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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
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| WASHINGTON. DO 20350-2000
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Memo 44CL/58
1l June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION [TEshane 7o 2955
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (e} Assistant Secretary of Defense memo of June 5, 1981
Encl: (1) Response to items 8, 10, and 11

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in final response to the requast
for additional information forwarded by reference (a).

Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&lL)
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
‘:3" i *.'-'_‘
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT « o

Ref: (a) Request for addliticnal information dated 10 June 19%1

Encl: (1) Response to items 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, §, 10, 11, 12, 13,

1. PEnclostre (1) is forwarded in partial response to the request
for additional information forwarded by reference (a).

Diresctor, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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WASHINGTON, DC 20210-0103 ::"\ :

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY .
June 12, 1991 i

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

O~/p4

S S
Mr. Jim Courter Yo : o e
Chairman PRt

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N. W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

During your hearing on June 7, 1991, you asked for
the Army's position on transférring Forts McCoy, Pic-
kett, A.P. Hill, Indiantown Gap, and Buchanan to the
Army National Guard. I would like to elaborate upon my
letter to you of June 5, 1991 explaining why the Army
sees no military or economic advantage in pursuing this
initiative at this time.

The Army has the authority to make changes in
administrative control or garrison configurations as
needed outside of the P.L. 101-510 Base Realignment and
Closure Commission framework. While we agree that the
principle of National Guard control may have some merit
in limited circumstances, it is clearly prudent to
await the final results of the study of Reserve Compo-
nent (RC) training strategies and management of train-
ing areas before making any changes in administrative
control. That study will give us & firm basis for our
final decision on which installations would be good
candidates. We expect to begin the final phase of that
study in August 1991; detailed examination of unit
requirements will not be completed until Spring 1992,

The Total Army Analysis process, which will define
the content of the RC force structure in greater de-
tail, will givé us an indication of potential excess
capacity in this category. If excess capacity is ap-
parent, we would seek to minimize turbulence to the in-
stallations while studying them for inclusicon in the
1993 Defense Base Closure Commission process.

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A.P. Hill, and Indiantown
Gap all support both active and reserve training. Data
on the active/reserve component use mix for these ins-
tallations are attached.
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Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation of Fort
McPherson, primarily supports the administration of
the Army presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and
control type of installation, it has no training area,
and few ranges. While no study has been done on com-
mand and control posts, it is unlikely that adminis-
trative installations can be operated more cheaply by
the Reserve Component.

It is misleading to assume that significant sav-
ings are possible by transferring major training area
installations to the reserve components. Precise staf-
fing levels cannot be determined without extensive site
visits and workload analysis, in part because the cur-
rent garrisons are already small and operating with
minimal staff.

Both Forts Dix and Chaffee have Active Component
tenants which do not support Reserve Component training
or the installations' training mission. The Army pro-
posed realigning those functions, and in the case of
Fort Dix, proposed disposal of a substantial portion of
the cantonment area not needed by the Reserve Compo-
nent. These realignments and reductions, not a change
in management structure, are what result in operations
and maintenance savings.

It also should be noted that an earlier study of
the issue of administrative control, completed in 1986,
found that Congressional ceilings on Active Guard and
Reserve (AGR) and Guard military technician spaces were
a significant constraint if responsibility were passed
to either the National Guard or the U. S. Army Reserve.
These ceilings still exist today, and the Department of
Defense is planning reductions because of budget con-
straints. . . :

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the transfer of these
additional installations is premature pending comple-
tion of our above-referenced study and would not neces-
sarily be more cost effective. Once the reserve force
structure is determined and our study is complete, the
Army can and will exercise the authority it already has
to make changes in administrative control and garrison
config-urations to make changes that make sense. I
urge you to accept the Army's current recommendations
for this category.

" — "
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I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production &
Logistics).

Sincerely,

Susan Livingstone
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Environment)

Attachment
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[INSTALLATION USAGE .

AGC USAR ARNG

Fort McCoy 17 % 56 % | 27 %
Fort Pickett .. 33% 24% 43%
Fort A.P. Hil 19% 24% 67%
Fort Indiantown Gap 15% 36% | 49%
Fort Buchénan * 34% 52% 14%

* best avail est
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TRAINING DATA

1. The data below was collected from the various installations
using an ad-hoc form. No two installations replied in exactly
the same way. There is no standardized method of data
cellection. All data was requested for fiscal year 19%0. 1In
some cases, there may be a reference to earlier years or a
comment as to why 1390 data might be considered significantly

different from the nornm.
2. Active Component Use

a. Fort Pickett, VA

USA USN UsMC USAF
Total Unit Visits 107 18 40 5
Estimated Mean Length 14 18 14 14
of Visit (days)
Estimated Mean Unit 144 144 144 144
Size (# of personnel)
Man Days Training 215,712 46,8656 8G,6440 16,200

Total Active Component Training Man Days 359,102

b. Fort A P Hill, Va

(1) USA = 22,944 man days training from 187 unit
visits. Typical unit visit probably slightly greater than two
weeks. Primary training site for the 3rd Infantry bDivision (0ld
Guard), Transportation Officer Basic Course, Quartermaster
Qfficer Basic Course, and J&G Basic Course.

(2} Other services - 24,208 man days training from 202
unit visits. Used primarily by USMC, but alsoc by USN SEALS, and
special operations forces.

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA ~ 38,9288 man days training,
primarily from 10 company size units in the geographical area and
a field training exercise by the 513th MI Brigade from Ft.

Monmouth.
d. Fort Mc Coy, WI

{1} 1990 data not readily available. The 1988/89
numbers are below historical averages, primarily because of
tudgetary problems. Prior to those years, the Army would train
€,000 to 8,000 and the Marines, 4,000 to 5,000.

E-1




{2y 1989

(a) approximately 4,000 USA
(by 3,764 USMC

(3) 1988

{a) approx. 4,000 USA
(b} approx. 3,000 USMC

3. Inactive Duty Training {(i.e. weekend training)
a. Fort Pickett, VA - 43,376 soldiers from 324 units

b. Fort A P Hill, VA -~ 106,885 soldiers training visits from
1697 unit visits. A "visit" is typically a full days training
for a scldier or unit., A MUTA 4 weekend would be considered two
soldier or unit visits. By this definition, most soldiers and
units would be counted multiple times.

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA ~'98,000 soldiers from 350 units

—_

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 73,661 soldiers from 847 units. The
ROTC units have been subtracted from the IDT section. The USAF
figure is for the active component, USAF Reserve, and Air
National Guard.

4. Annual Training
a. Fort Pickett, VA -~ 23,578 soldiers from 163 units
b. Fort A P Hill, VA ~ 20,156 scoldiers from 78 units
c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 13,040 soldiers from 80 units

d., Fort Mc Coy, WI = 47,297 scldiers from 323 units.

5. ROTC Training

a. Fort Pickett, VA -~ 1,638 cadets from 11 schools train
monthly :

E ae B

b. Fort A P Hill, VA -~ Cadets (number unknown)} from 13
schools use five times monthly. On 63 occasions, cadets received
training. There were 3,824 cadet days (It appears that cadets

trained multiple times.)

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 9,883 cadets from 17 schools
train six times per year

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 3,792 cadets from 7 schools train twice
monthly.

E-2
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Army Reserve Readiness Training Centers (ARRTC)
a. Fort Pickett, VA
(1} Active Guard and Reserve - none
{2} Active Compecnent =« none
{3) Drilling Reservists - 181
{4) Civilian - 10
b. Fort A P Hill, VA - NA
c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA
{1} Active Guard and Reserve - 2,552
{2) Active Component - 1,598
(3) Drilling Reservists - none
(4) Civilian -~ 279
d. Fort Mc Coy, WI
(1) Active Guard and Reserve - 5,755
{(2) Active Component -~ 200
(3) Drilling Reservists - none indicated
(4) Civilian - 1,747
FORSCCOM Petroleum Training Module
a. Fort Pickett, VA - 554 Personnel Trained
bh. Port A P Hill, VA - None
¢. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - None
d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - None
Equipment Concentration Sites
a. Fort Pickett, VA
(1) Number of Support Units ~ 182
(2} Méan Number of vahiﬁles per Unit - 25

E~3
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{3)
{4}

Total Number of Vehicles [ 1 * 2 ) - 4,550

Number/Type Other End Items -« Roughly 30 different

end items, similar to those reported by other installations, but
no numbers to indicate quantity are available.

b, Fort A P Hill, VA ~ NA

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Number of Support Units - 117

Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit -« 17
Total Number of Vehicles ( 1L * 2 ) - 1,989
Number/Type Other End Items -

{(a) 1,427 CQmmuniaatiaﬁs Equipment

(b) 302 Heavy Engineer Equipment

(<) 404 Weapons
(&) 399 Tents, Screens, etc -

‘d. Fort Mc Coy, WI

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Number of Support Units - 372

Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 4.6
Total Number of Vehicles { 1 « 2 ) -~ 1,728
Number/Type Other End Items

{a) 924 Communications Equipment

{b) 1,525 Heavy Engineer Equipment

(c} 4,954 Weapons
{d) 85,653 Tents, Screens, Cold Weather Gear, etc

9. Meobilization Equipment and Training Site (MATES)

a. Fort Pickett, VA - Not available

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - Not available

c. Fort Indiantewn Gap, PA - Not available

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - Wisconsin ARNG MATES

(1)
(2)
(3)

Number of Support Units - 8 Bn, 7 Sep Company
Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 37.5
Total Number of Vehicles { 1 * 2 } - 562

E-4
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{~) Humber/Type Cther End Items =

{aj 391 Communications Equipment
(b} 113 Heavy Engineer Eguipment
{(C} 411 Weapons

{d) 274 Tents, Screens, etc

10. USAR Forces School
a. Fort Pickett, VA - NA
k. Fort & P Hill, VA - NA

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 7,016 soldiers attended 51
different courses.

d. Fort Mc¢ Coy, WI - 6,003 soldiers attended an unknown
nunkber of different courses.

11. Civilian Police Agency Support

a. Fort Pickett, VA - estimates 16,100 man days training
provided to FBI, CIA, federal correction officers, special
operations, and state police. No significant military support
provided.

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - estimates 1,083 personnel trained from

pelice, FBI, CIA, INS, Secret farvice, and US Park Police. No
indication of length of training, whether or not these persons
trained on more than one visit, or whether or not any troop
support was provided.

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - estimates 5,500 man days
training provided to police and FBI. No significant military
support provided (10 to 15 troops/month)

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI -~ None specified
12, Other Civilian Support
a. Fort Pickett, VA

{1} Boy Scouts - 80 Boy Scouts, bi-annually, no
significant military support provided.

{2} Civil Air Patrol ~ 300 cadets, annual, no
significant military support provided.

b. Fort A P Hill, VA -~ $,251 Boy Scouts from 70 troop
visits., One troop uses the installation for regular meetings.
¥Most of the troop visits represent one time visits per vear.

Cata appears to indicate an average of & troops use the
installation each month.

E~5



¢. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA

{1} Boy Scouts - 1,172 Boy Scouts {probably includes
multiple visits), two/three times per month, less than 10
soldiers providing support

(2) Other - estimate of 2,300 personnel visiting the
installation (probably includes multiple visits), including

PA Wing CAP, WWIY Historical Society, PARNG Vet Reunion,
Handicapped Olympics, etc.

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 2,588 Boy Scouts from 216 troops, with
five troops per weekend.

12. ©Other Potentially Useful Information Provided by the
Installation

a. Fort Pickett, VA
{1) Best MOUT site in CONUS
{2) Central location - -
{3) Excellent ranges
{4} Excellent engineer bridge site
(5) Total suppeort of civilian community
(6) Outstanding potential for Regional Training Site
(7) Four nap of earth (NOE) routes
(8) Low level background light for NVG training
(8) TSFO '
b. Fort A P Hill, VA

(1} CECOM operates a Laser Test Range and Nignt Visicen
Laboratory

(2) Largest military training area between Fort Bragg,
NC and Fort Drum, NY. Installation has 40 ranges, 40 indirect
firing points and 13 demolition sites covering 30,000 acres.
There are 30 training areas and 38 training facilities separate
from the range complex encompassing an additiconal 44,000 acres.
Good maneuver areas and extensive rcad network

(3} Research, Development and Engineering Center, Ft
Belvelr conducts testing and evaluaticn on mines and explosives.

E~6
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(4) A& 5,000 foot assualt strip for C-130 aircraft; a
drop zone and an aerial gunnery complex.

{6} USN mainpains 8 SEAL camp year round.

(7) Supperts firing of all infantry divisicon weapons
and weapons systems to include the A-7 and A-10 ground support
aircratt,

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA

(1) Air Force operates an air-to-ground range and is
used by Air Force high performance aircraft. 2,339 sorties flown

in FY 90,

{2) Muir Army Airfield - Over 100 aircraft permanently
stationed. Over 80,000 air movements a year, mostly associated
with the Eastern Army Aviation Training Site (EAATS). EAATS is a
mini~Fort Rucker which conducts pileot and crew-member training
for RC personnel throughout the year.

d¢. Fort Mc Coy, WI

(1) 49,700 acres of maneuver training area and 8,000
acres of impact area.

{2) The 41 direct fire ranges provide training and
gqualification opportunities for gunners of all direct fire
systems in the Army inventory. The 42 surveyed artillery firing
points locating in the north post provide artillery units with
the opportunity te perform all ARTEP tasks in a realistic yet
safe training envircenment.

{3) oOther training facilities include driil fields,
prisoner of war compounds, wheeled and tracked vehicle driving
courses, gas chamberg, vehicle recovery sites, litter obstacle
course, deliberate equipment decon site, conditioning course,
confidence course, bayonet training court, bayonet assault
course, hand to hand combat court, 32 foot rappel tower, 55 foot
rappel tower, rope bridge site, infantry battle drill course,
drop zones, float bridge sites, dry span bridge site and dirt
assault strip. ’

(4) VPossesses large amounts of MILES equipment.

(5) McCoy Army Airfield used by Rir PForce and Air
National Guard and will accommodate up to a €130 aircraft.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
QFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTOR, DT 20310-0103

AEPLY TG June 12, 19981
ATTENTION OF

Mr. Jim Courter S L
Chairman P G

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N. ¥W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

This letter responds to your June 7, 1991 request
for the Army's position on the proposed closure of
England Air Force Base, Louisiana.

The Army understands the Air Force need to c¢lose
England Air Force Base., During the Army's deliber-
ations, the Air Staff ensured that all the support re-
gquirements of the Joint Readinesgs Training Center, if
stationed at Fort Polk, Louisiana, could be met in
light of the recommendation to close England Air Force
Base,

In the original stationing studies for the Joint
Readiness Training Center, England Air Force Base was.
identified as the primary air support site, with
Chennault Field as an alternate. However, analysis has
shown Barksdale Air Force Base and Chennault Field can
be used to meet our requirements. Should the Secretary
of Defense's recommendations to close England Air Force
Base and station the Joint Readiness Training Center at
Fort Polk be accepted, please be assured that all air-
field regquirements for the JRTC can be fully met.

The Army would not have gone forward with the
recommendation to permanently station the Joint Read-
iness Training Center at Fort Polk if good alternative
airfield support bases were not available in an
acceptable area. The center provides unique train;ag
opportunities for both the Army and the Air Force.

s




Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
issue. I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr.
Colin McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense

{Production & Logistics}.
‘j2;25f2}¥7
d._/l fra

Susan Livingston
Assistant Secretary of the Army
{Installations, Logistics & Environment)

14

16



r
s
k]
-

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY e [

WASHINGTON, DC 203100103 ) 5:() O::"P

REPLY TO June 12, 1991 -

ATTEMTIGNLF

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and YJ}'
Realignment Commission { . I }LU)L “M

1625 K Street, N. W. W * gﬁj; i

Suite 400 A e

Washington, D. C. 20006 {Sgg»
Dear Mr, Courter: ‘£/f

This is in response to your letter of May 29,
1991, requesting an explanation of differences in
installation rankings used by the 1988 Commission, and
those developed by the Army to support its current
recommendations.

The differences are a result of several factors.
In developing the current recommendations, the Army
used attributes which were more comprehensive and which
relied upon updated and validated data sources. We
used new models, not in existence in 1988, that calcu-
lated facility requirements more accurately. The
specific attributes and data were also the subiject of
extensive audits and validation.

The 1988 rankings helped the Commission identify
excess capacity. The 1990/91 rankings provide a start-
ing point for the Army when assessing alternatives to
tailor the Army's base structure to a smaller force
structure. Individual comparisons between an installa~
tion's rank then, and now, are misleading, since the
purposes and circumstances are much different. Im-
provements in data and methodology make such compari-
sons inappropriate.

The importance of the installation rankings must
not be overestimated.  The arrays were npt used to
determine which bases to close or realign. Instead,
they gave the Army a baseline for comparing and evalua-
ting its installations.

The Army's rankings have withstood scrutiny by the
Army's senior leaders, the Army Audit Agency and the
General Accounting Office. We conducted sensitivity
analyses to ensure that no attribute'’'s weight would
distort or bias the final rankings.

17



I am confident that the current rankings provide a
good means to assess military value and compare and
evaluate basing options.

I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production &
Logistics).

Sincerely,

Susan Livingstone
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Environment)

'ﬂl. ClrWMw fane C“‘M—jx—é? .
Aramnoheatln Sunin The 1185 Gumwsscan's
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Mamo 44C1/61
13 June 1881

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (2) Recuest for additicnal information dated 10 June 19851

Encl: (1) Response to items &, 6, 7, and 16

l. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to the raquest
for additional information forwarded by reference (g). N

Dzreatnr, Shore
Aetivities Division

Cepy to: OASD (P&L)
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DEFARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20830

Mr James Courter 1 3 JuN 1991

Chairman
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, N.W. Suite 400

_ Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Dear Mr Courter:

This is in response to your 24 May 1991 letter requesting specific information on
Williams and Eaker Air Force Bases. )

GENERAL QUESTIONS (Williams AFB)

Question 1: The presentation asserted that: In evaluating Williams AFB the Air
Force rated the airspace low because they were unaware of the recently established
MOA 4. This airspace, it was asserted, would significantly improve the base’s rating.

Answer: The recently established MOA was considered while rating the base
during the base closure evaluation process. Even though this airspace does provide the
base with additional capability not previously available on a consistent basis, the magnitude
of civil aviation operations continues to impact base operations. Future base operations
should be impacted at a greater degree as the number of civil operations is predicted to
increase by more than 40% during the next several years.

Question 2: 1t was also stated that the ATC Program Training Document clearly
identifies Williams AFB as the best pilot training base. In responding to this point please
include a copy of the referenced document.

Answer: The term "best” pilot training base is not used in referenced document.
It appears to be someone’s conclusion that Williams AFB is the “best” pilot training base

without considering facts such as long term capabilities and airspace. A copy of the
requested document is artached. The information contained in this document is consistent

with that used by the Air Force in analyzing the subcategory of Flying/Training.
GENERAL QUESTION (Eaker AFB)

Question 3: In the Eaker AFB presentation it was stated that the Air Force analysis
was biased by subelement one of criteria one. Specifically, bases with declining force
structure received a negative bias by downgrading for its force structure which is not a
valid measure of the base's value,

Answer: The grading of Subelement 1, Criteria 1, was done specifically by weapon
system in order not to bias a base because its aircraft were being retired. The question

20
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highlights whether the base’s assigned weapon system will remain in the inventory as an
integral part of the Force Structure Plan or be phased out

Eaker AFB has B-52G aircraft assigned. These aircraft are being phased out of the
inventory, therefore a grade of "R" was assigned. Similarly, Plattsburgh AFB’s FB-111A
aircraft are being phased out and have also received a grade of "R". In contrast, Carswell
AFB--also recommended for closure--with B-52H aircraft assigned, which are not being
phased out, received a rating of "G". Subelement 1 of Criteria 1 is only one of over 80
subelements used to analyze the base and did not provide negative bias but did highlight a
base that might have excess capacity as a potential base closure or as a potential receiving
location.

Hopefully this response will be of use in your deliberations.

Sincerely,

FUCENE E. KABISER, Maj Gen, USAF

Director e
Directorate of ProTroms

1 Arch
Program Flying Training Document



DACS-DM{TABS) 14 June 1981

MEMORANDUM FOR RECCRD

SUBJECT: Phonecon with Bese (losure Commission Staffer Roydell
Anderson

1., Called for information on the number of a¢res being retained

at Fort Dix. Stated that one of the Commissioners had asked during
today's hearing.

2, I explained that our initial estimpte wag that DOD would retain
28,080 amcras. That could fluctuate depanding upon USAF/USAR/
National Guard reguirements, as well as State of New Jersey
outgrant requests. Two-thirds of the cantonment area will be

axcessed; the ranges, training areas, and critical facilites (g 3
million SF) will be retained.

3. Total Time: 10 min.

Maur&%m
Project Manager
¥

;

!

e

TOTAL P82 2 2

. B
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- THE JOINT STAFF ¥
WASHINGTON, DE : -1 1=

14 June 1991

REPLY ZIP CODE:
20318-5000

MEMORANDUM FQR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
{ PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS)

Subject: Base Closure Commission Réquest for Testimony

1. The Base Closure Commission reguested CINCSOC and two of his
staff {(Col Paul Morgan and Col Palmer Rowe) testify on potential
closure of MacDill at 0800, 17 June 1991, Chairmen Courter wanted
the entire Commission to hear the same classified briefing that he
heard when he was at MacDill. The testimony will not be sbove the
TOP SECRET level.

2. CIKRCBOC is not availsble on 17 June. The Commission agreed
that BG Edward Brya, the S80COM J-3, would attend in his place.

3. Additional attendees will be Col Leon wilson from SOCOM and
Col Jeffrey Fletcher and Ms Marilynn Wilsgon from the Joint Staff.

4, Questions can be directed to my FOC; Ms Marilynn lgon, J-5

Policy, extension 32745.

L Nowwas

€. JEROME JONES

Brigadier Genersl, USAF

Deputy Director,
Strategy and Policy, J-8

YIS ld¥d IS-—vI—NOCr
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
CFFICE OF THE GHIEN OF NAVAL QPERATIDNS

WASHIRGTON, DC 203502000
iN REPLY NEFER TO

lloog
Mem 441D/62

14 Jun 91

MEMORANLUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subd: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Multiple @tween BCRC Mr, Patrick/OP-441C
CDR Kendall : ‘

. Encl: (1) Information regarding financing for Section 801
housing project for NAVSTA Staten Island

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded. in response to your recuest of
reference (a). :

Mo, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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Staten Island Section 801 Housing Prodject

« Pinancing of this project is arranged through the sale of commercial
bonds.

- Total financing required is $126 million, which is being marketed ir
two bongd sales .

Series I bonds ~ $34 million - to institutional investors

Series II bonds- $92 million - for public sale

- The $60 million Letter of Credit issued by the Bank of New Yor}
(BNY) "backs up® the Series II bond sale, and is sufficient t:
insure the construction portion of the project., BNY has also agreec
to purchase the entire Series II bond offering at a fixed percentag:
rate, and remains a fallback position for the developer in the even’
that the public offering requires paying a2 bhigher rate than tha’

with BNY.

the project is being developed.

