,000. Their iurnual share of the 
AIrfleld Shared Pool is $630,000. 

Out of the M e l d  Shwed Pool, the CANQ is reimbursed $1,068,000 for A X ,  $2.974.000 for 
Flre Services, and $860,000 for Alrfltld Secutity Services. The CAN0 also recelvea $350.000 
from NASA for ATC and Fire Services at Crows Landlng Auxlllary Airfleld. The total 
reimbursements provided to the CANG are $5,252,000 per year. 



Moffett. Field Residents 
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NASA Ames Research Center 
- Adminis trtitivc, warehousc, hangar, and S i e l d  

Naval Air Reserve Santa Clara 
- Administrative, warehouse, billeting, hangar, and f i i c l d  

- California Air National Guard, 129th Rescue Group 
- Adminfstrativc, warehousc, hangar, and airfield 

Onizuka Air Station Annex 
- Housing, administrative, warthouse, and Morale, Welfare& Recreation 

63rd Army Command 
7th PsyOps Group 
343rd Medical Reserve 
353rd 
41 6th Engineers 
2373rd Si nu1 Detachment 6 6227th U ARF School - Administrative, warehouse, hangar, and 

Army 87th Explosive Ordimnce Disposal Team 
- Admintstrativc 

Commander, Navy Reserve Patrot Wing Pacific 
- Administrative 

Lockheed Missiles and Space Corporation (sponsored by USAF) 
- Airtield 

Army Information Systems Command 
- Administrative 

U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 
- Warchoum 

American Red Cross - Warehou~c 

Navy Facilities Command- Western Division 
- Administrative and environxnend 
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Defense Fuel Sup ly Center 
-Fualtankand &nistrative 

Navy Exchange 
- Administrative, retail, and education 

Defense Cornmhry Agency 
- Administrative and retail 

- U.S. Geological Survey 
- Warehouse 

Veteraxu Administration - Medical Center 
- Warehouse 

U.S. Poatal Service 
- P06t office 

Beech Aircraft (Army Guardrail Program) 
- Administrative, hangar, and airfield 

TRW - Avionics Surveillance Group (Army Guardrail Program) 
- Administrative, hangar, and 

I L o d  Space and Range Systems (sponsored by U.S. Army) ' 

- Open space 

Savi Technology (sponsored by USMC) - Open spacc 

Golden Bay Credit Union 
- Credit union 

Stanford University 
- Environmental research 

Stanford Hospital 
- Intermittent ~ e l d  (for "life flights") 

Paclcard Children's Hospital 
- Intermittent airfield (for "life flights") 

Civil Air Patrol 
- Administrative 
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Comptroller General 
of the UnitRd States 

Washingtm, D.C. 20548 

April 14, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Secretary of Defense announced his 1995 recommendations 
for base closures and realignments to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission on February 28, 1995. 
This report responds to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-510), as amended, which 
requires that we provide the Congress and the Commission, 
by no later than April 15, 1995, a report on the Secretary 
of Defense's recommen.dations and selection process. We 
have identified issues for consideration by the Commission 
as it completes its review of the Secretary of Defense's 
recommen.dations. Given that this is the last of three 
biennial reviews authorized under the 1990 act, we are 
also including matters for consideration by the Congress 
regarding the potential need for continuing legislation to 
authorize further comission reviews and authorize changes, 
as needed, to prior decisions. 

We are also sending this report to the President of the 
Senate and to the Speaker of the House. We will make 
copies available to others on request. 

This report was prepared under the direction of David R. 
Warren, Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues, who 
may be reached on (202) 512-8412 if you or your staff have 
any questzions. Other major contributors are listed in 
appendix VI. 

Sincerely yours, 

/ 1 
&Charles A. Bowsher 

Comptroll.er General. 
of the United States 



T t i E  DEFLbSE BASE C L O S L X  . 1 \ D  R E A L ~ G ~ ~ E ~ T  CObB(ISISIOIY I * -.C 

O m G  01:- CEAX%V 

C J S \ L L Y  0~~ I I I I4 I C O ~ O ( s U  COR-'ELU t . 
2 7 X R : D m R  I d  I I cohCtLI;Eno(uCZ COX I J  i 1 I 

1 
CE&TIvED[REcToR I C O ~ O ~ ~  3AvU IJ I -- I 

/ 
1 

f2cmwsI-PP(C 1/ I 1 
.xzKARY Exuzm I I 1- I ~ O P r E Z t ~ A  

I I cot mass oh^ 

D I R r O - C P W m  

! L /  I 
J I m m O h G L m  I l l  I I 

I I I I 1 * 
I 

DGL c o m a x c = A n ~  1 REveW A.\D rLYALYS 

I 
LA 

m R O F P & A  

. - -sE=muuT A- 

I I. J 
~~~ / 

I r 

> m R  OF-- ?// 
- 

.YAW'LEASIIPAPePL I/' 1 
u a r n s t s ~ t e u l t u a p  / I 

7 
B e P r m w W l U t O F R ( I Z I  

1GZ-R WTIUF- - 

mmRHATIONmm 

A 

j ~ ~ r e U C f U D e P  

~ P P ( M c E 7 & u s ~  

J 1 
I 

I 
I 

I I I 
I 



United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

>K~32$:@&bd&m - 
=,3!-+:9; ' v . ~ m ~  :4 

April 10, 1995 
q5-w 13-7 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The enclosed letter was sent by the delegation to Brigadier 
General Carlos Perez of Kirtland Air Force Base to assist in the 
itinerary development for the April 18 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission site visit. The itinerary is only 
preliminary and we encourage you to make any additions you deem 
necessary. 

Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senator 

Enclosure 



United Stata Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

April 7, 1995 

Erisadier General Carlos 2ertz 
Commander, 377th Air 3ase K i n g  
Kirtland AF3, fW 

Dear General Perez: 

In order to facilitate the site visit at Ki.r~land AFB planned 
for April 18. we are recomrr,ending the enclosed itinerary which we 
have developed with the Kircland Xetenticn Task Force. 

We believe that this itizerary will give tte visiting 
Commissioners a sense of tte size of the base. ;he complexity of 
the rrseirch, testing and operaticnal training carried out at tke 
base by the Departments of 3efense and E n e r ~ ,  the security 
requirements for these activities. The site visit should also 
emphesize the minimal existing facilities and limited acrease 
that will be available for reuse. 

We are also forwarding this itinerary to the Base Closure and 
Realicnment Commission for tkeir input. 

Sincerely. 

,,*7 

Pete V. Domenici 
United States Senator 

Enclosure 



?!?OBC!SZD ITINERARY 
i(I3TU-V:3 AFB SITE VISIT 

A Z . I L  16, 1 9 9 5  

- .  - - . #  
2 ;  177tk krie1:2g c 2  K:r:lar4 A13 ax; :is rezazts as c-r---;ly 

- ,  c-T;= : , - - 'Y ' -  2 L- -'us 

3) 377t:? krle5:zg cz arcpel-:d canrcrxert areas for DcE, 2killi~s - m Labcratcry, 8,CZzh ".-? .b!U-.:~:cxs Sq~adrcn, and l2~ch "iqhter Grc-L? 
AVG. Pmphasize re-use areas limieed to fanily housing, sor,e 
dcr~itcrics, ccz3:ssar-y 2-6 3X bu~ldizcs. 

C j  ~~-/Sa-dia >yes=----' - - . L ~ L - ~ ~  c : f  requirenezts f o r  saf e~y/buf fer 
zczes and seccrrty -:-Cer Air 'crce realignxent proposal. 3c3 
gresentazion cf addi:icza.l csscs to 3cZ and 05 ccncerns reczrdizg 
im~licaticns of >-F plzn for 3cZ operations. 

D)  ?billips Lab gresentatic- cf minimum required miiitary 
FreseRce at labc;ratcry. 

2 )  Ce'ezse Xuclear Agency ;resentation cf impact cf leavizg 
Kirtland LC its missicn. 

TOUR 

1. Tour Kirtland U~dergro~nd Munitions Storage Center ( K U M S C ) .  
Briefing cn 896th nissicn and security requirements. 

2 .  Drive Inhalation Toxicology Research Institute and nearby 
auxiliary fields; menticn mission. 

3 .  Visit Starfire Optical ~ange/mission briefing. 

4. Coyote Canyon, including cable facility and Central Training 
Academy. 

5 .  Drive by Manzano Mountain Storage Complex and through Sandia 
National Laboratory tech ,area IV. 

6. Tour 58th Special Cperati~sns Wing, special emphasis on 
training simulators and m.ission briefing and cost estimate to 
move. 

7 .  Conclude t0u.r at DcE Albuquerque operations for a round table 
discussion with heads of key tenant organizations. 
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Xnifeb Stater Senate 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 

April 4, 1995 
F W  ; $ F g  & ;j-& mw 

Gen. J.B. Davis (Ret) 
wkqn ~ C M W S - 4  

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

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

Thank you for coming to North Dakota last week to 
visit the Minot and Grand Forks Air Force B a s e s .  
we appreciated having an opportunity to show you 
the quality of the bases and the special 
relationship they have with their host 
communities. 

In North Dakota, we are proud of our bases and 
proud of the dedi.cated men and women who serve 
there. We are convinced that retaining Grand 
Forks and Minot is in the national interest; we 
hope you will agree. 

I know how difficult your job will be over the 
next 3 months and trust your visit to North Dakota 
will help you in your deliberations. Please do 
r.ot hesitate to contact me if I can be.of any 
assistance. 

Best personal regards. 

KENT CONRAD 
United States Senator 
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April 1 1 ,  1995 

City of ~Albuquergue 
P.O. BOX 1293 ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87103 

Martin .I. Chavez 
IM:~yor 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Rase Realignment and Closure Commissic;)n 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon,, 

On behalf of the citizens of Albuquerque, the New Mexico Congressional Delegation and the 
Governor of New Mexico, I invite you und the rest of the BRAC Commissioners to join us 
for lunch on April 20. We have scheduled this at your convenience to ~oincide with the 
BnAC Regional Hearing agenda. Private dining arrangements have been made close to the 
hearing site at the Albuquerq~ic Pctrolcutrl Club. Sclieduled to attend are U.S. Senators Pete 
Domenici and Jeff Bingaman, Congressman Steve Schiff, Guvcmor Gary Johnson and the six 
Steering Cornrnittcc memhcrs of the Kirtland Task Force, chaired by Lt. General (USAF Ret.) 
Leo Marquez. 

We welcome you to Albuquerque and will do everything wc can to ensure that your stay is a 
productive one. Please call my office at '768-3000 if you need any assistance. 

ok forward to meeting you on the 20th. 

- THE CITY OF ALBUQUERQUE IS AN EQUAL OFIPORTUNITY/REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION EMPLOYER = 
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April 7, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing to respectfully request that the BRAC 
Commission allow an additional half hour for the presentation at 
the field hearing scheduled in Albuquerque, NM on April 2 0 .  

As you are well aware, serious mission concerns are raised 
if this realignment occurs. As the state's largest employer, 
Kirtland Air Force Base is home to an exceptional set of 
organizations, fac:ilities, and technical experts. As host, 
Kirtland AFB integrates missions of the Department of Defense, 
the Department of Energy, the Veterans Administration, and 
supports over 150 tenant activities. Kirtland AFB is a vital 
component of a col.lection of several diverse and inter-related 
activities in New Mexico. It i.s imperative for the Commission to 
gain a clear understanding of this unique synergism and how the 
realignment proposal impacts each one of these tenants, both in 
mission and in terms of cost to the taxpayer. 

Therefore, in order to fully explore the numerous continuing 
missions and weigh the impacts of the proposed realignment (the 
second most severe for the Air Force) in a comprehensive, 
substantive presentation, additional time is necessary. We 
realize Kirtland is the only Air Force base in the state of New 
Mexico being considered for realignment. It is, however, the most 
severely impacted in the region with regard to job loss. We 
believe you will agree that the severity of this realignment 
warrants our request for additional time. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Richardson 

Steve Schiff 
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CONTACT: Agnes Oczon/Domenici 
(202) 2 2 4 - 7 0 7 3  

Larry Smith/Bingaman 
(2021 224-6385 

Darry  Eitaer/Schiff 
(505) 766-2538 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Friday, April 14, 1995 

EPA CONFIRMS DELECATION CONTE?;rrION. A T R  OIIALITY Ifl ALBUOUERQUE 
CAN ABSORB NEW KIRTLARTD JOBS 

WASHINGTON - -  The regioaal office of t h e  U.S.  Environmental 

P r o t ~ r t i o n  Agency (EPA) has confirmed that the Air Force did not 

contact the EPA regarding the air quality situation at Kirtland 

Air Force Base and that there is "substantial room for growthw ln 

Albuquerque. 

Senators Petle Domenici and Jeff Bingaman and Congressman 

Steve Schiff have criticized t h e  Air Force decision to use air 

quality as a reason for realigning Kirtland instead of Los 

Angeles Alr Force Base. 

"This information from the EPA reinforces our conclusion that 

it was f a u l t y  reasoning on t h , e  part of t h e  A i r  Force to use 

Albuquerque 's  air quality as a critical factor in its decislon 

not to expand K i r t l a r r d , "  the members of the dalegation said. 

"The Air Force didn't even bother to query the EPA on 

Albuquerque's air quality before deciding last December that 

Kirtland was not suitable for- expansion. This hasty and 

incorrect arialysis by the Air Force clearly contributed to their 

later decision LO realign Kirtland." 

i more 



- 2 -  

According to the Environmental Health Department, ~lbuquerque 

will soon be reclasoified as being within the federal quidelines 

in all air quality categories. Sena tors  Bingaman and Domenici 

and Congressman Schiff today also wrote to Carol Browner, the 

Administrator of the EPA, requesting that she expedice  G o v e r ~ ~ u r .  

G d ~ y  Johnson's application f o r  final approval  of Albuquerquels 

carbon monoxide implemenkation plan. Johnson submitted the 

application today to the EPA's Regional Office in Dallas. 

### 

COPY OF THE LETTER T O  THE EPA ATTACHED 



WASHING'TON, bC 2 0 5  1.0 

April 14, 1995 

The Honorable Carol Browner 
,%drninistrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, SW 
Washingon, D.C. 31).?tjU 

Dear Ms. Browner: 

Today New 34exico's Governor, G q  E. Jol~nson, formally submitted to Jane Ssginaw, the EP.4 
Region VI Admlnjsrrator, the Stare I~nplcrncnt~i~io~l Plan (SIP) documents pcnainin~ to carbnn 
monoxide in Bernalillo County and requested final approval of the Albuquerque/8e1nalillo County 
inspection/main~enance prninn of the carbon monoxide SIP. 

\!'e u ~ i r e  to ask that Governor Johnson's request be given espedited review by your regional 
office. AS you know from previous ~o r r c spon~J r~ r~e .  thc Air Force hns incorrectly and without 

consultation ivith your agency raised questions about ivhether Kinland Air Force Base (KAFB) could 
receive significant numbers of additional personnel because of air quality concerns. specifically 
pemining to carbon monoxide, in .4lbuquerque. Mr. Russell Rhoades of your Dallas office nlrore 
Senator Bingarnan April 16 that "it is our understanding that there is substantial room for _proith and 
the City of  Albuquerque has nor identificd ~ig~lificant obstacles relating to air quality concerns rhat 
would inhibit expansion o f  KAFB." 

We understand that there Ims been very close coopemtion behveen your regional o f i ce  and the 
Albuquerque Environmental Health Department and Wew Mexico Environment Department in 
anticipation of Governor Johnson's submission. \VhiIe expansion at KAFB c m  alrendy be done irnder 
Albuquerque's current air quality status, we  desire to  absolutely eliminate any misconceptions on the 
part of the US Air Force Therefore, we ask that the EPA review and approval sought by the 
Go\~ernor be carried out by May 15, and in any case no later than June 9. The reason for these dates 
is that by May 17, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC) must decide 
whether to add bases for real~gnmenr mnsider.ation and the fast chmcc for Members of Congress to 

testify to the BRAC will come on June 12- 13 \!pith decisions made by July 1. 

We believe that it is already clear that ihe Air Force erred in its environmental analysis in 
Albuquerque. Final EPA approval of the doci~ments submitted today by Governor Johnson would 
make that absolutely clear. 

T%mk you for your consideration nf our request. 

Sincerely, 

Pete V. Domenjci Steven Schiff 
United States Senator Member of Congress 



$,1€D 874). 
UNIEO STATES ENV1RC)NMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 6 
1445 ROSS AVENUE. SUlTE 1200 

DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 

APR 0 6 1995 

Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3102 

I Dear Senator Bingaman: 

Thank you for your letter of March 15, 1995, 
concerning K i r t l a n d  A i r  Force Base (KAFB) located in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico. Spec:ifically, you requested information 
on whether or n o t  the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was 
consulted, during the course of the Air Force base closure and 
realignment .analysis, regarding the impact to air quality of 
transferring additional personnel from other closed or realigned 
bases to KAFB in Albuquerque. 

Our records indicated that the EPA Regional Office has not 
received any communication or document pertaining to the air 
quality impacts from KAFB or any other agency concerning increase 
in the staff or expansion at this base. In reference to 
Ms. Sarah Kotchiants letter of March 20, 1995, to you, it is 
our understanding that there is substantial room for growth and 
the City of Albuquerque has not identified any significant 
obstacles relating to air quality concerns that would inhibit the 
expansion of KAFB. 

I hope that the information abovc adequately covers your 
questions concerning the KAFB activities. If I can be of any 
assistance, please contact me. 

Sincerely yours, 

/s/ Russell F. Rhoades for 

Jane N -  Saginaw 
Regional Administrator 

cc: Ms. Sarah Kotchian 
Environmental Health Department 
Ms. Cecilia Williams 
New Mexico Environment Department 

,.. ,cj. Rocyclearnacyelabm 
{:I ,Q Pnntd rlth by-a lnk on paper hat 

contnlM sl loMl50$; 100dCd nMf 



GARY E. JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR 

AIR QUALITY BUR. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
STATE C:APTTOI 

SANTA E. NEW MEXICO 87103 

April 14, I995 

?he d r y  ot l l l h q m  and ~exml i l l o  county have been to i r r p m  air 
+f ty in the ciey and m t y  aiDce the 1970's. C2alX~l um~dds3 l e ~ d . ~  h a e  
e e d  -t icdly thruugh the cmcerted effolte of city's aad c u m W s  
c i t m ,  the lxpmm-t & ~twhxmmtal Health and others. 

~ m o n  m ~ L d e  l w d ~  E a r  Che last three winters 
are below tihe f e  anbient standzd. 

I m a f u l l y  ~t firal appmval. oT the attached w / B e d i L l o  

mpl-mtim Plan  (SD1. The  SIP u ~ s  adapted to the Oean Air Rct 
-t~ of a90 and 40 Vde of R q ' d a r . 1 ~  (m) EWZ 51. 

v / a e r n a l f l l ~  m t y  ~ j r  alaliCy mud Beard q p = d  W e  
p1- + Y ,  1995 @ic heaxing as rwlsioae to ehe nwt mxiw SIP. 

fzlcxlitate yart d e w  ard pm"33ming the taaanq na-s are encloeed: 

1) I& SIP 1.- public =zd: 
2 )  W e d  l&W 40 CF!? R u t  51; 
3) &?4AirClsility Cbltd Act; 
4) &r -icy -JX)I ~tard, Rqdaeicn 28 ,  mtor vehicle ma: 
5 )  m-33- O£ ~YCJUB~ 1994 pt11i.c hearing a wtia 28 
6) a e y  and mty mtor vehticle WisEdrn~  Coulul Cadinulces; 
7) a c y  w y  JoW Rtr W i t y  a3ntml 
8 )  city/anmty joint p e m  a g r n t ;  
g) witkt  stam M%or Vehicle Divlsicn; 
10) rqq xeh,i.de mde. NS?i  66-3-1 W s h  66-3-28; 
11) v a d e  pa~ut i -  mmt Di~isia (m) md; 
12) VLM)  MI^ pan; 
u) VIM) plhlic infornaticn ]?la; 
14) VEMJ tr- p k ;  



0 4 / 1 2 / 8 5  14:S.l el 505 8270045 AIR QUALITY BUR. 

.... . 

m. 3'ane Saqinaw, R e g i d  Prlhdniswator 
Page 2 
April 14, 1995 

17) Vehicle imgmztim mprt epdficatrl-; an=Z 
18) W e  Sa ~~ ~ ~ a ~ l a n .  

Emclosed w i t h  this lerter e five cqpiee of the rntexi.de listed a m .  

X loak forward rn cantiwing cmperatia w i t h  your agency that is a eucce3sfu2 
as t he  pmfessimaJ. ccm id lmm between the Albqmqye Health 
-t and the E m t m m a  Eepx3~=1t. If *p have m y  qeBtim, please 
do rmr hesitate to =tact Sarah B. Rbtchian, D i r e c t : 0 r  of -e 
nwirrmrrwlral Health Deprtmnt at (505) 768-2600 or b d c  E- W e i d l a ,  S e C r e W  
of ~ e w  E k w h m m t :  Rgnrtmmc ac (505) 827-2050, 

Gary E. irohnaon 
GaveKlor 
State of New m a r : ,  

cc : Sarah B- Kotchhn, D i r s t a ,  Health 
-t - 
M3rk 6. Weidler, B e - w ,  JM - -t 



04/12/95 1 4 : 6 1  el 506 8270045 AIR QUALITY BUR. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
S T A n  CAPKOL 

SANTA FE. NEW hfEXIC0 87503 

GARY E. JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR 

MB. Jane S a g h a v ,  REgkX!d IAdIlhbtLZl~or 
u.S. i imixmmkal Protectian Agency, m a n  
14s Rcm ?wenlx2, suite 1200 
m, Teags 75202-2733 

~ h s  City of Alhqlerque and Bernalillo Cbunty haw been to hpmve air 
quality in the city and cuunty since the 1970's. Qrkm nunad& levels haw 
decreased dranatimlly through the concerted effartEI of Ehe ciCy'8 and camtyta  
citka~, tlhe w e q w  ~ e p x t m n t :  of Ecdmmmtal Hsalth and naTly others. 

has nemuyed carban Icmadde levels for the last wintem 
which are below the federaL anfbient d-. 

IX .is wlth great thpL&mure that 1  respectfully requeet approvdl of the at- 
9tate =-- Plan (SIP) c- u l h i c k r  are the lacrrent ta the New 
&a sn? P a L 3 i d q  to xtzx~mtat  an3 t & i . n t m  af the T tianal Amtent A F ~  
@lality s- (m) fcnt C;uiml l%xlacide Fn Eexnalillo Cbunty. The SIP 

adDptgi pursuant to the Qean Air Act M~rbE~l ts  of 3.990 a d  40 asde of 
PedemL ~~ (CEl) Part 51- 

The A 3 h q m q E / m l o  clxlnty Air Gmlity anUpl Bavd a p p d  * 
plan~anApd l  13, 1 9 9 5 a f t e r a p b l i c ~ a s ~ m t b e ~ ~ u W m  
SIP. l'b facilitate yau revim d proceen- the fo11- ~ratedala are 
enclosed: 

1) meterws Checklist p - t  to 40 c m  SI ~ppendlx V; 
2 )  SIF cloalmnt; 
3) &eerirY3 x m d  ilxmdhg exhibits; 
4) 1993 03 :hwntay for  Bermlillo Oclunty; 
5) hajected Inventaries for 1996, 1999, 2002, 2005 and 2006; 
6 nlf: Bxad'a regulatjane i m m t d  in tlze SIP; and, 

Acm m. 20, A u t k d t y - m - m w c t  Permits; 
AClCR No. 38, Ebkc)r Vehicle Thspec*; 
AQCR MI. 29,  P-rmlopticm of SigdEicant Detericnath; 
APCR lb. 32, Ctmtmctim E w d t a - - - a t e  Iaxss; 
AQCX No. 34, WOot-; 
AtXR m. 35, Alteynative Fuels; 



AIR QUALITY BUR. Boos 

m. J- s q i m w ,  w i d  khidstxator 
Page 2 
April 14, 1995 

AQCa NO. 42, Tmzmpxtatirm Cmfodty; and 
J42CR No. 43, Geneml CmZodty .  

7) S 9 2 ,  l993, and 1994 State and L a a d  Air W t a r i q  SLmnary Eepns  
kiL?uYE) - 

Enclcx+ with t h i s  letter are five cqdes of the mteriale limed aimve for 
eachSIPdLxxumt. 

I look foruglrd to mth.&~~ d f h  qenCy that h E f U ~ c ~ s a f u l  

aa the profeseiaoal 

do mt h i r a t e  to ax%act Saxah B. mtchian, D i r e c t a r  af the~Albuquerque 
Health Depa.ztmat at (505) 768-2600 or mrk B. W e i d l a ,  Secxerary  

of the New ace -t Dqiu.anent at (505) 027-2850. 

cc : Sarah B. ~atchlan, D j r e c t a r ,  e n v L m W  H e a l t h  



United Staterr Sm~te 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 1 0  

April 13, 1995 

General Thomas S .  Moorman, Jr. 
Vice Chief of Staff 
Unlted SLates Air Force 
Room 4E935 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear General Meorman : 

Thank you for providing cs with a ccpy of your memo dated 
April 5, 1995 un the apace test a ~ d  experimentation consolidation 
at Rirtland Air Force Base. 

We are, however, very d~sappointed wich the cor~ientu of ycur  
memo to General Yates. Essent:ially you direct Air Force Materiel 
Command to proreed with the Los Angeles portion of the relocation 
(121 positions including contrac~ors), to plan for the San 
Sernardino portion of the transfer beginning October 1, 1995 (57  
posicions i r lu luc l ing  ccntractora), sad to limit t h e  Onizuka 
transfer (357 positions inclutling contractors) to no more than 20 
personnel pending the final r z s u l t s  of the 1995 BRAC process. 
You also limit total m~litary person~el in i!~e space test and 
experimentation unit at Kirtland to 62 in anticipation of 
ixpl*ment ing t-he Air Force recommendat ion on realisnmenr of 
Kirciand. You put off a fical decision on whether the SMCjTb 
unic9 at San Bernadino and Onizuka will be consclidated at 
Kictland until resolution of the BPAC 95 +ecommendations. 

In its December 8, 1994 report to the Secretary of the Air 
Force, Materiel Command concluded that: 

"The benefits of this consolidation, modernization, and 
relocation of SMC/CU (now SMC/TE) far outwelgh the relatively 
small cost involved. The Air Force space mission will be 
strengthened; satellite control o p e r a t . i n g  and maintenance 
costs will be reduced; customers will benefit from better 
support and lower costs; AFSPC will gain access to a 
spacecraft residual operatiuns center; the AFSCN CCS upgrade 
efforts will benefit from lessons learned with actual on-line 
open architecture systems; the DOE will gain access to a 
worldwide satellite control system with mlnimal investment; 
and the DOD will preserve and strengthen the essence of its 
space and missile RDThE a . R s e t 8 .  There can be no question 
that this is the right action to take - -  and with downsizing 
and declining budgets ahe3d, this is the right time to take 
It ! 

" Not just SMC, and not just AFMC, but the sntire Air 
Force top management 1s commicred to ~111s forward looking 



move which will strengthen its space capability whlle cutting 
costs ! " 

The only change since this report was written is the Air 
Force BRAC recommendation. As we understand it, the Base Closure 
Executive Croup lrnposed an arbitrary 100-person l i m i t  on m i l i t a r y  
personnel at Kirtland as part of the realignment proposal in 
order to i n s u r e  that the support now provided to Kirtland tenants 
by the 377th Air Base Wing would no longer be necessary. ' T ' h a ~  
arbitrary limit now appears to be denying the Air Force the f ~ l l  
benef i t s  of spacc T&5 conso1.idation which were so eloquently and 
enthusiastically described in the AFMC report cited above. 

We obviously are f i g h t i r u j  to reverse the Air Force 
realignment proposal for Kirtland before the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. We hope to be successful. But in 
any case it makes no sense to delay the consolidation of SMC/TE, 
which would clearly reside in the Phillips Lab cantonment even 
u n d c r  the Air Force proposal. 

We understand that Phillips Laboratory and AF'MC have already 
argued that  he minimum n u ~ r b c r  uf r n i l i t a z y  personnel remaining a: 
Phillips under the Air Force proposal is 212. Your April 5 memo 
allows 62 more military personnel as part of SMC/TE. Obviously, 
the 100-military personnel limit is now moot. Accordingly, we 
see no reason not to proceed with the full SMC/TE consolidation, 
which would add another 97 military personnel under December 8 
AFMC plan. 

we therefore requ~st thac you reconsider y o u r  April 5 
decision and that you direct that the full SMC/TE consolidation 
proceed as planned. In any case, we request that no action be 
taken by the Air Force that would preclude the full consvlidation 
from taking place and the full benefits from being achieved as 
originally planned hy AFMC. 

Thank you for your consideration of our views. 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 

Steven Schiff 
Member of Congress 



APR- . 13-95 - THU 10: 34 SAF/LLP . 
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FAX NO. 7036973520 Pa 02 

bEPARTFrENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WAS)-IINGTON DC 20330 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMUCC 

FROM: HQ USAFKV 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Space Test :md Experimentation (SMC/CU) ConsoI~darion at KirtJand AFB, NM 
(HQ USAF/CC 14 Mar 95 Memo. same subject) 

1. Rcferti~ce HQ USAF/CC letter placed the entire consolidation of the SMUCU (now 
S M W E )  on hold pending the final outcome of the I995 BRAC process. After an on-site review 
at Kirtland, the following direction is p~ovlded: 

8. continue the relocation of the Los Angeles porion of SbICrTE to Kirtland. This unit, 
which is in transition, is unable to efficiently accomplish its mission. Reconstitution of this 
ponion of the SMUTE will ensure the vital operationd support to the space and missile mission3 
is continued. 

b. Proceed with the planning for ransfer (beginning 1 Oct 95) of dl SMUTEB Rocket 
Sys t em Launch Program Office (RSLP) rnillta.t-y and civilian positions and personnel from 
SM Bernardino (Norton AFB) CA to Kirtlancl AFB NM. This action will be accomplished in 
sccordance with the Brown Amendment. 

c,  Minimize the transfer of SMUTFB (Det 2,  SMC) positions and pcrsonncl (LO no more 
than 20) from Onizuka AS CA to Kirtland AE'B NM pending final msults of the BRAC 95 
process. Thcse personnel are required to maintain and operate already installed satellite 
command and control equipment at Kidand AFB which will be required to plevent a break 3n 
mission capability associated with the transfer, 

d. Delay any decision on where to locate SMUTEO's deployable teIemetry system and 
their associated support pcrsonncl from Onituka AS CA pending results of the B U C  95 
process. 

2. The Air Force will work to include Sh.KJ"I'E as an organization that will remain at 
Kidland AFB NM if the Secretary of Defense's recommendation on Kidand AFB realignment is 
approved by the BRAC. 



- - 
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3. Zn anticipation of KLUand AlB realignment under BRAC, SMUTE will take no action which 
would p ~ c l u d e  reaching an end state during the BRAC 95 implementation perlod of a maximum 
of 62 military personnel. A flnal decislon on whcthcr SMClTE unite at San Bcmardino CA and 
Onizuka AS will be consolidated at Kinland AW will be provided after ruolution of the BRAC 
95 recommendatians. 

- 
THOMAS S. MOORMAN, Jr, 
Oenerd, USAF 
Vicc Chief of S t ~ f f  

cc: 
HQ SMUCC 
S M V E  
Phillips Lab Director 
377 WinglCC 



WPACT OF THE CONSOLIDATION ON 
MILITARY, CMLIAN AND CONTRACTOR PERSONNEL 

The consolidation and relocation of SMCICU will affect a total of 
535 positions (as of 14 July 1993) versus the 602 originally projected. 
Table 1 lists the breakdown of h i s  total by both location and by type of 
position. Figure 9 illustrates the planned movement of these positions over 
the next 24 months. Figures 5-7 in  the previous section illusuate the 
movement from individual bases. 

UNIT 

cu at LA 
CUB at Norlon 
CUO at Onizuka 

TOTAL 

TOTAL AFFECTED POSITIONS 
Elased on U M D s  - 14 July 94 

Total Pos~tions transferring from CA to NM 

MIL CN AERO CONTR TOTAL 

Table 1 - Total Affected Positions 

An Environmental Assessment, completed in January 1994 (see 
Appendix B), concluded there would be no significant socioeconomic 
impacts resulting from the proposed relocation. The total numbers of jobs 
affectcd in the Los Angeles and San Franciso metropolitan areas are 
insignificant compared to the overall work force in  those areas. 1he loss 
of jobs in  the San Bemarmno area are also insignificant but have been 
precipitated by the BRAC closure of Norton AFB. 

As seen abovz, a total of only 159 military positions will be affected 
by the relocation. The relocation is not considered a "unit move" and 
therefore incumbents,will not bc automatically reassigned with their slots. 
Because the hansition is spread over a two-year period, most of the 
personnel filling dlese positions will move to new assignments via the 
normal military reassignment process (PCSPCA) rather than relocate to 
KAFEI. Most military positions will be transferred to KAFB empty. The 
vacanr slots will then be filled at KAFB by new incoming officers via 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
UEADOUARTERS LJNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1670 

The Honorable Jeff Bingalnan 
I-Inired States Senate - Washington, DC 205 10 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This letter responds LU y u u ~  letter of April 1 1, 1995, regarding Kirtland .41r Force Base- New 
Mexico, and your request for the refined cost elements resulting from the stte survey. I 
understand your concern, and desire t n  hnvc t he  latest available data In preparation for rhe 
Comnlission hearing. Unfortunately, we remain unable to colnpiy with your request. You h o e  
expressed concern over a process that would be unreliable because of inaccuracy and the haste of 
its completion. Our validation and certification process ih  designed to avoid these problems. 

As yo11 know, we met Ibr the past two days wirh Kinlancl Officials, including agencies such 

as the Department of Energy (DOE) to obtain their detailed cost information. We will continue 
our  process, validatc the estimates at the  ,\/li?jor Comnland level, and present those refinztllents to 
the Base Closure Execi~tive Group for approval. We are working as rapidly as we can and will 
provide this information to you as soon as possible. We arc committed to an open process. but 
arc equally committed I:O a process that properly develops accurate information prior to its 
release. 

- 
A similar letter is being provided to Senator Do!netlic:i and  Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely 

kg&A/ D. BLCiME , Jr. 

/ kktjjor General. USAF 
~ ~ c k i a l  Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMEN'T OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

April 13, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United statee Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman 

This is in response to your joint letter of April 3, 1995, to 
the Secretary of the Air Force concerning Kirtland ~ i r  Force Base 
(AFB), New Mex:ico. Specifically, you requested additional 
information concerning the methodology used to determine whether 
tenants are relocated to other installations. The following 
responses are provided per your request.  

QUESTION: Does the Air Force uee below 100 active duty 
personnel as a guideline for reducing a c t i v e  duty support 
functions? Is there written policy or guidelines? IL' so, please 
provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, either formally or 
informally. The specific requirement was that the remaining 
a c t i v e  duty pe!rsonnel were to be capable of operating with minimal 
support. The Base Closure Executive Group's (BCEG) collective 
judgment was that if remaining active duty personnel were around 
100, this would be compatible with the strategy. 

QUESTION: Does DoD have guidelines on the number of active 
duty personnel. that are required on an installation or in a 
facility to justify normal active duty support functions? If so, 
please provide us copies of relevant documents. 

RESPONSE: No known policy exists, formally or informally. 

QUESTION: Explain the Air Force's use of baseline 
populations and adjusted populations. Given the Air Force's 
projected end--strength numbers for future years, has the Air Force 
applied a startdard population reduction across the board (all 
bases, tenants, mission, e t c . ) ?  If so, why? Are the reductions 
the same for officers, enlisted, and civilians? If so, why? 



RESPONSE: The A i r  Force used the Fiscal Year (FY) 1994 
position of the August 1994 base manpower file to set a  baseline 
population for each installation meetinq the BRAC thre~hold. 
However, there invariably are manning changes programmed to occur 
at any base over time. The Air Force reviewed each individual 
installation and adjusted the "baseline" officer, enlisted, and 
civilian populations based on specific program changes  
incorporated in the Future Year Defense Program but not yet 
reflected in the base manpower files. The ad~ustments made were 
unique to each base; there was no acros s  the board judgment 
factor.   hie reeulting "adjusted8* population was used as the 
basis for determining manpower moves and savings In the COBRA 
analysis. The result was the best available projection for fourth 
quarter, FY 1997. 

QUESTION: What space ,and facilities were identified at Kelly 
AFB to be used to beddown t h e  Air Force Inspection Agency and Air 
Force Safety Center (AFSC) and DNA? Are these facilities and 
spaae currently occupied by depot functions? Will these 
facilities be made available by "depot downsizing in-place? 

RESPONSE; The Air Force fnspection Agency (AFIA) and Air 
Force Safety Agency (AFSA) military c o n s t r u c t i o n  (MILCON) 
estimates i n  the recommendation COBRA along with Defense Nuclear 
Agency Field C:ommand (DNAFC) were placed i n  multiple available 
facilities. Originally, Kelly AFB identified 70,000 square feet 
of administrative space available for DNAFC after completion of 
the Weapon Systems Support Center in December 1996. Kelly AFB 
also identified Buildings 43, 323, 1500 and 1562 with a total of 
109,076 square feet of administrative space as being available for 
inbound activities, such as AFIA and AFSA. The 40,905 square feet 
space requirements f o r  AFIA, and AFSC were applied against the 
available administrative space at Kelly AFB. Facilities were to 
be made available after completion of the Weapon Systems Support 
Center in December 1996 rather than "depot downsizing". 

QUESTION:: What was t h ~ e  Air Force's beddown plan for t h e s e  
K i r t l a n d  tenants when K e l l y  AFB was a closure candidate? Will you 
suggest to the Commission that they use your alternate Klrtland 
plans if Kelly's depot is added to the Commissionrs list and 
endorsed Tor closure? 

RESPONSE: No set alternative Air Force beddown plan exists. 
If Kelly AFB was a closure candidate, we would Rave revisited the 
Air Forcers beddown plan for the Kirtland AFB realignment. 

QUESTION: Since the cost savings that the USAF 1s c l a i m i n g  
are due to personnel eliminations, should we expect the USAF 
active duty end-strength to show a reduction from 381,900 
personnel to 277,100 in FY 2001 to reflect the actualization of 
the BRAC reported cost savings? 



RESPONSE: W e  are unable to track to the apecific end- 
strength numbers raised in the question. However, the basic 
premise of the question is valid. Air Force active duty  s t r e n g t h  
will be reduced as a r e s u l t  o f  implementing RRAC  action^. 
Specifically, with regard to Kirtland AFB, the Air Force proposal 
identified an active duty manpower savings of 922 active duty 
positions which will be reduced from overall Air Force end- 
strength, Other active duty positions move within their missions 
to their neu lacations. On the civilian side, the BRAC savings 
will be used to programmatically define the National. Performance 
Review civilian reductions already levied against the Air Force. 

QUESTION: Would you agree t h a t  the USAF can follow only one 
of two options: claim the recurring savings and reduce t h e  end- 
strength by 4800; or do not reduce the end-strength by 6800 and do 
not claim the recurring savings. 

RESPONSE: We are unable to track to tne specific 4800 end- 
strength number raised in t h e  question. However, the b a s i c  
premise of t h c  question is valid; Air Force active duty strength 
will be reduced as a result of implementing BRAC actions. On t h e  
civilian side, the BRAC savings will be used to programmatically 
define the National Perforxnance Revicw civilian reductions already 
levied against the Air Force. Recurring savings are linked to 
personnel eliminations in the COBRA. The Kirtland AFB realignment 
recommendation COBRA had 1375 personnel  eliminations with a 
recurring savings of $52.1 million. 

we trust this information is useful. A similar letter is 
being provided to Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

C01 el, USAF 
Chi , Programs and L e g i s l a t i o n  
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



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

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

April 13, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Mr. Terry S. Pehan WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

President 
Great Falls Area Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 2127 
Great Falls, Montana 59403 

Dear Mr. Pehan: 

Thank you for forwarding a copy of the Great Falls community support book on 
Malmstrom Air Force Base. I appreciate your community's interest in the base closure and 
realignment process and welcome your cornments. 

I can assure you that the information contained in your community support book will be 
made a part of our library, and it will be considered by the Commission in our review and anall~sis 
of the Secretary of Def'e~~se's recon~menda'i-ion on Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

I Iook forward to working with yc~ i  during this dificult and challenging process. Piease 
do nor hesitate to contact me whenever you beiieve I can be of senrice 

i 

David S. Lyles '* 

Staff Director 
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C I T Y  O F  S A N  A N T O N I O  
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

April 11, 1995 

Rebecca Cox 
BRAC Comn~ission~tr 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. You 
have a very difficult task., but one which is extremely important to the future of our national security. 
Your decisions will impact force structure and modernization options in the next decade. I certainly 
do not envy your responsibility. 

However, I sincerely believe that the cantonment alternative offers a more cost effective option than 
the DoD proposal for con~plete closure of Broloks AFB. The cantonment alternative is a true win-win 
option: Brooks AFB is closed, the huge upfront costs are avoided. the moven~ent of 3000t people is 
avoided. and the twcnry year Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complere closure 
reconmlendation. I laow you will give our proposal a fair hearing. If you or the Conlnlission staff 
need any additional information or clarificatiori. please call me. 

I am sorry ' o u  ~nisse:d the dinncr 2nd barge ride on the river. 1 hope we will have an opportunity ro 
show you San Antonio soinetime in the future. 

Sincerely, a Mayor Nelson Wolff 
City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.O. B3X 339966 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

CITY OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 299-7060 

FAX 8 (210) 270-4077 



NELSON W. WOLFF 
MAYOR 

April 11, 1995 

Benjanlin Montoya 
BRAC Commissios~er 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
,irlington, VA 222!39 

Dear Commissione~- Montoya: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Elrooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know that, regardless of the outconie of the BRAC process. all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very difficul~: task. but one ulhich is extren~ely important to the future of our national 
security. Your deci!;ions will impact force strlncture and modernization op~ions in the next decade. I 
certainly do not en\y \,our responsibility. 

However, I sincerely believe that the cantom1:lent alternative offers a more cost effctive option than 
the DoD proposal for colnplete closure of Brooks .4FE The cmronmen! alremati\:r is z : rx  n-i~l-xi:: 
option: Brooks .4FB is c:losed. the huse uprronr costs are a\.oicied. the nin\.ement of 3000- people is 
avoided. and rhe twenty year Net Present \!slue savings are double the DoD complete closure 
reco~mendation. I know you \+-iil give our proposai a fair hearing. If !?ou or the Comn~issinn staff 
need any additional infor.mation or clarification. please call me. 

I hope you enjoyed the dinner and desert barge as much Gs..we did . Each time I see the river on a 
night as beautiful as last 'Wednesday. I am reminded how fortunate we are to live in San Antonio. 
7 7 

I uu havc ii stal~ding invii;aiioll iu eiiji,, San h.iliufiiij \r i i t ix~~e: .  j.aii i i i i i .  

Sincerely. 

YlL 
Mayor Nelson Wolff 
City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.0. BOX 839966 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

CITY OF SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 299-7060 
FAX $! (210) 270-4077 
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April 1 1 ,  1995 

Josue Robles 
BRAC Commissioner 
1700 North Street. ~ " i t e  1425 
A1 Ii~rgtul~, VA 22209 

Dear Conzlnissiorler Robles: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know tlhat, regardless of the outcome of the BRAC process, all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very difficult task. but one which is extremely important to the future of our national 
securiry. Your decisions u.ill inlpact force structure and n~odernization options in the next decade. I 
certainlj. do nor en!.!. !.our responsihilir!.. 

H o ~ r v e r .  I sincerel!. beiie\:r that the cantonment alternative offers a more cost effective option thzn 
rile DoD proposal for complete closure of Brooks AFB. The cantonnlenr alternative is a true win-win 
option: Brool;s AF13 is closed. the huge upfront costs are avoided. the movement of 3000+ people is 
avoided, and the tw~:nr!: !;ear Net Present Value savings are double the DoD complete closure 
recommendation. I know you will give our pi:oposal a fair hearin:. If !.ou or the Commission staff 
need any additional infor~nation or c1arificario.n. please call me. 

I hope you enjoykd the dinner and desert barge as much as we did . Each rime I see the river on a 
night as beauriiui as last 'ii;ea~iesday. I arll reminded how forru~lale we are LU iivz in San Anroriiu. 
You made a Sreat decision to live in San Antonio and we all look forward to a long and enjoyable 
relationship. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Nelson WolfF 
City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 
P.O. BOX 830966 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 76283-39636 

CITY O f  SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 
CITY HALL (210) 299-7060 
FAX St (210) 270-4077 



NELSON W. WOLFF 
MAYOR 

April 1 I ,  1995 

Wendi Steele 
BRAC Comn~issioner 
1700 North Street, Suite 1425 
Arlingtcjn, VA 22203 

Dear Commissioner Steele: 

Thank you for the opportunity to show you Brooks AFB and to discuss our alternative proposal. I 
want you to know that, regardless of the outcome of the BRAC process, all of us truly enjoyed 
having you in San Antonio. 

You have a very dil'ficull task, but one which is extremely important to the future of our national 
security. Your decisions will impact force structure and modernizarion oprions in the next decade 1 
certainly do not en\,!. your responsibilir!.. 

However. I sincere1)- believe that the cantonnl.ent alternativt. offers 2 more cosr efrtcri\.r option ii:ai; 
the DoD proposal for compittt. ciosure of Elrooks AFB. Thc canrn1n:t.n: :ii:c:;;aii\.i' ! :. !:x u.i!:-~:;; 

option: Brooks AFB is cioseci. the huge upircsm c o s ~ s  are avoided. ci?? mo\.eme!?r ;.I:' Z O C G -  ;,coy?!: 
avoided. and the tw8:nt\: :<ear Net Present Value ~ a \ ~ i ~ l _ r s  are double the DoD complete ciosu;? 
recommendation. I h o u r  you will give our proposal a fair hearing. I i  !.ou oi the Co~llrnissio~ s~zf r  
need any additional information or clarification. piease call me. 

I hope you enjoyed the d imer  and desert barse as much as we did . Each time I see the river on 2 

night as beautiful as last Wednesday. I am ren.linded how fortunate we are to live in San Antonio. . - r ou have a sranciing invi:~a~iun 10 z ~ ~ j o ! ~  Sau iin~onio wi~zne\~el. you can. 

Sincerely, 

~ a y o r  Nelson Wolff 
City of San Antonio 

IdAILING: 
P.O. 3OX 839965 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 782EN3-3966 

CITY OF SAN ANTONIO. TEXAS 
ZIT'< h A L L  (210) 22s-7050 
FAX 3 (210) 270-4077 
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April 1 1, 1995 

Lester C .  Farrington 
BRAC Staff 
1700 North Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 - 

Dear Mr. Farringtun. 

I hope you enjoyed your visit to Brooks AFB and San Antonio as much as we enjoyed having you 
here. Wednesday evening on the river could not have been more enjoyable. 

The Conlmission has a 1.ougIi job. Recognizing this fact, we decided to look for an approach which 
took into account IIoD objectives ,the n~issicln of the Commission, as well as our interests in San 
Antonio. The result is the cost effective cantonment alternative which we presented to the 
Commissioners on April 6. 1995. Our cantonment proposal is a true win-win option for the 
Commission to cor~sider - Brooks AFB is closed. the huge upfront costs are avoided. the move of 
over 3000-t people is ai.oided. and more than twice t l ~ c  Nei Present Value savin_rs are realized o\.rr 
twenty years. For :,.our infi~~.nlation. 1i.e  SO asked ourseives \\!hat happens after r\venty years; in 
other words. is t l~ere a point in I~IIICP \{.here tjlc savin_rs zssociated urith complete closure exceed t i l t  

, ,, sa\:inzs of the canlc)nn.ienl ~tIternari\..-. Tiit z!ls\j-er is nt.\.erW: acruail!.. n e  sropped doins rhe 
calcuiario~ls ar se\.t:;l hundred !,cars. 

I know you and tht: Cormliss~oners u i l l  y ~ c  our proposal a fair hearrns. If you have any quesr~ons or 
need clarification. please call Paul Roberson ( 2  10-229-2 173). 

I hope you will visit San Antonio apain in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

City of San Antonio 

MAILING: 

3.0. BOX 839966 
SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 78283-3966 

ClTY OF SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS 

ClTY HALL (210) 293-7060 
FAX 8 (210) 270-4077 
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OFFICE OF ?'HI.: CX)VEKNOR 
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The I-Jonorablc Alan .I. Dixon 
Cl~ainnal~ 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 700 North Moo1 c Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

1 5 April 1995 

Dear Chairman Dison:: 

I am pleased to submit New Mexico's list of witnesses for your hearing on Kirtlarld AFB, 
scheduled for 20 April 1995. Consistent with the Con~mission's instructions. this letter has been 
coordinated u.ith our Congressional delegation. and represents our State's consensus input. 

New Mexico's case nil1 be presented by a Steering Committee ~vhich we created to 
re\ le\?- the Air FOI-ce's anal!.ses. augmented by senior officials from the Department of Energ!,. 
Presenting our briefing ~vill be Mr. Leo h4arquez. the leader of our Steering Committee. He wiil 
be assisted b!. five functional area esperts from the Steering Committee: Mr. Edward Giller. Mr. 
Sherman McCorkle. Mr. Hanson Scott. h4r. Charlie Thomas and Mr. John Vuksich. Finally, Mr. 
Bruce Twining. Manager of the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office, and Dr. 
Roger Hagengruber. Vice President for Defense Programs for Sandia National Laboratories, will 
be available to adclress the effects of the proposed realignment actions at Kirtland AFB on DOE'S 
responsibilities related to nuclear weapons and other national security matters. 

The members of the New Mexico C'ongressional delegation, the h/layor of Albuquerque, 
Mr. Martin J. Cha~iez. and I will be present for the hearing. Since the time for the hearing is 
limited, none of us will be involved in the presentation, but we will, of course, be available to 
answer questions from the members of the Conlmission, in the event any are posed to us. 

The presen.tatior1 New h4exico will provide pour Comnlission is founded upon solid facts. 
Our Steering Com~nittee is excited to have the opportunity to personally present this powerful 
case. Attached to this letter is a copy of a treatise describing Kirtland AFB, which includes our 
rationale for the relention of this installation. A copy of this treatise has been provided to each 
con~missioner in a separate mailing. 



New h,lcsico sti~nds read!, to assist !.ou in an!. manner possible tliat will facilitate tlic 
nccomplishmctit of  our important and difficult task. Plcasc do not hesitate to contact any 
meliiber ol'our Congressional delegation, the h4ayor of Albuquerque or 111c for any assistance we 
might provide. 

Sincerely, 

Gary E. Johnson 
Governor of New Mexico 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
i?. WASHINC;TON DC 20330- 1000 

% -' 
l,"' 
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2'FICE OF THE SECRETARY 

The Honorable Jeff Bingaman 
United States Senate 
washing tor^, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Bingaman, 

This letter responds to your continuing concerns and requests 
for the refined site survey results for the realignment of Kirtland Air 
Force Base, New Mexico. The present schedule of mqjor command 
validation and Base Closure Executive Group review will not 
provide the information you request until the first week in May. 
While I understand your desire to have this information in time for 
the local Commission hearing, the Air Force continues to believe the 
review process is essential to prevent misleading information from 
being released. 

To meet your needs for the hearing, however, it is appropriate 
to state that the Department of Energy has presented significant 
costs associated with the realignment, and that we have encountered 
additional costs associated with conversion of the security force at 
KUMSC due to lOffice of Safety and Health (OSHA) regulations that 
did not apply to unique military operations. Additionally, we 
continue to pursue opportunities to reduce the costs associated with 
relocation of the 58th Special Operations Wing, but have 
encountered greater costs associated with the recommended 
beddown at  Holloman AFB. We are also concerned that the number 
of active duty personnel who may be required to remain at Kirtland 
AFB will require certain base support activities. 



While these issues have been clearly identified, the specific 
amounts and the aggregate impact of these elements will be the 
subject of the validation and review process. I assure you that the 
Air Force has no interest in pursuing an action that improperly 
diminishes security, reduces operational effectiveness, or that is not 
cost effective. We are giving careful attention to these issues as we 
complete our internal process, and will make the specific 
information available at the earliest possible time. 

I trust this information is useful. I have sent similar letters to 
Senator Domenici and Representative Schiff. 

Sincerely, 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
(AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
360 1 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 787 19-2557 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Base Closure and Realjgnment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St:. , Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox 

Thank you for fitting a visit to Bergstrom Air Reserve Station into your very busy 
schedule. I hope the briefmgs presented described the role and mission Bergstrom Air Reserve 
Station plays in the defense of this country. 

I know I speak for all the men and women at Bergstrom in thanking you for your 
interest in Bergstrom. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me at (512) 
369-3815. 

Sincerely 

R E  V W  ID . EusTAcE, Colonel, usAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom D~ive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya 
Base Closure and Realignment Commissiorl 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Montoya 

Thank you for your visit to Bergstrom Air Reserve Station. I was pleased to present to 
you the mission of Bergstrom in the defense of our country. Master Sergeant Kevin with the 
Regional Corrosion Control Facility was elated that you and the other commissioners wished 
to tour his facility. 

Again, tharik you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me 
at (512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

 RICH^ J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner Josue Robles, Jr. 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., S te 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Robles 

Thank you for taking time from your very busy schedule to visit Bergstrom Air 
Reserve Station. It was a pleasure to present a short briefing on Bergstrom's role in the 
defense of this country. Having been stationed at Fort Hood, you are well aware of 
Bergstrom's support of Fort Hood. 

Again, thank you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance to you, please contact me 
at (512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

k c d h  J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIH FORCE RESERVE 

12 April 1995 

924th Fighter Wing 
3601 Bergstrom Drive 
Austin TX 78719-2557 

Commissioner We~idi S teele 
Base Closure and Realignment Commissiorl 
1700 N. Moore St., S te 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner S teele 

The men and women of Bergstrom Air Reserve Station thank you for taking time out of 
your busy schedule to visit us. We appreciate your interest in Bergstrom's role in the defense 
of this country and your attentiveness to the briefings presented. It was a pleasure to host you 
and your fellow commissioners. 

Again, thank you for your visit. If I can be of any assistance, please contact me at 
(512) 369-3815. 

Sincerely 

~1~k/PiftD J. EUSTACE, Colonel, USAFR 
Commander 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 -:,, - . .. xr -.. . - 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

Colonel Richard J. Eustace, USAFR 
Commander 
924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) 
Bergstrom ARB, TX 78743 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17, 1995 AL CORNLLU 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6. DAVIS. USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLING 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear Colonel Eustace: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Bergstrom ARB. 
The briefings and discussions with you, your s t a f f  and the community officials provided us with a 
great deal of valuable information about the operations of Bergstrom ARB. This information will 
be very helpfbl to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by yourselc h4aj Michael E. Swaney, Commander of the Ground 
Combat Readiness Center, MSgt Elbridge K. Wdson, NCOIC of the Fighter Corrosion Control 
Brancb, Regional Corrosion Control Facility, and other members of your staffwere very 
informative. I would also like to thank Lt Cols Charles R Koym, Henry L. Graves, Jr. and 
William T. Gardner, fr. for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base visit. 

Sincerely, 

w 
RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 "kt_-< rr,f .r .,. -,f'c. --qL- T . . a I&'!.LLf 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

.!?5m= 

Colonel Roger A Grady, US& 
Commander 
64th Flying Training Wing 
Reese AFB, TX 79489-5000 

April 17, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REEECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
5. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (R!ET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RE'T) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELL 

Dear Colonel Grady: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Reese AFB. The 
briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a great 
deal of valuable information about the operations of Reese AFB. This information will be very 
helpll to the Commission as we cany out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your staff for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by Capt Bryan RadlB, Assistant Flight Commander in the 54th 
Flying Training Squadron, and Lt Col Don Stifner, Commander of the 35th Flying Training 
Squadron, and other members of your staffwere very informative. I would also like to thank 
Ma. Steve Rakd and 1Lt Dawn Wallace for their efforts in planning and coordinating the base 
visit. 

Sincerely. 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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April 17,1995 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

During previous BRAC processes, both Cornmission and DoD recommendations 
have been challenged by legal actions. For example, the BRAC 93 Commission's 
recommendation to establish a mobility wing at McGuire AFB vice Plattsburgh AFB, and 
DoD's recommendations to close and/or realign most of the naval facilities and functions 
withn the Phladelpha area were challenged. However, these legal challenges were 
fruitless. 

Nonetheless, BRAC 95 actions can lay the foundation for successful challenges to 
any or all BRAC actions. Specifically, the DoD's turnabout on "closed is closed" and its 
subsequent BRAC 95 recommendation to reopen a previously approved (BRAC 91) closure 
of the airfield at MacDill AFB could be the required mortar for these challenges. The 
MacDill airfield closure action was reendorsed during BRAC 93 by both the DoD and the 
Commission over objections from the community. Also, it should be noted that the BRAC 
93 process addressed all of the issues that are currently identified as supporting rationale 
for the DoD's BRAC 95 recommendation to reopen the MacDill airfield, and found them 
wanting. 

Care must be taken to avoid opening the process to legal challenges by endorsing 
recommendations like reopening a closed airfield. Other alternatives should be evaluated. 
For example, gven the small overall size of the DoD's BRAC 95 recommendations list and 
the excess capacity that exists withn DoD, maybe a better solution to the MacDill situation 
would involve a total closure of MacDill AFEI and relocation of its tenants. Such a total 
closure may produce recurring savings that ultimately offset one-time closure costs and 
avoid reopening a closure. 

However, if thngs have changed to the extend that previous closure actions are no 
longer valid and/or need to be reevaluated, then it is essential that the BRAC 95 
Commission maintain a level playing field. The only way a level playing field can be 
maintained is by accomplishng a complete r~wvaluation of all previous BRAC closures. 
Anythng less will provide the bricks and mortar for legal challenges to the process. 

Your immediate attention and addressal of tlus explosive situation is required. 

Sincerely, 

Concerned Citizen 

cc: AF Team Leader (F. Cirillo) 



f . .  

Headquarters 
Swedish Air Force 
EW Section 

1 995-04- 1 1 

Page ](I)  

h4.r Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defence Base Closure and Realigrnent Cornmisson 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suit 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Copy to Dave Jasgers, Lockheed Martin, USAF plant #4, Fort Worth, TX, USA 
1 Maj. Jeff Cheney, USAF, Lockheed Martin, USAF Plant #4, Fort Worth, TX 

Letter of concern 
i ,' The Swedish Air Force (SAF) and the Material Department of the Armed Forces (FMV) 

have carried out EW test in AFEWES since 1977 and have plans to continue to use the 
facility. 

During these test we have gained an increased knowledge of the performance of our 
systems as well as the behavior of different threat systems. This has been very valuable to 
us in our development of defence systems. We have found the personal skilled, helpful 
and dedicated and we have, during the years, also established a personal friendship to 
several members. 

The Swedish Air Force: has now been made aware of the plans of moving AFEWES to 
another location. By doing this, we fear there will be a substantial loss of experienced 
personal and we would like to express our concern of AFEWES' ability to help us during 
the next 3-5 years. 

? 

S AF 
EW Section 
Test & Analyzes 

Anders Dickrnark 

S A F  
Head of EW Section 
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April 17,1995 
The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Blase Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

During previous BRAC processes, both Commission and DoD recommendations 
have been challenged by legal actions. For example, the BRAC 93 Commission's 
recommendation to establish a mobility wing at McGuire AFB vice Plattsburgh AFB, and 
DoD's recommendations to close and/or realign most of the naval facilities and functions 
withn the Phladelpha area were challenged. However, these legal challenges were 
fruitless. 

Nonetheless, BRAC 95 actions can lay the foundation for successful challenges to 
any or all BRAC actions. Specifically, the DoD's turnabout on "closed is closed" and its 
subsequent BRAC 95 recommendation to reopen a previously approved (BRAC 91) closure 
of the airfield at MacDill AFB could be the required mortar for these challenges. The 
MacDill airfield closure action was reendorsed during BRAC 93 by both the DoD and the 
Commission over objections from the community. Also, it should be noted that the BRAC 
93 process addressed all of the issues that are currently identified as supporting rationale 
for the DoD's BRAC 95 recommendatio~n to reopen the MacDill airfield, and found them 
wanting. - 

Care must be taken to avoid opening the process to legal challenges by endorsing 
recommendations like reopening a closed airfield. Other alternatives should be evaluated. 
For example, pven the small overall size of the DoD's BRAC 95 recommendations list and 
the excess capacity that exists withn DoD, maybe a better solution to the MacDill situation 
would involve a total closure of MacDill AFB and relocation of its tenants. Such a total 
closure may produce recurring savings that ultimately offset one-time closure costs and 
avoid reopening a closure. 

However, if things have changed to the extend that previous closure actions are no 
longer valid and/or ]need to be reevaluated, then it is essential that the BRAC 95 
Commission maintai:n a level playing field. The only way a level playing field can be 
maintained is by accomplishng a complete reevaluation of all previous BRAC closures. 
Anythng less will provide the bricks artd mortar for legal challenges to the process. 

Your immediate attention and atldressal of t h s  explosive situation is required. 

Sincerely, 

Concerned Citizen I 

cc: AF Team Leader (F. Cirillo) 



THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

JUDGE'S CHAMBERS 
SUITE 1703 GRANT BUILDING 

PlTrseu~son, PENNSYLVANIA I52IS 

(412)565-3509 

JOHN G .  8 R O S K Y  
SENIOR dUDGE 

April 18. 1995 

Mr. Al Cornella 
Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 2.2209 

Dear Comrnissione:r Cornella: 

The County of Allegheny in Pittsburgh. Pennsylvania. thru 
its Chairman, Tom Foerster. asked me to present to you the 
enclosed video taken at the community reception on your arrival at 
the 911th Airlift Wing on April 10. 1995. 

The enthusiastic reception was one of the finest ever 
held at the hangar in attendance of people. Congressmen, public 
officials and civic leaders. 

Best wishes as you continue on your most difficult task. 

John G. Brosky 
MAJ/GEN (Ret) PaANG ' 

Chairman 

JGB : bk 

Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
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April 17, 1995 

Gen James B. Davis 
Defense Base Realignment Con.lrnission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Gen Davis, 

Thouglityou might be interested in this piece of work from my company. Wc have had many 
requests for the docun~ent since it seems to be one-of-a-kind. lf you need (or want) anything 
related to the subject, we will try to get .it for you. 

As you can see, I am right down the street from you in Crystal City. If I can be of assistance please 
call (703) 553-7526. 

Sincerely, 

Senior Vice Presiderit 

SDS International 
One C~s to l  Pork 201 1 Crystal Drive Suite 103 Arlington. Vir~inia 22202-3703 (703) 553-7525 Fox (703) 979-747 

........... - - 
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SDS 
International 

Introduction 
- - 

The Department of Defense's network of supply and maintenance depots remains excessive for 

the military force structure that exists today. Attempts by senior DoD officials to encourage the 

Services to pare down surplus depot infrastructure voluntarily -- by promoting workload - 

consolidation, greater interservicing, and the privatization of most "non-Core" depot 

maintenance functions -- have had only moderate success. Aided by Congressmen representing 

depot-dominated constituencies, Service logisticians have compiled impressive records of 

resisting turf encroachment, both from the private sector and other Services. 

* r It is in the best interests of national aerospace development for commercial f m s  to obtain more 

military depot workload. Since the Services are unlikely to surrender it willingly. a 

comprehensive. well-thought-out marketing campaign will be necessql. The first step in 

moun:rn_r such a czmlpaign is EO stiliiy ):he competition. This Depot Handbook meets that 

need by pro~kiing c:ssential reiel-mr infixmation on thc capabiiiries. capacities. m d  operauc: 
- environmen~ of prilrate aerospace indnsmr's rniijor competitors: the Air ro::eqs ;IIIPC Air 

Logistlc Centers. On a closely related Issue. the Depot Handbook pro171des a status updare 

on the current 1995 base realignment arld closure process. 

Thls document was prepared using unclassified, open-source material. It draws on insights 

provided during inte:rviews with senior Department of Defense (DoD) personnel, military staff 

officers, and Congressional staff memb::rs. Questions or comments should be directed to SDS 

International which alone remains responsible for report contents. 

BnmW Project A 
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1995 Depot Handbook - 
A Guide To USAF Air Logistics Centers 

1.0 Overview 

Title 10 of the United States Code requires DoD activities to "maintain a logistics capability 

(including personnel, equipment and facilities) to ensure a ready and controlled source of 

technical competence and resources necessary to ensure effective and timely response to a 

mobilization, . . . contingency, . . . or other emergency requirement."' Within the Air Force 

that task falls primarily under Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC), which is charged with 

managing the integrated research, development, test, acquisition, and sustainment of Air Force 

weapon systems. To accomplish these tasks, AFMC operates a number of laboratories, test 

centers, and logistics depots. 

This Handbook provides a summary of information on AFMC's five logistics depots. known as 

Air Logistics Centers (.4LC). T ~ E  five aIe: Sacramento ALC (SM--4LC) at McClellan h r  

Force Base (.4FI3), California; Ogden PLC (00-ALC) at Hill AFB, Utah; Oklahoma C ih  

.&C (OC-,riLC) at 'Tinker rZFB, Oklahoma; San -4nronio ALC (SA-ALC) at Kelly Texx: 

and Warner Robins ALC (WR-ALC) at Robins AFB, Georgia. Each is discussed in the context 

of: the base on which it is located; its sunoun&ng community; the depot functions it p e r fom;  

the facilities, equipment, and special con~petencies that the individual ALC managers consider 

make their depot unique; and workload .- Much of the information was extracted from ALC 
inputs to the DoD Joint Cross-Service Group charged with reviewing all military depots in 

developing DoD's 1995 base closure ancl realignment recommendations. Manpower, mission, 

and workload changes associated with DoD's BRAC 95 closure/realignment recommendations 

are not reflected herein except as specifically noted. Information and data are current as of 

February 1995, and a e  presented in the following format: 

Field and Facilities. Provides an indication of an air base's suitability to support 

additional aircraft and missions, and to conduct test and training activities. 

'Title 10, United States Code, Chapter 136, Section 2464. 
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Major Tenants. Lists other key militar). activities operating at the basc. 

Relationship to 1,ocol Community. Shows an ALC base's economic impact in its 

immediate arca. 

Specialization. Identifies each PLLC'S areas of expertise by listing the commodity 

groups for which i t  has been designated a Senlice Center ofExcelle~~ce (Technical Repair 

Center) and its Teclalology Applicariorl Progranl Managerneltt (TAPM) assignments.' 

Unique Facilities/Equipment. Identifies ALC facilities, . . equipment, and capabilities 

considered unique or one-of-a-kind.3 Lists may not be all-inclusive. 

Workload. Data tables showing each ALC's potential maximum workload capacity, its 
existing workload capacity, its actual programmed workload, and that amount of the 

programmed workload identified as "Core" for fiscal years (FY) 1996 and 1999. 

Workload figures are shown as thousands of Direct Labor Hours (kDLH) and are 

asgregated according to the DoD c:ornmodity group reference system shown on the 

following page. (Workload Tables are explained in detail at Athcl~ment 7.) 

'h4ilitzq depots assigned primer responsibiiirj. Ior the mainrenance and repair of speciik weapon systems. 
system components, or categories of components are known as Centers oJ'Excelience ror those systems. 
components, or categoriles of components. Technology Application Program Managenlent (TAPM) 
responsibility pertains to advanced technologies and equates to being designated the organization of primary 
responsibility within DcD for developing a pm.icular technology, disseminating information on it to appropriate 
companies and agencies, and encouraging both its employment in new military products and -- where possible -- 
its insertion into older ones. 
3This Handbook reports on those facilities, equipment. and capabilities that have been identified by the depots 
themselves as being unique or of particular importance. It was not within the scope of this study to verify ALC 
claims as to the uniquer~ess of such assets or competencies, or to attempt to determine their utility (through 
clarifying the amount of workload they process, frequency of use, future requirement for use in light of the 
projected retirement of  he assets or systems they senrice. or whether or not the facility, equipment, or capability 
could be modified to sel-vice other systems or ciomponents). In many cases, it was not possible to determine 
from the source material whether it was a particular item of maintenance equipment or the facility containing it 
that was unique, as in the cases of buildings with special TEMPEST shielding, shock mounts, and special 
insulation. Likewise, in many cases it was not possible to determine whether some facility or capability was 
independent and separate or was embedded in a larger facility/competency as a sub-component or specialty. In 
some cases. the capabilities highlighted were not directly associated with depot maintenance activity, as with 
laboratories collocated with a depot maintenance operation but not actually performing maintenance work. It also 
was often not possible to determine whether special equipment could be relocated to another depot, or whether a 
comparable maintenance capability existed in  p~ivate industry. 

SDS International - 2 -  
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Workload and areas of specialization ax categorized in accordance with the DoD-established 

commodity groups reference system st~own below: 

Ir DoD Commodity Groups List 

11 1. Aircraft Airframes: 11 

c. Fixed Wing : 

(1) Transport / Tanker / Bomber 
(2) Command and Control 
(3) Light Combat 
(4) Admin / Training 

I/ 3. Engines (Gas Turbine) (GTE) 11 
11 a. Aircraft 11 

c. Blades / Vanes (Type 2) 

Aircraft Structures 
Hydraulic/Pnewdraulic 
Instruments 
Landing Gear 
Aviation Ordnance 
Avionics/Electronics 
APUs 
Other 
Manufacture and Fabrication 

i 4. Missiles and Missile Components 
a. Strategic 
b . Tactical 1 MLRS-. 

Electronic Equipment 

b. Radio Communicntions 

d. Ground Generators 

a. Tactical Systems 
b. Support Equipment 

Table 1-1: Commodity Groups List 

Note: Shading denotes commodity groups in which the ALCs do not have significant workload. 

SDS International - 3 -  
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2.0 Sacrarrlento ALC (SM-ALC) 

Sacramento ALC is the Air Force's F-I11 and A-10 depot I t  provides logistical support 

(supply and maint12nance) for these and other assigned aircraft. for multiple aircraft electrical and 

pneudraulic systerns, and for ground-based communications and electronic equipment. 

Commensurate with its advanced capabilities in composites, electro-optics, and 

microelectronics, it also has responsibility within DoD for the development and fielding of 

advanced composites, fiber optics and fiber optic connectors, and very high speed integrated 

circuits (VHSIC). 

2.1 McClellan AFB, California 

McClellan AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately nine miles north of 

downtown Sacramento, Cdifornia. Sa.crarnento is Northern California's major interior 

transportation hub. It is located on the main railroad line running into the San Francisco Bay 

area from the East Coast, and sits a: the junction of intersrate 5. the West Coast's primary north 

south artery (extending fri?r;;l Sari Die20 ro Vancouver. British Colcmbia). and Interstate 80, 2 

principai ezst-wesr roaau.a. crossing the American I\/lidwest (running from New York to Sm 
- 
i-rancisc~~l. Tk nf:x-es: a:e?-~,~~te; oxan porr is at Oddand ap?roximatei!~ 70 miles aura!.. 

0ai; iand c-? be a:::essed inperiand or the Sacramenio a v e r  (,t~hrough the Sacramento Pon 

Faciliq. j. 

2 .1 .1  Fieid and Faciiities 

McClellan AFB has one 10.600-foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear 

and 47 1,550 squar:: yards (approximately 97 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron. 

Permanently assigned aircraft require over 50 percent of the apron space. Four C-141- 

equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency  operation^.^ 
Four C-141-equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base does not have an 

operational fuel hyrirant system. 

T h e  limiting factor is :material handling equipment (MHE). 

SDS International - 4 -  



3 April 1995 1995 Air Force Dcpol Handbook 

The base does not control or manage any ranges. The nearest suitable special-use airspace?s as 

shown below: 

MlanzinglRestricted/Military Operating Area (MOA) IV-260 134 NM 
Low-altitude MOA: W-260 134 NM 
Supersonic MOA: W-283 170 NM 
Scorable gunnery range complex: Fallon B- 19 130 NM 
Electronic Combat range: Fallon TACTS 188 NM 
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Fallon TACTS 188 NM 

Travis and Beale AFBs and Mather Field (formerly Mather AFB) all lie within a 50-mile radius 

of the base. The nearest ground force installation where joint training can be accomplished is . - 

Army Fort Hunter Liggett, 160 NM from McClellan. The nearest Navy installation where joint 

training can be accomplished is Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon, 130 NM from McClellan 

2.1.2 Major Tenants 

Major associate units on McClellan Am3 include: Headquarters 4th Air Force, Air Force 

Reserve (AFRES); 940th Air Refueling Group (ARG), AFRES; Defense Distribution Depot, 

McClellan (DDMC)I, Defense Logistics .4gency (DLA); and the Defense Megacenter. 

Sacramento, (DMCS), Defense Information Services Agency (DISA). 

Headquarters, 4th Air Force. -4th Air Force is one of the three r umbered .4ir F o r x s  
(NAF) comprising the AFRES. It commands five airiift ~ v i n ~ s  (AW) operstlng C-!3C. C- 
141, and C-5 transports; one special operations wing [SOW) operating MC- and AC-i 38 
aircraft; one airrnobility wing (AN.IW) operating C- 130 transports and KC- 10 and KC- 135 
tankers; and one aeromedical airlifit group (AAG) operating C-9 aeromedical airlift 
transports. The Commander, 4th Air Force, his headquarters element, and one ARG are 
stationed at McClellan. The headquarters employs approximately 400 personnel. 

-i . --C.--. - 

940th ARG. 'The 940th ARG (AFRES) operates 10 KC-130E tanker aircraft and 
provides aerial. refueling support for both active-duty and gained forces. Approximately 
900 personnel are in the unit. (Note: the 940th was slated to relocate from McClellan to 
nearby Beale t W 3  in late 1994. As of 3 April 1995, that moves has yet to be undertaken.) 

Defense Distribution Depot, McClellan (DDMC). Operated by DLA, DDMC 
stocks, stores, and issues defense'goods. Categorized as a Collocated Depot, the DLA 
operation interfaces closely with the SM-ALC depot maintenance activity by providing 
repairable carcasses to the ALC which, in turn, returns the items to serviceable status and 

'Military Operating Area (MOA) with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block 
of at least 20,000 feet within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor 
no higher than 2000 feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 
4200 square NM within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets 
and strafe within 800 NIM. 

SDS International  - 5 -  
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re-enters then) into the DLA distribution system. It employs approximately 600 
personnel. 

Defense Megacenter, Sacramento (DMCS). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site for 
one of 16 Do11 data processing and telecommunication "megacenters" to be operated under 
the umbrella of DISA, DMCS is responsible for data processing workloads for the Navy, 
Air Force, and Air National Guard in a region encompassing Northern California, 
Oregon, and Washington. DMCS has approximately 150 employees working out of a 
recently constructed 76,000-square-foot facility that serves regional data processing 
requirements and houses the only DISA Continental US (CONUS) AUTODIN switching 
center west of ' 

2.1.3  Relationship to Local Community 
-- - 

McClellan AFB is located in the Sacramento Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). Total 

population (FY 92) is 1,148,000. Total employment (FY 93) is 764,000. Average annual job 
growth is 14,000 and average annual per capita income is $20,400. 

Work force population at McClellan: 

Active duty military 3,000 
Reseirve military 1.200 
Civilxan 10.600 
Tord 14,SOO 

h~lcCit-ilxc .:-I is ~t.: iargest inausrriai employer in Northern Cdifornia. The work force 

annual payroll (military and civiiian) is $5 16 million. This produces a local area economic 

impact of approxima.tely S2.2 billion. The total value of McClellan's land (3,786 acres), 

buildings (539 non-residence and 693 residence), and infrastructure is estimated at $2.2 

b i l l i~n .~  

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 31,000 jobs (13,000 direct, 18,000 

indirect), 4.1% of the Sacramento MSA employment total. Combined with other Sacramento 

MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (1,600 jobs), the cumulative impact of McClellan's 

'During BRAC 93, the C:ommissioners identified 43 DISA information processing centers for closure with their 
workloads to be consolidated at 16 megacenters. 
'This is the value figure reflected in documents released recently by the base Public Affairs Office. While no 
detailed explanation was offered as to how this estimate was reached, it most probably is a more accurate 
reflection of marker value than the figures presenting replacement value shown in the chart at Attachment 1, Air 
Force Depot Capacifv/Pl'ant Comparisons, which were provided in response to the Joint Cross-Service Group 
data call. 

SDS International - 6 -  
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closure in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would be to increase the total employment loss to 

4.3% of the Sacramento MSA's total. 

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with shuttering McClellan AFB would 

amount to $514 million. Return on investment would be achieved in 5 years. 

2.2 Sacramento ALC Depot 

While the F-1 1 1 and A-10 are Sacramento ALC's primary assigned aircraft, the depot also 

provides a second source of repair for the F-15 and KC- 135, and has been designated . . to 

assume responsibility for the F-22 when that aircraft begins entering service at the turn of the 

century. The F-117 and F-22 Program Managers are located at the depot. Additionally, 

Sacramento ALC manages a broad variety of: aircraft-related electronic accessories, 
hydraulic/pneudraulic components, ancl flight control instruments; battle tank and man-portable 

weapon system electronic components and electro-optics (night vision devices); and over 200 

ground communications systems, including ground control equipment used to track and control 

space vehicles. It operates the McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center (MNRC), which has the 

only industrial nuclear reactor in DoD, and a fighter-sized non-destructive inspection (NDI) 

facility that reportedly is one of the most comprehensive in the LTS. 

DoD's submission .io the 1995 Base Realignmen: and Closure I RRAC 95'; Cnri-irnission 

proposed realignin;; workloads among r:he Air Force depots ro consoiiaate seiec~ed special~ies a; 

each. The specialty areas recommended for consolidation at Sacramento ,4LC are: composites 

and plastics, hydraulics, instruments/di~splays (with some unique work retained at other PLLCs). 

electricaUmechanical support equipment, and injection molding. 

2.2.1 Specialization 

Sacramento ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellerzce for the following systems: 

Aircraft Airframes: F- 1 1 1, A-10, T-39, F-22 (planned); Aircraft Battle Damage 
Repair. 

Aircraft Components (Hydraulic/Pneudrauiic): actuators, servo actuators, 
accumulators,, valves, servo  valve:^, cylinders, motors, manifolds, pumps, control boxes, 
servo darnpen, dash pots, reservoirs, gearboxes, brake assemblies, snubber assemblies, 
filter assemblj.es, compensators, fim assemblies, mode selector assemblies, and pitch 
control ratio assemblies. 
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Aircraft Components (Instruments): accelerometers. altimeters, transducers, 
central air data computers, flight data recorders, attitude indicators, horizontal situation 
indicators, stall warning, positior~ transmitter indicators, cockpit voice recorders, standard 
flight data recorders, and crash survivable flight data recorders. 

Aircraft Components (Avionics/Electronics): airborne generators, generator 
control units, control panels, voltage regulators, inverters, frequency converters, power 
supplies, battery chargers, motors, aircraft linearlrotary actuators, aircraft screw jacks, 
winches, gear boxes, miscellaneous electro-mechanical devices, and accessories. 

Ground Communications and Electronic Equipment (Radar, Radio, Wire): 
peculiar C31 test equipment; various radio, television, communications, and navigation 

- systems; indicator group; computer group; search radar equipment; electronic 
countermeasures equipment; meteorological instruments and apparatus; radar training 
devices; automated data processirlg equipment; and computer central processing units. 

Ground Communications and Electronic Equipment (Electro-optics/Night 
Vision Equipment): common power control units, electronics units, M-1 power 
control unit, laser rangefinders, driver viewers, M-1 thermal imaging system, tank thermal 
sight, integrated sight unit, man-portable common thermal night sights, ground laser target 
designators, ground vehicular laser locator/designators, individual and crew-served 
weapons night sights, night vision goggles, and aviator night vision imaging systems. 

Ground General Purpose Items (Ground Power Generators): 5-to-200 
kilowatt gasoline, diesel, and turbine powered stationary and mobile generator units for 
ground comn~unications, bare base operations, forward air control use, disaster relief 
requirements, and any other need for routine or emergency AC electrical power. 

Ground General Purpose Iterns (Other): Rigid wall shelters. 

Sacramento ALC has the following Tec.hnology Applicatiorz Progranz Management assignments: 