-

. - The Series I bond sale is backed by the value of the 1&;16. upon whic

ENCLOSURE [ 1 )
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
{RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND ACQUISITION)
14 June 1891

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. DOUG HANSEN ASD(P&L)

Principal Deputy

The attached cuesticons were regelved from
the BCRL eteflf on 11 June., The attached
answers will be provided to the BCRC steff,

Pt VaeBunu ¢

Genle McBurnest

. ‘
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QUEETIONS AND ANSWERS FOR THE BCRC

1. why did the Navy thoose to go with four warfare centers
digstributed among the BYSCOMS vs a more centralized management
with one Dirsctor of Navy Laboratories?

The first task in the consolidation effort wae to bring like
functione together under one corganization and to fornm the
warfare centers. We studied twec options for the chain of
command for the warfare centers. One was the structure that
is currently proposed and the second was the formation of a
central management organigation, Because ¢f the size of the
consolidated structure, much an organization would, by
default, become a Eystems Command-like organization. BSuch an
organizgation would require a sizable support staff to deal
with contracting, funding and legal issues. The major
advaatagea of such an organization are the independence of the
activities and the synergy that would exist across all of the
RDT&E and engineering support activities. Despite the
attractiveness of these advantages, we felt that they wers
ocutweighed by the requirement to establish s new, large
mnna?eﬁent headquarters which adds a management layer and the
difficulty such an organizational structure would create for
the integration between the managers of our programs and life~-
eycle support and the personnel who provide them with :
technical support., The BYBCOMz provide the life-cycle support
to the flest and the Centers provide technical support to the
fleet. The vertical nature of the chain of command for the
BYBCONs and the Centers will make the integration of these two
functions difficult. To provide the needed cross-wariare
center coordination and synergy, we have established the Navy
Laboratory/Center Commanders Group. This group is composed of
the Commanders and Technieal Directors of each of the warfare
¢enters and the corporate laboratory. Their charter is to
prevent dupliication across center boundaries, integrate
investment and business plans, and provide an open forum to
air and resolve problems. This is a coordinating group with
no directive authority. We have also provided for the
oversight of the laboratory and centers., This oversight is
accomplished through the Navy Laboratory/Center Oversight
Council. The three core members of this Council are the
ASN{RD&A), the Vice Chief of Naval Operations and the
Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps. There are & number
of members at large which include the BYS5COM Commanders, the
Chief of Naval Research, the ASN’s, General Council and the
Cffice of the CNO. This body does have directive authority
and ia chartered to preclude mission and investnment
duplication, establish the strategic corporate vision and
resclve issues, In addition, we have provided for the
husbanding of our Science mnd Technology investment under the
chief of Naval Research.
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While there are advantages for both approaches, we feel that
weight of the avidence falls clearly with the warfare centers
reporting to the 8ystems Commands,

2. Although you have not developed specific plang for
inplementing a scaled down version of the consclidation plan, you
have stated that you intend to implement as much of the plan as
possible within the constraints of the law, BSpecifically, what
parts of the plan could you implement if the Base Closure
Commigsion were to remove these facilities from the list of
clogures/reslignmente? Cite examples of the inefficiencies that

would he introduced.

The RDT&Y, Engineering and Fleet Support Activities
Consolidation Plan is & wholly integrated plan. The
activities that would be removed from the plan are st the
heart of the goal of establishing full spsctrum centers,
Additionally, the Navy must still accommodate a decrease in
budget in excess of 20 percent as well as a 20 percent
reduction in the acqguisition workforce over the next five
years. By being prohibited from fully implementing the
consolidation plan, we will be forced to cperate facilities
that are smaller and less efficient with increased overhead.
We Bre keenly aware that every dollar we spend to maintailn an
inefficient shore infrastructure is a dollar that we cannot
spend to buy and maintain our operating forces.

Specific examples of inefficiencies are:

- Restricticons on NUSC New London and NSWC White oOak will
impact the planned improvements and efficiency increases
in Burface ASW Systems and Submarine Warfare Bystenme.

= Restrictions on DTRC Anpapolis will ismpact planned
improvements and sfficiency increases in Ship Systems and

Submarine Quisting.

- Restricting NESEA Bt Inigoes and NADC Warminster will
prevent almost all of the efficiencies to be gained in
the aircraft Divigion of the Naval Air Warfare Center.

3, why did the Navy include its ISE, T&E and industrial
functions in itg consolidation plan and not just the R&D centers?

Undar the current organization we have the RiD centers under
the Director of Navy Laboratories and the In-gervice
engineering ¢enters under the Systeme Commands. These centers
have overlapping missions and compete for work. The R&D
centers have retained programse from beginning through fleet
support and & number of the engineering centers have pursued
R&D prazects, We have a situation where our the Navy’s RDTLE
and Engineering infrastructure ie competing internally, In
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more prospsrous times, this competition is not necessarily a
bad thing. However, in the current era of declining resources
we can no longer afford this divergence. The warfare centers
will be full spectrum organizations. They will pursue work in
their leadership areas from basic research, through
development to fleet support. This provides for centrally
saneged workload assignments and for long-term investment and
capability development, wWith the span of control provided to
the Warfare Center Commander, he will exercise a corporate
visw to overall management of this research, development, and
engineering enterprise, The Navy believes that one of the
most important benefits of the full spectrum character of its
warfare center concept is the synergy that results from having
sclentists and engineers employed in a technical product area
"from its birth to its grave", Frleet inputs, as well as the
results of developmental test and evaluation, are readily
svallable to thoge designing the product; and personnel can
move through the development cycle with the ?raduct, fostering
technology transition at every stage. This level of synergy
wvould not exist in a competitive snvironment,

4. How much of the
20% mandatory reduction would be realized over the next five
years through attrition and limited consclidation not requiring

Commission approval?

By implementing the full consolidation plan, we anticipate
realizing approximately one guarter of the mandated personnel
reduction. More lmportant is that we will achieve this
reduction by eliminating functions, most of which are overhead
functions. If we were prohibited from implementing the £ull
consolidation, we would realize less than one guarter cof the
mandated reductions., We would still have to eliminate the
positions, but the overhead functions will remain., 8o there
will be fewer people to perform the same functions.

There are a variety of factors affecting the actual number of
personnel that would be eliminated under any modified plan.
Without rigorously developing that alternate plan, we don't
want to speculate on the numbers. L

S, By warfare centir; how many (1) management, (2)
clerical/administrative, and (3) scientific and engineering
positions will be {1l) sliminated and (2) transferred under the

conaclidation plan?

The following are the approximate numbers of positions eliminated
and transferred by category. The sum of there categories may not
equal the totel number of personnel moving because there are
personnel in other categories such ae graphics personnel and

mechanics that are transferring,
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ELININAIRD ZRANSEERRER
NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER

Hanagement 30 140
Clerical/Admin 320 98
Science/Engineering &6 874
HAVAL UNDERSEA WARFARE CENTER
. Managesment 13 51
Clerical/Admin 80 39
Bcience/Enginesering 35 431
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER
Management 123 158
Clerical /Admin ias 120
Science/Enginesring 277 1371
NAVAL COMMAND, CONTROL AND OCEAN BURVEILLANCE CENTER
Management 11 118
Clerical/Admin 159 B3
Bclience/Engineering 59 1692

6. Will this consolidation plan result in people with senioritg
“bumping” other people out of their positions? How serious wil
this be? wWhat is being done to limit the impact?

Ehould a reduction in force be necessary, it would be carried
out in accordance with governing rules and regulations which
do provide bumping. The severity of these actions is
dependent on several factors, one of which is the attrition
experienced up to the effective date of the drawdown. To
reduce impact, early out authority would be reguested and
extensive outplacement efforts would be undertaken,

7. A 5/23,88 DODIG report, "DOD Alrcraft Engine Test
Facilities," found that the Arnold Enginsering Development Center
consumed about 33% more labor hours {(costing $.9 million) than
the Naval Air Propulsion Centar, NAPC’s professional and
peraprofeseional skill mix resulted in lower oge:ating costs than
AEDC. However, under the consclidation plan, high altitude,
large engine testing is being transferred to AEDC. Was the Navy
awaye of this information? Why transfer a function to a less
efficlent facility?

The Navy wag fully aware of the results of the DODIG report
and is in full sgreement with it. The main objective of the
realignment of air breathing engine testing capebility was to
ninimize the total cost to DOD over & long period of time,
Therefore, we considered not only the operating costs to the
sircraft programs but also to the cost of mainteaining and
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vpgrading the testing facilities over a2 leong period. Under
the gulidance of DDRLE and the Joint Commanders Group [(T&E)
JCG(TEE)) of ths Joint Logistice Commanders, a tri-pervice
study was conducted to review the consclidation of
aeropropulsion facilities, Given the projected workleoad and
the facility and technical specialties at the two major DOD
test Centers, & study recommendation and subsequent JCG(T&E)
decision was made to assign lead responsibllity for large
engine testing to the Air Force.

6. Regarding NESEA 8t. Inigoes move to Portsmouth, NESEA
reportedly now oeccupies 474,00 sg. £t. on base and 80,000 gq ft
off base in leased faaizitiat, Under the canselidation plan,
input to the COBRA was for 59,000 sqg. £t. of MILCON for a
paintenance shop at Portsmouth., Please correct these figures or
otherwise reconcile the differences.,

The number input to the COBRA model for MILCON are correct,
Less space is required at Portsmouth due to manpower
reductions from conselidation, reduced workload and more
efficient utilization of space. The following table
summarizes the space that will be provided for NESEA transfer.

Ivpe of Spaca 80 rootage
New Construction 49,000
{Communication Bultes - 29,000)
{Laboratory -~ 20,000)
Rehabilitation of EZxisting Bpace 10,000

Utilize existing Space at Portsmouth 40,000
Resite Programmed MILCON * 121,000

Leassd Bpace 163,000
{including Private/Public Venture)

* There are 4 programmed MILCONS previously intended for gt.
Inigoes in FY91 through Fry9d4, These are current mission
reguirements that are to be relocated to Fortsmouth., The
MILCONs are not additional :equiroaunts due to
consolidation.

¢, How will moving from Bt. inigoes affect your ability to
accemplish the mission considering your current close proximity

to Pax River?

Consclidation in the Norfolk area will have no negative
mission impact. The Naval Alr Station , Norfelk and the Naval
Alr S8tation, Qceana are avallable to accommodate airfield
related migsion projects. We have also looked inte a small
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landing field (Fentress Field) located away from air traffic
congestion which could be used for special applications, 1f

necessAry.

10, There are documented communications~electronice testing
preblemsg in the Portsmouth area brought about by the very
congested conditiong of the freguency spectrum and the high
dengity populaticn in the Portsmouth area. The rural geography
surrounding NESEA includes & natural ridge in the landscape which
acts as a barrier between NESEA and the closest matropolitan
genter, Did the Navy consider this problem when it drew up its
plens to move from St. Inigoee to Portsmouth? What has the Navy -
done to satisfy itaelf that the Portsmouth area will nonetheless
be an acceptable site for thias type of work?

We are confident that all mission related functions can be
performed in the Norfolk/Portsmouth area without any loss of
effectivensse. A complete analysis was conducted (both
TEMPEST survey and EMI analysis) at the proposed site for the
NCCOSC East Coast ISE Directorate., Freguency approval were
applied for and received. The site is actually in a non-
industrial area of Chepapaske, VA known as the 8t. Julisny
Creek Annex of the Norfolk Naval Bhipyard.

1i. pDid the Navy ever consider relocating 8an Diego to valledjo?
If not, why not, aenaidtrin? that Vallejo is a less expensive
area to conduct such operations and sufficlent facllities exist
with the rehabilitation of facilities at Mare Island Naval

Shipyard?

The Navy did consider relocating NESEC, Ban Diego to vallejo.
However, the analysis showed that the preferred site is the
Pt. Loma site in 8an Diego for the following reasons:

~ Greater personnel efficlencies result from consclidation
with the NCCO3C headquarters and RDT&E functions at Pt.
Loma. One basic support staff will service the
headquarters and both Directorates.

= Vallejo is separated from the major West: Coast fleet
concentration.

- Bignificantly more personnel and eguipment would have to
be moved from Ban diege to Vallejo than vice versa.

« PFagilities will become available at Ft, Loma due to
personnel efficlencies and the transfer of functions from
NOSC BSan Diego.
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110460
Ser 441D/10U59784%
14 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLGSU%E COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Memo for the Base Closure Commissicon dtd June 12 1991
Encl: (1) Cost Impacts of Delaying T-45 Introduction

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in ‘amplification to the information
contained in the response to item 5 of reference (a).

U — /o

P.¥W. Drenng

RADM, CEC, ¥SHN
Pirector, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to . (without enclosures): 0SD (P&L)
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COST IMPACTS OF DELAYING T-45 INTRODUCTION

1. The following are estimated costs provided by NAVAIR relative
te introducing the T-45 Training System at NAS Meridian and NAS
Chase Field:

+

NAS Meridian ¢

Site Activation FY-92/93 $23,000,000

NAS Chase Field

5ite Activation FY-93/94 $23,000,000
Installation of Additional Trainer $ 2,500,000

Site activation includes the following contract work: installation
of the aircraft flight simulators; installation of fiber optic
cabling and other cabling which interconnects the various nodes of
the T-45 Training System throughout NAS Kingsville; coordinating
initial parts delivery, warehousing, and installation and training
for the repair parts computerized inventory system; coordinating
procurement and delivery of contractor provided Ground Support
Equipment; establishing the aircraft maintenance system and standup

.0f maintenance personnel; installation and training for the

computer aided instruction system, training 1nformation system, and
pilot tracking and flight scheduling system;

2. NAVAIR estimates that there will be a two year delay in I0OC of
the T-45 if NAS Kingsville is closed. This delay would prevent the
Navy from realizing the annual aircraft operating savings which are
anticipated from the T-45%. The following is a comparison of the
hourly operating costs of the T-45, T-2 and the TA-4:

T~45 $539
T2 $861
TA~4 $1,205

The training syllabus for a strike pilot is 175 hours in the T-45
and 180 hours in the T-2/TA-4 {90hr/100hr). Using these parameters
it would cost $94,325% to train a pilot in the T-45 and $197,990 to
train a pilot in the T-2/TA-4. This is a savings of $103,665 per
pilot or $41,466,000 per year for a PTR of 400. This savings, at
full implementation, will be delayed 2 years if NAS Kingsville is
closed. The additional cost to the Navy for the delay will be
nearly 5100 million.

3. Kingsville was designated as the master site for updating the
above computer systems and MACAIR, who will maintain the system
software, has already established their headquarters at Kingsville.
There would be a contract cost to relocate MACAIR personnel and
offset losses on residences, possibly as much as $2 million.

The installation and testing of the training systems are almost
complete at NAS Kingsville. NAVAIR estimates that the cost to _ .

- 34



r

diagsemble, reassemble, and bring the equipment back to full
operating condition could cost between $20 wmillion and $35 million

and tak e over 18 months to complete.
The following is an estimate summary of non-construction costs:

Extra Aircraft Operating Costs $ B2M
MACAIR Persocnnel Relocation Costs $§ 2M

Relocation of Training Equipment $ 35M
$119M
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY ) =i =
OFFIQCE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC 20855-2000 .
IN REPFLY REFER TO

Memo 44&1D/65
1é Jun 581

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
8ubj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) elecon Btwn BCRC Mr., Patrick/OP-441D CDR Ching of
JumT 198l

Encl: (1) Information regarding ship berthing
considarations and regquirenents for various ship
classes :

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in respcnse to your requaest of
reference (a)-

Actxv;txas bivision

Copy to: OASD (PEL)
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DEPARTMENT: OF THE NAVY O -1y
QFFCE OF THE CHIEE OF nNavAL GPERATIONS

WASHINGTON, DC 2035482000
I REM LY REFER TG

Memo 443/64
14 June 1891

MEMORANDUY FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: AMENDMENTS TO COBRA ANALYSIS FOR RECRUIT TRAINING CENTERS
(RTC) SAN DIEGO AND ORLANDO

Encl: (1) Revisions to COBRA Analyses for RTC San Diego and RIC
Crlando

i. The enclesure provides amended COBRA analyses which mere
accurately reflect full the costs associataed with clesing each
RTC. The additionazl recurring costs shown for RTCs San Diego and
Orlande capture the costs of umoving personnel from the RTCs to
the NTCs where they will undergo their Sarvice A School training
prior to assignment to the Flaet or Fleet Support Units.

2. These ccsts derive from the current relationship batween ezch
RTC and its adjacent NTC. To the maximum degree possible, we
ensure that recruits undergo basic training at the RYC collocated
with the NTC where they will undergo their A School follow-on
training. This policy reduces delay and disruption for the
recruits, increuses efficiency of both the RTC and NTC, and
avoids the costs and delays associated with moving personnel to
NTCs located at long distances from the RTC where basic training
occurs. In addition, a certain percentage of the recruits
entering without a career field designation will attend A School
at the NTC collocated with the RTC where thaey receive recruit
training. The closing ©f one of the RTCs will leave us with two
RTCs feeding thrae NICs and will thereby increase personnel
moving costs, regardless of which RTC is closed.

3. The enclosed COBRA =nalyses assume that closure of either RTC
San Diego or Orlando will result in RTC Great Lakes, which has
the. largest capacity, absorbing the closed RTC's entire workload.
These analyses reflect the additionzl costs of moving recruits
for A Scheol Training at either NTC San Diego or NT¢C Crlando from
RTC Great Lakes if elther cne of these RTCs is closed., The
results of the enclosed analyses reinforce our previously stated
contention that closure of a RIC by itself does not make sense
for econonic as well ax mission~related reasons. Clesure only
nakes sense from both economic and mission-related perspectives
if an entire NTC/RTC complex is closed. We have not provided an
analysis for RTC Great lakes since the Commission has removed it
from consideration. The results of a COBRA analysis for it
would, however, be consistent with the results obtalined for RICs

Orlando 2nd San Diego.

P. W. DRENNON T Z
PADM, CEC, USN 37
DirectEsayr, Ehore
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DEPARTMENT.OF THE NAVY
OFFILE OF THE CHIgF OF NAVAL QPIRATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC Z0353-2000

IN REPLY REFER TO
Memo 443/€63
14 Junea 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: COBRA REVISIONS FOR NAVSTA NEW YORK
Encl: (1) Revised COBRA Analyses for NAVSTA New York

1. Additional review has revealed some shortcomings in thé
praeviously submitted COBRA analyses. We are concerned that
inclusion the Section 801 housing costs rasulted in a skewed
comparison of NAVSTA New York relative to the Gulf Coast
homeports for the following reasons:

a. The 201 housing annual costs of $19,740,000 included in
the previcus analyses reflects the costs of housing the pex$annel
from the ships not yet homeported at NAVSTA New York.

b. The COBRA analyses for NAVSTAs Mobile and Pascagoula did
net include any comparable costs (family housing, leases, or
BAQ/VHA) for housing personnel &f the ships planned for
honeporting at these ports.

Accoerdingly, we have enclesed two naw analyses. The analyszs
identified as STANY 04.COB corrects some errors that are
independent of the 801 housing lssue, which reguire correction
a2nd which have relatively minor impacts on the model's outcome.
The analysis identified 2s STANY 05.C0B delates the Section 801
costs, As you can sea, the deletion of these recurring costs has
a major impact on the steady state savings, reducing them’ tre&
$47.23M annually €o $27.5M annually.

P, W. DREKNON

RADM, CEC, USHE
Director, Shore
Activities Divigion
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE -0
WASHINGTON

JUN 17 189

Av e
The Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Dear Mr Courter:

In response to the Base Closure Commission identification of potential additional or
substitute Air Force installations for closure consideration, ! tasked my Base Closure Executve
Group (BCEG) to re-examine the viability of the Loring AFB closure recommendation. In the
course of this review, the BCEG examined the issues surfaced by your Commissioners and
staff as well as the information developed by the Maine Congressional delegation and the Save
Lonng Committee. The review was undertaken with the participation of the Strategic Air
Command and inéluded data collected from base level. As a result of that analysis, I have
found no significant deviation from either the Force Structure Plan or the DoD criteria, and still
strongly recommend that Loring AFB be closed and that Platsburgh AFB remain open.

In 2 related issue, I want to address the importance of closing the entire package of
bases that we had recommended. The number of bases we recommended for closure was
based on the Force Structure Plan, along with simple mathematics. The Force Structure Plan is
as accurate 2 statement of the aircraft and missiles required to accomplish our mission as we
can make. It is inextricably tied to our declining budget. To prevent certain bases from
closure based on speculation regarding changes to our planned force structure or to defer tough
closure decisions o subsequent Commissions would be a costly mistake. Simply put, if we
don’t close the bases, we will have no choice but to further reduce Air Force programs, force
structure and manpower in order to pay the bill to keep unnecessary bases open.

Finally, I am not aware of any new data which would justify the closure of Goodfellow
AFB, or any change to my original recommendation for the partial closure of MacDill AFB.

I know your task is a mmﬁdously difficult one. I commend the Commission on the
progress you have made thus far. The Air Force will continue to be as mponswc as possible

to assist you in this serious undertalang

Donald B. Rice

Sincerely
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" DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY O -2
CFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS - =
WASHINGTON, D¢ 20350-2000
IN HEPLY REFER T
11000

Memo 441C/66
17 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSIOHN
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: {(a} Multiple tgiifégg between BCRC (Mr. Patrick) and COP-441C
(CDR Kendall

Encl: (1) Strategic Homeport Information

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in response to your request of
reference (a).

Direct™sr, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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STRATEGIC HOMEPORT INFORMATION

1. What is the need for ships based at Everett to use training
ranges in Southern California waters, and the cost differential
that may result compared to basing those same ships in Southern
California?

We estimate that Everett 'based ships will train in Southern
California (SOCAL) waters on an average of twice a year for
battlegroup workups, refresher training, eto. Inpacts are
negligible with respect to costs because PACFLT ships operate at
sea 27 days per quarter. Transit times for ships in Everett will
be factored into the total at-sea exercise and training package.
Everett ships will conduct single ship and multi-ship training
while in transit. The same training for SOCAL bases ships is
accomplished during cruises in the SOCAL area. If transit time
alone was used as a determining factor, the difference in cost
would be approximately $2.5 million per year more for all the
Everett ships to train in the SOCAL area. Although specific
training ranges are in SOCAL operations areas, this delta cost can
be misleading since no at-sea period can be viewed in isolation of
the total package of training that will be conducted while
transiting (i.e., 1lookout, ©0O0D, ASW, RAS +training, PASEX,
ENCOUNTEREX, etc). The delta between the personnel tempo of
Everett and Long Beach sailors is negligible because ships will be
out of homeport 27 days a gquarter regardless of homeport.