Fiber optics and fiber optic connectors - e- 

Micro-electronics [Very high speed integrated circuits (VHSIC)] 
Advanced composites 

2 .2 .2  Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities 

SM-ALC officials have identified the falllowing facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as 

unique to the depot: 

F-111 Cold Proof Facility. This is the only certified F-1 1 1 structural test facility in 
existence. It is an 8500 square foot (SF) enclosed environmental chamber used for testing . 

F-1 1 1 aircraft in a flight simulation environment. Aircraft airframes are stressed on a 
wing fixture at sweep angles of 2tj and 54 degrees, from -3G to +7G, at temperatures 
down to -40" (produced by a complex system for vaporizing liquid nitrogen), to detect 
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catastrophic structural failures. The chamber also has an advanced acoustic system 
capable of detecting secondary f,ailures, such as popped rivets, broken bolts, and cracked 
panels. 

McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center (MNRC). The MNRC is the only reactor 
facility in the Air Force and is the only DoD licensed source for providing Neutron 
Transmutation Doping for silicon use in the senliconductor industry. It is a 4500 SF 
facility with heavy radiation shielding for the one megawatt research-type reactor. It is 
used to perform neutron radiography of aircraft structures for non-destructive inspection 
(NDI) purposes, to assess the survivability of electro-optic components in nuclear and 
space environments, and fdr related general testing purposes. 

NDI Facility. In conjunction with the MNRC, this reportedly is the most 
comprehensive fighter-sized NDI facility in the defense industry. It has 8000 SF of 
heavily shielded production space with state-of-the-art equipment for NDI using x-ray, 
ultrasound, mag particle, dye penetrant, and eddy current techniques. It includes robotic 
and conventional applications and can be used to inspect an entire aircraft as well as 
components. 

Near-Field Test Range with 1000-meter Tower, Near Field Probe, a n d  
Munson Test Track. This complex of related facilities is used for testing the Army's 
TPQ-36/37 F'ire Finder phased amay radar. Transferred from the Sacramento Army 
Depot, it includes a 3900 SF close-tolerance anechoic chamber with precision alignment 
rails for positioning the radar in the chamber to calibrate near range beam pattern. The 
tower provides provides target sirnulation. The test track is a military-specification (mil- 
spec) designed bumpy road simulating rough terrain which is used to stress the Fire 
Finder system between bum-in artd final calibration. While this complex is the only DoD 
test facility. Hughes is the system prime contractor arld reponedly has duplicate or 
comparable capability. 

Hydrauiics/lPneudrau[ics Component Repair Cornpiex. Claimed to be the mos; 
advanced facility of its kind in the. world, this complex provides the largest ahcraft-related 
hvdraulic and pneudraulic overhaul and repair capability in DoD. It consists of 3 modem 
bbildings with 186,000 SF of production space designed to provide unique power, fluid, 
and air systems. It has five separate hard-plumbed hydraulic manifold systems with 4000 
psi worhng pressure proofed to Ei000 psi, thousands of feet of stainless steel piping, and 
70 hydraulic test stands. The faci.lity has controlled temperature/hurnidity and sustains a 
300,000 class air particle clean room environment, and includes a 100,000 class 
metrology lab and 100,000 class laminar flow stations. It has a computer operated 
mechanized material handling system, precision lapping equipment, and precision 
measuring equipment. Its high tolerance Flow Grind capability with specialized 
grinding equipment is believed to be world-class. 

Air  Force Ground Communications Electronics Overhaul and Repair  
Complex. The complex consists of 14 separate buildings with some 473,000 SF of 
production space used to manufac:ture, overhaul, repair, modify, integrate, and test 
systems rangi.ng from hand-held radios to computer integrated radar systems. Two of the 
larger facilities in the complex, with 75,000 SF each, are special reinforced steel structures 
with filtered power, special security, and TEMPEST shielding. These are used for the 
insertion of aclvanced microelectronic technologies into fielded systems. Special skills and 
equipment are: used to perform depot maintenance on several broad categories of systems. 
Ground Conlmunications systems include LF/HFNHF/UHF radios, troposcatter 
systems, microwave systems, and ground-based jammers. Air Traffic Control and 
Navigation systems include ILS, PAR, TACAN, and VOR equipment. Radar  systems 
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include phased array and feedhorn types, fixed site and nlobile equipment, height-finder. 
search, three-dimensional, and over-the-horizon backscatter sets. Rlleteorology systems 
include stonn-tracking radars, satellite tracking systems, and weather forecasting 
equipment. Miscellaneous sys,tems include microwave, electronic imagery, sensors, 
copy exploitation, and electronic warfare training devices. The complex also deals with 
IFF equipment, along with Telephone and Teletype systems. Under these broad 
categories, the complex works on components ranging from computers and television 
monitors to antennae and control systems for launching unmanned orbiters. 

Aircraft Instrument and Electronic Component Facility. This 90,000 SF 
facility provides for the tesf and repair of the full range of pressure, temperature, 
humidity, time measurement, flight control and navigational instruments, and flight data 
recorders. Special competencies exist for reverse engineering (logistics retrofit 
engineering, or LRE), repair of unsupportable electronic equipment, large wire harness 
test automation, specialized test equipment manufacture, test system overhaul process 
development, and military-standard technical manual development. 

Ground Po-wer Generator and Engine Test Facility. This facility has a 
dynamometer test capability of up to 500 kilowatts to support work on ground power 
generators for all Air Force aircraft and ground support systems. 

Laser Test Bed and Outdoor Laser Range. This complex houses the only test and 
calibration equipment of its kind iind provides the capability to align hand-held and tank 
laser systems and laser-designating equipment. The equipment is readily relocatable. 

ANIFPS-1171-118 Integrated Logistics Support Facility (ISF). This 3700 SF 
facility houses a reconfigurable plnased array 597-class radar system that is used to test 
multiple separate production versions of the item. 

Sacramento Injection hgolding Facility. This reportedly is the largest facility of 1:s 

kind in DoD and provides a test and development arena for :he: resolution of pro3iczz 
relating to composites and p1astic.s. 1i manufactures p m s  using up ro 20 pounds of 
material on dies up to 4 feet square. (A similar facility at Ogden -4LC is limited to 16 
ounces of mat.erial on dies no more tian 16 inches square. j 

Additional unique facilities/capabilities-include: e I-L*-- 

F-111 Radome Test 
ISF for Modular Control Equipment (MCE) (TYQ-23) 
ISF for Cornmunications Nodal Control Element (CNCE) (TSQ-111) 
Electronic Warfare ISF (806L System) 
ISF for Ground Wave Emergency Network (GWEN and COMSEC) 
A-1OPF-111 Avionics Integrated Support Facility 
Electro-Optics and Night Vision (image intensification, thermal imagery, and lasers) 
Optical Measurement System  laser mapping of pans) 

2.2.3 Workload 
The following table presents a breakout of the Sacramento ALC workload -- by DoD 

commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. An explanation of the workload table is provided at 

Attachment 7. 
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Sacrame~lto ALC Workload Chart 

(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH) 

Relevant 

1 a. Radar i ,?26 1.236 1 716 702 1 481 ! 430 1 383 i 430 1 

Table 2-1: Sacramento ALC Workload Chart 

10. Ground General Purr~ose Items 1 1 1 I I 
I I 1 

I I I 
c. Munitions / Ordnance I 1 I I 

d. Ground Generators I 1111 1131 1001 101 I 94 1 84 1 62 1 62 
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e. Other 
+66 12. Software 

a. Tactical Systems 1 4.55 

b. Support Equipment 1 453 

13. Special Interest Items I 
a. Bearinas Refurbishment I 

c. TMDE 1 

6 1 

452 
358 

14. Other 1 371 371 371 371 32 1 29 
1 1 

61 ( 66 ( 59 

401 1 3231 289 

66 

397 
325 

-- I 
I -- 

-- -- I 

211 1 ,211 ~ 

I 
I 

328 1 2641 . 237 

1 I 

184 1 184 

1 
I 
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3.0 Ogden ALC (00-ALC) 

Ogden ALC is DoII's primary depot foi: the repair and overhaul of aircraft landing gear, brakes, 

struts, and wheel assemblies, performing some 70 percent of the total DoD workload in this 

area. It is the Air Force's F-16 and C-130 depot, and provides the sole current source of repair 

for Minuteman and Peacekeeper silo-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (SBICBM). The 

center also conducts overhaul, modification, testing, and support functions for a wide range of 

other components, including rocket motors, small missiles, air munitions and guided bombs, 

photonics imaging and reconnaissance equipment, and simulators and training devices. 

Additionally, Ogden ALC has responsibility within DoD for developing and fielding new 

photonics, software, and reliability and .maintainability (R&M) practices and standards. 

3.1 Hill AFB, Utah 

Hill AEB is an AFhfC-operated installation located approximately eight miles south of Ogden, 

Utah, on the northern outskirts of Salt Lake City, the state's capital and major metropolitan 

center. It has ready access to the main railroad line running into San Francisco from the East 

Coast, and sirs near the junction of Interstate 15. one of the r r i n ~ q .  north-south ane r i~s  In rh-, 

Rocky Mountain region (extending from Calgary, Alberta, to San Diego), Interstate 84. a 

principal roadway linking Salth Lake City with Portland. Orcgor?. Interstate SO. extendin; 

to the San Francisco Bay area. Portland and Oakiand are the nearest deep-water ocean ports. 

Both are approximately 750 miles away and accessible by rail and highways. Hill AFB is 

within 750 air miles of any point along the US Western coastline. 

3 .1 .1  Field and Facilities 

Hill AFB has one 13,500-foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and over 

472,000 square yards (approximately 97 acres) of usable aircraft parlung apron. Permanently 

assigned aircraft require over 87 percent of the apron space. Seven C-141- equivalent aircraft 

can be loaded or unloaded at one time fo.r mobilitylcontingency  operation^.^ Twenty C-141- 

equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrmt system. 

'The limiting factor is material handling equipment (MHE). 
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The base currently controls the Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR), which includes both 

Restricted and MOA air~pace.~ The range begins approximately 40 NM west of the base and 

encompasses over 17,000 square miles of airspace, the largest overland block of controlled 

airspace in DoD. With 2675 square miles of surface area, it provides full-scale weapons 

delivery capability for most air-to-surface and surface-to-surface weapons, and some air-to-air 

weapons. In conjunction with the Army's adjacent Dugway Proving Grounds, it offers almost 

4000 square miles of impact area, a four-season climate, and terrain that varies from the 4300 

foot desert floor to 12,000 foot mountains, making it ideal for the testing of cruise missiles. 

The range can accomodate most special 'weapons and has electronic warfare capability. 

The nearest suitable special-use airspacelo is as shown below: 

Warning/Restricted/MOA: UTTR 90 NM 
Low Altitude MOA: UlTR 90 NM 
Supersonic MOA: AustidGabbs CN 246 NM 
Scorable gunnery range complex: EagldUTlX 50 NM 
Electronic Corrtbat range: Kittycat/UlTR 71 NM 
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: U'TTR 97 NM 

1-iill AFB is the sole .4FB within the state of Utah. Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, is the next 

ciosest one a! 205 miles away. The nearest ground force instdlation where joint training can bi. 

accomplished is Army Camp W. G. Williams, 42 NM from Hill. The nearest Navy installation 

where joint training can be conducted is ?<AS Fallon, 325 Nh? from Hill. 

3 . 1 . 2  Major Tenants 

Major associate units on Hill AFB include: 545th Test Group, A W C ;  388th Fighter Wing 

(FW), Air Combat Command (ACC); 419th Fighter Wing FW, AFRES; and Defense 

Distribution Depot, Ogden (DDHU), DLA. 

545th Test Group. Manages operation of the UTTR. This responsibility includes the 
scheduling of training and test sorties for all military services along with the testing of 
munitions and rocket propellants. 

"nder DoD's recommendations for BRAC 95, A m C  would transfer management responsibility for operating 
the U T l X  to Air Combat Command (ACC). While range availability could be reduced somewhat, the transfer 
would have little overall impact on Ogden ALC activities. 
'UMOA with a minimum size of 21 00 square nauucal miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet 
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000 
feet above ground level (PiGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM 
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within 
800 NM. 
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388th FW. The 388th FW is part of the 12th Air Force, one of the four NAFs included 
in ACC. The 388th commands three operational squadrons of Block 50 F-16 fighter 
aircraft and i.s one of the Air Forc:efs premier combat deployment units. 

419th FW. The 419th FW is part of the 10th Air Force, which is one of three NAFs 
comprising the AFRES. The Wing includes the 466th Fighter Squadron (FS) operating 
F-16 aircraft at Hill and the 944th Fighter Group (FG) operating F-16 aircraft at Luke 
AFB . 

Defense Distribution Depot, Ogden (DDHU). Operated by the DLA, DOHU 
receives, stores, and transports defense goods. It works closely with the 00-ALC depot 
maintenance activity by providing indoor and outdoor storage, packaging, and 
transportation functions for all non-explosive Minuteman and Peacekeeper missile assets. 
Approximately $7 billion in goods are stored in over 3 million square feet of covered and 
open storage space. It employs approximately 1,100 personnel and is one of the 25 DLA 
depots remaining after 4 were earmarked for closure in BRAC 93. (Note: DDHU is one 
of four DLA depots DoD has recommended for closure in BRAC 95.") 

3 .1 .3  Relationship to Local Community 

Hill AFB is located in the Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 1,127,000. 

Total employment (FY 93) is 659,500. Average annual job growth is approximately 15,000, 

and average annual per capita income is S; 16,909. 

Work force population at Hill: 

Active duty military 4.-90 
Reserve military 1.250 
Civilian 1 5.20C 
Total 21,150 

Of thls total, approxj.mately 10,300 (1,9CO military and 8,500 civilian) work in the 00-ALC 
depot. 

Hill AFB is the single largest basic employer in Utah. The work force annual payroll (military 

and civilian) is $510 million. This produces an annual local area economic impact of 

I '  DoD has recommended that DDHU be disesta1)lished and all DLA activity there cease except for the operation 
of a 36,000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve personnel. The decision is supponed on the basis of 
declining storage requirrr~ents at the facility and the need to reduce infrastructure within the DLA. The other three 
Defense Distribution Depots recommended for closure in BRAC 95 include Memphis, Tennessee; Letterkenny, 
Pennsylvania; and Red River, Texas. DLA depo.ts selected for disestablishment in BRAC 93 included: 
Charleston, South Carolina; Tooele, Utah; Oakland, California; and Pensacola, Florida. A DoD proposal to 
close the depot at Letterkrenny, Pennsylvania, at that time was rejected by the BRAC Commission. 
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approximately $1.7 billion. The total value of Hill's land (6,698 acres), buildings (1,475 

residence and non-residence), and infrastructure is estimated at $8 billion." 

The total estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of approximately 33,500 jobs 

(14,700 direct, 18,800 indirect), 5.1 % of the Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA employment total. 

Considering other Salt Lake City-Ogden MSA job adjustments lrom prior BRAC decisions 

(1,500 jobs added as a result of consolidations in BRAC 93), the impact of Hill's closure in 

BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would amount to 4.8% of the MSA total. 

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with shuttering Hill AFB would amount 

to $1.4 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 30 years. 

3.2 Ogden ALC Depot 

In addition to Ogde~l L C ' s  responsibility for landing gear, wheels, and brakes, the depot 

provides worldwide engineering and 1og:istics management for the F- 16, involving over 3,000 

aircraft flown by 21 countries. It also maintains the C-130 and F-4, and provides extensive 

support for the NavyMarine FIA-18. The center conducts overhaul, modification, testing. and 

support functions for a wide range of other aircraft compenents. including ejection seats, 20hth4 

cuns, ram air turbines, electrical/mechanical instruments, and missile launchers. Its prommiq 
L 

ro the UTTR facilitates the depot's execution of its responsibilities for the US SBICRM fleet. 

Several of 00-ALC s facilities are 1ocate:d at Oasis on the UTTR, permitting the test, 

maintenance, and disposal of ICBM rocket motors/components under isolated conditions. 

DoD's submission to the BRAC 95 Commission proposed realigning workloads among the &r 

Force depots to consolidate selected specialties at each. The specialty areas recommended for 

consolidation at Ogden ALC are: airborne electronic automatic equipment software, sheet metal 

repair and manufacturing, foundry operations, unique work with instruments/displays, airborne 

electronics, and plating. 

3 .2 .1  Specialization 

Ogden ALC is designated a Service Center of Excellence for the following systems: 

I2See Attachment 1, Air Force Depot Capaciq/F'lant Comparisons, Note 9,  on market value versus replacement 
value. 
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Aircraft Components (Hydraulic/Pneudraulic): ram air turbines, missile control 
hydraulic actuation systems, LGM-30 (Minuteman) shock isolator. 

Aircraft Co~nponents (Instruments): electrical/mechanical instruments, multi- 
function displays, and pressure/temperature/hunlidity/navigationd instruments. 

Aircraft Components (Landing Gear): wheels, brakes, struts, and related 
components for approximately 70 percent of DoD's landing gear inventory in all aircraft 
categories, including transport/tanker/bomber, command and control, light combat, and 
adrninltraining. 

Aircraft Components (Aviation Ordnance): ejection seats, egress systems, 20- 
and 30-millimeter guns, missile launch control systems, gun racks, external fuel tanks, 
bomb racks, adapters, and pylons. 

Aircraft Conlponents (Other): photographic/reconnaissance/imaging equipment and 
physiological trainers. 

Missiles and Missile Components (Strategic): LGM-30 (Minuteman) and LGM- 
1 18 (Peacekeeper) launch and launch control facility electronic equipment and flight 
control units, ground transportation and handling equipment, ground support equipment, 
rocket motors, cables, and pyrotechnic switches. 

Missiles and Missile Components (Tactical): Maverick, Sidewinder, Short- 
Range Attack Missile (SRAM), Ail: Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM), Advanced Cruise 
Missile, Paveway I and II, GBU- 15 Laser Guided Bombs (LGB), missile guidance 
controi units. electro-optical, infrared, laser. and TV seeker control sensors, signal 
processing units. and c::ssile test sets. 

- . -- Ogder. .aL'- has :'nc ~G~!C)\:)IIE_C : ~::jli:i'z'i/:~\. .. . i'.,uA~!icc:tn!: P~OP?;~):; A4crzzge~nen: assignments: 

Photonics 
Software Support Technology 
Reliability and Maintainability Engineering 

3 .2 .2  Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities 

00-ALC officials have spotlighted the fcjllowing facilities, equipment, andlor capabilities as 

unique to the depot: 

Strategic Missile Integration C:omplen. This 5-building, 3-silo, 58.000 SF  
complex is one-of-a-kind within DoD. It is the only DoD facility capable of simulating 
launch scenaricls with 90' vertical below-ground silos constructed to meet Minuteman and 
Peacekeeper silo hardness and operational requirements. The test site is a replica of an 
operational site and includes capsule and control equipment and interfaces, buried antenna 
systems, power and air supplies, and high-stress approach roads. Construction meets 
TEMPEST classified data processing and physical security requirements. Sensitive ICBM 
guidance systern instruments and equipment are isolated by a large concrete seismic mass. 
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Survivability and Vulnerability Integration Center. This is a 4-building, 81,000 
SF complex dedicated to the simulation testing of nuclear hardness, survivability, 
reliability, and electromagnetic compatibility of defense systems. The facilities simulate 
six environments required to test weapon system specifications such as those required for 
Minuteman and Peacekeeper. The environments include: nuclear radiation, provided by 
flash x-ray machines and a linear accelerator; airblast, provided by a blast load generator 
capable of simulating nuclear overblast pressures in excess of 1000 psi on buried 
structures; shock and vibration, provided by an eight-shaker triaxial system capable of 
supporting a 5000 pound test article; in-flight shock and vibration profiles, provided by 
the vibration facility; electromagnetic pulse events, provided by a laser triggered pulser of 
various waveform and energy capabilities; and electromagnetic interference (EMI) and 
compatibility testing, provided by EM1 generators and fiber-optic instrumentation 
equipment jn a large anechoic chamber simulating free space. 

Missile Motor Dissection and Propellant Analysis Facilities. These include 
various specialized structures, pits, test stands, and buildings at Hill AFB and at Oasis on 
the UTTR, and offer DoD's only solid propellant NDI capability for motors associated 
with both small tactical missiles and large ICBMs. The facilities meet stringent explosive 
safety clear zone quantity distance requirements, combine heavy explosive shielding with 
patterned frangibility, and contain remote propellant machining equipment for motor 
repair. The Computed Tomography Facility provides extensive radiation 
containment and has a power source capable of generating energy levels from 11 to 15 
million electronvolts, an output that is 14 to 36 times greater than other DoD computed 
tomography systems. The High Energy X-Ray Facility reportedly is the only such 
facility sited for explosives and is rated for 1,000,000 pounds of 1.3 class and 100,000 
pounds of 1.1 class. Static Test Pads accommodate vertical and horizontal static rocket 
motor firing in environmentally controlled facilities. 

Thermal Treatment Unit. This encompasses a 21,000 SF faciiiry on a 2 1.000 acrr 
remote site and is the only environmentally licensed propellant disposal site capable of 
disposing of Mirzuteman and Peacekeeper solid rocket motor propeliantc. 

Automated Landing Gear Repair Facility. This is a 377,000 SF structure 
specifically designed to facilitate maximum efficiency in the overnaul, repair, 
modification, and testing of all-Service landing gear and gear components ranging in size 
from the small 'r-38 nose gear to thr: massive main gear trucks of the C-5. It is fully 
automated and indudes such features as 12 foot minimum clearance jib cranes, outsize dip 
and plating tanks, an overhead hoist system designed to load components from the largest 
gear systems orto machinery such as grinders, lathes, and hones, and walk-in continuous 
flow throughput ovens. 

Photographic Image Quality Test and Cartographic Camera Calibration 
Facilities. These are multi-storey facilities for testin? aerial photoreconnaissance and 
space-based sensors. All but the top floor are underground for enhanced vibration 
isolation and security. The Quality Test facility provides a single source of repair for 
sensitive imagery systems using mujltiple off-axis parabolic mirror collimators. The 
Cartographic Camera Calibration facility uses 121 collimators to calibrate cameras 
used for cartographic purposes. 

Tactical Missile All-Up-Round Maintenance Facility. This explosive certified 
structure permits testing and repair of multiple fully loaded and fueled tactical missiles 
such as the Ma~~ericli. 

SDS International 

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



3 April 1995 1995 Air Force Depot Handbook 

Avionics Integrated Support Facility. With 144,000 SF, this facility is unique in 
both design and location. The entire facility is essentially a secure vault, radio frequency 
bonded, fenced, and requiring seciurity code access. It houses a sensitive compartmented 
information facility (SCIF), radar anechoic chambers, software testing laboratories, 
storage libraries and workspace, and was designed to allow a full range of testing without 
transfer of electronic emanations into or out of the building. The facility has engineering 
laboratories for the development, test, and integration of software and hardware for the F- 
4, F-16, Minuteman, Peacekeeper, and the Air Force Mission Support System. 

Additional unique f;~cilities/capabilities include: 

Peacekeeper and Minuteman Missile Storage and Repair Facility 
Missile Support Equipment Repair Facility 
Compass Transmitter and Magnetic Azimuth Detector Test Facility 
Underground 20MM Automatic Gun Test Firing Facility 
F-16 Emergency Power Unit Test Facility 
Ram Air Turbine Wind Tunnel 
Maverick/Sitiewinder Missile Guidance & Control Section TestfRepair 
Facilities 
Advanced Cruise Missile Imaging Radar System Test Facility 
Hot Site Computer Recovery Facility 
Cartridge Activated Device and Munitions Surveillance Testing Facilities 
ColdIHeat Soak for Minuteman Motors 
Lithium Battery Storage/Disposal 
Physiological Trainer (Altitude Chamber) Maintenance and Repair 
Fighter-Size Aircraft Robotics Bead Blast Stripping 
Fighter-Size Aircraft Laser Automated Decoating System 
Robotic Canopy Polisher 
Investment (Casting 
Airborne Reconnaissance Overhaul Capability (Photo and Electro-Optical 
Sensors) 
Optical Refurbishment Overhaul Capability 
Imaging System Overhaul Traveling Teams 
Software Telchnology Supporlt Center 
Neural Engineering and Self-organizing System 

3.2.3 Workload 

The following table presents a breakout olf the Ogden ALC workload -- by DoD commodity 

group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups displayed in the table are those for 

which one or more of the five ALCs has a workload commitment. An explanation of the 

workload table is provided at Attachment 6. 
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Ogden ALC Workload Chart 
(In Thousands o; Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH) 

Relevant 
Commodity Groups 

1 . Aircraft Airframes 
c. Fixed Wino 

(1) Tanker I Transport / Bomber 
(2) Command and Control 

1 2. Aircraft Components 

(3) Light Combat 
(4) Admin / Training 

d. Other 

Actual Total 
Capacity 1 Workload 

Potential 
Maximum 
Capacity 

469 

FY96 

Total Core 
Workload 
Projection 

1,870 

I 

FY99 
Projection 

FY96 

469 

b. Aircraft Structures 
c. H draulic I Pneumatic 41 ( 41 1 41 1 13 1 13 1 13 1 -  192, 1921 1921 1051 1241 105 

-- 

I g . Avionics 1 Electronics €1121 8121 511) 511) 3891 4301 3891 430) 

FY96 
Projection 

FY99 

1,870 

3111 3111 311 1 311 ( 234 1 241 1 1701 241 
13 

124 
1,028 1 -  419 f. Av~at~on Ordnance 

Manufacture and Fabrication 63 1 63 / 741 741 761 761 761 761 
I I I 

1 101/ 101 1 101 101 / 122' 146 Q 

1 
102 1 

FY99 FY96 

469 

FY99 

1,381 

1,028 

419 

I I I I I I I 
Total 1 9,005 / 9,005 ( 7,6141 7,614 / 5,221 1 4,988 ( 4,8951 4,895 

I 

--- -- 

a. Strateaic I 746 I 746 7461 746 715 674 715 67iI 

b. Tactlcal / MLRS 550 560 560 569 ;70 '8; a 3~ ' E '  4 n-  

7. Ground Comm-Electr~n~c Equlp 
a. Radar 
b. Radio Communicalt~ons I 1 
c. Wire Commun~cat~ons I 1 

I I 1 1 
e. Navigation Aids I I I 1 1 
f .  

I 
I I I I I 

I I 
g. Satellite ControlISpace Sensors I , I I 

10. Ground General Purpose Items 1 1 
I I 

I 
i I I 

I 
c. Munitions I Ordnance 1 I 

d. Ground Generators, I i 
I I I I I I 

Table 3-1: Ogden ALC Workload Chart 

6311 543 469 

1,381 

1,028 1 514 1 488 

4191 1381 104 

SDS international 

631 / 543 

e. Other 

849 

514 

138 

103/ 1031 1031 103 1101 1201 1101 120' 

I 
664 1 653 1 6~ 653 ' 

488 

104 

c. TMDE 
14. Other 

I 

691 

12. Software A! I I 

241 

5 

2211 2141 221 

a. Tactical Systems 

5 

1 I 

I I I 

809 

5 1 5 
I 

I 

691 

765 1 755 I 755 755 

313 b. Support 
13. Special Interest Items 

a. Bearings Refurbishment I 2'0 

313 313 

20 

I 

201 20, 



3 April 1995 

4.0 Oklahoma ALC (OC-ALC) 

1995 Air Force Depot Handbook 

Oklahoma City AL,C is the Air Force's primary center for the repair and maintenance of tanker 

and bomber aircraft, including the KC-135 and B-52. The depot also administers an inventory 

of over 17,000 aircraft and missile jet engines, ranging from the Korean War vintage 533 engine 

used with T-33 trainer aircraft to the advanced F118 used in the B-2 and the F107 and F112 

used in cruise missiles. Matching its advanced capabilities in engine commodities and structural 

components, OC-ALC holds responsibility within DoD for fostering development in the areas 

of mechanical systems and nuclear hardness and survivability. 

4.1 Tinker AFB, Oklahoma 
Tinker AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located on the southeast edge of Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma. As well as the state's metropolitan center and regional transportation hub, 

Oklahoma City is the both state's largest city and seat of government. Tinker AFB is accessible 

to one of the major rail systems crossing the southern US, and it sits at the intersection of two 

key interstate highways. Entrances to the base are on Interstate 40, the transcontinental artery 

extending from Wilrnington, North Carolina to the Los Angeles metropolitan area. Nearby is 

Interstate 35. a central north-south freewa!. linking Duluth. Minnesota, with Laredo, Texas. e 

primary North American Free Trade Agi-eement (NAFTA) gateway into Mexico. The base is 

approximately 460 ~niles from deep-warcsr ports on the Gulf of Mexico. Strategically located 

200 miles south of the geographic center of the US, Tinker is within 1200 miles of 134 DoD 

and 56 Air Force installations. This location is about a day and a half by truck from most US 

cities. 

4 . 1 . 1  Field and Facilities 
Tinker AFB has two1 active runways. The primary is 11,100 feet long and is composed of both 

asphault and concrete while the seconday is approximately 7,800 feet long. There are 705,652 

square yards (approximately 146 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron, and permanently 

assigned aircraft require nearly 64 percent of the apron space. Six C-141- equivalent aircraft 

can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency operations.13 Ten C-141- 

equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system. 

- --- 

I3The limiting factor is material handling equipment (MHE). 
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The base does not lcontrol or manage any ranges. The nearest suitable special-use airspace'4 is 

as shown below: 

Warning/Restricted/MOA: None 
Low-altitude MOA: O'Neill 394 NM 
Supersonic MOA: None 
Scorable gunnery range complex: Falcon 79 NM 
Electronic Combat range: Razorback 162 NM 
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Gulbort MDS 566 NM 

The nearest Active Duty Air Force units are Vance AFB and Altus AFB, both Air Education and 

Training Command (AETC) bases located approximately 100 NM from Tinker. The closest 

ground force installation where joint training can be accomplished is Army Fort Sill, 68 NM 

from the base. The nearest Naval Unit where joint operational training could be accomplished is 

NAS Dallas, approximately 200 miles south. At Tinker itself, however, the Navy bases key 

components of its TACAMO (Take Charge and Move Out) command and control operation, 

including Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadrons Three and Four of the Navy's Strategic 

Communications (STRATCOMM) Wing One. 

4 . 1 . 2  Major Tenants 

Major associate uni1:s on Tinker AFB include: 552nd Air Control Wing (ACW), ACC; 507th 

ARG. AFRES; N a y  STRATCOMM Vl'ing One: Defense Distri'~uuon Depot Oidahoma Cir) 

(DDOO), DLA; and Oklahoma City Megacenter (DMCO), DISA. 

552nd Air Control Wing. The 552nd ACW is part of 12th Air Force. one of the four 
NAFs under ACC. As part of the ACC's mobile strike force, the 552nd flies E-3 
AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System) aircraft with radar and other sensors to 
provide deep-look surveillance, wining, interception control, and airborne battle 
management. Tinker AFB contains the operator, source of repair for engine and airframe 
components, and support manager for the Wing. All USAF AWACS training also is 
conducted at Tinker. 

507th ARG. As Oklahoma's on1:y AFRES flying unit, the 507th commands the 465th 
Air Refueling Squadron (ARS) operating KC-135 aircraft at Tinker. (The unit formerly 
operated F-16s.) It is part of the 4th Air Force, one of the three NAFs comprising the 
AFRES. Oklahoma City ALC is the Wing's primary source of depot mainenance. 

I 4 M O ~  with a minimunl size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet 
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000 
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM 
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within 
800 NM. 
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Navy STRATCOMM Wing One. This one-of-a-kind-unit in the Navy operates out 
of Tinker because of its central location. Fieet Air Reconnaissanec Squadrons Three and 
Four fly E-6 TACAMO aircraft to provide a secure communications link from the National 
Command Authorities and Joint Chiefs of Staff to thc Navy's Ballistic Missile Submarine 
fleet. Air Force airframe artisans perform depot maintenance on the E-6 airplanes in Navy 
hangars while sailors perform field level work. Almost 1200 military and civilian 
personnel are assigned to the organization. 

Defense Distribution Depot, Oklahoma City (DDOO). Operated by the DLA, 
DDOO receives, stores, issues, inspects, and ships defense goods, with the exception of 
munitions, for Tinker AFB. This activity includes material quality control, preservation 
and packaging, inventory, and transportation functions. It employs approximately 1 100 
personnel, nearly all civilian. 

Defense Megacenter, Oklahon~a City (DMOC). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site 
for one of 16 DoD data processing and telecommunication "megacenters" to be operated 
under the umbrella of the DISA, 1)MOC operates computer systems for Tinker and 
manages data processing workloads of 110 additional bases in 46 states. It employs 245 
personnel, all civilian. 

4.1.3 Relationship to Local Community 

Tinker AFB is located in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 

981,000. Total employment (FY 93) is ;zpproximately 583.000. Average annual job loss is 

1,265, and average annual per capita income is $17.649. 

Work force population at Tinker: 

Active duty m i l i t a ~  7,400 
Reserve military 235 
Civilian 
Total 

Tinker AFB is Oklahoma's largest single--site employer. The work force annual payroll 

(military and civilian) is $752 million. This produces a local area economic impact of 

approximately $2 billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market \ d u e  of 

Tinker's land (5,03 1 acres), buildings (7613 residence and non-residence), and infrastr~cture.'~ 

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 48,000 jobs (22,000 direct, 26,000 

indirect), 8.2% of the Oklahoma City MSA employment total. If closure was directed as a 

result of BRAC 95, this would be the first BRAC decision to cause job losses in the MSA. 

15 See Attachment 1, Air Force Depot Capacity/Pfant Comparisons, Note 9 ,  on market value versus replacement 

value. 
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It is estimated that t:he one-time closure costs associated with shuttering Tinker AFEJ would 

amount to $1.3 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 42 years. 

4.2 Oklahoma City ALC Depot 

While the B- 1, B-2, B-52, C- 135, and E-3 are Oklahoma City L C ' s  primary assigned aircraft, 

the depot also repairs the VC-25, VC-136, and 25 other Contractor Logistics Support Aircraft. 

The Commodities Directorate tracks nearly 45,000 exchangeable and commodity items used on 

defense weapon systems. These multiple parts include radomes, fuel accessories, control 

valves, turbines, blades, altitude indicators, and oxygen regulators. In terms of software 

development, Oklahoma ALC is the first DoD organization to be certified by the Software 

Engineering Institute for Software Process Maturity Level Two. 

DoD's submission to the BRAC 95 Corunission proposed realigning workloads among the five 

ALCs to concentrate selected specialties ,at each. The specific areas recommended for 

consolidation at 0l;lahoma ALC are: airborne electronic automatic equipment software, 

machining manufacturing. nirborne electronics. and plating. 

4.2 .1  Specialization 

Okdahorna City / L C  is aeslgnatea a Sen:ice Center of Excellence for the following systems: 

Aircraft Airframes: B- 1B. B-2. B-52, CIKCNCIEC/RCIOC/WC- 135, and E-3. 

Aircraft Components: aircraft related exchangeables (radomes. cowlslfairings, 
structural components), engine instruments and automatic flight controls, oxygen and 
other gas generating equipment, constant speed driveslintegrated drive generators, air 
driven accessories, and air valve systems. 

Engines (Gas Turbine) (Aircraft): 557, TF30, TF33, F101, F-107, F108, F110, 
F112 and F118; engine related exchangeables, including fuel accessories, control valves, 
filters, starters, turbines, compressors, and blades and vanes. 

Software (Support Equipment): avionic automatic test equipment and industrial 
plant equipment software. 

Oklahoma City has the following Technorlogy Application Program Management assignments: 

Mechanical Systems 
Nuclear Hardness and Survivability 
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4 .2 .2  Unique Facilities/Equipment/Capabilities 

OC-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, andlor capabilities as 

unique to the depot: 

Air Accessories OverhauYTest Facility. This 1 14,00 SF facility provides single 
source repair, overhaul, calibration, and testing of any air driven item in the Air Force 
inventory. It has 22 test cells designed to contain high-speed rotating components (such 
as air turbine motors) in the event of failure. The building houses equipment required to 
generate, control, and condition compressed air from ambient temperature to 300 PSIG 
and 800" F at flow rates of up to 8 pounds per second to simulate inflight operational 
conditions. One "super cell" is capable of boosting test capability to 800 PSIG, 1400" F, 
and 3-9 pounds per second. The facility produces over 16,000 items per year and will be 
able to support C-17 and F-22 components when these weapon systems come fully on 
line. 

Cruise Missile Engine Facility. This 104,000 SF facility is reported to be the only 
DoD self-contained single source ~naintenance repaidtest center specializing in cradle-to- 
grave overhaul and production testing of air launched cruise missile engines (F107 and 
F112). 

Oxygen and Associated Equipmetlt Overhaul Facility. Over 22 different types 
of life support equipment are overhauled annually in this 14.000 SF facility. with over 
8000 items being repaired tested. and calibrated.. The building is isolated to presenre L 

clean, dry, oil-free environmen:. 2nd c x t a n s  spccisiized chexica! cleaning :;>.s:crn:,. 
overhaul and cahbration equipment, and oxygen purgingifilling systems. The faciiity 
:he only sinsle souice oxygen overhaul f ac i i i~  in the Air Force. 

Avionics Integrated Support Facility. This is a 96.000 SF purpose aesignea 
facility constn~cted of specially designed brick and mortar w:fh reinforced concrete floors. 
walls. and ce ihg .  It is the only B- lBlE-3B-521ALCM and Rotary Launcher complece 
avionics test facility in DoD, and provides single source software maintenance and 
integration of computer programs for these systems. The facility enables ground 

" integration ancl test of avionics system sofrware through the combined use of weapon 
system specific avionics components and one-of-a-kind hardware/software. 

Jet Engine Test Facilities. The 61,000 SF of work space in these two special 
buildings contain a number of meaiium test cells and 4 single source test cells that are the 
only ones in DoD rated in the 100,000 pound thrust class. These high-performance cells 
are capable of handling up to 4000 pounds of air per second, up to 150,000 pounds per 
hour of fuel, and, for afterburner cooling, up to 5500 gallons per minute of water. An 
eleven foot centerline allows for the testing of engines with up to an 11 foot diameter inlet. 
A monorail system is used to transport engines from the buildup floor into the cell, 
providing a five-minute engine instidlation time. All cells are multi-engine capable. Each 
utilizes the Pacer Comet Dl Automated/Computerized Engine Test and Data Acquisition 
testing system. An Automatic Vibration Diagnostic system provides engine signature 
analysis and trim balance data. The facilities can be used for standard runs, endurance 
testing, and accelerated mission testing. 

SDS International - 24 - 

. .. .. . ... .. . - - -  - ~ 

. . .  . - -  



3 April 1995 1995 Air Force Depot Handbook 

B-1B Compact Range Facility. This 9800 SF  facility encloses an anechoic chamber 
mounted on an adjustable 19 x 37 foot isolated pad for protection against seismic vibration 
in the testing of the B-1B APQ-164 multi-functional radar antenna. It permits the antenna 
to be tested in both phased array and low observable antenna configurations. 

Fuel Control and Accessories Consolidated Test Facility (CTF). The CTF is 
a 63,500 SF, $13.6 million state-of-the-art facility designed to provide environmentally 
friendly, National Fire Protection Association rated safety controls to meet fuel wetted 
testing needs for engine controls and accessories. Completed in 1994, it houses an 
Automated Fuel Accessory Test System and has special charcoal filters and recycling 
distillation units to preclude the leakage of ozone depleting chemicals. It supports the 
performance of maintenance and repair on the multiple variants and configurations of 
F101, F108, F'- 1 10, F- 1 18, TF30, and TF-33 engines, and has growth capability to 
accommodate others. 

Materials Test Facility. This is a 27,000 SF laboratory configured to conduct crack 
growth rate and fatigue life testing on such aircraft compnents as wing skin and actuator 
rods. It also performs material properties determination in such areas as assessing 
adhesive strength. The facility uses five servo-hydraulic material test systems with 
programmable digital controllers to replicate in-flight cyclic loading of aircraft 
components. 

Multiple Workload Industrial Complex. Shadowing almost 2.4 million SF  (61 
acres), this is the longest covered repair facility in DoD. It is used for special aircraft 
periodic depot maintenance (PDM), engine repair, aircraftlengine accessory overhaul, and 
depot repair for -135 airframe structure. It includes: a 500,000 SF highbay for handling 
aircraft rangin:: in size from - 135s to A-7s, the entire area of which is supported by 
convevers and overhead cranes; a 1~,000,000 SF lowbay which has been reconfigured i ~ .  
many comblnaiions c as dictated by worldoad and surge requirements) for maintenance of 
engines. aircraft structures, and aircx-aft and engine components: a 40.000 SF chemical 
cleanicr facility (which also employs a unique Carbon Dioxide Pellet Blasting 
System ; 50.000 SF of area for engine and component piating and plating preparation; a 
42.030 SF heat treatment facility; 21,000 SF of automated-stacker vertical storage space; 
12,009 SF of chemical and metallurgical iabs; and almost 650,000 SF of administrative 
space. 

B-2 Weapon System Support Center. This 124,000 SF facility will perform 
ground integration and test of B-2 systems software. A "B-2 Datalink" hub is located in 
the crypto vault of this facility providing classified electronic logistics management 
connectivity between Northrop Grumman, Tinker AFB, Wright-Patterson Am, 
Whiteman AFB, Langley AFB, Edwards AFB, and the Pentagon. 

Paint Hangar. Billed as "the premier aircraft paint facility in DoD," this is a 109,000 
SF, two-bay hangar sized to perform corrosion control on any weapon system in the Air 
Force, includinig the C-5 and 747-size aircraft. Both docks are designed to allow complete 
stripping, washing, chemical treating, and painting. Each has an independent 
environmental control system. Mu1t.i-directional manlifts provide easy access to the upper 
portions of aircraft. The facility has centralized breathing air and chemical distribution 
systems for efficiency and ease of operation. The facility operates a prototype Large 
Aircraft Robotic Paiat Strip System using high pressure water for paint removal on 
large, thin-skinned aircraft. Its Paint Proportioning and Mix System automatically 
measures, mixes, and delivers on demand only the amount of coating necessary. 
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Blade and Vanes Repair Center. OC-ALC is the only DoD center certified to repair 
FlOl and F110 high pressure turbine blades. This 140,000 SF facility houses all of the 
processes for blade and vane inspection, repair, and recoating in a single location. It 
provides for automated cleaning, manual and automated inspection, weldii~g (including 
microplasma welding, superalloy welding at elevated temperatures, and automated laser 
welding), machining, advanced electrophoretic coating, vibratory finishing, air and water 
flow testing, post-repair NDI, automated and high velocity plasma spray, shot peening, 
activated diffusion healing, and vane restrike. 

E-3 Maintenance Hangar. Purpose designed, this facility is notable for facilitating 
maintenance and repair of the E-3 rotodome. "Texas Tower" platform maintenance 
workstands permit the servicing and repair of rotodomes in place, while overhead bridge 
crane systems can remove the 14,000 pound rotodome easily when required. 

Additional unique facilities/capabilities include: 

EngineIAutomatic Flight Control Instruments Repair 
Electrical Discharge Machining of Nozzles and Blades 
Avionics Reliability Center for Inertial Navigation, Attitude Heading 

Reference, and Automatic Flight Control Systems 
High Force Axial Torsion Test System 
CentraIized Aircraft Support System 

4 . 2 . 3  Workload 

The following table presents 2 breakout of the Okiahoma Cin  -LLC woriiload -- by DoD 

commodity group -- for FY 96 a,:! FY 9';. Thc ozi! cornniodjiy group. displayed in ths t a b i ~  

are those for which one or more of the five ALCs has a workload commitment. .4n explanation 

of the workload table is provided at Attachment 5. 

SDS International 



3 April 1995 1995 Air Force Depot Handbook 

Oklahoma City ALC Workload Chart 
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH) 

Table 4-1: Oklahoma City ALC Workload Chart 
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5.0 San Antonio ALC (SA-ALC) 

San Antonio ALC is the Air Force C-5, C-17, and T-38 depot facility. It is also the Air Force's 

primary center for the repair and overhaul of selected families of aircraft jet engines, engine- 

related exchangeahles, and gas turbine engines for secondary power systems. It has 

responsibility for all Air Force nuclear ordnance and for reentry vehicle components, and 

manages cryptologlcal equipment. Consistent with SA-ALC's high level of experience in 

metallurgy and manufacturing, the depot has responsibility within DoD for fostering the 

development of advanced metals and ce:rarnics, and for pursuing advanced robotics. 

5.1  Kelly AFB, Texas 

Kelly AFB is an AFMC-operated installation located approximately 5 miles southwest of 

downtown San Antonio, Texas. San Antonio is the major interior transportation hub for 

highways and rail lines in south-central Texas. Increased trac and development from NAFTA 
has supported the city's continually growing importance in this capacity. Kelly is adjacent to 

one of the major railroads crossing the southern US and other lines extending south into 

Mexico. It sits ar the jun:tures of two rn~~ior nighrflays. includjnr Interstate 10. the nation's 

southernmost transcontinental artery linking Jacksonville, Florida, with Los Angeles, and 

interstate 35. 2 cen:rdized north-soucii rnxrc- extending frsn! Du!utk, h$innesota, through man! 

major cities in tho midwest and Texas down to Monterrey in the Nuevo Leon province of 

Mexico. The nearesl. deep-water port is on the Gulf of Mexico approximately 175 miles east. It 

can be accessed overland via Interstate 3'7, which junctures with Interstate 10 east of the base. 

Kelly's location is strategically valuable for operations in Central and South America, and the 

Carribbean. 

5.1. I Field and Faciiities 

Kelly AFB has one 11,550 foot concrete runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and 

778,042 square yards (approximately 161 acres) of usable aircraft parking apron. Permanently 

assigned aircraft require nearly 42 percent of the apron space. Three C-141- equivalent aircraft 

can be loaded or unloaded at one time for mobility/contingency  operation^.'^ Twenty C-141- 

equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system. 

' T h e  limiting factor in this case is trained load crews. 
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The base controls and manages Yankex: Range, a 2,600-acre unscored tactical air-to-surface 

gunnery range located 68 NM miles south of the base. Although the Range lacks full-scale 

weapons delivery capability, it can be certified for laser use and has a limited capacity for 

ground threat simulation. The nearest suitable special-use airspace" is as shown below: 

Warning/Restricted/MOA: W-228D 187 NM 
Low-altitude MOA: W-228D 187 NM 
Supersonic MOA: W-228A,B,C,D 190 NM 
Scorable gunnery range complex: McMullen 71 NM 
Electronic Combat range: CIaiborne 316 NM 
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Gulfport MDS 529 NM 

Randolph AFB, located 18 miles northeast of Kelly, is the nearest Air Force installation with 

flying operations. L,ackland AFB and Wilfred Hall Hospital are adjacent to Kelly, and Brooks 

Medical Center is approximately 10 miles away." The nearest ground force installation where 

joint training can be conducted is Army Fort Sam Houston, 29 NM from Kelly. The closest 

Navy installation where joint trairing can be accomplished is NAS Dallas, 217 miles north of 

the base. 

5 .1 .2  Major Tenants 

Major associate units on Kelly AFB include: Headquarters. Air Intelligence .4genc:. j.dL4 .: 

433rd AW, AFRES; 149th Fighter Group (FG), Air National Guard (ANG); Defense 

Distribution Depot, San Antonio (DDST). DLA; and Defense Megacenter, San Antonio 

(DMSA), DISA. 

Headquarters, Air Intelligence Agency. The AIA provides direct intelligence, 
security, electronic combat, foreign technology, and treaty-monitoring support to national 
decision-makers and field air component commanders. It furnishes combat commanders 
with data enabling them to decide when to exploit, jam, decieve, or destroy hostile military 
communications. It also presents tailored intelligence assessments in support of Air Force 
planning and policy formation. The AL4 works in conjunction with the SA-ALC 
cryptologic depot maintenance program. 

"MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet 
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a minimum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000 
feet above ground level (A.GL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM 
within 300 NM. Scorable gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within 
800 NM. 
1 8  Primarily a medical research facility, Brooks has been fingered for closure by the Air Force as part of DoD's 

BRAC 95 hit list. 
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433rd AM'. The 433rd AM7 is part of the 4th Air Force, one the of three NAFs 
comprising the AFRES. It conmlands the 68th Airlift Squadron (AS) which operates C-5 
cargo aircraft in support of worldwide DoD military operations. 

149th FG. The 149th FG is an ,4NG unit assigned under the major command of the 
ACC. It operates F- 16 aircraft in both air-to-ground and air-to-air roles. 

Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio (DDST). Operated by the DLA, the 
depot stocks, stores, issues, and ships defense goods and materials used at Kelly, 
additional Air Force installations, and units of the other services in the San Antonio 
region. It works closely with SA-ALC by packaging and shipping repairable items to the 
depot, which, in turn, returns the goods to serviceable status and re-enters them into the 
DLA distribution system. It employs approximately 900 personnel, all civilian. 

Defense Megacenter, San Antonio (DMSA). Identified in BRAC 93 as the site 
for one of 16 DoD data processing and telecommunication "megacenters" to be operated 
under the umbrella of the DISA, DMSA provides information processing services and 
products supporting the needs of the San Antonio region. Its functions are divided into 
four categories: application support, operational support, technical support, and business 
management support. The Center runs 61 application systems that support the depot 
maintenance activities of SA-ALC. 

5 . 1 . 3  Relationship to Local Community 

KelIj, is located in the San Antonlo. Texas, MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 1,377,000. 

To: em$- :.rr,em* /?- C' :. -? !.C;\?3. 4verage annual job grox7th IS 13,750, and average 

znnud per ca?:tz ~nc-oxe IS $1 7.284. For the past five vears, San Antonio consistently has been 
n.70 

1 T ,-,. G: t2e :c: iCz ;::IF; J T  :!I: - Z IT: iotd annud net 105 crearioc gobs added rillnus jobs iost ;. 

work force ~o~u la t i on  - at Leil~.: 

Active duty military 4,800 
Reserve military 3,950 
Civilian 14.100 
Total 22,850 

Kelly AFB is one of xhe largest single-slte, high technology employers in southern Texas, and 

over 13,000 of Kelly's workers are affiliated with the ALC, The total work force annual 

payroll (military and civilian) is $692 million. This produces a local area economic impact of 

approximately $2 billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market value of 

Kelly's land (3,996 acres), buildings, ancl infrastr~cture.'~ 

19 See Attachment 1 ,  Air Force Depot Capacify/Plant Comparisons, Note 9, on market value versus replacement 

value. 
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The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 43.200 jobs (1 8,100 direct, 25,100 

indirect), 5.9% of the San Antonio MSA employment total. Combined with other San Antonio 

MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (59 jobs), the cumulative impact of Kelly's closure 

in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would cause the total employment loss to remain at 5.9% 

of the MSA's total. 

It is estimated that the one-time closure: costs associated with closing Kelly AFB would amount 

to $653 million. Return on investment would be achieved in 10 years. 

5.2 San Antonio ALC Depot 

While the center is well-known for managing and repairing engine modules and nuclear 

ordnance, and for manufacturing parts for engines and fuel systems, it conducts several 

additional operatiorls of significant note. Along with supporting the Air Force's newest 

transport, the C-17, and the aging C-5 and T-38 fleets, the depot services C-131, A-37, OV- 

IOA, and T-37 airci-aft. In all, San Antonio ALC supports 33 types of aircraft, over 19,000 

aircraft engines, and more than 50,000 auxiliary engines, which comprise three-quarters of the 

Air Force engine inventory. It manages all Air Force nuclear ordnmce, all liquid missile 

propellants used by the Air Force and NASA (National Aeronac:ics and Space .4dLrninistratior! J. 

and the Air Force's fleet of boats and ships. The depot maintans some of the physically largest 

hangars and maintcnancc faciiitics in the US to acco;nmodate the outsize umspon flee: 1; 

supports. 

DoD's submission to the BRAC 95 Co~~unission recommended realigning workloads among the 

fiveAir Force depots to consolidate selected specialties at each. The specialty areas proposed for 

consolidation at San Antonio ALC are: 1:oundr-y operations, industrial plant equipment 

software, and plating. 

5 . 2 . 1  Specialization 

San Antonio ALC is designated a Service Center of Excelle~zce for the following systems: 

Aircraft Airframes: C-5, C-17; paint and corrosion control for large-bodied aircraft. 

Aircraft Components: fuel accessories, automatic test equipment, engine controls and 
instruments, automatic gearboxes, F-15 and F- 16 secondary power systems, F- 16 engine 
start system, conventional starters, (and organic manufacturing. 
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Engines (Gas Turbine): J69., 585, TF34, TF39, F100, 560, F117, and T56; engine 
components and component fabrication; GTCPs 180-5, 180-7,397, 85-56,85-70A, 85- 
7 1, 85-72A, 85-1 06A, 85- 180L, 85-1 80(C), 165- 1,36-50, and Patriot. 

Missiles and Missile Components (Strategic): components and equipment 
involved in nuclear weapon handling, test, delivery, launch, firing, and weapon control, 
including trailers, launchers, racks, and ICBM reentry vehicle (RV) microcircuits. 

Software (Support Equipment): automatic test equipment software. 

San Antonio has the following TeclznoJogy Application Program Management assignments: 

Advanced Metals and Ceramics 
Robotics and Automation 

5 .2 .2  Unique F'aciIities/Equipment/Capabilities 

SA-ALC officials have identified the following facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as 

unique to the depot: 

Engine Test Facility. This 65,000 SF facility provides for testing all versions of the 
Pratt and Whjtney FlOO engine used in the F-15 and F-16, the TF-39 used in the C-5, the 
T56, and the 'TF39 Engine Build-1Jp Unit. The facility is capable of testing any turbofan. 
turboshaft, or turbojet engine in the DoD inventory. The current test cell configuration 
lncludes four universal turbofan and turbojet multi-engine capable test cells, two T56 
turboshaft propeller test cells, and two T56 dynarnome~er test cells. All utilize the Pacer 
Conlet ID .4utomated..Com~uterized Engine Test and Data Acquisition test system. empin!, 
quick engine connect test a-aapters. a mechanized material handling system, inlet aii 
turning vanes, an Automatic Vibration Diagnostic system, and a nolse abatement treatment 
system. The facility also employs a Gas Path Analysis system for determining 
enginelmodule perfonnance from thermo-mathematical relationships. 

Advanced Fuel Accessories Repair and Test. This is a 50,000 SFefacility 
specially designed to accommodate the configuration of the Advanced Fuel Accessories 
Test System for testing fuel wetted components. Test stations are fully automated and can 
evaluate a broad variety of different engine and airframe fuel accessories such as pumps, 
valves. fuel controls, and atomizers. The system is environmentally friendly and 
minimizes the explosiodfire hazard previously associated with fuel component repair. 

Cryogenic Spin Test Facility. This is a 9500 SF building with special systems and 
shielding to permit cryogenic spin testing to be performed on engine disks in order to 
identify potential critical flaws. Disks are mounted on a special test assembly, balanced, 
lowered into ark insulated and heavily shielded spin pit which is momentarily flooded with 
liquid nitrogen to cool the assembly (down to approximately -320" F), spun in the pit at 
15,000 rpm for one minute, and then allowed to free spin to a stop some 20 minutes later. 
The facility contains five spin pits and special associated plumbing for the liquid nitrogen 
and pit vacuuming. 
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Gas Turbine Engine Repair and Test. This is a 137,000 SF facility that collocates 
multiple formerly-separate test systems and assembly shops. Approximately one-third of 
the production space is a near-clean-room environment with a 300,000 classification. 

Unified Fuel Control Test Facility. This is a unique, "explosion-proof' 95,000 SF  
facility dedicated to the inspection, repair, and testing of F-100 engine unified fuel 
controls. It also possesses the capability to overhaul and test fuel nozzles for the F-100, 
T56, and TF39, fuel controls for the TF39 and T56, and fuel atomizers for smaller GTE. 
The building is equipped with special ventilation, fire detection and suppression, and 
blast-proofing systems. It encompasses 89 test stands that are predominantly computer 
controlled electro- and hydromechanical systems designed to simulate the conditions and 
inputs test items will face in use. 

Aircraft NDI X-Ray Facility. Construction on this 60,000 SF  facility began in rnid- 
1994 and is scheduled for completion in mid-1995. It will enable SA-ALC to perform 
NDI and substrate evaluation for C-17, C-5, and smaller aircraft. 

Large-Aircraft Depot Maintenance Hangar. With over one million SF  of 
floorspace, this is the largest permanent bridge construction hangar in DoD and one of the 
largest in the world. Designed to s;upport work on the C-5, it is capable of completely 
housing six of the massive aircraft simultaneously. Extra-high hangar doors, three track- 
mounted bridge cranes, and a 10,030 pound capacity remote controlled hoist for removal 
of the aircraft's horizontal stabilizer are among the hangar's purpose-designed features. 
High roofing pockets permit four C-5s to remain jacked at the same time. 

Aircraft Corrosion ControVDepaint This 88,000 SF facility is the only one of its 
size in DoD which uses non-carcinogenic Plastic Media Blasting to remove coatings from 
airframes. It is the only one with the capabilir!, for stripping C-5 aircrafi and can also 
handie smaller weapon sysrems. Overhead "stacl;er c rx~zs '  provide hands-on three 
hmensional accessibility to the entire aircrafi 

Nuclear Weapon Component-s Repair and Test. SA-?,LC possesses a unique se: 
of facilities for conducting environmental stress screening which permits the repair and 
testing of ICBh4 RV components, nuclear related aircraft components, and nuclear 
munit~ons handling equipment. It is the only DoD installation with thls composite 
capability. The underground Multi-Use Centrifuge can attain an acceleration rate of 
200 Gs with an onset rate of 50 Gs per second. With a capacity of 50,000 G-pounds, it 
can accommodate a payload of up to 1000 pounds. It is used to simulate G forces and 
timing intervals required to arm fuses. The High Impulse Transducer Test System 
is a high performance piezoelectric accelerometer that produces a haversine mechanical 
shock event of ,up to 100 kgs to test the impact transducers found on RVs. The Altitude 
Temperature Test Chamber produces a thermal cycle/altitude test environment that 
can simulate altitudes of up to 200,000 feet with temperature ranges of from -10" up to 
+350° F with indefinite holding tirr~e throughout the range. The Shielded Cable 
Tester assesses a component's abiiip to pcrform to mil-spec with an acceptable amount 
of degradation. The three above-ground Accelerator Rotary Centrifuges can 
accelerate a 150 pound payload to 150 Gs at a radius of 63 inches. The unit has a capacity 
of 22,500 G-pounds and can accomplish acceleratioddeceleration from 1 G to 150 Gs to 
1 G in 15 seconds. A Shock Machine Test System can subject components 
weighing up to 500 pounds to vario~ls levels and types of shock and stress with max 
acceleration of 600 Gs or 30,000 Gs (with dual mass shock amplifier) and a rnidmax 
pulse duration of 2 microseconds nun180 microseconds max. An Isothermal Storage 
Room holds components in a dust-free and temperaturehumidity controlled environment. 
The Thermotron Temperature Chamber stresses components with a programmable 
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temperature variance capability of from -100" F up to 300" F at a rate of up to 9" F per 
minute. The Shielded Microwave Anechoic Test Facility is equipped with 
unique, frequency-specific absorbent material and is used to evaluate the performance of 
Minuteman MK- 12 RVs. 

Additional unique Sacilitieslcapabilities include: 

Textile Laboratory 
Integrated Support Software Engineering Facility 
Rubber Products Manufacturing 
Production of X-Ray Quality Aluminum Castings 
Stereolithography PatternIPart Development 
C-5 Engine Pylon Repair 
Halon Recovery, Recycling, and Recharging Facility 
Bicarbonate of Soda Blast Stripping of Jet Engine Components 
Robotic Shot Peening System 
Non-Contact Dimensional Irispection 
Auto-Prompting Inspection System 

5.2.3 Workload 

The following table presents a breakout of the San Antonio ALC workload -- by DoD 

commodity group -- for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commodity groups displayed in the tabie 

are those for which one or more of the five ALCs has a ~roikloai  conrni:;;ten:. /.a exp;,na:io;. 

of the workload table is provided at Attachment 6. 
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San Antor~io ALC Workload Chart 
(In Thousands (of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH) 

Relevant 

1 7. Ground Comm-Elestronic Equip , I I 17 
/ a. Radar 
I b. Radio Communications 

c. Wire Communications 
e . Navigation Aids 
f .  Electro-optics1Night Vision Equip 
g. Satellite ControlISpace Sensors i 

10. Ground General Purpose Items 
c. Munitions / Ordnance 
d . Ground Generators 
e. Other 

12. Software 
a. Tactical Systems 
b. Support Equipment 

13. Special Interest ltems 
a. Bearings Refurbishrnent 
c. TMDE 

14. Other 

Total 

Table 3-1: San Antonio ALC Workload Chart 
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6.0  Warner Robins ALC (WR-ALC) 

1995 Air Force Depot Handbook 

Warner Robins AI,C is the Air Force's F-15, C-130, and C-141 depot, providing cradle-to- 

grave logistics support and depot-level maintenance for these. Additionally, Warner Robins is a 

primary maintainer of sophisticated aircraft avionics systems and weapons, including the Low- 

Altitude Navigation and Targeting Infrared for Night (LANTIRN) system, and the AIM-120 

Advanced Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM). WR-ALC's proficiencies in aufrarne 

and avionics support have resulted in the center being assigned responsibility within DoD for 

promoting technology advancement in ,a number of related fields, including corrosion control 

and electronics systems architecture. 

6.1  Robins AFB, Georgia 

Robins AFB is an AFMC-operated jnstallation located approximately 15 miles south-southeast 

of Macon, Georgia. In the center of the state, Robins is about two hours' travel time from the 

major transportation hub of Atlanta. It has access to the national railway system and sits within 

minutes of both Inte:rstate 16 and Interstate 75. Interstate 16 links nearby h4acon with Interstate 

95, the main highway extending down the entire East Coast with access to the major waterport. 

of Savannah, Georgia; Charleston, South Carolina; and JacE;onsville, Fioriaa. interstate 75 is 

one of the principal north-south arteries east of the Mississippi River extenalng from Sauli Sai-:' 

Marie, Ontario to the Fort Myers metropolitan area of Florida. Savannah is the nearest deep- 

water ocean port at 136 NM away, and il can be reached directly overland via Interstate 16. 

Robins is the only East Coast Air Force facility with depot maintenance activity to support 

rnilitary,requirements in peace and war. 

6 . 1 . 1  Field and :Facilities 

Robins AFB has one 12,000-foot asphault runway with appropriate aircraft arresting gear and 

653,344 square yards (approximately 13 5 acres) of usuabie aircraft parking apron. Currently, 

permanently assigned aircraft require only 10 percent of the apron space. However, Robins is 

scheduled to become the US main operating base for the E-8 Joint Surveillance and Target 

Attack Radar System (Joint STARS), and beddown of those aircraft assets will reduce surplus 

ramp space appropria.tely. Six C-141- eq~~ivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time 
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for mobility/contir~gency operations." Eleven C-141-equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one 

time. The base has an operational fuel hydrant system. 

The base does not control or manage any ranges. The nearest special-use airspace2' is as shown 

below: 

WarningRestrictecUMOA: None 
Low-Altitude MOA: W-157A 200 NM 
Supersonic MOA: W- 157A 200 NM 
Scorable gunnery range complex: Grand Bay 103 NM 
Electronic Combat range: Townsend 123 NM 
Air combat maneuvering instrumentation range: Tyndall ACMI 195 NM 

The nearest Active Duty Air Force unit where active training can be accomplished is Dobbins 

AFB, 85 miles from Robins. The closest ground force installation where joint training can be 

accomplished is Army Fort Benning, 73 NM from the base. Beaufort Marine Corps Air Station 

(MCAS), 142 miles from Robins, is the nearest NavaVMarine unit where joint training can be 

accomplished. 

6 . 1 . 2  Major Tenants 

Major associate uniiis currently on Robins AFE3 include: Headquarters, AFRES; 19th Air 

Refueling Wing (ARM7), . k r  Mobilir!. Command (AMC): 9th Space Waning Squadron (SB'S), 

h r  Force Space Cornman2 (AFSPC); 5th Combat Communications Group (CCG), ACC; 

Defense Distribution Depot. Warner Robins (DDWG), DLA; and Defense Megacenter, Warner 

Robins (DMWR), DISA. (Note: the 1 16th FW, ANG, currently based at Dobbins AFB, GA, 

and equipped with F-15s, is scheduled to relocate to Robins AFB at the beginning of 1996 and 

convert to the B- 1B .) 

Headquarters, AFRES. The Ai:r Force Reserve supports the Active force by 
performing missions that encompass fighter, bomber, airlift, aerial re-fueling, rescue, and 
weather recon~laissance operations. It provides disaster relief in the US and supports 
national countt:rdrug efforts. The Reserve commands three numbered NAFs with nearly 
78,000 reservists operating 400 aircraft ranging from F-16 fighters and B-52 bombers to 
C-5 transports and KC-135 tankers. 

"The limiting factor is load crews. 
"MOA with a minimum size of 1100 square nautical miles (NM) and an altitude block of at least 20,000 feet 
within 200 NM. Low-altitude MOA with a mil~imum size of 2100 square NM and a floor no higher than 2000 
feet above ground level (AGL) within 600 NM. Supersonic MOA with a minimum size of 4200 square NM 
within 300 NM. Scorabie gunnery range capable of or having tactical or conventional targets and strafe within 
800 NM. 
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19th ARW. Under AMC, the 19th ARW flies KC-1 35 aerial refuelers to provide global 
refueling for bomber, airlift, figh,ter, air defense, and special mission aircraft. 

9th SWS. Under AFSPC, the 9th SWS operates and maintains a solid-state phased 
array PAVE PAWS detection radar. As part of the worldwide space and missile warning 
network, the radar provides missile early-warning data to US Space Command; North 
American Aerospace Defense Co.mand; Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the 
National Command Authorities. 

5th CCG. Comprised of the 51st, 52nd, 53rd, and 54th Combat Communications 
Squadrons, the 5th CCG provides mobile and transportable command and control 
communications along air traffic control systems worldwide. Under the ACC, the 
Group's squadrons deploy in support of joint task force, combatant command, and Air 
Force flying wing operations and exercises. 

Defense Distribution Depot, Warner Robins (DDWG). Operated by DLA, the 
Depot stocks, stores, packages, and transports defense goods for depot-level maintenance 
activities along with the active ancl reserve units on the base. DDWG also provides parts 
and equipment to armed forces located worldwide and foreign military customers. Most 
items maintained at Warner Robills support maintenance of F-15, C-130, and C-141 
aircraft, along with navigation and airborne electronic warfare systems. WR-ALC works 
closely with DDWG by providing lab analysis of fuels and by repairingltesting electronic 
and structural components before they are re-entered into the DLA distribution system. 

Defense Megacenter, \17arner Robins (DMWR). Designated in BRAC 93 as the 
slte for one of 16 data processing and telecornrnunication "megacenters" to be operated 
under the umbrella of the DISA, DMWR operates systems linking battle space applications 
to the battlefield via DoD and commercial satellites. The center houses mainframes and 
midtier computers running 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to support over 170 data 
processing services for WR-.4LC. AMC, AFRES, and ANG units. 

6.1.3 Relationship to Local Community 

Robins AFB is located in the Macon, Ge:orgia, MSA. Total population (FY 92) is 296,000. 

Total employment (17Y 93) is 157,800. Average annual job growth is 1,850, and average 

annual per capita income is $17.542. 

Work force population at Robins: 

Active duty military 
Reserve military 
Civilian 
Total 
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Robins AFB is Georgia's largest industrial complex. The work force annual payroll (military 

and civilian) is $686 million. This produces a local area economic impact of approximately $2 

billion. No reliable estimate has been provided on the realistic market value of Robins' land 

(8,790 acres), buildings, and infrastr~cture.~' 

The estimated impact of base closure would be the loss of 3 1,100 jobs (15,600 direct, 15,500 

indirect), 19.7% of ,the Macon, Georgia, MSA employment total. Combined with other Macon 

MSA job losses from prior BRAC decisions (9 jobs), the cumulative impact of Robins' closure 

in BRAC 95 (if closure was directed) would cause the total employment loss to remain at 

19.7%. 

It is estimated that the one-time closure costs associated with closing Robins AFl3 would 

amount to $1 billion. Return on investment would be achieved in 18 years. 

6.2  Warner Robins ALC Depot 

While the F-15, C- 130, and C- 14 1 are K'arner Robins ALC's primary airframe responsibilities. 

the center manages ever 200.090 itenls rcrpresenting the full range of avionic funciionc and 

technology. These items fall into rne categories of aerospace communications. navigation 

equipment. airborne born5 and _run-direc~ing s\.srems. targc: acquisiiioc s!,sieIils. and mos: 

airborne electronic warfare equipmen:. The depo~ supports the LLrLNTIRK navigation and 

targeting system. the Joint Tacrica! Information Distribution System (JTIDS), md the Wori\r\.iae 

Military Command and Control System (WV'MCCS). It holds responsibility for proc ~urement, 

supply, and maintenance functions for most h r  Force bases along the East Coast, as well as for 

the Atlantic Missile Test Range. Newfoundland, Labrador, Greenland. Iceland, Bermuda, the 

Azores, and all Air Force and Security Assistance Program activities in Europe, Africa, and the 

Middle East. 

DoD's submission to the BRAC 95 Commission recommended realigning the workloads among 

the Air Force depots to focus selected specialties at each. The specialty areas proposed for 

consolidation at Warner Robins ALC are: tubing manufacturing, airborne electronic automatic 

equipment software, sheet metal repair and manufacturing, machning manufacturing, airborne 

electronics, electronic manufacturing (printed wire boards), and plating. 

"See Attachment 1 ,  Air F,orce Depot Capaciry/P/PLznt Comparisons, Note 9, on marker value versus replacement 
value. 
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Warner Robins ALC is designated a Seiwice Center ofExcellence for the following systems: 

Aircraft Airframes: F- 15, C- 130 transport, C- 130 Special Operations Forces (SOF)/ 
Special Mission aircraft, and C-141. 

Aircraft Components: flight data recorders, gyroscopes, fasteners, miniature 
precision instrument bearings, aging aircraft structures, airborne electronics technology 
repair, life support, radio frequency analysis measurement, C- 130 propellers, electronic 
warfare systems, flexible computer integrated manufacturing, a i d  special fuels testing. 

Other: shelf-life extension data (Air Force Executive Agent), Joint Logistics Systems 
Center, physic:al sciences, and Depot Maintenance Management Information System. 

Warner Robins has the following Technology Application Program Management assignments: 

Power Systems 
Environment Stress Screening 
Advanced Electronics Systems Architecture 
Force Management 
Corrosion 
Environmental Technology Needs 
Product Data 
Software Engineering 
Electronic Manufacturing and Repair 
Obsolete Micro-Electro~ics 
Aircraft Manufacturing and R.epair 
Aircraft Structures Technology Needs 

6 .2 .2  Unique Fa(ciIities/Equipment/Capabilities 

WR-ALC officials have identified the foliowing facilities, equipment, and/or capabilities as 

unique to the depot: 

Avionics Complex. This avionics complex is the single largest electronics repair 
activity in DoD housing over 535,000 SF of environmentally controlled avionics design, 
test, repair, and manufacturing capacity. Its specialized capabilities provide for the full 
spectrum of workloads, from the latest surface mount technologies found in the 
LANTIRN and Joint STARS programs to 1930s' vacuum tube technologies found in the 
ARN-6 radio compass. Antenna Microwave Radiation Pattern and Boresight 
evaluation capabilities are supported by eight indoor antenna ranges with shielded 
anechoic charnt~ers to prevent radio frequency noise from infiltrating into the surrounding 
production facility. Removable exterior walls facilitate the introduction/removal of 
antennae and test equipment. The F-1 1 1 range has a seismic isolation pad. The facility 
has an extensive capability for Printed Wiring Board Manufacturing in a 17,000 SF 
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section dedicated to the design and manufacture of double sided and multi-layered printed 
wiring boards. Design-to-purpose construction feaures in this area are typical of most 
parts of the facility and include an extensive industrial waste system, recessed flooring for 
wet processing areas, special exhaust systems, deionized water, explosion-proof rooms 
for chemical mixing and distribution, and floor-to-roof sealed walls to prevent chemical 
leakage that could contaminate other facility operations. The Hybrid Microelectronics 
Manufacturing section of the facility consists of 2600 SF of class 10,000 clean room 
with additional special utilities, including liquidlgaseous nitrogen dispensing and a static 
dissipative raised floor system to preclude electrostatic discharge. The LANTIRN 
technology repair center features a 2,000 SF class 10,000 clean room, a 400 SF laser light 
tight room, and other systems essential for overhaul, repair, and test of the system. The 
Avionics Complex also features 2 Optic Repair stations with isolated seismic 
foundations, 16 laser safe firing rooms with interlocked door seals, and a total of over 
12,000 SF of Clean Rooms ranging from class 10,000 up to class 300,000. The 
facility has special security and access control, a unique software production facility, and 
multiple tooling and manufacturing shops to support its needs. Systems supported by the 
facility include Joint STARS, E-3, F-15, F-111. C/AC/MC-130. MH-53. MH-60. B-52. 
the ~ f o b a l  Positioning System (GPS), ~ in i a tu r e  Receive ~rans&t  (MRT), and 

' 

LANTIRN. 

Avionics Integrated Support Facility (AISF). This is a 215,000 SF complex 
containing modular multi-system engineering facilities developed to support specific 
avionics subsystems. Its general capabilities include real time system integration testing, 
operational flight program (OFP) software development, testing/reconfiguration, 
compilation, configuration control, off-line subsystem analysis, data reduction, 
comprehensive self-diagnostics, and maintenance of software documents for a variety of 
operational and support systems. .AISF facilities provide data communication and 
software data transmission to operational user units. -4ISFs resident to WR-ALC include 
LANTIKK. jolnr Tacucal Lsorma~ion and Distribution Svstem Centralized Software 
Support Activity (JTIDS CSSA). SOF Extendible 1ntegr;ed Support Environment 
iEISE!. and P.*.ITE T.4CI.I. Th:: Elec:ror,ic Warfare AISF (EWAISF) has a 10.000 SF 
sensl~ive cornpanmentea inforrnatjon fa~iliry (SCIF). four electromagnetic screen rooms, 
two micro~vave anechoic chambers. and emergency power generation. The overall 
complex supports most major weapon systems, including Joint STARS, E-3, FEF-111, 
F-15, C/AC/IZ,IC-130,1\~H-53, MH-60. E-52, C-141, F-16, GPS, MRT, OA-10, B-1B. 
C-5, and C- 1 7 .  

Security Assistance Electronic Warfare Support Facility. This is a 21,000 SF 
facility constii~cted with Foreign hfilitary Sales (FMS) funds to be used exclusively for 
FMS purposes. The facility includes labs within security vaults and has many of the same 
features found in the AISF complex. Included in the systems it supports are FMS 
versions of the ALR-46/69 electrorlic countermeasures (ECM) pod, the Royal Saudi Air 
Force F-15 Tactical Electronic Waning System (TEWS), and the Advanced Radar 
Warning Receiver/Countermeasures Dispenser (ARWFUCMD). 

Gyro Repair Facility. This is a 69,000 SF facility purpose designed to support 
organic overhaul and testing of gyroscopzs, accelerometers, and indicators. The entire 
facility is a cenified clean room (75 percent to 300,000 class and 25 percent to 100,000 
class), temperaturefhumidity-controlled, with extensive seismological stable piering. The 
facility houses 12 general purpose automatic test stations, 3 1 manual test stations, 9 mass 
spectrometer leak detector systems, 14 dynamic balancers, 2 random dnft automated test 
stations, and a number of other specialized equipments. 
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Additional unique facilities/capabilities include: 

Aerospace Fastener TestingIManufacturing 
Miniature Precision Bearing Testing 
Electronic Failure Analysis 
Automated (Paperless) Depots 
Corrosion Prevention/Control 
Bicarbonate of Soda Paint Stripping 
Computer Integrated Manufacturing 
Metal Finishing Facility 
F-111 Crew Escape Module Parachute Packing 
F-15 Robotic Painting 
Fluid Cell Press 
Special Maintenance Hangars/Complexes for F-15, C-141, CIACIMC-130 

Aircraft and Component Refurbishment 
Electron Beam Welder 
Automated Aircraft Rework System 
Metallograph Image Analysis System 
Rheometrics Spectometric Materials Analysis 

6.2.3 Workload 

The following table presents a breakout of the Warner-Robins ALC workload -- by DoD 

commodity group for FY 96 and FY 99. The only commoditjr groups displayed in the table 

are those for which 'one or more of the five K C s  has a uro-.l.:load c o n ~ ~ i t ~ e n : .  Pz e:;c!~~2:icr 

of the workload table is provided at Attachment 6. 
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Warner Robins ALC Workload Chart 
(In Thousands of Direct Labor Hours -- kDLH) 

c. Blabdes / Vanes I - 
4. Missiles and Missile Components ' 

I I a. Strateaic ! 

b . Tactical / MLRS 22 22 i E 7 @ 73 .. , ., '2 12 ! C  I 

7. Ground Comm-Electronic Equip I 
- 

a. Radar 2 - '7. 2 i 1 

b. Radio Communications I 
c. W~re Communications 
e. Navigation Aids I I I I 

f. Electro-optics1Night V~sion Equ~p ! 1 I I I 

I 

Total 1 9.913 i 9.913 i 8.1871 8.187 1 7.376 1 6.763 1 6.941 1 6,7631 

g. Satellite Control/I;pace Sensors I , 
10. Ground General Purpose Items / 1 ; I 1 

c. Munitions 1 Ordnance I I I I I I 
I I I I 

I 
d. Ground Generators I I 

Table 6-1: Warner Robins ALC Workload Chart 
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e. Other 1 
12. Software 

a. Tactical Systems 
b. Support Equipment 

13. Special Interest lterns 

1,358 
906 

1 ! 1 I 
I 

a. Bearings Refurbishment + c. TMDE 
14. Other 
I 

1 

764 
509 

1,358 1 7951 795 888 
592 

764 

509 

1 

I 

888 

592 530 906 

1 ! 1 
i 

530 
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7.0 1995 Base Realignment and Closure Process (BRAC 95) 

7.1 Background 

BRAC 95 is the last of three rounds of closure activity mandated under current legislation.23 As 

late as mid-December 1994, defense analysts were anticipating that the list of military 

installations recommended for closure or realignment under BRAC 95 would be nearly as large 

as the lists from the three previous closure rounds combined.24 This expectation had been 

supported repeatedly by DoD officials who were quick to point out during most of the year that, 

while military manpower and equipment had been cut by a third since the end of the Cold War, 

basing infrastructure had been reduced only by some 18 percent. In January 1995, initiating 
preparations for developing the Pentagon's BRAC 95 closure/realignment proposal, Deputy 

Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) John Deutch established an "overall 15 percent reduction 

in plant replacement value" as "a minimum DoD-wide goal."25 It was believed widely that 

military research facilities, laboratories, and depots would be particularly vulnerable, and that 

the Air Force, after avoiding heavy hits in these areas previously, stood to lose perhaps two of 

its five remaining depots. 

Shortly before the end of 1994, however, Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) Wiiiiam ;. Per! 

told surprised reponers that he expected the 1995 list to be about the same size as the Iisi fi0X 

BRAC 93. The rationale for this 'expectation undershoot1 was given by DEPSECDEF Deutc;". 

in an interview shortly before the list was made public: "We need time," Deutch said, "to 

balance the base-closing costs and the base-closing savings, and complete the transfer of 

facilities to productive community use."26 With defense funding at its lowest level in nearly half 

a century, and the recoupment of closurt:/realignment outlays requiring, on average, 

approximately seven years -- only after which can closure savings begin to be realized -- the 

Administration apparently was unwilling to squeeze Pentagon operational and procurement 

accounts any further. 

23The BRAC process and enabling legislation are explained at Attachment 2. For a detailed discussion of prior 
BRAC actions, see the SDS study Promoting/Protecting Contractor-Provided Depot Maintenance, 30 ~ecember  
1994. 
24A summary of major base closures from prior BRAC rounds is at Attachment 3. 
'jDeputy Secretary of Dsefense Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95). 7 
January 1994. 
26Reported by Eric Schrnitt, "Pentagon To Seek. Scaled-Back List Of Base Closings," New York Times, 25 
Febmary 1995, p. 1. 
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The list of bases recommended by DOTI for closure and realignment was released officially on 

28 February 1995. True to Peny's promise, what originally was supposed to have been the 

"mother of all BWICs" turned out affecting only 146 military facilities in the US." Of those, 

only 35 major installations were identified for closure or significant downsizing -- and it seemed 

a stretch to call some of them major. The manpower adjustments associated with these 

proposals amounted to a net increase of 4,400 military positions (the result of personnel 

returning home after the closure of US bases overseas) and a net loss of roughly 34,000 civilian 

positions.2s Interestingly, none of the Air Force's ALCs were on the closure list although all 

five were identified for realignment action. 

Rather than close any ALCs, the Air Force consolidated some workloads and accepted relatively 

modest manpower cuts at three of the depots. "The net effect of [Air Force] depot 

realignments," according to the DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report, will be "to transfer 

approximately 3.5 ~~ull ion direct labor hours and to eliminate 37 product lines across the five 

depots. "29 The fonr~al report continued: 

Programmed work reductions, downsizing through contracting or transfer to other 
Service depots, and the consolidation of workloads . . . result in the reduction of real 
property infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots, and a reduction in manhour capacity 
equivalent to about two depots. The proposed moves also make available over 25 
nzillion cubic feet of space to the Defense Logistics Agency for storage and other 
purposes, plus space to accept art of the Defense Nuclear Agency and other -P dispiaced Air Force mission>.' 

As reported ir, a recent ~qicie in Aviution Week & Space techno log)^, the Air Force presented "a 

powerful argument that more money could be saved by reducing the size of all five aircraft 

maintenance depots than by closing one or two of them."3' SECDEF Perry is quoted as having 

found the arithmetic "~ompel l ing ."~~ 

7 .2  Depots -- A Special Interest Item 

Military depots and de:pot capacity were to have received particularly close scrutiny by DoD in 

preparing its BRAC 9.5 closure/realignmerit list. The 1993 BRAC Commission had identified 

 he list of major facilities in the US and its temitories identified for closure/realignment is at Attach~nent 4. 
'% Iist of net gainshosses by state is at Attachmemt 5 .  
"DoD Base closure and h:e~lignmenr Report, p. 5-126. 
'"lbid. 
"~ohn D. Morocco, "Air Force To Trim, Not Clo!je, Depots," Aviation Week & Space Technology, 6 March 
1995. D. 22. 
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the need to pare down "the clearly excess capacity within the DoD depot system" as one of 

several Issues for Further Consideratiorl in BRAC 95, and had pointed to two areas as offering 

opportunities to help do this: greater consolidation and interservicing of common workloads 

within the military depot structure, and more extensive exploitation of private-sector depot 

maintenance ~ a ~ a b ~ l i t ~ . ' ~  

Noting in its final report that the Pentagon "has been attempting for approximately 20 years 

without significant success to interservice depot maintenance workload," the 1993 Commission 

attempted to promote broader interservicing in four specific commodity areas -- wheeled 

vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft, tactical nlissiles, and ground communications -- with its closure1 

realignment recom~nendations.~~ While some progress was made, the Commission still felt 

there were both the need and opportunity for more, and urged its successors to focus on the 

issue: "The efficiericies to be realized from interservicing dictate DoD conduct an exhaustive 

review and present its recommendations/actions during the 1995 pase closure] round."35 

Regarding privatization, the 1993 Commission came to the belief during its deliberations that the 

domestic sector could provide a potentially cost-effective option to DoD's in-house capability 

for repairing and maintaining its equipment. Further, they felt that moving work to the private 

sector could also have "a positive impa::t on maintaining the natior,'~ indgstrial b a ~ e . " ' ~  

Accordingly, the Corr!xnission "strongiy" recommended that SECDEF "address the private- 

sector ca?abilir\., withir: th: conrexr o i  :m rnte9iated nationz! industrizl p'niiosophy. ir his 
"- 

recommendations for tne 1995 round of base closures."' 

Thc Administration's DoD leadership appeared to be paying heed to the advice . . . initially. In 

preparing for BRAC 95. DEPSECDEF Deutch directed the establishment of five Joint Cross- 

Service Groups to pinpoint common support functions in designated functional areas, and to 

"oversee DoD Coniponent cross-senric~: analyses of these common support functions" in 

identifying candidate bases for closure under BRAC 95.'8 (A sixth Joint Cross-Service Group 

was established to develop guidelines for measuring the economic impact of closure/realignrnent 

331993 Report to tlze President, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 1 July 1993, p. 2-1. For a 
detailed examination of the depot issue, interservicing, and private sector capabilities, see the SDS study 
Privatizing Depot Mai.ntenance, 1 November I 994. 
341993 Report to the President. p. 2-1. 
351bid. 
361bid, p. 2-2. 
371bid. 
3'Deutch Memorandum, 1995 Base Realignn~ents arzd Closures. 
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recommendations.) The five functionid areas were: depot maintenance, test and evaluation, 

laboratories, military treatment facilities, and undergraduate pilot training. 

During the same time period in which the Joint Cross-Service Groups were beginning their 

activity, the privatization issue was bexng studied extensively by a Defense Science Board Task 

Force on Depot Maintenance. It its April 1994 report, this Board concluded that commercial 

f m s  did in fact offer a cost-effective alternative to publicly accomplished depot maintenance 

and recommended measures designed to bolster industry's opportunities to acquire depot 

workload.39 Most. of these recommendations were accepted by DoD and codified in a May 1994 

memorandum on Depot Maintenance Operations Policy by De~tch.~'  

The good intentions for promoting reductions in depot infrastructure through greater 

interservicing and privatization, however, began to unravel just after mid-year, well before the 

Services began to get serious about identifying base closure candidates. The push for greater 

privatization of depot activities was the first thread to be pulled loose. Concerned with the 

potential adverse impact on their constituents of reduced government workload, Congressmen 

representing depot-dominated districts responded to the Depot Maintenance Operations Policy 

memorandum with a strong display of bi-partisan protectionism by inserting "hooks" into the 

FY 95 Defense Authorization and Appropriation Bills that effectively prohibited DoD from 

implementing the Deutch-directed efficiency measures. 

The decisive Democratic election upsel: ir, November to some aegee const~tuted another threac 

working free. While it launched a supposedly new breed of populis:. reform-minded 

Republicans toward Washington. ostensibly mandated to carve bloat out of the federal 

bureaucracy -- in fact, the very sort of ;allies that Defense base closure advocates had long been 

seeking4' -- the strong pro-military orientation of the new master-designates of the Capitol led 

the Administration into digging itself into a $25 billion budgetary hole that subsequently left 

little room for significant base closure outlays. 
, 

39Depot Maintenance Managernem. Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force, published by the Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisitiom & Technology, April 1994. 
%eputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum, Subject: Depor Maintenance Operations Policy, 4 Map 1994. 
4'Republican vows to do away with big government presented the Administration a unique win-win opportunity 
for proposing major n:ductions in the defense infrastructure. If a large BRAC list survived the all-or-none 
Congressional consideration process, the Administration could claim its share of the credit for fiscally responsible 
action on behalf of long-standing military desires to downsize basing. If the list were rejected by a Republican- 
dominated Congress, the Administration could accuse the opposing party of self-serving hypocrisy. From a 
cynical point of view, stacking the list with biases from low-vote, Republican-controlled districts (including, for 
example, Ogden ALC, Utah, and Oklahoma City ALC, Oklahoma, two Republican strongholds) would have 
presented the Administration with an opportunity to exact highly focused revenge in the bargain. 
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Even before they started preparing to swear in their new freshmen and claim committee gavels, 

Republican incumbents on the Hill intensified their attacks on the Administration's record of 

military funding. Asserting that the Democrats had managed to slash the defense budget 

drastically and still create a shortfall of between W0 and $150 billion over the Future Years 

Defense Program, they vowed to set things straight in the coming session.42 The 

Administration, smarting at Republican charges that military readiness had eroded under its 

stewardship as a result of the diversion of Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding to pay 

for peace-keeping operations ("feel-good foreign policy"), and stung by accusations that the 

hefty reductions in Defense procurement accounts amounted to forcing the military to eat its 

seed corn (with implied dire consequence for future military capability), on 1 December 1994 

announced a six-year, $25 billion Presidential Defense Funding Initiative. This was derided by 

the Republicans as mere political smoke and mirrors (and, at any rate, insufficient), but it had 
the practical consequences of limiting the Administration's ability to cope with a large base 

closure pricetag. The $3.8 billion required up front to finance DoD's relatively modest BRAC 

95 proposal for BRAC 95 was a tough enough pill to swallow. With the 1996 presidential 

elections already much on everyone's rrlind in Washington, budget concerns, plus the potential 

angry reaction of voters hurt by base closures. appear to have figured prominently in holding 

the Administration's closure list down. 

Yet another ura\ru.a:d thread was the inaibility of the five functional join: Cross-Senrice Groups 

to reach agreement on appropriate inrersenricing and consolidation in a11 but a few instances. 

The full extent of this incapaciy,r Sec~?:e: apparent oniy xith the pub1ica:ion ef the Base C/os~cm 

and Realignment Rrpori in March 1995. Discussing the outcome of the Joint Cross-Service 

Group on Test and Evaluation, which was representative of the outcome in most of the groups, 

the report observed wryly: 

Cross-servicing. and downsizing . . . proved to be a considerable challenge. In 
general. the Mihtary Departments concluded that preservation of core test facilities, 
Ghich have irreplaceable land, air, and water ranges, precluded closures of major 
facilities and that cross-servicing of T&E functions would not be cost effective.43 

Referring to the Depot Maintenance Group, the report noted that, while its recommendations 

had been directly responsible for only limited cross-servicing, the recommendations had been 

42 The $40 billion figure was the Congressional Budget Office's estimate; $150 billion, that of the General 
Accounting Office. 
43Base Closure arid Reaiignmenr Report, p. 4-3. 
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used by the Services to develop "what they believe to be more cost effective in-house 

solutions. 

If deciding to keep work "in-house" was one of two themes common to Joint Cross-Servicing 

Group outcomes, the other was putting a positive, upbeat face on feverish unproductivity. This 

was done primarily by asserting that, even if the groups did not actually maximize cross- 

servicing, their deliberations "laid the foundation for further cross-servicing downstream, 

outside the BRAC process."45 And in similar fashion, not unlike a politician requesting he be 

given just one more term in office to finish tasks not yet complete, SECDEF Perry already has 

suggested that one or two more closure: rounds will be necessary in the future. 

7.3  Courses of Action 

It is reasonable to assume that, if the Atlministration requests enabling legislation for another 

round or two of base realignments, the Congress that pushed the line-item veto will grant the 

request. This presupposes that the current closure round proceeds essentially as laid out by 

DoD. Action on the do-it-again front, however, is unlikely until the current process has been 

brought to a successful conclusion. 

That is not necessarily an assured thlng.. Of the eight members appointed to the BRAC 95 

Commission (four by Republicans and four by Democrats), three have been hghlighted so far 

for potential conflic:ts of interest (A1 Cornella, Wendi Steele, and retired AF General J. B. 

Davis).46 Cornella and Davis have recused themselves from deliberations in which the conflicts 

could surface. Stee.le, a close associate of Senator Don Nickles (R-OK), has declined to do so 

on the grounds that her principles and objectivity put her above such concerns. The proof will 

be in the process. 

That process is now underway but with few solid indications where it is headed. Historically, 

BRAC commissions have largely accepted DoD-proposed closure lists, tinkering with them 

primarily at the margins. Whether the same pattern will be repeated this year remains in 

question. Commission Chairman Alan .J. Dixon already has gone on record as stating that 

DoD1s list of bases for closure is too small. "Even more installations will be added to the list of 

those marked for closing," Dixon has said, footnoting: "We've already made a determination 

- 

MIbid. 
45~bid. 
46BRAC 95 Commission member biographies sue included at Attachment 6. 
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that we will add some."47 It is too early to judge to what extent the reality will catch up with the 

rhetoric. 

8.0 Conclusions 
Depots Avoid Comparison With Private Sector. ALCs perform many 

legitimate "Core" depot maintenance functions but appear also to be engaged extensively in 

research and maintenance/repair activity that is not inherently or exclusively military in nature. 

The extent to which these activities could be accomplished equally well in the private sector at 

comparable cost -- or more cheaply -- has not been examined thoroughly and systematically. 

Data provided by the ALCs does not encourage such an examination. 

I /  Depots Are Insular and Insulated. Information presented on -- and assessments 

made of -- depot uniqueness by individual ALCs indicates, to some degree, a lack of awareness 

on the part of depot managers of the facilities, equipment, and capabilities that exist today in 

private industry. In spite of sporadic sniping at each other, the individual ALCs do not even 

appear to be fully aware of the facilities, equipment, and capabilities resident at other ALCs. 

1' Depots Duplicate CompetenciesrWorkload. Clearly. there is extensive 

duplicaiion of facili;.ies, equipmenr, and workload among the ALCs. However, there is no 

information presented justifying that duplication in terms of total end items and weapon systems 

supported or other ob-jective. quantifiable: qualities. It is likely that a review of NavyNarine and 

P m y  depots would reveal similarly repeated capabilities. 

1' Depot Self-valuation Emphasizes the Subjective. One-of-a-kind facilities, 

equipment, and capabilities are a source of much justifiable pride at each ALC. Unfortunately, 

this prevents the actual value ("cost benefit" or "cost utility") of these facilities, equipment, and 

capabilities from being measured objectively. Many facilities and equipment appear to exist 

solely or primarily to support small numbers of weapon systems that are in limited use with 

and/or being retired from the US military. In some cases, the only current user is a foreign 

military service. In no case is an income capitalization or similarly objective appraisal technique 

employed to justify the retention of capability or duplication of capacity. The application of 

such techniques could provide an objective basis for identifying uneconomic functions for 

transfer to the private sector. 

47Ri~hard A. Serrano, "Panel Questions Decision to Close Long Beach Yard," Los Angeles Times, 7 March 
1995, p. 1. 
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Air Force Depot CapacitylPlant Comparisons 

Sacramento Ogden Oklahoma City San Antonio Warner Robins 
Capacity, Workload, [SM-ALC] [00-ALC] [OC-ALC] [SA-ALC] [WR-ALC] 

Facilities &  and' McClellan AFB, CA t i i l l  AFB, UT Tinker AFB, OK Kelly AFB, TX Robins AFB, GA 

[ lJol~-  on fnllowing pages] 

I FY96 FY99 I FY96 FY89 I FY96 Fygg I FY96 
FY99 

Baseline (kDLH) 
Capacity Index (CI)' 
Programmed workload3 
Utility Index ( ~ 1 ) ~  

Core (kDLH) 
Required Core capability5 
Req CorelCI 
Programmed core" 
Prgrn CoreiCi 
Prgrn CorelReq Core 
Prgrn CorelPrgm Workload 

Potential (kDLH) 
Max capacity7 
CIIMax 
Prgrn WorkloadIMax 
Req CorelMax ............................................................................................................................. 

Values (rn$) 
workloada 
Plant Replacement valueg 
WorkloadIPlant Value 

Faci!:ties (kSF) 
Total (Substandard)'' 

7,058 7,068 
5,509 4,871 
78% 69% 

4,831 4,824 
68% 68% 
4,249 4,231 
60% GO% 
88% 88% 
77% 87% 

10,227 10,271 
69% 69% 
54% 47% 
47% 47% 

$482 $456 
$3,100 $3,619 
16% 13% ..................................................................................... 

3,432 (88) 

7,614 7,614 
5,221 4,988 
69% 66% ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

4,895 4,895 
64% 64% 
4,895 4,895 
64% 6iY0 
100% 100% 
94 % 98% ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

9,005 9,005 
85% 85Y0 
58% 5596 
54% 54% 

.............................. ....................................... 

$374 $399 
$2,701 $2,944 
14Y0 14% .. 

4,98 1 (1,866) 
Expansion space" 

Real Estate (acres) 
owned1' 
Developed 
Available to develop13 

l,3 18 (525) .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

962,021 
(1,710 
9,406 

1,168 (1,015) 

3,786 
3,350 
436 

7,753 7,811 
7,058 7,122 
91% 91% 

6,695 6,695 
86% 86% 
6,695 6,658 
86% 85% 
100% 99% 
95% 94% 

12,863 12,863 
60% 61 % 
55% 55% 
52% 52% .. 

$881 $1,000 
$2,405 $3,415 
37% 29% ................................................................................................ 

5,447 (290) 

8,897 8,804 
6,496 5,782 
73% 66% 

4,429+ 4,429+ 
50%+ 50%+ 
4,463 4,463 
50'30 51% 
loo%+ loo%+ 
69% 78% 

15,220 15,220 
58% 58% 
43% 38% 
29%+ 29%+ ............................................................................. 

$993 $979 
$1,436 $1,554 
69% 63% ..................... .. 

4,750 (1,146) 
1,844 (675) 

5,020 
2,071 
266 

489 (70) 

4,661 
3,016 
962 
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11. Total additional space that could be obtained for depot maintenance functions (not administrative space) by reconfiguring and/or 
rehabilitating existing underutilized facilities to accept new or increased requirements. That part of the total that is contained in 
buildings rated "substandard" or "inadequate" is shown in parentheses. 

12. Installation land owned by the government in the proximity of the depot maintenance area. 

13. That owned land with no outstanding environmental constraints or operational restrictions. (Note that because some Ogden ALC 
facilities are sited on the Utah Test and Training Range (U'TTR), thf? amount of land feasibly available for depot expansion there may 
be overstated.) 
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Base Realignment: and Closure (BRAC) Process 

After hundreds of rnilitary installations were shuttered in the 1970s following the end of the 

Vietnam War, members of Congress enacted Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code 

(USC), in order to impede the base closure process and thereby protect their constituencies from 

the adverse economic consequences of such actions. This required the Department of Defense 

(DoD) to notify Congress if an installation became a closure or realignment candidate, and 

imposed expensive and time-consuming environmental evaluations on all prospective closure 

actions. The law effectively halted base closures. 

By the mid-1980s, however, Congress began to recognize that base-structure bloat constituted 

an increasingly unacceptable burden on the military departments and was forcing DoD to direct 

an ever-greater percentage of diminished operating funds to the maintenance of unneeded 

facilities. Thus, Congress cooperated closely with the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) in 1988 

to develop a mechanism that would permit base structure to be reduced commensurately with 

force structure reductions while insulatilzg individual legislatorsfrom the political consequences. 

The result was Public Law 100-526, enacted in October 1988, which created a BRAC 

Commission under SECDEF to independently study domestic base needs and recommend 

facilities for closure or redignment. Th:: Commission subsequently recommended that 86 

iaciiities be ciosed and 59 others be redigned. 

ir. Januaq ! 990, ttlc SECDEF attempted to ~mplement addi~onal base closures without prior 

coordinat~on with Congress or the benefit of advice from an independent group (the 1988 

BRAC Cornrnission's charter had by then expired). In the face of Congressional protests that 

base selection had been politically influenced, agreement was reached between the executive and 

legislative branches to reestablish an objective (and, ostensibly, politically neutrao closure/ 

realignment mechanism. The result this time was Public Law 101-5 10, signed in November of 

1990, which established a BRAC process significantly different from that employed in 1988 

and provided for BRAC recommendations to be made in 1991, 1993, and 1995. One of the 

two main changes between the new process and the one employed in 1988 was that, under the 

new system, proceedings were to be more open and involve actively soliciting input from the 

communities affected. The other was that, unlike 1988 when the BRAC Commission worked 

under SECDEF and itself identified and recommended facilities for closure, the new system cast 

the BRAC Commission in the role of independently reviewing and analyzing facility changes 

recommended by the SECDEF, and then reporting its conclusions directly to the President. 

SDS International - jj - Attachment 2 
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In 1991 the BRAC Commission reconmended 34 base closures and 48 realignments. In 1993, 

the Commission added 73 installations for further consideration as potential closure/realignment 

candidates to the 165 facilities originally recommended by the SECDEF, and subsequently 

recommended 130 closures and 45 realignments. For 1995, the last year that existing 

legislation provides for BRAC activities, it had been predicted that more facilities would be 

recommended for closure/realignment than the total of all facilities affected during the previous 

three BRAC rounds. 

Main Provisions of Public Law 10 1 -5 10 

Commission Membership. The BRAC'Commission consists of eight members appointed 

by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate. Nominations must be 

submitted by the President to the Senate by not later than 3 January 1995 or the BRAC 

process for 1995 is terminated. In identifying nominees, the President should consult 

with the Speaker of the House of Representatives on two, the Senate majority leader on 

two, and the minority leaders in both houses on one each. For 1995, the only member 

nominated to and confirmed by the Senate so far is the Commission's chairman-designate, 

former Senator Alan Dixon (D-IL). 

Base Selection Criteria. Bases are to be nominated, evaluated, and seiected for closure or 

realignment on the basis of (a) six-year force-structure plans submitted by DoD as part of 

the FY96 Defense Budget process, and (b) specific selection criteria identified and 

published by the SECDEF by not later than 15 February 1995 (and not disapproved by a 

joint reso1utio:n of Congress befort: 15 March 1995). The prioritized criteria shown below 

were used in BRAC deliberations in both, 1991 and 1993. 

Military 1 .  

Investment 5. 

I m ~ a c t s  6. 

SDS International 

Mission requirements and operational readiness impacts. 

Land, facility, and airspace availability. 

Ability to accommodate contingency and mobilization requirements. 

Cost and manpower implications. 

Extentltiming of potential costs and savings. 

Economic impact on communities (including, for BRAC 95, 

cumulative.irrlpact in light of prior BRAC actions) 

Ability of receiving communities' infrastructure to support change. 

Environmental impact. 
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Sequence of Events. All BRAC Corllunission members must be nominated to the Senate by 

not later than 3 January 1995. (While not covered by the law, it is reported that SECDEF 

has given all of the Services until 3 January to submit to him their recommendations for 

base closure and realignment.) The SECDEF must promulgate the list of military 

installations within the US being recommended for closure or realignment by not later than 

15 March 1995. After holding public hearings and conducting deliberations, but by not 

later than 1 July, the BRAC Cornrnission transmits its findings and conclusion to the 

President. The Commission can change any of the SECDEF's recommendations if it 

determines he deviated substantially from the force-structure plan andlor selection criteria. 

By 15 July the President must approve or disapprove the Commission's 

recommendations. If he approves, he transmits his certification to Congress which then 

has 45 legislative days to enact a joint resolution disapproving the recommendations. If it 

fails to do so, the indicated closures and realignments go into effect. If the President 
disapproves the Commission's recommendations, the Commission has until 15 August to 

submit to the President a revised list of recommendations. The President then has until 1 

September to forward a certification of approval of the revised list to Congress, which 

again has 45 legislative days to enact a joint resolution of disapproval. If the President 

does not fonvwd his certification of the revised list to Congress by 1 September, or if the 

Congress enacts a joint resolution (of disapproval. the BRP.C process for 1995 is 

terminated. The President and Congress must approve or alsapprove the C~mmissioi-, :, 

recommendations in their entire:!,. The process does not dioa. indnriduai bases or 

f:lcilities to bz singled our. 

SDS International 

. . . .  .. - . 
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Prior BRAC Actions -- Major Base Closure Summarfs 
(US and Territories) 

BRAC 88 
16 Closures 

Chanute AFB, IL Philadelphia Naval Hospital, PA Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 
Mather AFB, CA *Naval Station Galveston, TX Lexington Army Depot, KY 
Pease AFB, NH *Naval Station Lake Charles, LA Army Material Tech Lab, MA 
George AFB, CA Presidio of San Francisco, CA Fort Douglas, UT 
Norton AFB, CA Fort Sheridan, IL Cameron Station, VA 
Naval Station Brooklyn, NY 

* Denotes facilities that were never opened 

BRAC 91 
26 Closures 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot. CA 
Hunters Point Annex, CA 
Chase Field NAS, TX 
Moffett NAS. CA 
Na\.a! Statlor: Ph~laaclphi,. I- .*L 

Castle AFB. CA 

Naval Station Long Beach, CA Grissom AFB, IN 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA Loring AFB, ME 
Naval Station Puget Sound, WA Lowry AFB, CO 
Tustin MCAS, CA Myrtle Beach AFB, SC 
England A n ,  LA Richards-Gebaur ARS, MO 
Bergstrom AFB, TX Rickenbacker ANGB, OH 
Carswell iGB.  TX Williams AFB, AZ 
Eaker Mi. AK Wurtsmith AFB, MI 
Naval Electric Systems Engineering Center, San Diego, CA 

BRAC 93 

28 Closures 

Vint Hill Farms, VA Naval Stat~on Mobile. AL 
MCAS El Toro, CA NAS Alarneda, CA 
Naval Hospital Oakland, CA Naval Station Treasure Island, CA 
NAS Cecil Field, FL Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL 
NAS Agana, Guam NAS Barbers Point, HI 
Naval Station Charleston, SC Naval Station Staten Island. NY 
NAS Dallas, TX Homestead AFB, FL 
Plausburgh AFB, hl' Gentile AFS, OH (DESC) 
K.I. Sawyer AFB, MI Newark AFB, OH 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes, MD 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot Alarneda, CA 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
NAS Glenview, IL 
Charleston Naval Shipyard. SC 
O'Hare IAP ARS, IL 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA 
Defense Personnel Support Center, 

Philadelphia, PA 

Table -43-1: Major Bases Closed (Prior) 

48 List presents only facilities identified fur closure, not those identified for realignment. Closures and 

realignments are considered "major" when they result in the loss of at least 300 military/civilian jobs. 
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Closure Summary By Service 

Major Domestic Base Closures 

Bases Start BIUC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Bases Left Reduction 

Army 109 -7 4 - 1 97 11% 

Navy Marine Corps 168 -4 -9 -20 135 20% 

Air Force 206 -5 -13 -5 183 11% 

Defense Agencies 12 0 0 -2 10 17% 

- - - - - - 
Totals 495 - 16 -26 -28 425 15% 

Table A3-2: By-Service Base Closure Summary (Prior) 

Closure Summary By State 

States With More Than 1 Major Base Closure 

State BRAC 88 BRAC91 BRAC93 Total % of All 

L4 1 1 2 3 

MA 1 1 2 3 

MI 1 1 2 3 

All Others 3 6 4 13 19 

- - - - - 
I Totals 16 26 28 70 100 1 

Table A3-3: By-State Base Closure Summary (Prior) 
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1.995 Department of Defense BRAC List of 
Major Facilities for Closure and Realignmentd9 

(US and Territories) 

Closures 

49Data extracted from News Release No. 095-95, "Secretary Perry Recommends Closing, Realigning 146 Bases," released by 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Publi-, Affairs), 28 February 1995, and from the formal Depament  of Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Report published by DoD in March 1995. Closures and realignments supposedly are considered 
"major" only when they result in the adjustment of at least 300 military/civilian jobs. A review of information included in the 
two sources cited, however, fails to clarify why bases such as the Air Force's North Highlands Air Guard Station, NY, are 
reflected as "Major Closures." Similarly, there is no e,xplanation for the omission from the list of DLA's Defense Distribution 
Depots at Letterkenny, PA, and Red River, TX. They have been included here by the author. 
50 Jobs include active, reserve, and student military personnel along with civilian and on-base contractor positions. 
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Army 
Installation f A jobsZ0: 

j Net 
i Gain/(Loss) 

Fort f (8,536) 
McClellan, AL j 

Fort Chaffee, j (247) 
AR 

Fitzsimons f (2,903) 
Amy Medical i 
Center, CO i 
Price Support f (225) 
Center, IL i 

Savanna . j (450) 
Army Depot ! 
Activity, IL f 
Fort Ritchie, i (2,344) 
MD 

Selfridge (609) - 1 1  
Army Weymouth : Reserve 
Garrison. MI ! I NAS. MA i Base. TX i 

Red River f (2,901) 
Army Depot, j 
TX 
Fort Pickett, i (254) 
V A 

Table A4-1: B:RAC 95 -- Major Base Closures 

Air Force 
Installation i A ~obs:  

j Net 
i Gain/(Loss) 

North 0 
Highlands Air i 
Guard 
Station, NY f 
Ontario IAP i 0 
AGS,CA i 

Rome i (1,067) 
Laboratory, f 
NY 
Roslyn AGS, f (44) 
NY 

Springfield- f 0 
Beckley MAP ! 
AGS,OH 
Greater i (367) 
Pittsburgh i 
IAPARS. PA 

Navy 
Installation f A .lobs: 

j /Vet 
i Gain/(Loss) 

Adak NAF, AK 1 (678) 

Long Beach i (4,029) 
NSY,CA f 

Guam SRF, i (663) 
GU 

Indianapolis f (2,841) 
NAWGAD, IN 

Louisville j (1,464) 
NSWCDET, 
KY 
White Oak i (202) 
NSWCDET, f 
M3 

DLA 
Installation i A JO~S: 

f Net 
i Gain/(Loss) 

Memphis i (1,300) 
Defense 
Depot, TN j 

Ogden i (1,113) 
Defense 
Depot. UT 
Red River i (2,901) 
Defense 
Depot, TX 
Letterkenny j (378) 
Defense 
Depot, PA i 
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-Army 1 Navy I Air Force 1 

Buchanan. :'% . 

Dugway (1,096) ! 
Proving 

f 

Ground. UT ij i 
Fort Lee i (205) j 
(Hos~ital). VA i 1 

Installation A Job$': 

f Net 
i Gain/(L oss) 

Fort Greely, j (724) 
AK 
Fort Hunter i (478) 
Liggett, CA f 
Sierra Army i (592) 
Depot, CA i 
Fort Meade i (129) 
(Hospital), MD 
Detroit i 186 
Arsenal, MI i 
Fort Dix, NJ i (739) 

Fort Hamilton, i (49) 
NY 
CharlesE. (121) 
Kelly Supporl : I 

Table A4-2: BRPLC 95 -- Major Base Realignments 

5 1  Jobs include active, reserve, and student military personnel along with civilian and on-base contractor 
positions. 

I Center, PA i 
Letterkenny i :2.090) 1 ; Kelp,f AFE, T}: ! ?ed . 

I 
Army Depot, i I 

PA i [ 
For? r (162' 

I 
/ Hili AFE. UT i 147 

Installation i A jobs: 

i Net 
Gain/(Loss) 

Key West i (20) 
NAS, FL 
Guam Naval i (2,421) 
Activities, GU f 
Corpus Christi f (142) 
NAS, TX 
Keyport 64 
NUWC,WA f 
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Installation i A Jobs: 

i Net 
Gain/(Loss) 

McCiellan i 379 
AFB, CA 
Onizuka AS, (1,875) 
CA 
Eglin AFB, FL i 719 

Robins AFB, (534) 
G A 
Malmstrom i (779) 
AFB, MT 
Kirtland AFB, i (6,850) 
NM 
Grand Forks f (1,625) 
AFB. ND 
Tinker AFB, (704) 

"" 
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Department of Defense Recommended 
BRAC 95 Job Changes by States2 

A JOBS: 
STATE GAINS/(LOSSES) 

Militafl 1 Civilian" 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indian~ 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentuct::, 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Marylant 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

STATE I 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 

I North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carol~na 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

/ NET JOB ADJUSTMENTS 

I A JOBS: I 

Table A5-1: BRAC 95 -- By-State Job Losses 

" Includes Guam, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia 
53 Includes all active, reserve, and student personnel. 
54 Includes all civilian and on-base contractor positions. 
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1995 Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
- - 

Member Biographies 

ALAN .T. DIXON. Chairman 

Alan J. Dixon was confumed by the US Senate October 7, 1994, as chairman of the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Dixon, 67, is a senior partner in the corporate and business department of the St. Louis-based 
law fm of Bryan Cave, which he joined in 1993 after representing Illinois in the US Senate for 
12 years. Until his defeat in the Democratic primary election in 1992, Dixon had enjoyed an 
unbroken string of 29 election victories dating from 1949 when, while attending law school, he 
was elected police magistrate in his hometown of Belleville, Illinois. 

In 1988 and again in 1990, Democratic Senators elected him unanimously to serve as chief 
deputy whip, their number three leadership post. 

During his Senate career, Dixon held important positions on the committees on Armed Services, 
Small Business, anti Banlung, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

On the Armed Services Committee, he chaired the Subcommittee on Readiness, Preparedness 
and Sustainability, which oversees 38 percent of the US defense budget. The subcommittee 
was one of those responsible for making sure US manpower and weapons systems employed in 
the Persian Gulf War were adequate for the task. In 1990, he co-authored the legislation that 
created the commission he now chairs and the process under which the federal government 
operates to close realign military bases ill the United States. 

Dixon began a 20-year career in the Illinois General Assembly with election to the House of 
Representatives in 1950. As a legislator, he wrote or co-sponsored legislation that produced or 
nurtured the state's rnodern criminal cod&, the modem judicial article to the Illinois Constitution, 
the state's community college system, and its open meetings law. 

He served as Illinois Treasurer from 1971-77, during which tine his policies earned hundreds of 
millions of dollars for.Illinois taxpayers ;and he established investment incentives for Illinois 
banks to encourage them to invest local1;y. 

He was elected Illinois Secretary of stat(:: a margin of 1.3 million votes in 1976. In 1978, he 
was re-elected by 1.5 million votes, becoming the first candidate in Illinois history to carry all 
102 counties in the state, including all 30 townships in suburban Cook County and all 50 wards 
in the City of Chicago. 

He was the first Democratic statewide candidate to disclose the sources and amounts of all 
campaign contributions, and since 1970, his personal financial assets and liabilities were a 
matter of public record. 

Dixon is a graduate of the University of Illinois and holds a law degree from Washington 
University in St. Louis. He and his wife:, Jody, have three children and seven grandchildren. 
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A1 Cornella is the President of Cornella Refrigeration Inc., a Rapid City, South Dakota, firm 
specializing in commercial and industrid refrigeration. He is a US Navy Veteran with service in 
Vietnam and has been active in military issues for over a decade. 

Cornella has also served on a number of boards and commissions in South Dakota, including 
the Rapid City Chamber of Commerce. During his tenure with the Chamber, he served as 
Chairman of the Board of Directors from 1991- 1992 and as Chairman of the Military Affairs 
Committee. 

In 1992, Mr. Cornella was appointed by former South Dakota Governor George Mickelson to 
serve on the State C:ommission on Hazardous Waste Disposal. 

Mr. Cornella currently serves on the boards of the South Dakota Air and Space Foundation and 
the Rapid City Ecor~omic Development Loan Fund. 
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Rebecca G. Cox is currently a Vice President of Continental Airlines, Inc. She joined 
Continental in January, 1989. In 1993, she served as a Member of the Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission. 

Before joining Continental, Cox served as Assistant to the President and Director of the Office 
of Public Liaison, President Reagan's primary outreach effort to the private sector. She was 
also appointed by the President to serve as Chairman of the Interagency Committee for 
Women's Business Enterprise. 

Prior to her 1987 White House appointment, Cox had served as Assistant Secretary for 
Governmental Affairs at the Department of Transportation. As Assistant Secretary, she we 
responsible for coordinating legislative strategies and non-legislative relationships between the 
Department and Congress, as well as ensuring a continuing Departmental program for effective 
communication and policy development with other Federal agencies, state and local 
governments, and national organizations 

Ms. Cox had previously served at the Department of Transportation as Counselor to Secretary 
Elizabeth Dole and as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Government Affairs. 

Before coming to the Department of Transportation, Cox worked in the US Senate first as staff 
assistant, then legislative assistant and, finally, as Chief of Staff to US Senator Ted Stevens. 
As Chief of Staff, she was responsible for managing the Senator's Alaska staff, the leadership 
duties of the Office of the Assistant Majority Leader and the oversight of his Subcommittee 
assignments including those involving the Commence, Appropriations, and Governmental 
Affairs C o d r t e e s .  

In 1976. she receiv::d a B.,4. degree from Depaw University in Greencastle, Indixla and a 
Juris Doctorate degree from the Coiumbus School of Lau., Catholic University, Washington. 
D.C. in 198 1 .  

Ms. Cox resides in :Newpon Beach. California with her husband Chris and their two children. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSLRE .L\D REALIGh3IEhT COhlJIISSION 

TYPE OF ACTZON REQUZBD 

Repare &ply for ChairmYl's Signature Prepare Reply for Cr ' ioner's Signatme . 1 

Prepare Reply for StafT Director's S i  1 Prepare Direct Rerponse 1 

7' 1 
FYI I 

subject/Remaricx i 



!JOE SCARBOROUGH 
lsr DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
COMMI'ITEE 

GOVERNMENT REFORM AN0 
OVERSIGHT COMMllTEE cOongreSs o f  tbe IfBntteb S ta tes  

April 1 7, 1995 

DSTRlCT OFFICES: 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

The attached information is in response to the questions you asked Department of Defense 
officials at the April 17, 1995 Joint Cross-Service Group hearing on Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. This information should be submitted for the official record. I hope this sheds some 
additional light on the issue of consolidation of helicopter training. 

Sincerely, 

PRINTED (>N RECYCLED PAPER 



THZ C A l l  J'OR USING FIXXP- W I N O  AIRCRAlrT IN ROTARY-WINO 
' PI&OT TRACX dlCL1CTXISN A77 2'JUIN;CNO 

C O W  isoueo raiatsd to aviacion iafraatr;~tzrs r ~ ~ l i r ~  
another rovfew of tho iasurr rutrounding helicoptmr pilot 
t raining and the Navy practice of uring i n i t l a 1  tixed-wing 
training t o  n e l e c t  and tza in  a l l  atvdent naval rv ia to tn ,  
including thoae that eventually aelect for rotary-wing pipelizlea,  
~lthouqh a number of attempts have been rnrdu, by both ~ e m i c e P ,  
to conrolidato helicopter training, a recent j o i n t  N a v y / W  
study d e ~ s r s ~ i n o d  that tbs  ec:=r:zt 8grsvw i e - m g  m r e t r  b.ysartat8at 
of th8 Navy . a d a s  r a ~ i i r m e n t  m d  ia pr88mtJy tha least  bdstly 
wvroaah to  produaiog Navy hmliaoptar pi lot., 

In determining treininq requirements, tho N & y  f i r r t  
determines whaL the minoion xequir.ormta Bra for 8 gr8duato. 
Ultimately a graduate munt be rrad for a miorion, or the nrxt K phase of training, the f i r a t  tine elah6 rot8 f o o t  in tha 
circraft. The ~avy/Marino C o n 9  ~ d s r g r a d u a t e  halicopter pi lo t  
treininq (UHPT) progrtm i a  baaad on the requirement$ for r f leet  
naval aviator, 

?no Department of the Navy has long b~liovod that providing 
c m o n  primary fixed-wing fli ht training t o  a l l  N a y  and Yuine P Cotpa p i l o t i  grovidas a bcnef t that significantly exceado tho 
coat. Thia belief was validated by a Center for Naval Ansly886 
(CNA) study puSlfahsd i n  January, 1994 .  The CNA 8 tudy conoluded 
t ha t  *rf pipaf in*  rasipnmentr are mads w i t h o u t  ugfng prim= 
f l fvht  #ooraa, than quality d i l t r ibut f  on8 in t h m  f f x d -  mad 
rotary-wing pipe~faaa w i l l  shift. and wdgfLcciag t&e aurr-t Navy 
primary iato e m  ampara tO tta-&a, retary prfmar;y ~ n d  fixad-- 
psirrury, aould incroare a t  trf tion i f  ourrant 8 t u a d c r d .  a30 
maint8ia.d. A t  trdtfon w u f d  bo h i ~ h o i  i n  *.ah traok t&m dn tha 
premnt unifirrd "primry a d  thu. mu2d b. hJ4h.r owraf  1. a 
Incraared attrition musc bii ;iccczntrd Z3r i s  t k e  Na-?y t ~ ~ i 3 i Z l q  
flight hour budget* Zncrearr.lnq sttrition wili incrrasa the coat 
of traiaicg and require incrraiod rccosoionr. In addition, the 
8 tudy f o m r d ~  the following tzaininq conoidmratioaa : 

"Tha matar akflfa and lsrrnrd r88gmarra aamdad to fly 
holfaoptar8 and Cixrd-#far a i @ l a a 8  in forwrtd fliqht arm 
clawre u a o ~ l y  tha 8-a. . . U%aaa #kills arm $rua#iarab18. 

Wllyiag brlicoptarr in h o v u  moda i 8  d i  l i a r a t  #=rn f ldnq 
thm fa forward f l i g h t  =do. Iraa a trafbfng at.l)&~int, it 
ig a.naibIa to ffrrt t ~ c h  =tam-wbq  vilots forward Cfivht 
in a fixed-wfnq e r a f a u .  BfudaSl  pi lo t .  orr, than m e w  t o  
half U - ~ U #  whsra tbey aoquixa 6pe0f 81i sad f 2 i  qht ~ k f  21.. 



arcmr f 1 f qh t traf n i  ag, p a i t i  w u l a r l y  nrv i  #a ti en m d  
faatrummt f ly ing ,  inwlrmr skills t h a t  ars not *@.cific t o  
r grrtiuufar t y p m  OC aireraf t * 

The A i r  Force aloo auppofta the  concept of unbsrpradua:o, 
primary fixed-wing traininq for its helic~pter~pilotr. In 
DasM\ber 1992 the Aaeietant 3ccretary of the A 1 r  Force ata ted ,  

, , i ix@d-  w i n g  trafnlnq bafoxa rotary-wing t r a i a i a q  produoer a 
bottor train.$ half cogtaz pilot fo r  Zrr. money. a Though tha ~ i r  
Force previously has n o t  affordad early-on fixed-win t r a in ing  to P their hmlica~tsr p i l o t s ,  leavinq t h a t  option t o  ~ r 3 v  do Air Force 
helicopter p i l o t s  that t r a in ing  later a t  its fixed-wing 
transition acbool et vancs AFE, Oklahoma, tho A i r  Foroe has now 
decided t o  provide the trainin up f r o n t  with the imgirmmiation 
of Specialirsd Undorgraduats P 7 l o t  ~ r a i n i a q  (BC'PT) program. BUPT 
also provide8 the A i r  P O I C ~  tool for track claa~ifiaation in 8 
syatem identical t o  the Navy's current  praotiar.  

Looking to thn futur,, tho line8 betxaen f ixed and rotary- 
wing aircraft begin t o  bluz.  The DON p l m 6  to r lp lms muoh of 
itn Marine Corpr a-46 float irith tho V-22  tilt-rotor airoraft. 
~ h f a  vahic ln  is unique in that it combiner flight charroteriati 
o f  f ixed and rotary-wing aiieraft .  R Marine Corps rtud h&a 

through , hybzid of f ixed and rotary-wing training. 
1 shown that the moat  d f e c t i v a  mean8 05 traininq V - 2 2  pi at8 i n  

I n  addition, combat holicoptcz design is now inaorporating 
perfonnanco qualities essential for modera warfare harstoforo 
o n l y  witrressed i n  fightar or attack ai rcraf t .  AE thorns derigeo 
become more advanced, and hulicoptarr are employed in draionu 
such aa air-to-air cambat, the  propor threa-dinanenrional 
situational awarenaar training, currantly provided only by fixod- 
wing trainer airsratt, , m a t  be affordad thaae cr0um&or8. Given 
prsaont trainer aircraft limit6tions, and the path by which born 
trainer aircraft procurementr are prooaedinp, only fully 
asrobatic t r a i n e f ~  luCh 88 the Joint P r f m a ~  Aircraft Training 
S y a k m  (JPAT9) or Lha T-34C ri l l  be capable of intograting thaaa 
skill r , Nei thar TH-53 nor the A m y  Ti-67 i r  n b l s  $3 
.ccompliah thir degrae o mbneuvering, hr8hing this training t o  
a later point  i n  the t raining pipr l ins ,  using odvmcad 
halicopt~r8, would incrwna the cos t  t o  train since ogmrating 
coots f o r  more advanced helicopter8 are 3 t o  4 tbrs more than 
tha T-34C or JPAT3. ~dditionrlly, the attrition rate no-11 
~xparlanced during the i ~ r o b a t i ~  ~ h a s a  of t ta inhq mid a a  re 
oaqcrioncad af t a r  a greator amount of tima md money ha8 b a a  
invented in thm student. 

C j a e  9L traifiiag is always an inaum to ba weighad apainrt 
rsquir~ments.  ha ~ a v y  T-34C LB the lorr t  costly flight trainer 
in DOD and ita uoo resulta i n  the Naw having a lorar currintlw 
flight traiaiaq c o l t  than orhcr servic88. The ilttp8ct 0f 
operating coa t#  for JPATS remains to ba doterminad i0110~fn~ 
eourca aelaction aad t~atinp. 



lixrd-wing primar training remain8 a valuable oontmodity in 
uadrrgrrdu8to naval av 1 ation training, and in m y  care$ f r  
critically nrcarnary. Thia ~ r a c t f ~ e  f o r  Navy, !&tin8 Corpr,  Air 
Force and Co&rt Guard primary training was .ndotn6d by CJCP in 
the F.bru&ry, 1993 nR~port on Rol.8 and Hiarionr . Curronrly, 
the T-34C 1. the least  coat ly  trainar, including halicoptars. to 
o~eratc .  Howaver, once a JPATS candidate has barn rrlected and 
rystm toatfng refines currant preliminary JPATS operating coat 
eatirtatea, the iraue rill nerd to be reviritad t o  dotarmine what 
amount of f fxed-wing in8 t r uo t ion  ahould continue within the 
Navy16 rotary-wing training pipalin.. Tha iasue h.8 numrroua 
optaonr including trtainfng 9-34C argcte f o r  a portion o f  Nan, 
prirm-~ flight t ~ ~ l ~ i ~ g .  



. The Marine Corps strongly supports prcsming ,Lhval .A toiation Helkoprer Training at 
X A S  Whiting. 

The . h y  will nQr Sc able 10 rrain Naval Ser~ ice  R 3 t q  l%-ing pilcts to the sranduds ?hat <the 
Xaval Scnices have come to  cx3ect. The bottom line on this plan is, i f  the Naval Services 
lose cngnizancc over their undergraduste helicopter pilot training philosophy and ~xnlque 
infrasrructure st X i i S  Whiting, it w o ~ ~ l d  have ro reconstrl~ct them in their Fleer 
Replacement Squadrons (FRS) at  much higher cogrx t o  train . The X i  plan does not 
address quality of tmininz and is simply asserting :hat, because clle -&my owas the majority of the 
Narion's helicopter assets, it should control the= dl. 

2.  TJrc 1Mari1ze Corps docs nor supporr morfing nny "Vnd Service Undcrzrarluntc! Heliccrpfcr 
Pilot Training lo Fort Ruckcr, 

To understand what this proposd would do for the '?;=.a1 Ser~ ice  Rotary %.'ins u.ainin;o. orre must 
look ax the A m y ' s  trainiug philosophy. .my [raining is designcd TO produce a luge  number of 
pilots in rhe  shoncst possible h e .  The Warrant Ofiicer Traiuing Caurse Iasrs abour nine weeks, 
cansistin,o a€ basic avizion ground school ma bzsic military skills. Leadershp rraining is not 
ernphasizcd. &my wantant o f i c t r  pilots are skillecl technicians, not comnlissiontd oficer leaders. 
The Army produces what the Xaval Sewiccs wodd consider conditionally qtwlifted pilots 
with minimum flight timc a ~ l d  vcry basic skiIls. Ycwly designated pilots are expected to 
perfom ody as copilots under :he su~crvision of a senior warrant a s t e r  for :ne nex1 few 'jc2i~. 
This ? r i n g  philo.;apily nay work wWCr! for the .4rm:;, bur is conuLy to S a v a l  Sert-icro 
r e q u i r c ~ e n t s  that hevej~lmcr oficers o?e:ztins wirh rapidly increasing levels of respcnsibiliq as 
par: ofsmalI detachments st sez. 

a. Other areas or' cancern with Amy inininz: 

- Army hsrnrne :n t  tiishi training is d.irectrd io r h t  FAA minimum of 50 hours 2nd .Lznjl 

pilcrs art aor rrom~l!j. e~pccter!  so btezeoiid!y i y  FFh S~.lde:t Siivai *ijl~:c:s Fy i \ v s  1.4O 

hours oiIFR in boih the a.irci~it ad slsrltrl.sto~- ( 80 hr sinularor/60 hr ir, AT). T o  trnnsfer 
TI-lining fros!l flight school ro the FRS would increase coir by about 400% per Bour-. 

. . - Other costs stti.3 ro the F-XS :o cornpenc2re h r  reduced flight ;rammy. A m y  g s  
wi~~gs  with about 150 ill iu's u l d  30 sirnulttar hours vice Tu'aval Aviators 208 flight hours and  80 
sirnulatar hours. This training d=!ta wculd hi3ve ra be cornperlsared soincwherc in Navai S e n k c  
training. 

- -4viators ~i.;cuz;ing 6unr . ~ ~ ~ n y  tlig$t trakiny wculd have to receive si~nificant irahing 
in rhc .FRS (more ccst shifting t3  7RS) on the  "ser-vice unique missions'' that the .4r- wodd nor 
teach ar FOK Rucker. 

- ,Facilities n1 Fort Rucker are n o t  rhc quality of NN4S \Vhilir\g. Cer.rrzq+* io the Xrrcy . . 
starernents, signiEttz1 LIECON wiii be needed 19 co;?sciida~e :kt : : a n q  (eg., movzment a i  



sirnulalor-s and I~clicopxers). .%o, rhc qualify md capacity of Rucker family housins is of 
concern. 

-, . The Army plan omirs rhc rmwlurionory etjlergutce ofthe V-22 and tiZtrotoT rec.hnolo~. 

slated befirc, the h n y  has no interes~ in riluoror avizson. the fururc o f  Marine medium lifi 
aviation ad the Corps' largesr vertical lift requirement. The Army sees aviarion fu'ucurc in 
nelicoptelas only. The lead on all aspects oftiltroror maintenance, riaining, and doctrine lies with 
rhe Marine Corps. 

a. -4spec;ts of ths Tiltraror TzcihologicaI Revolution 

- bIV-22 training/conversion. The . W y  institu~ional focus is hdicoprer only. From the 
m y ' s  point of view, only hclicaprers can :;crvc tile !my' s  rquiremcnrs, The Marine Corps 
anricipates no assisrance/proponcncy 5nm the Army to  assist in WFf-23. requirements. 

. .. - 1 ~ltrotor technolog itselfwill force helicopter useres (DnD and ci~il)  to rrevduarc the 
*say he!icup~e~.s u e  uscd and which eircrafi suit ihc v:niczI assauIr mission. '.She tiitroror is in a 
?osition ro replace a11 hericcpter functions in a l I  but the "heavy lie" (M-I) rission. 

- The size of rl~e hitid buy, indudhg rhe Kaq.  Ail- Farce, and Corps, forces the 
DoD ro reszluste flight training for this AfC (wha, how, whcre, and why), ~ q a i n ,  thc Marine 
Corps h a  tile l a d .  

- Tiltroror is ablse t o  rake on h e  iigh.r atra.ck helicocter ?ad aerial observatior. missicjn wiih 
a s in .81~ airframe. Tilrroror cuuld cvwm~lly 31 all M ~ i n e  Corns hdicopter missions, except 
HK9. This could m d e  moot the Arnj;'; f l i ~ h t  trainin$, vis-a-vis rhe Xaval Services. 

4.  ?kz Marinc Cnrp.r,fce(s rlrnr servic:~ requirenlents slrould tkive this disrussion, ra~her thar, 
prospecrive ecunor~ric savings. 

. -- 
The Marinc Corps is uzlec_uivocal in its p o ~ i t i n ~  on :bi3 1c2ic. Cnnso!idatiori mzy bentfit ;he 
Army, but it would greally rc2ucc the quality of mining tbr the Ywd Services. ~Recrins hnrh 
operational readiness and saftty. 



Train L.ike You Fight! 

I 

The United States military rnust concentrate on how to train the Ssst capable pilot predicated on ' 

mission requirements and economics, but never solely on economics. 

Tne United States Army acd Navy each conduct their own respective helicopter flight training 
programs for a very good reason ... the u1timai.e combat environment that each serviczs nn~rs tes -r---• 

in is inherently different, demanding an emph,asis cn difierent aviation skills appropriately learned 
in their respective aviation programs. 'Trail7 Like You Fight", is a reality based on 85 years of 
flight training experience. LVhat differentiates, Army and Navy Heiicopter Flight Training is not the 
quality of the student, instructors or aircraft but the ultimate combat environment that each service 
operates in and the respective missions that its aviators are expected to accomplish. 

The Army Helicopter pilot is trained to support the Army mission on land, i.e. "in the field". 
Consequently, their training programs logically emphasize the day/night contact (with visual 
reference to the horizon) flying under VMC (Visual Meteorological Conditions) rules, ground 
contact environment in which they operate. Their training necessarily emphasizes low-level 
tactical flying/navigation, slope and confined area landings/takecrffs, tactical formation flying and 
night vision goggle training. Their instrument flying qualification is consequently designed to meet 
only minimum FAP. requirements. Upon graduation, the Army helicopte? pilot has accumulated 

. 157 hours of actual flight time plus an additional 30 hours in flight simulators. 

The Navy Helicopter Flight Training Program is conductcd first in a fixed-wing T-34C then in the 
TH-57 helicopter. Both syllabuses arz instrrirnent intensive, smphasizing day/nig ht Instrument 
Meteorological Condition [IMC rules), reflect~ng the capricious all weather environment in which 
Navy snips with their assigned aircraft operate. The Primary fixed-wing phase enables the Navy 
to accelerate the student pilcts adaptaticn :o an instrument environment by teaching unusual 
attitudes, out-of-control flight and acrobatic flight thus facilitating consequent three-dimensional 
situation awareness that can only be achieved by training in a fully acrobatic fixed-wing aircraft, 
Also compelling is the fact that future military aircraft combine the flight characteristics of fixed- 
wing arid rotary-wing aircraft as in the V-22 Osprey and the AVSB Harrier. 

Obviously, Navy piicts fly at sea. In order to assure the ultimate accomplishment of their 
helicopter missions and because they often operate in areas of the world that do not have 
navigation aides, Navy ships create and maintain their own Instrument Air Trafic Control System 
comprised of shipborne TACANS, RADAR and Aircrafi Controllers aboard every ship in the fleet 
at sea. Ships in Navy Battle Groups are tactically widely dispersed at sea often experiencing 
diverse weather phenomena at the same time. Consequently, Navy Helos frequently fly IFR while 
conducting their daily routine missions whatever :he tactical environment. 

Upon graduation, the Navy Helicopter Pilot will have acctimulattd a total of 208.4 hours of actual 
flight time plus an additional 80.1 hours in light simulators. Of the total 208.4 actual flight hours, 
87.5 actual flight hours (42%) are instrument flight hours. Additionally 50% of the academic 
syllabus (1 91 hours) is devcted to instrcnent :raining. 

Thus the Navy truly fulfills the ideal ... TWIN LIKE YOU FIGHTi ... thereby producing a superbly 
trained helicopter pilot able tc acccmpiish the mission. 
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April 24, 1995 

General J. B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis, 

I t  was a pleasure seeing you again at the Dallas Regional Hearing after so 
many years. I wanted to discuss the contents of this letter with you then, but I 
realized that with your press for time, it might be best expressed in a letter. I 
appreciate your time. 

I represent the Military Affairs Association of Del Rio, Texas and have been 
looking out for their interests in the current round of base closures. While I 
am reasonably certain that Laughlin AFB wlll not close I am embarrassed for 
the United States Atr Force. How did we ever participate in a Joint Cross- 
Service Group proctjss on Undergraduate Pilot Training that produced the 
following results: 

Kingsville 
Pensacola 
whiting 
Meridian 
Col-umbus 
Corpus 
Vmce 
S heppard 
Randolph 
Laughlin 
Reese 

AVERAGE SCORE 

I may not be an expert in Navy pilot training but I do feel that I quallfl as an 
Air Force expert. I spent virtually my entire career in the Air Training 
Command. I have been an instructor pilot in UPT, PIT, and UNT. I have been a 
section commander, operations offlcer, squadron commander, wing commander 



and sewed twice as the command's inspector general. Any study that arrives at 
the conclusions above has to be seriously flawed. Take Laughlin AFB as an 
example. Anyone and everyone I know that understands the Air Force pilot 
training business will tell you that Laughlin is the best. The BRAC staff has 
testimonial letters from 27 retired senior members of the Air Training 
Command, most of whom you personally know, who support Laughlin. These 
officers represent the command leadership for the past quarter century. Names 
like Bob Oaks, Andy Iosue, Bennie Davis, John Roberts, Chick Cleveland, Bill 
Acker, Pat Smotherrnon, Chris Divich, and L a n y  Dillingham to name a few.-- 
Seven of these officers also served as Wing Commander at UPT bases other 
than Laughlin. In 199 1, the BRAC rated all of the Air Force Bases and picked 
Laughhn as the best. Just recently ECI Inc., a consultant firm for the 
Corpus/Kingsville community selected Laughlin as the best of the Air Force 
bases. Laughhn would have been number 1 among all the bases had not one of 
the criteria been proximity to salt water. At the recent regional hearing, once 
again. Laughlin came out number 1 when the Lubbock task force put their spin 
on the DOD analysis. 

There are a multitude of flaws in tlie cross-service analysis. To begin with, the 
analysis derived a score for each of the various flying training programs and 
then averaged them to rank order the bases. In essence that makes each 
program of equal weight without regard to the numbers of students assigned to 
each program or the dollars expentled. If they wanted to do this then the 
programs should have been weighted. Primary pilot training, for example, 
trains the most and a t  the highest cost so the base which scored the best for 
primary should receive a higher weighted score. 

Weather throughout the analysis was under rated. Out of 1000 points weather 
received from a hig.h of 150 for flight screening to a low of 70 for panel 
navigation. Anyone ever associated with pilot training will tell you that 
weather drives the train. Nobody likes to fly on Saturdays and no wing 
commander likes to pay contract maintenance extra dollars. The training costs 
and student training continuity rest heaviest on weather. If this wasn't true 
why did we put our bases in the south and more heavily in the southwest? 
Pensacola number 2?? How about the weather along the gulf coast? Good for 
pilot training The Navy may need to have some of its training near salt water 
but not much. Yezrs ago when the Air Force had UPT at Wdall ,  we quickly 
took it out of there and junked all the airplanes because of salt water 
corrosion. I also think that at least once in every 20 years or so a hurricane 
will visit. Add that to the cost. 

Airspace received the most points with the amount of airspace presently being 



used being by far the biggest factor. The Navy claimed, it seems, most of the 
Gulf of Mexico. Primarily for this reason the N a ~ y  bases scored high but 
definitely not for weather. Who wants to train pilots over water unless it is 
absolutely essential? You need a helicopter search and rescue function -cost. 
Every student must first receive water survival training including those that 
will eventually be eliminated -cost. You must wear water wings on each flight 
and life support must buy and maintain them -cost. If an aircraft goes down 
and/or there is an ejection there is the additional risk of drowning -cost. The 
mishap board will love trying to recover the aircraft to conduct their 
investigation. During my less than two years as the wing commander at 
Laughlin. I had three aircraft go down in the local area. It was tough telling 
two wives that their husbands wouldn't be back but if it had been over water I 
think I might have had to talk to six wives. Airspace is important but it is not 
the amount, it is the efficiency. Laughlin never needed more. It was close to 
the base and unused and unwanted by anyone else. We could always have 
gotten more. Having the airspace jn close proximity to the home field saves 
valuable training time. 

Encroachment received only 50 points out of 1000. Randolph. for example. 
receives little penalty for having a high school under the runway and Universal 
city in dangerous proximity. Nor is any mention made of the problems with 
San Antonio International. 

There are a multitude of other factors. Unaccompanied enlisted quarters for 
example. Sheppard did well with 8075 rooms and Laughlin only had 400. 
With civil service aircraft maintenance and other contract functions, they don't 
need more. Randolph scored high on family housing with 948 units while 
Laughlin had 654. Will we put second lieutenants on the main circle at 
Randolph? He or she has a much, much better chance for a house at 
Laughlin. If we are going to count such items then we should count those 
items available to the flying training mission not to a tech training center or to 
a headquarters. 

No consideration or mention was given to safety. This in my view is what 
favors Laughlin. There are no airliners anywhere near the local area. There is 
no air service to Dell Rio. Students can fly and when they stray and make 
mistakes, we are much more confident it will not create a disaster. In Del Rio 
there is no encroachment and the dangers to population centers is nil. There 
isn't much out there. Laughlin with the best weather enhances safety. When 
we fall behind the time line, commanders have a tendency to push and the 
potential for trouble: is there. I often hear people say that you need some bad 
weather to season the pilots. No thanks. These are kids starting out and they 
can season down the line. I didn't teach my children to drive on the beltway at 



i guess my i'md thought wouid be this. There are three main considerations 
when evaluating a pilot training base. The three are good flying weather. 
unencumbered and efficient &spac:e, and no encroachment on the airfield. 
These three factors cannot be bought. Everything else we can buy. If you need 
more auxiliary fields, we can buy the land and build them. We can lengthen 
runways, and we can add additional landing systems. More UEQ, BOQ and 
family housiig can be built. We should never sacxiilce those things over which 
we have no control and in the long run produce higher costs and a less safer 
flying environment. 

I know this has been rather long and rambling but I feel very strongly about it. 
The Navy bases are not better than the Air Force bases. Common sense will tell 
you that and you can also visit and compare. In addition, Laughlin is the best 
in DOD. Anyone who has been associated with UPT will tell you that.. God 
forbid we should ever lose it. Thanks sir. I don't envy you your task but I know 
they picked a good one. 

Albtrt7i. Gagliardi. Jr. 
Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret. 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
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Thomas J. Kesolits P.E. 
33 Heyward Hills Drive 

Holmdel. New Jersey. 07733 
FAX and Phone, 908-264-5958. Cellular 908-618-0 19 1 

April 26. 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

Please find attached a paper prepared for your review. 
This paper suppons the Air Forces proposition to move the Rome Air 
Development Center to Fort Monmouth and provides support for the recent 
GAO recommendations that consolidation should be more aggressive. 

. -- 
The paper is self explanatory, if you have any questions, please call the 

above numbers. 

Sincerelq. 

~ h o m a s  J. Kesolits 



PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY 

THOMAS J. KESOLlTS P.E. - 33 HEYWARD HILLS DR., HOLMDEL, NJ 07733 
telephone and fax 908-264-5958, home 908-264-4972 

Served in government and industry positions addressing all facets of business 
strategic and tactical planning, prograln development, program management, and systems 
engineering with emphjasis on high technology telecommunications, automation, task and 
function simplification, and networking. Currently serves as Director of Business 
Development for Grumman Aerospace and Electronic's Group, North East Office. He has 
previously served as president of TJK Technology, a professional engineering, technology 
assessment, and market research company. Prior to TJK Technology, served as Director of 
Business Development for C hrysler Technology Corporation's, Electrospace Systems 
Division Eastern Region Office. In addition to work in the private sector, he has over 16 
years experience in a variety of goverr~ment engineering and management positions 
addressing advanced communications, information management, and electronic systems. 

PROFESSIONAL E X P E R I E N C E - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
BSEE, MSEE, Newark College of Engineering 
Defense Systems Management College, Armaments Cooperation Seminar 
Licensed Professional Engineer, New Jersey 
FCC Commercial Telecommunications License 
FCC Amateur Radio License 
-Director of Marketing Grumman Aerospace and Electronics Group 
-President TJK Technologies, Engineering and Market Research 
-Director of Marketing, Red Bank Regatta, Red Cross Disaster Relief 
-Eastern Region Director, Chrysler Technologies Corporation 
-Founder of the ADPA-CECOM Space Symposium, Fort Monmouth, N.J. 
-Chairman of U.S. Committee for Army Comm-Elect. International Pgms. 
-President of the Central New Jersey Chapter, American Defense 
Prepardness Association (ADPA) 

-New Jersey Representative to NY Chapter ADPA Board of Directors 
-Member of Employers Support for Guard and Reserve (ESGR) 
-Corporate Representative to CECOM Industrial Advisory Committee for 
Communications Electronics 

-Chairman of TRI-TAC Configuration Board, Army Programs 
-Technical Advisor to Red Bank Regional School District 
-Member of Technical Staff, AT&T Bell Laboratories, Holrndel, N.J. 
-Deputy Project Manager Switched Systems, Fort Monmouth 
-Chief Systems Management Office, Fort Monmouth 
-Chief Systems Integration Division, CORADCOM, Fort Monmouth 
-Supervisory Electronics Engineer, Fort Monmouth 
-Electronics Engineer ITT Laboratories, Nutley, N.J. 
-Science Advisor, Congressman Frank I>allone, N.J. 
-Advisor, Congressman, Dick Zimmer, N.J. 
-Advisor, Middlesex County Jobs Task Force 



Mr. Dixon: 

Please don't let the ranting and ravings of political types 
sway your opinions. Some say promises were made years ago 
regarding certain facilities. In the real world, promises made 
without substance are meaningless and unrealistic. 

The world has changed in the last two years, aggressive 
action must be taken to make the C41 and overall defense 
establishment more fiscally and functionally more efficient. If 
the numbers don't add up. challenge them or ask for more 
numbers. Words don't pay the bills and the tax payer doesn't 
earn words. 



RECOMMENDATIONS TO ESTABLISH FORT MONMOUTH 
AS 

'I'HE JOINT SERVICE C41 PROVIDER 

April 26, 1995 Thomas J. Kesolits P.E. 

I. Introduction: 

The purpose of this paper is provide support for the concept of Cross 
Servicing and to delineate facts as to why Fort Monmouth is the logical focal 
point for C41 Research Development, Engineering, and Program management 
for the three services. This paper will also support the Air Forces 
recommendation to relocate key elements of the Rome Air Development Center 
to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey and further supports the retention of the 
Information Systerns Management Activity (ISMA) in its physical location at 
Fort Monmouth. 

- C41 and The Cross Servicing Concept: 

Fort Monmouth has a long history of working to satisfy "Cross Service 
Needs". In its earliest years, Fort N[onmouth pioneered radio and wire 
communications that was adopted by both the Army and Navy. The entity that 
became the Rome Air Development Center had its start at Fort Monmouth in 
the 1940's in Building 2525. In the early 1950's. The Air Force Tactical 
Communication Laboratory, as  it was known then, moved to Rome, New York. 

More recently a further precedent was set a Fort Monmouth over 20 
years ago with the establishment of the Mallard Project whose mission was 
explore the development of communications equipment that would 
interoperability between the services and allied nations. This later evolved to 
the Tri Service Tactical Communications Project which did indeed field what as 
become to be know11 as the "Bell System of the Battlefield"; communications 
equipment for the three services. A supplemental purpose of this paper is to 
support the Air Forces decision to move elements of the Rome Air Development 
Center to Fort Monrnouth, New Jersey. 

The U S .  Army Communications Electronics Command and other 
elements at Fort Monmouth New Jersey are performing a key role in the 
formation of a more effective, more survivable, military more capable of 
addressing conflicts today and in the future. Warfare as we know it has 
changed from that of attritior, and rrtassed firepower to a virtual art of stealth 
and the surgical application of intelligence and application to defeat an enemy. 
The operational concept to be addressed is now referred to as Third Wave 



Warfare or Information Warfare. Future wars will not have specifically defined 
Army, Air Force or Navy functions: rather these wars will be fought as joint 
operations. 

Digitizing the Information dtzveloped and used to cany out military 
operations is the major element of Information Warfare. This is now being 
referred to Enterprise as "Digitizing the Battlefield." It will, in part, help the 
army to remain a formidable force in this era of diminishing budgets and 
resources. When expanded to address joint and coalition warfare further 
benefits of operational efficiency will result. To this end, we see the expansion 
of the mission of Fort Monmouth to absorb C41 elements "other than army" a 
very intelligent recommendation. 

A major challenge to the Department of Defense (DOD) during the 1990s 
is to maintain high quality military organizations with diminishing funds and 
fewer resources. A s  resources shirk, and the services becomes a smaller, 
CONUS-based force, communications and information technology will become 
even more crucial to military success. To meet these challenges, the Army and 
DOD as  a whole, have focused on consolidating organizations in order to save 
money, preseme military value and avoid duplication of functions. Moving the 
Rome Laboratory to Fort Monmouth will enhance the synergism between the 
Army and Air Force as doctrine is developed enhancing joint war fighting 
strategies. This will further be developed in the recommendations section of 
this paper. 

- Support for the Relocation Cost Estimate: 

In our opinion, the $53 million budgeted for this move is a reasonable 
figure and elements of the Rome Laboratory can be well accommodated within 
the infrastructure of Fort Monmouth with a minimum amount of additional 
infrastructure. Any additions will rtzsult in a strong "Return on Investnient" 
(ROI) in a rather short time frame. 

Fort Monmouth is a compact self contained entity providing a wide 
variety of services in small geographic area. The per organizational cost of 
providing these services decreases as the number of organizations increase. 
This is in contrast to the current Rome Air Development Center facility located 
a t  Grifis Air Force Base, New York. With the removal of active Air Force units 
at  GriEs, the base has a very high overhead cost to support the rather small 
physical entity of the Rome Air Development Center. As shown in the Cobra 
report the American Taxpayer will realize a saving of over eleven million dollars 
per year with the relocation of functjon to Fort Monmouth. This saving can 
conceivably be greater if the "Cross Service" concept is fully adopted. Under 
this concept, the mission would be transferred to Fort Monmouth, and only 
those personnel minimally necessqr to provide continuity to the function. The 



mission and respo~lsibility to accomplish the mission would become integrated 
fully with cognizant missions of elements of Fort Monmouth. 

11. NEAR TERM BENEFITS: 

- Consolidation: (A Vision for the future of Fort Monmouth and Cross Service C4I1 

As stated in the BRAC 95, Laboratory Joint Cross-Service Group Action 
Plan. the future Research, Development, Testing and Engineering (RDT&E) of 
the DOD will rely heavily on partnerships with industry, other government 
agencies and academe. Commercial technologies must be leveraged to support 
military needs -while in-house R&D must be limited to those functions that are 
clearly DOD unique. To this end, R&D assets must be shared among the 
services. Retained will be only one Service military unique capability used by 
two or more services. 

In deciding where to consolidate the scientific and technical functions, 
that are oriented toward supporting; the "war fighting mission" analysts focus 
on the benefits of collocation, including synergism of applications and mission 
support. Synergism is key in these decisions because it allows DOD to 
maximize the military value of the affected organizations. Pentagon analysts 
also recognize that rhe future of today's military is in Tri-servicing. Substantial 
cost and effort can be saved when all three services (i.e. A m y ,  Navy, Air Force) 
consolidate functiorls that they have been performing separately. This will 
result in lower infrastructure costs and the ability to better utilize funds for 
force modernization etc. 

- Fort Monmouth Hole Developing' Future Battlefield Concepts applicable 
to The Three Services: 

Fort Monrnoulth is home to the Communications Electronics Corrimand 
(CECOM). CECOM's mission is to "provide and sustain technologically 
superior command, control, communications, intelligence and electronic 
warfare equipment that will enable the intuitive commander to win the night, 
win the spectrum, and know the enemy." CECOM is made up of three entities: 
the research and development engineering center (RDEC), the logistics 
readiness center (LRC), and the Acquisition Center. These centers are well 
equipped to address cross service activities. 

The Research & Development Engineering Center (RDEC) is a central 
player in the Army's Digitization of the Battlefield. It's five major directorates 
and support offices work closely with the PEOs, PMs, TRADOC, the six Battle 
Labs and the user community in many technical disciplines. RDEC promotes 
interoperability and provides much of the system engineering needed to 
integrate the battlefield and win the information war. 



The Logistics Readiness Center provides integrated, timely, cost effective, 
and high quality production and wolrld wide logistics support for all CECOM 
systems, as well as  many Program Executive Officer/Project Manager 
(PEO/PM) systems. The LRC is a multifaceted organization made up of eight 
major directorates who together perform the production and logistical functions 
needed to support a system from the time it is conceived through its 
manufacture and fielding until obsolescence and eventual retirement. This 
"cradle to grave" mission includes production engineering, product quality 
management, requirements developments and material inventory management, 
technical data/literature program management, total package material fielding, 
new equipment training, and field technical assistance. 

The C31 Acquisition Center's responsibilities include the planning and 
acquiring of next generation, technologically superior communications- 
electronics equipment as well as all acquisitions in support of base operations. 

Fort Monmoulth also houses the Department of the Army's Project 
Management (PM) and Project Executive Officers (PEO) in the area of Command 
and Control Systems, Communications Systems, and Intelligence and 
Electronic Warfare. CECOM provides matrix support to the PEO/PMs and 
works closely with them on all issues that affect Fort Monmouth. Other 
tenant organizations include the Joint Interoperability Engineering Office 
(JIEO), U.S. Army Information Systems Management Activity (ISMA) and Joint 
Computer-Aided Logistics System (JCALS). 

- Fort Monmouth Located for Success : 

The command's high-tech mission is well served at its location in central 
New Jersey. The organizations housed at  Fort Monmouth take full advantage 
of the close proximity to several high quality universities and high-tech' 
industries. Currently. Fort Monmouth has 68 research and development 
agreements with nearby universities and industry including, Princeton 
University, Rutgers University, Stevens Institute of Technology, New Jersey 
Institute of Technology, Monrnouth Clollege, AT&T Bell Laboratories, Bell 
Communications Research, and ITT Corporation. All of these agreements 
address various aspect of Informatioil Warfare. 

The base's location in the Northeast corridor allows the Army to recruit 
military and civilian personnel from the highest population of skilled engineers 
and scientists in the United States. The Army's ability to recruit from this pool 
of high-tech experts :has undoubtedly contributed to CECOM's designation as a 
"Center of Excellence!." 

Tobvhanna Army Depot, the largest Communications-Electronics 



maintenance facility within the Department of Defense is located only 2 1 /2 
hours away from Fort Monmouth, in Northeastern Pennsylvania. Fort 
Monmouth, as DOD's largest manager of communications-electronics 
equipment, has  developed an  economical and synergistic relationship with 
Tobyhanna. This relationship can have a direct benefit to any cross-senrice 