2. The following information concerning the 1988 Base Realignment
and Closure projects which have been awarded at Staten Island is
provided:

{($ millions)

OSh Curr

Submit Proegram  Obligated Expended
Proj Description Amount Amount (6/17/91) (6/17/91})
111R PW Facility 5.85 5.15 3.717 1.340
107R BEQ . ¢.2 7.6 7.27 1.607
115R NEX Facility 2.6 2.6 2.456 0.565%0
116R Phys Fitness 3.7 2.6 2.43¢6 0.164

Total 21.35 17.95 15.87%9 3.801

ENCLOSURE 14.)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY C=1- l\g;f
GFFICE OQF THE CHIEF QF NAVAL ORERATIONS é;

WASHINGTON. DL 20350-2000
iR REPLY REFER YO

1144006
Memo 441D/87
1% June 1851

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Telecon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/0P-441D CDR Ching of
17 Jun 1991

Encl: (1)} Information regarding costs to repair substandard
piers at Naval Station Long Beach

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your reguest of
reference (a).

RADMYS c, USN
Director, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)

L
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The Naval Facilities Assets Data Base identifies the
condition of a number of piers at Naval Station Long Beach as
substandard. How much would it cost to bring these piers up to
adeguate standards?

The staff, Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, has
identified one Military Construction project (estimated at $3.5
million) and nine special projects (totaling $13.1 million)
which would be reguired to brlng the piers at Long Beach up to
adeguate standards.

ENCLOSURE [ 7T
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -8000 SRR

P osies June 19, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006~1604

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Commission's final list of additional options for
closure or realigmment, if recommended by the Commission, would
represent a significant departure from the Secretary's
recommendations. Of particular concern is the potential military
impact of deviations from proposals that were closely coordinated
between the Military Departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
In the case of the Corps of Engineers, I know you can appreciate
the Secretary's reasons for preferring to work directly with
Congress.

While the Commission must review these additional options in
order to exercise its independent judgment, I would note the
Department already analyzed many of these options before making
its recommendations. While these analyses have been previously
provided to you as part of our overall documentation, I thought
that the Commission might find summaries of the Department's
analyses useful for consideration in your final deliberations.

Finally, I want to stress once again the importance the
Department places on closing unneeded bases. As the Secretary
said at his base closure press conference in April, "You get a
hollow force when you scrimp on any of the unglamorous things and
pay, instead, for things you don't need, like too many military
bases. If we keep all of the bases open and have a smaller
force, we will end up wasting resources toc keep bases alive,
instead of spending money to maintain a quality force."

incerely,

) \/RY’\“”Y“QﬁjZQu-,

Colin McMillan

Enclosures
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BUBJECT: Sacramento Army Depot, “"Sacramento Plan" Modifications

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES:

1. Close Sacramento Army Depot. The Depot would transfer all
worklead to the Sacramento Air Logistics Center except an amount
equivalent to 255 personnel who would transfer to Tobyhanna Army
Depot. This transfer is necessary because the capacity of the Air
Logistics Center is not sufficient to absorb all the Sacramento Army
Depot workload.

2. All Sacramento Army Depot work would transfer to the Sacramento
Air Logistics Center except for 236 authorizations for Electro-Optical
work which would go to Anniston Army Depot.

DISCUBSION:

The Department urges approval of the DoD plan for moving workload
from the Sacramento Army Depot for the following reascns:

o Cest savings. The DoD plan will result in significantly more
savings than either alternative 1 or 2. When compared to the $55
million annual steady state savings for the DoD plan, alternative
1 would reduce DoD savings by $12 million per year, and
alternative 2 would reduce DoD savings by $18 million per year.
If other factors were considered in the calculations of savings,
such as lower indirect and overhead costs at Tobyhanna Army
Depot, the DoD plan would show even greater savings when compared
to alternatives 1 or 2.

(o} Flexibility. 'The DoD plan is an integral part of a comprehensive
effort to strengthen all depot maintenance activities. To make
changes to the DoD plan would substantially effect the workload
changes proposed in several other commodity areas. The Defense
Depot Maintenance Council reviews the distribution of workload on
a continuing basis. If the Base Closure Commission were to
dictate workload distribution, it would make it difficult for DoD
to obtain future potential savings by using our flexibility to
move workloads.

o Utilization. The DoD plan provides more effective use of depot
capacity. Alternatives 1 and 2 leave Tobyhanna Army Depot
underutilized.

o Competition. The DoD plan recognizes that even gfeater savings

can be achieved through competing "above core" workload
reguirements with industry and other DoD depots. The
alternatives would not allow competition of the affected
workload, precluding the realization of these savings.

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council extensively reviewed the
criginal "Sacramento Plan" and rejected it as not cost effective. The
alternatives should be similarly rejected by the Commission.



BUBJECT: Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and
Buchanan.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Buchanan
would be transferred to the Reserve Component as possible additions to
the Department's recommendations; elimination of the active duty
presence and transfer to the Reserve Conmponent of Fort Dix, NJ and
Fort Chaffee, AR. All of these bases except for Fort Buchanan, PR,

- were evaluated by the Army within the Major Training Installation

category.

DIBCUSETON:

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make
changes in administrative control or garrison configuration of its
installations outside of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission (P.L. 101-510) framework. While we agree that the
principle of National Guard control may have some merit in limited
circumstances, it is clearly prudent tec await the final results of the
study of Reserve Component (RC) training strategies and management of
training areas before making any changes in administrative control.

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A.P. Hill, and Indiantown Gap all support
both active and reserve training. Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation
of Fort McPherson, primarily supports the administration of the Army's
presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and control type installation,
it has no training area, and few ranges.

It is misleading to assume that significant savings are possible
by transferring major training area installations to the reserve
components. Transferring funding responsibility from the active
component to the guard or reserve component does not, in itself,
create savings., Most savings occur through effective use of personnel
resources which cannot be determined without site visits and worklocad
analysis. The garrisons in question are currently small and operate
with a minimal staff. Therefore the ability to further economize is
questionable.

It should be noted that an earlier study of the issue of
administrative control, completed in 1986, found that Congressional
ceilings on Active Guard and Reserve, and Guard military technician
spaces would be a significant constraint if responsibility were passed
to either the National Guard or the U. S. Army Reserve.

In conclusion, the Department opposes the transfer of these
installations pending completion of the above-referenced study.
Additionally, the proposed transfer may not necessarily be more
cost-effective. Once the reserve training study is complete around
the Spring of 1992, the Army can and will exercise the authority it
already has to make changes in administrative control and garrison
configurations between active duty and reserve forces, if
appropriate.



BUBJECT: Forts Hamilton and Totten, New York
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Transfer the operational control of Forts Hamilton and
Totten in New York from the Army to the Navy.

DISCUSEBION:

There are no proven operational or economic advantages to be

.gained by such a transfer at this time.

The missions of this c¢omplex are area-oriented and are not
being eliminated. The Army is required to support the current
missions for the foreseeable future. If an agreement could be
reached between the Navy and the Army over the gecographic support
tc all DoD operations in the New York city area, consolidations
between Army and Navy installations and operations could occur.
In the absence of such an agreement and without the time to do
the necessary analysis and negotiation, it is not prudent to
close, realign or transfer operational coentrol of either
installation at this time.

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make
changes in administrative contrel of its installations ocutside of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (P.L. 101-
510) framework, should circumstances warrant.
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BUBJECT: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Reorganization

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Include the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers reorganization
study in the Commission's recommendations.

DISCUBBION:

The Départment recommends elimination of the Corps from
further consideration by the Commission.

Although the Secretary of Defense supports the need to
recrganizé the Army Corps of Engineers, he did not include it in
the DoD recommendations to the Commission. At the regquest of
leaders of the House Public Works and Transportation Committee,
Secretary Cheney agreed to submit separate legislation in
congideration of the civil works committee's jurisdictional
authorities., On May 24, 1991, the Defense Department forwarded
the legislative proposal and the Corps of Engineers
Reorganization Study to Congress, and urged the expeditious
enactment of the legislative proposal.
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SUBJECT: 1Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Close Long Beach Naval sShipyard, CA
DIBCUSEBION:

NSY Long Beach should not be considered a substitute for NSY
Philadelphia, even though both are non-nuclear shipyards. Excess

. drydock capacity exists on the east coast while it does not on

the west coast. NSY Long Beach has already been downsized and
restructured to properly balance its workload and workforce to
operate effectively and efficiently. Based on the New Threat
Upgrade (NTU) modernization of conventional surface ships, Long
Beach's final cost per ship modernization to the customer (the
fleet} is about 15% less than Philadelphia.

NSY Long Beach is the third largest shipyard (private or
public) on the west coast and is the only public shipyard on the
west coast that bids on surface ship repair. Without this
shipyard, the public/private competition program would cease to
exist on the west coast. NSY lLong Beach was placed in service 42
years ago and is the Navy's youngest shipyard. Additionally, it
is only 115 miles north of San Diego and is therefore close to
the major fleet concentration. This is important because San
Diego, unlike Norfolk, does not have a major collocated shipyard.
In all, NSY Long Beach is in close proximity to the vast majority
(70%) of the Pacific surface fleet.

NSY Long Beach is designated as the contingency drydock for
emergency docking of nuclear aircraft carriers on the west coast
in the event that Drydock Number 6 at NSY Puget Sound, WA is not
available. NSY Leng Beach provides the only large drydock for
conducting routine maintenance work on all large ships in
Socuthern California. In total, its three drydocks provide 52% of
the drydock capacity (both public and private) in the region.
This situation is in contrast to that on the east coast where
three shipyards capable of docking aircraft carriers and large
ships are located in close proximity to fleet concentrations
{(i.e., Norfolk, Newport News, and Philadelphia). If NSY Long
Beach is closed, all aircraft carriers, large amphibiocus and
replenishment ships would be forced to leave Southern California
for drydocking. The nearest alternative drydocks are at Puget
Sound (1300 NM) and Pear]l Harbor, HI (2600 NM). These yards
would have insufficient capacity to handle NSY Long Beach's
current workload. The resulting crew relocation and family
separation would cause a major degradation in quality of life for
the crews of these ships. By having NSY Long Beach near San
Diego few, if any, families have to relocate during major repairs
or overhauls.



BUBJECT: Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Close Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX.

DIECUBBION:

than

O

Closure of NAS Kingsville is a less attractive alternative
closure of NAS Chase Field because:

Infrastructure to support T-45 aircraft is in place at NAS
Kingsville, (i.e., trainers, aircraft maintenance
facilities, and jet engine test cell). Moving the T-45
airciaft function to NAS Chase will cost an estimated $25.5
million.

NAS Kingville has dual runways (two parallel runways
bisected by two parallel crosswind runways) allowing more
flexibility in conducting training operations than at NAS
Chase which has two parallel runways and a single crosswind
runway.

NAS Kingsville has newer facilities in better state of
repair than NAS Chase. This results in lower maintenance
costs and more efficient operations.

Closure of NAS Kingsville would cause a two year delay in
T-45 Initial Operating Capability.
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BUBJECT: Meridian Naval Air Station, MS

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Close Meridian Naval Air Station, MS.

DIBCUBEION:

Closure of NAS Meridian is a less attractive alternative to

NAS Chase Field because:

)

NAS Meridian could not be utilized as an Outlying Field
(OLF) as it is too far away from other training fields. NaS
Chase is close encugh to Kingsville to be used as an OLF and
would provide flexibility during T-45 transition and surge.

Reconstitution of the force can be more readily accomplished
at NAS Chase than NAS Meridian. NAS Meridian is near enough
to major air hubs that airlines would find the air space
attractive. If NAS Meridian is closed, the Navy would
probably lose the airspace with little chance of recovery.
NAS Chase is remote from airline hubs, with little
competition for its airspace.

Return on investment years for NAS Meridian c¢closure is
approximately five times longer than that for closure of
either NAS Chase or NAS Kingsville.

NAS Meridian has the most modern design of any NAS; NAS
Chase dates from the WWII era. Being newer, NAS Meridian is
easier to maintain. The runways at NAS Meridian are built
to newer criteria. They are staggered and offset to allow
an increased tempoc of operations accommodating simultaneous
landings or take~offs and more aircraft in the pattern at
the same time. Additionally, the operations area at NAS
Meridian is remote from the administrative and training
area. This arrangement is more efficient because there is
less noise impact on classroom training.
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S8UBJECT: Staten Island Naval Station, NY

DEBCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:
Close staten Island Naval Station, NY

DIBCUSEBION:

The Department is opposed to the closure of Staten Island
Naval Station. ’

The Secretary of the Navy's Base Structure Committee rated
Naval Station New York (Staten Island) high in overall military
value. NAVSTA New York received high ratings in both the mission
and land/facilities assessment categories. Staten Island's new
and excellent facilities are state of the art in terms of their
ability to support homeported ships. Staten Island, as a
homeport, is 78% complete. The Shore Intermediate Maintenance
Activity (SIMA) is in a newly constructed facility, with up-to-
date equipment. The SIMA will provide modern ship intermediate~
level maintenance work more efficiently than those at existing
older facilities. The SIMA at Staten Island also provides
intermediate level maintenance support for ammunition ships at
the Naval Weapons Station at Earle, NJ.

Ship homeport assignments for Staten Island have been
carefully developed to ensure that crew sizes and corresponding
family housing requirements will be adequately satisfied by Navy-
sponsored housing in the immediate area.

The geographic location of Staten Island, in an area with a
large Naval Reserve population, makes retention of this facility
desirable. The assignment of ships to Staten Island to support
reserve training is in full support of the Navy's Total Force
concept. The demographics are good and will allow for sufficient
manning of these ships; a vital factor of the Navy's
reconstitution intentions in time of emergency.

Staten Island has specifically designed modern facilities
for new class ships such as the deep draft, power intensive CG-~47
class AEGIS cruisers. The facilities at Staten Island have a low
level of maintenance and repair requirements due to their
newness. Other homeports, with some facility and support
improvements, could accommodate the ships currently planned for
Staten Island. The added costs of upgrading and maintaining
older facilities at existing bases (costs not now included in the
Pefense budget) must be weighed against the lower cost of
maintaining this new base.



SUBJECT: Treasure Island Naval Station, CA
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES:

1. Realign Treasure Island Naval Station, CA, eliminating
excess berthing capacity but retaining all necessary
administrative, training, housing, and personnel support
functions for the San Francisco Bay Area naval complex.

2. Realign Treasure Island to retain only the housing.

DISCUSSION:

The Haval Station is not a "stand alcone™ activity. The bulk
of its functions support the entire San Francisco Bay Area Navy
complex or are related to the support provided to tenant
activities, family housing residents of Treasure Island, and
transient personnel. Additionally, the berthing capacity of
Treasure Island, while small, provides flexibility in
accommodating Bay Area operations.

The new brig and medical/dental cliniec, the large Coast
Guard presence, the port services/operations function, the Naval
Technical Training Center, a new state of the art fire fighting
school that meets local clean air standards, and the large
numbers of units of family housing are all indicative of Treasure
Islands importance to the San Francisco Bay Area Navy complex. A
significant number of activities supporting the Bay area would
require relocation and construction at other locations in the Bay
area in the event of a large realignment as described in
alternative 2.

It makes noc sense to recreate this complex of tenants
elsewhere in the area, especially if the housing at Treasure
Island and the Technical Training Center were to remain in place.
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SUBJECT: San Diego Naval Training Center, CA
DESCRIPTTION OF ALTE TIVE:
Realign/close San Diego Naval Training Center, CA.

DIBSCUBBION:

The Department ig opposed to the closure of NTC San Diego. It
is not the most cost effective option:

Cost ROI Years
NTC Orlando 397M 11 Years
NTC San Diego 549M 100 Years

Closure of NTC San Diego is also not operationally sound.
Retaining NTC San Diego due to its collocation with fleet units
enhances the Navy's informal program to Keep personnel sea-shore
duty rotations in the same geographical area. This results in a
savings of nearly $13 million per year in Permanent Change of
Station (PCS) and Temporary Attached Duty (TAD) expenditures as
follows:

o Over 2,000 staff billets (93 officer and 1,919 enlisted)
support NTC San Diego. An estimated 50% of these billets are
filled by PCS transfers from San Diego area commands. This
results in a PCS savings of $6 million per year.

o The Service School Command (8S8C) San Diego is the major west
coast single site training facility, offering 102 advanced
occupaticnal courses with a duration to more than 12 days ("C"
schoels), and 21 team training and technical courses of 12 day
or less in duration ("F" schoolsg). These schools support
fleet units located along the west coast, in Hawaii and the
western Pacific., Estimated FY-97 inputs for SS8C San Diego "C¥
and "F" schools are 6,930 and 4,700 respectively. Relocation
of these schools to Great Lakes would increase TAD
expenditures by $6.8 million per year in travel expenses
alone.

Collocation of the Recruit Training Command (RTC) San Diego
with the fleet allows interaction with fleet commands. Regular
fleet visits serve to ensure that newly trained recruits meet fleet
requirements. Fleet personnel visit the RTC weekly. On average,
recruit companies are able to participate in at least two open
discussions with fleet personnel and share fleet experiences.

Unlike Orlando, relocation of the type of technical training
conducted at SSC San Diego would disrupt training pipelines for
nearly 8,500 students. This would reduce fleet readiness in
essential technical skill ratings. Internal Communications,
Engineman, Electricians Mate, and Machinists Mate occupational
skill training would be out of service for three months to one
year. Radioman occupational schools would be out of service for at
least one year to re-engineer and re-install associated training
devices and lab equipment.
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S8UBJECT: Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD), San Diego, CA
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES:

1. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and
perseonnel to Marine Corps Base (MCB), Camp Pendleton, CA. The
MCRD would continue as a stand-alone entity within Camp
Pendleton, but share common areas of support,.

2. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and
personnel to MCRD Parris Island, SC. This would combine the two
commands as the sole Marine Corps command/location for recruit
training.

DISCUSSION:

The Marine Corps is opposed to the closure of MCRD San
Diego. ,

MCRD San Diego trains 55% of all Marine recruits.
Relocation of the MCRD to either location would wvirtually
eliminate surge capacity essential to rapidly expand recruit
throughput for mobilization during time of national emergency.

The personnel loading and training mission cannot be
absorbed at Camp Pendleton without largely replicating San
Diego's infrastructure. Facilities would also have to be
constructed at Parris Island and facility deficiencies at both
locations would have to be corrected.

Both locations have significant impediments to accommodating
the MCRD mission and personnel. MCRD Parris Island is
essentially all wetlands, which limits development under section
404 of The Clean Water Act and the President's policy of no net
loss of wetlands. MCB Camp Pendleton is constrained by a limited
water supply from already stressed aquifers and by the
competition for land use in support of current training missions.

It is unlikely that the cost of either relocation could be
offset threagh real property sales. Approximately 40% of MCRD
San Diego is filled tidal lands to which the State claims
ownership. Aalso, the large common boundary with San Diego's
civilian airport (Lindbergh Field) makes a large public discount
allowance transfer for airport expanszon almost a certainty.
Further, disposition of the property is limited by the National
Historic Preservation Act, under which 25 of the MCRD's buildings
and approximately 25% of land are listed in the National Register
of Historic Places.
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SUBJECT: Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, TX
DESCRIPTION QF ALTERNATIVES:

1. Close Goodfellow AFB as an alternative to closing
Lowry AFB, O.

2. Close Goodfellow AFB in addition to Lowry AFB, CO.

DISCUSBBION:

The Department is opposed to the closure of Goodfellow AFB.
The closure of Lowry AFB is a better option from a capacity,
military value and cost standpoint.

Goodfellow AFB is one of the Air Force's six Technical
Training Centers. oOthers are Chanute AFB, IL (1988 Base Closure
Commission decision to close in FY93), Keelser AFB, MS; Lackland
AFB, TX; Sheppard AFB, TX: and Lowry AFB, CO. The primary
mission of Goodfellow AFB is to provide general and cryptologic
intelligence training for the Air Force, other DoD agencies, and
allied forces. Goodfellow alsoc supports El Dorado AFS, located
35 miles away, whose primary mission is to provide submarine and
intercontinental ballistic missile attack warning. El Dorado
AFS's mission is not projected to decrease and no other military
installation is readily located to provide the necessary support.

The Air Force projects that $116 in MILCON would be required
to conduct Goodfellow AFB courses elsewhere, while the net cost
of implementing the closure of Lowry is expected to be only $48M.

With Air Force enlisted accession dropping from 40,000 to
30,000 per year, the Air Force projects approximately 20% excess
capacity in its Technical Training Centers (TTC) after Chanute
AFB is closed in FY923. Lowry AFB contributes 17% of TTC facility
capacity, Goodfellow AFB contributes only 6%. Closing Lowry AFB
saves 11l% more manpower ($5.7M annually) and annual Real Property
Maintenance (RPM) savings are $5.5M more through closing Lowry
AFB. Closing both bases would take more than the identified
excess capacity, would require additional ccnstructlon, and would
jeopardize essential surge capacity. ;-

Excess facilities at the other Technical Training Centers
are more readily adapted to courses from Lowry AFB than
Goodfellow AFB, due the classified and sensitive nature of most
Goodfellow AFB courses and the resultant security requirements.
Goodfellow therefore has & higher military value than Lowry.

z
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BURJECT: MacDill Air Force Base, FL

DEECRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:
Close MacDill AFB and relocate CENTCOM and SOCOM.

DISCUBBION:

The Secretary of Defense recommended the partial closure of
MacDill AFB. The flying mission and Joint Communications Support
Element would realign to other bases. CENTCOM and SOCOM would
remain in-place. The Air Force estimates partial closure of
MacDill AFB to cost $29M and complete closure, including
realignment of CENTCOM and SOCOM, would cost $220M.

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group investigated the
Air Force Systems Command (AFSC} facilities at Andrews AFB, MD as
a potential receiver location for realigning missions; however,
the group concluded the space could better be utilized by DoD to
reduce dependency on Naticonal Capital Region leased space. The
Defense Authorization Act for 1991 (Section 2803) establishes
restrictions on the amount of leased space that DoD can occupy
during 19%1-199%3. 1In addition, the Department is opposed to
moving additional missions inte the Washington area.

Finally, the AF¥SC HQ building has 347,373 sq ft; CENTCOM and
S0COM currently occupy 442,164 sqg ft at MacDill (CENTCOM 150,522
sg ft, SOCOM 251,642 sq ft).



BUBJECT: Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES:

1. Close Plattsburgh AFB as a substitute for another base in
the strategic category.

2. Close Plattsburgh AFB in addition to Loring AFB, ME.
DIBCOBEION:
The Department is opposed to the closure of Plattsburgh AFB.

HQ SAC basing requirements substantiate the need for a
northeastern tanker base. SAC can not operationally afford to
close both Plattsburgh AFB and Loring AFB.

A northeast base is required for Tanker Task Force and MAC
European/CENTCOM support missions. The task force operates six
to eight rotational KC~135 aircraft supporting Eurcpean bound
aircraft deployments. The task force can not operate effectively
from any base further west than Plattsburgh AFB and there would
be a day-to-day Emergency War Order alert shortfall of 6-%
tankers should both bases close, even considering Air Reserve
Component tanker beddown. Also, Tanker Task Force infrastructure
is already in-place and operations are currently being conducted
from Plattsburgh AFB.

Plattsburgh AFB has approximately 60% more aircraft parking
space than Loring AFB and annual operating costs are $9 million
less. Also, historical weather data shows less severe weather at
Plattsburgh AFB. For these, and other reasons, Plattsburgh AFB
ranks higher in military value than Loring AFB.

The most convincing argument for not c¢losing both
Plattsburgh and loring AFBs was presented to the Commission in a
classified session on June 6, 1991.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
'OPFIC£ RF THE CHIEF OF NavAL OPERATIONS
WABHINGTON, DC 203%0-2000
M RERLY REFER TO
1ls00
Memo 441D/6 8
20 Jun 91

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: {a) Telecon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/0P-441D CDR Ching of
18 Jun 1991

Encl: (1) Information regarding Pier Echo at Naval Station

Long Beach
(2) Information regarding the "Case for Chase™

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your request of
reference {aj.

2. Enclosure {2} was provided as background information to
Congressman Ortiz at his request and is, therefore, provided for
your information as well.

Aetivities Division

Copy to: OQASD (P&L)
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Pier ECHO at lLong Beach does not appear in the NAVFAC data base
extract used as a baseline for the Category 1A (Naval Stations)
pier length calculations. This pier, with 2.9KFB, was formerly a
part of the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach. Information received
from CINCPACFLT staff in response to a query indicates that Pier
ECHO was turned over to the Naval Station in February 19%0. The

.data base update apparently occurred after the Base Closure

extract was made. CINCPACFLT staff also advises that Pier ECHO
is being used for general purpose berthing; LHAs are tied up
along the west wall and AORs are tied up along the south wall.
The berthing assets at NAVSTA Long Beach should be increased by
2.9KFB to a total of 13.8KFB. The increased capacity reflected
by this correction is offset by a corresponding increase in the
amount of reduction associated with the Navy's proposed ¢losure
of Naval Station Long Beach, resulting in nc change to the
previously calculated net berthing excess.

ENCLOSURE {1 ]

ey -
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17 JUNE 1991

PURPOSE
o To provide clarification of points raised in "The Case for
Chase". i

BACKGROUND

© "The Case for Chase" was developed by the local community .
to justify retention ©f NAS Chase Field suggesting that another
strike pilot training base be consgidered.

o The presentation contained some inaccuracies and over
stated some points.

PISCUSSION

o The 1988 Base Closure Evaluation criteria contained a
maximum possible 475 points. The point spread between the highest
and lowest strike pilot training base was @ points. This is a
deviation of less than 2% from the highest rating to the lowest and
is statistically insignificant. The evaluation was not designed to
rank the bases but to identify their relative strengths and
weaknesses.

o The Base Closure Evaluation Criteria, when reviewed by the
Base Structure Committee, were determined to be biased in favor of
retaining bases and the resulits of the evaluation were therefore
used as only one element upon which the BSC based their overall
assessment of a base in reaching the Navy base closure
recommendation.

© A comparison of the average strike pilot graduation rate
{1985-1989) per aircraft assigned to each strike pilot training
base provides the following PTR productivity results:

Aivcraft Average Annual Average Pilot
Assigned Pilot Graduation . Graduation Per
~ Ajrcraft
Chase Field 125 . 156 - 1.25
Kingsville 122 157 1.29
Meridian 109 134 1.23

There is an insignificant difference in productivity per aircraft
assigned between bases.

o "The Case for Chase" guotes a 12 April 1990 Chief of Naval
Air Training (CNATRA) letter which states that NAS Meridian
suffered from severe airspace limitations. This position was
changed in a subsequent CNATRA letter stating that runways were the
limiting factor for training.

ENCLOSURE {Z ) _=m=
.- . 63



o "Chase/Kingsville can produce 428 PTR with no MILCON
expense.” Statement ignores that it will cost at least
$15.4 millicn to construct facilities for the T-45 at NAS Chase

Field,.

o "Chase/Kingsville can produce 500 PTR with the T-45."
1t does not contain the complete CNATRA analysis:
Maximum PTR Chase Field/Kingsville - 527

PTR Capability without NAS Chase Field

PTR
NAS MERIDIAN 239
NAS KINGSVILLE 274
513

PTR Capability with OLF Chase Field

HAS MERIDIAN
NAS KINGSVILLE

[FVRE L%

3
7

lwto

O

1
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o When the ability to accommodate major pilot training surge
or reconstitution are considered, the combination cf two Texas
bases can accommodate a maximum PTR of 527, with the T-45. A
Kingsville/Meridian combination with OL¥ Chase Field could produce

a PTR of 612 with the T-45,.

o "The Case for Chase” Facility Comparison presentation
presents some inaccuracies based on the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command {NAVFAC) Facility Data Base:

- NAS Chase Field has only 181,056 SF of hangar bay area

vice the 205,424 SF shown in the comparison.
~ NAS Meridian has 299,863 8Y of apron space vice the

288,263 5Y shown in the comparison.
- The source data for training space comparison c¢an not be

determined but the following is & comparison f£rom the NAVEAC data
base of cperational trainer buzldlng area: o

NAS KINGSVILLE ) ' 53,556 SF
NAS MERIDIAN 33,534 SF
NAS CHASE FIELD 25,550 8F

o When the ability to accommodate training simulators is
considered, Chase Field has the smallest existing trainer area as

illustrated above,

© Wwhen considering cost and manpower factors, all strike
pilot training bases use the El Centro Strike Detachment. Use of
El Centro by all three bases has increased since 1988.

o AICUZ and encroachment incompatibilities at Kingsville and

Meridian asre felt to have been overstated. Neither AICUZ nor
1 -
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encroachment are viewed as major problems at Meridian either in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) or the existing Base
Master Plan. Meridian has 58 residences and 3 churches in noise
zones which are incompatible by Navy standards. The relatively low
number of noise complaints which have been received at Meridian
"indicates relatively few noise conflicts with area residents™
{Meridian Master Plan). AFCUZ analysis for Kingsville in the DEIS
was based on the T-2/TaA-4 aircraft combination. The operating
noise for the T-45 is significantly lower thereby reducing the
AICUZ footprint illustrated in the DEIS.

o The potential safety hazard ¢f mid-air accidents at
Kingsville was over-emphasized in “The Case for Chase" While the
Navy acknowledges that staggered thresholds would enhance safety,
the Kingsville Wing Commander has been guoted in OPNAV
correspendence to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission that
staggered thresholds are not a safety hazard until the PTR exceeds
250 to 300 at Kingsville. ‘

¢ The potential civilian reuse of excess facilities at any of
the strike pilet training bases has not yet been investigated. The
potential for excess facilities exists at each of the bases, even
if it were used as an OLF. Beeville has expressed interest in
potential reuse of facilities in "The Case for Chase™.

RECOMMENDATION

o None, for informatien only.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY = O-1=25

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL CPERATIONS
WABHINQGTON, DS ZQ3E50-20080

X IN REPLY REFER TC

11800
Memo 44C1L/68%
20 June 1891

IEE I ANY SN N

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a}) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter
of June 19, 1881

Encl: (1) Response to itams 2, 5, 6, &, 9, 10, 11, and 14

31, Enclosure (1) is forwerded in partial response to the reguest
for sdditional information forwarded by reference (a).

Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY or ;‘Z“’?

CERICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL DPFZRATIONS

WABSHINGTON, BQC 20350-2000
N REFLY REFER TO

11000
Memo 44C1/72
21 June 1891

MEMORANDUM FOR THE EBASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Defensa Base Closure and Realignment Comnission letter
of June 18, 1591

Encl: (1) Response to items 1, 3, 4, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18,
18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25

1. Enclosure (1) is forwardad in final response to the request
for additional information forwarded by reference (a).

Activities Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)

” L X I
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY O~ g
CFFIGR SF TME CMIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

WASHINGTON, DT 20350-2000
IN RERLY REFER TO

11600
Mamoa 441iD/73
21 June 15%1

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (m) CHO ltr 11000 Ser 441D/1U587826 dtd 4 June 1991
(b} CNO 1ltr 11000 Ber 441D/1U587845 dtd 14 June 1991

Encl: (1) Updated COBRA data for closure of NAS Kingsville
which incorporates costs resulting from associated
delay in introducing T-45
{2) Updated COBRA dzta for closure cf NAS Meridian which
incorporates costs resulting from associated ﬁelay
in introducing T-45
(3) TUpdated COBRA data for closure of NAS Chase anld

1. Reference {a) provided, among other things, detailed CQERA
cost analyses for the closures of NAS Kingsville and NAS
Meridian in accordance with your reguests. Reference (b) -
responded to your subsequent request for information regarding
dalays associatad with the hypothetical clcsure of the T-45
introduction site —-~ NAS Kingsville.

2. This correspondence is provided to modify estimated costs,
provided by reference (b), asscciated with prospective delays in
implementation of T«45 should NAS Kingsville or NAS Meridian be
closed and to update the reference (a) COBRA models for NAS
Kingsville, NAS Maridian and NAS Chass Field by incorporating
thcsa costs.

3. The cost of delaying T-45 introduction a2t Kingsville is
expected to impact approximately 60% rather than 100% of the
annual 400 PTR. Thus, 240 pilots per year rathsr than 400
pilots per yaar would he trained using more costly T-2/TA-4
aircratt for each of two years of delay. At the previously
docunented cost differential of $103,665 per pilot, the 480
pilots impacted during the two-year dalay would amount to an
additional cost of approximately $50 million. This cost plus an
additional $32 million for eguipment relocation is reflected in
the updated COBRA for NAS Kingsville provided by enclosure (1).

4. The costs of delaying T=43 introduction at Meridian will
impact the remaining 40% of the annual 400 PTR for one year
versus two years since Meridian™s MILCON project is at an
varlier stage than Kingsville's. It is, however, at least one
year advanced over the time involved if Meridian were closed and
2 new project ware initiated at Chase Field. This cost
approximates $16.6 million and is reflected in the updated COERA

for NAS Meridian provided by enclosure (2). “ -~
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5. Enclosure (3) provides an updated COBRA for NAS Chase which
reflects the deletion of a MILCON cost avoidance for T-45
facilities inappropriately included in previcusly submitted
versions and the deletion of the MILCON for the runway extension
&t NAS Kingsville prcposed in earlier closure scenarios.

Activitieg Division

Copy to: OASD (P&L)



1 1 - N .
f - . .

N
:::2'“ - wd nd £

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 X Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Deayr Mr. Courter:

We would like to call an issue to your attention regarding
the April 19%1 Department of the Army report to the Commission.
Page E-21 of that report states that the recommendation is to
"retain approximately 3,000 acres of training area...for use by
the reserve components.®

The figure of 3,000 acres is incorrect. It has come to our
attention that the correct figure is approximately 4,600 acres.
The boundaries and all other facts are stated correctly in the
report. The attached map illustrates the Fort Devens Military
Reservation which is the area to be retained for use by the Army

Reserve Components.

Sincerely,

Susan Livingstone
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Environment)

Enclosure
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DT 203018000

June 21, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed for your review and consideration is recent

correspondence from the Comptroller of the Department of Defense

regarding alternative Commission base closures or realignments.

Sincerely,

Q&WM

Colin McMillan

Enclosures
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COMPTROLLER OF THE DEFARTMENT OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100

June 20, 1991

Honorable James Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1625 K Strest, NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS)., We urge you to defer
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any
resultant realignment proposals for the Commission's
consideration when it reconvenes in 19393,

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months,
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers
{Cleveland, Cclumbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and
Washington). These centers pay &ll active, reserve, and retired
military and process major contract payments. The goal of DFAS
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more
importantly, to standardize and consclidate other financial
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and
general accounting that are being performed in non-standard,
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people outside of DFAS.
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS
operations is the goal of this recent consclidation endeavor.

Study groups are currently working to determine the
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and
consolidated operations for each of these functions.
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum
basing strategy for future operations. However, it is simply
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and
realignments in the interim could severely compromise our
consolldatxon cbjectives.

Since we have just begun this effort involving very complex
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment
package., To the extent that the standardization initiatives
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded
in our next realignment package.

Cordially,

\j/;1*~(§:%éaif {w-

Sean O'Keefe
Comptroller I el



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000

PRODUCTION AND
LOGISTICS
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June 24, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I've enclosed, per your staff's request, the official
minutes of the June 12, 1991, meeting of the Federal Advisory
Commission on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense
Research and Development Laboratories.

The Laboratories Commission met again on June 19 and 20.
Unfortunately, the minutes of this meeting are not available as
the Laboratories Commission has established procedures to approve
minutes of its meetings at each subsequent meeting.

I am advised, however, that the Commission held further
discussions regarding the Secretary's recommended laboratory
closures and realignments that are before your Base Closure
Commission, but took no action or votes regarding those

recommendations.
Sincerely,
Q.& onga.
Colin McMillan

Enclosure

=13

74



-

FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON THE CONSOLIDATION
AND CONVERSION OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND.
DEVELOPMENT LABORATORIES

MEETING OF JUNE 12, 1891

COMMISSION .
ATTENDEES:

Mr. Charles Adolph Chairman

Mr. Solomon J. Buchsbaum Member

Mr. Frank Verderame Member

Mr. Robert Hillyer Member

Mr. O'Dean P. Judd Member

Mr. James C. McGroddy Member

Mr. William McCorkle Member

Mr. Earle Messere Member

COL. Richard Paul Member

Mr. Vic Reis , Member

Mr. James Decker Member

Mr. H. Steven Kimmel Executive Director

Mr. Michae!l Heeb Executive Secretary

INVITED GUESTS:

Mr. Gurden Drake QSD/General Counsel
COL. Larry Hourcle' OS8D/General Counsel

Mr. George Singley DASA (RD&A)

RADM Bill Miller Chief Naval Research

Dr. Robert Seiden Chief Scientist, USAF

Mr. Doug Hansen Director, Base Closure Unit, ASD (P&L)
- Mr. Dave Berteau PDASD (P&L)

Mr. Ray Siewert Act DDDRAE (R&AT)

Mr, Adoiph opened the Commission meeting with a review of his meeting with
the Basze Ciosure and Redlignment Commission {(BCRC) on June 7, 18981. Mr.
Buchsbaum asked if the Laboratory Commission would have an opportunity to
brief the BCRC. MWr. Adolph explained that the proper mechanism for the
Laboratoery Commission to comment on BCRC activities is to submit
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense who would in-turn pass his
recommendations to the BCRC, if so desired.

Mr. Heeb addressed administrative issues and reviewed thé minutes of the last
meeting.

Mr. Doug Hansen, Director of the Base Closure Unit in ASD (P&L), presented a
review of the BCRC criteria for base closure. He pointed out that:

.. Page 1
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The final selection criteria were the most visible portion of the base
closure process.

The Force Structure Plan included issues for fabs, training, R&D, and
mandated reductions.

Base closure is a three legged process. 1t links forces, criteria, and
process, and leads 1o the overall plans.

The process of determining which laboratories were to be consolidated
or closed was different than the process used for other military
installations, but was consistent with the BCRC criteria.

[ ]

L]

Mr, Hansen explained that military value is & key cemponent of the selection
criteria, that this is not just a cost cutting exercise but invoives & study of the total
force structure required by DoD, and that It is almost impossible 10 quantify
military value in doliars.

Mr. Buchsbaum noted that the critetia used for base closures should not be the
same as that used for laboratory consolidation.

Mr. Verderame questioned that if the acquisition process is being cut by 20%
and Congressional statfers say R&D budget is up by 2% why is there such a
hurry to include labs on base closure/consolidation? Mr. Adolph explained that
the acquisition workforce must be drawn down by 20%. Mr. Siewert explained
that the 92-97 budget has slightly less than 0 real growth for 6.1,6.2, and 6.3
funds but shows negative growth with SD! included.

.Mr. Gurden Drake, office of Genera! Counsel, OSD, explained the role of the

commission from a legal view point. He explained that the commission is to
provide its recommendations only 1o the Secretary of Defense who will forward
his recommendations to Congress. The commission has no authority to directly
advise the BCRC. The commission can advise the Secretary of Defense of the
problem and the Secretary of Defense can direct the commission (if he wants
to) to advise the BCRC. The commissioners asked if Mr. Drake could provide
the commission with a letter explaining the legal authority of the Laboratory
Commission. Mr. Drake agreed 1o provide one at the next meeting of the
commission. COL. Hourcle' explained the BCRC thresholds for inclusion on

the list.

Dr. Seiden, Chief Scientist for the Air Force, provided a briefing on the Air
Force's laboratory reorganization process from a strategic perspactive. He also
covered a brief overview of history of previous Iaboratory studies over the last

30 years.

Dr. Selden explained that Air Force labs play key roles by providing focus and
linkage to applicable technology activities within academia, the Government,
and industry. Service iabs also provide technology transiation by linking the
customer (operational user) with the technoiogy base.

Dr. Selden explained that the Air Force restructured its iabs to a2lign with its four
products, which are: air vehicles and their conventional armarment; space

Page 2
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systems; command control and communications; and people-centered
products. Thus, there are now four laboratories anached to the four AFSC
product divisions.

Mr. Buchsbaum asked how the Air Force implemented their plan without going
through the BCRC. Dr. Selden stated that the Air Force realignment started
about 18 months age, and that proposed relocations were under the BCRC
threshold.

Dr. Selden next discussed five charateristics that transcend all good
laboratories (DoD, DOE, university or industry). They are: (1) sense of purpose;
(2) ambiance of importance (includes linkage with customers); (3) smart

management practices (personnel, procurement, etc.); (4) good facilities and

equipment; and {5) enough size to have clout and permit flexibility. He also
said that an understood (implied) aftribute that should be at the front of the list is
good people. Finally, Dr. Seiden briefly discussed pros and cons of GOCO's,
and indicated that the laboratory demonstration project couid provide many
improvements in the "management practices” area for Government-owned,
Covernment-operated laboratories.

When asked what one thing he would do to improve the laboratories, Dr.
Selden said he would change the personnel policies, rules, etc to allow greater
flexibility in hiring, classification, etc.

Mr. George Singley presented a briefing on the Army laboratory system and
answered specific questions relative 1o the Army’s process of developing their
laboratory reorganization and plans.

Mr. McGroddy asked "what were the three biggest problems that were needed
to be solved?” Mr. Singley responded that the Army needs to: (1) execute LAB-
21; {2) do a better job of creating a dual path career opportunity for Scientists
and Engineers; and (3) streamline the technology processes.

A general discussion on laboratory consolidation and its impact followed. Focus
was on the technical capability of laboratories. Mr. Singley explained that the
Army corporate laboratory will have two centers, one at Adelphi with about 1200
people and the other at Aberdeen with 1150 people. He then answered many
specific and detailed questions from the members. He ended his presentation
by answering Mr. Messere’'s question of what would be the singile
recommendation he would make to the Secretary of Defense. Mr. Singley said
he would recommend that the Army be allowed to implement the Lab Demo
program (take the best characteristics of the GOCOs), and implement the LAB-
21 program.

RADM Bill Miller, Chief of Naval Research, presented a briefing on the Navy's
laboratory restructuring plans.

He explained that all Navy labs are esséniiaﬂy industrially funded. He supporns
the Laboratory Demonstration program and would like to see all RDT&E iabs in

Page 3
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the program. He stated that the whole Navy focus changed last fall due to
Congressional action on defense resources. He pointed out that the business
base will decrease by 21% over the next § years, and that this is in addition to
the mandated 20% cut. Laboratory consolidation is essential if the Navy is to
protect and maintain a core of laboratory facilities within Navy. He then

discussed the funding impact in detail.

RADM Miller explained that final consolidation was driven by mandated
constraints (20% reduction), and mentioned a declining business base, work
force reduction, and the need for improved quaility and efficiency.

Mr. Dave Berteau, PDASD (P&L), presented a briefing on how the Services'
laboratory consolidation plans were reviewed by OSD. He also explained
some of the details of the BCRC process.

Prior to going into an Executive Session, the commission agreed that the goal
for the next meeting was to consider specific recommendations that might go
forward to the Secretary of Defense. In Executive Session the commission
decided, by a vote of six to two, 1o take no action, at this time, that would
impact the BCRC-'81. Immediately following the vote the meeting was

adjourned.

T2+ Mo fll oS0
Michael Heeb
Executive Secretary

Page 4
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECHETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103

ATTENTiIoN oF May 3, 1991

"~ MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR

PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS

SUBJECT: Interaction with Base Closure Commission

Per your memo of April 19, 1991, the following contacts have
been made with the Base Closure Commission:

1 May FONECON between Mr. Steve Kleinman and LTC Paul Goodwin
reference 10 May Hearing tasking letter.

2 May PONECON between Mr. Rod Bricksin and Mr. Psul Johnson
reference heads up on reguirement frm SEN MeCollum (5th District}

to provide COBRA model.

2 ¥ay FONECON between Mr. Steve Kleinman and LTC Paul Goodwin
reference 10 May Hearing.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations and Housing)
OASA({I,L&E)

V-



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000

PRODUCY HIN AND
LOGISTICS
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May 17, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NwW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006-1604

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The General Accounting Office (GAO)} has completed its
analysis of the Department of Defense's base closure and
realignment recommendations and selection process.

The GAO recognizes the need to close unneeded bases. The
Department's initial review of the GAO's report and findings
confirms that the Services' selection processes were
comprehensive and fairly compared all bases. We find nothing in
the GAO's report that would cause us to recommend reconsideration
of any of the Department's recommendations to the Commission of
April 12, 1991.

We loeck forward to continued cooperatiaﬁ with the Commission
as you review the GAQ report.

Sincerely,

(0. }f)’\‘w\;@;\
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000

June 13, 1991

Honorable Jim Qourter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006
Dear Mr. Chairman:

I've enclosed for your information a letter from Mr. Pete

Adolph to Congressman Murtha regarding Mr. Adelph's recent
testimony before your Commission.

Sincerely,

-

Colin McMillan

Enclosure
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DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING

WASHINGTON, DC 20361-3010

June 13, 1991

Honorable John P. Murtha
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Murtha:

To follow up on our conversations of June 12, this is to
confirm that my testimony before the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission expressed the views of the Department of
Defense and my professional views, which I believed was clear at
that time. Confusion may have arisen in the minds of some in
that, by delegation from the Secretary of Defense, I am
performing the duties of the Director of Defense Research and
Engineering, and among the duties that 1 am performing in that
capacity is the duty of the Chairman of the Federal Advisory
Commission on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense
Research and Development Laboratories. At the time of the BCRC
hearing on June 7, the Laboratories Commission had not reached
any substantive conclusions relative to the laboratecries.

Sincerely,

[

Charles E. Adolph
By Direction of the Secretary of fense
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Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commisaion

1625 K Street, N. W.

Buite 400

Washington, D, C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

V .
During your hearing on June 14, 1531, you asked
fox the Army 8 position on transferring operational
control of Forts Hamilton and Totten to the Navy.

The Army previously considered this proposal
during its study and rejected it. The missions of
Forts Hamilton and Totten are area oriented and are not
anticipated to be eliminated., Currently, the Army is
required to support the current missions for the fore-
seeable future. 1If an agreement can be reached between
tha Navy and the Army over the geographic support to
all Dob operations in the New York city area, consoli-
dations between Army and Navy installations and
operations could occur. In the abssnce of such an
agreement and without the time to do the necessary
analysis and negotiation, it is nol prudeni Lo close,
realign or transfer operational control of either
ingtallation at this time. Furthermore, there are no
proven operational or econcamic advantages to ha gained
by such a transfer at this time,

It is important to note that the Department of
Pafense has the authority to make changes in adminis-
trative control of its installations gutgide of the
Defenge Bagse Closure and Rezlignment Commission (P.L.
101-510) framework. 1If, after additional study and
consultation with the Navy, this realignment has merit,
the Army will exercise the authority it already has to
make changes in the administrative control that make
sanse.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
issue, If your gtaff can furnish their analyses of
this proposal, I will be happy to comment in greater
detmil.