endeavors. 

Item managers at  Fort Monnlouth travel easily to Tobyhanna for 
technical overview and return the same day, avoiding costly overnight per 
diem. Moreover, when problems arise or when emergencies occur, face-to-face 
meetings between the customer and the supplier have been facilitated by the 
close proximity of the installations and have produced an excellent working 
relationship. Fort Monmouth's Research and development work and 
modification work sometimes requires actual operational equipment. In these 
cases, Fort Monmouth personnel are easily accommodated by the quick and 
low cost of equipment movement from nearby Tobyhanna. 

Finally, Fort Monmouth and 'Tobyhanna also share engineering 
resources. This relationship has PI-oduced electronics expertise unparalleled in 
DOD. The installa1:ions work together on special project management and 
contracting processes among other projects. The close physical location 
between Tobyhanna and Fort Monnlouth has  produced a synergistic 
relationship that has  resulted in positive benefits to DOD. This regional 
presence has proven to enhance productivity and lower costs in both program 
management (CECOM) and depot rrlanagement (Fort Monmouth). 

- CURRENT JOINT ENDEAVORS AT FORT MONMOUTH: 
Please note, only a representative sample is provided below. 

Fort Monmoilth can also support DOD as the center for ~ntero~erabili ty 
for the entire DOD 2nd effectively wlork to support the information needs of the 
non-military sector of the government. The following paragraphs outline the 
various joint activities now active a t  Fort Monmouth. 

JIEO: The Joint Interoperability Engineering Ofice (JIEO) is currently 
located a t  Fort Monmouth. Fort Monmouth is a center of excellence for 
communication and electronics and it implements the standards and 
protocols developed a t  JIEO in its systems. CECOM also serves as DOD's 
executive agent for all services tactical communications switching systems 
and collaborates closely with JIEO in ensuring interoperability of all s e ~ c e s  
equipment. This relationship has had a positive impact on DOD and the 
Army's communications abilities. We strongly support the location of JIEO 
a t  Fort Monmouth and recommerid its retention a t  this location. 



Today, only the Army enjoys the benefit of being collocated with JIEO. 
We suggest that the other services that currently do not have this advantage. 
bring their communications organizations to Fort Monmouth so that they too 
can enjoy close proximity to JIEO. Currently, the Air Force Electronic Systems 
Center is located at Hanscom AFB and the Navy Space and Naval Warfare 
Systems is located in Crystal City. Virginia in leased space. Overall, such 
action would improve interoperability and intercommunication among the 
services, and thus make JIEO better capable of performing its mission. 

ISIMA: For the last 27 years project management for strategic and 
sustaining (i.e. non-tactical) communications, command and control and 
small computers has been carried out at Fort Monmouth by the Information 
Systems Management Activity (ISMA). ISMA works with both CECOM and 
ISC to accomplish its mission of' providing ready to use communications, 
command and control and computer systems for the Army. Navy, Air Force, 
Departments of State and Comnlerce, the National Security Agency. the 
Federal Aviation Administration, and foreign allied governments. 
Recognizing the significance of 1:SMA and its synergistic relationship to the 
communications and information community. The Save Our Fort 
Committee proposes that ISC's acquisition element be united with CECOM's 
acquisition unit in order to facilitate the ISMA mission. ISMA is currently 
part of The Information System Command (ISC) (formerly the Anmy 
Communication:; Command) located at Fort Huachuca in Arizona. 

The value of ISh4.A at Fort Monniouth is supported by changing world 
history. In 1962, when the Strategic Communications Command 
(forerunner of to the Army Communications Command) was established the 
strategic and tactical worlds were completely separate. Today, this is no 
longer the case. The Information Age has brought strategic and tactical 
operations by emphasizing "seamless" communication systems which allow 
communication from the "foxhole to the White House." Information systems 
are now CONUS- based and the users in the field depend on CONUS-based 
assets to support the soldier wherever the action is through the Defense 
Information Infrastructure. 

The acquisition functions perfomled by CECOM and ISC to deploy systems 
to soldiers are nearly identical. Both Commands perform engineering, 
procurement, integrated logistics support, configuration management, and 
quality assistance. Combining these acquisition functions into a single 
command at  Fort. Monrnouth would eliminate significant 
duplication/laye~ing of functions and provide instant access to the talented 
labor pool available in the Northeast United States. 

The Information Systems Management Activity is in the forefront of Project 
Management within the Department of the Army and is physically located at 



Fort Monmouth. It currently serves its worldwide customers in all areas of 
communications, command and control and computers. We believe that the 
criticality' of the mission dictates that it become part of a PEO or be 
chartered as a separate PEO in its current physical location. 

The consolidation of the acquisition missions of ISC and CECOM makes 
sense. By combining the acquisition missions of CECOM and ISC, there will 
be a substantial reduction in staff personnel required to perform the 
mission and, most important, it will provide an excellent opportunity to 
implement the guidelines of the National Performance Review by re- 
engineering the government information resources "corporation." 

SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS: CECOM has two entities directly 
responsible for the development production and fielding of satellite 
communications equipment for the three services. Research is conducted 
by elements of the CECOM Space and Terrestrial Directorate and Project 
Management is provided by Project Manager SATCOM. 

BATTLE COMMAND INITLATIVE (BCI): The CECOM R&D Center is the 
lead entity on this key Advanced Projects Research Agency (ARPA) joint 
service program. This program has two initiatives, the Commanders in 
Chief Bubble and the Commanders Associate. Both of these initiatives are 
intended to provide commanders a t  all echelons and potentially in all 
services the with an advanced rapidly deployable communications and 
battle management system for joint contingency operations. 

JOINT ADVANCED DEMONSTRATION ENVIRONMENT (JADE)/JOINT 
TEST PLANNING WORKING GROUP (JTP-WG): The CECOM RDEC chairs 
the JADE/TP-WG of the Communications Networks Subpanel of the Joint 
Directors of Laboratories. 

GLOBAL DATA COLLECTION FOR OPERATION DESERT CAPTURE (ODC) 
II/DESERT HAMMER IV EXERCISE: The CECOM RBrD Intelligence 
Electronic Warfare (IEW) Technology Assessment Center (IEW TAC) lead a 
Tri-service effort in the planning and implementation of a global data 
collection effort for the ODC II/Desert Hammer VI exercise. This effort 
provided the means for the development of a system to analyze the 
mechanism for which intelligence products are disseminated to the ultimate 
user. 

JOINT DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT SYSTEM (JDISS): This was 
a quick reaction project to field an enhanced intelligence support system to 
Korea and Fort Lewis. The effort was accomplished in record time and the 
system successfully fielded. 



- DEVELOPMENTAL TOOLS LOCATED AT FORT MONMOUTH THAT 
ENHANCE THE QUALITY AND DEPTH OF C41 PROJECTS: 

The CECOM RDEC was designated by the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, 
and the Army Acquisition Executive as the System Engineer for Digitizing the 
Battlefield. The Technology vision of CECOM and Fort Monmouth has been 
acknowledged by Army leadership as the strategy for Winning the Information 
War. As  System Engineer, it is responsible for developing the technical 
architecture for the Digital Battlefield and are assisting the PEO's and the U.S. 
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) in the development of the 
System and Operational Architecture's. All of its programs are being designed 
to reflect the well accepted objective of being integrated into these 
architecture's. 

The following highlight specific accomplishments: 

Digital Integrated Lab/Testbed (IIDL): DIL is the fundamental tool for 
systems engineering and integration designed to optimize the evolution of 
architecture's and systems focusing on meeting the Army's and the Nation's 
objective of Winning the Information War through Battlefield Digitization. The 
DIL consists of integrated connected distributed laboratories, testbeds, Battle 
Labs, field sites, contractor testbeds, and simulations, along with engineering 
expertise in these facilities. The connected systems. combined with modeling 
and simulation couples command and control models with communication 
systems to simulate operational scenarios. Evaluation of an individual 
system's ability operate in the tactical environment is achieved by end-to-end 
testing within the integrated test bed. 

The DIS captures specialized expertise to support Advanced Technology 
Demonstrations antl Advanced War fighting Experiments allowing the CECOM 
R&D center at Fort Monmouth to be the technical bridge between ~ a t t l e  Labs, 
Basic Research, Early Technology, Industry and the Material Developer. The 
Rome Air Development Laboratory elements will easily be integrated into this 
framework. As an interface between the Battle Labs, the DIL is used as a tool 
enabling realistic evaluations of new technology effecting, tactics, doctrine, and 
operational concepts. The following laboratories reside in the DIL: 

- COMMAND, CONTROL, AND COMjWNICATIONS (C3) LABORATORY: 
This laboratory provides a test. environment for Combat Net Radios and 

other tactical communication equipment. 

- TACTICAL DATA FYJSION (TDF] AND SIMULATION .AND MODELING 
MORATORY: 
The TDF Laboratory focuses 011 conducting research and development in 

the area of data fusion supporting Intelligence and Electronic Warfare (IEW) 



systems. 

- ADVANCES SENSOR EVALUATION FACILITY (ASEF): 
This 1aborat:ory is permits the Army to better evaluate and understand 

the baselining and modeling of the Army's present and future night vision 
technologies. 

- ELECTRONIC W M A R E  SURVIVABILITY INTEGRATION LABORATORY 
(EWSIL): 
The establishment of an EWSIL provides the Army and other services 

with a facility for the full life-cycle development through post deployment 
support of Electro~iic Warfare (EW) sensors and countermeasures. 

- LOCAL AREA COMMUNICATIONS INTEGRATION LABORATORY: 
This laboratory is utilized to develop efficient communication networks 

and protocols to move vital Command and Control (C2) information within the 
local area of the battlefield. 

- ARMY INTEROPERABILITY NETWORK (AIN): 
External connections to the IIIL will be provided by the AIN. The AIN was 

developed, operated and managed at Fort Monmouth. It provides, in part, 
interconnectivity between the Battle Command Labs at Fort Gordon, Fort 
Leavenworth, Joint Interoperability Test Center at Fort Huachuca, and other 
government and contractor locations. 

m. RECOMMEND.ATIONS -- LONG TERM VISION OF FORT MONMOUTH: 
In summary, Fort Monmouth'has become a vital force in engineering the 

Digitized Battlefield and in the development of supporting C41 technology, and 
systems. The recornmendation to move the Rome Air Development Center to 
Fort Monmouth is worth considerable merit. With a vision toward further 
consolidation, the realization that joint and coalition warfare will become6a fact, 
and the h r ther  realization that DOD budgets will be still further curtailed, the 
following recommendations are made: 

a. Bnna DISA to Fort Monmouth 

The honorable Emmett Paige, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, and Intelligence suggested to us that he favors uniting 
JIEO with its parent organization, DISA. DISA is currently located in leased 
space in the National Capital Region. We propose bringing DISA to Fort 
Monmouth. This action would save considerable funding, a s  its rent as a 
tenant organization would be significantly less than the price of the commercial 
lease that DISA is currently paying. In addition. the CECOM Office Building 
will be vacant after CECOM personnel relocate to the Main Post of Fort 
Monmouth. DOD cctuld consider purchasing that building to house DISA. 



Over a short period of time, this cost would again be significantly less than the 
rental payments that DISA currently makes. 

Uniting JIEC) and DISA a t  Fort Monmouth would accomplish the 
consolidation suggested by General Paige, while preserving the important 
relationship JIEO enjoys with CECOM at  Fort Monmouth. 
[Other connections between DISA and Fort Monmouth?] 

b. Bnna the Information Sustems Command from Fort Huachuca 

The Information System Command (ISC) (formerly the Army 
Communications Command) is located a t  Fort Huachuca in Arizona. For the 
last 27 years project management for strategic and sustaining (i.e. non-tactical) 
communications, command and control and small computers has been carried 
out a t  Fort Monmouth by the Inforrnation Systems Management Activity 
(ISMA). ISMA works with both CECOM and ISC to accomplish its mission of 
providing ready to use communications, command and control and  computer 
systems for the Arnly and other DOD systems worldwide. The Save Our Fort 
Committee proposes that ISC's acquisition element be united with CECOM's 
acquisition unit in order to facilitate the ISMA mission. 

In 1962, when the Strategic C:ommunications Command (forerunner of to 
the Army Communications Command) was established the strategic and 
tactical worlds were completely separate. Today, this is no longer the case. 
The Information Agt: has brought strategic and tactical operations by 
emphasizing "seamless" communica.tion systems which allow communication 
from the "foxhole to the White House." Information systems are now CONUS- 
based and the users in the field depend on CONUS-based assets to support the 
soldier wherever the action is through the Defense Information Infrastructure. 

The acquisition functions performed by CECOM and ISC to deploy 
systems to soldiers are nearly identical. Both Commands perform engineering, 
procurement, integrated logistics support, configuration management, and 
quality assistance. Combining thest: acquisition functions into a single 
command a t  Fort Monmouth would eliminate significant duplication/layering 
of functions and provide instant access to the talented labor pool available in 
the Northeast Uniteti States. 

The Information Systems Management Activity is in the forefront of 
Project Management within the Department of the Army. I t  currently serves its 
worldwide customers in all areas of communications, command and control 
and computers. We believe that the criticality of the mission dictates that it 
become part of a PEO or be chartered as a separate PEO. 

The conso1idat:ion of the acquisition missions of ISC and CECOM makes 



sense. By combinirig the acquisition missions of CECOM and ISC, there will be 
a substantial reduction in staff personnel required to perform the mission and, 
most important, it ,will provide an excellent opportunity to implement the 
guidelines of the National Performance Review by re-engineering the 
government information resources "'corporation. " 

c. Bnna the Joint Com~uter Aided &arstrcs Sustem to . . Fort Monmouth 

d .  Bnna R & D Center fmm Fort Belvoir to Fort Monmouth 
400 jobs from R & D center. Move AMC people into their spot and move 

R & D to Fort Monrnouth. 

by T.J. Kesolits 4/22/95 
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Francis A. Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Tcxm Leader 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Comrnt:ision 
1700 N. Moore Street. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

Tnanlr you for your Apnl 10. L995 lener and the oppormnity to dcxnbe the Snr~ 
Xntonio canconrncnt stnrcgy. and specific~lly. rhe concept of operatioas for Brooks .AFT3 in 
more derail. 

The San Antonio ianconrncnt suaocgy is snaighr-foraard Brooks .MZB ,aould k 
closed and all base operating suppon (.BOlS) md real properry maintenance (RPMA) would 
be provided by Kelly AFB or hckiand .4.FB. Thls corxzet would accomplrsh che ti~llowmg. 

Brooks . ,GB would be closed. 

5 173 million in one-rime c1,osure costs would be avoldtd ( S I 1 mill ion v1c.i. 

S 185 million). 

The 20 ?ex new present value savings would excced S301 m11lion--more r h ~ n  
rwice as much 3s the DOD proposal. 

The reru.rn on invesunent u;ould k g i n  in year one. 

'In addition. the risks of losing perhaps ;is marly s 50-75% of the scicntisu and enzmerrs 
(who cell us the;/ will nor move to Dayror~ and Psnarna City\ would bc: avo i t id  and t l~c 
synersies wich San .4n:como's ver; s u b s u r ~ c ~ a l  m i l i u q  md ndi-;~lim humm s;.stc.rrls ~ n t i  
biosciencc cornmuruc1e.s iwnich znn nor Sc: marched In Dayron ~r!d Panama (Tip) -.vo~~lci tw 
preseried. 

13 RIC Yfi 
PC) BOX 1823 

SrtV A?iTC)MO, TES.4.S 78232 



The San .Uronio cantonment strategy is bullt on b e  fo l low~n~ cowept of opentiow 

BROOKS "cFB. Brooks . G B  : V O U I ~  be closed. X small ponityn O F  the hi~w 
r'approxlmateiy I j%i *uouYd be rerained as 3 cantonment area. 'Ihr reluritr~i~ig 
35% would bz mads available fur reuse. .A i o o c r ? t ~ l  k d w l n ~  t ~ f  the 

~:anronmttnr are3 1s ~ m c b e d .  However. i t  is only a concmt: the acru;tl 
So~mdancs wculd k.l?rrermined by rhtr .Air Force. ,-WCEE soulcl Inovc: i ~ ~ c . !  
its new faciiiry w h c h  would remain s ;t sand done budding ill ~ I C  reusc 
area. The few d h e r  ac:lvkties rhac uc presently 1crc:ittxl urltsrdc I hc 
cmtonmenr Ares could rentam 3s sund-done :tctivrtles n r  he rriovnl i r l t o  :hc 

THE MISSIONS. HSC, AL. USAFShbI. AFCEE. .AND HSCiY.4 would k 
retained in their present configuntions. Tbey would occupy rhcir currcr~c 
f3cilitie.s thereby negating the requirement for 5 103 million of ncw mll~rary 
consuuction at Wnyht Panerson and Tyndall .GBs and SSZ null~on in 
movement. personnel. overhead. orher, a d  one-time unique cosrs. 

BOS. Base operating sup~lon ,uould be provided by Kelly .G9  cr I~cklnnd 
AFB which are only 14 m11zs away. .4 demiled analysis of the support 
funcciocu 1s artacheif. I t  sttows a savmgs of 423 manpower spaces (Note: 391 
was used In the bnet-mg to rhe Commission and the COBRA rum to .ivo~d 
confusion). F m ~ l y  houstn~s was nor reumed io. thts proposal kc; lue 
additional famlly housing was not provided at Wn-ght Partersoa vd 'Syrdall m 
h e  DOD proposal, however. i t  could be r e W  without s u b ~ m t i ~ l y  slrznn[: 
h e  savmgs. Minimal non-mrssion facilities were retained in tht: proposal 
making the Brooks Cantomcnt analogous to Wrtght Field (Area 0) In the 
DOD proposai. The fac~litles closure factor was based on a huildmg-by 
bu11ding review. Fire response service would be provided by the Clry at a 
cost of !S70.rXX) per year. 

RPMA. Red property mal!ntznanct: costs were deveIoped using the - R e a l  
Propsry Re?lacement Costs" report (whtch was obtained under rhc Freetiom 
of Infonnacion Act). This report w a  used to ~31clliate che annul upkc=p arid 
ieparr costs 2nd * e  utificy cosrs. These data are also atuchrtl. 

MILIT.4.RY CONSITUCTION. Five mdl~on dollars :n rrtilicar), ic!l~\iiuc~tc\n 
costs were ~nc!uded In t!z proposal for penmeter fencing 31id rnlnor 
Lonstruc::un :o f~c:iitatr movlny a few 3crtvlties from rhz rcusc: ,ire3 i r l : ~  ',:he 
cantonment. .h additional one million dollars was included for mtnor 
rnodiricar~ons at K t i l y  or Lackland to ~s to rn rn&~ tz  rhc? ;1ddzd BOS v.. ~ i ~ r u i t l !  



It 1s important to note that the labmalory wpaciry reduction (a.. mawred in cllrt~t 
work years) achieved by the San Antorno propo.sal 1s identiul co the reducrlon in rhc LX)D 
proposal. I n  sdci~aon. 5 174 rmllion in one-t~me closure cosrs arc :tboideti arlcl :I 20 >e:lr !icf 
present value savings o i  5301 nlillion--more rhan twice ~5 much .is rhc [)OD prop>sri--r.r 
achieved. 

The shon time left before rhc Commission mAes h e u  i h l  ~ C C : S I O I I .  [ u k t ' h  I[ 13 

very  imponant that we have 3 c o r n o n  undersrandino, of chis concepl. o f  operatiom uK1 :hc 
supporting data at the eartiest pssible time. Wet u e .  rhzrerore. ready to provide .is! 

additional information you may requlre and to m e r  with YOU and rhe appropnakc .4u 'r'orc;: 
representatives 3t your convenience to review rhe data and resolve my remaining 
uncznarnties Please contact Paul Roberson at  (210) 129-2124 to arrange a meetmy or ru 

- . .  

obtain additional informarion. 

Sincerely, 

Helen A y a h  Charles E. (Jherver. Jr 
BRAC '95 Co-Chair BRAC '95 Co-Chair 

Jose ViIlaced 
B U C  '95 C ~ ~ C h l r  
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JOHN WARNER 
VlK.lNlb 

couurnr(7 
ARMED SERV8CCS 

CN\' IRONMENl A N D  PLJDLIC VlOflKS 
nuLC5 A N D  ADMINISTltATlON 

AGRICULTURE. NUTRITION. A N D ~ O ~ F S ~ H Y  
SMALL BuSINFSS 

T h e  Honorable A l a n  L J .  Dixon 
C h a i r m a n  

The Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street, Sult:e 1425 
Arlington, V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

On behalf of Governol:  A j - l e r i ,  S e r ~ a t o r  1iobi; ,ind ,:!:: 

congre3~ional dt legat: L C I ~ I ,  I tiereby subrnl t. t. t ~ c  "c-):i\rr~;\:-:,:, ,., i r i: .: t 
. , -  Virginia's agenda  for h o w  w e  i n t e n d  to dl.;-::3c c,;~: J . :.,:; , ) , , ,  . .. , ,  - -- 

p r e s e n t a t  i.on Y i m p .  during t h ~ :  ~ 2 - y  4 ';h ~ ~ : . ; i i ~ - ~ : i < , ~  S Y ~ I !  , :; 

Baltimore. Following is t h a t  a g e n d a .  

I n t ~ : - o d u c t o r \ f  Re;na:-F:.: 2.: < : ; : > 1 , - ~ . :  .:.,,! .,. , > - ; ,  I +  

Allen 
-. - ,  .. 
:qer42 rk .5  S < ? ! - ! Z ! -  c,: < ,  :,:::: V , < ! L  : , c = :  

7 t<c):ria r ks by :I<p:!z 7 c:; ::!' .: :!: - ,,, 1 ,  .. I *  + 

.-. .- + , C Y  , , - . : , !  ~.;:,,, . .  .. : , , ,  . 
7 ,  t+ep-esenLa:  lyvre  i<:-)I-::..;:-; .'<: 5,  :;..I; 

E';..,~ . .I(. . .. I i .  r i ; r :  , i ,:; ' I  

, - * A .  - - t.(-)ducpd by I ; i ~ ~ ~ > ~ - + c . : , - ~ . - *  .-, . .. -, , . , . 

;~.nci Ttc?bc:-1 ! : c - r l S -  . 

( 1  . 5 . A ~ - I T \ ~  111 f(:,~mai 10;: F i j : ~ :  : ? : : v c :  :..,-:! , ,A, , : . 
Cornmal?? ,  L~~r .~ - (>d i~ * . -e ! t . :  i;.; r . ! ~ . ; ; : : . ~ , . , . : i :  , *  , .:, 
,T. - 
1 on1 L)G;: 1 :i 

V .  S . Navy Space a113 N'iva ? ?.'.I: r .+ ! +-. 

Syr3cenls C o m m a r ~ d ,  1117.1 c!c~u,::+~! !.:y ;,;. A 1 :.:,: 

t.Pn C ' O ~ I ; ~ } ~  S u p f - v . i  tic;:- E! i;.:i ;,,,:.-::I;.,,, 

N a ~ . ~ a l  Air S t a t  i ~ n -  . ( _ ? c . c , ~ I L c I .  : :!!. : - . : , , ! I ! , - . - ,  : : ; 

Eepr -ese r i t a~  ivp ih;erl ';'l c k i ~ : .  : 

we m a y  Y e q u e s t  some r n i r i o l -  <:)innut.:.: to r fi<::r;,-, [ . l m ;  .!:..:.,, ...., 1 

w e  y e t  closer  Lo t he heci  ~-:r!(? ri~itt.. ; c .  . I 1 '  l t  . , . ! ; . , , ! ,  . . 
a l - ~ y  ~ i u b s t a n c i c i l  c h a ~ ~ c j e r  
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I 1.ook f orwar<] I. (-> !<c:e i I > ( J  y o u  I 11 flLi 1 t. i n1,-j r ,: 

With k i n d  regal-d:;, i an] 
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TYPE OF ACTION REOUZRED 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's S i i t u r e  

ACTION: MU Comments and/or Suggestions 

Ma4 Date: - 



United statetr $mot& 
WASHINGTON. DC 206 10-2002 

The  Honor-able Alan LJIXCR 
Chairman 
aase C l o s u r e  and realignment Commivslnn ;&&* Q ~ " ~ , . ~ a i r r ;  

1700 N. Moore Street - 
Suite 1 4 2 5  

Dear Chairman Dixcn: 

AS requested in your letter of March  24th. I a m  wrirl~c I-:: 
submit names of witnesses f o r  y o u r  r e g i ~ n . 3 1  i lc:nri ; lc j  ,-,n >L,L,.. .-,..,A 
facilities included in t h e  s e c r e t a r y  si DrTi.:is+':j r n ~ - : ~ . ~ ~ r : i i ~ t ! n ~ d , ~ :  .:r.:, 
The Maryland presentation will consist of f ~ v e  n d .  <:prnm,.:::l--r 

I 
p r e s ~ n t a t i o n s  . In a d d i t i o n  tu the s c h e d ? ~  if? rjnd ( ~ r n e  r LC>!- Y !:czcl 
presentat ioris , I a m  a l s o  providing :he narllc an t i  -. : r ii. i,: eSLiL.:: 
witness and approximate cine a llocsi i o n s ,  a s  r;:qtr.::::i.i 

These w i r n e s s e s  dra be ;nc rec3mrnendzd by Tv:j<li f , Sc:--  - - ..-I c, L 
~ikulski, and t h e  appropriate Membcr  of t h e  i J v ~ s t .  c.1 
Representatives. 

B 

Fort Ritchie Military A f  f ' a i r s  Committee i 3 0  minute:; j : 

o Mr. Lonnie Knickmeisr ( 2 9  m i n u t e s )  
retired employee, Ft . R:itchie 

o Mr. Herb Meininger (1 m i n u t e )  
retired Gar r i son  Commander, Ft. Ritchie 

Advocates f o r  Naval Surf ace Weapons Center,  Annapolis ( 2 5  n i ~ l c t . < ~ r ,  

o M r .  Jim Corder ( 2 0  m i n u t e s )  
retired Assistant Read cf Propulsion and  A 1 S y s ~ . : : n s  
Directorate 

o yr. Larry Argiro i 5  minut2.s) 
retired Head cf the Machizery R&D D~recrorato, NFWC - : :  .- 

Naval Surface Waapons Center, 'White Oak ( 2 5  m i  n u ~ + ~ !  . 

o Mr. John T::-Io ( 1 0  minutes1 
r e t i r e d  employee, NSWC wni=e Cdk  

o Mr. Mike Subin (15  minutes! 
Chair, White Oak T a s k  Force 



The Honorah1.e Alan  Dixon 
A p r i l  27, 1995 
Page 2 

Publications Distribution Center, Baltimore ( 1  5 r n i ~ l ~ ~ r . ~ ? ~ '  : 

o M s .  Ca thy  Kropp (14 minutes; 
Ccmputer Assistant, USAPCC 

o M r .  B i l l  Weirnan (I rnlnute)  
Fork1 if r Operator and Lcca 1 C ~ l c n  1 13 7 . - I7r;.7 I d + : l  t , i:::?. cr c 

Fort Meade Advocacy Committee ! 1 3  T I  n t i i e s  

o Colonel  K e n t  Menser (10 m i n u t e s !  
retired Garrison Cornrnantler, Ft . Yieade 

In addition to these wicr.rsses, I w ~ l l  i i l rroduce i ( i v <  .-yl?r 

Glendenin9 a: t h e  outset .la w c l l  as any Cel~ydtlun ~ i ~ c [ ~ t i t . r  w t ~ o  , :, 
not able to s t a y .  Those members who art. able to s r l y  will h e v r  r : l  
uppor tun l ty  t o  speak fo l l -owing t h e  scrnrnunl ty  p re sen td ; r c?ns  1 
m a x i m u m  of cwo rn lnu tes  wlll be a1lotted co each member. 

Thank yuu for your  assistance T i  T can provide  you w i ~ h  ~ l n y  
additional information, please do n o t  hesicate iu conrac t  :I;,: 07- 

have your  staff contact my s t a f '  a c  i Z O ? l 2 Z 4 - 4 5 2 4 .  

w i t h  best regards,  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

P a u l  S .  S a r b a n e z  
Unlted S t a t e s  Sc:lator 
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CHARLES W. STENHOLM 
17Tn DISTRICT 

TEXAS 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET 

AGRICULTURE 

RANKING I E M B E R .  
SUBCoMMlTEi  CJN 

GENERAL FARM COMMCOITIES 

SUBCOMMITEE ON 
RESOURCE CONSERVATION 

RESEARCH & FORESTRY 

Please Respond to: 
WASHINGTON OFFICE 

1211 LONGWORTH HOW€ -ICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

(201) 2256(105 

- 
3ouse nf Bepreeentatiues J OlSTRlCT OFFICES 

P 0. BOX :237 
STAMFORO. D( ?xm 

lasbingtnn, BU 20513 1915) 7733623 

P.O. BOX 1101 
April 27, 1995 ABILENE. TX m 

,915) 673-77.2' 

Maj . Gen. Ncrmand G .  Lezy 
Director 
Office of Legislative Liaison 
Room 4D927 
The Pentagcn 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1160 

Dear General Lezy: 

We have been reviewing the certified B W C  95 Air Force 
Base Questionnaire for Dyess AFB. Overall, the 
questiomaire~provides g ~ o d  information. Hoever, it does 
not specifically identify Dyess' on-base drop zone (DZ) 
and landing zone (LZ) capability. Instead, the 
question,-,aire references .PAC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) as 
the source for its DZ and LZ information. 

Please provide me a copy of this PNC Pamphlet or at ieast 
, - .  the a_c?li=akle paces that cover =he i2ent:ricaticncf the - . 

32s m.5 1 2 s .  Y x r  Immec:~tz sl-;?crz zf t k s  reTLesz is - - .  . . . - =.?n-a-: =-a: ----------- .  A:=-2 ITL-P_C TCGZTZS, - TlTiZl?- - - 

Charles W. Stenholr 
Member cf Congress 

33 E. TWOHIG AVENUE 1318 
SAN ANGELO. TX 76903 

(915) 855-7994 

cws : zr_ 
cc: 1995 : 3 a C  CornmissLcz (Air Fcrze Team) 
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CENTER FOR CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
666 BROADWAY 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10012 

BOARDOFTRUSTEES 

CHAIRPERSON 
Robert Bochm 

C O - P R E S I D r n  
Vicki Alexander, hl.D. 

April 21, 1995 

Alan Dixon Chail-nlan 
Defense Base Closure Sr Re-Alignment Commission 

Arthur ~iinoy 1700 North Moore Street. - suite-1425 
VICE-PRESIDENTS Arlington, VA 22209 
Haywood Burns 
~honda Copelon 
w i ~ i a ~  Kunsder Dear Mr. Dixon: 
Randolph Scott-McLaughlin 
Peter Weiss The Center for Constitutional Rights has been contacted by citizens groups who 
TREASURER 
Franklin Siege1 

wish to express their opi~nions concerning the defense base closings and re- 
a1ignme:nts projected for tlhe New York-New Jersey metropolitan area. Two of 

BOARD 
Marilyn Clement the groups, the Coalition for Alternatives on Ft. Dix and the American Friends 
Lois Dauway Sexvice Committee, have already written to you to voice their concern that the 
Gregory Finger 
Abdeen Jabara schedul~ed format of the May 5th public meeting of your Commission in New 
June Jordan York City will not allow them an opportunity to be heard. 
Rochelle Iiorman 
Judy Lerner 
Jules Lobe! 
Charles Hey hlaestre 
Tin] Marshall 
hlichael Ratner 
Severina Rivera 
Celina Romany 
Consuelo Urquiv 
Patricia J . LViliiams 
\Zrilliam Wipfler 
Ellen Yaroshehky 

FXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Ron Daniels 

LEGAL DIRECTOR 
Michael Deutsch 

DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
Martha Swan 

DEPUrY LEGAL DIRECTOR 
Margaret Carey 

STAFF 
Rebecca Jackson 
Sheldon Kershon 
Margaret L. Ratner 
Orlando Sarmiento 
Beth P. Stephens 
hlarie Wilson 
Lee Ann Woods 
Dorothy Zellner 

Obviously Con~ress has been concerned with the impact on the public of these 
closures and re-alignmentas. At least three sections of the U.S. Code, viz.. 10 
USC 25,87, 10 USC 2391, and 40 USC 484, deal with the de-commissioning and 
re-alignment of these military bases. The laws cover varied aspects of these 
changes including economic dislocation, environmental impact, priorities for re- 
use and a host of other issues which impact on the affected communities. 

Congressional concern in this area, coupled wi&h a mandate that your 
commiss;ioii hold public meetings, manifests an intent on the part of Congress 
that the public be given a voice in deliberations which directly affect the health 
and welfare of not only the affected communities, but the whole nation. 

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals has noted that limiting access to 
public hearings on fundamental concerns such as highway placement (D.C. 
Federation v. Volpe, 343 F'2d 436 ((D.C. Cir., 1970) and pesticide registration 
(Environmental Defense Fund v. Ruckelshaus, 439 F.2d 485 (D.C. Cir., 1971)) 
can be likened to depriving citizens of the right to vote. In both cases the court 
ruled against federal agencies whose restrictive hearing practices were denying 
substantial sectors of the public adequate due process and equal treatment. 
Other lower federal courts have subsequently followed this precedent. 

666 BROADWAY . NEW YORK, NE:W YORK 10012 . Telephone: 212.61 4.6464 . Fax: 212-614-6499 . Email: ccr@gcapcorg 



Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 8: Fte-Alignment Conlmission 
April 24., 1995 
Page 2 

In the current controversy your Commission has limited access to the May 5th 
meeting strictly to those who wish to speak about defense related job losses in 
Bayonne, Ocean Terminal and Lakehurst. While people with these concerns 
deserve to be heard, the laws concerning base closure and re-alignment have 
a wider scope. Since no hearings have been scheduled to deal with issues of 
base conversion to civilian production or base conversion to housing for the 
homeless or a host of environmental issues, it seems likely that interested 
citizens probably will not be able to participate and the intent of Congress will 
thus be thwarted. 

Such restrictions also impinge on the right to free speech and public asseinbly 
by screening participants om the basis of the expected content of their speech. 

I urge you to open the scheduled public meeting to all who wish to voice their 
opinions. Democracy works best when all those interested can participate, not 
when pre-ordained dicta are ratified by a "safe" constituency. 

May I hem from you concerning this request. 

MEC: rj 

Sincerely yours. 

C 1 -  - - P 
' i  : i \ <LC- 

* < - . - -  - .  - 

Michael E. Deutsch 
Le,oal Director 
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- r - - 3  ,- r.. OGDEN !!I =,uz!., 
C H A M B E R  

SCOTT H. PARKINSON 
PRESIDENT GI CEO 

April 25, 1995 

A1 Cornefla, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

On behalf of the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you for your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 
Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissioners' 
r e s p d  attention to our presentation for Defense Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 Inc., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Government. Further, we believe the 
present commission members are honest and independent and will 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this fiuther please call. 

Scott H. Parkinscbn 

2404 Washmqton Boulevard 
Suite 1 100 
Ogden. Utah S4.40 I 
801 . 621 . 8300 
F.IY 301 . :392 . 7609 



SCOTT H. P-IRKINSON 
PRESIDENT 8 CEO 

April 25, 19515 

~ e b e c t a  Cox, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

On behalf o f  the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you for your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 
Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissionm' 
respectful attention to our presentation for Defense Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 Inc., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Government. Further, we believe the 
present c o d s s i o n  members are honest and independent and wiU 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this fiuther please call. 

* 4- - 

R ~ s ~ Y ,  

Scott H. Parkinson 

2404 Washinigon Boulevard 
Suite 1100 
Osden. Utah :34401 
801 . 521 . 8300 
F.%Y 30  1 . 391! . 76C9 



Scor-r H. PARKINSON 
PRESIDENT 8 CEO 

Gen. J. B. Davis, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

On behaif of  the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you fclr your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 
Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissioners' 
respectful attention to our presentation for Defense Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 he., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Government. Further, we believe the 
present commission membas are honest and independent and will 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this hrther please call. 

- 
Scott H. Parkinson 

2304 Washington Boulevard 
Suite 1100 
Ogden. Utah 1 
80 1 . 62 1 . 8300 
FA%. YO1 . 392 . 7609 



SCOTT H. P.~RKINSON 
PRESIDENT 8 CEO 

April 25, 1995 

iL1G Josue Robles, Commissioner 
The ~ef inse  Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North   moo re Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

-. - 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

On behalf of the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you for your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 
Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissioners' 
respectful attention to ow presentation for Defense Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 Inc., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Government. Further, we believe the 
present commission members are honest and independent and will 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this Wer please call. 

Scott H. Parkinson 

2404 [Vashington Boulevard 
Suite 1 100 
Ogden. L'tah 51.10 1 
301 . 62 1 . 8300 
FAY SO 1 . 392 . 7609 



ScorT H. P . I R K I N S ~ N  
PRZSIDENT G CEO 

April 25,  1995 

Wendi Louise Steel, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

-- - 
- - -- 

Dear Commissioner Steel: 

On behalf of the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you for your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 

- Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissioners' 
r e s p d  attention to our presentation for Defense Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 lnc., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Government. Further, we believe the 
present commission members are honest and independent and will 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this further please call. 

Scott H. Parkinson 

1404 LVashinqron Eioulevard 
Suite 1 I00 
Ogden. Utah 8440 1 
SO1 . 62 1 . 8.300 
FAX 801 .392 . 7609 
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O G D E N  W E B E 2  
C H A M B E R  

April 25, 1995 

SCOTT H. PARKINSON 
PRESIDENT Q CEO 

S. Lee Kling, Commissioner 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Kling: 

On behalf of the citizens and business people in Northern Utah I wish 
to thank you for your consideration at the recent regional hearing in 
Albuquerque. We appreciated you and your fellow commissioners' 
respecdid attention to our presentation for Defkme Depot Ogden Utah 
(DDOU) and Hill Air Force Base. 

Hill DDO '95 Inc., has worked on this effort for two years. We are 
convinced that the base closure legislation is the best way to achieve 
the budget goals of the Federal Govenunent. Further, we believe the 
present commission members are honest and independent and wiil 
listen and act on logical arguments. It may sound trite and naive; but, 
we believe the facts will drive the base closure decision process. 

Again, thank you. Should you need any additional information or wish 
to discuss this W e r  please call. 

Scott H. Parkinson 

2404 W a s h g t o n  Boulevard 
Suite 1100 
Ogden. Utah 8440 1 
801 . 62 1 .8300 
FAX 801 .392 . 7609 
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JOHN W. DeMILLY, Jr. CHAPTER #385 
OF THE 

AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION 
P. 0. BOX 901605. HOMESTEAD. FL 33090-1605 

April 23, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

The John W. DeMilly, Jr. Chapter of the Air Force Association wishes to express its concerns about the 
Department of Defense's recent recommendation to permanently assign the 301st Rescue Squadron to Patrick Air 
Force Base, Florida. 

As you are no doubt aware, the 1993 Clommission -- in the wake of Hurricane Andrew -- recommended 
the 301st return to Homestead Air Reserve Base .where it would be collocated with the 482nd Fighter Wing and it's 
F-16 aircraft. That decision was predicated on a complex set of issues ... the combat aspect of the unit's mission, the 
strategic location of the Homestead site relative to Latin America and the Caribbean Basin, the availability of a 
post hurricane Special Appropriation to assist in funding the return of the units and the serious economic impact 
the loss of the 3 1st Fighter Wing and the rest of the active duty forces would have on an community struggling to 
recover from the most expensive natural disaster to befall our nation ... to name just a few. 

We are particularly dismayed by the Department of Defense's reversal of position on this matter in spite of 
frequent reassurances to the community by senior Air Force leaders that they intended to return the 301st to 
Homestead (see Attachments 1, 2 and 3). While we recognize they must continue to adjust the force structure to 
cope with the many demands placed upon thern, we do not see that the relocation of the 301st is in the best 
interests of the nation. The attached Issue Paper on the 301st addresses the crux of our concerns. 

We recognize the immensity of the job you have ahead of you and thank you for your willingness to take 
on a task so critical to the interests of our nation. We wish you patience, perseverance and wisdom as you deal 
with these crucial issues. 

h c h a e f ~ .  Richardson 
President 

Attachments 
1. Letter, dated Nov 10, 1993, from Sec of AF Wicinall to Representative Meek 
2. Letter, dated Sep 28, 1993, from MGen Stein to1 Representative Meek 
3. Extract fiom Congressional Hearings, dated March 9, 1994 
4. Issue Paper: 30 1st Resale Squadron 



S E C R E T A R Y  OF T H E  AIR FORCE &"?$" . ... _ 7 9 30Gp . . 
WASHINGTON 

The Honorable Carrie P. Meek 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 15-09 17 

Dear Ms. Meek: 

The Air Force has been actively working to complete cleanup and restoration activities at 
Homestead Air Force Base. When Hurricane Andrew leveled much of the base in 1992, the Air 
Force decided to submit the base for closure. No firm commitment to rebuild Homestead 
occurred until the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission redirected the Air Force 
Reserve to return to Homestead as tenant units at a civil airport. The Commission recommended 
this to the President I July 1993, he forwarded the report on to Congress 3 July 1993, and 
Congress voted it into law 20 September 1993. 

Even though the law directing the rebuilding of Homestead has been in & '  for less than a 
month, the 482nd Fighter Wing will move: back to Homestead by 3 1 March 1994. The 482nd is 
on a time scbedule to vacate MacDii Air Force Base since the Department of Defense tranders 
airfield operation to the Department of Commerce,-or another Meral agency, on 1 April 1994. 
To meet this deadline, rebuilding 482nd facilities at Homestead remains the highest priority. 

Design costs for rebuilding 301st facilities have already been spent, with estimated 
completion dates of June through September 1996 for most projects. If the 301st moves back to 
Homestead now, the Air Force Reserve must provide leased modular facilities at a cost additive 
to permanent facilities construction. For personnel who return to their squadron operations 
building, at least two rnore interim moves will occur, since they must move out of the building 
during Dermanent construction. Moving back to Homestead before 301st permanent facilities are 
ready creates additional cost, as well as turmoil for the members of the 301st Rescue Squadron. 

This permanent change of station to Patrick Air Force Base accomplishes two objectives. 
First, it provides the members of the 301st Rescue Squadron stability. They know they will be in 
the Patrick Air Force Base area for three years. They can buy houses and move out of temporary 
living quarters. Additionally, the Air Force Reserve eliminates temporary duty expenses 
amounting to approximately $250,000 per month. I would like to stress that this change of 
station does not mean the 301st must remain at Patrick Air Force Base permanently. It is an 

_CL 

interim measure only, designed to save costs and meet the unique needs of our Homestead 
reservists caused by Hurricane Andrew's devastation. 

L 

I hope this information is helphi to you; please let me know if you have any more concerns. 

Sincerely, 



Of PARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

2 8 SEP 1553 

The Honorable Carrie P. Meek 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DOC. 20515 

Dear Ms. Meek: 

The 301st Rescue Squadron, an Air Force Reseme unit, was . 
temporarily reassigned by the Air Force to Patrick Air Fome Base, 
Florida, in September 1992 after Homestead Air Force Base was 
destroyed by Hurricane Andrew. The tuporary nature of the 
reassignmcmt has had an uruattling effect on the 146 full-time 
personnel in the 30lst aad their families. Additionally, the Air 
Force Reserve has been paying approximately $250,000 per month in 
temporary duty expenses for these employees. 

d 

In order to provide increased stability to the lives and 
families of our personnel, the Air Porce Reserve will i s m  
pennanont change of station orders to thua amploye- no later 
than Septamber :30, 1993. This action will enhance mission 
accomplishunt by dealing with very real humanitarian concerns and 
will cost approximately 51.8 million. 

J 
In accordance with the decision of the 1993 Defuua ms: 

Closure and Realignnuit Comaission,.the 301st return to 
Homestead upon completion of their new facilities. Homutead 
construction will take approximately three years. Total savings 
are estimated to exceed $5.0 lillion. 

We trust this informatiocis rumful. 

PAUL E* STEIN 
Ma jar General, USAF 
Director, Legislative Liaison 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, AIR FORCE 
RESERVE, AND AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

JAMES F. BOATEUCFtT, DEPUTY ASBETANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE 

MAJOR GENERAL JAMES E. MCXMWEY, THE AIR FORCE CIVIL ENGI- 
NEER. 

BRIGADIER GENERAL JOHN A. BRADLEY, DEPUTY TO THE CHIEF OF 
TtIEAIRmRcElzEsERVE 

BRIGADIER GENERAL (S) PAUL A. WEAVER, JR., DEPUTY DIRECXOR 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN 
Mr. IIEFNER The committee will come to order. 
Today we will review the Military Construction, Family Housing, 

and Base Closure Programs of the Air Force, Air Force Reserrre and 
the Air National Guard. Our witnesses today are Mr. James 
Boatright, Major General James Mecarthy, Brigadier General John 
Bradley of the Air Force Reserve, and Colonel Paul Weaver of the 
Air National Guard. 

Gentlemen, we appreciate you appearing before the committee 
here this mornin . And I see you have a composite statement for 
the active as we lf as Reserve components and your Btiitement will 
be made a part of the record, and you can summarize and mceed 
in any way that you see fit. And I understand that rm w d d o  the 
s-, Mr. Boatright. You pull rank on the ellows. It is al- 
ways good to have you back with us year after year. 

i" 
STATEMEKT (3F JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 

Mr. BOATRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
committee. I appreciate the opportunity to be here to discus the 
Department of the Air Force military construction and military 
family housing budget request, and the Air Force part of the de- 
fense base closure and realignment budget request for fiscal year 
1995. With me is M$ior General James McCarth the Air Force 

EnY eer, Brigadier General Bradie , the Chief of 

u t  Director of the Air National Guard. 
r S M  of t e Air Force Reserve, and Colone Paul Weaver, the D e p  

f ?peared before this committee last year and indicated that i t  
woul be my last appearance. As you know, Mr. Chairman, I had 
planned ;to retire last month, but I must tell you that the Secretary 
of the Air Force is very persuasive and I have reluctantly agreed 
to stay on another year to help the Air Force devilop its rec- 
ommendations for the final round of base closures in 1995. As a re- 

(173) 



[CLERK'S NOTE.--Questions for the record submitted by Mrs. 
Meek:] 

MILCON AT PATRICK AFB 

Question. Reports have come to my attention that there may be 
military construction a t  Patrick Air Force base designed to provide 
additional facilities to accommodate the 301st. It would be the 
height of folly to place construction of temporary facilities for a 
temporarily-assigned unit before construction of the permanent fa- 
cilities that will be needed for the return of the 301st. Will you 
therefore provide the committee, for the record, with a listing of all ~ 2 %  construction projects that are currently underway a t  Pat- 

B, including any that are in the specifications development, 
planning, design, engineering, and construction phases. 

Answer. There were no Military Construction projects at Patrick 
b accommodate the 301st, however the Reserve spent 83.M of 
supplement reserve O&M funds to implement the tempo 
down of the 301st. This provided the absolute minimum =Y acility 
support they required until their return to Homestead in FY 97. 
The active Air Force has not spent an mone to beddown the 
30lst. The following information is p r o v i h  for d e  record. - 

n Will* - ksr llw sun 

.... . 93 Rtttkefnnilrlwring I ._ ........ : ZWunitr 22.- WI. 
. 93 klpnJ rcm cumectirn b# Su l.m lanrwc 

I 
............................................................. 93 b p ~ & i r r h o a i n g  e .... QM 3.114 IQIX USC 

I 
i 

...... . 94 hdupmMkart*r@tJ& -...-...." -.. 44 1.850 WT. 
94 r s b e r & i S m  ---- -- 155W 15.388 IW%Df(; 
a cbberwkvral- .- n~litl 1.145 loox usc I 

I 
Quaiion Provide a su.blist of any and all of the above MILCON 

projects that are for the use of the 301st Rescue uadron. 
Answer. No military tanstruction projects at atrick AFB s u p  

port the 301st Rescue Squadron. 
9 

MILCON TO SUPPORT THE SOlST AT HOMESTEAD 

Question. Mr. Boatright, something on page 3 of y o u  testimony 
caught my eye. You said, "As we sit here today, the Air Force is 
collecting data necessary to suppori the analysis for BRAC 1995." - 
I am extremely concerned about what this procedure a t  this time 
may mean for the return of the 301st Air Rescue Squadron to 
Homestead Air Force Base. The BRAC '95 process may be manipu- 
la ted .4r  a t  least skewed--by giving the impression that there is 
nothing a t  Homestead AF'B to support the 301st. 

As I understand it, as of this date, the military construction 
needed ta support the 301st is only in the design stage. Inputs for 
BRAC have to  be submitted by July of this year; but as of that 
date, the 301st can very t;ruthfully check off the "zeron in the facili- 
ties column of the report, because there are no facilities for the 
301st at Homestead AFH a t  the resent time; construction won't 
even :begin until late this year; an 8 construction won't even be com- 

L 
p l e a  AT THE PRESENT RATE until mid-1996 at the earliest. 

My concern is that the, BRAC process can be influenced a t  the 
early staff level by virtue of the information made available by 
DOE. My concern is that BRAC will be encouraged to use perfectly 



ccurate--but misleading-information to justify simply writing off 
the design work that has been done so far a t  Homestead and re- 
directing the 301st to some other base-say, Patrick AFB. 
Can you give me assurances that the information submitted to 

BRAC, '95 will faithfully and accurately reflect that the military 
aanstruhion needed to support the 301st a t  Homestead has been 
delayed because of the Air Force's own decisions? + Answer. The Air Force has every intention of complying with the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommenda- 
tion to relocated the 301st Air Rescue Squadron to Homestead as 
soon as the necessary facilities a:= complete. Of the supplemental 
appropriation for restoration of Homestead, the Air Force identified 
$18.83 million for support of the 301st. Another $16.44 million of 
construction will support requirements common to both the 301st 
and the 482 FW. The Air Force has not deliberately delayed the 
construction a t  Homestead. Rather, we are continuing to work the 
design and constmction in a timely manner consistent with the 
normal constructioln process. Remaining deficiencies will be pro- 
grammed, consistent with budget priorities, in future years. The re- 
maining facility deficiencies will not keep the 3 0 M  from relocating 
to Honestead and our plans continue to be the return of the 301st 
in October 1996. 

FAST-TRACK MILCON AT HOMESTEAD AFB 

Question. Last year when you appeared before this committee, 
you said that you were prepared to expedite both design and con- 
struction of projecto a t  Homestead AFB. You said that 'I think we 
are ready to do some concurrent design and construction using a 
fast-track approach." My concern, as you see from my first ques- 
tion, is that fast-tracking didn't work in terms of the construction 
needed for the 482nd Fighter Win s return to Homestead; dead- 
lines slipped, and there is still a 8 ot that needs b be done. My 
question is, can you make that faettrack approach work for con- 
struction of the facilities needed for the return of the 301st? Are 
you ready today to do some concurrent design and construction 
work on these projec* at Homestead? 

Answer. First of dl, the fast-track a p m c h  for construction of 
facilities needed for the 482nd Fighter in s return to Homestead 
did work Although other facilities will 9 s be constructed to sup- 
port the 482nd, those facilities are not needed immediately and did 
not prevent the 482nd from returning to Homestead. In fact, the 
4t82nd returned five days prior to their scheduled mturn date of 
April 1, 1994. Since the fast-track approach worked so well for the 
482nd, we will pursue a similar fast-track appmach to ex 
construction of the 301st facilities. We wil l  follow a "desi&$ 
strategy, which means we will hire Architectural and Engineering 
(A/E) firms to design the facilities, and those same A/E firms will 
subcontract construction firms, usually ones already tied to the A,  
E: firms, to actually build the facilities. The AIE f m s  will remain 
on-board to monitor construction and resolve any problems that 
may arise. This "design/build" process will cut months from the 
standard practice of hiring A/E firms to design the facilities, and 
then electing constniction firms without input from the AfE firms. 



Question. Will you give the committee for the record a listing of 
the essential projects that need to be completed at the minimum 
before the 301st Air Rescue Squadron can return to Homestead 
Am? 

Answer. The facilities that must be in place before the 301st can 
return to Homestead are listed below: 

1. HH-60 Helico ter Maintenance Han ar ($3.05 million); 
2. HC-130 Fuel ysterns Maintenance 6 angar ($4.55 million); 
3. HC-130 Maintenance Han a r  ($3.25 million); 
4. SOlst ~eadquarterdsquacfkn Operations Facility ($3.10 mil- 

lion); 
5. Pararescue Facility ($1.85 million); 
6. AvionicdECM Shop ($1.15 million); 
7. Engine Inspection & Repair Shop ($0.91 million); 
8. Survival E uipment Shop ($0.97 million). 
Question. Wil 9 you please provide for the record a listing of the 

total number of rojects that need to be completed for the return 
of the 30lst Air &sme Squadmn to Homestead AFB? 

Answer. The following lists all the pro'ects that will support the 
301.t Air Rescue Squadmn a t  ~ o m e s t e a d  MB: 

1. .EEL60 Helico ter Maintenance Hangar ($3.05 million); 
el ystems Maintenance Hangar ($4.55 million); 2. HG130 Fu 

3. HC-130 Maintenance Han ar ($3.25 million); 
4. 301st ~ e a d ~ u a r t e ~ u a f m n  Operations Facility ($3.10 mil- -. . 

lion); 
5. AvionicdECM Shop ($1.15 million); 
7. Engine Inspection & Repair Shop ($0.91 million); 
8. Survival Equipment Shop ($0.97 million); 
9. Hepair Physical Fitness Center ($1.40 million); 
10. AddIAlter Communications Facility ($1.00 million); 
11. Repair and Alter Vehicle Maintenance Facility ($2.30 mil- 

lion); 
12. Infrastructure ($5.90 million); 
13. Medical Trainin Facility ($2.70 million); 
14. Security Police facility ($0.94 million); 
15. Small Arms Firing Range ($1.10 million); 
16. Fire Fighter Training Facility ($1.10 million). 
Question Will you please provide for the m r d  a listing of the 

projects that you will fast-track and on which you will use concur- 
rent design and constrctionw approaches? 

Answer. We will fast-track all of the projectors needed to support 
the 301st Rescue Squadmu. The projects have been grouped mto 
five Yike facilitiesn packages. Five separate Architectural and Engi- 
neering (A / ' )  firms will be selected, each experts in the desi and 
constmetion of the facilities in their particular p a y .  this 
way, the five A/E firms am design and construct the acilities in 
their packages concurrently. The projects within each of the five fa- 
cilities packages needed to support the 301st are listed below: 

301m RESCUE SQUADRON AREA PACKAGE 

1. HH-60 Helico ter Maintenance Xanger ($3.05 million); 
2. HC-130 Fuel 3 ystems Maintenance Hangar ($4.55 million); 
3. H(2-130 Maintenance Hangar ($3.25 million); 
4. 301st HeadquarterdSquad Ops Facility ($3.10 million); 



5. Pararescue Facility ($1.85 million); 
6. Avionics/Electronic Countermeasures Shop ($1.15 million); 
7. Engine Inspection and Repair Shop ($0.91 million); 
8. Survival Equipment Shop ($0.97 million). 

RENOVATE FACILITIES PACKAGE 

1. Repair Physical Fitness Center ($1.40 million); 
2. AddIAlter Communications Facility ($1.00 million); 
3. Repair/Alter Vehicle Maintenance Facility ($2.30 million). 

IhWRASTRUCTtrRE PACKAGE 

1. Infrastructure ($5.90 million). 
ADMI[MSTRATNE AREA PACKAGE 

1.. Medical Training Facility ($2.70 million); 
2. Security Police Facility ($0.94 million). 

TRAINING AREA PACKAGE 

1. Small Arms Firing Range ($1.10 million); 
2. Fire Fighter Training ($1.10 million). 



ISSUE PAPER 

301ST RESCUE SQUADRON 

On March 1, 1.995, the Secretary of Defense recommended to the 1995 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) that they reverse the 1993 Commission decision directing the 
return of the 301st Rescue Squadron to Homestead Air Force Base. The South Florida 
community feels that this recomrnendatioln is flawed for several reasons. A discussion of those 
concerns is outlined below, organized according to the criteria used by the BRAC. 

MILITARY VALUE:: 

1. The DoD recommendation to locate the 301st at Patrick Air Force Base is based upon 
the squadron assuming primary responsibility for Space Shuttle support and Avon Park range 
clearing activities. 

A. The recommendation fails to note that the primary mission of the squadron will 
remain combat rescue. As such, the Squadron will be required to maintain combat proficiency 
and remain vulnerable to deployments in response to contingencies through out the world. 

B. The peacetime mission of any combat squadron is to maintain the proficiency of 
its aircrews in the peculiar skills required by their wartime mission ... and combat rescue remains 
one of the most complex and dangerous missions assigned to any Air Force unit. To detract fiom 
that training is a misuse of the unit and poses a very real threat to the lives of the aircrews, both 
those in the squadron 'and those who they are tasked to rescue. While the space support mission 
may have broad parallels to combat rescue:, it clearly does not provide the wide spectrum of tasks 
required in a combat environment. 

C. We point out there are: no other combat forces located at Patrick AFB with 
which the Squadron can routinely practice or coordinate procedures. The nearest Air Force 
combat squadron is currently the 93rd Fighter Squadron located at Homestead Air Reserve Base. 
We also note that Homestead is used on a regular basis by other combat units who deploy to take 
advantage of the training environment offered in South Florida. 

D. It appears the 301st will require off site travel to remain proficient in their 
primary mission. The Air Force envisioned savings resulting fiom locating the 301st at Patrick 
apparently will only be replaced by the costs required to deploy the squadron to train in its combat 
mission. 

E. It is illogical to locate a unit based on its secondary mission. The need for 
ready access to realistic training in its primary mission should be the overriding requirement for 
locating any combat tasked organization. 

2. Secondly, we challenge the firequent assertion that space support is limited to a 
peacetime mission. 



A. As the Desert Storm experience taught us, timely exploitation of space has 
rapidly evolved into a essential combat asset. It seems extremely unlikely that space operations 
will cease in the event of a major contingency or war. In fact, it now appears space operations 
are likely to accelerate under such scenarios. 

B. Consequently, if the 30lst's space support mission is essential to operations at 
Cape Canaveral and the Kennedy Space Center, we anticipate the availability of the squadron as a 
combat asset will be significantly reduced. We must ask, "Can the country afford to terminate 
East Coast space operations if the 301 st is required to deploy in support of a contingency "? 

C. If -- as we expect -- the answer is no, then we assert the space support tasking 
effectively precludes using the squadron in a combat role. If that is the case, it becomes difficult 
to justlfl dedicating a combat rescue squadron to the mission given the additional expense 
required to maintain the unit's combat proficiency. 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: 

It is impossible to challenge the government's cost and savings estimates without access to 
their COBRA computer model and their data base. However, we believe the following issues 
need to be investigated. 

1. The DoD asserts the one time cost to implement this decision is $4.6 million. 
However, the 1993 Aii Force COBRA estimate for new construction at Patrick AFB alone was 
$6.7 million. In either case, these estimates seem unrealistically low given reports received fiom 
301st members that t.he Patrick flightline is saturated, that the 301st temporary facilities are 
seriously deficient and that a permanent beddown of the 301st will require virtually al! new 
facilities. Given the Homestead construction experience, we feel the estimate needs to be 
carehlly reviewed. 

2. Additionally, the one time costs to move the squadron will require an additional BRAC 
95 kndiig authorization. However, funding for 301st facilities at Homestead was available from 
a FY 92 Special Appropriations Bill designed to reestablish a functional airport at Homestead -- 
although it appears that reprioritization of 482nd Fighter Wing projects by the Air Force 
Reservesa may signSc:antly reduce the hnding available for 301st projects. The 301st projects 
were already in design with -- pre BRAC recommendation -- completion dates projected in mid 
1996. Returning the squadron to Patrick will only delay its ultimate beddown date. 

3. The DoD also asserts an m u a l  $1.5 million operating savings will occur if the 
squadron locates at Patrick. It maintains these savings will accrue by deferring the space support 
TDY costs that would be required if the unit remained at Homestead. 

a. As noted above, we :Feel these savings are largely illusory. Any savings 
generated by locating at Patrick for the splice support mission are likely to be offset by additional 
costs that will be required for the unit to deploy to maintain its combat rescue proficiency. 



b. Atiditionally, if the space support mission is conducted in support of space 
shuttle missions as !:he DoD justification indicates, it appears appropriate that NASA be 
responsible for the cost of those operations and that the deployments should have no effect on the 
DoD budget. 

4. We have been told that collocating the 301st at Homestead with the 482nd will reduce 
overall manning requirements of the two units by 20 positions through the consolidation of 
common shops and offices. If true, this reduction alone must produce savings well in excess of 
$500,000 per year (20 positions X $25,000 / year average salary plus benefits). Additionally, the 
avoidance of construction costs for duplicative facilities at both Homestead and Patrick must be 
considered. 

5. Lastly, we are aware that corrosion is a severe problem at Patrick as the base is literally 
situated on the beach. Conversely, Homestead is situated approximately two miles inland and 
protected by an off shore barrier reef Corrosion is not a serious problem at Homestead. The 
difference in these two environments and its impact on aircraft maintenance costs and mission 
availability must be considered. 

IMPACT: 

1. The metric; used by the DoD to measure economic impact of proposed actions on 
effected communities -- loss of jobs as a percentage of the overall work force in the statistical 
metropolitan area -- is too simplistic to apply to an area which is still recovering from the most 
expensive natural disaster ever experienced by this nation. 

A. Hux~icane Andrew ravished an area of South Dade County encompassing 
approximately 400-500 square miles. The: eye of the storm passed directly over Homestead AFB 
and the communities surrounding the base were among the most heavily impacted. Total damage 
estimates are placed at approximately $30 billion. In the aftermath of the storm, the area lost 
nearly one third of its population base, its businesses and the associated ad velorum tax base. 
While recovery has progressed, the area has not returned to its pre-storm economic status and 
will not for several years. 

B. Thus, any attempt to judge the impact of the loss of the 301st7s 341 jobs -- and 
the associated families -- in the hurricane impacted area by measuring them relative to the overall 
County employment b;se is futile. Homestead AFB is an exceptional case and the standard metric 
is an ineffective measurement tool. The Commission must apply common sense and empathy if it 
is to accurately assess the true impact of moving the 301st fiom the Homestead area. 

2. Lastly, the DoD recommendation seriously erodes the federal government's previous 
commitments to assist in returning the ;South Dade County area -- and Homestead AFB 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 communities. 





EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE T R A C m G  SYSTEM CECTS) # ?S~O\- (2 

TYPE OFAC1ION REQUIRED 
Preparc Repiy for Cbainmn's Sipatme h p v e  Reply for C-nu's sguatm 

Repare Reply for Staa Director's S- Remm Direct R s w n s e  

ACIION: Offer Comments and/or Sugge3iiom I JI m 

Due- - 



united !3tates 
General Accounting Omee 

Cincinnati Regional Office Cincinnati Commerce Center 
600 Vine Street, Suite 2100 
Cincinnati, OH 45202-2430 

April 28, 1995 

Mr. Frank Cantwell 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cantwell: 

As requested by Julia Denman, Assistant Director, Defense 
Management and NASA Issues, the enclosed folder containing 
Aerospace Cluidance and Metrology Center-related information 
is submitted for your review. The documentation includes 
GAO's December 1994 report entitled Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrolosv Center: Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect 
Closure and Privatizaticg (GAO/NSIAD-95-60), and two 
assessment reports and briefing documents prepared by Coopers 
and Lybrand Consulting. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, 
please contact me (513/684-7181) or Julia Denman (202/512- 
4290). 

Sincerely, 

Frank T. Lawson 
Senior Evaluator 

Enclosure 
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Glebrating tbe Syracuse Student - 
r3ast, Present, ~ n d  Futun 

April 25, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
.4rlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I add my voice to those of many others calling for the Rome Laboratory to remain in 
Central New York as a vital and productive contributor to the creation of new knowledge and 
to the economic well being of our state and nation. The lab is one of the most important 
intellectual resources in the area and would be sorely missed by scores of educators and 
researchers at Syracuse University, Coniell University, and elsewhere. 

The highly productive relationship between this University and the Rome Lab spans 
many years. Our scientists have done research at the lab and their scientists have worked 
here. We have collaborated on projects that have drawn on the expertise of local businesses as 
well, bringing together both people and resources in ways that have provided benefits for 
hundreds of our neighbors. These kinds of interactions represent, it seems to me, the kinds of 
synergies that should be encouraged. 

It is also true that the interactions that have been so beneficial exist because of the 
geographic proximity between our two sites. Our relationship as near neighbors has been a 
critical factor in developing the symbiosis that we have come to see as unique and well worth 
preserving. This is a kind of relationship that would take a very long time to develop should 
the Rome Lab move to another site. 

I strongly urge you to reconsider the closing of the Rome Laboratory. While I do 
understand the need for cost efficiencies in the military, I also believe that too much will be 
lost if this facility is dismantled. I appreciate your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

./ Kenneth A. Shaw 

CHANCELLOR AND PRESIDBNT 
300 Tolley Administration Building 

Syrac~~e, Ne~York  13244-1100 315-443-2235 Fax 315-143-3503 



S Y R A C U S E  N I V E R S I T Y  

Office of  the Chanct.llor 
300 Tolley Administration Building Syracuse. \iY 13Lt-t- 1 100 ( 3  1 5 )  423-1235  





s1~1-r W L A  u r  ~ u u  ur-1: LLW,J*. I- .- -u -*-A 'lL.-. --- - ----- 
Y ,- 

A EXECbTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM (ECTS) # 5(;T(3 - -7 

I ;~CI  TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 
(p" Rsl. Repty for f z b a i m m ' s  .sigmmre I P r e p  Reply for C ~ W ' S  ,spatwe 

I Repare Replp for Staff Director's S i  I &P=-R=Po= 
ACIION: Offer Camnmts andlor matiom 

SubiectfRemarks: i 



Blue Diamond Growers 

April 25, 1995 

Honorable Nan J Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1425 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to request that you keep McClellan Air Force Base open. 

As the high-tech depot in the Department of Defense, McClellan Air Force Base is in an excellent 
position to support America's future military forces. 

Pentagon leaders, including General John Shalikashvili, acknowledge that future conflicts will be 
increasingly dependent on technological advances. The high-tech "smart" bomb nature of the 
Persian Gulf War gave us a glimpse of these advances. As General Shalikashvili pointed out, the 
Gulf War "showed a snapshot of this revolution in progress." 

McClellan's microelectronics capabilities, advanced composite technologies, large and small radar 
applications, electro-optics "night vision" program, and electronic warfare systems expertise make 
our base even more important for our nation's military requirements in the future. Therefore, 
McClellan should not oilly stay open, its missions should be expanded as part of BRAC '95. 

McClellan Air Force Base has the bipartisar~ support of the entire Sacramento community. We 
urge you to preserve this irreplaceable national asset. 

Sincerely, 

Walter F. Payne 
President and CEO 

cc: Steve Easter 
Steve Huffman 

P.O. Box 1768, Sacramento, California 95812 (916) 442-0771 
The Almond people 
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WEST POINT SOCIETY 
of the 

Inland Empire/Palm Springs 

April 26, 1995 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I represent and speak for the members of the West Point Society of The Inland Empire and Palm Springs, 
a geographicaliy diverse goup of afumni from The United States Military Academy who reside in Riverside 
and San Bernardino Counties. We are seriously concerned over both the high costs and the reduction in 
quick deployment capabilities involved in the pending move of USMC aviation units and headquarters 
organizations from El Tort) Marine Corps AH Station to Miamar Naval Air Station. 

A far better solution, based on BRAC 93 data, is outlined in the enclosed booklet entitled The March 
Opportunity, prepared by the Military Affairs Subcommittee of the March Joint Powers Author~ty. This 
solution would be for the USMC to relocate thei rotary-wing aviation units and aviation command 
organizations to March Ar Force Base. Fixed wing units would still relocate to planned BRAC '93 locations 
at Miramar Naval Air Station. 

This action would result in considerable dollar savings, operational enhancements, and improvements in 
troop and family wetfare. The Department of Defense should also take advantage of the unique 
geographical location of March as well as a recently completed $200 M base facilities construction program 
which would provide the Marines with much needed new construction which does not presently exist at 
Miamar. 

This relocation can be accomplished without changing the BRAC '93 decision to realign March to 
accommodate Air Force Reserve and National Guard units and functions. The Air Staff decision to move 
active duty forces to other bases to achieve economies of scde does not need to be changed in any way. 

I The following benefits deserve your consideration: 

a. Greatly entlanced USMC rapid response capability to meet national defense 
emergency Time Phased Deployment List requirements. 

b. Improved USMC training capabilities. 

c. About one-third of a billion dollars in immediate savings ($ 326 M) in one-time relocation 
costs. ( Note : This fgure will probably increase upon further examination during BRAC 95.) 

d. Annual savings of $ 50 M based on currentannual operating expenses of $50 M for March, 
and $100 M for Miramar. 

e. $ 29 M ten-year cumulative savings in annual housing and quarters allowances. 



Aligned with increased readiness and long-r~~n cost savings is a most Lnportant factor, the welfare of 
USMC troops and their families. Currently many Marines stationed at MCAS, El Toro and MCAS,Tustin 
cannot find affordable housing near their their duty stations. They are thus forced to commute long 
distances in dangerous traffic from lower cost civilian communities in the Riverside and Moreno Valley area 
to El Toroflustin . &ge Marines have lost their lives on the freeways because of this Droblem than werB 
lost in Desert Storm. In view of the lack of m~litary housing and high cost of living in the San Diego area 
the same situation would exist at Mirarnar. 

The welfare and happiness of service members and their families are Important keys to unit and service 
readiness. Long and frequent separations of service personnel from their families can be avoided or 
mitigated by the selection of March for the USMC unit redeployment outlined above. Thus, it is important 
that the welfare, safety and accommodations of these deserving members be given proper weight in 
determining the stationing of USMC deployable units. 

In regard to the above, the West Point Societies of Los Angeles and Orange Counties and The U.S. Naval 
Academy Alumni Association, Los Angeles Chapter, have been supportive in our briefings on this matter. 
Our members have extensive farniliarrty with the operational aspects invdved. We also have long and 
deeply held beliefs in securing for our nation the finest military capabilrty obtainable within the resources 
available. The combined Quad-County strength of USMA and USNA alumni plus associated service 
academy Parents Clubs totals over 3500. These groups have a tradition of support for our Armed Forces 
as well as for the type of national defense enhancements and dollar savings described above. 

In light of the above we respectfully request that the Defense Base and Realignment Commission view 
our proposal in a favorable light and include it as an action for a redirect prior to your May 17 deliberations 
regarding additions and deletions to the DOD list of recommendations for closures and realignments. 

Sincerely, 

Jl 

.-&l$i7 //id&& 
( USMA Class of 1974 ) 

president, West point Society of The ln&d Empire/Palm Springs 
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CEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR OHGE 
MEr\DolJARTwS S A N  APmONIO A I R  ',OCIS-TICS E N X R  A m C )  

KEUY AIR FORCE RrrsE. -ExAs f 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I ,l \ I S ,  *v< 

hIEXpIORt\TDLT,I F9R 3EFZNSZ 8.ASE CLOSCFCE: .L\D rALlG3>IE\  i- (:( jbl>[lSs~c b\ 

.I.-: Lls. , b . e  Rxse 
i-00 N Ltoore Sc Ste 1425 

1. 
I 

Arlington V:-\ 22309 

FROM: SA-ALC~CCE 
1 00 >loorman St S te i 
Kelly , U B  T;Y 7823 1-5508 

SCBJECT Real Proper? .ClaLntenance 4 (RPktA) Cost I 
! We apprec~ate :our i n q u w  about :he !ugh 
other depot msrai lations. We h m e  researched 
between depots on reportrng ihc v m o u s  cosi 
belicve that utilities and atstod~al services should 
catetegorizcd these costs. However. it is ~pparsot io us 
utilities and custodial szrviccs as RPbM. 11 also 
some or all of ?heir utilities and custod~al services ~n Base .md Suppon 

2 .  A comparison of RPVA counts submitted by each dcb iat~ons 3s 
shown below: 

MLL .\FB 

ROBIXS M B  SG. I bl 

T I N U R  &-l-\FB Y-2.6;Lf 



3. Cost categories included as R P L W  in the Kelly AFB subm ss iun are xi fdllows: J I 

Utilities 
Custodial Services 
Civll Eze~nrering . CE, 
CE Materials 
Dernoiitlon 
.\rchtecrural md Eapneering Design 
Reimbursement of Base Produced Water 
All Other 

TOTAL* 

* Inflation facror of 5.8% applied to ths fool to amve m the 169M tFY96) con  ~dcnt I r i d  11, 

the Kelly C O B U .  

- As .iO1l cm see from the above &t& S i ~ . 8 ~ I  or 80% of 16.1 is for uNiirlef wrf custo(ilnl 
senices ~ h c h  were awarentlv left our ofthe other depot liallonms ~ ~ ~ m l r s i l ~ l l  

I 

5. Based upon our review. lnconslstent procedures were u x o i  cross the depot m s o l i a t l o n s  

fierefore. we rccomnlenci ihe DBCRC requlrc a bottonls-up iew (~nfomaoon PC(: alld 
CO" category) be performed to standardize inputs to ensure ih x e  i : l l tc i  2nd 

consistent throughout the coulmmd. 
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DEPARTMENT OF rHt  A I R  
~EL\WUARTERS 5 A N  ANTONIO AIC) LOGlbnCS 

K F I  1 Y AIR  FORCF RASE :-AS 8 

~ E ~ I O R & \ D ~ ~  FOR DEFEXSE SASE CI.OSL.RE .CL.D & , ~ I G ~ M ~ ~ ~  cOMMIS.q:ON 
. A m :  Lls. .%me Reesc ! 

1. Attached please find 3 talking paper in response to a quml on :he c m n r  supcnlsor 10 
mpioyee ntio al Sari . ~ t o m o  .41r ; O ~ I S I ~ C S  Center. 7ne mtio a< increased Clnre the  hcglnlllny 

of FY95 ro thc current level. f 
2. Our p i n t  ot'contact IS Ms Debonh Wilson. SA-A  LC F M  , DSN 945475' .  c\[  

I i 



TALKING PAPER 
ON 

SAY .-LYTOPiIO .UR LOGISTICS CEN 
SUPERVISOR TO E>LPLOkEE, 

- BACKGROLJJD: .An Air Force pian to increase superv:sc 
currently bemg fom~uiated. This plan would jc based on ~h 
Xsbonal Pert-ormance Rev~ew t,T\iPR), and Department of J 
span of controI. The Execuuve Order has requ~rcd [he span1 
NPR has embhshed 3 goal for supcrt Isor to cmployee rscla. 

Do0 has determined it has an averaye supervr:jor to employ 
(based on 30 Sep 93 baselme date) md has set a rough goal 

- CURREhT STATUS: The SA-PUC Human Resources >I 
the above information on 25 h13r 95. During f h s  bnefig. rJ 
a comparison of d l  Au Logistics Centers tXLCs). 171e mou 
follows: 

Producr Directontes 

Air Base Wing 

Total SA--U.C 
I 

1 A ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  CENTER- 
ALC ~QT.-U,J?OSfTIOfl 

I 

Hill AFB UT (OO-.UC) 1: 1 1.55 

Kelly lZFB TX ( S A - U C )  1 .10.23 

~McClellan .4FB C.4 (SM-UC)  1:10.34 

Robins AFB GA ( WR-&C) 1 10.94 

T;dtrr OK IOC-ALC) 1.10 86 

* Based on locally dmved st;itlsr~cs 
* * Based on statistics provided by HQ ,&F?/IC'.'DPCC 

.A11 surrstics are based on assigned personnel as 0 t ' 21 ' Liar 

y:'mmagenal span of contrc)l 1s 
Ptesrdent's E X ~ C U ~ I L ~  ( )r,jcr rtlc 

ense (DoD) -p~dancc c.nnccrnlrly 
t'control to be doubled a u  t he  
of 1 14 32 b) tllc !car 1000 - 
: rJtlo of 3pprus1ma[t.l~ I : 
i l 15 by rhe e u  2000 

nagement Board w:c; hnct2cf tin 

:A S ~ ~ ~ I S ~ I C S  wcre ; I \  cn ,IS :.sell .L\ 
surrent ~lvn~lahlct it;L[~:;t~c\ :UC 2. 



- CONCLUSION: AL1 the ALCs' Depot Maintenance Busin s &a posrttons are gro~lped 
between a 1 .12 to 1 : 15 ratio whlch is far above of 1 :7 average identi tied t)( )[)-LL  tit* 
Considenag the "rightsit~ng" cffort underway. these not unevpected I,osses i r ~  
positions tend to take place first ~n the with reorgmi7;lrion 3r1d 
supervisory losses following. attcfcnuan given tu ~ I I P \ C  

statisilcs. S A - . V C  Feis confident char i t  ia mcrl the 9 3 1 s  be! Wnb by the t xc i -u l i r c  i )r t irr .  
the W R .  DoD and ;he 4 ~r Force. I 

i - PREPARER: ,Mr. Davt: Edwards, SX-.%LC:DPC('. DSS 5 JLOS. 7,(1 .:Ipr 9 )  'P 
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April 25, 1995 

WILLIAM G. KOGERMAN 
25381 "G" Alicia Parkway 

LAGUNA HILLS, CALIFORNIA 92653 
(71 4) 855-9889 

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

Dear Commissioner Dixon, 

I am writing you once again on the eve of your visit to California. My appeal is singularly 
focused, achievable, and well corroborated. I ask only that you and your august 
commission physically revisit MCAS El Toro facility for a briefing on the closing of MCAS 
El Toro -- particularly in light of the yet unresolved relocation of the Third Marine Aircraft 
Wing helicopter assets. 

Succinctly stated, the relocation of Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets involves 
the following issues: 

The vsgf 12:pe concent-ation of rotary and fixed wing aircraf-t currently 
s:;ted tz De ;ransferred tc NAS Mirarnar cannot be expezted to sgerste .. Vllib~ent!!, an2 safely from such a confined airfield. 

- ransterring heiic~pier squadrons from the Wesi Coast to the East Cozst 
c;  i i ~ w a i i  ro shoenorn this ill-conceived plan, further degrades the overall 
"c3mbai liE" capabilities of the Third Marine Aircraft Wing. 

2757 units of desperately needed military housing located at MCAS El Toro 
wouid be vacated at a tirne when replacements are limited and costs are 
soari nic;. 

Adequate military housing to accommodate the requisite Third Marine 
Aircraft Wing personnel at NAS Miramar is currently noJ available. 

. Transferring the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets to March AFB 
could re:sult in BRAG cost savings of between $29 million and $337 million. 

Alternatively, by transferring the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter assets 
to MCAS El Toro would result in BRAG cost savings of between $508 
million and $901 million. 



. Alternatively, by transferring the helicopter assets to either MCAS El Toro 
or March AFB, irreplaceable high-altitude, remote landing sites in the 
Saddleback mountains would remain as essential training assets. 

Operational and safety considerations would be maximized by goJ co- 
locating rotary and fixed wing aircraft in a closely confined environment, 
resulting in savings in operations, asset replacement, and personnel. 

Attached, please find a more detailed presentation of the helicopter relocation issue, the 
alternatives and the conclusions recently reached by a third party study group. With the 
current effort to dramatically decrease defense expenses, every reasonable alternative 
must be reviewed. BRAC '91 left the Third Marine Aircraft Wing helicopter relocation 
issue unresolved. ,BRAC '93 suggested some alternatives that have not proved to be 
readily acceptable. BRAC '95 should distinguish itself by addressing the Third Marine 
Aircraft Wing relocation problems in a manner that maximizes defense savings, while 
minimizing the high costs of inefficient and unsafe operations. I am confident that any 
rational military planner would agree with that lofty goal. 

I implore that you find time in your busy schedule to visit MCAS El Toro and talk to its 
commanders. I believe you will find that as the Marine Corps has attempted to execute 
the mandate of BRAC '93, significant concern has developed over the issues raised in 
this letter. Thank you for your attention and please provide a copy of this letter to each 
of your commissioners for their review. 

Sincerely, 
# 

V 
Bill Kogerm~r! 



ACTIOIV BRIEF - 

BRAC '95 affords an opportunity for additional savings and 
increased operational effectiveness for ~arine Aviation units on 
the West Coast by considering the re-opening of MCAS El Toro or 
the realignment of March AFB. The March option will save between 