Y- B3
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I will provide a copy ©vf this letter to Mr. Colin
McMillan, Asgistant Secretary of Defense (Production &

&ogint;cs).

usan Livingstofe

Assistant Sacratary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Envirxonment)

W VUGS
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DEPARTMENT GF THE ARMY A
OFFIZE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY - f)\\7'
WASHINGTON, DC 20210-0103 5‘1 “Q: )
June 14, 1991 —

REPLY TO
ATTENTION QF

O -\37

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Befense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N. W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. €. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

This letter responds to your June 12, 1991
question on the support provided to Fort Stewart,
Georgia by Moody Air Force Base, Georgia.

The proposed closure of Moody Air Force Base has
no adverse impact on Fort Stewart. Our Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans reviewed
this and other Air Force proposals for operational con-
straints prior to announcement. The Army currently
receives minor tactical air support for training from
Moody Air Force Base. Shaw Air Force Base, South
Carolina, which alsoc maintains tactical air assets, is
within the same approximate distance to Fort Stewart as
Moody and could provide support. There are also
sufficient Naval air forces in the area to more than
meet the regquirements of the 24th Infantry Division.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
issue. I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr.
Colin McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Production & Logistics).
8incere
/‘W
gst

Susan Livmn
Assistant Secretary of the Army
{Installations, Logistics & Environment)

> ,(;JM (P i st e, (aﬂuw-.yw.g
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© DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY Y/ \N
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY s ()’\g
WASHINGTON, OC 20310-0103 Z’:“ :\"

June 14, 199]

REPLY TO
ATTENTION QF

Mr., James A. Courter

Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1625 "K" Street, N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Dear Mr. Courter:

This is in response to your letter of May 13,
requesting a list of leased space exceeding 10,000
square feet occupied by Army functions. The enclosed
printout lists the main data elements for all leased
spaces. The enclosed disk lists all data in MS-DOS
format.

Sincerg&y,
Susan Livingsto;zg
Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics, and Environment)
2 Enclosures L~ﬁ43¥15(0~10ﬂgg;¢/
Copy Furnished:

Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Production and Logistics)

‘



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301.8000 Yoo 07

N baarics June 19, 1991

Honcorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Compission
1625 R Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006~1604

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Commission’s final list of additicnal options for
closure or realignment, if recommended by the Commission, would
represent a significant departure from the Secretary's
recommendations. Of particular concern is the potential military
impact of deviations from propesals that were closely coordinated
between the Military Departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
In the case of the Corps of Engineers, I know you can appreciate
the Secretary's reasons for preferring to work directly with
Congress.

While the Commission must review these additional options in
order to exercise its independent judgment, I would note the
. Department already analyzed many of these options before making
its recommendations. While these analyses have been previously
provided to you as part of our overall documentation, I thought
. that the Commission might find summaries of the Department's

analyses useful for consideration in your final deliberations.

Finally, I want to stress once again the importance the
Department places on closing unneeded bases. As the Secretary
said at his base closure press conference in April, "You get a
hollow force when you scrimp on any of the unglamorous things and
pay, instead, for things you don't need, like too many military
bases. I1f we keep all of the bases open and have a smaller
force, we will end up wasting resources to keep bases alive,
instead of spending money to maintain a quality force."

incerely,

Colin McMillan

Enclosures rkﬁg' “{iﬂu” Conoan otiw 7. L™
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BUBJECT: Sacramento Army Depot, ®Sacramento Plan® Modifications

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES:

l. Close Sacramento Army Depot. The Depot would transfer all
workload to the Sacramento Air logistics Center except an amount
equivalent to 255 personnel who would transfer to Tcbyhanna Army
Depot. This transfer is necessary because the capacity of the Air
Logistics Center is not sufficient tc absorb all the Sacramento Army

Depot workload.

2. All Sacramento Army Depot work would transfer to the Sacramento
Air logistics Center except for 226 authorizations for Electro-Optical
work which would go to Anniston Army Depot.

PIBCUBBION:

The Department urges approval of the Dol plan for moving workload
from the Sacramentc Army Depot for the following reasons:

o Cost savings. The DoD plan will result in significantly more
savings than either alternative 1 or 2. When compared to the §55
million annual steady state savings for the DoD plan, alternative
1 would reduce DoD savings by $12 million per year, and
alternative 2 would reduce DoD savings by $18 million per year.
If other factors were considered in the calculations of savings,
such as lower indirect and overhead costs at Tobyhanna Army
Depot, the DoD plan would show even greater savings when compared
to alternatives 1 or 2.

o Flexibility. The DoD plan is an integral part of a comprehensive
effort to strengthen all depot maintenance activities. To make
changes to the DoD plan would substantially effect the workload
changes proposed in several other commeodity areas. The Defense
Depot Maintenance Council reviews the distribution of worklocad on
a continuing basis. If the Base Closure Commission were to
dictate workleoad distribution, it would make it difficult for DoD
to obtain future potential savings by using our flexibility to
move workloads.

o) Utilization. The DoD plan provides more effective use of depot
capacity. Alternatives 1 and 2 leave Tobyhanna Army Depot
underutilized. : ,

o Competition. The DoD plan recognizes that even greater savings
can be achieved through competing Yabove core" workload
requirenments with industry and other DoD depots. The
alternatives would not allow competition of the affected
worklicad, precluding the realization of these savings.

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council extensively reviewed the
original ¥“Sacramento Plan® and rejected it as not cost effective. The
alternatives should be similarly rejected by the Commission.



SUBJECT: Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and
Buchanan.

SCRIPTION © LT T :

Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Buchanan
would be transferred to the Reserve Component as possible additions to
the Department's recommendations; elimination of the active duty
presence and transfer to the Reserve Component of Fort Dix, NJ and
Fort Chaffee, AR. Al)l of these bases except for Fort Buchanan, PR,
were evaluated by the Army within the Major Training Installation
category.

8C ON:

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make
changes in administrative control or garrison configuration of its
installations outside of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission (P.L. 101-510) framework. While we agree that the
principle of Rational Guard control may have some merit in limited
circumstances, it is clearly prudent to await the final results of the
study of Reserve Component (RC) training strategies and management of
training areas before making any changes in administrative control.

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A.P. Hill, and Indiantown Gap all support
both active and reserve training. Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation
of Fort McPherson, primarily supports the administration of the Army's
presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and control type installatien,
it has no training area, and few ranges.

It is misleading to assume that significant savings are possible
by transferring major training area installations to the reserve
components. Transferring funding responsibility from the active
component to the guard or veserve component does not, in itself,
create savings. Most savings occur through effective use of personnel
resources which cannot be determined without site visits and workload
analysis. The garriscons in question are currently small and operate
with a minimal staff. Therefore the abjility to further economize is

questionable.

It should be noted that an earlier study of the issue of
administrative control, completed in 1986, found that Congressional
ceilings on Active Guard and Reserve, and Guard military technician
gpaces would be a significant constraint if responsibility were passed
to either the National Guard or the U. §. Army Reserve.

In conclusion, the Department opposes the transfer of these
installations pending completion of the above-referenced study.
Additionally, the proposed transfer may not necessarily be more
cost-effective. Once the reserve training study is complete around
the Spring of 1992, the Army can and will exercise the authority it
already has to make changes in administrative control and garrison
configurations between active duty and reserve forces, if

appropriate.



BUBJECYT: Forts Hamilton and Totten, New York
BECRIFTION QF 2 AT s

Transfer the operatiocnal control of Forts Bamilton and
Totten in New York from the Army to the Navy.

DISCUSEION:

There are no proven operational or economic advantages to be

gained by such a transfer at this time,

The missions of this complex are area-oriented and are not
being eliminated. The Army is required to support the current
missions for the foreseeable future. If an agreement could be
reached between the Navy and the Army over the geographic support
to all Dol operations in the New York city area, consolidations
between Army and Navy installations and operations could occur.
In the absence of such an agreement and without the time to do
the necessary analyeis and negotiation, it is not prudent to
close, realign or transfer operational contrel of either
installation at this time.

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make
changes in administrative control of its installations outside of
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (P.L. 101-
510) framework, should circumstances warrant.



EUBJECT: U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Reorganization

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:

Include the U, 8. Army Corps of Engineers reorganization
study in the Commission's recommendations.

DISCUBESION:

The Department recommends elimination of the Corps from

further consideration by the Commission.

Although the Secretary of Defense supports the need to
reorganize the Army Corps of Engineers, he did not include it in
the DoD recommendations to the Commission. At the request of
leaders of the House Public Works and Transportation Committee,
Secretary Cheney agreed to submit separate legislation in
consideration of the civil works comnmittee's jurisdictional
autherities. On May 24, 1991, the Defense Department forwarded
the legislative proposal and the Corps of Engineers
Reorganization Study to Congress, and urged the expeditious
enactment of the legislative proposal.



SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:
Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA

DIBCUSSION:

NSY Long Beach should not be considered a substitute for NSY
Philadelphia, even though both are non-nuclear shipyards. Excess
drydock capacity exists on the east coast while it does not on
the west coast. NSY Long Beach has already been downsized and
restructured to properly balance its workload and workforce to
operate effectively and efficiently. Based on the New Threat
Upgrade (NTU) modernization of conventional surface ships, Long
Beach's final cost per ship modernization to the customer (the
fleet) is about 15% less than Philadelphia.

NSY Long Beach is the third largest shipyard@ (private or
public) on the west coast and is the only public shipyard on the
west coast that bids on surface ship repair. Without this
shipyard, the public/private competition program would cease to
exist on the west coast. NSY long Beach was placed in service 42
years ago and is the Navy's youngest shipyard. Additionally, it
is only 115 miles north of San Diego and is therefore close to
the major fleet concentration. This is important because San
Diego, unlike Norfolk, does not have a major collocated shipyard.
In all, NSY Long Beach is in close proximity to the vast majority
(70%) of the Pacific surface fleet.

NSY Long Beach is designated as the contingency drydock for
emergency docking of nuclear aircraft carriers on the west coast
in the event that Drydock Number 6 at NSY Puget Sound, WA is not
available. NSY Long Beach provides the only large drydock for
conducting routine maintenance work on all large ships in
Southern California. 1In total, its three drydocks provide 52% of
the drydock capacity (both public and private) in the region.
This situation is in contrast to that on the east coast where
three shipyards capable of docking aircraft carriers and large
ships are located in close proximity to fleet concentrations
(i.e., Norfolk, Newport News, and Philadelphia). If NSY long
Beach is closed, all aircraft carriers, large amphibious and
replenishment ships would be forced to leave Southern California
for drydocking. The nearest alternative drydocks are at Puget
Sound (1300 NM) and Pearl Harbor, HI (2600 NM). These yards
would have insufficient capacity to handle NSY Long Beach's
current workload. The resulting crew relocation and family
separation would cause a major degradation in quality of life for
the crews of these ships. By having NSY Long Beach near San
Diego few, if any, families have to relocate during major repairs
or overhauls.
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BUBJECT: Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX
DESCRIPTICN OF ALTERNATIVE:

Close Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX.

PIBCUBEION:

than

Closure of NAS Kingsville is a less attractive alternative
closure of NAS Chase Field because:

Infrastructure to support T-45 aircraft is in place at NAS
Kingsville, (i.e., trainers, aircraft maintenance
facilities, and jet engine test cell). Moving the T-45
aircraft function to NAS Chase will cost an estimated $25.5
million. :

RAS Kingville has dual runways (two parallel runways
bisected by two parallel crosswind runways) allowing more
flexibility in conducting training operations than at NaS
Chase which has two parallel runways and a single crosswind
runway.

NAS Kingsville has newer facilities in better state of
repair than NAS Chase. This results in lower maintenance
costs and more efficient operations. .

Closure of KAS Kingsville would cause a two year delay in
T-45 Initial Operating Capability.

52
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BUBJECT: Meridian Naval Air Station, MS
DEBCRIPTION OF ALTE T H

Close Meridian Naval Air Station, Ms.
RISCUBEION:

Closure of NAS Meridian is a less attractive alternative to
NAS Chase Field because:

o NAS Mevridian could not be utilized as an Outlying Field
(OLF) as it is too far away from other training fields. NAS
Chase is close enough to Kingsville to be used as an OLF and
would provide flexibility during T-45 transition and surge.

o Reconstitution of the force can be more readily accomplished
at NAS Chase than NAS Meridian. RAS Meridian is near enough
to major air hubs that airlines would find the air space
attractive. If NAS Meridian is closed, the Navy would
probably lose the ajirspace with little chance of recovery.
NAS Chase is remote from airline hubs, with little
corpetition for its airspace.

o Return on investment years for NAS Meridian c¢losure is
approximately five times longer than that for closure of
either NAS Chase or NAS Kingsville.

o NAS Meridian has the most modern design of any NAS; NAS
Chase dates from the WWII era. Being newer, NAS Meridian is
easier to maintain. The runways at NAS Meridian are built
to newer criteria. They are staggered and offset to allow
an increased tempo of operations accommodating simultaneous
landings or take-offs and more aircraft in the pattern at
the same time. Additionally, the operations area at NAS
Meridian is remote from the administrative and training
area. This arrangement is more efficient because there is
less noise impact on classroom training.



BUBJECT: Staten Island Naval Station, NY

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE:
Close Staten Island Naval Station, NY

DISCUSESION:

The Department is opposed to the closure of Staten Island
Naval Station.

The Secretary of the Navy's Base Structure Committee rated
Naval station New York (Staten Island) high in overall military
value. NAVSTA New York received high ratings in both the mission
and land/facilities assessment categories. Staten Island's new
and excellent facilities are state of the art in terms of their
ability to support homeported ships. Staten Island, as a
homeport, is 78% complete. The Shore Intermediate Maintenance
Activity (SIMA) is in a newly constructed facility, with up-to-
date equipment. The SIMA will provide modern ship intermediate-
level maintenance work more efficiently than those at existing
older facilities. The SIMA at Staten Island also provides
intermediate level maintenance support for ammunition ships at
the Naval Weapons Station at Earle, NJ.

Ship homeport assignments for Staten Island have been
carefully developed to ensure that crew sizes and corresponding
family housing requirements will be adequately satisfied by Navy-
sponsored housing in the immediate area.

The geographic location of Staten Island, in an area with a
large Naval Reserve population, makes retention of this facility
desirable. The assignment of ships to Staten Island to support
reserve training is in full support of the Navy's Total Force
concept. The demographics are good and will allow for sufficient
manning of these ships; a vital factor of the Navy's
reconstitution intentions in time of emergency.

Staten Island has specifically designed modern facilities
for new class ships such as the deep draft, power intensive CG-47
class AEGIS cruisers. The facilities at Staten Island have a low
level of maintenance and repair requirements due to their
newness. Other homeports, with some facility and support -
improvements, could accommodate the ships currently planned for
Staten Island. The added costs of upgrading and maintaining
older facilities at existing bases (costs not now included in the
Defense budget) must be weighed against the lower cost of
maintaining this new base.

Y
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BUBJECT: Treasure Island Naval Station, CA
g P ERNAT =H

1. Realign Treasure Island Naval Station, CA, eliminating
excess berthing capacity but retaining all necessary
adninistrative, training, housing, &and personnel support
functions for the San Francisco Bay Area naval complex.

2. Realign Treasure Island to retain only the housing.

PIECUSSION:

The Naval Station is not a "stand alone®™ activity. The bulk

of its functions support the entire San Francisco Bay Area Navy
complex or are related to the support provided to tenant
activities, family housing residents of Treasure Island, and
transient personnel. Additionally, the berthing capacity of
Treasure Island, while small, provides flexibility in
accommodating Bay Area operations. -

The new brig and medical/dental ¢linic, the large Coast
Guard presence, the port services/operations function, the Naval
Technical Training Center, a new state of the art fire fighting
school that meets local clean air standards, and the large
numbers of units of family housing are all indicative of Treasure
Islands importance to the San Francisco Bay Area Navy complex. A
significant number of activities supporting the Bay area would
require relocation and construction at other locations in the Bay
area in the event of a large realignment as described in

alternative 2.

It makes no sense to recreate this complex of tenants
elsewhere in the area, especially if the housing at Treasure
Island and the Technical Tralning Center were to remain in place.

95



BUBJECT: San Diego Naval Training Center, CA

DESCRIPTION QF ALTERNATIVE:

Realign/close San Diego Naval Training Center, Ca.

DISCUSSICON:

The Department is opposed to the closure of NTC San Diego. It
is not the most cost effective option:

Cost ROI Years
NTC Oriando 3s7M 1l Years
NTC San Diego 549M 100 Years

Closure of NTC San Diego is also not operationally sound.
Retaining NTC San Diego due to its collocation with fleet units
enhances the Navy's informal program to keep personnel sea-shore
duty rotations in the same geographical area. This results in a
savings of nearly $13 million per year in Permanent Change of
Station (PCS) and Temporary Attached Duty (TAD) expenditures as

follows:

[ Over 2,000 staff billets (93 officer and 1,919 enlisted)
support NTC San Diego. An estimated 50% of these billets are
filled by PCS transfers from San Diego area commands. This
results in a PCS savings of $6 million per year.

o} The Service School Command (SS5C) San Diego is the major west
coast single site training facility, offering 102 advanced
occupational courses with a duration to more than 12 days ("C"
schoolg), and 21 team training and technical courses of 12 day
or less in duration ("F" schools). These schools support
fleet units located along the west cocast, in Hawaiil and the
western Pacific. Estimated FY-97 inputs for S8C San Diego "C¥
and "F" schools are 6,930 and 4,700 respectively. Relocation
of these schools to Great Lakes would increase TAD
expenditures by $6.8 million per year in travel expenses

alone.

Collocation of the Recruit Training Command (RTC) San Diego
with the fleet allows interaction with fleet commands. Regular
fleet visits serve to ensure that newly trained recruits meet fleet
reguirements. Fleet personnel visit the RTC weekly. On average,
recruit companies are able to participate in at least two open
discussicns with fleet personnel and share fleet experiences.

Unlike Orlando, relocation of the type of technical training
conducted at SSC San Diego would disrupt training pipelines for
nearly 8,500 students. This would reduce fleet readiness in
essential technical skill ratings. Internal Communications,
Engineman, Electricians Mate, and Machinists Mate occupational
gkill training would be out of service for three months to one
year. Radioman occupational schools would be out of service for at
least one year to re-engineer and re-install associated training

devices and lab equipment.



BUBJECT: Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD), San Diego, CA
BCRIPTI TERNATIVES:

1. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and
personnel to Marine Corps Base (MCB}, Camp Pendleton, CA. The
MCRD would continue as a stand-~alone entity within Camp
Pendleton, but share common areas of support.

2. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and
personnel to MCRD Parris Island, SC. This would combine the two
commands as the sole Marine Corps command/location for recruit

-training.

DIBECUBBION:

The Marine Corps is opposed to the closure of MCRD San
Diego.

MCRD San Diego trains 55% of all Marine recruits.
Relocation of the MCRD to either leocation would virtually
eliminate surge capacity essential to rapidly expand recruit
throughput for mobilization during time of naticnal emergency.

The personnel loading and training mission cannot be
absorbed at Camp Pendleton without largely replicating San
Diego's infrastructure. PFacilities would also have to be
constructed at Parris Island and facility deficiencies at both
locations would have to be corrected.

Both locations have significant impediments to accommodating
the MCRD mission and personnel. MCRD Parris Island is
essentially all wetlands, which limits development under section
404 of The Clean Water 2ct and the President's policy of no net
loss of wetlands. MNCB Caxmp Pendleton is constrained by a limited
water supply from already stressed agquifers and by the
competition for land use in support of current training missions.

It is unlikely that the cost of either relocation could be
offset through real property sales. Approximately 40% of MCRD
San Diego is filled tidal lands to which the State claims
ownership. Also, the large common boundary with San Diego's
civilian airport {(Lindbergh Field) makes a large public discount
allowance transfer for airport expansion almost a certainty.
Further, disposition of the property is limited by the National

Historic Preservation Act, under which 25 of the MCRD's buildings
and approximately 25% of land are listed in the National Register

of Historic Places.
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EUBJECT: Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, TX
8 oN O T :

1. Close Goodfellow AFB as an alternative to closing
lowry AFB, CO.

2. Close Goodfellow AFB in addition to Lowry AFB, CO.

DISBCUBBION:

The Department is opposed to the closure of Goodfellow AFB.
The closure of Lowry AFE is a better option from a capacity,
military value and cost standpoint.

Goodfellow AFB is one of the Air Force's six Technical
Training Centers. Others are Chanute AFB, IL (1988 Base Closure
Commission decision to close in FY93), Keelser AFB, MS; Lackland
AFB, TX; Sheppard AFB, TX: and Lowry AFB, CO. The primary
mission of Goodfellow AFB is to provide ganeral and cryptologic

‘intelligence training for the Air Force, other DoD agencies, and

allied forces. Goodfellow also supports E1 Dorado AFS, located
35 miles away, whose primary mission is to provide submarine and
intercontinental ballistic missile attack warning. El1l Dorado
AFS's mission is not projected to decrease and no other military
installation is readily located to provide the necessary support.

The Air Force projects that $116 in MILCOON would be reguired
to¢ conduct Goodfellow AFB courses elsewhere, while the net cost
of implementing the closure of Lowry is expected to be only $48M,

With Air Force enlisted accession dropping from 40,000 to
30,000 per year, the Air Force projects approximately 20% excess
capacity in its Technical Training Centers (TTC) after Chanute
AFB is closed in FY93. Lowry AFB contributes 17% of TTC facility
capacity, Goodfellow AFB contributes only 6%. Closing Lowry AFB
saves 11% more manpower ($5.7M annually) and annual Real Property
Maintenance (RPM) savings are $5.5M more through closing lowry
AFB. Closing both bases would take more than the identified
excess capacity, would reguire additional construction, and would

jeopardize essential surge capacity.

Excess facilities at the other Technical Training Centers
are more readily adapted to courses from lLowry AFB than :
Goodfellow AFE, due the classified and sensitive nature of most
Goodfellow AFB courses and the resultant security requirements.
Goodfellow therefore has a higher military value than Lowry.
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BUBJECT: Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY
B o LTE vy 8:

1. Close Plattsburgh AFB as a substitute for another base in
the strategic category.

2. Close Plattsburgh AFB in addition to Loring AFB, ME,

DISCUSBION:
h The Department is opposed to the closure of Plattsburgh AFB.

HQ SAC basing reguirements substantiate the need for a
northeastern tanker base. SAC can not operationally afford to
close both Plattsburgh AFB and Loring AFB.

A northeast base is required for Tanker Task Force and MAC
European/CENTCOM support missions. The task force operates six
to eight rotational KC-135 aircraft supporting European bound
aireraft deployments. The task force can not operate effectively
from any base further west than Plattsburgh AFB and there would
be a day-to-day Emergency War Order alert shortfall of 6-9
tankers should both bases close, even considering Air Reserve
Component tanker beddown. Also, Tanker Task Force infrastructure
is already in~place and operations are currently being conducted
from Plattesdburgh AFB.

Plattsburgh AFB has approximately 60% more aircraft parking
space than lLeoring AFB and annual operating costs are $9 million
less. Also, historical weather data shows less severe weather at
Plattsburgh AFB. For these, and other reasons, Plattsburgh AFB
ranks higher in military value than loring AFB,

The most convincing argument for not closing both
Plattsburgh and Loring AFBs was presented to the Commission in a
classified session on June 6, 1991.
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THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIZFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTION DL 20318

CM~-945-51
20 June 1891

MEMORARDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Base Closure Commission Optional Base Closures

l. My staff, the unified and specified commands, and the Bervices
have reviewed the lstest sdditional list of bases being considered
by the Base Closure Commission. A few of the proposals are of
particular concern from an operational perspective.

2.

the Base Closure Commission before it makes any final decision.

8. MacDill AFB, FL. The Air Porce recommendation, which you
spproved and sent to the commission, was to close the airfield
but keep facilities and support for the CINCs. The
commission's option of complete closure of MacDill would force
us to relocate the headguarters of two unified commands and
preclude options to move other headgquarters to MacDill in the
future. Also, the movement of major headquarters would be

disruptive to continuity of operations.

. Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA. Closure would serjously
degrade drydock capsbility for all large ships in the Southern
California area. Alternatives in Haweii snd Washington simply

could not provide the services found st lLong Beach.

¢. Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA. Closure would

virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of recruit
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton

snd Parris Island could not duplicate the capacity of the Ban
Diego facility.

4. Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Closure would adversely affect our
ability to provide refueling for SIOP missions.

I believe it is important for us to express these concerns to

am ready to support you in whatever method you believe would be

most effective to bommanica:;:2;2;:,conccrns.

' COLIN L. POWELL
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Btaff

1
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THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON DC 20218

CM~945-91
20 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Base Closure Commission Qptional Base Closures

1. My staff, the unified and specified commands, and the Services
have reviewed.the latest additional list of bases being considered
by the Base Closure Commission. A few of the proposals are of
particular concern from an operational perspective.

a. MacDill AFB, FL. The Air Force recommendation, which you
approved and sent to the commission, was to clese the airfield
but keep facilities and support for the CINCs. The
commission‘'s option ¢of complete closure of MacDill would force
us to relocate the hesdquarters of two unified commands and
preclude options to move other headquarters to MacDill in the
future. Also, the movement of major headgquarters would be
disruptive to continuity of operations.

b. Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA. Closure would seriously
degrade drydock capability for a2ll large ships in the Southern
California area. Alternatives in Hawaii and Washington simply
could not provide the services found at Long Beach.

c. Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA. Closure would
virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of recruit
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton
and Parris Island could not duplicate the capacity of the San
Diego facility. ‘

d. Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Closure would adversely affect our
ability to provide refueling for SIOP missiogs.

2. I believe it is important for us to express these concerns to
the Base Closure Commission before it makes any final decision. I
am ready to support you in whatever method you believe would be

most effective to communita:;:ziziifaoncerus.

COLIHKL. POWELL
- Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

16
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

REPLY T %,
e

19 JUN 19q;

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N.W.

Buite 400

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604

Dear Mr. Courter:

This is in response to your letter of May 24 to Mrs.
Livingstone requesting additional data on Army base closure and
realignment candidates. Attached is a listing of all available
data requested in your letter. We are unable to provide data for
average operation and maintenance projects by contract.

Sincerely,

 depudy

ALBERT J. GENETTI, JR.

Colonel, GS

Director, Total Army Basing .
Study

Enclosure
Copy Furnished:

Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Production and Logistics)

Assistant Secretary of the Arnmy
{Installations, lLogistics, and
Envirconment)

ATTENTION OF o
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON., DO 20301.-8000

PRODUCTION AND
LOGISTICS

June 20, 1991 .

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclesed for your review and consideration are recent

correspondence from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Comptroller of the Department of Defense regarding alternative

Commission base closures or realignments.

@Ei
moﬂ’{ﬁ@ys

Colin McMillan

Encleosures
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THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHILFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON OC 20318

CM~945-91
20 June 1991

' MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Subject: Base Closure Commission Opticonal Base Closures

l. My staff, the unified and specified commands, and the Services
have reviewed the latest additional list of bases being considered
by the Base Closure Commission. A few of the proposals are of
particular concern from an operational perspective.

a. MacDill AFB, FL. The Air Force recommendation, which you
approved and sent to the commission, was to close the airfield

but keep facilities and support for the CINCs. The
commission's option of complete closure of MacDill would force

us to relocate the headquarters of two unified commands and
preciude options to move other headquarters to MacDill in the
future. Also, the movement of major headquarters would be
disruptive to continuity of operations.

b. Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA. Closure would seriously
degrade drydock capability for all large ships in the Southern
California area. Alternatives in Hawaii and Washington simply

could not provide the services found at Long Beach.

¢. Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA. Closure would

virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of recruit
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton

and Parris Island could not duplicate the capacity of the San
Diego facility.

d. Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Closure would adversely affect our
ability to provide refueling for SIOP missions.

2. I believe it is important for us to express these concerns to
the Base Closure Commission before it makes any final decision.
am ready to support you in whatever method you believe would be

most effective to ccmuﬁicayconcems.

COLIN L. POWELL

I

Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff ——,
,,f”“””ﬁh“\\
/393948



COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100

June 20, 1991

Honorable James Courter
Chairman, Defeénse Base {losure
and Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, HW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). We urge you to defer
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any
resultant realigmnment proposals for the Commission's
consideration when it reconvenes in 1993.

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months,
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers
{Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and
Washington). These centers pay all active, reserve, and retired
military and process major contract payments. The goal of DFAS
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more
importantly, to standardize and consolidate other financial
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and
general accounting that are being performed in non-standard,
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people cutside of DFAS.
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS
operations is the goal of this recent consolidation endeavor.

Study groups are currently working to determine the
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and
consolidated operations for each of these functions.
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum
basing strategy for future operations. However, it is simply
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and
realignments in the interim could severely compromise our
conso};datlon objectives.

Since we have just bequn this effort involving very complex
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment
package. To the extent that the standardization initiatives
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded
in our next realignment package.

Cordially,

w244

Sean D‘KaefeG‘ : o 105

Comptroller
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE {"L‘

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 /

A =,

21 JUN 1991 RS

The Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street NW, Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20006

- Dear Mr, Chairman:

The Commission is considering for possible dlosure facilities for which the Department of Defense has
an operational need. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has advised me that the following
facilities under Commission discussion are of particular concern for the reasons indicated:

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida. The Secretary of Defense recommended to the Commission on April
11, 1981as follows

“MacDill AFB, Florida, is recommended for realignment and partial closure. Realign the 56th
Tactical Training Wing's F- 165 from MacDill AFB, to Luke AFB, Arizona. The Joint Communications
Support Element will move to Charieston AFB, South Carolina. The airfield at MacDill AFB will
close, those facilities that support flying operations will be disposed of and the remainder of
MacDill AFB will become an administrative base “

The continuation of MacDill as an administrative base as the Secretary proposed woulid permit the
Department to continue 16 maintain the headquarters of two unified commands at the base and
preéserve the oplion 10 move other headquarters to that base in the future. Complete closure would
require movement of the two headquarters and disrupt the continuity of their operations.

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, California. The Secretary of Defense’s recommendations to the
Comrission did not recommend closure or realignment of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, except for
teceipt by the Shipyard of ship support functions and a parcel of land to be transferred from the Long
Beach Naval Station. Closure of the Shipyard would seriously degrade drydock capability for all targe
ships in the Southern California area. Alternatives in Hawaii and Washington simply could not
provide the services found at Long Beach.

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, California. The Secretary of Defense's recommendations to
the Commission did not recommend closure or realignment of the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San
Diego. Closure of the Recruit Depot would virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of recruit
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton and Parris lsland cou!d not duplicate

the capacity of the San Diego Facility.

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York. The Secretary of Defense’s recommendations to the
Commission did not recommend closure or realignment of Plattsburgh Air Force Base. Closure would
adversely affect the Department’s ability to provide refueling for aircraft in the execution of the

Single integrated Operational Plan.

We urge the Commission to adopt the Secretary of Defense’s recemmendai:ons as transmitted to the
Commission on April 11.

Sincerely,

U f O

s
o
o
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, DC 203018000

MOGISTICS

June 21, 18981

Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure

and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006
Dear Mr. Chairman:

Enclosed for your review and consideration is recent

correspondence from the Comptroller of the Department of Defense
regarding alternative Commission base closures or realignments.

Sincerely,

Q,,Q;_W"Mp\

Colin McMillan

Enclosures

- 107



COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1100

Jupne 20, 1891

Honorable James Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). We urge you to defer
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any
resultant realignment proposals for the Commission's
consideration when it reconvenes in 1993.

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months,
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers
{Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and
Washington). These centers pay all active, reserve, and retired
military and process major gontract payments. The goal of DFAS
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more
importantly, to standardize and consolidate other financial
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and
general accounting that are being performed in non-standard,
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people outside of DFAS,
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS
operations is the goal of this recent consolidation endeavor.

Study groups are currently working to determine the
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and
consolidated operations for each of these functions.
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum
basing strategy for future operations. However, it is simply
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and
realignments in the .interim could severely compromise -our
consolidation objectives.

Since we have just begun this effort involving very conmplex
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment
package. To the extent that the standardization initiatives
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded
in our next realignment package.

Cordially,

\JﬁELM-CfEEééf//fﬁ

Sean D‘Keefeém
Comptroller - e
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T DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

THE ASSIGETANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
{INSTALLATHING AND ENVIRONMENT;
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20360-%000

24 JUN 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSIOCN
Subij: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter
of June 19, 1%91

Encl: (1) Response to items 2, 4, and 5

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to the reguest
for additional information forwarded by reference (a).

SCHAFE

Copy to: OASD (P&L)



ADDITIORAL INFO REQUIRED FROM THE NAVY 15 JUNE 1891

Question 3: How does the Navy evaluate the Lindbergh Airfield
encroachment problem to NTC San Diego and MCRD San Diego over the
next 10 teo 20 years? How about the noise pollution problem, now?
There is no significant space for expansion for the NTC future
use. What is the prospect that NTC will have to eventually move
due to the encroachment of a growing city?

Response: MCRD San Diego is immediately adjacent to the Airport
and has been the primary installation affected by the Airport's
growth in physical size and level of operations. Specifics are:

(1) Encrcoachment - Until 1991, proponents of expanding
Lindbergh Field to meet the City's long=-term civil aviation
demand pladed serious pressure on MCRD. This pressure has been
greatly reduced as the result of the City and general public's
acceptance of the findings provided through a series of
exhaustive studies on airport relocation and expansion potential
of Lindbergh Field. While a number of alternatives were
considered, the studies uniformly concluded that the inherent
geographic limitations on Lindbergh Field preclude nmeeting the
needs for an all weather jumbo jet airport. San Diege is
proceeding with negotiations for a bi-national airpert with
Mexico. The President of Mexice has given his approval for
formal study and negotiations on the proposal are proceeding
faverably.

(2) Airport Rele - Lindbergh Field's role will change to
that of a regional commuter facility when the new bi-naticnal
ailrport becomes operational. Similar to other colder airports in
core urban areas, there will continue to be a demand for
convenient short haul air transportation. Such use is compatible
with Lindbergh Field's size and layout, which greatly diminishes
demand for additional land and noise impacts on both MCRD and

NTC -

(3) Noise - The problem has progressively improved based
upon the continued introduction of Stage III (quiet) aircraft
into the civil fleet and the imposition of daily curfew from 2300
to 0630. An ongoing FAA study of operations is expected to make
numerous recommendations for further reducing nocise impacts on
MCRD and NTC. The impact of aircraft noise is further mitigated
by our modern educational facilities, which are completely sound

attenuated.

(4) Capacity -~ Although both MCRD and NTC are constrained
geographically, their current through-put could readily be
doubled under mobilization conditions. We have previocusly met
this challenge for WWII, Korea and Vietnam. Additionally, as has
been discussed previously, the opportunity to train 26% of the
Fleet which are collocated in San Diego affords us a tremendous
cost and quality of life benefit.

- 11



{(5) Inevitability -~ With resolution of the City’s airport
capacity problem in sight, it is unlikely that either MCRD or NTC
San Diego would be forced to relocate from encroachment. The
areas surrounding the two facilitieg are established
neighborhoods with little prospect for further growth or major
redevelopment. The recent Base Closure Commission’s hearing in
San Diego underscored the strong community support for retention
of both installations. Mayor Maureen O‘Connor stated at that
time "We've solved your problem. We're going to move the airport
and you're going to have plenty of room.... I can assure you,
commissioners, it may feel that [MCRD and NTC are being
encreocached]. But believe me, we are moving quite nicely forward
to moving the airport. It will happen, I'm a native San Diegan.
I feel as passionately about this issue as everybody behind me
and guarantee you, we solved our problems in San Diego and if you
want more land for the military, you shall receive it.*

yesti : Please explain further the restriction on training
space consideration noted in the '88 study to relocate MCRD to
Pendleton. What training would be impacted? How is the addition
of this expanded training being addressed in projects or

contracts?

Response: The 1988 commission coincided with the completion of a
Marine Corps-wide 2-year study of Land and Training Area
Requirements (LATAR). As documented therein, the modernization
of the Marine Corps has provided a force that shoots further,
moves faster, and provides more lethal firepower than ever
before. This enhanced capability requires commensurate
improvements in ranges and maneuver areas t¢ train realistically.
MCB Camp Pendleton is implementing the LATAR standards and
recommendations and is in the process of completing a base-wide
master plan for reorganizing training areas to take maximum
advantage of limited space. Relocation of MCRD San Diego to the
Base would remove land from training areas and detract from the
Base's primary military value in hosting combined arms training
for Fleet Marine Forces. Some of the specific training that
would be impacted includes the Landing Craft Air Cushioned
program, the expansion of the School of Infantry, and the moving

tank target range.

A related issue is that water supplies for the base are limited,
with the Base’s aquifers being drawn on at essentially maximum
safe yield. The introduction of the additional personnel loading
would necessitate that water to support them be reallocated from
other training and support mission functions.

Question 5: 1If the MCRD were relocated out of its present
location would the land automatically go to the airport without
DOD being reimbursed of any relocation costs? Under what

authority does this take place?



Response: It would be fair to assume that the vast majority of
MCRD San Diego would be transferred to other governmental
entities through one or more of the low/no-cost public discount
programe and/or through settling claims concerning MCRD’s filled
tide lands. The airport, however, would be cnly one of the

potential recipients.

Approximately 40% of the MCRD occupies filled tidal lands (lands
below the high tideline in 1%19), in which the State of
California claims an interest. The State has actively pursued
¢laims of this nature whenever the concerned property was
proposed for disposal, the most recent example being the State’s
claims against a nearby Navy joint venture project.

Lindbergh Field, even as a short haul commuter oriented facility,
will have sufficient land regquirements to make an excellent case
for transfer under the authority of 50 U.5.C. 1622(g) -~ which is
the specific authority for Federal property to be transferred,
without reimbursement, to local governmental entities for airport
purposes. Airport purposes include parking lots, rocadways and
support services. Further, the provisions of 40 U.S.C. 485(h)
states that priority for the transfer of military property is
given to airport use following consideration for use by other

military and federal agencies.

The area above the 1919 high tideline encompasses the arcade
area, consisting of 25 structures and surrounding 110 acres, is
listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Anticipated
local competition for public purposes for this area through
public discount allowance programs for parks, recreation,
education and similar entitled public uses would probably leave
little of the MCRD for actual sale for commercial reuse. ’

One significant factor that must be considered is City of San
Diego’s entitlement (zoning) authority, and that based on the
MCRD’s location adjacent to the airport, the City would have
ample justification to zone the property solely for airport and
recreation purpcses. Such zoning would in essence guarantee the
ultimate transfer of the lands for those purposes with or without

a public discount allowance program.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY ~
QFEICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL LPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DT 203202000
N BEPLY REFER TO

ilo00

Ser 44101/1U5978!
25 Jun 91

MEMORANDUNM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Bubj: BASE CIOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Encl: (1) Representative Molinaril letter dated 18 June 18, 15891
(2) Answers Regarding Excess Capacity

1. Enclosure (1) requested. information with regard to exXcass
berthing capcacity and enhclosure (2) was sent on June '25 in
response. Both snclosures are provided for information and use in
the event that similar questions arise during the Commission's
deliberations.

Director, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to (without enclosures): 0SD (P&L)
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OFFICE OF THE CHIZP OF NAVAL DFERATIONS

WASHINOTON, DC 20885-20800
N REPLY REFER TQ

11000
Mamo 443D/ 74
25 June 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: REVISED COBRA MODEL FOR NAVAL ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS
ENGINEERING ACTIVITY (NESEA), ST. INIGOES

Fncl: (1) Revigsed COBRA for NESER

1. Enclosure (1) revises Screen £8ix of the original COBRA model
for WESER S5t. Inigoes which had incorrectly refiliected MRP and OBOS
costs in thousands of dollars where the meodel reguired input in
dollars. Thisg correction increases steady state savings from $2.4
million to $4.8 million and reduces the years to break even fronm
ten to six and the EOI years from six to two. »

Copy to: OASD (P&L) . P.W. e
RADM,, r.

A BD
SN (RDA) Directoy, Shore
Aptivities Division

DEPARTMENT QOF THE NAVY Yy
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY i ~
CPFILE OF THE SESRETARY
WABRINGTON, D G 203501000

25 June 1591

e Honcrable Jim Courter

Chairman

Defanse Base Closure ard Reallgrment Comnission
1625 K Street, NW, Suita 400

Washingteon, DC  20006~1604

Dear Mr. Chairman:

vwhile I appreciate that your Comnission must exercise independent
Judgemant in reviewing our base closure and realigrment recomexiations, I an
coremmed that deviations fraw o recomendations would deorads military
readineas, adversaly affect ths quality of 1ifs of Navy families, andecost
mm!

During aur corprehensive basa strusture analysis, mxh attention was -
focused on the relative military valua of each installation to support the
projected amaller forve structure, while still pressarving adequats sioge -
capacity for pessible contimgencies ard reconstitution. Answers to tha in

depth inquiries of your staff prewided clearer documetation and support of
mrpmviennmlmim As a result, I remain totally confident that the
rmmtimnmmmmmimmmﬂ,mhtﬂymm
g?mfmmmm,mmmmmmammm

anaeg,

Oxr recaomerdations also are balanced with the declining hadget. Thus,
deletion of recommendsd closures wauld hollow the remaining foros by driving
offset reductions in othar Navy pragrams. Oyversely, we must not precaturely
reduce our infrastructure, given the axtanded pariod over whiich foroe
reductions will coor. Comsaquantly, we balieve that the substitutions being
censidered by the Comission would sub-~optimize the military valua imtrensic
in the integral set of reccrmerdtations we sent to the Commission., Yor

example,

s Clomure of Naval Shipyaxd (NSY) Long Baach, as & muibstituts for er in
addition to NSY Fhiladelphia, woxild deprive the Navy of needad drydnck
capability for largs ships on the West Coast, necsssitating diversion of wark
to more distant shipyards, with attandant cost increases and maior disngpticrs
to the stability of families. Tha Chairman of the Joimt Chiefs of Staff
mmymmmmmmmﬂmmmmafam
NSY Lorg

® Closure of Naval Air station Kirgsville or Maridian, instaad of Chase
Field, is unattractive hecause it would eliminate surge txraining capsbility,
mugz,wﬂ&iw@iwﬁai&tﬁlmt&mmbﬂiﬁyoﬁﬂuws
aircraft,

L 4
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: e Clomure of Naval Station (NAVETA) New York at Staten Island would be a
tragic loss of ample family housing and new stats of the art facilities,
ideally locatad for co~spport of ships homeported at Staten Island and nearhy
. Earle, and tha large ccnoantration of Resarve parsonnel residing in the
Greater New York-New Jarssy Metropellitan Area.

o Realigrment to downsize NAVSTA Treamure Island doss not maks sense due
to the mypport role it plays for the entire San Fransisco Bay Ares Naval

camplex.

e Cloaure of the Naval Training Canter at san Disgo in lien of Orlamde
initially would cost more, ultimately save less, oorpeomise tha high military
valus of collooating a major training complex with a majer Fleet
concentration, armd digrupt the training pipline for thousards of West Coast
parscnnel. Severing collocation wauld also advarmaly affact the guality of
life of sailors and their families, Closing Jjust ths Recxuit Training Centar
by itself, as othars have suggestad, would provide ne savings,

o Closure of Marine Corpe Recrult Depet San Disgo, as also ignted
by Cenaral Fowell, would virtually eliminats smuge capacity for recruit

Finally, I would like to erphasize the impartance of the Navy's
canprehnsive plan for consolidating laboratariss and engineering, fleet
support and RUTGE ingtallations to the overall integrity of a mmallar foros
structure and shere infrastructire. We ars prepared to provids wvhatever
additional brisfirgs may be neaded to explain the caplexitiss of the plan.

Having agonized over these same altarmatives mysalf, I know how
difficult the deciaicrs of the Cormimsion will be. Havirg reviewsd the issues
in depren mysalf, I anccuradm vou 4o forward our recormendations to the
President without change.

In any event, we stardd ready to assigt the Comission however possible.

L]

Secretary of the Navy
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEPLY TC June 25, 19891

ATTENTION OF

Mr. Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission -

1625 K Street, N. ¥W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

Your letter of June 18, 1991 questions the Army's
recommendations for Forts Dix and Chaffee in light of
our desire to await the results of the ongoing reserve
training strategy and installation management study.
The Army's recommendations are consistent with our
decision to await completion of the study before
further evaluating the other major training areas.

As I noted in my June 12, 1991 letter, both Forts
Dix and Chaffee have active tenants which do not
support Reserve Component (RC) training or the instal-
lations’ training mission. The planning and analysis
done in support of the realignment of the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center from Fort Chaffee and the imple-
mentation ©of the P. L. 100-526 recommendations for Fort
Dix gave us a detailed picture of the capabilities of
the installations and the units supported. The Army's
proposals place Forts Dix and Chaffee on a similar
footing with the other major training areas which,
except for Fort Irwin, principally support the RC.

The issue of administrative control is immaterial
at this time. Should the Army's proposal be accepted,
our implementation planning process will dovetail with
the study to find the best garrison control arrange-~
ments. We estimate that little or no manpower savings
would be realized from the transfer of Forts A.P. Hill,
Indiantown Gap, McCoy and Pickett to the RC. These
installations are already minimally staffed. Detailed
workload analyses are required for further wvalidation.

I want to emphasize again that the Army has the
authority to make changes in administrative control or
garrison configuration outside of the P.L. 101-510
framework and will exercise that authority at the
appropriate time.

GFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY *‘s”{)‘\yl
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103 ) ‘i:"‘“ :: ‘
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I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production &
Logistics).