$29 million and $337 million, and the El Toro option will save 
between $508 million and $901 million in BRAC costs. The 
differences in each option arc based on what is already funded 
for ~iramar and MCAS Camp Pendleton ( e . ,  in the budget) and the 
requirement. 

1. Problem 
The closure of MCAS Tustin (BRAC '91) and MCAS El Toro 
(BRAC '93) and the subsequent realignment to MCAS Camp 
Pendleton and NAS Miramar- has a budget estimate of $1.67 
billion which meets the requirements of moving 10,000 
Marines and 300 aircraft. Today we have been authorized 
$855 million. 

2. Discussion 
a. llC>AS EL TOR0 as a ROTARY WING BASE - ~ealign all 
helicopter assets from Tustin to existing facilities at 
El Tcro, while continuing the movement of fixed wing 
assets from El Toro to NAS Miramar. Current headquarters 
elements and aviation support organizations remain at El 
Tcrs to F n c l ~ d e  all fzmily housing. 

n -7  T- - 7 -  -- - -- , 
----L '- d-. .--a*.. . . . - Saves mone;. r;l:r. minimal BMCCON and rehab at Ei Toro. 

- Eiiniriaces sXqCCON 2nd related Lilita-q Family Housin~ 
for CE-46 squadrons at Camp Pendleton. 

- Retains 2727 ililitary Family Housing units at El Toro. 

Fiscal: - Retains aqricultural out lease income at El Toro of at 
lezst $ . 6 6  million annuallv. 

d - Reaucs:s PCS costs (only MAG-11 personnel transfer). - Most efficient operation of West Coast ~arine Corps 
helicopter assets. - - Allows Tustin to close at least two years early. 

- Mirama.r will require considerable follow-on MILCON, El 
Toro &rill not. 

- 
Environmental: - Eliminates the requirement for a ~euse/~isposal EIS at 

El Toro ( $ . 6  million savings). 
- Reduces scope and assures success of EIS at Miramar. 



- Eliminates the difficult transfer of air quality 
credits to a new Air Quality Management ~istrict. 

- Reduces potential environmental litigation from 
endangered species habitat at Miramar. 

Operations: 
- An established, compatible AICUZ study exits and noise 

footpri.nt over the base would shrink. 
- Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing. 
- El Toro remains 3dMAW APOE/APOD. 
- Provides continued access to 11 Mountain Area Landing 

Sites for helicopter training. 
- Helicopter routing currently exists. 
- Reduces congestion at MCAS Camp Pendleton. 
- Eliminates extra han.gar requirement at Camp Pendleton. 
- Will reduce maintenance and supply requirements due to 

single siting of CH-,46 aircraft. 
- By single-siting, will enhance introduction of MV-22. 

Community/Civilian Relations: 
- Community supports retaining military presence at El 

Toro . 
- Marines have stabili.zing impact economically with $400 

million per year int.0 an economy faced w i t h - a  county 
banliruptcy . 

- Solves the internecine warfare over El Toro's future 
as a commercial airport. 

- Retains Commissary, Exchange, and mi facilities for a 
large retirement community. 

- Reduces the requirenent for reduction i n  fsrce cf 
P 

. . - .  
,i~l~lans 2t Z1 Tcr~. 

- Cornmu r,l- -,? zlre2d-.- Z - - :  ' - =--  - - -  - -  7 - -  2 ------ ?-,=--- - --c 
-E-l..--- -- v\ --*A -c---u.J-=- .,---Lu --A&- - - 

ax ?I 'fcrr.. 
- - - .  - .  , - -  

r -  .,,- -"?.--'=-- - -  \,: ----- .-- --- -zxzoz;1zz:z:- "- A*-&-- --- ---- c* ----- L 1 i . L -  \,*--- Z - Z ?  1-2 

3 Z O C 3  S :<. 

b. t,vn--- - - - - - -  . 2 2 - 3  G E k S  - Reaiign aii ~;=ixs 
at El Toro zlonq with Tustin's helicopter assets to 
March, while continuing the movement of fixed wing zssets 
from Z1 Toro to NAS Mi r a~a r .  

Construction: 
- Excellent infrastructure and well maintained base with 

recent investment of two hundred million dollars in 
facilities im~rovements since BRAC 91. 

- ~omrnun.ication; Center has modern capabilities in place 
and wo.ald suppcrt current and future requirements at 
lower cost. 

- Allows Navy to retain F-14 assets at Miramar. . . . .  - Excellent l4G'. f acll~cres. 



Fiscal: - March VHA rates are lower than San Diego VHA rates. 
- Housing is more affordable. - 1,000 Marines currently live in Riverside and commute 

daily to El Toro and Tustin. 
- Miramar will require considerable follow-on MILCON, 

March will not. - As tenants, the ~ i . r  Force Reserve/Air National Guard 
will defray operating costs at MCAS March. 

Environmental: - March and El Toro are under the same ~ i r  Quality 
district. - ~ 

- Simplifies NEPA's air compliance. 

Operations: - Deconflicts rotary and fixed wing operations. - We retain current ~ountain Area Landing Sites for 
helicopter training. - Miramar fixed wing siting locates them closer to 
operating/training areas. - Reduces congestion at MCAS Camp Pendleton. - Eliminates extra hangar requirement at Camp  endl let on. - Allows Marine Corps on-site embarkation of helicopters 
at I MEF APOE/APOD. 

- Reduces commuting time. - Reduces transient time to support 29 Palms. 
- Reduces base loading at Miramar to allow 

transient/detachments deployments in support of 
fleet/amphibious operations. 

- -_ .  wlii ., . reduce maintenance and suppi? requirements due ~c . - slnsle sizing of CR-46 aircraft. 
- 3: niilgle-sit2 n5, swill enhance i~rroduction of !.Xi-22. 

~om,r;nizy/Civilian Relations - Comrr.unity desires Marine Helicopter presence. 
- Introduction of helicopters at Miramar wil14slow EIS 

process. 

3 .  Scttom Line - Either option is nuch more operationally effective. - Either option saves a considerable amount of money. - El Toro opt.ion saves $508 million over current 
budget and $901 million over total validated 
requirement. - March optioll saves $29 million over current 
budget and $337 million over total validated 
requirement. 



4 .  Recornrnendatic~ 
- T h a t  t h e  BRAC Commission examine MCAS El Toro or March 

AFB as an alternative t o  the single siting of 
fixed and rotary wing aircraft at NAS Miramar. 

- That COMCABWEST be tasked to provide a detailed 
analysis in all areas of BRAC costs (BRACCON, 
Environmental, Military PCS, Operations & Maintenance, 
and Military Family Housing). 
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' L- 75IEB-3 

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

Dear Alan: 

I was sad you were unable to join Reps. Horn, Tucker and me 
for dinner on the Queen Mary in L ~ n g  Beach last week. We 
appreciated the opportunity to discuss in further detail our 
commitment to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard and the Los Angeles 
AFB . 

As a follow up, I enclose a copy of a recent letter coordinated 
by my office and sent to the Cornrnis:sion concerning Los Angeles 
AFB and allegations raised by supporters of Kirtland AFB. The 
bipartisan letter was signed by Governor Wilson, Senators Boxer and 
Feinstein, and sixteen Congressional Members representing districts 
in Los Angeles County. Los Ange:les AFB is located in my 
congressional district, and any attempt to realign it would have 
overwhelming national security and economic costs. 

I will be calling you in the next few days to review the issue 
further. 

Regards, 

Enclosure 

NOT PRINTED AT GOVERNlAENT EXPENSE 



Congress o i  toe Znireb s t a t e s  
Ziilaehinqton, a& 205 13 

March 17, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are writing in stron- support of Los Angeles AFB and to 
express our concern over se-?zal issues that have been raised by 
the New Xexico Congressional Delegation and other advocates of 
Kirtland AFB. 

YISSION CAN BEST BE ACHIEVED IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

As you may know, Los Angeles AFB's Space and Missile Systems 
Center is the nerve center for the acquisition and development of 
space-based support to our fighting forces. The Center is 
responsible for purchasing most Department of Defense satellites 
and rocket boosters and plays a vital role in our nation's 
military programs. 

Los Angeiev AFB is also home to the Aerospace Corporation, a 
Federally Funded Research and Development Center that provides 
systems engineering support a variety of U.S. national 
security space programs. Using unique, state-of-the-art tools, 
data collection and laboratories, Aerospace provides a full range 
of scientific and engineering talent for space systems, launch 
vehicles and ground stations. This unique and vital capability 
is not found elsewhere in the nation. 

Additionally, Southern California is the hub of the 
country's defense industry and is home to almost all major 
aerospace companies, as well as to several leading institutions 
of higher education with quality engineering schools. Los 
Angeles AFB's strategic location allows the Air Force and the 
Defense Department to work directly with nearby companies and 
production facilities, as well as access the research and 
manufacturing capabilities of the local population. This synergy 
assures maximum responsiveness to our national security needs. 

The expertise at Los Angeles AFB, both in personnel and 
materials, has been aevelopea over four decades and cannot be 
dupiicated or transferred to any other location without incurring 
 rem men do us human ana economic costs. Furthermore, a closure or 
realignment of Los Angeles AFB would cause an unacceptable 
disruption of the Defense Department's critical space and missile 
program. 



The .Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 17, 1995 
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CLOSING LOS ANGELES AFB IS NEITHER COST-EFFECTIVE NOR PRACTIC--L 

In addition to the adverse national security implications of 
a Los .Angeles AFB closure, it clearly does not make fiscal sense 
to close the base. As the enclosed chart indicates: 

* it would cost almost twice as much to close Los Angeles 
AFB as it would to realign Kirtland AFB ($450 million vs. 
S277.5 million); 

* t h e  Air Force  w o u i d  save m o r e  than three times as much by 
realigning Kirtland AFB as it would by closing Los Angeles 
AFB ($464.5 million vs. $142 million); 

* recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at 
Xirtland A.FB than at Los Angeles, AFB (562 million vs. $50 
million) ; and 

* savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeles AFB (3 years vs. 10 years). 

The fiscal advantage of Los Angeles AFB over Kirtland AFB is 
clear, but we also understand that it is not feasible to close 
Los Angeles AFB and move its assets to Kirtland AFB. Apparently, 
there are severe capacity and environmental restrictions at 
Kirtland AFB that would make the consolidation of Los Angeles AFB 
-- or other Air Force assets -- at Kirtland AFB practically 
impossible. 

We agree with Pentagon leaders who say that any comparison 
of Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB does not make sense. 
Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall has stated that 
comparing Kirtland AFB with Los Angeles AFB is simply "flawed". 
Additionally, at a recent hearing before the Commission, Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch said that Los Angeles AFB is not 
a closure substitute for Kirtland AFB. 

L O S  ANGELES AFB: ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE AND QUALITY OF LIFE 

In addition to its value to U.S. national security, Los 
Angeles AFB is also an extremely important part of the California 
economy. The ba,se generates 59.4 billion in economic activity in 
California alone. The closure of Los Angeies AFB would have a 
negative lapact not only on the military and civilian ?ersonnel 
who work ;n base, but also on the tens-of-thousands or contractor 
personnel w h o  rely on the base for their economic livelihood. 
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Xhile concerns nave been raised in the past about the 
quality of life at Los Angeles AFB -- specifically adequate and 
affordable housing -- these concerns have been satisfactorily 
addressed. The State of California and the Los Angeles Unified 
School District have provided the Air Force with 20 acres of land 
at nearby Fort MacArthur for housing purposes and Congress 
recently appropriated funding for new units. 

L t .  General Lester Lyles, Commander of the Space and Xissile 
Systems Center, recently said: 

"...things have dramatically improved in L.A. For the first 
time, we have military housing in L.A. that the Secretary of 
the Air Force, our Chief of Staff, and a Chief Master 
Sergeant of the Air Force have all characterized as a 
'inodel' for the rest of our service...." 

Furthermore, General Yates, Commander of Air Force Materiel 
Command, wrote in a March 6 letter that these actions have 
"vastly improved the housing situation and the quality of life 
for che men and women assigned to Los Angeles AFB...." 

CONCLUSION 

e cannot over-emphasize the importance of Los Angeles AFB 
to U.S. national security, as well as to the State of California. 
The base is a unique and vital military asset to the Air Force, 
and is truly a critical military resource. Any comparison of Los 
Angeles AFB with Kirtland AFB simply does not make sense, from a 
military or fiscal perspective. 

Thank you lor your consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
,/- 

1 
- 

, 1 -' 
- ---. 

, &. . 
Pete Wilson, Governor Dianne Feinstein, U.S.S. 

/' 



The 'Honorable Alan J .  Dixon 
March 17, 1995 
Page 4 

, 
1' 

C a r i o s  ZVMoorheaa, N .  C 1 

S t e ~ h e n  Horn, :I. C .  

Wal te r  R .  Tucker ,  111, X.C. 

Edward R. Royce, N . C .  

, - 
/ I '  Maxine Wakers, M.C. 

4 i " 
I 

L G  w 
Jay H ' m ,  ,,tl:C. vr j 

1 
- 

Anthony C .  3ei lenson,  Y . C .  

Xavier Becerra,  C .  

5 a v i d  Dreier, ; I . C .  

/+ -"- 
,G &Q&/T. ' Y1 '6"/&@- 

'1 - 
Esteban Edward Torres ,  :.1.C. 

rn nry A. yaxman, ~ I . c .  

jd / /,-/- 4 ,  /( / y f i , ,  

Luc i l l e  R ybal-Akla-rd, 3 . C .  P 



KIRTLAND AFB VS. LOS ANGELES AFB 

130ST - COMPARISON 

* I t  would cost almost twice as rnuch to close Los Angeles AFB as it would to 
realign Kirtland AFB ($450M .vs. S277.5M); 

IURTLAND 

ONE TIME COSTS $277.5 M 

NET COSTS/SAVINGS1 +S158.8 1M 

* The Air Force would save more than three times as much by realigning Kirtland 
AFB as it would by closing Los Angeies AFB (S464.5M vs. S142M); 

LOS ANGELES I 
$450 IM 1 
tS375.8 M I 

* Recurring annual savings would be substantially higher at Kirtland AFB than at 
Los Angeies AFB (S62M vs. S.5OM); 

RECCRRING SAVINGSL 1 562 M / S50 M 
I 

i 
I RETURV ON INVESTLMENT I 3 years I 1 0 years 1/ I 

iUET PRESENT VALUE' save $464.5 M 1 save SlJ2  M 1 

* Savings would be recouped quicker at Kirtland AFB than at Los Angeles AFB 
(3 years vs. 10 years); 

.After six vear impiementation period. 

' i f ter  six year implementation period. 

' Set costs/savings afier 20 years. 
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, : C!A~NE FEINSTEIN 
' CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN REUTlONS 

COMMIlTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
COMMllTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504 

April 24, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore Street 
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, Virginia 2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I urge your consideration of a proposal to move Marine Corps 
helicopters to March Air Force Base, while keeping fixed winged 
aircraft at Naval Air Station (NAS) Miramar. 

As you may know, the current Pentagon proposal is to close 
Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Tustin and MCAS El Toro, and move 
both rotary winged and fixed winged aircraft to NAS Miramar. In 
turn, Navy aircraft from NAS Miramar would move to other bases on 
the east and west coasts, and Miramar would become a Marine Corps 
Air Station. 

The enclosed proposal by the March AFB Joint Powers 
Authority could offer superior operational effectiveness and 
increased cost-savings over the current Pentagon plan. By 
redirecting most Marine Corps rotary winged aircraft from MCAS 
Tustin to Mar-ch AFB and leaving Navy and Marine Corps F-14, F/A- 
18 and E-2 aircraft at NAS Miramar, fixed winged and rotary 
winged aircraft would not be single-sited at one base, thereby 
increasing operational effectiveness and decreasing safety 
concerns. In addition, with infrastructure already in place at 
both March AFB and NAS Miramar, substantial military construction 
costs at other p:roposed receiving bases could be avoided. 

I urge the Commission to carefully review the enclosed 
proposal. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

'-Q 

Si cerely yours, 4 {&d&&E 'anne Feinst in .# 

fiited States Senator 

DF : ram 
Enclosure 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

MAY 2 I995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I was concerned to hear of both the content and temper of the remarks by the General 
Accounting Office during the Commissio~l hearing on April 17th. Although some of the technical 
points raised by the GAO in their report are valid, it appears they have overstated their case. I do 
not wish to offer a point-by-point rebuttal,, but I will offer some general observations about the 
GAO assessment. 

Contrary to the repeated assertions. of GAO officials, the Air Force process, deliberations, 
and rationale are very well documented. First, minutes of the Base Closure Executive Group 
capture not only its deliberations, but also a synopsis of my decisions and my rationale. 

The GAO's assertion of a lack of clocumentation relates to the voting of the Executive 
Group members on the placement of bases' into tiers within categories. This tiering process 
follows a very detailed analysis of each base within a category using a combination of 
mathematical and statistical calculations. Specific measures or statistical analyses were applied to 
a large number of subelements under five {(Criteria I, 11, III, VII, and Vm) of the eight DoD 
criteria and then rolled up mathematically 1:o a single grade for each criterion using specific 
weights or standard deviation methodology. In addition, for each base within a category 
mathematical calculations were used to establish the financial aspects and economic impact under 
Criteria TV, V, and VI. Using this information, the thirteen individual members of the Executive 
Group, representing years of experience in a wide range of functional areas, applied their 
judgment in voting. This tiering is not, of course, the end of analysis, but the beginning, as it 
serves to focus detailed analysis of individual bases. While the GAO prefers a mathematical 
ranking of bases, it recognizes the importarlce of applying military judgment to that ranking. This 
is exactly what the Air Force did. 

The other deficiencies noted by the GAO related to Kirtland AFB and the depot down- 
sizing recommendation are, as you know, being addressed with your staff. I understand that your 
staff was provided updated information on the Technical Repair Center consolidations. Our site 
survey teams are refining the cost data, and this refined information will be provided as soon as 
our internal process is complete. 



It is my fm conviction that the Air Force process is sound, fair, and well-documented. I 
and my staff are ready to provide any inf0:mation needed to support your important review. 

Sincerely, 
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chart (see atch 1) indicaiing all depot workloads from the two "tier Ill" C e D O i S  cosicf be supponac 
within the Maximum Potsntial Capacity (MPC) of !he other three 'tier I and ! I "  $eoois. I 3reqarei 
it in anticipation of a tasking t h i I  never came from your staft to aaaress tnis cnari. My Daoer 
defines and outlines the mcost appropriats use of both capacity terms, and ciariiies rha 
theoretical nature of  MFC. It aiso describes differences bew9i3n Service-ceeified iC5G-CPJ 
MPC information,  illustrate:^ why zapeciiy ciala can not be meaningfully analyzed when 
combined above the commodiiy group !eve/, and discusses ihe capaclty irnplicetions of closing 
an Air Force depot. 

I hope you and the rest of the DBCRC staff find it useful in your continuing analysis of BOD 
depots. 



Talking Paper 
on 

Applying Capacity and %Jnsimurn Potential Cnpacitv Infornlation 
in Depot Maintenance Planning 

Purpose: 
- Ths paper was developed to expla~n differences between current capacity and klaxirnum 

Potential Capaciry ( W C )  informarion. It defines and outlines the appropriate use of both 
capacity terms. and clarifies the theoretical nature of MPC. It also desczbes differences 
between Service-certified JCSG-DM MPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be 
meaningfully analyzed when combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the 
capacity implications of closing an Air Force depot. 

Background: 

- The DBCRC staff developed a chan (atch 1 )  indicaung that all AF workloads could be 
supported within the hIPC of the three A F  "tier I and II" depots (OC. 00 and WR-PrLCs) 
while closing the two "tier Il l ' '  depots (SA and SM--4LCs). 

- The JCSG-DM data bise contains i e~ i f i e t j  data regortin: Curren! C~sacin:  z~r! 
infomatipn b;: c~pa~d-5r~. zro-, f-;- 2: , iu - - *  - - ; - -or.  - .. -.- - .  -- +.-,. - . i < - - L L L - - - L . ; L -  22:!.\'::j2.-. 

- -  .. -- -...,. .. - a -. . . . .  '".<i ..,r.- - p - - . . r ;  -- ">- ,F" .C\ .  ,.. ,..'.,& . . . . . . . . .  , , .. . .-,--, - !:n!r: rcr - ,- ..., ,,. . . .  .-, . . . . .  _,-,,--. .- - > - , - - A -  .. --::::::, - e - ,  - a - k .  . . - v z i 2 z i ~ ,  3t G q+-,C1s ,:*;-- = - - - - n r - l l r  ,-  .-. . -  .............. .- - - A & . -  - -:--- -- -*---. .z32: :':2:: - 

--- Measuremen: no: prescribed by DL?D repia:ior, 3: pchcl., 



- Although ICSG-DM MPC d a a  &a\ certified by the Scmices, differences in how this data was 
generated caused i t  !o be largely d~.;counted during JCSG-DM deliberations 

- Services reported cenlified MPC d m  to the JCSG-DM based on different approaches and 
phlosophies. 

-- AF depou rcponec! MPC data for each JCSG-DM commodity group based on an industrial 
estimate of the maximum number of hours which could be produced by reconfiguring / 
adding work statio~ns to available faciIities. 

--- Supported by hisionc produc[ion information and industrial engjneerina data. - 
-- N a w  stated they estirna[ed N a q  and Marine Corps MPC data for each commodity group 

bascd on the highest capacity level they believed could be engineered wirhn their current 
industrial facilities. 

--- Navy stipulated "gross inefficiencies and exvaordinary management attention" would be 
required" to operate a[ [he upper end of these maximum capacity levels. 

-- & m y  also used an estimating technique when e~tablishing MPC data for commodities at 
their depots. 

- Capacity data is most meaningful \ rhm considering the specific commodity group i t  describes. 

-- Capacity information is usually not viewed as relevant to other commodity groups. 

--- .m,,-a,-.*.,t .+.-:, .... .??i2 !5  ~2:;:!2:eC k~j::! 5: :he fltiii:ins azd e c u i a ~ e f i t  needed p;oride depot 
m - ' - r e - - - r e  q I, ,  , +. il,d:: L,i, a,i, .,L,,D;:T. f ~ r  2 535~1::c z : e m + ; r ~ .  o-- . . 1 . L a . i  * -.\,UF. . - 

. . . . -  -- r?,r,kv::_c = s i n s  a::>. res:;i::zc ":z;~:' -1->-.-. .-,---, 
. . .  - -uo . ,~ . ,  , L L ~ L L L A L L ; O Z  ~ i i i  ox!!; b=: j-ne:ic;G u*ner. 

c32iiLc:;:z :.?c 2.: c: r2Zb7lc@!iicL k a : ~  wr.1~:: [ht [ou! ~--i\,~., 

- Tne Technology Rc:paii Ctnter ;TRCI onccpt  impicmcntea in :he ear!? !970s apeciaiiztd 
the capabiii~ies o f  eack of the . X C h .  

-,. -- kilminated most c::ziication in ALC capacir), and established 6 single repair line eveq  
specific i:em ma fcr rnosr :ornmoditiez. 

--- Slfig!e-s:~:2~ :ecu::rs ar.:cuc equipncn; and overhaul processes for items supponed 
by 3ny .4LC:c 5~ mcved c: dupiica~ed at anocher r V C  in the event of a depot closure. 

-- Singie-sired dcjoi  r,Gntensnce asd ter: ~.ctiviry exampies ai  Si i - ,UC:  

--- C-5 ~ r c : a l .  spxturcs and sokwuc .  General Eiec:;ic ie! sngines Aircr3ir fuel  - .. - .  . 
C O r i @ n e l ! S .  .JL:irr2r r G r v Z r  :-n::i, x i l c i e~ ;  Weapcn Componen[s. 



-- Single-sited maintenance and test activity examples at SM-ALC: 

-- F-1 1 1 and A-10 aircraft, suuctures and software, Hydraulic components, General Flight 
Instrument components and Central Air Data Computers, Ground Communication and 
Electronics systems. and Ground generators 

-- Unique capacities required to support workloads at any closing ALC would have to be 
established at a gaining ALC. 

--- Some existing facilities may be able to be modified to provide adequate support. 

---- Fighter aircraft overhaul facilities are generally available at the other ALCs. 

--- Some unique facility requirements may only be met through new construction. 

---- SA-ALC's C-5 airframe overhaul. strip and paint facilities, and their FlOO engine 
compressor disk cryogenic spin test facility. 

-- Ln some cases, the cost of depot operations may increase after workloads are transferred 
because efficiencies from state-of-the-art facilities currently available at a closing depot 
may not be achieved at a gaining depot due to limitations on new construction which 
will prevent facility repiicat~on. 

---- SM-ALC's centralized hydrau1.i~ overhaul and test facility. 

---- SA-ALC's cent-alized fuel cornponenr overhaul and rest facility 

-,-,.n. 
. -  . 

Li,cL:ry : ~ x l l ~ t i e s  L ~ C  cctJIzmenr1 ilcedea ro suspcr. ::x 2 ~ 2 :  r::zr L;: :;,e"rr,iii : 
.. . . . .  zircrak avionics tor-?cn~n:s :L? 2:': he e5ez';vely appilcc :c :t:r C V P ~ Z ~ ~ :  3: -.----;. Al; L l  L-. 

. 9 .  
, ? . - m .  
.LAlLA.i-lE - gcz-. 

--- -- Capacity to ove!aau! of irci;lir ~ ~ ~ r - r u r i  conponenE car,na: x 2::ec::vC:;. appiiec ie 
ihe overhaul oi;ec engines. 

--- Capacity to ovtr~haui mssiles cannot be tffectively applied to ~ ? e  overhaul of 
communication elec~ronics czrnponenrs. 

iLbe iess 

--- Capacity to overhaul large arcraft nds good ippiication lo the overhaui of fighter-sized 
aircraft. but there is much less applicauon of fighter aiiciair capacity to large aircraft 
overhaul because of the substantid size differences between the facilities and equipment 
associated with depot maintenance on ~hese two classes of aircrdt. 

-- Reusing Industrial Facilities: 

--- Facility requirerr~ents to overhaul aircraft insuurnent components are very similar ro 
those required for the overhaul of tactical missile guidanc: and control iornponenrs; 
therefore, the facilities zupponing eirhcr ccmrnodiry group can be reconfigured (with 
appropriare equipmcntj to support the other. 



Conclusions: 
- The DBCRC chan (arch 1) incorrectly infers thac capacity required to suppon workloads at S r i  

and SM-.4LC is currently available at OC, 00 and WR-ALCs. 

-- Capacity to support most of the workloads at SA  and SM-ALCs is unique. single-sited. and 
available only at those two depots. 

--- Includes unique equipment and suppon facilities. 

--- Such capacity would have to be moved or replicated befor a potential gain~ng depot 
could support these worldoads, 

--- Some facilities may be availabir at [he cited gaining ALCs that could be adapted for 
reuse in support of these workloads. 

-- SA and SM-ALCs can be closed and capacity could be established at OC. 00 and WR- 
ALCs to suppon the workloads from SA and SM-,%LC. but only at a substantial cost and 
increased operational risk. 
--- Estimated to cost approximalely S 1.2 B using COBRA cost model. 

--- AF views this alternative as neilhcr affordable, due to the very high one-time cost. nor 
acceptable, due to the higher risk to mission readiness. 

- ICSG-DM MPC data has limited practical application. 

-- MPC information reflects the u n c i a l  capacity !eve1 thar could be cxpected ro be actieve? 
within existing depot facillues, not acrual capaclty enstine ri !ha! deoci a! *JS :me 

. . - , . - -  -- JCSG-DM MPC datr cznnot rei;ab!y be cornparec ,e:-.:-- s:-::rri c; --l:;zrFT-:z . " In hervice rec;imjcue. f-nr S ~ : . e i , ~ ~ i ~ r  L?:: 52:: . - 





Defense Nuclear Agency 
68C11 Telegraph Road 

Alexandr~a, Virginla 2231 0-3398 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, The Defense Base 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the effect of the proposed Kirtland 
AFB realignment on the Defense Nuclear Agency's Field Command. My response will detail 
our priorities, explain how the proposal was formulated, and address subsequent changes that 
have caused me to revise my initial position. 

When first informed in late January of Air Force plans to realign Kirtland AFB, I 
established the following priorities for Field Command (FCDNA). First, to retain our mission 
capability; second, not to incur any additional cost; and third, to keep FCDNA as intact as 
possible. A couple of initial restrictions impacted these priorities. 

In initial discussions, the Air Force informed me its goal was to reduce military 
presence to an absolute minimum. The option to fully civilianize FCDNA is not viable and 
therefore the required military presence conflicted with the Air Force goal of minimizing 
military personnel; hence, the only option was to relocate FCDNA. I was also advised it was 
not possible to move all of FCDNA to either Nellis AJ?B or Holloman AFB because of space 
and environmental restrictions at those bases. In addition, our Large Blast Thermal Simulator 
(LBTS) and Advanced Research EMP SimuIators (ARES) cannot be moved and some 
radiation simulator operations must stay. Given the above, the only responsible alternative 
was to disperse Field Command amongst Kelly, Nellis, and Kirtland AFBs. 

Subsequently, conditions have changed and, as a result, my position has changed. 
First, the military manpower ceiling is under review and the limit on military personnel may 
be raised or eliminated. If the ceiling is increased to a level which will support FCDNA 
needs, then my desire is 'to keep Field C:ornrnand at Kirtland AFB. I prefer to retain our 
current mix of military and civilian personnel but can reduce to 130 military if necessary to 
meet a military ceiling. That "reduction" of military members assumes we convert military to 
civilian positions, including high grade conversions (GS- 1 3 through GS- 15). 

Additionally, it now appears either Nellis AFB or Holloman AFB can support 
FCDNA. If we must move from Kirtlar~d AFB, I strongly prefer moving to just one location. 
Nevertheless, in addition to leaving 25 personnel for LBTS, ARES, and radiation simulation, I 
recommend me also leave the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School (TNWS) at Kirtland. The 
INWS is truly a "joint" program, sharing resources (people, facilities, and equipment) with the 



DOE, Sandia Lab, and several state and local agencies. To move MWS would severeIy 
degrade the operation. 

With the exception of INWS and the above-mentioned simulators, however, the DNA 
mission is not indivisibly tied to any specific location. While we benefit from daily "face-to- 
face" communications on a wide range of topics and issues, modern technology makes reguIar 
long-distance communication and coordination a workable option. Some temporary duty 
travel will be necessary to address areas and issues still requiring persona1 contact. The 
increase in TDY cost is difficult to'pinpoint at present. 

In sum, I strorlgly prefer to keep FCDNA at Kirtland AFB, with a reduced military 
presence if necessary. If we must move, I want to keep 25 people (as originaIly proposed) 
plus 31 INWS personnel at Kirtland. The rest would move to either Nellis AFB or Holloman 
AFB. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to state DNA's position. I will be happy to 
provide any additional information you require. 

Sincerely, 

Director 



E?CECCTTVE CORRESPONDENCE T u c m G  SYSTEM (ECTS) # 073-3 

- TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED (/A Prepart Reply for Chahmzm1s S i  I Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Supature 

, 

: 
( 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature Repare Dirrct Rapomc 

DIR./CONGRESSfONAL LIAISON OMMISSIONERSIEELE 

~ o M : O , ~ O O ,  c&s 'E~  
m: 

t. 5 ,  COL~ALF-57  
ORGAiIZ\TION: 

WCLELU+-, F@&- OEQT 

rrrr.E: c ~ \ P h ~ w , l A w  
ORG.-LYIWTION: 

O ~ C ( ~ C  
1'  INflUmON 61 Dm-. lk CC L E  LL& w F 1(3 I 



Mny 5,  1YY5 

INTElWA TIOA'AL A#SA%0C1jA 7 ' l0AJ OF' k'f R 2; l.'l(;?i TY;A',$ 
LOCAL F--57 

M c C L E L W  FIRE UEI'AK'l'lld/lN'/' 

The Ho~rorablc Alan I. Disotr 
Cluirrnan 
Defense Base Cion~re (9: Realigruutnt Conuuussion 
1700 N. Moore St. S ~ r ~ t e  1425 
Arlingtoa, Va. 22209 

Dc3r  (.:h3i rrnan Djsan 

'l'llis lcttcr hopes to find you and die otllcr alctt~bers al' the Con\m~ss~on fisldlr~g a great \ .olur~~~. ( I T  cvrrc>[~>r~Jc~~cc 
from fcde.ral enlployces ticre at McClellar~ as \\ell as residt.nL$ honi a~ou~ud tlre S ~ C C I I I I C I I ~ O  3r,.:1 i n  ;III ; I ~ ( c I I \ ~ I .  its 
npe did in 1993 to con\ince the C'onuiussiot~ of the vduc of Mc(:lcllan. 

I am In a un.iquc p0sition. in that k i n g  a llnlon pres~dent \ \ . o r h ~ ~ g  undt-r the snnw ('ornmnnd Latrc~r .A~IL 'CII I ,~I I I  
that the other h r  Force Logistics Lkpots n-o1.k trr~der bctwcc:n the C:orn;nartd atld t l~e  Irltc[~~ntio~ral Ass\h:~;~tlon ot 
Fire Fighters. 1 often 1w.e occasion to s@ \\,ith \vorliers Tiom the othrr f ;~c~l~hes  lo slln~c 111for r~w~ion :~nd I,, 
bc.mme cducalcd on llicir tllission. Fronl that contacl. 11 1s nly ~ n ~ p r e s s i o ~ ~  (Itat h,lci'lcll;ln tuns :jt I\-:rsl. I (  I IOI  I l l r , l r :  

of what the gov'emn~e~ll should be loohng at as we enter Lllc nelY unhlry 

As reality sulk into Sacmuentans a few ye3rs ago nith the slated closrt~e of h4;+tller AkB ar~d lhc S a i r a n ~ ~ ~ ~ t o  
Army Depot. many did not &wl that we could fact: the closure of ail lluw aw-3 f;~cili~izs \Vhtan  hlallri-I \$;IS 
selectcd for closure, tllere was not 3 gre.31 den1 ofco~icznr AEtt'r 311. wt: still had hlcCltllan nnd tllc A ~ I I ) .  I ),*pt 
When tl~at was selected for closure. colicem sunzd to rise Ho\ve\.cr rt appeared illat the t11o11~11t procusq \,;I\ O I I C  

of "they'vc shul donn hrtO of our three fac~l~ l~es .  cert~~rdq. the?, u.ot~'t close McC'lcll3n " 7'hi5 IIIOKI; ; J I (  \&;I>  fi>r~ifit , j  
with koo\vledge tbat through head to head c o m ~ t ~ t ~ o n  \nth the A R I I ~ .  McC'lzllsn \%.on .5 OLII of 9 r.ul~tr;~cts I ~ O I I I  
the Army Depot. -- 
Xeedlas to say. two :.ears ago changed 311 that .  I am plased to u y  tl12t lI\c cntirt. Sacr3mcnio arc2 ~ ~ > [ k ) l l l j i ~ 1  t r )  

the call tht-11 ;IS Lhty are now. Far more than s~nrply sa)itig "tlus isn't fur ."  locd, sutc 6: Fcdcr;~l 1c;tdt:rs. ~ ( ~ r l ,  :tn 

active role in dcxlBoping MCCICIIBIL illto 3 fx i l iy  for ~ht:  Future. Much of tlu~s cre&t 111ust t*: gi~.t.n lo (jcnclaI 
Pidllips who hasn't simply stood silcntly by as tiht' w\\.t.rs to be ~q 1115 P C I I U ~ O I I  olrer bli.('leIlnr~ I I ~  I;?r & ? i r ~ I ' l ~ ~ . .  

but who bas lead the 1c.2:; in  devslop~ng di~al use prograuu. \vho Ius prcsidcd o\.cr tll~s instnll;ll~on ; I >  I I  ~;~-;irt.i] u11 
for prosperity into the nex? cennuy. 

AS an  employee who has k e n  here fur nearly I 4  !,ears. I 11m.t: sect1 tlic cbb and no\\. of t t ~  \sutl. luad l~crc 1 II.I\.{. 
seen in recent years the tra~~sition from lxlsy hang.us to near silcrlt hangar5 I ha\e X C I I  I ~ I C  nui~ltwr ( r f  ;rlrcr:\(i 

dxc.inde, 311110ugl) J hop: you and thc Coninilss~or! menikrs kr~o\v by no\\.. Mc(:lsll:in is much I1lnrc. 1h:ln :IIICI;III 
on the  mal. i h i l e  the red of'thc LOgi~tics Centers fclt Secure in 1003 arid pertups again i n  1945. blc('lcl1i11~ lrx& 
to heart !\.hat it's lmders gleaied fro111 the 1933 round to crcatc tllr r~~ost  lugh-tech sopl~~s~j~::~rccl IO?.I>IIS.C ccr~lcr I I I  

the country. 

Simply, i t  k c ~ u n c  necessary Lo u l h c  wlut the Penagon cird 111 offcnng up hliC'ltl1~11. nr~d cduc:~tc the 
Conlnlission as lo\~h31 ern~C))~ h.icclcllan xvas 311 about. T h ~ s  of course stnrted duri~lg tllc I'Ir) 1 rot~nd. \ L 1 t ) l l ~  1 

think w\.c all \\.c.r\t through 3 rnyri~d of cmotions during the tlnle Deferiss S W ~ C L ~ ?  A5pin rt,mo\.cd us T I O I I I  tl~,: 
Penugon 1i.s. to the Conn.n\tss~on plac~ng us on the: re~.ie\~. list. thc proor of bicCIc'IIan's \.aluc \ \as  i r ~  1 1 1 ~  1in;rI t . 0 1 ~  

by \he 1993 Conunission of'\\.\~etllzr to closc Mc(_'lcllat~ or kczp I I  opcrl. 



Due to all thc tr'ublicih. most cveqm~\e espcctzd. a close ~ o t c .  4 - 1  ot1e \ jay  01 ~ r ~ o l h e r .  1 lor\.c.\~cr 1s 1lc.11 111c fil~nl \ , ) r rb  

1vas counted as 6 10 1 it1 favor of keep~ng the base o p t \ .  i t  ~ lear ly  ~ndicnted to 311 of  us ttle \ \ c  irtd~,~!d Ii:t~i (ncrccrlilc. 
being oVcrd as 1b.e "sacrificial l a m b  by ilcrnori.strat~ng to tlre C'or~ln~i~sioli our \nluc to tlus couli~ry. 

McClcllan's tvorkers and go\~e~-nmenl leaders drd not stop their pursuit of  dz\rloort~g hli(:It.ll;\r~ 11110 (Itc PI t:1;\1,.r 
high tech loglslics ccllter otlce 11ut 1333 \.otc \ \as  contludcd I\" rill kncu I')'rL \\:I$ colitinl; ;lroull~l :111,l 111.11 \ \c  
tlccdtxl to continue to dzn~o~rstrate our upbi l l t res  to not ordy 11le ('olnrlusstcir~. ~ I I I  i h ~ .  cnt~rr. courtrr7: AS \(ru II;I\.C 

learned, or \rill Imm, h4c(:lcllan is l e a l ~ r g  the tt3y in mall!. tcclu;ologic~ [hat Ixncftt tlot 0111) I ~ C .  I C J C I ; I ~  

government but all of 1h.i~ courrtq's c~tizeas. 'rllcrc arc "0r1c of it k~rtd" l i~ l tc ' t~un~ 011 1111s 1 x 1 . c ~  111.11 L . ~ I ~ I I O [  ty 

duplicated anyxvtlerc. Wc h3x.e urged ~n tc r scn ic i~~g .  bno\\ing l l l n t  [he Air Fora. lol!~stli\ cct1tt.r'; f;~r c\r.cCd I ~ I O Q , , .  

of other DoD brancllcs. u1fl0r?~n3tcly, those other agcncics C ~ I I ~ I I I ~ I ~  10 a\.oiCI progrea\l\.c thlrlking \it( l l :~\ '  

forgcd partnerslii~ps ~ l t h  tion go\.ernnlent n g c n ~ i e ~  suzll as the Big-7 hrcc autoln:~kcts. I I I  I;-IL.I J ~ I S I  - ~ I I I \  \tcc:k. 111,. - 

Penlagon r c l ~ s d  $12 iir.i,ll~on for t11e "faun+ of the fult~re" 31 hiiCI~ll3n.  

Wc ask. you and all 1t1e n l r n t k ~ s  of IJIG Cumr1lls:;ion to tlrlderst.?ud 1113t r \c  too ngrce II~cic' I S  CYCCSS C ; I ~ ; I C I ?  I I I  t l r t s  
Air Force logistics cerrtcrs. hlcClellan is d u n g  e\.er)llllr~g llry c3n i . ~ .  pdrtlretslups. du:ll-"st'. tu reJucc: tllc CX~L.S?;  

and n ~ a k e  our facility as cficicnt as poss~ble. Hor\.rvcr t ~ c .  urgc all of !.ou to 1111dcrbl;)rid that thc' \\.or);crs 31 

McClellan arc sorani.ing; [.he lot~dest for 111ore ~ o r k .  We shouJd I I O ~  k p.ndi;lcd &cause of tl~r. a r c I ~ ~ i ~ ~ c r ~ ~ n l ; t l ~ t ~  
of other branches of tl1.e sentice failing to consider in1srsentici y &cause' they knoiv otlr f:~tilitics and \\orkcis arc 

1 sulxrior to theirs. We llavc: the capbil i t ia.  tlrc kno~v-how and the dsr~re .  Tlus issue. a[ l u s t  to thost: of us ;IS r : ~ n k  
atrd filc cmplo~~ccs transcends "cost of closure" "l:ost pt.r nidget" ctc. The issue to us is if'thcrc IS  C S C C ~ S  C:IP;IC.II,. 
gi\x US more nark. We a.re the hzsr at !that \ I C  do SO let 11s do i t  'Tire V O ~ C  of the 1993 Cor~~r~~ i s s ion  c ~ l l ~ ~ i l 0 1 1 1  

\ resolve itla1 \ye are the &st and ougtll 10 be gneli! the oppr~unit!. to do o u ~  k s t  for 11us cot~ntry. 
. . 

On kh,al.f of the fire fighrers I represent here 31 h4cClellar~ I sir~ccrcly holx that ~ O I I  .urd ~ l v  C ' o r n r ~ ~ ~ s s ~ o ~ ~  ~ l t ~ ~ ~ l l t ~ . r <  
identify the signil'icancc of that vote in 19?3 and undcrsland that all \r;c \\.all[ is a l i ~ r  opportu111h to prot-c u hat 
McC'lel.!.a~l 1s. andU1al 1s 'THE pre~luerz high-tall center for the rtzlr century Your cori~ldt.r;~tiori ol' I ~ I S  Icct~r ;lrlJ 
the oiany otl~ers you \vill  rccrivc is grutly apprzc~alcd - -. 
Respect% I I y, 
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The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to reiterate our request made at the Commission's 
hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F .  E. 
Warren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list, Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman 111 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

We recognize the challenge in making.such tough decisions. 
All things being equal, we wcluld not advocate shutting down any 
ICBM bases. At the same time, we believe that the Commission 
must meet its twin responsibilities of reducing bases and defense 
costs while preserving essential nilitary forces. 

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFB is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of rnil1,ions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 
bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. A i r  Force 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

In addition, there is inherent synergy between the two North 
Dakota bases. The tankers provide refueling support for the 
bombers. The proximity of the two missile fields has resulted in 
a sharing of parts and supplies that saves time and money. 

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called f o r  a 
force structure of 4 5 0 / 5 0 0  Minuteman 111s. We can retain 450 
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost oc disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decid,e to retain 500 Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be clased by redesignating Warren's 50 MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman 111 silos, transferring 
Malmstram's MinuGeman I11 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman launch facilities there. 
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The Honorable Alan J.  Dixon 
Page 2 

When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 
determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $1 billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Grand Forks. We 
f u r t h e r  understand t h a t  closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

Similarly, moving the Minuteman I11 wing from Warren to - 

Malmstrom would allow closure of the former base when i t s  MX 
missiles are eliminated under the START I1 Treaty. This move 
would also yield substantial cost savings, and the Air Force 
would not lose aircraft infrastructure, since Warren does not 
have a runway. 

Recent testimony by the General Accounting Office (GAO) to 
the Commission reinforces our position that all four n o r t h e r n  
ICBM bases shoul~cl be studied for closure or realignment. As you 
know, the GAO pointed o u t  weaknesses in t h e  military services' 
processes for recommending closures or realignments. It 
concluded: 

In particular, the Air Force's process remained largely 
subjective and not well documented; also, it was influenced 
by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that changed 
when more focused analyses were made. 

In closing, given the Air Force's own conclusion that all 
four ICBM units are fully capable of performing the missile 
mission, we believe that the economic and operational advantages 
of dual-mission bases logically require retaining ICBMs and large 
aifcraft at both Grand Forks and Minot Air Force 3ases. Minot 
and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Senator U.S. Senator 
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POTNT PAPER 
ON 

ARMY BRAC 9'3 RE-DIRECT PROPOSAL 
TACTICAL M[SSILE CVNSOLIDATION 

FOR BRAC COMMISSION 
Mny 8,1995 

The BRAC Cornm~ssion on Apr. 26, 1995, dlrected tbe Army Lu wtdyze ~onsolidatioo of  all thc DoD tactical 
missile workload at Hill AFB. 

* *  Representat~ves from tbe Army and OSD wlth Air Force pcrsuut.l criirdu~tcd a quick jitc survcy of 
Hill AFB and reviewed the tactical missile workload requirements. 

**  The total FY 1999 workload required to m s f e r  to Hitl AlT3 was derermined tu be 1.272 M Jt si:t  

labor houri (DLH) plus 12 1 K DLH (at Hill AFB) for a total of 1.393 DLH. The i .393M DLH 
includes the original 677K DLH identified during the BRAC 93 decision plus 658K DLH attributed to 
Patriot and H.awk at ,ktterkenny A m ~ y  Dcpot (LEAU), and 58K DLH for PanJor and Hawk all up 
round (AURI at Red River Army Depot (RFWl). The only DLH not included arr those required for 
the AUR cun-ently performed at LEA.D, which were not provided to the Air Force. However, all costs 
associated witb transferring the workload (e.g., facilities, equipment, etc.) were included in the Alr 
Force proposal. 

. T h e  Air Force provided the Army Base Study C ~ c e  a written cost estimate to movc the ~denmed MU tactical - - - - - - -- - . 

missile workload to Hill AFB. The A n y  Base Study Offtce assessed the Air Force and Army data submitted. 
and made cost-adiustmtmts (increases) to the Air Force proposal. The Air Force did not have an opportunity to 
review these increased costs prior to the Army Base Study Office incorporating them into the COBRA analysis. 

Afte.r completing the COBRA analysis, the A m ~ y  provided tbe 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 

-- - - - - ~ b f - ~ f ~ ~ t ~ n t s :  . 

**  PERSONNEL: The Army was directed by the BRAC Commission to use the DoD BRAC 
recommendation submitted Feb. 28, 1 995. The BRAC Commission Staff provided the Army with the 
Hill AFB personnel increase of 337 (personnel authorizations), associated with rhe DoD BRAC 
recommendation. However, not included in the model, were the more than 1500 personnel losses 
(faces) from Hill AFB between FY 15'96 and FY 2001 due.cted by the Dom memo. This does not 
include the 6C10 personnel (faces) schrxiuled for RIF during September 1995. The losses will it~clude 
personnel witb related skills& in the fbll rmge of tasks for the repair of DoD tactical missiles and 
could be r&liped with minimal training. Utilizing these penonnel reductions avoidstk need to hire 
direct labor or PCS p.nonnel (face$). There will be no personnel hiring costs at Hill AFB for 
transfening this workload therefore, rhe COBRA personnel transferring wsts should be eliminated. 

*** ATACM's ALL W ROZlND MAINTENANCE FACKLITY (BLDG. 2213) 
Based on information providltd hy the facilities engineer m the ATACM p r o m  office, Hill AFB 
has tbe d t v t  level facilities avaiI.&le to support a consolidation of the ATACM's missile 
workload without incurring any substantial construction costs. Building 22 1.1. the building 
selected for the ATACM's Full-I-;+ Ro~lnd Maintenance Facility. has been cenified and approved 
in accordrlnce with DoD Explosive Standards to handle 9,800 pounds of Class 1 ,  Division 1 . 1  
explosives. Ln addition to having the adequate esplosive handling rating. Buildmg 22 14 mcets the 



floor s j x e  requkements for ATACM missile operations. Building 2214 is not scheduled for 
demolition. Hill AFB is prepwed to expand Huildmg 22 14 based on the ATACM missile system 
workload in order to establish :in efficient missile maintenance operation. Such changes will 
include: 1) Incorporating an orientation pad and test stand for the fmal guidance control 
alignment callbrauon tor the ATACM. 2) Continue and complete the work already started on 
hardening the natural gas meteling, 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 
BIdg. 22 14 operations), 3) Adding additional security lighting to the building (even though it is in 
a secured, co~trolled access area with military police sentry's monitoring activities; the sanle area 
where the Minuteman and Peacekeepers arc stored). 4) Upgrading the environmental control 
conditioning to the building, 5) Providing enclosed sheltering for the loading platforms, protecting 
personnel and munitions from inclement weather, and 6 )  Adding radio hquency (RF) protection 
around the building. Most of these modifications will be handed within Hill AFB's Civil 
Engineering Squadron witb mioin~al outlay in funding. Overall the Air Force proposes renovation 
costs of R95K for Building 2214. This includes S295K for facility modifications md $200K for 
support equipment. This changes our original estimate of S287K. The structural integrity 3nd 
wall constxuction of the building can be accounted for by the Class 1, Division 1.1 rating 
approved for the building. In addition, ceiling height is adequate for safe movement of the 
14'x3.5 '~3'  missile container. :me missile itself, 13' in l enm and 2' in diameter. easily fits into 
and can be handle within the existing bays of building 2214. Furthermore, the entrance and esit 
utility doors are 8'xIO'. This allows the current sideloading munitions forklift to pick-up and 
position the missile. in it's contaiuer. within Building 22 14. Finally, Building 1214 is filly 
capable of accepting the ATAClvl missile nlnintenance workload without the extensive renovation 
costs called out by the LEAD personnel. 

- - -. . . . ***- PATRIOT RADAR TEST SITE: The $5 10K estimate for the radar test site consmcrion was - - 

bared on what we believed were similar operations. Due to short time frames. Hill AFB was 
unable to obtain accurate costs fix equipment and construction of a radar test site. We will accept 
the S2M costs. but feel thar with adequate time to prepare, these costs could be brought down, 

- * *  MISSILE STORAGE: I.EAT) identified 2 r e q ~ ~ i m e n t  f ~ r  1M tf' of tac&caI missile explosive 
storage to be collocated witb the maintenance Edcility. The Air Force requires a total of 
3 ! ~ ~ ~ e r - ~ ~ ~ i  vccomponent-~te~eifstac-ked+ne~tem-hi-kr- 
A L R  rocket motor, explosive ccmpnmts, and guidance and control sections. However, 
according to system specification, the Air Force missiles can be stored from 5 to 1 1 high. (Jsing r an a v m g c  of three high. the Air Force storage requirements are reduced to 104,955 fl . Fi* 

- 

percent of thst 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 f12 required for Army and Marine Corps missilcs. Discussions with the Navy 
indicate they plm to continue use of their East and West Cost repair and &torage facilities and not 

--...., 
consolidated at LEAD. Based on our analysis of Air F o ~ e  requirements and Navytated 
intentizns., 1M ft2 appears to be excessive. 

Review ofthe storage requirement of 1M fi2 of space, as called for in the BRAC Commission 
Analyst Notes. found that Hill ha!; over I87K A* of missiles storage space available. This 
187K A' wx obtained by vacating 62.2K ft' utilized for the storage of strategic rnissilc. and l25K 
ftLused to store tactical missiles and other conventional munitions items Available space is 
S7K A' greater than previously reported and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing 
storagc rcmquircmcnts. Costs ass~.iatcd arc described in thc Munitions Storagc MILCOPi 
paragraph following. 

Thc Air Forcc cxplosivc storagc ncgulations do not rcquirc class 1.3 cxploaivc itcms bc sforcd in 

igloos. 01u normal procedures are to license a warehouse facility and use it to store these type of 



items. An additional 50K of 1.4 s t o q e  is available immedjately to store GCS, freeing up 
additional I . I  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 
necessa;y for successful, econolnic depot performance. Historically. Maverick Missiles have been 
stored at Tnnele and Red River Army Depots and alI up round repairs performed at Hill AFB 
within hhe GCS depot. Approsimately 75% - 90% of Air Force missiles are stored at operational 
locations. Even more important., it is unwise both strategically and loptically to store (111 missiles 
in one 1tx.ation us desc.rihe.rl helow. The services' System Prognmr Mnnagers havc not been 
consulted about the tactid missile consolidated storape at one location. 

During Desert Storm and more frrcently Somalia and Bosnia. we found because of colhteral 
d.unage reasons, precision guided munitions were then and are now the weapon of choice. 
Precisi0.n guided munitions must be strategically located for outlosd purposes whether by air, rail 
or curfa(:e. Therefore, in future conflicts, it wnllid he lo.gi.dcally impossible to outload all service 
requirements f?om one location. Also. fiom a strategic standpoint, the impact. of locating all of 
DoD's most expensive weapons in one location could be disastrous. 

Beuuse of this, DoD has developed s stockpile optimization plan placing critical assets in three 
Tier I kmy stomge depots, in the east (Anniston AD), west (Tooele AD) and midwcst 
(kfcCsllistcr AD). r h i o  provider: optimum outload to meet critic31 sce..arios. At this p i n t  in 

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

jt is the Air Force's opinion that additional srorage over and above that required to meet 
u~urlrrliatt- ~eyair ncc&, is not ncccssar).. Tectical rnisilw should be dored 31 the three Tier I 
depots. 

**** MfSSIm STORAGE MILCON: Rcvicq of I h c  storngc rcquircmcnt of I M ft2 o f  spsce, zc 
callr:d for in the BRAC Commission Analyst Notes, found that Hill AFB has over 187K fi' of 
missiles storage space availabie; This 187~;~ft~w~ob~~iac;itrnik n' utllued 
for the storage of strategic missiles and 125K fl' w i d  to store tactical rnissilcs and othcr 
cornrentional munitions items. Available space is 87K ft2 greater than previously reported . 

and resulted from a more in-depth study of existing storage requirements. There is an 
estlniated cost of S3UUK to albtain &Is space. Smregic missile storage ht i~  ~ W S I L  prup L U I I I I I C ~  

for closing and no costs are ;nsocjated with obtaining this spacc. The munitions storase space 
will be realized through demilitari7ation. attrition due to normal issue. and the movemenr of 
material horn 3UK ti3 or storage. *-.. 
.Y .IE 

With the availability of 187K ftZ of s ace at Hill AFB. an additional area of 813K ft' is f. . reqwred to meet the estrrunted IM ti ldcntlfied by LEAD. Hlll AFB belleves the 1 M fl' tu LIC 

e>tce:jsive for seven1 reasons previously esplained, I )  smtegic requirements to not locate 311 
depot assets at one location, 12) logistical requirements for shipping during a Desert 
Shield/Storm scenario, and 3) vertical storage of assets in new type igloos. However, ro abide 
by the direction received. Hiill is providing cost for thc stipulated large storage area. 

Acreagz for additions1 storage is available at 'l'ooele AU or UTTR (Oasis), or a combination 
of these two sites. Construaion costs would be S106M (8 13K ft2 ' $13 I /  A'). Construction 
of'largcr facilities of a more modern d e s i p ,  such as those being constructed at Hill AFB. 
couldbe expected to savc 40% of ttus construction costs (WM). This would occur due to 
benel- utilization of space with vertical walled units allowing better vertical storage. 



The need for construction of tun ndditional460 ieloos at Hawthorne, NV. or McCallister 
Anny Ammunition Plan6 OK, for storage of conventional munitions currently stored at 
LEAD, should not be a factor in the tactical missile workload consolidation study. This 
requirement is totally independent of and not associated with the 1 M fl%f space snted 3s 

being required for tactical cnissile slorage, and as a result Hill AFB has only calculated cost of 
obta'ming 1 M ft' of space. 

In summary, Hill AFB's position is that the MILCON for tactical missiles storage wouid be 
E66M or less, and when tho storage requiremeats x e  filly identjfied and analyzed, the 
existing 187K A' available: at Hill AFR plus the dcsignated Tier I storage at Anniston. Tooele. 
and McCallister, would be Sully adequate for all s t owe  requirements. This is especially true 
from a strategic and logistic point of view. It would not be wisc to store all assets at one 
location, as any disaster could cripple the 1 J.S. pasture. In addition, shipment of assets from 
one location during a Desen ShieldIStorm scenario would be a logistics ni&tmare. 

-- TIME FRhME: In accordance with DoD and Air Force implmmtatinn of the Natinnal 
Environmental Policy Act, an Environmental Assessment @A) will be completed. Only when thc €A 
results in a finding of significant impact is an cnviroumental impact survey (EIS) required. The 
workloads rccornrncndod for transfer d u ~ ~  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. Tt~e major systems, Patriot aod Hawk, do not transfer until FY 1996-1999 providing more 
~barl enough timt to complctc and rcspond to any new environmental issues. ?herefore. an EA is 
expected to demonstrate that no significaot impact will be found. and an EIS will not be required. 

-. TRAJNENG. LEAD cstimatcd tminijng on all 21 systcms to bc $ 2 8 3 h l ,  of which S22M w x  slated for 
Hawk and Parriot systems, equating to 78% of the total mining budget. We be.lieve the $22M training 
budget for Hawk and P&ot to be extxssive. 

The Dorn mano continues to drive dc~vnsizing at Hill AFB. ?his action will rcqu kc the release of 
direct labor persomel, during the workload transfer schedule, with the skills to support the full scope 
of DoD tactlcril missile workluad. Thc Air- Ful'ce still Inlicvcs that 6 17.4M i j  cscessivc for all trainhg 
because of the resident skills base a! Hill AFB, but will accept the $17.4M based on dam fioni LEAD. 

- _ _  _ 
-* LNVEN'IVKY "TT(ANSFER: The inventory uansfer con is considered a " w d . ~ "  rur iuveului 11itt 

presently at LEAD. Tile inventory will either be shipped to Hill AFB or LEAD depending on the 
decision of the BRAC. Tbe increased inventory documented in this paragmph, from the estimated 
$5GS to the reported $11.1M. appears significant. However, our lnventory c o s  e-srimates arc bascd url 

the belief rhat the Army depots practice good supply discipline and only retain rhc material required to 
support the m-rent year requirements. This. coupled with the projected m s f e r  date of the first 
quarter of FY 1999. provides ample tune to reduce the inventory ro a mintmum before tbe nansfrr 
begins. W q  wouid further expect the I l m y  to only ordi"imandatory material require=& 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 practice will further recIuce the lnventory to the point we believe rhe 
cost to transfer will be more in-line wilh our projected SSOK for Patriot and a S I .SM total. 

* * *  EQUIPMENT TRANSFER: The equipment transfer cost of S7.3M. for tbe Hawk and Pstriot 
we.apon systems appears to be hi&. Thc equipment transter costs tor all or the tactical missiles ro 
LEAD is estimated to be S?M. This includes the Maverick Missile System which has more tesr 
stations muld test sets than the 24 test sets currently used on thc Patriot System. We believe a more 
conservative S2.5M shodd meet the cquiprnent transfer cost tor both Hawk and Pamor. 



- * *  SlTKK COSTS: Sunk end': WE: a reality of downsizing throu&out DoD. LEAD has identified 
S25M already spent consolidating tactical missiles. Sunk costs will be associated with any 
scenario. i.e., the closure of LEAD will result in a 1 0 s  of fhds spent implementing tbe 95 BRAC 
recormendation. or failure to ohtab optimiim 1ltili7ation of the Hill AFB infrastructure by adding 
workload will require closure. disposal. or ansfer  of in-place facilities-a loss to DoD. This is a 
sipificmt impact to the $1 B inhmcnne in place at Hill AFB. 

.-. REcUKRMG COSTS: Even .though labor costs are not included in the COBRA model. long 
term savings based on labor rates should be evaluated. Thc difficulty in comparing rates bchveen 
scrvicca is due to the differencer; in the acc~unting syctms, i.e., mattrial. overhead. G6A.  etc. 
However, consistently, Hill AFLj labor rates nre less than LEAD, ANAD and TOAD. The Depot 
Maintenance operation Indicator Report identifies Hill AFB average labor rate of $69.27 
cumpar~d to thc LEAD rate of $101.36. The Cost Comparability Handhocik ( A ~ r g  93) identifies 
HiU AF13 labor rate as S49.38. LEAD as $65.33, and TOAD as $58.31. A comparison using the 
Cost Colaparison Handbook labor rates between Hill AFB and LEAD shows considerable annual 
s i v h g s  1x11 bc achicvcd for GCS, launcher, and vehicle repair. 

*- COSTS NOT INCLUDED: 

*** OTRER MILCON: Hill AFB sees the tactical missile consolidation as a civilian workload. 
However, the Hill AFB inhstmcture is in-placc to support a large contingent of military 
personnel. The. facililin ~ e ~ n a i n  whilc thc assigned mntingcni hm decreased over the past several 
years. Our mi lirary personnel and their family members are provided both on-bsz and off- base 
support, including, social activities, child care, Base Exchange, hospital, theater. banking, school. 
housing, Commissary, Hobby sht~p,  d u c a t ( o ~ ~ d  opportunities. ctc. Our downsizing effom. will 
result in lnothballing approximately 300K A' of administrative area. Other MnCON concerns 
identified in this section should nor be considered. 

* * *  ICS: Baed on the decision of the  Joint Cross Service Group for Depot Maintenance (JSCG/DMj. 
interim contractor support (ICS) is the responsibility of the owning service and will not be 
considered m costs to relocate wolrkload. L k e  the estintaied %S4..5hl attributed to Fatriot a d  

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

*** RELOCATION COSTS: Hill Am identified IOOK f? for tactical missile explosive storage, 
70K A' immediately available andl an additional 30K ft2 available i n  the future. The paper made- 
mention of existing stonge of ICBMs at Navajo Natlonal Guard Depot, a, and posslble deep 
storage of Air Force Munitions. However, all movement would be done through attrition 
requiring 110 relocation dollars. ICIBMs planned or currently stored at Navajo were already 
budgeted for by the PEO and igloos would aot need modification ro accommodate deep storage 01' 

Air Fqce rnunition?items. An additional 87K R' of erplorivc storage a1 tiill AFWould also bc 
heed up with a relocation cost of $300KI for a total 187K ftz. Hill AFB also has  additional 
stomge available for GCS 1.4 storage in excess of SOK ff. 

*-  COST AVOIDANCE: Since all of the missile systems have not yet transferred to LEAD, i t  seems 
inappropriate to label the difference bclween the original BRAC 93 appropriation and what has been 
expended to date as "cosd avoidance". 
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Dear Commissioner Cox, 

- T am writing to obtain a clarification of tile current lcgal opinion of the 
BRAC Counsei regarding status of the "March Opportunity" in the BRAC 
prcwess. 

o Tt is my cmderstanding lhal the option of redirecting LJSMC helo hrccs 
from El l'oro and T~~stin to Tvfiu-ch AFR (instead of to Miramar) does 
not have to b(: affirtnativcly added to BRAC's list at thc May 10 
hearing. 

o 1 ~II-thcr understand that Mirainas does not have to be added (as do 
bases losing 300 or more perso~ulel) to the BMC'  list because thc 
USMC helo fi~rccs uncler discussion are not presently assigned to 
~ i m r n a r  -- thus under BRAC's definition it is noL losing them. 

o Finlllly, it is my understailding that wliile BRAC: is not conlpelled to 
vote on L I I ~  March Oppol-tunity, i t  may do so at its final deliberations in 
June i f  i t  f els that the evidcnce presented warrLlnts the action. 111 othcr 
wol.ds, is i t  con.ect that a lack of action regarding 
Mc?rch/Miramnr/Mari~~e i~elos at the Mlly 10 J~cnring in no way 
forecloses later affirmative action hy BRAC 95 prior to July 1, 1005 on 
this redirect? 

PRINTEO ON RECYCLED PAWR 



Duc to pressing i~ltcrcst by thc affcctcd cornmu~litics and the public in 
general in Riverside County, I would ~rlost apprcciatc a written co~~f i~n~a t ion  
or clarification of the abovc summary. I kuow that the Comnlission is uncler 
great time const.~xints, yet I hope that my office could receive even a brief 
affinmntive response today. Thad< you for your time and col~tinued attention 
to ~ l ~ i s  matter of great irnportlnce to my constituents and the taxpayers in 
genera 1. 
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CC: 

I FIEMARKS: Urgent jXI For your review Cf Reply ASAP Please Comment 

I prepared and am forwarding the following paper at Mr Orr's request to address the DBCRC 
chart (see atch 1) indicating all depot workloads from the two "tier I l l*  depots could be supported 
within the Maximum Potential Capacity (MPC) of the other three 'tier I and IIw depots. I prepared 
it in anticipation of a tasking that never came from your staff to address this chart. My paper 
defines and outlines the most appropriate use of both capacity terms, and clarifies the 
theoretical nature of MPC. It also describes differences between Service-certified JCSG-DM 
MPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be meaningfully analyzed when 
combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the capacity implications of closing 
an Air Force depot. 

I hope you and the rest of the DBCRC staff find P useful in your continuing analysis of 000 
depots. 



Talking Paper 
on 

Applying Capacity and ltlaxirnum Potential Capacity Information 
in Depot Maintenance Planning 

Purpose: 
- f i s  paper was developed to expiain differences between current capacity and &Maximum 

Potential Capacity (MPC) information. It tiefines and outlines the appropriate use of both 
capacity terms, and clarifies the theoretical nature of MPC. It also describes differences 
between Service-certified JCSG-DM AMPC information, illustrates why capacity data can not be 
memingfully analyzed when combined above the commodity group level, and discusses the 
capaciry implications of closing .an Air Forcc depot. 

Background: 

- The DBCRC staff developed a charr (atch 1.) indicating that all AF workloads could be 
supported within the MPC of the thrce AF '"er I and IT' depots (OC. 00 and WR-ALCs) 
while dosing the two '%er IIX" depots (SA and SM-ALCs). 

- The JCSG-DM data base contains certified data reporting Current Capacity and lClPC 
information by commodity group for ail DOD depot maintenance activities. 

- By consensus within the JCSG-Dhf, Current Capacity data was used for most JCSG-DM 
capacity deliberations because of the theoretical nature of MPC, and che differences in Service 
techniques for establishing MPC data. 

- An objective measure of the facilities and equipment (work positions) avadable to suppon a 
depot maintenance workload. 

-- Within the DOD the basic measure of capaciry is available work position operating hours 
available on a single shift expressed in dirtct labor hours (DLW 
-- Mevu~ment  methodology prescribed by the DOD Capacity Measurement Handbook 

documenting the fomai OSD capacity measurement methodology all Services an 
required to follow. 

- Maximum Potential Ca~acitv (MPC); 
-- A subjective estimate of the maximum amounr of capaciry that could be made available to 

support a commodity considering the depot operation's current workioad mix and volume. 

- Measurement not prescribed by DOD regulation or policy. 

-- Key concept is in the ~eoretical nature of "potential" capacity. 
--- Actual workstation configuntions and sumbcrs do not exist now within the depots. 

--- "Potential" capacity can not be eliminated during depot closure or downsizing. 
-- "Potential" capaciry can not be workloaded unless actual work positions are established. 



Dtscussion : 
- Although JCSG-DM MPC data was certified by the Services, differences in how this data was 

generated caused it to be large1y discounted during JCSG-DM deliberations 

- Services reported certified MPC data to the JCSG-DM based on different approaches and 
ptulosophies. 

-- AF depots rcpolted MPC data for each JCSG-DM commodity group based on an industrial 
estimate of the maximum number of hours which could be produced by reconfiguring / 
adding work stations to available facilities. 

-- Supported by historic production information and industrial engineering data 
- Navy stated they estimated Navy and Marine Corps MPC data for each commodity group 

based on the highest capacity level they believed couId be engineered wittun their current 
industrial facilities. 
- Navy stipulated "gross inefficiencies and extraordinary management attention" would be 

required" to operate at the upper end of these maximum capacity Icvels. 
-- m y  also used an estimating technique ,when establishing MPC data for commodities at 

their depots. 

- Capacity data is most meaningful when considering the specific commodity group it describes. 

- Capacity information is usually not viewed as relevant to other commodity groups. 

-- Capacity data is calcuiated based on the facilities and equioment needed to provide depot 
maintenance suppon for a specific cornmodity group. 

--- Equipment needed to support one: commodity group is not usually applicable to 
other commodity groups unless they are very closely related. 

--- Industrial facilities are more flexible and may be used to suppon a variety of 
commodities requiring the same cu "lighter" classes of indusmal faciliues. 

- Capacity information ceases to be meaningful if it is consolidated above the commodity group 
level. 
- Because mosc capacity is unique to the conmodity group it supports (and not related to other 

commodities) capacity information can not usually be combined meaningfully between 
different commodities.. 

- Capacity data for several commodiries is sometimes combined to indicate a "total" capacity For 
comparative purposes. 
- Analysis using any resuIting "total* capacity information will only be beneficial when 

considering the mix of commodities from which the total was derived. 

- The AF Technology Repair Center (TRC) concept implemented in the early 1970s specialized 
the capabilities of each of the ALCs. 

-- Eliminated most duplication in ,%LC capacity and established a single repair line every 
specific item and for most commodities. 
-- Singic-siting requires unique equipment and overhaul rocesses for all items supported 

by any ALC to be moved or duplicated at another A.L 5 in the event of a depot C~OSUE. 

-- Single-sired depot maintenance and test activity examples at SA-UC:  

-- C-5 aircraft, suuctures and software. General EIectric jet engines, Aircraft fuel 
components, Aircraft Power Units, Nuclear Weapon Components. 



-- Single-sited maintenance and test activity examples at SM-ALC: 

- F- 1 1 1 and A- 10 aircraft, suuctuns and software, HydrauIic components, General night 
Instrument components and Cenual Air Data Computers, Ground Communication and 
Electronics systems. and Ground generators 

- Unique capacities required to support workloads at any closing ALC would have co be 
established at a gaining ALC. 

- Some existing facilities may be able to be modified to provide adequate support. 

--- Fighter aircraft overhaul facilities are generally available at the other ALCs. 

- Some unique facility requirements may only be met through new construction. 

--- SA-ALC's C-5 airframe overhaul. strip and paint facilities, and their FIOO engine 
compressor disk cryogenic spin m t  facility. 

- In some cases, the cost of depot operations may increase after workloads are transferred 
because efficiencies from state-of-the-art facilities currently availabIe at a closing depot 
may not bc achieved at a gaining depot due to limitations on new construction which 
will prevent facility replication. 

--- SM- ALC's centralized hydraulic overhaul and test facility. 

--- SA-ALC's centralized fuel component overhaul and test facility. 

- Examples: 

-- Unrelated capacity (the most cornmon situation): 

-- Capacity (facilities and equipment) needed to suppon the depot repair and overhaul of 
aircraft avionics components can not be effectively applied to the overhaul of aircraft 
landing gear. 

- Capacity to overhaul of aimaft structural components cannot be effectively applied ro 
the overhaul of jet engines. 

--- Capacity to overhaul missiles cannot be effectively applied to the overhaul of 
communication electronics components. 

-- Related capacity (the less common situatian): 

--- Capacity to overhaul large aircraft has good application ro the overhaul of fighter-sized 
aircraft. but there is much less application of fighter aircraft capacity to large aircraft 
overhaul because a t  the substantial size differences benveen the facilities and equipment 
associated with &pot maintenance on these two classes of aircraft 

- Reusing Industrial Facilities: 

-- Facility requirements to overhaul ainraft instrument cornponenu are very similar to 
those required for the overhaul of tactical missile guidance and control components; 
therefore, the faulities supporting either commodity group can be recod~gurrd (wirh 
appropriate equipment) to support the other. 



Conclusions: 
- The DBCRC chart (atch 1) incorrectly infers that capacity required to support workloads at SA 

and SM-ALC is cumndy availabte at OC, 00 and WR-ALCs. 
- Capacity to support most of the workloads at SA and SM-ALCs is unique, single-sited. and 

avadable only at those two depots. 

-- Includes unique equipment and support facilities. 
-- Such capacity would have to be moved or replicated befor a potential gaining depot 

could support these workioads. 
-- Some facilities may be clvadable at the cited gaining ALCs chat could be adapted for 

reuse in support of these workloads. 
-- SA and SM-ALCs can be closed and capacity could be established at OC, 00 and WR- 

ALCs to support the workloads from SA and SM-ALC, but only at a substantial cost and 
increased operational risk. 
--- Estimated to cost approximately $1 .Z B using COBRA cost model. 

-- AF views this alternative as neither affordable, due to the very h igh  one-time cost, nor 
acceptable, due to the higher risk to mission readiness. 

- JCSG-DM MPC data has limited practical appIication. 

- LMPC information reflects the atenti& capacity level that could be expected to be achieved 
within existing depot facilities, not actual capacity existing at that depot at this time. 

- JCSG-DM MPC data cannot reliably be compared between Services betause of differences 
in Service techniques for developing this (data 

- Capacity data is most meaningful when considering the individual commodity group for which 
it was collected. 

- Specific commodity group capacity information should not be considered relevant to other 
commodity groups. 

- Industrial facifities can often be configured to support many commodities. 

POC: LtCol B. Pitcher, AF'iLGMM, 5-5257,8 May 95. 
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H O U S E  OF R E P R E S E N T A T I V E S  

W A S H I N G T O N .  D .  C .  20515 

May 3, 1995 

Dear Rebecca: 

Thank you so much for taking time on Monday to come 
speak with me. I know that there are great demands 
made on your time, so I am particularly grateful- 
that you were able to come to Capitol Hill for a 
meeting. 

As I hope was evident in our conversation, I am 
greatly troubled by what I believe are substantial 
errors used in evaluating the undergraduate pilot 
training (UPT) bases. More than being distressed at 
the possibility of ciosing a base in my 
congressional district, I am disturbed that the Air 
Force may be closing the wrong base based on 
incomplete and incorrect data. I understand end 
agree with the need to refocus our militzry based or 
the demands of the fxture, 5 u z  I zx szeaefzst ir. r 3 -  
belief thac this decision shocid bs based o r  E 

factual a~alysis. 

You menclcnee y c ~  were e c r r e z t l - ~ ~  lez:.:nz zzxzr i  r 
- mocion zo l o ~ i :  a: zne e n z ~ r e  a r e ?  rf c-p-. 2 Z ~ ~ s .  A 

encouraqe you TO do zha:. As t n e  GAG ~nCirzrec :-. 
their testimony, 14...communixy concerns 
regarding the Reese AFB closure were noz f u l l ) *  
resolved at the time we completed our work. These 
issues will need ts be addressee hy the C ~ i i ~ r ~ i s s i o ~ ~  
before a final decision is reached." If you have 



any questions on how we arrived at the data or any 
questions about the entire area of UPT, I would be 
glad to provide any information I can. 

Again, thank you for your time, and with kind 
regards. 

4 incerely , 

Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
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S E C R E T A R Y  O F  T H E  AIR F O R C E  
WASHINGTON 

MAY 9 1995 

The Honorable Allan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

d .  

and Realignment Commission L I . .II. '. 
- L 'i\~.'>\a-7 

1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 f.--d -.-... -..., 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

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

The question from Commission staff and others is: Why do Air Force depot closure costs 
seem so much higher? To answer this we have compared 10 Army and Navy closure and 
realignment actions with Air Force depot ali.ernatives to include McClellan and Kelly 
(recognizing that these two were not actua1l:y on our list to the Con~mission, but are considered 
here for comparative purposes). We have found froih the data that base population is a very 
strong indicator of the one-time cost to close. Not necessarily a surprising result, but when all 
DoD depot actions are plotted together (Chart 1) it tells an instructive story. Air Force costs are 
in line with other DoD CIOBRA estimates, when allowing for the significantly larger base 
populations we are dealing with. For example, excluding Air Force depots, other Military 
Departments report average one-time closure costs per depot of $145M, based on an average 
population per depot of 4,290 people. If a decision were made to close either Kelly or 
McClellan, or both, the average costs would be $578M or almost four times higher than the 
average experience elsewhere. This is not suprising when you consider that the average 
population at these Air Force depots is nearly three and a half times greater than that found at 
Army and Navy depots. In the case of McClellan, costs also appear higher than the overall DoD 
trend line because of the additional costs associated with moving certain unique facilities such 
as the Air Force Technology Application Center, the Coast Guard, and classified activities, and 
the shutdown of a neutron radiation facility. 



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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 



CHART 1 

BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST $M 
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CHART 3 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS 

ARMY 

AVERAGE PER BASE 
RATIO OF 

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

ONE TIME COST 

NAVY ' 4,841 181 1,135 72 .40 

AIR FORCE 15,846 578 2,526 82 . I 4  

1 - Includes Red River, Letterkenny, Toelle 
2 - Includes Shipyards--Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach; Aviation Depots--Alameda, Pensacola, Norfolk 
3 - lncludes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included 

here for purpose of comparison only) 



Activity 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Toelle Army Depot 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Navai Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
McClellan AFB 
Kelly AFB 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 
Total Army & Navy 
Army & Navy Average 

CHART 4 
BASE POPULATION VS 1-TIME COST SM 

Base 
Population 

3,017 
3,024 
3,076 
3,110 
3,60 6 
3,89 1 
2,97 1 
5,430 
7,236 
7,54 1 
12,588 
19,104 
74,594 
6,2 16 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan & Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: I-time costs from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



CHART 5 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED VS STEADY STATE SAVINGS SM 

Activity 

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
,Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Cheilesiaii Naval Shipyard 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Kelly AFB 
Toelle Army Depot 

Letterkenny Army Depot 
McClellan AFB 
Navai Aviation Depot Norioik 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 
Total 
Average 

Total Air Force 
Air Force Average 

Total Army & Navy 
Average Army & Navy 

Positions 
Eliminated 

70 1 
764 
1000 
1088 
1223 
1245 
1268 
1287 
1438 
1464 
1707 

15,046 
1,254 

Steady State 
Savings SM 

40 
8 2 
53 
69 
18 
76 
53 ' 

78 
87 
113 
130 
124 - 
923 
77 

SOURCE: Data from COBRA reports submitted to OSD commission except McClellan and Kelly, which were not submitted 

NOTE: Steady state savings from previous commissions were adjusted to FY95 
constant year dollars in order to produce comparable data for all four commissions 

NOTE: Newark AFS was not included since positions eliminated were replaced with contractor personnel 



CHART 6 I 
DOD DEPOT ACTIVITIES RECOMMENDED FOR BRAC ACTION 

YR COM ACTIVITY 
91 Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
93 Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
93 Charleston Naval Shipyard 
93 Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
95 Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
95 Red River Army Depot 
95 Letterkenny Army Depot 
95 Kelly AFB 
95 McClellan AFB 
93 Toelle Army Depot 
93 Newark AFS 
88 Lexington Army Depot 
88 Navajo Depot Activity 
93 Savanna Army Depot Activity 
95 Seneca Army Depot 
95 Sierra Army Depot 
91, Sacramento Army Depot 
95 Ship Repair Facility, Guam 

STATUS 
Complete Closure 
Complete Closure 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot Only 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot Only 
Complete Closure 
Close Depot 
Realign 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Focused Analysis - Not recommended for BRAC action 
Close Depot 
Privatization in Place - Cost & Savings not comparable 
Close Depot COBRA data not available 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Ammo Storage - Not included 
Close Supply Depot - Not included 
Closure of Floating Drydock - Not included 



CHART 7 
MAJOR TENANTS ON KELLY & McCLELLAN AFB 

KELLY AFB 
Tenant 1 (Location) Positions MilCon SM Other SM 

AFRES (Lackland) 
ANG (Lackland) 
AIA (Lackland) 
SlGlNT (Lackland) 
1849 EIS (Lackland) 
DLA (Base X) 
DECA (Base X) 
DFAS (Base X) 
Others (Base X) 
Total 

McCLELLAN AFB 
Tenant 1 (Location) Positions MilCon SM Other SM 

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

Total $ 

Total $ 

Note: Kelly to  Lackland moves are on paper only, people and equipment remain intact, real estate transfers t o  Lackland 
Other cost based on $22.000 per position plus addition $5M for Det 42 and AFTAC for equipment movement 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO : General (ret.) J ,  B. Davis, BRAC Commissioner 

FROM : Senator Bob Graham 

DATE : May 9, 1995 

RE : FLORIDA BASE REALoIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION ISSUES 

Thank you for returning my c a l l  today. I enjoyed the 
convcroation and h o p e  to get togcthcr w i t h  you 8 o m e t . i m e  eoon. 

As you had requested, I am forwarding a short issue paper to you 
concerning the s u b j e c c  macter t h a t  we discussed. A s  I said, I 
believe t h a t  t h e  i s s u e s  that I am concerned about are based on 
merit and hope t h a t  you can assist in ensuring that these 
a rgumen t s  ge t  a f a i r  h e a r i n , g .  

I thank you for your ob jec t ive  analyeia and hard work as a 
commissioner, as well as your dedicated, patriotic s e r v i c e  to our 
Nation. 



Florida I s s u e n  
May 9, 1995 
Page 2 

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION 

1. NAS Whitins Field: It is our understanding that several 
members of the Commission may be considering adding Whiting Field 
to its list of posaible base closures. We have a180 been told 
that the BRAC may perform a site visit at Whiting, and that data 
call6 h a v e  been made f o r  analysis of consolidation and co 
location scenarios at Ft. Rucker. 

* The Navy, Marine C o r p ~  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 protractcd r c t u r n  on 
investnrent. Gains made would quickly evaporate due 
to student transfers (to and from Ft. Rucker between 
training phases) and military construction costs. 

Consolidation would be much more difficult to institute 
due to differences in Service requirements ( sea  versus 
land), training philosophy (fixed wing primary verms 
no fixed wing training), and personnel policics (officer 
versus non-commissio.ned officer) . 

* According to the Navy, consolidation would threaten its 