Slncer

/

Susan L1v1ng one
Assistant- Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics & Environment)

% /94/#’7»«-/&»& ,: ]‘Zﬂaw\ brac 71
A commind soovr by Oy o4
Cl'wy}ee e ol ﬁ" .‘.“..‘:_‘-E-"‘M
(AC) wae 7 ffaM T‘ﬁﬂz‘mf’m
DIX ~ ce
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 0F THE NAVY
UNSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT:
WASHINGTON, DO 20380-5000

29 JUN 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLCBURE COMMISSION

Subi: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter
of June 19, 1991

Encl: (1) Response to item 20

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to the reguest
for additional information forwarded by reference (a).

B 8 srpe

Copy to: OASD (P&L)
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20. Why did the BSC drop the following projects from the OP-05
MILCON requirements for the NAS Whidbey relocation to Lemoore:

© 140K SF maintenance hangar space in support of EA&B
squadrons and FRS

© 50K S5F of admin space support of EA6B sgquadrons and
FRS .

¢ 120K SF of storage support for relocating squadrons
{(warehouse)

© 4200 BBL of POL storage

© 45K SF of increased medical facility to handle
increased medical load.

Response: The BSC's review of Lemoore's reguirements
acknowledged that it had a large excess capacity at present and
that during the Vietnam era it had regularly housed 20-24
squadrons. These two facts resulted in a reduction of the hangar
requirements by 140,000 sf. The BSC further recognized that this
reduction could cause some crowding, but felt that the major
budgetary reductions programmed for the outyears called for some
scaling back. .

Similar considerations entered in the BSC's decision to delete
OP-05's requirement for 42,000 BL of POL capacity. They reasoned
that all of the airplanes would be using the same type of fuel
and that, even with varying rates of consumption, Lemoore would
be able to function satisfactorily within its existing POL
storage capacity, particularly since past history had shown this
to be the case. Any anticipated shortfalls could be addressed by
accelerating fuel delivery schedules.

The reduction in the requirement for additional medical
facilities resulted from the fact that the naval hospital at
Lemoore is highly underutilized. The BSC felt that 5,000 SF for
expanded outpatient clinic services should satisfacterily
accommodate the increased requirement at Lemoore.

The major reductions in both administrative gpace ‘and storage
reflected the opportunities for consoiidations and econonies of
scale and the underutilized capacity at Lemoore. The BSC's
decision to delete these requirements recognized that when
capacity is underutilized over a periocd of time, personnel and
crganizations tend to expand to fit the available capacity and
that significant opportunities existed for realigning
requirements back to a more realistic level. This again was
based upon the fact that during the Vietnam era Lemoore had
supported a much larger number of squadrons than the current

leoading.



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE D7

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-B000

June 26, 1691

WRODUCTION AND
LOGISTICE
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Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

You asked for additional clarification of the Department's
recommendation to close Forts Dix and Chaffee, while retaining
facilities and training areas at both forts for use by the
Reserve Components.

The critical issue, by far, is the recommendation to remove
the active component missions from the two forts.

The permanent move of the Joint Readiness Training Center
from Fort Chaffee to Fort Polk, and the realignment of the 5th
Infantry Division (Mechanized) from Fort Pclk to Fort Hood are
critical to the Army's base restructuring plans. These
interrelated actions reflect the reality of the smaller Army of
the future. The Army has excess capacity in its fighting
installations. By moving the Sth Infantry Division (Mechanized)
to £fill the void at Fort Hood, and changing Fort Polk from a
fighting installation to a major training area, the Army reduces
that excess capacity. After exhaustive studies begun in 1987,
Fort Polk was found to be the best pessible location for the
Joint Readiness Training Center. Fort Chaffee does not have the
facilities necessary to support the required number of rotations
per year to fully train its light fighters. Furthermore, the
training areas at Fort Polk better support the intensity of
training reguired by the Center. If the Center is forced to
remain at Fort Chaffee, the required facilities investment will
be greater than that required to support the Army's
recommendation.

With regard to Fort Dix, the 1988 recommendation realigned
all of the active duty training functions out of the
installation, but left a variety of active duty tenants in place,
along with a large number of facilities in ®"mothball status."”
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The presence of these tenants, along with the excess facilities,
forced the Army to maintain a garrison far larger than that
needed to support a "semi-active" installation. The Army's
recommendation recognizes that because of the smaller Army of the
future, the mothballed facilities will no longer be required for
mobilization. The active tenants can be served more cost
effectively at other locations where space is now available.
Reserve Component training requirements can be fully supported by
retaining some facilities, the ranges and training areas, and a
minimally sized garrison.

In short, Secretary Cheney has recommended changing the
missions of Forts Dix and Chaffee to be more in line with those
of Forts A.P. Bill, Indiantown Gap, Buchanan, Pickett and McCoy.
I urge you to support the recommended moves of the Joint
Readiness Training Center, the 5th Infantry Division (Mechanized)
and the removal of active component tenants from Fort Dix.

ncerely,

|l

Colin McMillan



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC  20301-8000

June 26, 1991

PRODUCTION AND
LOGISFHLS

Honorable Jim Courter

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Chairman Courter:

Thank you for your letter of June 18, 1991, to Secretary
Cheney concerning the Department's position on live chemical

agent training.

The May 30, 1991, response you received from the Army
reflects the Department's position on live agent training. The
Department's decision to close Fort McClellan is the most
efficient and effective use of our resources, while preserving
the Department's flexibility in facing an uncertain future.
Realistic live agent training is valuable, but is not essential.
Currently, less than 5 percent of DoD's military personnel have
an opportunity to train at the Chemical Decontamination Training
Facility. Having the Chenmical Decontamination Training Facility
in caretaker status allows us to reconstitute this training

capability, if reguired.

The Department of Defense will continue to provide other
types of chemical defense training to the total force, for the
foreseeable future. This training will also continue to be
extended to other government agencies and foreign countries.

Finally, the entire package of recommendations including the
decision to cease live agent training was supported by the
Military Departments and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Staff.

Sincerely,

(il

Colin McMillan
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Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
. and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:.

You asked for additional information supporting the Army's
plan to renovate Building One at Fart Benjamin Harrison, Indiana.

Building One is the second 1argest administrative facility
in DoD's inventory. Its 1.6 million sguare feet can support
5,000 pecple. There is simply no other facility available which
aould serve as a suitable alternative to continued operation of

Building One at this time.

1 recently forwarded to you the DoD Comptroller's reasons
for not pursuing realignment of the Defense Finance and
Accounting Service at this time. The enclosed Army Corps of
Engineers' econcmic anaiysls confirme that renovat;an appears the

most cost effective option.

Renovating Building One appears to be the optimal use of the
Department's physical assets and its limited resources.

The DoD Comptreller concurs in this assessnment.

@El—i

Clen McMillan

Enclogure

1;;4
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY DY e
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, 0.0, 20310-2600

oy J 21 B 513
REFPLY TD )
ATTENTION OF: 1 3 JUN 1991
DAEN-ZCP-A : —
,45?’31.n%ggphgziﬁ%::,,¢a.~m
MEMORANDUM THRU "% casa . g

FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
SUBJECT: Economic Analysis for Building One

1. The Fiscal Year 1992 Army Military Construction budget
contains the project for the Administration Building, Building
One, at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana. The Fiscal Year 1992
budget requests Total Authorization of $125,000,000 and
Authorization of Appropriations of $25,000,000.

2. An executive summary of the economic analysis that supports
this request is provided as requested. This analysis was
prepared assuming a 1991 start and the conclusion remains valid
for a 1992 start as regquested. Major renovation was selected as
the lowest cost alternative of the four feasible alternatives

shown below.

QPTION KET PRESENT VALUE
=Renovation $154 million
-Third Party $220 million
-New Construction $240 nillion
=lLeases $576 million

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS:

%..,z::.»f
PETER J. OFFRINGA

Major General, USA
Asgsistant Chief of Engineers

Encl

saFm- 6
ce . CPAh
X O
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An Economic Analysis of Altenative Methods
of Providing 1,584,000 SF of Administrative Space
to Ascommodate 5,000 Employees az Fort Bagjamin Hamison. .

L]

A. ORJECTIVE: Provide sdequate work space for S000 personnal currently Jocated &2 Fort Benjamin Harrison who
require proper administration type work space in Building 1.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

1. Alternative 1 « Renovation. This plan would includs removing asbestos, providing a raised floor system
in administrative sreas of Building 1 and modernizing the buildicg.

. 2. Alternative 2 - New Construction. This plan would involve constructing an entirely new administration
type fazility for 5,000 exployees.

3. Alternative 3 - Third Party. This plan would involve constructing » vew building on post and financing
the project through a third party. The Federal Govenmwent wonld make snoual baso psyments over the poriod of
analysis rather than psy constroction costs jnitially as in the cass of the MCA project,

4. Alternstive 4 - Lesse Off-Post. This plan would involve leasing existing offica space off-post for 5,000
tenants jocated in Building 1.

$. Altemative § - Status Quo. This plan was not evaluated because the plan does not moet the objective
of providing adequate administrative spacs and special use areas for 5000 personnel. Building 1 requires asbestos
removal along with modernization of the axisting building to fix the componeats of the building sach & electrical
system, roofing, insclation, snd windows, which are either at or nesr repiacement stage or are needad to increase
energy savings.

C. METHODOLOGY. Each sltemative was studied to determine tha appropriate costs associatad with each option.
Tho couts were estimated for each alternative and compared over s 26-yesar period of analysis. Anuual project costs
were discountad at xn 8.0 percont rate 1o calculate net present value (NPVY) and equivalent uniform annual cost
(EUAC) for each siternative,

D. RESULTS. HMWWW#MW

Net Equivalent
Present - Uniform
Alternative name Valus Anxual Cost
1 Renovation $154,810 $14,321
2 Third Party Project $219,902 $20,343
3 New Construction £239.,904 2,19
4 Lease Off-post $575,901 $51,264
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Thess results indicate the cost effectivensss of the slternative |, renovation. In addition o the resalts
abovs, soveral sensitivity anaiyses were performed to test the strength of the NPV snd EUAC results. The results
sbove proved insensitive to changes in the large cost items in this snalysis. Based on the NPV results of this
economic snalysis, it is concluded that the least costly method of meeting the requirernent to provide administrative
work space for 5,000 employees at Fort Benjemin Harrison is by renovating Building 1. Rmmdtht&u
project be funded. THIE

E. ASSUMPTIONS. - -~ .. -

1. It is assumed that Building | will be demolished if new construction, meo{tm
project or leaxing slternatives were itoplamented.

2. It is sssumed that if a new building were constructed it would be locaiad adjscent to Building 1, allowing
for use of existing parking.

3. It is assumed that sdequats offics space could be leasad off-post. Multiple locations for the office space
lessed is likely,

4, kﬂmaafarlmng(ﬂmanwﬂuhgbaﬁmmﬁmmmﬁfnrmwm Iafistion
rates are based on OCE Ecopomic Briefs.

5. It is assumed that Building I will continued to be fully utilized (1,584,531 SF). All alternatives
consider 1,584,531 SF as the pacessary square footage required to moet the objective.

F. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS.

Large and volatile cost items in the apalysis were allowed to change in order to ses the effects of those
changes on the NPV and EUAC remlts. If s small change in a cortain cost or sssumption results in the
recomenendad alterpative (renovation) being more expensive (a igher NPV than other altematives), then the NPV
resuits sre penaitive to changes in thoss items.  The following table summmarize the results and conclusions of the

- sensitivity soalyses perforomed:
. Percont Change required to mske
Cost 1o Renovate Renovation + 104 percent
Construction Cost New Construction « 49 percent
Annval Payments Third Party Constr, = 50 percent
Annval Lease Lease OFf Post = 79 percent

The degree of change required to reverse the NPV mokings is significant for all cost items tested. These resuits
show that even if large errors in cost estimating occurred in preparstion of this anxlysis, the renovation option is
still likely to be the most cost effective altermative.

Dan Hill/CEMP-P

ooooooooooooooﬁooq



LOGISTICS

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC 203018000

June 26, 1991

Honorable Jim Courter

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and
Realigmnment Commission

1628 K Street, NW, Suite 400

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The enclosed letters were received from senior leaders
within the Department of Defense intelligence communities. They
are indicative of how far reaching the effects of clesing
Goodfellow Air Force Base would be. The directors express
serious concern over the possibility of Goodfellow being included
in your closure recommendations to the President.

As their letters indicate, Goodfellow AFB represents far
more than an Air Force training center. Goodfellow is the

premier multi-service joint intelligence training facility within
the Department of Defense.

I urge you to support the Department's recommendations which
did not include the closure of Goodfellow AFB in Texas.

mcerely,
Q@Q; Nzl

Colin McMillan

Enclosure

i)



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301.3040

OMMAND, CONTROL,
SMMUNICATIONS
AND
INTYELLIGENCE

June 24, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE {PRODUCTION AND
IOGISTICS})

SUBJECT: Goodfellow AFB Closure
i
I have watched with considerable interest the base closure
and realignment actions of both the Department of Defense and the
befense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. O©Of particular
concern is the addition of Goodfellow AFB as a possible closure
site.

. ¥We consider Goodfellow AFB more than just an Air Force
resource, since 70 percent of the training conducted there is, in

fact, DoD Executive Agent training: approximately 50 percent of

. the students are from the other three Services attending Air
Force-run courses. Beginning in 1985, we embarked on a twe-fold
effort to consclidate all Air Force intelligence training and
upgrade the systems used to train intelligence specialists of all

. . Services. All told, we have invested over %200 million in
Goodfellow.

This consclidation and medernization of intelligence training
was done with the full support of Congress. The multi-Service
training environment supports the spirit of Goldwater-Nichols
legislation for increased "jointness", and it gives us a
tremendous asset to help implement the Secretary of Defense Plan
for the Restructuring of Defense Intelligence, which includes many
consclidation initiatives. Goodfellow includes specially
constructed facilities to house the highly-sensitive equipment
needed for our training mission; it would be extremely expensive
to replicate these buildings and relocate the technical systenms.

We support the retention of Goodfellow as a multi~Service
intelligence training base.

Duane P. Andrews

1
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20340.

U-45/RDT 9 6 JUN 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE {PRODUCTION AND
LOGISTICS)

SUBJECT: Goodfellow AFB Closure

1. As the Department of Defense manager charged with ensuring the adequacy
of general intelligence training, I would like to advise against any
proposal that closes Goodfellow Technical Training Center, San Angelo,
Texas. Such an action would have a very negative, disruptive and long-term
impact on the entire DoD Intelligence Community. Goodfellow is a true
Jjoint Service training 1nstitution that teaches Army, Navy, and Marine
Corps, as well as Air Force personnel. Overall, 50 percent of Goodfellow's

student throughput 1s not Air Force.

2. Goodfellow is the only DoD site for advanced imagery training, attended
by both civilfan and military analysts from all Services and national
intelli-gence organizations. This training is considered critical in
preparing intelligence personnel for joint assignments at the national and
U&S Command level. The high technology, high classification, operations-
Tike environment built over the past decade would probably not be
replicated for many years. Thus, the relocation of these facilities would
disrupt the training pipelines of the entire DoD Intelligence Community.

3. Finally, the Goodfellow facility 1s unique becauvse of the co-location
of cryptologic and general intelligence training which provides an
opportunity for an integrated approach to the presentation of all-source
intelligence. This type of training is essential in a joint environment.
The Dafense Intelligence Community can il1-2fford to see Goodfellow closed.

HARRY i? -1~1¥C)‘1”$TE§5 ’ :
Lieutehant General, U.S. Army

Pirector

fo—
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NATIONAL BECURITY AGENCY
CENTRAL SECURITY SERVICE
PORY BEORIE §. MEADE, MARYLAND SC788 =800

25 June 1881

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PRODUCTION
AFD LOGISTICS ..

BUBJECT: Closure of Goodfellow Air Force Base (U) -~ INFORMATION
MEMORANDUM

1. 1 understand that Goodfellow Alr Force Base in Texas
has been added to the supplemental list of military facilities
to be consldered by your Commission for possible closure. My
purgose in writing you 1s to emphasize the critical role that
Goodfellow cryptologic training pleys in our overasll mational
1nt9111gence programe, the difficulty in moving tails
capadbility., and the dameage thet would acerue to national
;ollegtécn efforts were this capability to be lost or seriously

egraded.

2. The 3480th Technicel Training wWing, located at

Goodfellow, trainsg over 6000 multi-service cryptologic

ersonnel & year in cryptolegic linguist skills for all mejor

angueges, intelligence analysis and reporting, eryptelogic
maintenance, and glectronic intelligence. Thig training is
delivered through the BENTINEL BRIGHT system, a $200M,
computer~driven training system that is presently configured
for over 700 tarminals and eight mainframe computers, providing
the primary training device for all linguistic and
analysis/reperting training. Geoodfellow presently has over
323,800 sguare fest of BCIF space, and large numbers of prime
collection efuigment {CFr38/C8U, PARSEC, DCS ULLMAN) used for
squipment mainteénance.

3. The training pipeline for most sophisticated
ctip:chqic skille I at long as two years. Goovdfellow is a
gritical part of this pipeline, and the digruption ©f this
trainini flow would have an extremely sdverse impact on NEA's
ecapability to fulfill its cryprologic misesion. Additionmally,
the need to recreaze thesse facilities elsevhere and move large,

ensive computer systems would generate additional costes that
would probably be difficult to support under the current
funding environment.



-
x

4. 1 stand ready to provide your Commission any sufporting
data that will assist you in meking & well-informed declision to
the ultimate benefit of the cryptologic community and the DoD.

Very Respectiully,
W. O. ETUDEMAN

Vice Admiral, U.5. Navy
Director



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, DC  20301-8000

June 26, 1991

The Honorable Jim Courter
Chairman, Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20300-1000

Dear Mr Courter:

The purpose of this letier is to request that in your recommendations on base
closures and realignments, you indorse DoD's flexibility to reallocaie real property or
facilities pursuant to the 1990 Base Closure and Realignment Act, section 2905(b)(2)(D).
We are particularly interested in potentially transferring military family housing (MFH)
between military departments.  Your upcoming closure recommendations could generate
excess MFH that would help offset validated MFH shortages, alleviate quality of life
problems, and save DoD dollars. Additionally, the Air Force may require long term access
to the runway at Moffert Field.

The Air Force considers it essential to have continued access to a runway capable
of supporting the air transportation needs of critical nationa) security satellites. Currently,
NAS Moffett accommodates air mansport of oversized sawellites, via specially modified
C-5A aircraft, from manufacturing/assembly facilities at the collocated Lockheed Missile
and Space Corporation to the launch bases. Transport of oversized satellites is
accomplished through the use of & uniquely designed Space Cargo Transportation System
(SCTS) that maintains critical environmental conditions for the satellite during wansport.
The large size and slow speed (5 mph maximum) of the SCTS make it impossible to
transport over public highways without obtaining special permits and attracting considerable
attention. The Air Force is exploring aliernatives to NAS Moffen, including the potential
use of the San Jose Airport or NAS Alameda. However, both of these options may likely
result in s:gmﬁcam operational drawbacks and additionat expense even if feasible.
Consequently, it is essential that if the reuse of NAS Moffett does not include an active
runway, an option be raintained of operating the runway at NAS Moffent i in lieu of

deactivation.

We hope you will suppont these potential re:;mrcmcnts in your recommendations on
base closures and realignments.

Colin McMillan

- 133
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
CFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, D& 20350-2000
N RERLY REPER TO
ser 44&le1359?354
26 JUN 91

MEMORANDUM FOR TEE BASE CLOBURE COMMISSION
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALTGNMENT

Ref: Dafense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter of
June 26, 1591

Encl: (1) MILCON Cost Breakdowns. for NAVETAs Long Beuch,
Philadelphia, and Puget Sound
{2} Carrier Major Repair, Overhaul, and Refueling Schedule
(3) COBRA Breakdown for NAS Whi&bey Island

%. The following answers are provided in response to reference
a).

a. Question 1: JIn an attachment to hiz letter to Chairman
Courter dated 22 May, 1851, Admiral ILoftus stated that the land
and fecilities at long Beach were rated yellow because "access to
the port will be threatened by & container ship facility planned
for the future." We understand that the ship channal will remain
open and dredged to sufficient depth and width. In what regard,
then, is access threataned? If it is based on any quantified
assessment of the axpactaed dagradation of access, please prcvzda
that assessment.

Responsze: Thae planned container ship facility is a joint
Army Corps of Engineers, Port Authority of Los Angeles and Port
authority of Ilong Beach project which will be built on landfill
seaward of the existing mole at Long Beaach. The project will not
appreciablaey affact the ability of the ship channal to physically
accommodate Navy shiping but will, as planned, creats an increase
in ship traffic density in the approaches to the inner harbor at
Long Beach. This added congestion can not be gquantified and is
based upen operational judgement that the approach to Long Beach
will become commensurately more difficult with added shipping
traffic. In addition, the commercial land traffic, both
vehicular and train, immediately ocutside the Naval Station will
increase significantly with attendant congestion and safety
impacts. In general, Pian 2020 will create potentially
significant encroachment, both from thw land and water sldas of
tha Naval Station.

b. OQuastion 2: Please provide a breakdown of the
percentage of reserves who currently drill onboard reserve ships
who live ocutside the 100 mile radius that the Navy consi&ers the
standard radius for a reserve pool.
134
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Responsa: There are currently 3800 Reservists drilling
aboard NRF ships. Of this number, approximately 200 people, or
55?5%' commute more than 100 miles to drill aboard their assigned
ship.

c. Question 3: Opponents of Naval Station New York have
stated to commiasion staff that homeporting ships at Staten
Island is less efficient and therefore more costly because it
forgoes economies of scale avajilable at larger naval bases like
Norfolk. Has the Navy ever quantified this difference in cost?
If so, please provide this data. If not, can it be quantified?

Response: Our research has not revealed any indication that
such an analysis has been performed within Navy. Intuitively, a
naval station with relatively fewer ships homeported (e.qg., New
York) could be assumed to have a higher "cost per ship hull" than
a station with a larger number of homeported ships such as
Norfolk. The difficulty in quantifying such costs with any
accuracy, bowevar, is that costs essociated with direct ship
homeporting support are not easily captured within the Navy
budgeting system at either the naval station or ship levels,
particularly at larger facilities that perform a2 myriad other
functions and missions.

Such an undertaking would reguire significant resources
depending on a number of factors including the level of detail
and accuracy desired and the scope of the study. In effect, new
accounting methods would be required to record the capitalization
¢costs of piers, support infrastructure, security, etec.
attributable to the presence of a ship that is not always in
port.