most needed training requirements - -  extensive instrument 
time. Those who have flown in maritime environments know 
well the unique and extreme hazards associated with night 
operations at-sea (particularly onboard smaller vessels 
such as destroyers or frigateel. 

* The Navy has reliablll analyzed its requirements and asseta 
and made the correct decision to retain NAS Whiting Field. 
The Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations 
qee t h i s  i s s u e  a s  a safe t .y ,  training, and fiacal issue. 

* The Navy has repeatedly shown strong support for the 
retention or NADEP Jax tor cost and strategic reasons. 

* NADEP Jax has proven itaelf as an efficient and cost 
effective depot. It has prevailed in both private-public 
workload competitiont3 (against GE for F-117 stealth 
fighter engines) and public-public c o m p e t i t . i c z n s  (against. 
Air Force for 5-52 engines) . 



Florida Issues 
M a y  9, 1995 
Page 3 

* The GAO report is highly critical of the Air Force depot 
analysis. It does not raise questions about the Navy 
analysis. The Navy's analysis and recommendations are 
sound and s h o u l d  he h o n o r e d .  

+ The Air Force, unlike the Navy, has yet to reduce its 
excess depot i n f r a s t r r u c t u r . e .  Tile Navy 1 1 a ~  already closed 
three of its NADEPs including NADEP Pensacola, FL. The 
Navy has "right-sizedtq and eliminated its excess capacity 
in the true spirit of BRAC. 

* Air Force BRAC a r ~ a l y s i s ,  i n  general, has  been s e r i o u s l y  
questioned by the GAO. Our own analysis of the Te8t and 
Evaluation issue makes us question the Air Force's 
decision to move electronic warfare test and evaluation 
hardware out of Eglin. 

* The Board of Director's Study clearly is supportive of 
Eglin's strengths as a Test and Evaluation center, should 
consolidation be necessary. 

*-The Defense Authorization Act for 1995 directed the 
Secretary of Defense to establish an electronic warfare 
Master Plan, before consolidating electronic warfare 
assate, in order to 'ensure that a thorough analysis io 
conducted in thia area. The Air Force's BRAC 
recommendations act \to circumvent this directive. 

* Althouqh the BRAC Cornmission is able make decisions in 
an independent fashion, the completion of the Master 
Plan would allow for a more thorough study in this 
area and ensure that DOD's plans are well thought out 
in the longterm. 
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*: . May 5, 1995 . . - . " 
. - - . _ . _  - - - . - - +  . - 4 .  , . -  . . ( -- 

I * . . - - - .  - ,  
,* % . . . . .  -. 

' Alan J. Dixon, Chair *pj+~r;s q1:;q i 3 ?tijj r:s'ii~,:.l.t~ ' Base Closure & Realignment Commission - - -  \ i . ' - s ' r~  a . s - u ; ~ ; - g r >  a ytsr, ci 505 1- -. ---..- -.--- 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 Bohe 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 highlights 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. 

Ray Stark, 
Governmental Affairs Manager 

BOISE ARL4 CHAMBER (.7F COh!MEKCE S. 30f1 K. 5th STilFET 8 F.0.  RGN 23h3 e ijO!SE. ID 83701 !1 I ;3)  344-5535 



*. 

IDAHO 

- .  . - A Special Place 
... t , . . - 

. . C:..: - -  . - . .  - - ' L ,  I - - - .. " , .  
. -- . . POLICY STATEMENT 
. . I  . - . . - .  - .  
- . _  - .- 
- .  - SUPPORT THE CONTINUED OPERATION OF MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE 

. - 
, .  POLICY STATEMENT: The Boise Area Chamber of Commerce supports the 

continued operation of Mountain Home Air Force Base. 
- - - - - - - - 

. 1 The Air Base is an important, established asset to the U.S. 
_ _ De~artment 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 A m y  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 tbree 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 tactica:L fighter training. With the arrival of 
F-111 fighter-bombers in 1972, the bases's bomber training mission 
was expanded. In 1982, EF-111s 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 Mountain 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). Mountain Home is located 44 miles southeast 

- of Boise, the state capital, along Interstate 84. 
9C.L . r , r  

..-a 

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. 
J ., 

, , .*.,c . . .. 
, 1 . 1 " P  . : i, 

%.:I 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 Flying Weather. Less than 2% of the missions are lost 
due to inclement weather. 

Existing 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 ~ountain Home actively 
supports the base with on-going involvement. The Chamber of 
Commerce sponsors a Military. ~ffairs 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 ~ountain 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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For Test & Evaluation oiXcials: 
Eglin AFB 

/-' 

I What knowledge do you have on ,[he level (or percentage) of workload to total availahlc 
capacity at the REDC.AP and AFEWES facilities? L- 
2. When conducting live-flight exercises, does electronically-linking the REDCAP and the 
AFEWES simulation systems result in a real-time loss of data? 

- .  

6 Based on your knowledge of the REDCAP and AFEWES n~issions, 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 (ECIT) program upgrade at the Avionics Tes! and Integration complex at 
Edwards AFB. what differences in capabilities exist between Edwards and Patuxent Rivel-. and 
which facilitj- is more c:apable of integrating the REDCAP'S and AFEIVES's HITL missions'? 
-A- .. - 

+ //. 
i -. 1'0 ~:or!r k~owletdge. is there ail!: !I.IILCOX \;planno2 ar Eduvard to accomrni?dar~ iht' 

. . > .  XFE.M7ES and REDC.%~~,piss icx .  or ere these !IIISS~O!?S i O  ht ~ ~ Q L I S C Q  a!iC 0!35~i i~0  j ~ -  ;I:?- 

existin: strl;ciures:' 

./ 
Stephen h4. Xcktsrnla!: 
Defecsc B ~ s ?  C!ossre and Reaiignrne;;; CC)&:E~SS~~:: 

I Air Force Te~n.;n 



1.  Tllc lcvel ol' workload as rclated to ovc~,i~ll capaciry at REDCAP and AFEWES lo1 any 
ohcr  lest and cvalualion (T&E) I'ncilil)t] is highly dcpcndent upon Ilow i t  IS ~nc;~surcd. 11' 

. measured in tcn11s of ovcrall hardwiu-c use (as W;LS donc using thc BRAC mclliotlology), -. 
prescnt utilization of REDCAP ;lnd AFEWES is vcry low ( I  3 and 36 pcrccllt, 
r~cspcctively, and anticipated to dccr.c;lse lo I0 and 28 pc~.ccnt based upon workloatl 
pro.jcctions). The BRAC methodology rccog~iizcd that lcsl plilnning, dnta reduction itnd 
analysis, elc, arc important parts ol' testing and usually takc signific;lntly Inore tilnc illan 
actual test conduct; howcvcr, these aspects oST&E arc fenerally personnel (VS Silciliry) 
limi~cd, and they can ol'ten bc i~ccolnmodil~cd scpitrarcly I'rorn thc tcst Ihcili~y. 

Both REDCAP and AFEMfES arc con~poscd o f  scvcral rest c;~pahilities ( 1  6 ilncl 1 ); 
coniponcnl capitbilitics, rcsl,cctivcly). The BRAC nlctliodology rcco~;nizcd th;~[, althou~h 
:l couple ol' t huc  cipabili~ics enjoy rclativcly Iligh cus~o~ncr  dcm:~nd, o\:crall i t  would bc 
r~~islcading Lo equatc gcneral l'itcili[)l utilization LO thal ussgc associiltccl ~ v i ~ l l  ~ l l c  most ~lsccl 
colnponcnl. This is cspcci:llly I'or REDCAP :lnd AFECVI'iS. sincc mosr ol' their 
c.ap;tbilitics have h;~d no or o ~ l c  custonlc~. in  thc p;~st I'cw yc;~rs. Fol cxarnl)lc. nine US 
REDCAP'S test capabililics hrlvc not hc.cn utilized by :I sirlglc cus~omcr in the p:rsl ~hrcc 
years; the same is L I . L I ~  Tor seven of' AFEMrES' capabilities. 

2. Electronically linking REDCAP 2nd AFEWES lo thcmsclvcs or to o ~ h c ~ .  Lest kicili~ics 
does not i~ecessaiil:y result i n  10s~ data. hut i r  docs rcsul~ ill solnc d;~ta delay. Drpcncting 
upon the purpose ol' the tcst, resulting data dclays may  or may not bc of concern. For 

c example, is REDCAP is Iinkcd for tlic purposc of providiug siniulatcd Inte_c~.atcd Air 
Dcfcnse Syste~u (IADS) cucing to terminal threats, resulting dam dclays shollld nor cail.sc 
proble~us since IM>S co~ummd and coi!itrol is highly.pcople-dependent and hurnan 
interactions (by thcis nati~rc) are s lowe~  h;un clcctronically ~rinsferrcd data. However, 
linking terminal threat si~nulators LO s rcniolc tcst I';~cility !'or- [hc pur.posc: ol'ev~llu;~liriy 
electronic counterrneasurcs is inl'easiblc bccausc rcsill ling data la[ency advcrscl y i~nl>Xc'is 
responses of the system under test. 

Thc real value of' linking dcpends u p o n  its impi~ct to the clcctronic warf'arc (EW) lest 
process. Althoush the technical re;uibili[y ol ' l inh~lc REDCAP and AFEWES durins live- 
Ilight cxei-ciscs was den~ollsuatcd ovcr three ycars ago: the resulti 11s usct'ulness \bas such 
t11at not a si~lgle rest customcr has r.cqur:sted it. 

3. Approximately 44% o l  thc cquipmei~t i ~ t  REDCAP and S(.)%J of' tlie e q i ~ i p ~ n e n ~  a1 

AFE\YES w o ~ ~ l d  have LO be movcd in order lo efl'cctivcl y conduct I<W TkE. 
I~lfrastructi~re currently available within ~ h c  AF Flight Tcst Ccn~er  to i~ccomrnodatc the 
REDCAP missioil i~lcludes thc ovcrall facility (somc h4ILCON is nccded I'or work i n  dlc 
existing buildbig), scensu-io and cnviroiimcnt gcnc~.i~t.ion capability: dati~ all;~lysis 
computers, host capabilities far thc systcm under tcs~,  and ~ h c  ability Lo condi~ct hardwa~.c- 
in-the-loop testi~ig against thrcnr radars ~lcttcd tosc~hcl. into a simulatccl IADS. 

4. The ISTF capabilities ar Edwards AF-B 21;d P:tx R i \ , c~  NAS ;Ire silnilar ill solnc re~urc!.~ 
and dispararc in othcrs. For cx;~mpic~ thc JSTT c:ipahiliry a1 Pas Rivcr has mo~-c. acj\.;l.i~cc'cI 



inst~umcc~rririon (c.,~., sigr~iil gcncri~lion ;lrltl cr~viro~)mcnr moni~cwiclg) rllnn cul.rcritly csisls 
in the Aviollics Tcsr a~ld I~ltcg~.ation Complcx (ATIC) ;kt Edwal.rls. l'llc ECIT i,r.ogr.;lnl 
will upgrade ~ h c  i~l.~~rl~n~cn~ilt icln in ~ I I C  A-I'IC: Ilowcvcr. most ()I' thc ECIT l'unds i11.c 
r.ccluircrl I'or,joinr !,it. For.cc/N;tvy cl'l'ol.~s 1;) Jcvclop i~ll'r;~~.ccl, r.;irl;\l- ~;~r.gct, and 
co~t~mi~nic;i~ions/navig;~liorl/idcn~iI'ic~~lion tcsl cap;thiIi~ics th;i\ do no1 c x i s ~  i n  any ISTF. 

In tcl-ms oSIhcilities, rhc ATIC is rnc~rc cnpablc than lllc ISTF at L'ux Kivcl bccal~sc 01' 
the formcr's ability to acco~n~nodatc largc (homhcr ;ind cargo) sizc (or multij~lc: I'ighter 
sizc) aircraf~ Thus, incurporu~ing. REDCAP ;unJ AFEIYES c;tp;~Oilitics in lo  tllc A7'IC 
would nlakc ~ h c ~ n  aviilablc li)r  ~cstirlg ;lir'c~.;~l'~ of ; \ I 1  s i x s ,  wl~ilc nlovirlg tllc 1.1 I'I'L 
missio~ls LO Pax River would 1 .es~1. i~~ thcir usc LO only singlc lighler-size vet~iclcs. 
Additionally, BKAC COBRA ;~nalysis shows Erl\v:lrds Lo bc Lhc n~os[ cosl-cl'l'iciel)~ 
loca~iun LO rcceive the REDCAP and AFEWES HITL 1l1ission.s. 

5. Although initial BRAC estimarcs did nor irnclirdc ;111y MILCON :I[ Edwi~rds .4FU, 
subscrluent sile visiu coilld riot locatc :;uSl'icic~lt csisring f'loor. sl~;rcc ( [ I I ; I I  arc;? lI~oi1~!111 10 
be  available is required Tor S~rtirrc ECL'I" cquipmcnl). l 'hus ,  a floor \vould havc LO bc ;zJcled 

in a pre-cxisring str.ucti1t.e LO accortlrnoda~c rhc REDCAI' i111d AFEWES ~nissjo~ls; this will 
require $2.8M in bIXLCON, \vhich has been input illlo Lhc BRAC COBRA analysis. 
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S. A. HEAD. Jr. 
GERERAL MANAGER 

ROBERT C. GRONDIN 
COMPTROLLER 

May 4, 1995 

M r .  Frank C i r i l l o ,  Jr. 
A i r  Force Team Leader 

' Defense Base C1osur:e & .R.ealignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Streetr S u i t e  1425 
Ar l ing ton ,  VA 22209 

Dear Mr. C i r i l l o :  

We want t o  thank you f o r  t h e  time you gave us  on Monday, May 1st. W e  are 
w e l l  aware of  how p rec ious  your t i r n e  is dur ing  t h e s e  h e c t i c  days.  

A s  I am s u r e  you can t e l l ,  w e  are very  ded ica t ed  t o  p re se rv ing  Columbus 
A i r  Force Base. N o t  o n l y  is CAFB a v i t a l  part o f  o u r  community; bu t  a very  
important  part o f  ou r  n a t i o n ' s  defense.  

If we wanted t o  l e a v e  any s i n g l e  mc?ssagel it is t h a t  as t h e  m i l i t a r y  becomes 
s m a l l e r ,  t h e  m i l i t a r y  va lue  o f  a f a c i l i t y  becomes e v e r  more important .  
A base such a s  Coltlmbus A i r  Force Base t h a t  ha s  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  to  do  any 
mission t h e  A i r  Force has  is an i r ~ r e p l a c e a b l e  a s s e t .  

Once aga in ,  w e  a p p r e c i a t e  your cou r t e sy  and a t t e n t i v e n e s s .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  
r 

Fred M .  Hays l e t t  
CAFB 2000 

l f t  
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omonwealth 
o m l t  ing 
rporation 

1925 North Lynn Street Telephone: (703) 524-0026 
Suite 600 Facsimile: (703) 524-1 005 

Arlington, VA 
22209 

TO: COMMISSIONER REBECCA COX 
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 regionaI 
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 9 1  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 m e  to express again his appreciation for your courtesy. 

Should there be a need for  additional information, Judge Brosky may be 
contacted at the following address: 

John G. Brosky 
Chairman, Western PA Coalition 
The  Superior Court of Pennsylvania 
Judge's  Chambers 
Suite 3703 Grant Building 
Pittsburgh, PA 18219 



BRAC - REGIONAL HEARING 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 

MAY 4, 1995 

SUBJECT: 911 AIRLIFT WING, 
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 

I- 

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 1 TH AIRLIFT WING IN 
PITTSBURGH. 

THE 91 1TH AIRLIFT WING IS MORE THAN 
A MILITARY BASE. IT'S .A BASE 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 UNI'T'S.TO HEL:P PEOPLE IN TIMES OF 
WAR, EMERGENCY AND DISASTERS LIKE THE RECENT 

: AIRPLANE CRASH OF FLIGHT 427. 
UNKNOWN AND UNPUBLICIZED IS THAT THE 

911TH 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 911TH WITH COST 
EFFECTIVENESS OF OPERATION TO DEMONSTRATE THAT 
IN SAVING THE 911TH AIRLIFT WING YOU WILL SAVE 
MONEY FOR THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT. 

THANK 'YOU. 
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Massachusetts 

May 9,1995 

'I'he Honornble Alan Dixorl 
Joint Cross Service Working Group 
Defense Closure and Realignment Cornmitsion 
1700 North Moorc Slreet, Suita 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Vei~r Mr. Dixon: 

At thc rcquest of Sccrctary Gloria lmrson of the Excculive Office of Economic Affairs and the Weld-Ccllucci 
Administntion, the Mnssachusctl. Technology Collnborittivc (MTC) is nctivcly pursuing il tcchnology mnsfcr 
inilintive in the Comrnor~wenlth of Ma~.sachusetts. 'The necessity to pmceed with a tcctlnology tritnsfor facility 
is ccrlai~tly a worthwhile cndeavor nnd onc that hns thc full s u p p r ~  of MTC snd the Weld-Ccllucci 
Administriltion. Tlie Mnssachusct~q Technology Collnbori~tivc (MTC) is on initiative of the Massachu~etts 
Tecllnology Park Corporation (M'J'PC), crented to facilirnte the Jcvclopment of thc Comnlonwcitlth'.s 
tcchnology base through various initintivcs and it is only fitting that MTC asumes !he lcading role in such a 
venture. 

With (lie support of thc Weld-Cdlucci Adrninistrntion and the Mnssachusct~~ State Legislature, MTC intcnds 
to establish a full service tcchnology trnnsfer cntcrprise within the Commonweallh of Mussnchusetts with thc 
primary objedive c)f taking technologics currently residing at plnes likc Hanscorn AFB and Natick 
Laborau~ry, nnd linking thcm to the commercial cntities in Massachusetts [hat have the dcsirc and capability to 
\)ring them to thc marketplnce. This initiative rcspnnds to u long-standing desire by the military to find 
conimercinl npplitxtions [or the technology innnvntions devclopetl within the fdcml  lalmratory system. 

Thc g o ~ 1  of this initiirtivc is to ennble thc Department of Defense, 0nd officials ot Iir~nscorn AFB, to lcvcrngc 
the f i l l1  spcctrum of business clcvelopn~ent activities in Masqachusetts in :I way thnt aligns llle most appropriate 
commercii~l cntlties in Mi~~~z tch~sc t t s  with thc promising tcchrlologies iI t  Hanscom AFB. arld other DoD 
facilities. 7'0 ~lchicvc this objcciivc with funds provided through the Weld-Cellucci Administration, M1'C is 

spcarhuding an initintivc to cstnblish a "state-of-thc-art" technology trander and commcrcia1i.trttion enterprise 
i r r  Mmncl~usc t~s  that enables H;tn.c;conl oficials to cxpI0i1 thc rich lundscapc of technology intensive firms in 
!he Commonwenlth. 

'fo acl~ieve thc shlcd gonl, it is our intent to employ the revolutionary INQUERY infc~rmation retrieval 
syslem, developed 31 the Computcr Science Dcpartrncnt et the University or Massach~rsetts, to provide 
instnntnncous access to information on thc qualities nntl characteristics of availnblc technology, while 
providing thc most relinhle infonnntion available: on the commercial cnterpriscs that are quitlified fo cxploit 
these technologies- The federal govcrmen: is already widcning its IISC of the: INQIJERY sysrenl to apply to 
thc body of text describing the Iiccnsnble tcchnology avnilablc at  Fedcral Laboriitories. Througl~ tl~is Hiinswm 
Technology Itiitintive, wc will be devcloping !I oompatibir. infrxstructurc for the electronic transfer of 
information on available t~hnologies  at Hsnscorn AFB, while providing ;i ncce.ssary hullIan inlcrface for tllr: 

Seventy Five North Drive + Westborough. MA 01581-3340 (508) 870-03 12 FAX (508) 898-2275 --- . P.. --,. -..-, . --- - .-- .- ---. ..- . . - 
* I t /  f r l ~ ~ i ~ r ~ i & ~ t ~  c!f 1!1f h4d~~ot-hw.trttr ' F , - l ~ n n l t ~ , ~ ~  t'nrk ~ o ~ n r ~ z ~ ~ o n ,  ,In indtyrndr?, /  i ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ , , ~ z r ~ ~ ~ , r / ~ r ~ ~  of t h r  ~ ~ ~ I J I ~ ~ ~ I ~ I J ~ J ~ I ~ - , ~ ? / ~ ~  f f ~ ~ f ~ ~ j t r r ~ ~ l l ! r f l ~  



efficient co~nmcrcialization of these tcchnoloj;ic~, This cnterprisc will work closely with the technology 
trnnsfcr offlcc at Ilnnscom AFR. 

'I'hc Comnronwculth's initiative llirough MTC: will, irr cqscnce, promote mil managc tire interests of the sm;ijl, 
mcdium i~nd largc sized industries in thc stale ns they pcrtnin to thc mntchmnking rtnd commercinliznlion 
upportonilies ut Hitn~~om A m .  Thcsc cffom are enhanced through our unique ability to solicit collaternl stutc 
sttpport in the wny of financing, marketing lssistancc or strategic planning on I)chnlf of the commcrcial 
enlerprisc. Througll association with a core group of business development professionals, and with the 
crrhanccd use of the INQUERY informntion rclrieval system, lhc H~nscom Technology Initiative will 
represent it ncw paradig111 for stnte services toward tcchnology transfer ~ i n d  the broadcr ogenda of technology 
comn~crcializalion. 

Thitnk you for your ~rttcnlion with Iris mnttcr. Please feel frce to call me if I cnn be of any further nssist;~ncc. 

cc: Mr. Dick Hclrncr 
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SLB 
Institute of 
Technology 
at Utica/Uome 

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, ~irginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

At the suggestion of Oneida County ~xecutive 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 Bartlet.tJs 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 a.ssure you from the trenches, so to speak, that our 
institutional interaction and, I dare say, interdependence with Rome 
Lab continues to grow. This mu.tually supportive relationship is 
making an increasingly signific.ant impact on the economy of the 
Mohawk Vally Region and the Sta.te 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. 

cc: The Honorable Raymond Meier 
Chancellor Thomas Bartlett 

A college for rransfer and graduate study 

State University of New York P.O. Box 3050, Utica, NY 13504-3050 FAX 3151792-7407 

An equal opportunity/affirrnative action employer 
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H O U S E  O F  REPRESENTATIVES 

W A S H I N G T O N ,  D. C. 2 0 5 1 5  

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

May 11, 1995 -*, . . 
-.*G,:ja,+ :.,i.- .' ;..' . .. . 8:- t 

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

Your willingness to revisit this matter clearly 
shows your desire to insure that our nation's 
ability to produce the finest pilots in the world 
will not be jeopardized. This in turn will 
guarantee that our military will be able to m e e t  i ts 
obligations in the 2lst century. That goal is 
paramount for us all. 

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

Si.ncerely , 
I 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Vi:rginia 22209 
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P m  V. DOMENICI 
NEW MEXICO 

9klniced ,@cam Smau 
WASHINGTON, OC 20510-3101 

April 28. 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. D~xon  
Chalrman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commcss~on 
1 700 North Moore Street, Sutte 1425 
Arllngton, V~ rg~n la  22209 

COMMITEES ------ 
BtJCKiFI 

APPROPRIATIONS 
FNFRGY A N 0  NATURAL 

nESOuncks 
INDIAN 4FFAIRS 

Dear Chairman Oixon: 

On April 14, 1995, Senator Jeff  Btrlgaman, Congressman Steve Schttt and I sent a letrer i o  

Carol Browner. Admlnrstrator of  the Envlronrnental Protection Agency (LPAI A copy o f  thar ~ c t t c ~  
ts enclosed. You wtll note rhar the lerter referred to the alr qualtty problem the Air Force sdld II 

encountered when corlsrderlng posstble expanston of Krrrland Alr Forre R;tt;cb. ,r!; s "rt,c.~lvt?r ' bd-c 

under the current BRAC process We asked Adrntntstrator Browner TO have The FPA r,,kc 
expeditious actron 10 conflrm that atr quallty standards are riot o problem tor cxpilnr.tori o f  K~r l l , i r l~ j  
Atr Force Base 

Also enclosed IS a copy of the EPA's response It 1s an Apr~l  27, 1995 letrer from Jane N 
Sag~naw. Reg~onal Adrn~nlstrator of €PA Regton 6 In Dallas. In t h ~ s  response, IS most Instrucrtvt? 
that the €PA addresses the Kirtland expansion Issue as follows: 

I would like to emphaslze that the allowance for g r o w h  In Albuquerque's 
redesignation plan is acceptable. and use of the growth allowance withtn the 
maintenance plan IS acceptable now and IS not tled to the EPA's final approval I 
hope rhls helps prov~de clar~ty before the upcomlng real~gnrnent dares. 

On behalf of the other members of the New Mexlco Congressional Delegar~on and everyone 
Interested In retalnlng Kirtland Alr Force Base as the Important nattonal defense asset 1 1  IS. rhls lerrer 

IS submitted to conflrm that atr qualtty IS not 8 problem for the expanston of that base. I t  you. nlt~er 
Comm~ssroners, or Corrimlsslon staff have quest~ons or need more tnformat~on, picase Ier mr knnw 

united States Senator 

Enclosures 

cc: Senator Jeff  Bingaman 
Representat~ve Sreve Sch~f f 
Represenrat~ve El111 Richardson 
Representat~ve Joe Skeen 
Klrtland Retent~on Task Force 



WASHINGTON, D C  2 0 5  10 

April 14. 1995 

The I-ionorable Carol Browrrer 
Admrnrstrator 
Environmental P:otectlon A ~ e n c y  
40 1 M Street. SW 
Wash~ngton. D C 30260 

Dear Ms. Browner: 

Today New Mex~co's Go~ernor ,  G q  E Johnson, i ~ r m ~ l l y  submined 10 .lane C ~ ~ I ~ J \ L .  rhc l;i1,-\ 
R e ~ i o n  VI Administrator, the State Irnplernenration Plan (SIP) documents pertalnlng tn c;lrbc\11 
monoxide in Bemalillo Counrv and requested final 3pprov31 of ill2 ~1buquer i ]va ' f lemdl1~~0 c 7 0 u r ~ t y  
~nspect~odrnaintenance portlon of the carbon monoside SIP 

We \vrrrr to ask that Governor !olinson s request be given e\netlitetl te\!t.w t l  > O C I I  !cglfi~:.li 
of ice.  As you know from prevlous correspondence, the Air Force h a s  ~ncorrzcrlv ana *.\ l t h ,  ui 

~nnsu l t a t~on  \ + ~ t h  your agency r31std quclsrlonq; about whc~hcr K~rrlsnd A ~r Force BJ.,c I k-1 t 1 4  I c , t ~ ~  

receive s ~ ~ n r f i c a n t  numbers of add~tronal personnel because of arr qual~ty concerns. spec,fic.t.l? 

pertaining to carbon monoxide. in Albuquerq~e. Mr. Russell W~oades of your Dallsj ofticc \ i ~ ~ : r l :  

(Ilr 
Senator Bingaman Apnl 6 that "11 I S  o u r  understanding rhst there I >  substantlsl room ior ?ro\\!Ii ii11d 
the C ~ t y  of Albuquerque has nor ide~lr~fied an\! sign~ficant obstacles relat~ng to alr q ~ ~ a l i t y  ccncernq 1h3r 

would inhtb~t espansion of W B . "  

We understand that  ere has been w r y  close cooperation betweell your resion31 of ice  -;id t!lc 

Albuquerque Env i ro~ len t a l  Heelth Departrnerlt 2nd Yew Mexico Environment Departrnenc $11 

anticipation of Gavernor Johnson's submission. While expansion at KXFR can aIrc3dy bc: ,!onr. 11t1,Ic:r 
Albuquerque's current ai.r quality status, we d r s ~ r e  to absolutely e l ~ m ~ n s t e  any misconl;t:pric~ns  or^ I I I C  
pan of h e  US Air Force Therefore. \ve ask that the EPA revlew and approval sousht by the 
Governor be canied out by May 15, and  in any case no later ~ h a r ~  June 9. Tllc rca\o;l l'm t/+-:;c J:IIc-; 
is that by May I ? ,  the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Cornrnissiori (ERXC) must Jcc;Jr  

whether to add bases for realignment sonjrderarion and the 1x1 chance ti lr  Mcmbers ,31 i.'c,n;:r~...,~ :O 

testify to the BRAC will come on June 13-13 1 ~ 1 t h  dec~sions made by July 1 

We beiieve rhar ir is already clear that rhe Air Force erred In its env~ronmenral . i n . i l ~ s ~ >  I r l  

Albuquerque Flnal E P 4  approval of the documents subm~ned today by Governor Jo l~n~or l  . \oulJ 

make that absolutely c i w .  

Thank you for your ,consideration pf our requesr. 

Sincerely, 

Il)n Pete V. Dornenic~ 5tc\?cx:~ ';,-htt? 

Un~tcd Staces Senatcr Y4en1hei of ( : ,~ I I$ I  ;:>I. 



I lonorabls  Pete V. Domcnici 
United Scates Senate 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC 20510-3102 

Dear S e n a t o r  Dornen ic i :  

'I'bank you for your lect-er of Aprl? 1 4 ,  1995 ,  t n  
the I i o n o r a b l c  Carol B r o w n e r  r e g a r d i n g  y o u r  r s q u e s t  for dn 
e x p e d i t e d  rev i c :v  of the Albuqucrque/BernaL i llo county 
inspection/maintenance (I/M) portion of the carbon m o n o x  idc .  { C C j j  
State Implementation plan (SIP). Your l e t t e r  also d i s c u s s e s  
corlccrns a b o u t  f u t u r e  growth at Kirtland iiir F n r c e  oase  (KI \Fn)  . 

fiegardinq your f i r s t  concern ,  ue do p l d n  to at:? 
expedltlously 1.n approving no t  o n l y  t h e  L/M portLon of the 
AlbuquerquejBernallllo C o u n t y  C o  SIP, but aLzo t h e  mrnpdnlon 
p l d n  c o n t a i n l n q  Albuqucrque/Bernal~llo County's request. tell 
r e d e s i g n a t ~ o n  t:o a t t a i n m e n t  tor  t h e  CO s t ~ n t ! a r d .  T5e 
redssignation request contalns a p l a n  show1:iq ns i nt-c?n.~nc(: of 
the CO standarci t . h r o u g h  t h e  year 2uOb.  Y c ~ r  l e t t e r  wn:: c c b r r c , ~  t 

in s t a t i n g  thaT there h a s  been c lose  coopers t Lon beL'n~e~11 ~ J I I  r 
of £ice  and thc Albuquerque E : n v i r o m e n t d l  H P A :  t h  itn[j.lr-tm.otlnt 
( AEllD)  in 1 evlewing d r a f t  p l a n s .  The d r a f t  ma l n t . c n d n c c  p l ~n 
h a s  shown substantial room f o r  q r o w t h  I n  L h c  area re1a:r r rq  t o  
a i r  quality concerns, as  previously mentioned l n  s letter d d t r d  
April 6 ,  1935, from o u r  offlcc to the Honorable Jeff O i n q d m d r ~  

O u r  c u r r e n t  p l a n  is to conduct  an expeditious completeness 
review of the I/M and CO r e d e s i q n a t ~ o n  p l a n s  upon receipt in our 
office. Since my staff has worked v e r y  closely w l t h  t h e  =HD, ve 
anticipate maklng thrs dctcrminatlon w l t h l n  two weeks ot rtncle~.pt 
of the submittal from t h e  Gclvernor of N e w  Mexico. Once our 
office deens t h e  p l a n s  complete, t h e  I / M  s a n c t i o n s  clock will 
stop. Our otfice v i l l  t h e n  irmnedlately proceed I n  d r n f t l n y  a 
n o t ~ . c e  to be published in the Federal Reqi3re . r  f o r  p u n 1  ic r e v ~ c w  
and c o m m c n t  on the U .  S .  E n v l r c n r n s n t a l  Proteczlcn Agency's I :  l ' k )  
proposed a c t i o n .  The g o a l  is to selid thls nor ice [or p u h l  l c , ~  t lor1 

w l t h l n  f o u r  m o n t h s  a f t e r  the p l a n s  are dee?ed comp I e t e .  A f 1 n ~ .  : 
F e d ~ i d l  R - c q i s t . . : ~  notice will t h e n  be developed a f i c r  r c ? d ~ c u  of -- 
the p ~ b l i c  comlents ,  u r t h  s goal of sendlnq f u l t h  t he  t :rid1 
notice for puDlicarlon wi thj r\ t t l r e e  m o n t h s  a f t e r  the  c l o - e  0: t h r *  

m 



rllb 
public comment per iod .  L a m  aware of y o u r  concern ~ ; i  t h  r c s c l l v l n q  
this issue before the Defense Bssc C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i q n ~ n e n t  
Commrssion m u s t  decide v h e t h e r  to adif b d s c s  f o r  r r . c i l  ~ q r l r r ~ t ~ r t t  
consideration- I would llke to emphasize that thc ~ l l o u a r ~ c r  t ' (>r  
the growth in Albuq~ lerque ' s  rcdesiqnaticn p l d n  1:; n c c e ~ ~ t a l ) l e ,  #ir t t I  
u s e  of t h e  q r o v t h  allowance w i t h 1 3  the na~ntenance p l a n  is 
acceptable n o u  and is n o t  t l c d  to t ! )c  EP.%'s f j n a l  t ~ p p r o v ~ i i .  ! 
hope t h i s  )kelps to p r ~ v i d e  c l a r i t y  before t h e  upcomlrlq 
realignment consideration d a t e s .  

In closing, I hope that the i n f o r m a t i o n  above  ;~dr,qustr-! y 
a d d r c s c e s  y o u r  concerns. 1:f I c a n  be of further a s s  i s t : , tncc ,  
plcase contact me- 

S l n ~ c r / ~ l , l (  ypllrs., 

/I - -  

,, /- .,-- / , 
' -9 a n c  saqlnav / 

CG: M s  Sarah Kotchian 
Env i ro runen ta l  H e a l t h  Depsrtme3t 
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DEPARTMEIUT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
OFFICE 01- THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

HQ USAFICC 
1 6 10 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1 660 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conmlission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

17 MAY 1995 

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep conceri~ over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet to form three core air 
refueling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organizational, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
clearly defined mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three core refueling bases. During this same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We are just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgment, scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 
to efficiently accomplish the air refueling rnissions which are critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and creates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Specifically, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and location the Air Force 
requires for a core tank.er wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to support 
our nation's nuclear deterrent posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality training 
airspace free from encroachment and interference from commercial air traffic. In addition to 
these excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to support a large tanker fleet. Finally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posture. 

Our three core air refueling wings now realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
organization. In operations, for example, a larger wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its own through Integrated Tanker Unit Deployments (ITUD). Smaller units would have to 
combine resources and cross normal lines of unit command to accomplish the same mission. In 
the area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place infrastructure to provide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these three bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
operation. Closing Grand Forks would reduce or eliminate many of these benefits. 

I cannot overstate my support for retention of a core air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
challenges across the entire spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we are 
now receiving from our core refueling wings as you make the recommendations which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Armed Services for many years t trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 
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%.ortjj Dakota 
May 12, 1995 

Commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Real-ignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It is with deep regret that I belatedly offer my thanks for 
the time you spent reviewing Minot and Grand Forks Air Force 
Bases on March 30. 

I know the base briefings delivered at Minot and Grand Forks 
made clear that each base figures prominently in future Air Force 
planning.. In acldition, the two communities sincerely appreciated 
the opportunity to share with. you their strong support for a 
continued Air Force presence. I believe everyone involved felt 
they had a fair opportunity to state their case before the 
Commission. 

It was a real pleasure to meet you. As the Commissior's 
T A ' - - , .  ~ r > x - ! - -  ~ ~ r o c ~ ~ ~ s  , ; I,d., 1 c , ~ . L -  f a - w a r d  KO speaking w l ~ n  . , l7<2u strain. 

EARL POMEROY 
Member of Congr 

I'HINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commiss.ion 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to .reiterate our request made at the Commission's 
hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F. E. 
Warren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list. Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman I11 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

We recognize the challenge in making such tough decisions. 
All things being equal, we would not advocate shutting down any 
ICBM bases. At the same time, we believe that the Commission 
must meet its twin responsibilities of reducing bases and defense 
costs while preserving essential military forces. 

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFB is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of millions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 
bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. Air Force 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

In addition, there is inherent synergy between the two North 
Dakota bases. The tankers provide refueling support for the 
bombers. The proximity of the two missile fields has resulted in 
a sharing of parts and supplies that saves time and money. 

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called for a 
force structure of 450/500 Minuteman 111s. We can retain 450 
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost or disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decide to retain 500 Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be closed by redesignating Warren's 50 MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman I11 silos, transferring 
Malmstrom's Minuteman 111 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman launch facilities there. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Page 2 

When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 
determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $I billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Grand Forks. We 
further understand that closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

Similarly, moving the Minuteman III wing from Warren to 
Malmstrom would allow closure of the former base when its MX 
missiles are eliminated under the START I1 Treaty. This move 
would also yield substantial cost savings, and the Air Force 
would not lose aircraft infrastructure, since Warren does not 
have a runway. 

Recent testimony by the General Accounting Office (GAO) to 
the Commission reinforces our position that all four northern 
ICBM bases should be studied for closure or realignment. As you 
know, the GAO pointed out weakriesses in the military services' 
processes for recommending closures or realignments. It 
concluded: 

In particular, the Air Fo1:ce's process remained largely 
subjective and not well documented; also, it was influenced 
by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that changed 
when more focused analyses were made. 

In closing, given the Air Force's own conclusion that all 
four ICBM units are fully capahle of performing the missile 
mission, we believe that the ec!onomic and operational advantages 
of dual-mission bases logically require retaining ICBMs and large 
aircraft at both Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases, Minot 
and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

U.S. Senator 
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CHAIRMAN 
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May 5, 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to ask you to support the addition of one or more 
Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) bases during the May 
10th hearing, 

While I understand and even agree with a reluctance to add any 
base for consideration, I believe that it is a necessity with 
regard to UPT bases for a number of a reasons. 

First, and most importantly, the Commission should decide to 
review Air Force UPT bases because there is documented evidence 
of substantial errors in the Department of Defense (DoD)/Air 
Force analysis. These were not minor errors in unimportant 
areas. They were in areas declared to be vitally important by 
the Air Force (i.e., airspace, training routes and other key 
measures of merit). The Air Force and the DoD have admitted 
errors in these areas. However, they have side-stepped or 
ignored other errors and maintain that the errors do not alter 
the outcome. The facts, however, indicate that correcting the 
errors does make a difference; it changes which base is closed. 

Second, the General Accounting Office (GAO) review of DoD 
mentioned specifically Air Force UPT as an area worthy of further 
review by the Commission. If the commission does not challenge 
the DoD recommendation on Air Force UPT where the errors are 
glaring and numerous, then the Commission will not have provided 
the review GAO requested or met its statutory responsibility- 

A third important reason to add Air Force UPT bases is that the 
cost and effectiveness of the bases were never considered. While 
Reese Air Force Base (AFB) has the lowest cost-per-flying-hour 
and the second lowest cost-per-student-graduate, it appears this 
critical issue was never a component of the Air Force/DoD 
analysis. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
May 5, 1995 
Page 2 

In light of the problems described above and in view of the 
concerns expressed by the GAO and members of the BRAC staff, I 
urge you to make sure that ~ i r  Force UPT bases are added and 
reviewed further by the Commission. 

This is a most important issue which deserves the full scrutiny 
of the B M C  Commission. 

incerely , RN 
LC/ lec 

Larry Co est 8 
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The Honomble Alan 3. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conlinissiotl 
1700 Nonh Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chaini~an Dixon: 

As the Member of Congress who represents Brooks Air Force Base, I 
would like to request that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's regional hearing for Texas bases be held in San Antonio, Texas. 

I have enlisted the support of the Greater San Antonio Chamber o f  
Commerce and the Southside Clbamber of Commerce to assist the commission 
with logistical details such as hotel and conference center arrangements. As 
you may know, San Antonio's Inany facilities are more than adequate to 
handle major' confexnces, conventions, and meetings. In addition, past 
commissions have held regional hearings in other fine Texas cities even thougl~ 
one of Sau Antonio's bases was under scrutiny. 

Thank you for your consideration of my request. Pleast: feel Tw to - 
contact me if' you havc any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely , 
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Reserve Officers Association of the United States 
T h  I-'r~~ssu~zul Asscxr'aholl Rq'wes~rzting All O f i ~ v s  

19 May 1995 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman, 

Thank you for acknowledging our earlier letter voicing our 
concerns with the process used to determine which bases would be 
scheduled for realignment or closure. Also, we appreciate the 
opportunity to emphasize our concerns in person on 19 May 95. 

The latest add ons of bases to the Department of Defense list, 
has seven Air Reserve bases among the 29 recommendations. We 
realize that the commissioners will be visiting these bases to 
acquire first hand information before a final determination is 
rendered and prior to your submission to the President on 1 July. 

We, at ROA, are concerned that the newly included bases are 
going to cause an extraordinary hardship on the Air Force Reserve 
to maintain trained strength in units. Five of the bases have C- 
130 units containing 40 aircraft. Shifting these planes to new 
locations or inactivating them will cause undo turbulence in a 
force that is vital to the mission of the Air Force. 

The Navy Reserve has similar problems with demographics as 
they will be expected to restation troops and equipment to new 
locations. As I have ment.ioned previously, restationing will 
result in loss of trained manpower. 

It is requested that the impact of demographics on the Reserve 
forces be reexamined along with the cost and other parameters used 
by the Commission. Additionally, it is requested that, where 
active bases are closed which also house reserve units, that there 
continue to be enclaves reserved for those reserve forces. c his 
will allow Reserve leaders to maintain their readiness without an 
inordinate level. of turbulence and without having to train new 
reservists in a new location 

Thank you again for allowing the ROA to voice our concerns. 

~xecbkive Director 

Amy * Nay  + Air .Fwce * Maring Cmps * Coast C u r d  * Pzdlic Hmlth Smvice + NOAA 

One Cmtitution Avmue, N. E., War;hingtotz:, D. C. 20002-5624 * Ekphze: (202) 4 79-2200 
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JOSEPH T. PlLLllTERE 
138th District 

THE ASSEMBLY 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY 

CHAIRMAN 
Committee on Tourism, Arts and 

Sports Development 

COMMllTEES 
Agriculture 
Commerce 

Environmental Consewation 
Energy 

May 15, 1995 

Hon. Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

We, the members of the Western New York Delegation, seek your support 
and assistance in retaining the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station. We stand 
united with local and federal legislators and Gov. George Pataki in 
demonstrating the vital economic: and military role the Niagara Falls ARS 
plays in New York State. 

The facts supporting our position speak for themselves. The Niagara 
Falls ARS employs 800 civilians and 2,500 military personnel generating over 
$125 million in salaries and services. The base is the second largest 
employer in Niagara County and the fifth largest employer in Western New 
York. Closing the base will save federal taxpayers $10.4 million but it will 
exact a terrible e~zonomic toll on the Niagara community and the greater 
Western New York region. 

It is disturbing to think that the Defense Department would shut down a 
base that it invest.ed $30 million in the past year. We believe that the 
department did so because it supported its continued operation. Indeed, 
airbase personnel have been called on repeatedly to serve missions around the 
world and have been recognized by the Air Force for its quality in performing 
those duties. Certainly a base achieving such recognition should remain open 
and active. 

Published reports indicate that four of the six C-130 facilities under 
consideration for closing are within 100 miles of each other. Consolidation 
within those bases is far easier than the Niagara Falls ARS which is hundreds 
of miles from the nearest alternative base. What logic is there in closing 
a base that would strand hundreds of reservists hundreds of miles away from 
the next closest facility. 

New York State has shoulc,ered sufficient burden in previous base 
closings. The Niagara Falls ARS is the last Air Force installation in New 
York. The base admirably serves the community it is stationed in and the 
nation at large. We request your support in our effort to keep the Niagara 
Falls ARS open and urge your joining us in ensuring its future. 

ALBANY OFFICE: Room 716, Legislative Office Building, Albany, New York 12248, (518) 455-5284 
DISTRICT OFFICES: 1700 Pine Rdenue, Niagara Falls, New York 14301, (716) 282-6062 

755 Center Street, Suite 2, Lewiston, New York 14092, (716) 754-2019 



Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
/I 

Sincerely, 

jLkL-0 #& 
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I UNITED STATES SENATOR 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20510 
MAX BAUCUS 
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I The Honorable Alan J. Dj-xon 
Chairman 

! Defense Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission 

1 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

i Arlington, Virginia 22209 

\ Dear Al: 

Your Eair and objective consideration 
of the status of Malmst~rom Air Force Base 
is greatly appreciated. You listened to 
all sides and ultimately made a difficult 
- -  but absolutely correct - -  decision. I 
commend the efforts of you and your 
colleagues to act in what you have 
determined to be the national interest. 

Again, thank you for your commi.tment 
to objectivity throughout an exacting 
decision making process. 
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- mB GRAHAM 
FLORIDA 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0903 

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

Dear Alan: 

We commend you and your fellow commissioners on the excellent 
work that the commission has done thus far in the base closure 
process. We Floridians entered the BRAC process knowing well 
that our military facilities are among the best and most 
militarily valuable in the world. Moreover, they are national 
assets on which our Nation depends heavily for its national 
security. 

There remain three issues which we are deeply concerned about 
that the Commission will be considering in the next two months. 
We hope that you will carefu1l.y consider the following issues 
during your deliberations. 

(1) Homestead AFtB: Closing Homestead would be a strategic and 
military error. The recent strife in the Caribbean, particularly 
the Haiti operations, have served to enhance and highlight 
Homestead's strategic value. Clearly, it is in our Nation's best 
interest to have defense resources poised and ready in South 
Florida, considering the frequently unstable conditions that 
exist in the Caribbean region, including a hostile Cuba. Losing 
this valuable resource would undermine Amer:icals ability to react 
quickly and effectively to contingencies in Latin America. We 
urge you and your fellow commissioners to give careful 
consideration to 3omestead1s true military and strategic value, 
for we are confident you will recognize its important future and 
function in our national defense and foreign policy strategy. 

(2) Eslin AFB: We remain concerned that the Air Force's 
recommendations to the Department of Defense with respect to 
weapons test and  valuation (T/'E) lacks sufficient justification 
to warrant implementation. The 1995 National Defense 
Authorization Act directed the Defense Department to develop a 
master plan for T/E before consolidating or moving electronic 
warfare equipment. Moving Air Force T/E equipment in accordance 
with the Air Force's recommendations would undermine the intent 
of Congress to ensure that a comprehensive and cost-effective 



weapons T/E plan is in place before consolidating or moving EC 
equipment and operations. Eglin AFB is a proven, cost-effective 
and efficient T/E center - -  it is ideally suited for the mission 
of weapons T/E. Moving the simulators out of Eglin will 
seriously degrade the Air Force's capability to perform vital T/E 
functions. Therefore, we urge you and the members of your 
Commission to reject the Air Force's recommendations and allow 
the Defense Department to develop its comprehensive master plan. 

(3) Orlando Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Traininq Center: The 
1 9 9 3  BRAC decision to relocate the training center to New London, 
Connecticut was projected to produce annual savings of, according 
to the 1993 Commission, approximately $75.8 million after a one 
time cost of $374  million. However, in this BRAC round, the 
Defense Department recommends a redirect of the training center 
to Charleston, South Carolina. We ask you and your fellow 
commissioners to carefully analyze the cost effectiveness of 
moving the training center from Orlando to Charleston. Should 
the costs associated with its relocation to, and its operation 
at, Charleston exceed the costs of keeping the training center in 
Orlando, we urge the Commission to redirect the 1993 decision to 
keep it at its present site. 

We .thank you for your superb leadership, fair judgement and 
dedicated service to America. We look forward to discussing this 
matter with you in the near future, and hope that you will 
contact us if we can assist you in any way. 

Sincerely, 
# 

Bob Graham Connie Mack 
United States Senator United States Senator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1423 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

A U N  J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

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

May 22,1995 

The Honorable Sheila Widnall 
.' Secretary of the Air Force 

The Pentagon, Room 4E87 1 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

Next month, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission will begin its final 
deliberations on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. Prior to beginning these deliberations, the Commission will hold 
a public hearing with senior DOD officids on Wednesday, June 14 in room SH-2 16 of the Hart 
Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of this hearing will be to allow Defense Department officials to test@ on the 
additional rni1ita.q activities which the Commission voted to consider as proposed changes to the 
Defense Department's recommendations. In addition, Commissioners will have questions on the 
Defense Department's original recommendations as a result of the base visits and regional 
hearings held by the Commission over the past three months. 

I would like to invite you, General Fogleman, and other appropriate members of your st& 
to test@ at this hearing. The Cornrnissicln will hear testimony £?om each of the Military 
Departments and from the Office of the Secretary of Defense at this hearing based on the 
following schedule: 

Army 8 3 0  - 1O:OO am 
Air Force l0:15 - 11:45 am 
Navy 1 :00 - 2:30 pm 
OSDDLA 2:30-3:30 pm 

In order to have the maximum amount of time for questions, we ask that you limit your 
opening remarks to not more than 10 minutes. Please provide 150 copies of your opening 
statement to the Commission staff at least two working days prior to the hearing. If your staff has 
any questions, they should contact Mr. Frank Ciriilo of the C:ornmission staff. 



Thank you for your continuing assistance to the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
: .- a - I - , .  . Realignment Commission I look forward to your testimony on Junc 14. ...- ..?&.. . . a w ,  .-  - ...&- -,-' 
; " 4  "' - " .?' .' i .\ . .. Sincerely, 
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City of Niagara Calls, New York 
PO. Box 69, Niagara Falls, NY 14302-0069 

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

May 16, 1995 

P b o  rofw b this ra,m!w 
v:m w3n3m9 553523-3 

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

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

At a Meeting of the City Council held on May 15, 
1995, the council adopted a Resolution opposing the 
closure of the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station. 

A copy of the ~esolution is enclosed. 

Very truly yours, 

~ l s i e  M. Paradise 
City Clerk 

EMP : caa 
Enc. Resolution 1995 - 89 



I hereby certify that the fo:llowing Resolution was adopted at a Meeting 
of the City Council held on May 15, 1995. 

RESOLUTION NO. 1995-89 

OPPOSING CLOSURE OF THE 
NIAGARA FALLS AIR RESERVE STATION 

BY: Chairman John G. Accardo 
Council Member Ralph F. Aversa 
Council Member Barbara A. Geracitano 
Council Member Vincent R. Morello 
Council Member Anthony F. Quaranto 
Council Member Tom Sottile 
Council Member Andrew M. Walker 

WHEREAS, the members of the City Council of Niagara Falls, New York 
are deeply concerned at the last minute addition of the Niagara Falls 
Air Reserve Station to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission list 
of sites that might be included for realignment or closure in 1995; and 

WHEREAS, t.he Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station is the second 
largest employer in Niagara County and the fifth largest in Western New 
York, employing some 800 persons with an annual payroll of $56 million, 
and an overall economic impact of $125 million. Closure of the Niagara 
Falls Air Reserve Station would be another serious blow to an already 
depressed economy in Niagara County: there are simply not enough jobs 
available in the area at comparable pay levels to absorb 800 more 
displaced worke.rs. It is estimated that the overall savings from 
closure would be approximately $10.4 million. But when weighed against 
the deleterious social effect. and economic cost on the local community 
of unemployment, the savings lose significance and translate into a 
greater monetary loss to the community; and 

WHEREAS, the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station is the only 
remaining air force installation in New York State since the 1993 
closure of the Plattsburg and Griffis Air Force Bases; and 

WHEREAS, closure of Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station would also 
force hundreds of reservists to travel hundreds of miles to the nearest 
alternative base; and 

WHEREAS, the community strongly supports the retention of the 
Niagara Falls Ai.r Reserve Station; with its surprise addition to the 
closure list, the Niagara Falls area community has had little time, 
unlike other communities, to prepare a case against base closure. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of Niagara 
Falls, New York most strongly opposes closure of the Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Station, and urges the Base C1osul:e and Realignment Commission 
to consider the disastrous impact that closure would have on an already 
weakened local economy, and to keep the base open; and 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clerk is directed to forward copies 
of this resolution to President Bill Clinton, United States Senators 
Daniel P. Moynihan and Alfonse DtAmato, Congressman John J. LaFalce, and 
to Alan Dixon, Chairman of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, as well as to Governor George Pataki, State Senators Anthony 
Nanula and George Maziarz, and Assembly members Joseph Pillittere and 
David Seaman. 

Prepared by: WILLIAM W. ZARR, Assistant Corporation Counsel 

Witness my hand and seal this 
17th Day of May, 1995. 

Elsie M; paradise' 
City Clerk 
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- THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ., 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 p . 
( I .  . 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

May 22, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS ,  USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General George T. Babbitt, USAF 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Principal Deputy Director 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6 100 

Dear General Babbitt: 

On May 10, 1995, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission voted to add 
McClellan, Kelly, Hill, Robins, and Tinker .Air Force Bases and the Tobyhanna Army Depot to 
the Secretary of Defense's list of installations to be considered for closure or realignment. In 
concert with the additions, the collocated Defense Distribution Depots at these installations will 
also be considered for closure. 

To facilitate our analysis, please prc~vide COBRA runs for complete closure of each of the 
Distribution Depots listed above. 

If the current DoD recommendations are effected, DL14 will incur a storage shortfall of 
approximately 21M square feet. While DL1\ officials have testified that this risk appears 
acceptable, this storage shortfall could be exacerbated if one or more Air Logistics Centers 
(ALCs) should close. Please provide your views and options fbr such a contingency, including 
whether the original DL,A recommendation would be changed if one or more ALCs were closed 
and exactly what the change would be. 

Please provide to the Commission four copies of all certified data and three certified 
COBRA discs for each run. 

If possible, please provide the requested data by June 1, 1995. The documents can be 
forwarded incrementally as they become available. 

Thank you in advance for your assis1.ance. I appreciate your time and responsiveness. If 
your staff has any questions about this request, they should contact Marilyn Wasleski or Ty 
Trippet of the Commission staff. 

Sincerely, 

Ben L. Borden 
Director of Review and Analysis 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
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 

May 22,1995 

The Honorable Sheila Widnd 
Secretary of the Air Force 
The Pentagon, Room 4E87 1 - 

Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Madam Secretary: 

Next month, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will begin its final 
deliberations on the Defense Department's recommendations to close or realign military 
installations in the United States. Prior to beginning these deliberations, the Commission will hold 
a public hearing with senior DOD officials on Wednesday, June 14 in room SH-2 16 of the Hart 
Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of this hearing will be to allow Defense Department officials to testify on the 
additional military activities which the Commission voted to consider as proposed changes to the 
Defense Department's recommendations. 111 addition, Commissioners will have questions on the 
Defense Department's original recommendations as a result of the base visits and regional 
hearings held by the Cornmission over the past three months. 

I would like to invite you, General Fagleman, and other appropriate members of your staff 
to testify at this hearing. The Commission will hear testimony from each of the Military 
Departments and from the Office of the Secretary of Defense at this hearing based on the 
following schedule: 

8:30 - 1O:OO am 
Air Force 10:15 - 11:45 am 
Navy l:00 - 230 pm 
OSDDLA 2:30-3:30 pm 

In order to have the maximum amount of time for questions, we ask that you limit your 
opening remarks to not more than 10 minutes. Please provide 150 copies of your opening 
statement to the Commission staff at least two working days prior to the hearing. If your staffhas 
any questions, they should contact Mr. Frank Cirillo of the Commission staff. 



Thank you for your continuing assistance to the work of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. I look forward to your testimony on June 14. 

Sincerely, 
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May 19,1995 

Alton W. Cornella 
Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella 

I am writing on behalf of my Board of Directors to express our concerns regarding 
the possible closures of Brooks AFB arid the re-alignmentJdownsizing of the Air Logistics 
Center at Kelly AFB. 

Ours is a small non-profit community service organization chartered to promote 
jobs and opportunity for Atascosa County Texas. We have a 35 member Board 
representing all walks of life. As can be expected these are rural Texans proud of America 
and its preeminent role in world affairs. 

I myself am a ten year veteran of the U. S. Army, having served as an Armor 
Officer in Korea and West Germany. I know how critical logistics and a solid logistical 
base are to the success of any operation be it Army, Navy or Air Force. 

A glance at the headlines tells us the new world order has not created worldwide 
peace and harmony. America's leadership role draws us into global hot spots if for no 
other reason than our renown humanitarianism. 

Key to this role is airlift capability. Without it our response time to troublespots or 
the scenes of natural disasters is greatly increased. Kelly is a linchpin in our Nation's 
capacity to sustain its airlifi capability. 

Brooks too plays an essential role in the readiness of our Armed Forces. That role 
is an investment in hture readiness and cost-effectiveness based on hi-tech research 
conducted today. 

I and my Board of Directors applaud past efforts to trim "fat" out of the Defense 
budget, but let us not cut muscle or amputate limbs from a military whose fbrce structure 
is pared dangerously thin. 



8 .' Yes, we are also concerned about the economic impact on our county and the 
entire region. Though we only have a population of 33,000 in Atascosa County, almost 
400 of our residents work at the Brooks-Kelly bases. They bring in over $1 1 million 
annually to our tax-base. Certainly we want to retain this but chiefly we do not want to 
see the readiness of our Armed Forces M h e r  sacrificed on the alter of short-term budget 
cuts and base closures. 

Thank you for your hard work and the open minded manner in which you are 
receiving public comments on these matters. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Executive Director 
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Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1725 North Moore Street-Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dezr Chsirman Dixon, 

As you prepare to make final recommenc~ations on which military 
bases will be closed or realigned we, the undersigned members of 
the New York State Assembly Veteransf Affairs Committee, hope you 
take into consitleration the impact of your determination on the 
State of New York. 

The following bases in New York State will be affected by the 
decision made by the panel: close: Fort Totten; NRC Staten Island; 
Rome ~aboratories; Rosl n AGS; Seneca Army Depot; Niagara Falls Air 
Reserve Station; realign \ t. Hamilton Reserve Center; re=rect: 
Griffis Air Guard and disestablish: REDCAP Activity, Buffalo. - -4 

If the list is approved as it now stands, including the 
additions of May loth, New York State will be left with only one 
major military base, Ft. Drum. Fort Drum, an Army base located in 
northern New York, employs 13,000 military and civilian personnel, 
with an annual economic impact of more than $400 million. 

No region of' the state, nor type of base, or branch of service 
has been spared since the downward trend during the last number of 
years. From 1'369 to 1983' New York State lost 36 military 
irsst3llations alonq w i t h  FiO,~10'0 jcbs. Adding this ta the reccr~t  
recommendations, any base closing or realignment in New York will 
have a profound effect on the State. 

Currently, New York is trying to respond to the base closing 
recommendations of just two years ago and the continued downsizing 
of our nation's military. It has been suggested that 61,000 Armed 
Forces personnel will be making New York State their home upon 
leaving the military. Part o:f the State's responsibility, along 
with the military, is to help prepare them, to make the transition 
to civilian life. The recommended base closing will have a 
devastating effect on New York State's ability to continue to help 
in this transition. 

Changes in the world order prompt the reexamination of our 

Room 841. Legislative Offlce Building. Albany. New York 12248. (518) 455-4897. FAX (518) 455-4861 
77 Quaker Ridge Road, New Rochelle, hew York 10804, (914) 235-7!300, FAX (914) 654-9785 

em 
f 9 Pr~nted on recycled paper. 



military mission and, to be sure, we must in turn reexamine the 
role of our domestic military operations. However, just as surely, 
a Staters past role must be taken into account when decisions 
affecting its future are being examined. 

We appreciate your consideration of our view in this important 
matter. 

/ Sincerely, 
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May 25, 1995 

Sovereign -CIRCUITS INC 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

RE: 910th Tactical Airlift W i r ~  

Dear Chairman Di:con : 
C 

The United States Air Force .has decided to expand the size and 
mission of the 910th Tactical Airlift Wing - which is an important 
part of our community. The purpose of this letter is to urge the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRACC) not to disrupt that 
decision. 

Over the years the 910th has fulfilled mission with distinction. 
This coupled with the additional capacity available at the 
youngstown-warren Regional Airport, led the Air Force to expand the 
Group to 16 aircraft and to add aerial spraying to the new Wing's 
mission. 

The 910th contrilbutes both to the Airport and the community at- 
large, by providing fire/crash-rescue services and by hosting 
numerous tours and special events. Through payroll and purchases 
the base contributes an estimated $30 mi:Llion per annum to the 
local economy. 

The community also supports th.e 910th. The proposed international 
air cargo complex at the Airport will provide the Air Force with 
longer runways and improved avionics. 

In short, this exceptional unit has been targeted for expansion by 
the Air Force because of its: success at the Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport. I urge the BRACC to allow the 910th to continue 
its record of suc!cess. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen F. Grzywna 
President 

IS0  9000 Approved 
Reg. No. FM 21 686 

Mil Spec 551 1 OD Certified 
Reg. No. 551 10-280-89lT-E 
Reg. No. 551 10-1 3-061 993 

UL Approved 
Reg. No. El19997 (N) 
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-- 
Statement; of' Senator Barbara Boxer 

May 25, 1995 

Mr. Chairman and members of t h e  Rnar Realignment and ~losurQ 
Commission, I thank you for yivi.ng m e  the opportunity tc su l?mi t  / 
testimony for the r e c o r d  of t h i s  regional hearing. I regret  that  
due t o  Senate consideration of the budget resolution, I am unahle 
c o  ntt.end t h i s  hearing in person. 

At t h e  March 2 9  San Francisco regional hearing, .I di~cu~ced at 
length the California base& recommended f ~ r  clo~ure or 
realignment hy the Secretary of Cefense. Sincc that time, the 
Commission  ha^ added a nutnber of California installations for 
con~iderstion for closure or realignment. 

I am deeply disappointed by the Commission's decision to ad3 
additional California b a ~ e s  to t h e  closu.re list. As I have 
stated on numeIraus occasions, Califf2rnia has borne raore L l l a r l  i t s  
&hare of base ~::losurea. A f t . e r  22 ~ r ~ a j o r  ldasr: closures and 
realignment, I nust say sirrlply: enough is enough. 

In Lhe remainder of my state.ment, I would like to addregs the 
merits of each major base added hy r-he Cotnmissi.nn f o r  
consideration for clasurr. or. realignment. 

McCl~llan Air Force Base 

McClellan Air Force Sase is a uniq-t~e national asset that should 
nst only be preserved, hut fully utilized. For that reaeon, I 
support the Department of D e f e n ~ e ~ s  reconunendation and urge the 
Commis~ion not to close McClellan. 

The Department's rccommendation recognizes the high-technology- 
capabilities and technical centers of e:ic:sllence that McClellan 
has de-"-eloped in recent years. The DoD's recommendation, 
supported by the analyses of t h e  ~ o i n t  C r o s s  service Group and 
the Air Force, support the contention that McClellan is the pl-t- 
eminent high-tech depot within the  entire Department. 

McClellan is a depot for t h e  future. It has embraced c r o s s -  
servicing, as tvidenced by the high ranking it received from the 
Jcint Cross Services Group. Had cross-se.rvising analyses been 
more widely used by the Department, I am confident thac IK would 
have direcked even m n r e  warkl.o;+d 60 McClel lan . 

Mcr:lellan 1s also pioneexlng the way for pr iva te  in&-lstry joint 
ventures and partnerships with non-DoD customers. McClellan has 
established jcint ventures with the Big Three  auto makers t o  
develop cleaner castlng processes; with t h 2  Ucivers i ty  of 
Calitornia Medical School at Davls to test and develop better and 
safer cancer therapy treatments; and w i t h  th2 Calif~rnia 
Department of Transportation to produce cxnposite wraps to 
reinforce b r i d g e  supports w h r c h  have preventsd washouts durlng 
C!al i forn ia l  a ~-el.=ent, floods. 



F i r ~ a l l y ,  I u rge  the Commission to consider Lhe curr~ulative 
economic impact of base closures on the Sacramento area. In 
1968, nearby Mathzr AFB was closed, resulting in the loss of 
3 , 0 0 0  jobs- Three years later, the 1931 BRAC Commission voced to 
close Sacramento A r m y  rlcpot, rtlsi.~lt ing j n st? addi  r,i o n a l  3 ,  i10ij 

layoffs. Closlng M~(~1ellan whlle the Sacramento area is still 
reeling from earlier base clasures would be devastating. 

Mr. Chairman, McClellan is more than just another militaq base ..- 
IL is a vital component of the Sacramento c o m m u n i t y .  I encourage 
the Commi~~ion to Eupport the recommendation of t h e  Air Force and 
the Secretary of Defense. 

Ft. Mugu 

I believe strongly that the proposed realignment of Ft. ~ u g u  
makes nu sense from either a financial or military- perspective. 

I wvuld re~r~ir~d L h t :  C~~~\unis~if;)~i that P t .  Mugu ranked second for 
military value among all Navy Technical ~ a n t e r s .  The prinlary 
cause for Pt. Mugu's high military value score is its expansive 
Sea Test Range. 

It is widely agreed that the Sea Tesl: Range nmust not be clrsed. 
Because it supports t he  Sea F . a n ~ e ,  the rt . Mugu A . i . r f i e . 1  A i s  also 
oti-limits to turthar consolidation. 

Asid~ from the Sea Range and Airfield, Pt. Mugu assets can be 
moved, but I believe that such moves would he prohibitively 
expensive and would not enhance our national s e c u r i t y .  Fnr these 
and other reasons, the Dcpartmcnt of Defense and the Chief of 
Naval Operations oppose the realignment of Pt. Mugu. 

I would also u r g e  the C~mmissisn to base i t s  decision w i t h  
respect t o  P t .  Mugu solely on certified E3mC 1995 data, and not 
~,.ely on outdated 1993 data calls. I am certain that when this 
dzta is nade availzble, t!ie desirability uf maintaining Pt. Mugu 
will be clear. 

Oakland L-my B a s e  

'I'he Oakland A n r , l y  Rase is a crucial west coast port Eur iuobilizing 
forces for military action i n  r h e  Pacific theattr. It is 
strategically located near t'nrce ra i .1  lines and three major 
highways, w h i c h  link t he  t o  mi1it~r.y installations around 
the West.. Compared to other mil~ta-y ports o n  ~ h e  weat  coast, 
t h e  Oakland Army Base is positioned clososr to the ripen ocean. 

Before making a decisi~n en che final disposl.tinn nf  che Oakland 
Army Ease, 1 would urge t h e  Cornmissinn to ca re f l l l l y  consider rhe 
ability of commercial ports to assume nilltary sealift-. 
responsibilities. I~disputably, closing the C>akland Army Base 
would require increased r e l i a . n c e  on the private s3ctor. It. is my 
view, and the v i e w  of the r2n:itsd States A . r m y ,  that t h e  



mobi l i za t ion  mission of the Oakland Ar-my Base cannot be 
replicated by commercial po.r-ts. k r n y  studies s h o w  that relying 
on commercial ports for r~lobilization would delay troop and 
equipment deployment by 16-50 days. 

I urge the Commission to uphold the recommendatiol~s of tlhe 
Secretary of t11.e Army and t h e  S ~ c r e t a r y  of Defense hy maintaining 
the Oakland Army Base. 

Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona 

WAD, Corona i s  a t2ne of a kind organization. It should be 
evaluated based upon it€ uni.que m i ~ ~ i o n  of providing independent 
a~se~~rnent of military syctems and fleet readine~~. NWAD shou ld  
not be evaluated as a Warfare Center. Relocating its miss ion  to 
a warfare center raiscs the possibility of conflict of interest. 

In addition to military value, with t h e  proposed closure of the 
Warfare Assessment Lah a t  PW'AD, t h e  Department of Defense would 
love the ability to provide real time aeaessment of fleet 
readiness f o r  si..; to t-11 years .  

When che considerations .af retaining an independent organization 
and the warfare  Assessment Lab arc reviewed, the proposed cost 
savings also hecorn2 queszionable. For these reasons I urge the 
cornnlission to r.etai!i t he  Naval Warfare As38e86ment Division, 
Corona at: i t s  preser-IL 1oc:a ti on . 

Engineering Field Activity, San Bruno 
Naval Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland 

Supervisor of Sh.ipbuilding, San Francisco 

T h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  in addition to NWAD Corona, were removed from 
final consideration for clos~lre by Secretary of the Navy John 
Dalton because of concern about the magnitude of cumulative E M C -  
related job losses in California. It is my view that the 
decision of the Secretary of the  Navy, which was approved by t h e  
Secretary of Defense, was t h e  correct  one. 

Econornic impact is a valid cziterion for evaluating base c l o ~ u r e ~  
under t h e  BRqC s t a t u t e .  h1d California has clearly borne m o r e  
than its share of base closures. To daLe, we have suffered 22 
ma j ox- base clcjsil~es and 1-eali.gnments- -far more t h a n  arly other- 
state. 

These cl~sures have affected every  region of the state and their 
impact on local economies h a s  been severe. 

When these 2 2  ciosi.lre.~ arc cc~rnplet~ed, Calic- , U L I I ~ ~  - will have lost 
more than 2 U U , i l ( : l C 1  jobs arsd $ ? b i l l i o n  i n  ~~conctrnic activity. As 
the Commission considers a d d i  r-ional base closu:-es, it is 
essential to rec:ogniz~ that rrlany of I;hese closures, particu1a:-ly 
those f r o m  the 1 9 9 2  round, are st111 onyo . iny .  Tens of thousands 
of Californians can anticipate receiving layoff notices from 



closing bases in the  corning months. A3 t he se  workers lose their 
jobs, Calif ori?iat s ernergins1 econvrnic r.e,covrry will slow. 

In addition to base closures,  California has been h i t  very hard 
by natural disasters including earthquakes, fires, floods, and 
rnudslides. 'The dcfcnse and aerospace indu~try slowdown h a s  also 
caused tremendous lob  losses. 

Califnrnia's economy is in a precarious pcsition. Additional job 
lo~ses from new base clnsures may he too  much for us to bear. 

I thank the Commission for i t s  t i m e  and consideration. 
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May 19,1995 

5 h m  J. Ditvleo 
k & e  Dire* 

Dick Helmer 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment C:ommission 
1700 North Moore St. 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

Dear Dick: 

Assemblywoman Destito's office will send you anothe:r copy of General Franklin's 
testimony, and the official transcript from the February 15, 1994 public hearing that was 
sponsored through the New York State Legislature. In addition to the testimony from 
General Franklin, I thought that you would find the attached newspaper articles also of 
some interest. 

It was good seeing you again. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

P & a e @  'Gxec ive irector 

GLZIFFl55 
Locd Dofdopment Corporation 

153 Brooks Road 
CriKi AFB, New York 13441 

Phone (315)338-0393 Fax (315)338-5694 
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CAUPAN 
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

Mr. Alan J.  Dirron. Chairman 
Basc Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Strccr STE 1425 
Arlington. V A  22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I .  The USAF research programs conducted by the Calsp;ln Advanced Technology Csn~er. 
--- .. Buffalo. New York would bc seriously jeopardized i f  the Niagarn Falls Air Rcserve Station 

(ARS) were t0 close. Thc 9 lqth Airlift wing provides significant support in the areas of 
piloting staft: maintenance. aircritfr inspections. liquid oxygen hervicing. life support. 
publications and regulations. plus rnany o~her intangtblc lnstanccs of help. The assistance 
provided by the Air Forcc Rcscrvcs at PJiagara Falls A R S  pcrmits thc DOD rcscarch and 
clil.crclt't operations to be conducted economically on the rcduccd DOD budzct. 

2 .  Calspan's Flight Kcsciirch Department operates scvcml sophistlci~tcd cxprsrimcntal 
a~araf t  that pertbrn~ criric~d acroni~utic;ll rcssarch and dcvclopment for the DOD. NASA and 
rhc co111111csci31 aircraft industry. Thrcc ;1rc USAF ,~ircrafi operatcd by Calhpan for thc 
Wright L3bor3101y. Wright Patterson AFB, OH. All of tlle ; l~rcr~ft  are used tn develop 
adv-mced military i~nd non-i-nilitary ~lircrah systems and dcsigns. 

3 .  The work performed by Calspan's Fligl.~t Rcscarch Depanmcn~ h x  gained international 
rccogition in rhe developn~ent of ncw aircraft over thc last 4.5 ycars. Virtually every new 
aircraft design has bccn flight rcs~ed by [his group beforc going into production. Tht  most 
recent of these include thc LrSAF's F- 1 17, B-7. YF-12, YF-23, and C- 17. The Bocing 
777 and McDonnell Douglas MD- I2 were ;dso first flown on rhc rcscarch aircrafi operated 
by Calspan. These prograrns involve countless approaches ;lnd landinzs to ~rnprovc tllc 
design and train the test pilots. Thc Niagrtra F-dls ARS runway is routinely used sincc i t  
provides minimum trafiic conflict between military and civiIian ilircrafr and the air traftic 
conkollers arr: fimiliru with military oper~tions. 

3 .  Thc Fiight Research business base represents approxirnnrcly ten n~illion dollgs per year 
to the cotnpany and directly emplays 50 professional enginrc-.rs. test pilots. marnrenancr: 
starf, plus additional support personnel. The closure of the Niagw~. Falls XRS would hc 
detrimental to the developmcnr of tomorrow's aircraft produced in the United States and 
\vou!d incrcasc thcir procurclnznt costs. Conssquenrly. we a[ Calspan urge you to keep the 
Yiclgara Fdls ARS and the 9 Airlift Wing opcmtional. 

Very rnlly y. 
QpJ&32,, 

U L S P * W  ADVAWCED TOCIINOLOCY CEPrmt 
PO. 80.X 400 
0UFFALO.NEWYORK 1 4 3  

T E L  71b1632- 1500 FhY.:l&eJL -a?ZZ 
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DAVID L. HOBSON 
~ T U  DISTRICT, out0 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 
1514 Longwonh HOB 

Washington. D.C. 20515 CONGRESS OF THE UNlTE:D STATES 

m o m n o u s  a m w n ~ ~  
NATIONU SECWIT*. 

VA. HUO, AND INOEPENaMT AGENCIES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPUBLICAN WHIP o m A N U I * n m  
(2021 225-4324 

May 23, 1995 F1:~23 r.31-y b I).- rumbOI 
tLm ~%wr8~~S0.Lz& i3 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
----L 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Camission 
1700 North b r e  Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

ATIN: M r .  Chip Walgren and M r .  J i m  Schufreider (fax: (703) 696-0550) 

Dear M r .  Chairman: 

I am writing to  confirm a meting set  -up by Liaison officer Chip W a l g r e n  
for my constituents frcm Springfiel.d, Ohio, t o  discuss the proposed closure of 
the Springfield Air National Guard Base. The meeting is at  the Base Closure 
CcmRission on Mwday, 6 June 1995, a t  11 a.m., w i t h  Air Force Team Leader 
Frank Cirillo and Analyst Craig H a l l .  Attending frun Springfield w i l l  ke: 

1. N3t t  Kridler 
(!Spring£ield City Manager) 
76 East High Street 
Springfield, Ohio 45502 

2 .  Cc~lonel Richard Higgins, O W  (Ret . ) 
(EmC consultant and f o m  Base CcmMnder) 
1753 Walnut Terracye 
Springfield, Ohio 45504 (513) 399-6792 

3. Lt.. Col. HmerSmith, OHANG 
( £ o m  Base civi:L engi.neer/cument Rickenbacker 

Base civil engineer) 
?i.ckenbacker mtematiohal Airport 
7556 South Perimeter Road 
Gdumbus, Ohio 43217 (614) 492-3385 

. Cirillo mt, and wrked w i t h ,  all three of these people trra years ago 
during the 1993 BRAC round. 

SPRINGFIELD OFFICE 
Room 220 Post Office 
150 X. Limestone St. 

Springiieid, OH 45501-1 121 

D A . .  L. HOBSON 
Menker of Congress 

LANCASTER OFFICE 
212 S. Broad St. 

Room 55 
Lancaster. OH 43130-$389 
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May 2 4 ,  1995  

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chai m a n  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

i 

Dear Chairman Dixon: - 
Recently, you received a Letter from General Ronald 

Fogleman, Air Force Chief of Staff, stating his strong opposition 
to the proposed closure of Grand Force Air Force Base. We write 
to highlight several of the points made by General Fogleman. 

Fi -rs t ,  t h e  Air Force has determined that our national 
security interests require a "core tanker" basing concept that 
concentrates a number of tankers at a f e w  bases. The Air 
Force is committed to this concept because it improves the 
pc~formance of our forces. Centralizing a large p a r t  of our 
tanker assets improves the r e a d i n e s s ,  planning, and coordination 
of the force, and it also improves tasking response time. In 
addition, core units t r a i n  together and deploy together, yielding 
greater unit performance, morale, and cohesion. General Fogleman 
noted that breaking up a core tanker base will directly reduce 
the Air Force's ability to carry out its missions. 

Second, Grand Forks is the right base for a core tanker 
wing. It has the capacity and infrastructure (including a new 
runway and a new fuel hydrant system) to support 4 or more 
squadrons of tankers. And, it i s  strategically located to be 
able to deploy to either coast, train with B-52 and B-1 bombers, 
and support the nuclear single integrated operations plan (SIOP). 
No other base is as well-suited to host a core tanker wing. 

Furthermore, keeping a core tanker wing at Grand Forks saves 
operational dollars by creating economies of scale and shared 
overhead. Consolidation means less duplication and better 
utilization of infrastructure. From an operations and logistics 
perspective, dispersing Grand Forks1 tankers to a number of bases 
will cost, not save, money. 

Finally, moving tankers from Grand Forks would impact 
mission performance and impose additional burdens on stressed Air 
Force personnel. Almost t h e  entire active duty tanker force was 
relocated over the past two years. At the same time, tankers 
have had some of the highest operations tempo of any weapon 
system in the Air Force. The combination of these factors has 
significantly stressed our tanker personnel. Any move to again 
realign tankers would erode morale and our forcest ability to 
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effectively respond to contingencies. 

We hope you w i l , l  closely consider General. Fogleman's letter. We 
also believe you will be interested in the attached letter from 
the Air Force that addresses a recent allegation that the Air 
Force had a "secret" study supporting closure of Grand Forks. As 
you can see, that a l l e g a t i m  is false. 

Thank you for your considerat.ion. 

KENT CONRAD 
Member- of U.S. Senate 

Enclosure 



DEPARTMENT OF THE A I R  FORCE 
WASHlNGf ON DC 20330- 1 000 

May 24, 1995 
OFFICE OF TME SECRETARY 

S A F j  LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable ~ent"~onrad 
United States Senate 

- 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Conrad 

This is in response to your request of May 17, 1995, for the 
Air Force to comment on a May 4, 1995, joint letter from Senator 
Baucus, Senator Burns and Representative Williams to the Honorable 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman of the Defense Bate Closure and 
Realignment Commission. This letter was written regarding the 
status of Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, in the 
BRAC 95 process. 

The subject letter asserts that the Air Force conducted a 
study that recornmended the immediete.closure of Grand Forks AFB. 
There was no such recommendation. Rather,, the Department of 
Defense's BRAC 95 recommendation to inactivate a missile group had 
the potential to delay a final decision u n t i l  December 1996. 
Because this delay may have required an extension of m i s s i l e  
operations beyond +hose currently programmed, the Air Force 
engaged in an assessment of options to assess the budget impact of 
that extension. This internal Air Force assessment, confined only 
to the inactivation of a missile group, may have been the catalyst 
for the Montana Congressional Delegation's May 4 letter to 
chairman Dixon. 

A s  you are aware, on May 9, the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
advised Chairman Dixon by 1ett.er that an interagency review 
favorably resolved the contingency associated with the Grand Forks 
realignment recommendation. This resolution ameliorated any 
concerns on budgetary impact from the potential delay associated 
with the recommendation to inactivate the 321st Missile Group. In 
addition, the Air Force firmly believes that retention of the core 
tanker force at the  Grand Forks AFB airfield is operationally 
vital. senior Air Force o f f i c . i a l s  will cont inue  to articulate 
this position to the Commission. In fact, the Air Force Chief of 
Staff addressed this issue in the attached May 17, 1995, letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 



We trust this information is useful and appreciate your 
continued support of Grand Forks AFB. 

h&ed& COTT &. MCLAUTHLIN 

Attachment 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy C h i e f ,  Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



HQ USAF/CC 
1610 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

OEPARTMENT OF l?iE AIR FORCE 
OFF< E OF CHIEF OC STAFF 

UNlfED STATES AIR  FORCE 
WASHINGTON OC 20330 

17 MAY 1Q95 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Conunission's decision to consider 
Grand Forks Air Fom Base for rcaligmcnt 01. closure actions beyond hose recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC- 135 fleet to form thne core air 
refueling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and M c C o ~ e l l  AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
thc o r g a n i z a f i o ~  operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
dearfy defined mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but requid 
that we rclocatc approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three con  refueling bases. During this same time. Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia. Haiti, Rwanda. and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high opemtions tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces ,has bten an increase in turbulence in tbeu lives. 
W e  arc just beginning to capture a mtasun of stability for them and arc seeing the benefits in 

of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgment, scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 

- to efficiently accomplish the air refueling missions which arc critical to support the national 
saaregits of strategic dctcmnct and crisis response and creates additional lurbulcnct in the Lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Spc&dy, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastrucrurt, and location the Air Force 
requires for a corr tanker wing. Grand Forks* north cc.tra3 location is ideally suited to suppon 
our nation's nuclear dctemnt posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refuchg vyks providing quality M n g  
ahpace frcc from encroachment and interference from commercial air traffic. In addition to 
these excellent charactexistics, Grand Forks has some of the best intirastruchue in AMC, with 
both the ramp and h y h t  system required to support a Iargc tanker fleet Fmally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our Mdioey 

pasture. 

Our t b m  core air dueling wings now ruliu; ~conomiu of scale in operations. logistics, md 
organizafion h operatiam. for example. a LYgu wing can support a long-term contirrgerwy on 
its own through Inttgrat#l: Tanker Unit Dtployx~~~nts m). Smakr units would have to 
oombine resources and cross normal lioa of unit command to accomplish the same mission. In 
tbc w of logistics. our corc air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply. 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place in6asfrucrurs to provide suppon to a largc 
number of aircraft at these rbrac bases. From an orgauizationd puzpsstive. the few= locadoar 
we opcratc hm. the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
operation. Closing Grad Forks would d u c t  or eliminate many of these benefits. 

I cannot overstate my suppon for retention of a corr air refueling wing at Grand Forb Air 
Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's abiliry to respond in a timely manner to 
challenges across the entire spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideratioa of the benefits wc arc 
now receiving from our core =fueling wings as you malce the which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Anned Servi t ~ ~ t  m y  thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 
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SUECOMUI~EE orr A r m  ANO WE PICIFK 

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE A N 0  CIVIL S E R V I C E  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am seeking your assistance in maintaining the U.S. Air 
Force Reserve Unit, 910th Taczcical Airlift Wing located in 
Youngstown, Ohio. It is my understanding that the 910th has been 
selected by the Base Realigmnent and Closure Commission to be 
closed and I want to express my strong disagreement w i t h  this 
decision and my support for tzhe 910th. 

Since its inception the 910th has fulfilled a multitude of 
missions with distinction. 2Additionally. t h e  Air Force expanded 
the unit to 16 C-130 aircraft and added aerial spraying to the 
new Wing's mission. This expansion was because of the additional 
capacity available at the Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. 

The 910th'~ peacetime missions include organizing, equipping 
and training of Air Force Reserve aircrews in tactical airlift 
tactics and techniques, and nlaintaining a state of readiness 
which will enable performance of wartime missions upon immediate 
mobilization. The 910th also assists in non-military 
humanitarian projects along with other local community functions. 

The 910th is an exceptiolnal unit which has been targeted for 
expansion by the Air Force because of its success. I strongly 
urge the Base Rctalignment and Closure Comnission to reconsider 
its position and allow the 910th to continue its fine w o r k .  

Sincerely, 

SMRROD BROWN 
Member of Congress 
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ASSISTANT SEtCRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINOTON, DC 20301 -3900 

May 25, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I want to underscore the Department's steadfast support of its recommendation to realign . 
Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, by inactivating the 321st Missile Group, but . 

' retaining the flying mission. We are gravely concerned that the Commission might modify our 
recommendation by closing the entire base and relocating its aircraft assets. 

Our recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is militarily and fiscally sound. It was 
developed through an analysis process which complied with law and, we believe, was reasonable 
and fair. The recommendation considers organizational and operational efficiencies and will 
generate substantial savings for the DoD and the tax payers. Refined estimates have increased 
initial costs and savings from this recommendation, i.c., $17.5 Inillion (vs. $1 1.9 million) in 
closure costs and $494 million (vs. $447 million) in savings expressed as the net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years. Although complete closure may appear attractive from a strict 
savings perspective, it does not take account of the preeminent military factors considered by the 
Department in its realignment recommendation. 

The Department's position to realign (Grand Forks AFB has not wavered. Former Deputy 
Secretary Deutch reaffinned our recommendation in his May 9, 1995, letter to you following 
favorable completion of the interagency rcvinw which cleared the way for inactivation of the 
Grand Forks missile group. 

General Ronald Fogelman's letter to you of May 17, 1995, clearly describes the 
operational considerations of location, econo.my of operation, artd personnel impact that underlay 
the deterrnjnation that the Air Force's air refueling forces should be centrally based at a few, 
geographically dispersed locations. I believe that these factors, coupled with the judgment of the 
Chief of Staff who formerly commanded Air Mobility Command, ought to be persuasive in the 

I 
question of retaining the air refueling mission at Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I trust that this will help the Commission to progress in developing its recommendation to 
the President. 
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KEN CALVERT 
r3o Lh91htcr. CA, rn t - ~ r  

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 
CHAIRMAN 

Y U B C O N u n f I C  ON I h l R C x V  
~ N P  MIWIAI II~~OUUIL 

BUeCOMMfITPC. 

O ? P A ~ ~ M ~ N I  ONII~TIONS 
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~ODICUL runt 

Map 13 I .  199.5 

'The 1 lonoruble Alan J .  IJison 
Ch:~ir~n:~n, Dzfetlsc Basc Clnstrret 

ant1 I<t.align~llent Conln~ission 
1700 &or1 11 Moore Strecr 
Suite 1435 
Arlington, VA 2'2200 

Dexr Chcutman Dixon: 

.l'his letter is in rcsponse to the Dcp:irl~nen[ (of Navy letter regiuding M:lrch MR cl:~tetl May 19. 
l ti95. signed by Chnsles Ycrl~fitkos. 

First, lel Ine say 1 was :surp~.ised and dis;~ppointed to find iVr. Nzmlhkos was responsive e ~ l i ) ~ ~ g h  to 
xcllil il copy ~f h i s  Icttex- to a lot:-11 repolter, but lhilztl to cx~rrld the s:\me courlesy lu the 
C:on~res!,iotlr~l Rcprescnti~t~vc wllo hro~~gllt ~llis issue before t 1 . 1 ~  BRAC'  Collu~lission. T will 
sel)G;~tely requesl i)f the N:~vv that t l ~ y  send to my off~ce all furi1r.c ct?rrc.ipondctlce on rhix  Issite. 

Sccontlly, 1Ilr Nenlfa&ox letter tcjtall~, igllores opr~,:itic~nnl ; ~ r i t l  .~afel!; c o ~ l s ~ d ~ ~ . ; ~ l l [ > l l ~   hat cnll~llct: 
militiuy efrectjvt.ncl;l; utilizing the .Il:1rcl1 Oppo~~tlnity iice the porenci~rl d;ci~gcl. or single sltills 1 .  
1 R's ;inti rot:~ry wing assets ar Miramas. 

'1'11irdly, Mr.. Nemhkos is relying on C ~ ~ J - L !  :llgorill~ms, which have proven completel)! inilccul.;~te 
~ h u s  far. h401.c weight should bc given t o  the "su~hhy pcncjl u v r k "  of lhc Marines who arc 
rcsl,onsible. for the citn.crnt M:u.int. Miel;[ C'o;lst .Aviation rllissic.:In, as \tlc.ll ;is futul-c ~.e:iljyr~rnerlt 
:~ctions. 

Qt~ite I'r;~nhly, the Navy is 1oc1h.111g at the Mnrch-Pl'liran~nr siruation irl :I parochi;!! fi~shiofi. 111 rbeil' 
Icttcl. in yvt1. N~:rlif;lji(j:i \I:I[L'< ";1iliiitio11:11 C":.IS~S r.r.~lt~il.ed 10 OPC:t.ilIy I W O  b ~ ~ s  ( M i r a l ~ r ~ ~ .  ;~nd  Milrch) 
fiu cxct.cil s n y  s:~vings that may be aluil>~~tt;cl I>y ~.cduciii~~ls in rililiriiry constr.uc-tiu~l." 

'l'ht: t:\ct ~ l l n t  M x c h  \vill l-eril:~in itn c,pc.~.i~\ic~nal hasc urlder scen;trio, iind thi~t the 0&1Vl costs Tor the 
r<cser\~cs L O  upel-alc M;.wch i)n an t~nrlual basis have alrc;1[1v been pegged : ~ t  $37 million, has brcn 
lost 011 the N:I \J~.  1~ is nlrnost ~ n t l u n ~ a b l e  lhat an ubjectivs Na.vy anrclysis would cc~ncluclt: O&M 
cc,sts 31 h.1iilr~l wcluld increase bv nrl aclditicrl-ral E40 to SSC1 nlilliorl will1 the h/l:u-int:h collocated at 
I\/lwch. T]lc en[il.e 0'V.M bu(ig~[  ti,r M;rrc11, ilicluding Acti\.c Duty, Resei.vcs3 G~iard !oI'c'~s. and :I 

. , - .  
fully oper.:~tionnl hospital and t;ir~~ily housing, ncrw fclnclion ;lr a cost uf S>b million. 

The N:t\-y is relyir~g or1 the .mrntr Cobra algor~tllrns whicll, two yei11.s ago. tllc Ai r  Force used t i )  
l . ~ ~ . c c a ~ t  a di,wnsizcd /vlal.ch [hat \vo~rlri save $50 niillion i n  ; \~lnc~:d <)&A4 cos l~ .  In ;1cIuulil)'. [ ~ I C  



h,larcll \ilvin~s, excluilir~g ho~~sing and Ilos;pi~;~l co?;l\ (Illosc s;~ving\ will I\c offhe1 l iy  increnicd 
C ~ . S I  ; I I  O ~ ~ ~ C . I . ~ C C ~ ~ ~ \ , I I ~ ~  s i te )  .uc non-existcelt. 'fhc Mnrc.11 Cn~l?(rollc.r nclt icipatrs an i ~ c t ~ ~ a l  incrr;~\r. 
uS$ l ~llillion of' OSh4 cilsts \vllc~i rcnligllrncnt OC~:LII.S. 

Atltlilio~l;~lly. cbxririi:~lt:t,l ctr115tl.uction c,osIs n l  'I'ravi?; as ;I r.ecci\!injr site for M:~l.ch ;rsscls w:~s 1)rggcd 
111 S lM) rliillion ~ w o  years ago. I'rugrnl~~rlici.d c.u~~strlll=lir)n c o s l ~  nL 'l'~,;t\~is art? no\\? just shy OI'$W 
million, irll'urilletl sou~~ces re11 rny office. ('\l'c arc veriiyillg this scp:\~'~tcly wit11 1llc Air t-brc-c.) 

A4r.  Cl~aic.nl:~n, 1'111 not ;rskiill; you fo  1;1)tc ;lnothcr look lht: .Ai l -  Fo~.cc's dzcihiun lo realig~~ tlrc -- 

;~c.livc. C I L I ( ~  Ail. FCII.SZ ;I[ March. 1 hnow n-lrcr~y pcol~lc. in  and 0111 oft~tiiforrll, who I>elit.vr 111:il ~ ; I S  

;I mis~akc. ULII. . . it's (ioli~.. liowevrl*, Ict's 1101 r~li~kc the s;lnlc k111d of'rnisl;lkr: t\vice. I 1 1 . i e ~ 1  

and yo111 Con~rl~ission r~~clril.)e~.s will look ;I[ DOD dol1i11-s. not simply N a ~ y  iloll:~rs. 

We I1:1vz hrc)~igh( you 11 proposal [hat 1n;tkcs ol)cr.;.irilini~J .;ensc :111ti i t  si~vcs 111011cy. 1 know i t ,  and 
clown whcrc (he ~.ul>l>cr meets tlre ro:rd, the  h4;iriues know i t .  IH's no [  bc sw;ryecl tllosc Collr.3 
algol.ithrlls th;r[ liavc sc.r.vetl us so pourly i l : ~  the pas[. I 'VC beer1 down t h ; ~ t  soad I)cf'~re. 

l'I~;uiks the. yous co1isicle1~arior1. lJlc~st: call me il '  ~ ' I L I  haye  any  qucst~ons rcg;~r.di~lg [Ire ;ic.cLIIiICy oc . . 
or.rgtns o f  our  figures. 

cc: C:onui~ission nit?fnhe~'\ 
Dep;lflnir.nt of rhe Navy 
r\.,l ill-c. h !WE J P 
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3Cnitcb S t n f c r ~  S u ~ ~ a t c  
WASHIIVGTON, D. C. 20510 

May 3 0 ,  1 9 9 5  

The H o n o r a b l e  Alan  J. Dixon 
Chairman - - .  

Defense  Base C l o s u r e  a n d  
R e a l  ignment Commission 

1 7 0 0  N o r t h  Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

Dear  Chairman Dixon: 

A t t a c h e d  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  documents  f rom t h e  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e ,  t h e  U .  S .  A i r  F o r c e ,  a n d  
t h e  U .  5 .  S t r a t e g i c  Command t h a t  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  
m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  Base a t  Grand F o r k s ,  
N o r t h  D a k o t a .  I would g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  
r e v i e w  o f  t h i s  i n f o r i n a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  the c o n s i d e r a -  
t i o n  o f  t h e  Grand F o r k s  A i r  Fo rce  Base a t  t h e  BRAC 
h e a r i n g  tomorrow i n  C h i c a g o .  

Thank you  f o r  your time, a n d  I lc~ol i  f o r l ~ a r d  to 
seeing you tomorrow. 

f 

KENT CONRAD 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t e  

KC: wgg 
E n c l o s u r e s  

I 



30 May 1995 

Thc Honorable Al;m I. Dixon 
Chairman, Dcfcnse Bmc Closure and Redignrncnt Commission 
I700 N Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arhn$ton VA 22209 

Dear Chairn~an Dixon 
- - 

- .-. --- - 

I am writiqg to  express my concern over the Defense Rase Clasure and 
R d g n m a n t  Commission's decision t o  conslder Grand Forks Ar Forcc Bosc for closure. 

The core refueling wing at Grand Forks tU33 provldes critical support to srrarcgjc 
and contrngency operations. Grand Forks' infrasrrumre can sustairl a l a r ~ e  tanker fleet 
and provides imponant operational flexibility to our strategic air refieling assets in 
support o f  global rmssions. Its north-central location js important in reinforcing o w  
nation's strategic dcrenenr posture, Grrind Forks is also !ocated close to most northern 

- 

air refheling rracks, .which provide quaiiry training airspace free from encroachment and 
intcrfkrence fiom commercial 3u traffic. Moreover, the tanker force has experienced 
unprecedented change since the end of the Cold War. w t h  a subsanrial number of tanker 
bases already closed. Over time. such turrnoll can jeopard~:: the readiness cf our forces. 

United Siztes Ssatcplc Command r~iews reterition of n core refbeliu~ wing at 

Grand Forks -b-B m. imponant element in s ~ ~ p p o r t  of our n:$t~oa's srrategic derenenr 
capability I zppreziate your strongzst c*onsideration 3s you ikce the  challenging decisions 
which mi11 shape our forces' fu ture basing snucture. 

Sincerely, 

.Admiral, U.S. N a q  
Commander in Chief 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFCNFiE F'CNTAGCIN 

WAGHINGTON.  DC 20301 -9300 

Honorable Alan 1. Dixon 
Ch~irmnn. Defcnsc Bwc Closure 

nnd Realignment Cornmlssion 
1700 N. Moore St.., Suirc 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Deur Chnirmntl Di xon: 

- - -  - 
I w m t  to undrrrcors thc bepartmcnl's stondinst suppan of its recornrnrndation to malign 

Grand Forks Air Forcc Biue (AFB), North Dakota, by innrtivnting the 32 1st Miss~ lc  Oroup, but 
rctnining the flying mssjon. Wc arc g r ~ v c l y  concerncd thu~ the Commission might modify our 
recomrncndntion by closing the c ~ ~ t i r c  bast and rclocnting its aircraft mscf6. 

Our rccomrnendntion to realign Grand Forks AFB is nrilitnrily and fiscally sound. It urm 
developed through nn mdysjs  process which complied with Irw and. we bcliavc, was rcuonublc 
and fair. The rccornrnc.ndation conalders organjzational and operational efficitncics and will 
generate subsranrial savings for t5e DoD and the t n ~  payers. Kcfincd estimatcu have increased - 

initial costs and saving6 from this recommendstion, i.e.. $17.5 million (vs. S 11.9 million) in 
closure costs and $494 million (vs. $447 mrllion) in savings expressed as the net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years, Although ~complctc closurc may appear attractive from a strict 
savings perspective, j t  does not take account of the preeminent mjlicary factors considcrrd by rhc 
Department in its realignment recommendstion. 

The  department'^ position to rcdign Grand Forh AFB has not wavercd. Former Dcpu~y 
Sccrctaw Dcutch rcafi5rmcd our rccommeniiation in his Moy 9,  1995, lerrer to you following 
favorable cornplotion of the intaragcncy rev.iew which clearrd thc way for inactivation of the 
Grand Forke missilc group. 

General Ronald Fogclman'~ lcctcr to you of Mny 17, 1995, clearly describes t h c  
o p r ~ t i o ~ a l  considerations of Iocstion, economy of operation, and pcrsonncl impact that underlay 
the dcterminstion rhnr thc Air Forcc's air refueling forces shoul.d bc ccntrolly h e d  at B few, 

geographically dispersed locations. 1 bel~cve h a t  these fectors. coupled wirh the judgment of the  
Chicf of Srnff who formcrly commanded Alr Mobility Command, ought to be pc- ,sumivc i n  the  
quesuon of retaining the air refueling mission at Grarld Foiks Air Force Base. 

1 :rust that this will help the  Comrnissio~i to progress iri dcvrloping its recommcndution to 
the President. 



HQ USM-/CC 
16 10 Air Foru Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

DEPARTMENT OF M E  A I R  FORCE 
OFFICE Or %C CMIEF-- OF STAFT 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WPSH~INGTON DC 20330 

17 MAY 

Dcfcusc Basc Closure and Rwlipmcnt Commission 
1700N-MoorcS~Suik  1425 
Arlington VA 22209 

Dur C h i m a u  Dhon 

I am writing to cxprcss my deep concern over the DBCF. Commission's decislon to consider . 
Grand Forks Air Forcc Base for realignment or closure actions bcyond hose rtcommended by 
h e  Dcpamncnt of Defense. Two years ago we rebascd our KC- 135 fleet to form rhrcc core air 
rcfbeling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McXonncll AFEis. W c  took this action to achieve 
rhc organizatioaal, operationd and b c a l  efficiencies of a propel-ly sizcd organkition with a 
clcarfy dcfincd mission at each of these bases. - 

This rcorganizyion was the right way to go in the long w for our tanker force butrequired 
tbat we r t l w  approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 :Lircrew and support personnel to 
onc of rhe three core refueling bases. During L& same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
f o r m  have supportca nuxneroos contingency and hu,maniruim 'cffori in counuies such as 
Somalia. Haiti, Rwmda, :md Iraq. The cost t'o our people &om chis b g h  operations tempo when 
combined with the rcorgnizauon of our f o r u s  h a  been an incrtxe in turbulence in their lives. 
We arc just b e w g  to capture a m a u r t  of smbility for them and a-c seeing the benefits in 
tern of grcarcr operational cfficicacics and Lugher morale. In my j u d p c n t ,  scattering Grand 
Forks' forcc structure throughout a numbcr of new smaller units and !ccztioas dilutes our abiliry 
to cEcientiy accomplish h e  zir rcfucligg missions which arc critical to support the national 
smug& of smcgic  dete:rrencc and crisis rc:;ponst and crates additional tuhulcnce in thc livcs 
of many of our personnel. 

Spmf~cally, Grand Forks AFT! has the airspace, infi-dsmcturc, a d  Imtion the Air Force 
nquircs for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north u n t r a i  location is i d d y  suited to suppon 
our nation's nuclear deterrent postunz and rapid response to mobility contingency opemuox&. 
C m d  Forks is aLro located close ro most norrhcm air refueling lrzcks providing quality tmhbg 
duspacc frcc kom cncroachmcnt md interfen:nce from commercial air trafi5c. In addition to 
these excellent characteristics, G m d  Forks has some of thc bcsr. infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrvlc system required to sup-port a large tmker fleet. Finally, the W e r  
force has undergone an inordinarc mounc  of I-urrnoil over the pclst five years with previous 



B M C  actions having c : Iod  12 tanker bases. StabiLity is cssc.ntid to rmhwining our readiness 
posturc. 

Our three corc air  xfucling wings now ~.calizc ccoaomics o f  d c  In opcrzions, lo@srics, arid 
o q ~ t i o o ,  In opcmions, for cxample, a largcr wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its o m  h u g &  In t tp tod  Tanker Unit Dcploymcnts O;TUD). Smaller units would havc to 
combine resources and moss normal lincs of unit a m d  to accomplish thc . w c  mission. In 
& a r a  of logistics, our con: air refueling wings avoid duplication in c~uipmeat, supply. 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-p1ac.c infksmcturc to providc support to a lzuge 
number of airnaft at that thw bases. From an organizafional perspective, the fewcr locations 

b 

wc operate from. the leis o v e r b d  manning, units and facilities wc n d  to support thar 
operation. Closing h a d  Forks would nducc or ehninatc many of thcse bcnef ts. 

I cannot overstarc my support for rcfzntion of a core air refueling wing at h n d  Forks Air 
- .  Force Basc. I believc it is esstntid to our nation's ability to respond in a timely rnanncr to 

challcngcs across the cntirc spcctrurn of conflict I ask your consideration of the kncfits wc m 
now rccciving horn our corc rcf~leling wings as you makr. the recommendarions which will affect 
the basing srrucrun: of all thc Amcd Scrviccs for many years t 
bc helpful to you in that process. 

I 

Chief of Staff  



DEPARTMELNT OF THE A I R  FORCE 
w4SHlfuGlON DC 2 0 3 3 0 -  1 0 0 0  

May 2 4 ,  1 9 9 5  

SAF/  LLP 
1 1 6 0  A i r  Force P e n t a g o n  
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The  H o n o r a b l e  Ken t  Conrad  
U n i t e d  States S e n a t e  
W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC 2 0 5 1 0  

Dear S e n a t o r  Conrad 

This i s  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  y o u r  r e q u e s t  of May 1 7 ,  1995 ,  f o r  t h e  
A i r  F o r c e  t o  comment on a May 4 ,  1 9 9 5 ,  j o i n t  l e t t e r  f r o m  S e n a t o r  
Baucus, Senator Burns  and R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  W i l l i a m s  t o  t h e  H o n o r a b l e  
Alan J. Dixon ,  Chairman of t h e  D e f e n s e  Base Closure a n d  
R e a l i g n m e n t  Commission.  T h i s  l e t t e r  was w r i t t e n  regarding t h e -  
s t a t u s  of Grand F o r k s  A i r  F o r c e  Base ( A P B ) ,  N o r t h  D a k o t a ,  i n  t h e  
BRAC 9 5  process,  

T h e  s u b j e c t  l e t t e r  asserts t h a t  the A i r  F o r c e  c o n d u c t e d  a 
s t u d y  t h a t  rec:ommended t h e  i m m e d i a t e  c l o s u r e  o f  Grand F o r k s  AFB.  
T h e r e  w a s  n o  s u c h  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .  R a t h e r ,  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  of 
D e f e n s e ' s  aRAC 9 5  recomnend.zt ion to inactivate a missile g r o u p  had.  
t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  d e l a y  a final d e c i s i o n  u n t i . 1  December 1 9 9 6 .  
B e c a u s e  t h i s  d e l a y  may h a v e  r e q u i r e d  a n  e x t e n s i . c n  of m i s s i l e  
o p e r a t i o n s  beyond t h o s s  c u r r e n t l y  progr;mmed, t h e  P.ir Force 
e n g a g e d  i n  a n  a s s e s s m e n t  o r  o p t i o n s  t o  assess the budget i m p a c t  of 
t h a t  e x t e n s i o n -  This i n t e r n a l  A i r  F o r c ~ ?  a s s s s s m e n t ,  c o n f i n e d  o n l y  
t o  t h e  i n a c t i v a t i o n  o f  a m i s s i l e  g r o u p ,  may have  b e e n  t h e  c a t a l y s t  
f o r  t h e  Montana C o n g r e s s i o n a l  D e l e g a t i o n ' s  May 4 l e t t e r  t o  
Chairman Dixon.  

A s  you a r e  a w a r e ,  o n  May 9 ,  t h e  Deputy  Secretary of D e f e n s e  
a d v i s e d  Cha i r l r~an  Dixon by l e t t e r  t h a t  a n  i n t e r a g e n c y  I-el ' I  '. ew 
f a v o r a b l y  r e s o l v e d  t h e  c o n t i n g e n c y  a s soc i a t ed  with t h e  Grand F o r k s  
r e a l i g n m e n t  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .  T h i s  r e s o l u t i o n  a m e l i o r a t e d  a n y  
c o n c e r n s  on b u d g e t a r y  i m p a c t  f r o m  t h s  p o t e n t i a l  d e l a y  a s s o c i a t e d  
with t h e  recommenda t ion  t o  i n a c t i v a t e  the 321st M i s s i l e  Group .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  the A i r  Force f i r m l y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  r e t e n t i o n  of t h e  core 
t a n k e r  f o r c e  a t  t h e  Grand F o r k s  A F B  a i r f i e l d  i s  o p e r a t i o n a l l y  
v i t a l .  S e n i o r  .Air Force o f f i c i a l s  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  to a r t i c u l a t e  
t h i s  p o s i t i c n  t o  t h e  Cornrnis:sion. I n  f a c t ,  t h e  A i r  Corce  C h i e f  of  
S t a f f  addressec5 t h i s  issue i n  t h e  a t t a c h e d  May 1 7 ,  1 9 9 5 ,  letter t o  
Chairman Dixon. 



we trust this irlfot-nation is useful and appreciate your 
continued support of G r a n d  Forks A F B .  

Attachment 

- .  

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 

L e g i s l a t i o n  Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 



WASHIFJGTON,  D. C 20510 

Comnliss i o n e r  ll'endi L o u i s e  S t c e l c  
D e f e n s e  Rase C l o s u r e  and - - 

-- 

Real ignment  Commission 
1 7 0 0  N o r t h  Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  7 2 2 0 9  

Dear  Commissioner S t e e l e :  

A t t a c h e d  a r e  i m p o r t a n ~ t  documents  from t h e  
Depar tment  o f  D e f e n s e ,  t h e  U .  S .  A i r  F o r c e ,  
and t h e  U. S .  S t r a t e g i c  Command t h a t  s t r o n g l y  
s u p p o r t  m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  Base  a t  Grand 
F o r k s ,  N o r t h  Dakota. I would  g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  
y o u r  review of  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  t h e  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Grand F o r k s  A i r  F o r c e  Base  
a t  t h e  EiRAC h e a r i n g  tomorrow i n  C h i c a g o .  

Thank y o u  f o r  y o u r  t i m e ,  a n d  I l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  
s e e i n g  y o u  t omor row.  

S n o e r e l y ,  \ k h ~  
KENT CONRAD 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t e  

KC : wgg 
E n c l o s u r e s  



9hifr3 S f o f  c s  s ~ ~ t . ( ~ f  c 
WASHI IVGTON.  D. C. 20.510 

May 3 0 ,  1995  

Malor  G e n e r a l  J o s u e  R o b l e s ,  J r . ,  USA (RET) 
C01r1missloncr 
Dcfcnse Base  C l o s u r e  and 

R e a l i  grim-ent Conurliss i o n  
1700  N o r t h  Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  22209 

D e a r  G e n e r a l  R o b l e s  : 

A t t a c h e d  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  documents  f rom t h e  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  Defense,  t h e  U .  S .  A i r  F o r c e ,  
and t h e  U .  S .  S t r a t e g i c  Command t h a t  s t r o n g l y  
s u p p o r t  m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  Base a t  Grand 
F o r k s ,  8 o r t h  D a k o t a .  I would  g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  
y o u r  r e v i e w  o f  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  t h e  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Grand  F o r k s  Air F o r c e  Base 
a t  t h e  RR4C h e a r i n g  t.omorrokr i n  C h i c a g o .  

  hank you  f o r  y o u r  rime, a n d  I l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  
s e e i n g  !.'Oil t onor ro rz .  

KENT CONRAD 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t e  

K C :  \\rgg 
E n c l o s u r e s  



2Ci1itc3 Stcctcrr Sclratc. 
W A S H I N G T O N ,  0. C. 20510 

May 30 ,  1 9 9 5  

G e n e r a l  J .  B .  D a v i s ,  USAF (RET)  
Commiss ioner  
Defense Base  C l o s u r e  a n d  

H e a 1 i ~ : n m e n t  Conunission 
1 7 0 0  Nol-tll Floore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  2 2 2 0 9  

Dear General  Davis :  

A t t a c h e d  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  documents f rom t h e  
Department o f  D e f e n s e ,  t h e  U .  S,  A i r  F o r c e ,  
a n d  t h e  U. S .  S t r a t e g i c  Command t h . a t  s t r o n g l y  
s u p p o r t  m a i n t a i n i n g  the A i r  F o r c e  Base  at^ 
Grand F o r k s ,  N o r t h  D a k o t a .  I would  g r e a t l y  
a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  r e v i e w  o f  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  
p r i o r  t o  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  t h e  Grand F o r k s  
Air F o r c e  Ease a t  t h e  RRAC h e a r i n g  tomorrow i n  
C h i c a g o ,  

Thank you f o r  y o u r  time, and I l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  
s e e i n g  you  tomorrow. 

KENT CO 
U n i t e d  S t a r e s  S e n a t e  

KC:wgg 
E n c l o s u r e s  

I 



JhtitC'b S f ( l f u 5  - $ > c ~ A ~ Q  
WASHINGTON, D C 20510 

May 3 0 ,  1 9 9 5  

Commissioner .4l Cornella 
Defense Base C l o s u r e  and Rea l ignmen t  Coninrission 
1 7 0 0  N o r t h  Moore S t r e e t  
A r l i n g t o n ,  V i r g i n i a  2 2 2 0 9  

Dear Commiss ioner  Cornella: 

A t t a c h e d  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  documents  f rom t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  
o f  D e f e n s e ,  t h e  U .  S .  A i r  F o r c e ,  and t h e  U .  S. 
S t r a t e g i c  Command t h a t  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  m a i n t a i n i n g  
t h e  A i r  F o r c e  Base a t  Grand F o r k s ,  N o r t h  D a k o t a .  1 
would  g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e  y o u r  r e v i e w  of  t h i s  i n f o r m a -  
t i o n  p r i o r  t o  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Grand F o r k s  
A i r  F o r c e  B a s e  a t  t h e  ERAC h e a r i n g  tomorrow i n  C h i c a g o .  

Thank you f o r  y o u r  t i m e ,  a n d  I l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  
s e e i n g  you t o m o r r o w .  I 

KENT CONRAD 
U n i t e d  ~ ta :es  S e n a t e  

KC:wgg 
E n c l o s u r e s  
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON, DC 2030 1-3900 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

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

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I want to underscore the Department's steadfast support of its recommendation to realign . 
Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, by inactivating the 321st Missile Group, but . 

' retaining the flying mission. We are gravely concerned that the Commission might modify our 
recommendation by closing the entire base and relocating its aircraft assets. 

Our recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is militarily and fiscally sound. It was 
developed through an analysis process which complied with law and, we believe, was reasonable 
and fair. The recommendation considers organizational and operational efficiencies and will 
generate substantial savings for the DoD and the tax payers. Refined estimates have increased 
initial costs and savings from this rccornmcndation, i.c., $17.5 rnillion (vs. $1 1.9 million) in 
closure costs and $494 n~illion (vs. $447 million) in savings expressed as the net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years. Although complete closure may appear attractive from a strict 
savings perspective, i t  does not take account of the preeminent military factors considered by the 
Dtpartmcnt in its realignment rccommendatjon. 

The Department's position to realign Grand Forks AFB has not wavered. Former Deputy 
Secretary Deutch reaffirn9ed our recommendlation in his May 9, 1995, letter to you following 
favorable completion of the interagency review which cleared t h e  way for inactivation of the 
Grand Forks missile group. 

General Ronald Fogelman's letter to you of May 17, 1995, clearly describes the 
operational considerations of location, econorny of operation, and personnel impact that underlay 
the determination that the Air Force's air refueling forces should be centrally based at a few, 
geographically dispersed locations. I believe that these factors, coupled with the judgment of the 
Chief of Staff who formerly commanded Air Mobility Command, ought to be persuasive in the 
question of retaining the air refueling mission at Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I trust that this will help the Commission to progress in developing its recommendation to 
the President. 

1 Sincerely, 
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CHIEF OP N A V A L  OP6RATlQN3 

 err Sonny, 

In response to y o ~ r  le t ter  ~f 18 May regardhg HAS MariBian, 
let me say up front that  there is a sfeable amount of data that 
has to be re-csctifiod ivcn tihe matter6 you goizated out that 9 prevents ma from anew= ng all of your spsa i f i o  que~tiana at thia 
time. Let mr anew- mat: I can now and we'll continue to work 
thcr data as it i e  davaloged. 

F i r s t ,  you arc ~ ~ t t ; a s t  that # v e a l  rvrnks have o c c w a d  
siinua boH~m analyain and DoD1s raa01~;lffsandation warm mad tagartling 
Heridian: AE you know, DoN1a malys is  or training a i r  atations 
was baaed on the FY 01 force 3 W d t ~ r @  with ah annual S tr ike  PTR 
of 336. Baaed an this requiramrllt, W O N  reoomaended 8krJLks 
training be single-oiteb a t  NAS Kinqsvillm whiah incorporafed aJAp 
Carpus Christi an an dutlying f i e l d -  Since that n n a l y s i s ,  two 
events have occurred that change t h e  unhetlyfng assumptions: 

- wavy was given the rtquirr~nmnt ko f u l f i l l  t h e  USAP 
EF-ll& a las ion  which requires us to buy 4 additional Ea-5B 
aqUhdr0fi~ and out own noeds xaqufre us *Q buy baok 6 additional 
F/A-18 q u a ~ o n r r  acrostl the F D P 4  'Phis 
succesaZully buy the 10 squadrons - is n 5 
Str ike  PTR (336 to 360), 

- CNATRbr ha6 r~aomr~mnded aacelebrating the rklacation 
o f  E-2/C-2 training (36 PTR) l!rom MAS Psnaacola to NAB 
KSngavillo. BQcauae the ta~uirementr for 2-2/C-2 training ara 
about ha32 that o f  Strike, thie would squat@ to roughly 22 
aaditional S t r i k r  PTR. 

campounding t h ~ e e  is the! fac t  that proouranent r a t e  $or T-43 
airoraft af 12 ps2 year, aoncomitamt with the end a2 marviae l i fe  
of TA-4J trainers, #lows the t:ransStlon to an all T-45 training 
cyllabus which is s ignif icant  beoausa t b a  altarnatlve split ef T- 
2 f T - 4 5  syllabuc would requira about 20 poxcent mare flights per 
student. 

X f  all o f  thsab are oonsidered toqethor, the reguir~monto at 
NAB Kingsvillcc w i l l  incrsact by about 18 peroent. a a c ~ a  on the 
calculate8 aapaclty for Kinqsville/~orpus C h r l t s t l ,  Chis vilA 
rrquire operating sC near 100 pesoant capacity from FY 01 tWough 
FY 0 4 ,  assuming Meridian alores in P Y  01 (vice FY 8 9  as 
recommended). Operating Wile 02088 to maximum ca aolky waulc5 bm 
d i f f i c u l t  and uncomfartable - @nd unsatiafoetary 'i p we had to 
Inaraaoo PTR for a rlgnirlcanr: operational aurge reguir-cnt. 
But I ' d  be lead than honest if 2 didn't aaknowladge t h a t  Navy b e  
the ability to absorb mom* inoreased aapacity with managed 
alternatives such a8 incraaaed workdays, increased nigh t  flying, 



- . . . . , ,  r v r v  r J OV-CJJ I IU.4LHM t . -  ' L  In, &., A 2 4 d  *-.Jy I - 

datachmahts, and shifting sane S t r u e  related m i n i n g  i n to  the 
JPATS aircraft when it uo~nes (on littee Again, this in xeooqnixhg 
tho risk asgociated with additional unknowns like aircraft 
groundings, bad weather in excess of planned figures, emdl m i s s e d  
oarx iar  gur ls  duo to C V / W  ogorntional oomitmonrr or weather. 

W i t h  regards to the 8 a i n  and Ramilton rtagort, t h r a  Naval 
Facilities Command hare bean dipta~m¶ to pxovide an asseasmnnt - 
and I will forwarU that on to ou when it's done - but for the 
m a a n t ,  X cahgt g i v ~  you a goo 3 response bn that, 

In summary, Lf both NA6: X i h g s v i l l e  Meridian were to 

Sonny, I w i l l  oontinue to JOQIC harrcl at ~ v m i n g  I can to 
giva ydU 791. b ~ c t  enswar possible and X w i l l  keep you infomud as 
new dmvelapmants arlse. 

.&insrerely and verv reageptm11~, 

6; Mc BOORDA 
~dniral, U . S .  Wavy 

The Honorable 6111e~p5e V. Montqom~ry 
V.6. Housa of Xepreaentativas 
waahington, DC 20515-2403 
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PETE PETERSON 
20 DISTRICT. FLORIDA 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

COMMITTEE 
ON 

A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  

SUBCOMMITTEES. 

ENERGY AND WATER 
RESOURCES 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Qtongreee of the ZHniteb &ate$ 
Bouer  of fr\tprr$entatibe$ 

mae'fiington, 205 15--0902 
May 26, 1995 

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

DISTRICT OFFICES 

30 WEST GOVERNMENT STREET 
ROOM 203 

PANAMA C n r .  FL 32401 
(904) 785-08  1 2  

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I respectfully request that you consider the attached information regarding the 
recommended move of the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) 
from Brooks AFB to Tyndall AFB. These facts should give you a better understanding 
of why this transfer should take place. 

As you know, the City of San Antonio recently made a presentation to the BRAC 
Commission at the Regional Hearing in Dallas, Texas. Among their recommendations 
to the Commission was a proposal to cordon off 15% of Brooks AFB into a cantonment 
area with support coming from either Kelly AFB or Lackland AFB. 

Although I was not personally in attendance at the hearing, I have received 
information on some very serious concerns with the cantonment proposal. The 
attachments to this letter go into further detail of these potential problen~s. As a 
reminder, Major General McCarthy, the Air Force Civil Engineer, strongly supports the 
original plan to move AFCEE from Brooks to Tyndall. 

Thank you in advance for your careful consideration of this matter, and best of 
luck with the challenges you face in the coming months. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me or my staff assistant, Mr. Andy Ball, at (202) 225-5235, should you need 
additional information. 

Pete Peterson, M. C. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



COMMENTS C0NC:ERNING SAN ANTONIO'S 
PROPOSAL REGARDING BROOKS AFB 

* School of Aerospace Medicine 

- Proposal is not specific as to whether the cantonment area will include the New 
School of Aerospace Medicine facility or if it will be set off by itself In either 
case there appears to be no consideration given to housing and feeding the 
approximately 5000 students they train each year. Are the students to be housed 
and fed at KellyLackland and be transported each day to Brooks? 

* Increased costs due to inefficiency caused by protracted support from fourteen (14) 
miles away is not considered. 

- Host base services of finance, facility operations and maintenance, personnel, 
housing, procurement, food slervice, travel, security, fire protection, etc. would 
cost more. 

- Brooks' occupants would suffer loss of productive time due to travel between 
Brooks and host base. 

- These additional costs would be ongoing. 

* Operating a cantonment area with protracted support filnctions located miles away is not 
practical. 

- Historically, users will demand and the support base will agree to prdvide satellite 
facilities on site to be more responsive to the service required. 

- In time, the base will return to almost its original support configuration, which 
defeats the base closure notion. 

- In BRAC '93 Rome Laboratory in New York was placed in a cantonment area at 
Grifiss AFB; in BRAC '95 the Secretary recommended the cantonment close and 
the lab relocate to Hanscom AFB, MA. 



*Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence 

- Proposal is not specific as to what will be done with the nearly completed $7.5 
million AFCEE facility on the east end of Brooks. 

- Although a single cantonment was presented, will there be a second cantonment 
or will there have to be another $7.5 million facility built within the proposed 
cantonment area? 

* Proposal shows $6 million in military construction; $5 million at Brooks and $1 million 
at Kelly. 

- The construction cost appears much too low to attain the one cantonment area 
proposed. 

* The proposal implied that all functions of Armstrong Laboratory (AL) and Human 
Systems Center (HSC) mission presented are physically located at Brooks AFB. 

- Tyndall Environics Divisior~ currently performs ail the hnctions presented on one 
chart and referred to in their testimony ( page .59, lines 1 1 - 17) "....the 
development and implementation for new techniques for cleaning up 
environmental waste ..., use of micro-organisms to enhance waste cleanup." 

- Armstrong Laboratory contingent (300+ people) currently at Wright-Patterson 
AFB is jperforrning most of the fbnctions that are claimed to be performed at 
Brooks. (aircrew systems, toxicology, and logistic support) 

- Nuclear/biological/chemical defense which is performed at Aberdeen, MD 

- Aircrew training which is pe:rformed at Mesa, i4.Z 

* No credit was given for reducing the overhead costs due to the synergism of co-locating 
AFCEE with AFCESA at Tyndall or Armstrong Laboratory and HSC with Wright 
Laboratory and Aeronautical Systems Center (ASC), or Armstrong Laboratory's other 
divisions at Wright-Patterson AFB. 

* The survey of affected people referred to in their testimony appears to be biased when 
they said "... more than 50% won't move. " There probably will be some loss, but it 
should not approach 50%. 

* A significant portion of the savings (and reduced costs claimed in the San Antonio 
COBRA model versus the Air Force COBRA model comes from implementing the San 
Antonio proposal in two (2) years instead of the six (6:) years indicated in the Air Force 
proposal. 
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OLlVlA M. LAZOR, CHAIR 
JOSEPH F. FRAGLE 
JOHN G. JOHNSON 

COMMISSIONERS' OFFICE 
County of Mercer 
103 Courthouse 

Mercer, PA 116137 

May 24, 1995  

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425  
Arlington, VA 2 2 2 0 8  

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing you to oppose the proposed closing of 
the 910 Airlift Wing based at the Youngstown-Warren Reserve 
Station, Vienna, Ohio. 

As Mercer County, Pennsylvania is situated on the 
boundary line between Ohio and Pennsylvania, many of the 
Reservists who come for duty on weekends and throughout the 
week in support of the flying mission, live and work in 
Mercer County. These people add greatly to our economy 
which is still in a depressed state. Your closing the 910 
Airlift Wing will add to the many problems we are facing. 

The Youngstown Air Reserve Station is an integral part 
of the future development of the adjacent Youngstown-Warren 
Regional Airport, and with plans to develop a "cargo hub" at 
the regional airport, it also will add greatly not only to 
Ohio's economy but Pennsylvania's. Because of recent 
expansion efforts and anticipated growth, the area has seen 
a number of local businesse!; planning expansion. 

The local communities depend heavily on several key 
capabilities of the Reserve Station - the Reserve Station 
Fire Department; the full time fire/crash rescue capability 
for the Regional Airport; numerous mutual aid agreements 
with surroundilig communities; response with assistance 
during tornado damage recovery, fuel fires, automobile 
accidents and local aircraft: crashes; aerial spray mission 
as both a peacetime and wartime capability by spraying large 
areas for pest borne disease control in the aftermath of 
national disasters; and they have developed an oil spill 
dispersant response capability with the Coast Guard. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
May 24, 1995 
Page No. 2 

For these reasons and the 910 Airlift Wing being 
extremely active in humanitarian causes throughout the 
world, assisting in airlifting supplies and resources to 
Central and South America and air station personnel 
supporting a high visibility mission to 1ndia in support of 
Mother Teresa and her cause, we urge you to oppose the 
closing of the 910 Airlift Wing. The Mercer County Board of 
Commissioners believes that keeping this base open with its 
many services and jobs will benefit many of our people in 
both states. 

Sinclerely , 

MERCER COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS - 

MCC: fe 





Corn bined Federal Leadership - A  Force For Action- 

May 22, 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure  omm mission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1.425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Sirs : 

As ~hairn.an of the Buffalo, New York Federal Executive Board, I am 
writing to express support for the Niagara Falls Air Reserve Station. 
The Niagara Falls Air Reserve station is an integral part of the 
Western New York Federal community. Under the leadership of 
Installation Commander Colonel Gerald A. Black, the Air Reserve 
Station has been at the forefront of Federal Agencies in upholding the 
principles of the National Performance Review through its interest in 
sharing resources to enhance efficiency and cost effectiveness. It 
has hosted many Federal Executive Board sponsored events, as well as 
training classes and seminars sponsored by other Agencies. Base 
employees have enthusiastically participat:ed in a full range of 
activities ranging from membership on the Federal Executive Board and 
its inter-Agency Training Committee to serving as Loaned Associates 
for the Combined Federal Campaign. 

The Base's importance as a military instal.lation is well established. 
In addition, its participatioi? in such recent military efforts as 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, Haiti, Bosnia, and Somalia have brought it 
to the public's attention as an outstanding example of the Federal 
Government, the Air Force, and military and civilian employees at 
their best. 

I have great concern that closing the Niagara Falls Air Reserve 
Station would cause severe economic impact in Western New York. I 
sincerely hope that you will review the recommendation for closure 
with considerable thought to the long range impact on our community. 

Yours truly, . 

chairman 
Buff a10 Federal Elxecutive Board 

Laurence L .  Bicknell ,  Chairman, 633-0660 

Nicholas A .  Fabozzi, Vice-chairman, 846-2400 

Robert J .  Terragnoli, Executive Director,  846-5655/5656, FAX 846-3007 
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The Edward J.  DeBartolo Corporation 
7620 Market St. P.O. Box 3287 Youngstown, OH 135 13-3287 (216) 758-72:92 FAX (216) 758-3598 

Edward J. DeBartolo, Jr. 
President & Chief Executive Officer 

. . 
May 24 ,  1995 

The HonohabLe keavr J.  Dixon 
c u m  
Base Reaeignment  twui UohwLe C0mmiA~i0n 
1700  No& Moorre Sa2ee-t 
SLLCte 1425 
W n g t o n ,  VA 2 2 2 0 6  

1 t  A my u n d w ~ n d i n g  a3u-t the  U d e d  S m e ~  A h  Foue had 
deoided t o  expand Zhe 910th kiWd.t Ghoup to a ~uRe wing 0 6  
hixteen ainr/Ladt. 1 wo& ank the Bae Reaeigrwnent and Ceoaw~e 
CommiAaion t o  p L w e  not i n t a d m e  w i th  tkin p m g m .  

The 9 10Zh A an hiuzteghae p m t  od om community and t o  om economy. 
A d d i t i o d y ,  Zhe expamion potentiae at L k h  .L te  A vxhtuaeey 
Wzeohcted. 

OWL communtty amngLy nuppohtd &e 9 10Zh, and w d h  the  adec t i on  
0 6  Zhe Younghtown Wmen Regionat kvy3onJt by the  b ta te  0 6  O h i o  
ah the a d e  doh  an intmnat ionat  aih w g o  hub ,  w U  phovide 
Longeh huwayh and imp~~oved nuvigm2ona.t d a U i a .  

We m e  phoud 0 6  .the 910th, and lzclk Zhat BRACC p w  
t o  d w d ~ e h  L t ' a  dine hecohd o 6 n u ~ x a h .  

EDWARD J. DeBARTOLO, JR. 
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OFFICE OF THE 
MAYOR 
5050 S. LAKE DRIVE 
CUDAHY, WI 5.31 10-0380 

RAYMOND S. GLOWACKI 
MAYOR 

pH: (4 14) 769-2222 
FAX: (414) 769-2257 

L,. May 24, 1995 :-i 

I,,:*" (4%53-'3 

Mr. Alan J. Dison 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22200 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

As I am sure you know, the General Mitchell Air Reserve Station is the only Federal Air 
Force installation in the entire state of CVisconsin. Milwaukee's and Wisconsin's low 
unenlployment rates and strong work ethic make for a superior recruiting base for the Air 
Force and Air Force Reserve. 

The outstanding facilities at Wisconsin's Ft. McCoy and Volk Field offer the 440th Airlift 
Wing cost-efficient and nearby training opportunities for acco~nplishing its primary 
mission. 

The joint training opportunities and overall environment throughout the state for the 440th 
to hone its mission skills are unparallelecl. 

The facilities at Gen. Mitchell International Airport, as well as other mission training sites 
used by the 440th in Wisconsin, are superb and uncrowded, allowing for unimpeded air 
traffic flow, and therefore, is more cost efficient and safer fix training. 

Operating out of General Mitchell Air Rc:serve Station, and throughout the other 
Wisconsin training venues, gives the taxpayer more value far each dollar spent on training. 

General Mitchell Air Reserve Station's physical facilities are: extremely well maintained, 
both inside and outside. There is room to develop more than thirty acres of property to 
reach hture expansion and training needs. 

The size and types of business and indust~y throughout Wisconsin are extreme]!. 
compatible with Air Force Reserve particrpation and work specialties. 



On a more personal note, we have always been aware of their presence and activities 
because they are a good neighbor to the City of Cudahy. They are always willing to keep 
us informed of their activities. 

The 440th has served admirably as a reserve group. They have won national awards 
relative to their performance as a unit. We find them to be an asset to the Milwaukee and 
Wisconsin area and feel at this point, it would be a very grave mistake to remove them as 
a unit in the Midwest. 

Speaking on behalf of myself, the City Administration and the Common Council of the 
City of Cudahy, I ask you to please reconsider any thoughts of removing the 440th from 
Mitchell International Airport. 

If you would like hrther information as to how the City feels regarding this matter, please 
feel free to contact me at any time. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor 
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MUNICIPAL COURT 

W240 N3065 PEWAUKEE ROAD 
PEWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 53072 

(414) 691-9083 
FAX: (414) 691-5720 

HONORABLE 
GARY A. GLOJEK 

JUDGE 

May 26, 1995 

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

Re: 440th Airlift Wing 
General Mitchell Air Reserve Station 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to you asking that the 440th Airlift Wing be 
recommended for closure. Some of my reasons for non-closure are as 
follows: 

1) Milwaukee and Wisconsinls low unemployment rates and strong 
work ethic: make for a excellent reczruiting base for the Air 
Force and Air Force Reserve. 

2) General Mitchell Air Reserve Station is the sole Federal Air 
Force installation in Wisconsin. 

3) The facilities at General Mitchell International Airport - as 
well as other mission training sites used by the 440th in 
Wisconsin - are superb and uncrowded, allowing for unimpeded 
air traffic flow and therefore, more cost efficiencies in 
training, 

4) General Mitchell Air Reserve Station physical facilities are 
extremely well-maintained, both inside and outside and there 
is room to develop more than thirty acres of property to reach 
future expansion and training needs. 

5) By virtue of its strategic military location, General  itche ell 
Air Reserve Station rout:inely support Air Force aircraft and 
aircraft form all other services traveling on official 
business through the upper midwest. 
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6) Outstanding facilities at Wisconsin's Ft. McCoy and Volk Field 
offer the 440th Airlift Wing cost-efficient and nearby 
training opportunities for accomplishing its primary mission. 

In addition to the above, I believe the following should also be 
taken into account: 

1) The Transportation systems in the ~il.waukee area (highway, air 
rail and water) makes Milwaukee a strategic location of 
shipping of personnel, equipment and supplies. Recent 
examples of this include the operations Desert shield and 
Operations Desert Storm and other airlift assignments. 

2) The joint training opportunities and overall environment 
throughout the state forthe 440th to hone its mission skills 
is unparalleled. 

3 )  Operating out of General Mitchell Air Reserve station and 
throughout the other Wisconsin training areas give the 
taxpayer more value for each dollar spent on training. 

4) The size and types of business and industry throughout 
Wisconsin are extremely compatible with Air Force Reserve 
participation and other work specialties. 

information into consideration. 

@Y 
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May 25, 1995 

Mr. Alan J. Dixon, Chair 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC) 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Dixon: 

I am writing to express my concern regarding the study of the 934th Airlift Wing 
for possible realignment or closure by BRAC. 

The Minneapolis-Saint Paul International Airport Reserve Station provides 
valuable eniployment and other services that benefit the entire Twin Cities Area. 
With 500 full-time personnel and an economic impact of $70 million in FY 1994, 
the 934th is one of the largest employers in our region. Its loss would create 
significant hardship when signs are pointing to a national economic slowdown. 

As a mayor, I can well appreciate the need to economize in these times of fiscal 
austerity. However, I urge you to consider the benefits and efficiencies that 
accrue from the colocation of the 934th with our region's international airport. 
Shared fire fighting capabilities, runway access, and control tower services all 
contribute to substantial taxpayer savings. 

In sum, I believe that the 934th merits continued federal support, not closure. 

Mayor 

cc: A1 Cornella, BRAC Commissi'oner 
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CITY OF PLEASANTON 
"Birthplace of the Cowboy" 

The Honorable Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and.~eali~~ment Commissio:n 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

As Mayor of the City of Pleasanton, I wish to convey the concern felt 
by our residents and others in Atascosa County for the future of the 
bases located in our area. We are less than thirty miles from San 
.4ntonio, Texas, and therefore would be greatly affected by any change 
to Kelly Air Force Base, Brooks Air Force Base, and Lackland Air Force 
Base. Many of our residents are either employed there or are dependent 
on the incomes of those base employees to support their small businesses. 
The Corpus Christi Naval Air Station and Laughl-in Air Force Base in Del 
Rio are also considered "neighbors" and we are proud to have them in 
our state. Texas has always been a great supporter of the country's 
defense system, and we appreciate the interdependence of the military 
and civilian groups economically and socially. 

Enclosed is a re:solution of the City Council of' Pleasanton encouraging 
the continued operation of these bases at their present level so that 
the welfare of this south central area of Texas is sustained. We appre- 
ciate your consitleration. 

Enclosure 

108 Second Street Box 209 Pleasantoll, Texas 78064 (210) 569-3867 / FAX 569-5974 



R W L U M O N  NO. 102-95 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PLEA- 
SANTON, TEXAS, WDORSINC CONTWUED OPERATIONS OF THE 
MILITARY BASES IN OlJR AREA FOR THEIR ECONOMIC, HISTO- 
RICAL, AND SOCIAL SICiNIFICMCE TO OUR CITY AND SUR- 
ROUNDING AREA 

WHEREAS, the S t a t e  of Texas has been well regarded a s  a constant 
supporter  of our na t ion ' s  defense, as shorn by the  number of m i l i t a r y  in- 
s t a l l a t i o n s  i n  our S t a t e  and the  number of Texans who have served our 
country i n  times of peace and war; and 

WHEREAS, these m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  a r e  a p a r t  of the commu- 
n i t y  i n  each of the  areas  they a r e  loca ted ,  with continuous i n t e r ac t i on  
and interdependence between the  mi l i t a ry  and c iv : l l i an  populat ions;  and 

WHEREAS, with Kelly A i r  Force Base, Brooks A i r  Force Base, and 
Laughlin Air- Force Base being considered f o r  c losure ,  and the  Corpus C h r i s t i  
Naval A i r  S ta t ion  and Lackland A i r  Force Base being considered f o r  r-ealign- 
ment, t h i s  area  of south cen t r a l  Texas would be g r ea t l y  d is turbed by the  
economic and soc i a l  impact these  changes would breing; and 

WHEREAS, our geographic proximity t o  both San Antonio and Corpus 
C h r i s t i  means t ha t  there  a r e  hundreds of famil ies  within our Ci ty  and 
County that; would 'be d i r e c t l y  a f fec ted  by the  c los ing of any base,  a s  well 
a s  many businesses throughout the  a rea  supported by those fami l i es ;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PLEASANTON, 
TEXAS : 

The Ci ty  of Pleasanton, i t s  res iden t s  and surrounding neighbors support 
continued operatio11 of Kelly A i r  Force Base, Brooks A i r  Force Base, Lack- 
land A i r  Force Base, Corpus Chr i s t i  Naval A i r  S t a t i on ,  and Laughlin A i r  
Force Base a t  t h e i l ~  present  l eve l s  of operation so  t h a t  the  defense of the  
country remains a t  i t s  curpent s t r~eng th  and the  interdependence of the 
mi l i t a ry  and c i v i l i a n  res iden t s  helps maintain the  economic hea l th  of t h i s  
area.  We urge the  Base Closure an13 Realignment Commission t o  consider a l l  
these  f ac to r s  when weighing any proposed change t o  m i l i t a ry  bases i n  south 
cen t r a l  Texas. 

PASSED, ADOPTED and APPROVED t h i s  18th day of May, 1995. 

ATTEST : 
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County of Erie 
DENNIS T. GORSKI 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

May 19, 1995 

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

Re: REDCAP facility at CALSPAN, Cheektowaga, NY 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am writing to voice strong opposition to the proposal to 
reassign duties from the REDCAP electronic combat simulation facility 
located at the Calspan Corporation Advanced Technology Center in 
Cheektowaga, New York to Edwards Air Force Base, California. 

Obviously, as a local government official, I am concerned 
over the loss of jobs, including the 50 highly skilled civilian 
positions directly involved and the 25 more indirectly affected. 
I am also concerned that the removal of this important component 
weakens all of Calspan, which has proven to be an invaluable 
incubator of innovative technology, spinning off over thirty area 
companies since its inception in 1946. 

But important as are these considerations, I feel 
particular need to focus on what will be lost to the nation if 
REDCAP, as now constituted, is shifted to an non-existent operation 
at Edwards AFB. 

Having served in a legislative capacity, I know the need to 
measure the cost effectiveness of each facility and each program. 
And as a past officer who has served in combat, I am also committed 
to the concept that we should provide our fighting personnel with the 
best hardware that we can develiop. Those who risk their lives for 
our nation should not be expected to defend themselves with duds. 

REDCAP had its origins in the wise recognition that an 
independent analysis of the capacity of new electronics systems was 
needed before the delivery platform was so far advanced that any 
changes would be astronomical in cost. I think it fair to say that 
the functional limits of the costly B-1 bomber proves the concept, as 
it was pushed to "open-air" testing before it was ready. 

ERIE COUNTY OFF-iCE GUILDIIJG. 95 FRAlVKLlN STREET, BUFFALO. NEW Y O R K  142L17 
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REDCAP is structured to thoroughly test the ability of new 
electronic combat systems before they are miniaturized into hardware 
to be placed on prototype aircraft. Further, it can test the new 
electronic systems against any of an array of potential foreign 
opponents, using simulation in the hands of very experienced and 
imaginative operators. Such broad capacity simply does not exist in 
the Air Force, and the proposal to move the equipment fails to 
provide for relocation of skilled technicians to Edwards. Nor is it 
necessary to move the facility in order to link with other test 
sites, as Calspan has demonstrated the ability to electronically 
interact with such sites by secured real-time transmissions. 

One might cynically conclude that some in DoD would prefer 
that there not be an independent test facility, for fear that less- 
than-satisfactory test results would delay the acquisition of new 
weapons platforms, especially at a time when many question the need 
for continued defense spending. 

Personally, I appreciate and support the continued 
development of technology, but would not purchase it blindly. It was 
the "launch at all costs" mentality which led to NASA's Challenger 
tragedy. Independent pre-testing of weapons system components is as 
important to fiscally responsible development of our nation's defense 
capabilities, as an outside audit of a corporation's management is to 
protection of the investment o:E its stockholders. 

I urge the BRAC Commission to recognize that the suggested 
savings in moving REDCAP are illusory, and may well cost the nation 
many times as much in wasteful procurement of faulty equipment. 

DENNIS T. GO SKI 
County Execu I! ive 

cc: Hon. William Clinton 
Hon. Daniel P. Moynihan 
Hon. Alfonse DIAmato 
Hon. Jack Quinn 
Hon. Erie County Legislature 
Calspan Corporation ATC 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman, Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 

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

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to bring to your attention three important matters 
related to Air Force pilot training bases under review by your 
Commission. 

First, I want to make sure that you and the other Commissioners 
are aware that there was an error in the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) staff analysis which was briefed to 
the Commission during the May 10th Itaddtt hearing. You may recall 
that the staff analysis rated Reese Air Force Base (AFB) as 
having a tie score with Vance (AFB) (see attached charts). This 
proved that with a fair analysis, all of the Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) bases were close in rating and that Reese AFB was 
not a Tier I11 inferior base. 

My staff reviewed the BRAC staff analysis and found a 
computational error which was brought to the staff's attention. 
Your staff agreed and the corrected analysis rated Reese AFB 
higher than Vance AFB. I believe this is of sufficient 
importance that it deserves to1 be brought to the attention to 
each Commissioner before they begin their UFT site visits. 

I am also tremendously concerned that the ~ i r  Force has indicated 
its decision to send the commander of the Air Education Training 
Command (AETC) or his deputy to each of the three UPT site visits 
scheduled for next month. This irregular action did not occur 
when the BRAC visited Reese AFB; their presence during the 
upcoming visits would be an unspoken but very clear message to 
both the BRAC commissioners ant1 the Air Force officers on detail 
to your Commission, which would jeopardize the impartiality and 
objectiveness demanded by this process. The Air Force will have 
a complete opportunity to address the members of the Commission 
on June 14th. 

On a related matter, I want to bring to your attention the fact 
that the Air Force has completed a "refined COBRA analysis" with 
respect to Reese AFB. This Itrefinedn analysis concludes that the 
savings accruing from the closure of Reese AFB would be almost 
double the COBRA analysis used in the DoD deliberations. This 
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analysis is suspect for a number of reasons, but most importantly 
it is suspect because no "refined COBRA analysisl1 has been 
attempted for the other UPT bases under consideration and thus 
there is no basis for comparison. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one additional concern I have which is 
that the present projections on pilot training requirements may 
be seriously underestimated. The current Air Force projections 
assume that the current retention rate for pilots will continue 
even though this is unlikely due to a projected surge in civilian 
airline hiring. There is also to be a likely surge in the 
requirements for training of Air National Guard and Air Force 
Reserve pilots in the coming years. I would urge you to press 
the Air Force for a restatement of their requirements since a UPT 
base closure will leave only a very modest surge capability. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that you have been steadfast in your 
determination to maintain the integrity and fairness of the BRAC 
process. It is with that same determination that I ask you to 
consider these concerns. 

I look forward to hearing from you on these matters. 

LC/rdl 
Attachments - Revised Analysis 
Charts 

cc: BRAC Commissioners 
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May 26,  1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I am seeking your assistance in maintaining the U.S. Air 
Force Reserve Unit, 910th Tactical Airlift Wing located in 
Youngstown, Ohio. I t  is my understanding that the 910th has been 
selected by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to be 
closed and I want to express my strong disagreement with this 
decision and my support for the 910th. 

Since its inception the 910th has fulfilled a multitude of 
missions with d:istinction. Additionally, t h e  Air Force expanded 
the unit to 16 C-130 aircraft and added aerial spraying to the 
new Wing's mission. This eq~ansion was because of the additional 
capacity available a t  t h e  Youngstown-Warren Regional Airport. 

The 9 1 0 t h ' ~  peacetime mi.ssions include organizing, equipping 
and training of Air Force Resen-? aircrews in tactical airlift 
tactics and techniques, and maintaining a state of readiness 
which will enab:!e performance of wartime missions upon immediate 
mobilization. The 910th also assists in non-military 
humanitarian p r o j e c t s  along with other local community functions. 

The 910th is an excepticlnal unit which has been targeted for 
expansion by the Air Force because of its success. I strongly 
urge the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to reconsider 
its position and allow the 910th to continue its fine work. 

Sincerely, 

SMRROD BROWN 
Member of Congress 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
~rlington, VA 2 2 2 0 9  -%%:ernj* ,...s ;jt;: y@t*ms( 

?k** k w m % T ; T 3 m  \ -37 - --  
Dear Chairman Dixon : 

Recently, you received a letter from General Ronald 
Fogleman, Air Force Chief of Staff, stating his strong opposition 
to the proposed closure of Grand Force Air Force Base. We write 
to highlight several of the points made by General Fogleman. 

First, the Air Force has determined that our national 
security interests require a "core tanker" basing concept that 
concentrates a large number of tankers at a few bases. The Air 
Force is committed to this concept because it improves the 
performance of our forces. Centralizing a large part of our 
tanker assets improves the readiness, planning, and coordination 
of the force, and it also improves tasking response time. In 
addition, core units train together and deploy together, yielding 
greater unit performance, morale, and cohesion. General Fogle~nan 
noted that breaking up a core tanker base will directly reduce 
the Air Force's ability to carry out its missions. 

Second, Grand Forks is the right base for a core tanker 
wing. It has the capacity and infrastructure (including a new 
runway and a new fuel hydrant system) to support 4 or more 
squadrons of tankers. And, it is strategically located to be 
able to deploy to either coast, train with B-52 and B-1 bombers, 
and support the nuclear single integrated operations plan (SIOP). 
No other base is as well-suited to host a core tanker wing. 

Furthermore, keeping a core tanker wing at Grand Forks saves 
operational dollars by creating economies of scale and shared 
overhead. Consolidation means less duplication and better 
utilization of infrastructure. From an operations and logistics 
perspective, dispersing Grand Forks' tankers to a number of bases 
will cost, not save, money. 

Finally, moving tankers from Grand Forks would impact 
mission performance and impose additional burdens on stressed Air 
Force personnel. Almost the entire active duty tanker force was 
relocated over the past two years. At the same time, tankers 
have had some of the highest operations tempo of any weapon 
system in the Air Force. The combination of these factors has 
significantly stressed our tanker personnel. Any move to again 
realign tankers would erode morale and our forces' ability to 
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effectively respond to contingencies. 

We hope you will closely consider General Foglemants letter. We 
also believe you will be interested in the attached letter from 
the Air Force that addresses a recent allegation that the Air 
Force had a "secretu study supporting closure of Grand Forks. As 
you can see, that allegation is false. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Member of 

Enclosure 

KENT CONRAD 
U.S. Senate 
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UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330 

17 MAY l995 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Copunission s 

1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Ariington VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider . 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet to form three core air 
refueling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. W e  took this action to achieve 
the organizational, operational and tiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
clcariy defined mission at each of these bases. . 

This reorganization w a  the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we reiocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC- 135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three core refueling bases. During this same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces h- been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We are just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgment, scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 

- to efficiently accomplish the air refueling missions which are critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and creates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Spcafically, Grand Forks AFT3 has the airspace, infrastructure, and location the Air Force 
requires for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to support 
our nation's nuclear deterrent posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality training 
airspace free from encroachment and interference from commercial air -c. Ln addition to 
these excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to support a large tanker fleet. Finally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having c l o d  12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posture. 

Our three core air refueling wings now rrslke economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
o r g h t i o n .  In operations, for example, a I q e r  wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its o m  through Integrated Tanker Unit Deployments (ITUD). Smaller units would have to 
comb'mc rtsoms and cross normal Lines of unit commaad to accomplish the same mission. In 
the area of logistics, our con air refueling wings avoid duplication in quipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place idhtructure to provide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these three bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
opmtion. Closing Grand Forks would nduce or eliminate many of thest benefits. 

I cannot overstate my support for retention of a core air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
challenges across the entin spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we are 
now receiving £rom our core refueling wings as you make the recommendations which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Armed Services for many years t trust m y  thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 24, 1995 
OFFICE OF THE S E C R E T A R Y  

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Kent Conrad 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Conrad 

This is in response to your request of May 17, 1995, for the 
Air Force to comment on a May 4, 1995, joint letter from Senator 
Baucus, Senator Burns and Representative Williams to the Honorable 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. This letter was written regarding the 
status of Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, in the 
BRAC 95 process. 

The subject letter asserts that the Air Force conducted a 
study that recommended the immediate.closure of Grand Forks AFB. 
There was no such recommendation. Rather, the Department of 
Defense's BRAC 95 recommendation to inactivate a missile group had 
the potential to delay a final decision until December 1996. 
Because this delay may have required an extension of missile 
operations beyond those currently programmed, the Air Force 
engaged in an assessment of options to assess the budget impact of 
that extension. This internal Air Force assessment, confined only 
to the inactivation of a missile group, may have been the catalyst 
for the Montana Congressional Delegation's May 4 letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 

As you are aware, on May 9, the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
advised Chairman Dixon by letter that an interagency review 
favorably resolved the contingency associated with the Grand Forks 
realignment recornmendation. This resolution ameliorated any 
concerns on budgetary impact from the potential delay associated 
with the recommendation to inactivate the 321st Missile Group. In 
addition, the Air Force firmly believes that retention of the core 
tanker force at the Grand F0rk.s AFB airfield is operationally 
vital. Senior Ai.r Force officials will continue to articulate 
this position to the Commission. In fact, the Air Force Chief of 
Staff addressed this issue in the attached May 17, 1995, letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 



We trust this information is useful and appreciate your 
continued support of Grand Forks AFB. 

&$efl& COTT B. McLAUTHLIN 

Attachment 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 
Legislation Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 



- 

- E-CUTIVE CORRESP0Al)ENCE TRACKING S 1 7 ~ M  ( E m  # 

2 

FROM: L E E .  I gE r+,e 
As5- i  SEC DEF (2 ; -  nnn~d -: CHG\QV~AN 

ORGAh?WnON: ORGANMnON: 

5Fc  oF F 
INSTALLATION (s) DISCU- 

8 C e c  
Urn5 I J D ~ W  C ~ E ~ E G U C  O P ~ P  , ~ a e >  weer(+ 

GENERAL COUNSEL COMMlSSIONER ICLING 

W A R Y  EXEUlWE COhfhESIONER MONlDYA 

---- 
DIRJCONGRESIONAL LIAISON C O h ~ O N E R  SIEELl? 

DWCOMMUNlCAnONS 

EXECUrrVE !3XRETARIAT 

DIRECTOR OF ADhfTNKnUnON 

CHEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

DIRECT'OR O F  TRAVEL 

DIRIINFORMATIOK SERVICES 

1 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

TYPE OF ACHON  REQUIRE^ - 

DIRECIDROFR&A Y 
ARhfY TEAM LEADER 

~ p u e R q 4 y f o r ~ ' s S i g n a h u r r  

hpvr  R q t y  for W Director's Synature 

ACl7ON: Offer Cunmds md/or S u e  

NAVY TEAM LEADER 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 

XNl7ZRAGENCY lEAM LEADER 

CROSS SERVICJ2 TEAM lE4DQt 

Prtparc Reply for 0 ' ' 's Signahrrr 

~ ~ a r r ~ ~  

Fn 

* 

/ 

/ 

/ 

Subjcd/R-ks: 

5 T R x \ ~ - 6  GP %+@T 7ttE ~ O \ S T  ~ \ ~ t \ k y 1  ~ h , l , &  

5 H ~ u . ~ a  c,E-~~\A, 6~7- -*SF_, 

4 

Due Date- - h t e  0-tdq 5mg J 

- . 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 - 1  500 

1 8 MAY 1995 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUBJECT: Naval Air Station, Joint'Reserve Base, Fort Worth (Carswell AFB) 

I wanted to personally let you know that one of the more successful products of BRAC 
91 and BRAC 93 is the Joint Reserve Base (JRB) Forth Worth. This base will provide facilities 
for the Naval Reserve assets at Naval Air Station (NAS) Dallas, the Air Force Reserves' 301 st 
Fighter Wing, the Marine Reserve Air Group 41, and elements of the Texas Air and Army 
National Guard. This joint base conforms to the requirements of Title 10 USC 1823 l(2) that 
facilities for Reserve components be shared by two or more components while providing a true 
experiment in jointness and the economies and efficiencies associated with it. 

I have visited the base and seen first hand how the structure of the Air Force Reserve 
components can supplement and complement the Naval Reserve squadrons that must rely on 
others for support. Through the efforts of the energetic commanders assigned to the JRB, 
parochial service barriers are broken down and efforts at commonality are established. The 
integration of assets and potential to reduce cost will provide effecient day-to-day training in a 
joint atmosphere while not impacting readiness. 

To maximize tht: economies and efficiencies envisioned for this first JRB, it is imperative 
that the Air Force Reserves' 3Olst Fighter Wing, a major tenant and leader in the experiment, 
remain assigned to the JRB Fort Worth. 

I encourage you to personally visit the base and see the irogress that Captain Beaver, 
U.S. Navy; the site commander, and Colonel Efferson, U.S. Air Force; the 301st Wing 
commander, have made toward creating a truly joint installation. 

Deborah R. Lee 
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NORTHWEST 
DEVELOPMENT 147 North D~amond St., Mercer, PA 16137-1280 
CORPORA TlON Phone (4 I 2) 662 - 3705 

Fax (4 I 2j 662- 0283 

May 19, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington,VA 22208 

RE: Youngstown Air Reserve Station - Youngstown/Warren 
Regional Airport - Vienna, Ohio 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the Executive Director and on behalf of the 
Penn-Northwest Development Corporation in Mercer County, 
Pennsylvania, we submit our strong objections to the 
potential closure of the Youngstown Air Reserve Station in 
Vienna, Ohio. 

The Air Reserve Station employs a total of 1500 persons 
at the facility of which 1100 are Air Force Reservists. 
Total annual payroll appx:oximates $24.6 million and swells 
to $75.6 million when the more than 6400 retirees are 
counted. The 1995 base construction budget alone exceeds 
$13.2 million and records reflect $3 million in contracts 
for supplies and materials in the local economy. These 
basic figures reflect a facility with tremendous positive 
economic impact in eastern Ohio and western Pennsylvania. 

More importantly, the ~oungstowh Air Reserve Station is 
an integral part of the future development of the adjacent 
Youngstown/Warren Regional Airport. Plans are underway to 
develop a regional "cargo hub" at the regional airport, 
which .would tie in with th.e new philosophy of being able to 
expedite movement of g0od.s and services via air transport. 
The cargo hub is supported by a broad multi county 
consortium in Ohio and Pennsylvania. The station provides 
full-time fir'e/crash rescue capabilities for the regional 
airport and has numerous mutual aid agreements with 
surrounding communities, all of which are essential to 
achieving this regional economic development, cargo hub, 
objective. 

In view of the present and potential economic impact, 
the Air Reserve base provides within the region, we strongly 
urge the Commission's rejection of any decisions to close 
the Youngstown Air Reserve Station. Should you have 
questions regarding our position on this closure issue or 

YOUR BUSINESS IS OUR PRIMARY CONCERN 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
May 19, 1995 
Page 2 

should we be able to provide additional supporting 
documentation, please contact the Penn-Northwest Development 
Corporation accordingly. 

LDR: tlc 

cc: Congressman James Traficant 
Congressman Phil English 
Commander, Youngstown,/Warren Regional Airport Air 

Reserve Station 
Reid Dulberger, Youngstown/Warren Regional Chamber 
Olivia Lazor, Chair, Mercer County Board of 

Commissioners 
Richard Werner, Chairman, PNDC 
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