In previous ‘communications with the General Accounting
Office, the Navy did estimate that the operation of the new
strategic homeport sites would require base cperating costs of
approximately $ 35 - $ 50 million per year. While it appears
that there may be economies of scale available at larger naval
basas, potential cost savings is only one of many criteria by
which Navy infrastructure has been planned, developed, and
studied during base closure analysis. The military value
criteria as described in VADM Loftus' letter of May 24, 1991 for
NAVSTA New York form the basis for the Navy's decision to retain
that naval station, nct the isesue of cost efficiency.

d. Question 4: Please provide cost breakdowns by type of
project and location for the MILCON cost avoidance from the
recommendaed closure of NAVSTA Long Beach and for tha MILCON costs
that result from the recommended closure of NAVSTAs Phila@alphiﬁ:ss
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and Puget Sound.
Response: See enclosure (1).
e. Question 5: Please provide schedule and shipyard for
gggg?eﬂ carrier major repairs, overhauls, and refuelings through
Response: Sae enclosure (2)
f. Question 6: Please px&vida completion dates for tha NIT

work listed on the Philadelphia-Long Beach comparisen chart
previously providad. ‘

Response:

Ship pates Shivyard
UEs Biddle 86 Jul 15 =~ 87 Aug 02 Philadelphia
UssS England 86 Oct 06 - 87 RNov 20 Long Beach
USS Dale 87 Jan 12 - 88 Jun 11 Philadelphia
USS Ieahy 87 Jul 27 - 88 Jul 22 Long Beach
UsSs Scott 87 Jun 15 = 88 Aug 1S Philadelphia
USS Jouett 88 Apr 18 - BS Aug 26 long Beach
USE Ridd 88 Aug 16 ~ 89 Sep 14 Philadelphia
USS Horne 88 Oct 31 - 90 Jan 12 Iong Beach
USS Callaghan 89 Sap 18 =~ 90 Oct 25 Long Beach

g. Question 7: The Navy has stated its intention to
discontinue the carrisr SLEP program. Congress had provided
funds for a SLEP of the KENNEDY at PSNY (first vear funding). If
Congress ie successful in requiring the Navy to perform this
SLEP, where and when would the overhaul be performed?

Response: If the Congress is successful in funding the
zecomplishment of the KENNEDY SLEP at Philadelphia, it will be
done there. The Navy's current plan had the KENNEDY's complex
overhaul as a "to be determined" availability. The
accomplishnent of the KENNEDY's hext major industrial
availability does not preclude placing PENY on the closure list

and closing by 19%6.

h. Questicn 8: Representatives of the Philadelphia
community have stated that, if the closure/preservation procseds,
they may seekx the ability to use the shipyard property for
alternate purposes which would provide greater immediate sconomic
benefit, A similar action related to Bunter's Point will soon
eliminate the Navy's ability to use the drydock thera for

=~ 138
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emergent work. How does this potential action affect the clesure
recommendation?

Response: Much of the property remaining after the closure
will not be available for private use, NAVSESS, the propeller
and foundry shops, as well as the Navy Inactive Ship's
Maintenance Facility will remain cpen. This extensive Havy
compitment to the continued use of these facilities will preclude
significant alternative use.

i. Question 8: The attached chart displaying large drydock
ragquirenents FY$0-FY2000 wase presented to the B5¢C, Subtracting
the two large drvdocks in Philadelphia shows a deficit for most
of the pericd. Compare this data with cthers provided to the
Commission that display excess drydock capacity.

Responsa: The NAVSEA presentation given to the BCC
reflected a very c¢onservative approach to assessing drydocking

capacity.
NAVSEA's Data

—- The population included ships which could be done in
other docks in addition to the large ships regquiring CV/CVN
docks.

-- Reflected a requirement to hold over 608 dockdays a
year in reserve to neet emergent requirements.

- Usad 304 days as the maximum available dockdays per
year in mccordance with DoD capacity measurement
considerations.

-w Includes ship docking requirements which can be
docked together as a separate reguirement {these ware
also ships which could be done in other docks but for
efficiency were multiple docks.)

Other Data Shown to BCRC

-- Assessed the regquirement for large docks separately
from usage. '

-=- Discounted one empty dock on each coast for emergent
repairs as our experlence indicated that this was excessive.

-- Validated against actual drydock schedule.
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—- Accepted the loss of flexibility if Philadelphia is
¢losed, but kept the docks available in the event the
facilities might be regquired.

Note: Philadelphia's drydock #3, although relatively large
{about 1000 feet), was not considered as it was too small to
dock a carrier.

j. Question 10: With regard to Recruit Training Command San
Diego, how meny staff pearsonnel .are there and how many of ther
reside in government quarters, i.e., officer family quarters,
enlisted family quarters, officar bachelor quarters, and enlisted
bachelor quarters?

Response provided by ASN I&E vie separate correspondence.

X. Quastion 11: Please show a detalled breakdown of the
COBRA displays that show $ 40 million in annual perscnnal savings
associated with the closure of NAS Whidbay Island.

Response: Since the original COBRA analysis was developed
for H¥AS Whidbey Island, the parscnnel numbers have undergone
additional review by CNO (OP-035). Enclosure (3) provides updated
nunbers for NAS Whidbey Island and identifies the number of
personnael planned for migration or elimination within each
command now located at the Naval Alr sStation.

l. Quastion 12: Please provide the Conmission answers to
the guestions in Congressman McCollum's letter to Secretary
Schafer of 24 Juns. Some of these guestions have previously bean
asked by the Commission but a good many others have not.

Response provided by ASN I&E via separate correspondence.
P.¥W. Drennon
RADM, CEC, USN

Director, Shore
Activities Division

Copy to (without enclosures): 0OSD (P&L)



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103

26 June 1991

REFLY TO
ATTERTIONOF

Mr, Jim Courter

Chairman

Defense Bage Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 X Strest, N. W,

Suite 400

washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

As the Commission continues 'its review of the
Department of Defense's recommendation to close the
Sacramanto Army Depot and to distribute the communica-
tion workload as ocutlined in our 12 April 1991 report,
I take this opportunity to reaffirm the exhaustive DoD
analyses which concluded that it was not cost effective
to keep the workload in the Sacramento area.

The base closure and realignment process is
difficult, and we fully understand the desire to
minimize turbulence and job loss in the affected commu-
nities. However, for every job not eliminated in the
Department of. Defense's Sacramento proposal, economics
will require the Army to eliminate one and one half
jobs elsewhere, most likely in Tobyhanns, an area much
less capable of providing comparable alternative work
in the civilian sector.

In addition, the notion that it will take 2 to §
years to train people to receive Sacramento's workload
is not supported by the facts, Workloads routinely
shift both internally and externally at every depot.
Training personnel to stay current with improved or new
repeir techniques is normal management practice
throughout the depot system. Given appropriate train-
ing and management, the highly qualified workers who
decide to move from the Sacramento area and the equally
qualified workers already performing technically simi-
lar work at the receiving sites, like Tobyhanna, can
easily be accommodated during the 2 to 5 years that it
will take to transition the workload. This is quite
different than saying that it will take 2 to 5§ years to
train the employees at receiving sites to perform the
workload.

1 e
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Prompted by community leaders in Sacramento and at
my direction, the Army Audit Agency studied the cost .
differentials between Tobyhanna Army Depot and those of
Sacramentc. Their analysis shows that the cost to
produce communication electronic repair work in Sacra-
mento 1s 52 percent higher than the same amount of work

in Tobyhanna,

After lengthy and detailed analysie, I wish to
assure you that our depot maintenance strategic plan,
of which the ground communication electronic workload
is a part, is the optimal approach for the Serxvices,
We simply cannot sfford any of the alternatives under
consideration by the Commission.

Sinca

Assistant Secretary of the Army
{(Ingtallations, Logistice & Environment}
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0200

26 JUN 1807 77

REPLY TO
ATYENTION OF

Mr, Jim Courtier

Chairman

Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission

1625 K Street, N. W.

Suite 400

Washington, D. C. 20006

Dear Mr. Courter:

This letter is in response to your letter to Mrs.
Livingstone requesting information about the Electronic
Technology and Device Laboratory at Fort Monmouth New
Jersey.

The answers to your questions were prepared by the
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Research
and Technology and are attached next under.

If there are any further gquestions, we look for-
ward to working with your staff to get them resolved
quickly.

-~

Sincerely,

ochn B. Nerger
Acting Director, Total
Army Basing Study

”
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QUESTIONS FROM LETTER TO MS, LIVINGSTONE

7. What is current authorization and compositicn of ETDL?

ETDL wiring diagram is shown at attachment 1. The
fiscal year 1990 and 1991 civilian authorizations for ETDL are
277 and 2ZB3 spaces respectively {Note: LAB 21 and DMR baseline
data is Qctober 1989).

2. What elements are proposed to relocate to Adelphi and what

- elements remain at Ft. Monmouth?

All ETDL functions, with the exception of 54 spaces
associated with development and production efforts related to
batteries, power sources and Pulse Power Center, will move to
CMRL, Adelphi, MD. These 54 spaces will be transferred to CECOM.

3. ETDL currently has executive agency proponency for DOD
programs. Where will the responsibility reside after the
broposed realignment?

These will reside in CMRL, Adelphi, MD.

4. Does the residual ETDL capability go QQ‘QECOM or LABCOM?

The residual ETDL functions will transfer to CECOM.

5. Provi fin MmeT) 41 ersonnel eliminations a
savings.

Personnel eliminations and savings associated with LAB 21 and
COBRA analysis are shown at attachment 2.

The government now has the authority to pay bonuses,
relocation costs, ete. that are comparable with industry. We
recognize that the number who move will be dependent upon local
economies at the time it occurs and we plan to conduct a massive
effort to entice the people to move; we have approximately six
years to manage the ETDL realignment in a smart way. The
continuing downsizing of the Defense Industry will further ease
this challenge.
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= Senior Research Scientist for
i Physical Sciences

« R&D Acquisition Office l’

Electronic Devices Research Division [ Microwave & Signal Processing
« Emexging Technologics Office Devices Division
« Electronic Materials Branch « Microwave/Lightwave Branch
» Solid State Flectronics Branch + Analog Signat Processing Devices Bm;ch!i
+ Frequency Control & Timing Branch » Microwave/Millimeter Wave Tubes
» Integrated Device Technology Branch Branch
* Pulse Power Technology Branch
. ] - — A
Microdectronics/Display Division Pavwer Sources Division Reliability, Logistics & 1
« Circaits & Subsystems Design Branch + Chemical Research Branch Standardization Division
» [ntzgrated Circnits Branch + Battery Devclopment/ « Standardization & Parts Control Branch
» Microelectronic Subsystems Engineering Development Branch = Rel,, Test & Quality Assurance Branch
Development Branch = Power Sources Systems Branch * Operations Engineering Branch ’
« Display Devices & Technology Branch » System Support Tcam
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LAB 21 SPACES ELIMINATED )

~ MIGRATION
DIAGRAM ' COBRA|

~ TOTAL MIL CIV DELTA  CIV
CMRL 978 = 13+ 965 (+19-210)* 774
MRDC 203 = 84+ 119 119
1181 = 97+ 1084 893

COE (IN PLACE REDUCTION) 76
969

, * 1.COBRA INCL 19 SPACES SAVED FOR AIRMICS NOT SHOWN ON THE MIGRATION

DIAGRAM

2. COBRA TOOK THE MOST CONSERVATIVE SAVINGS ASSUMING THE CMRL

INSTALLATION SUPPORT ACTIVITY WOULD RETAIN 210 SPACES THAT MAY BE @@d\%
CONTRACTED OUT

ad
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CMRL REALIGNMENTS - ADELPHI LABORATORY CENTERi MD I

;«m@{ﬁgﬁgh TACOM RDEC, DETROFT, Ml
’ PROFULSION (21 SPACES)
MIL Clv TOT TO NASA-LEWIS OH
CENTER FOR NIGHT VISION BEFORE e
AND ELECTRO-OPTICS, 7% 5 .
FTBELVOIR, VA aour ° e NASA (AVSCOM ONLY)
MIL CIV 10T TRANS IN 0 30 10 LEWIS, OH
AFTER 74 1,647 £,75) M1, 1V TOr
REFORE 19 446 $75
TRANS OUT 12 1o 112 BEFORE 0 41 41
FLIM 1 0 ! e e N TRANSOUT ¢ [+ [}
IRANS IN ] o 0 FD ELPHI LABORATORY CENTER ‘ ELIM y o 0 o
AFTER 16 s 36 . TRANS] 1 b4
: ‘ — ADELTHL, MD g . |ArER 1 §2
ATMOSPHERIC SCIENCES MIL Qv o1
LABORATORY, BEFORE " L s ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE, B »l| TRANS OUT " T18* 0 | AND DEVICES LABORATORY
NM . ELIM 9 467 476 FT MONMOUTH, Nj
MIL CIV  TOT TRANSIN L “w 461 CMIL CIV TOT
AFTER k7 ] 1,155 1,187 .
BEFORE 3 190 193 | i ~ N . - BEFORE 1 277 278
TRANS OUT 1 1% 47 * TRANS OUIY 1 m 1
ELIM o 8 # } HARRY DIAMOND LABS & INSTALLATION ¢ 12 n
RN e o SPT ACT- WOODBRIDGE RES FACILITY LA .
' WOODBRIDGE, VA
Ml Civ EFEN
e L - o o | | (e o Acaey
PICATINNY ARSENAL Nj ‘
MIL v TOT MIL Civ TOT
BEFORE 79 3845 3924
TRANS OUT 1] 4] [}
ELIM ;] 0 ¢
TRANSIN ¢ Ed ol *  Iacdudes TPM (30 spaces) o Alexandsia, VA
AFTER T AN 3N ** Inciudes 39 spaces to be transferred to CECOM, Ft. Monmauth, NJ

| NOTE RDEC- Rescarch, Development and Englneering Center

16 AFFL 01 0845
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l CMRL REALIGNMENTS --ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD I

NASA (AVSCOM ONLY),
LANGLEY AFB, VA

MIL v  TOT

BEFORE 1 41 43
TRANS OUT ] [} 0
ELIM 0 ) ]
TRANSIN o 20 )
AFTER 1 62 63

MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY
LABORATORY,
'WATERTOWN, MASS

Mit OV 70T

BEFORE B 53 SM
TRANSOUT & 208 2t
ELIM 2 M 3
TRANS IN 0 ) o
AFTER o 0 .90

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD
Ballistic Research Lab, Human Engineering

ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
ALEXANDRIA, VA

MIL v TOT
BEFORE % 317
TRANS OUT 3 54 %7
ELIM 0 20 2
TRANSIN o 0 o
AFTER 13 7 2

Lab, Vulnerability / Lethality Assessment
ll Mgmt Office, Chemical RDEC*
MIL Qv TOT
BEFORE + 50 . 1,033
TRANSOUT 2 5 17
ELIM 1 47 48
TRANSIN i5 279 294
AFYER 62 1,200 1,261
BELVOIR RDEC,
FTBELVOIR, YA
T MIL. QY TOT
BEFORE 418 5] 936
TRANS OUT 4 40 4%
ELIM 0 7 7
TRANS IN 0 e a
AFTER 43 74 UL

* CROEC shown only for transfer of 50 civilian & 2 milltary spaces to CMRL.

NOTE RDEC - Research, Develupment & Englineeriag Center

NATICK RDEC
NATICK, MASS

15 APE 91 1300



MEDICAL LAB2Y/RELIANCE REALIGNMENT!

PAGE 1 {)F 2
NAVAL AFEROSPACE MEDICAL
RESEARCH LABORATORY
- PENSACOLA. FL
INSTITUTE OF SURGICAL RESEARCH MIL. CIV  TOT
FT.SAM HOUSTON, TX BEFORE 48 54 93
MIL/29, CIV/S TRANSOUT 2 15 17
MIL  CIV  TOT | qpAUMA ELIM 0 0 0
BEFORE 153 74 227 | RESEARCH LETTERMAN ARMY INSTITUE I‘;é?ﬁ N 32 1:; f?
TRANS OUT 0 0 0 OF RESEARCH COLLOCATE — -
ELIM 0 0 L PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA  [MIL/11, CIvie COLLOCATE
TRANSIN 19 3 37 LASER MIL/2, CIVAS
AFTER 182 g2 264 MIL  CIV TOT |gopFFECTS MICROWA VE BIOEFFECTS
- 07 220
BEFORE no1 USAF SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE
TRANS OUT 57 54 111 MEDICINE
MIL/T7, CIv/is| ELIM s6 53 109 BROOKS AFB, TX
© BLOOD TRANS IN 0 0 0 T —
RESEARCH | AFTER 0 0 .9 MIL Cly 1)}
NAVAL MEDICAL RESEARCH COLLOCATE 15 50 65
INSTITUTE e
BETHESDA, MD WALTER REED ARMY INSTITUTE  [COLLOCATE
OF RESEARCH MIL/L, CIVIS COLLOCATE
MiL - dv. TOT PYTTT WASHINGTON, DC [MICROWAVE 4 CIV USAF AUTH
COLLOGCATE 17 16 a3 65 NAVY MIL av TOT HEAT PHYSIOLOGY
mﬁ‘gg,ﬁz%s BEFORE 355 383 738 US ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
DISEASE RES, | TRANS OUT 2 5 7 OF ENVIRONMENTAL MEDICINE
T ELIM (1] 0 ) NATICK, MaA
TRANSIN 0 0 0 MIL  Civ TOT
$ R e oo BEFORE % 9T 16
) C TRANS OUT 0 0 0
ELIM 0 0 0
TRANSIN ] (1] fi
% AFTER 76 92 168
. COLLOCATE 6 4 4

s g



MEDICAL LAB21/RELIANCE REALIGNMENTS

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH &
DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY

FT. DETRICK,MD
Mit,
BEFORE 26
TRANS GUT 9
ELM 1?7
TRANS IN 8
AFTER 0

PAGE20F 2

CIvis
MEDICAL
MATERIEL

oy S,

"US ARMY MEDICAL MATERIEL
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY

COLLOCATE
MIL/S, CIV/30
ENVIRN/OCCUP.
TOXICOLOGY

FT. DETRICK, MD
MIL CIV  TOT |
BEFORE 20 M4 S4
TRANS OUT 0 0 0
ELIM 0 0 0
TRANS IN o 8 8

AFTER 20 42 62

et e SN pah bl hAMA v

" ARMY AEROMEDICAL RESEARCH

ARMSTRONG AEROSPACE
MEDICAL LABORATORY
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, AFB, OH

LABORATORY
FT. RUCKER, AL
MIL
BEFORE 76
TRANS OUT 1
ELIM 0
TRANS IN 0

INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH

WASHINGTON, DC
MIL
BEFORE 57
TRANS OUT 46
ELIM 1n
TRANS IN o
ARTER )

COLLOCATE
MILN, CIVA2
BIODYNAMICS

COLLOCATE
MIL/S, C1v/g
COMBAT
DENTISTRY

MIL  CIv TOT J
COLLOCATE 42 74 e §f

i oS A A B S PN 0

COLLOCATE MIL/32, CIVIa2
BIODYNAMICS

NAVAL BIODYNAMICS LABORATORY
NEW ORLEANS, LA

ML civ - ToT  §

BEFORE 31 a7 84 i
TRANS OUT 3 42 74 N
ELIM 6 4 1 $
TRANS IN ) ) o
é

AFTER - 0 ] ¢

A,

NAVAL DENTAL RESEARCH
INSTITUTE
GREAT LAKES NAVAL BASE, 1L

44 B 54

ML Civ TOT
COLLOCATE
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TO: MR DAVE YENTZER 26 June 1991
FM: TABS

o Ny
SUBJECT: ETDL

1. Reference your dated 24 Jun 91,

2. Attached are theé answers yocu reguested. They were also faxed
to you yvesterday.

3. The last page of attachment is the “bullet chart" that was
requested after Mr Singley briefed the Chairman.

.

LTC Lartouche
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QUESTIONS FROM NQTE TO LTC LaRQUCHE

1. Short statement on purpose of CMRL Adelphi & CMRL APG.

The LAB 21 initiative presented in the BRAC 91 submission
was designed to improve the guality, productivity, and efficiency
of Army research and development organizations, while increasing
their ability to attract and retain high quality scientists and
engineers.

Our organizational design for the laboratories was driven by

- wsur modernization vision, strategy and action plan as documented .

in the Army Technology Base Master Plan (ATBMP). Extensive
analyses of numerous alternatives were conducted using a uniform
set of evaluations factors and attributes. The LAB 21 factors
used were consistent with and complementary to those used for the
1991 Base Realignment and Closure analyses, and represent those
considerations which are critical teo increased productivity and
quality of products and services.

One of the key elements of the LAB 21 is the creation of a
world class ''flagship" laboratory called the Combat Materiel
Research Laboratory (CMRL). If approved, the CMRL would be
headquartered at Adelphi, MD, home for the following
Directorates: Signatures, Sensors and Signal (S3) Processing;
Battlefield Environmental Effects; Electronics and Power Sources;
and Directed Enerqgy. Lethality, Materials, Life Sciences, and
Simulation/Modeliqg/&&&assmeﬁt Directorates of CMRL would be
located at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, where extensive test and
range capabilities already exist.

One objective is to significantly improwve the guality and
efficiency of our Corporate Laboratory system yet move as few
people as possible (minimized personnel cost and turbulence) and
require the least amount of costly construction. The solution
was the two sites of Adelphi and Aberdeen Proving Ground. The
bulk of the personnel were already at one of these two sites and
the facility costs were the lowest for that combination. But,
primarily there were significant technological advantages. It
allowed for the clustering of electronic related technologies at
one site, This meant that the Army would have the ability to
collocate technologies and focus on the ability to see and
provide command and control in a battlefield environment. It
brought together the research of small electronic devices along
with their power sources for the purpose of developing new
sensors that relied upon optics, acoustics, and radar. With the
incorporation of the battlefield environment effects
technologies, it added the necessary elements for incorporating
the atmospheric effects into the design of sensors.



At Aberdeen Proving Ground, it enabled the Army to bring
together materials with lethality and survivability to address
the "materials' aspects of surviving on the battlefield along
with the assessment of vulnerabilities. The primary difference
between the two sites is that Adelphi focuses on electronic
elements and Aberdeen focuses primarily on materials related
technologies. The other Aberdeen elements were left in place to
minimize costs and to provide the advanced computing and human
effects related elements for all the other technologies for both
sites. The sites are less than one and a half hours drive apart.

- . Short statement on ETDL residual mission at Ft, Monmouth -
CECOM,

a. Will it become part of CECOM?

b. What "branches'" and "functions'" remain?

Fifty-four ETDL spaces do not move to CMRL, Adelphi, MD.
These spaces are associated with development and production
efforts related to batteries, power sources and Pulse Power
Center. They will be transferred to CECOM, Ft. Monmouth, NJ.

3. ETDL authorization and wirin iagram.
. W nches and functions m

ETDL wiring diagram is shown at attachment 1. The fisecal
year 1990 and 1991 civilian authorizations for ETDL are 277 and
283 spaces respectively {Note: LAB 21 and DMR baseline data is
October 1989). All functions not associated with development and
production efforts for batteries and power sources will move to
CMRL, Adelphi, MD,.

4. COBERA explanation vs, LABCOM briefs.
a. V;tgli shows 788 personnel savings.
WS nnel savings.
. &ig;g;xgn chart shows $48.5M personnel savings. Why is
average salary so high?

Mr. vitali’s chart showed 774 CMRL civilian space savings,
consistent with the COBRA analysis. Personnel eliminations and
savings associated with LAB 21 and COBRA analysis are shown at
attachment 2. The salary rate of $48.5M is based on actual
experience in Army laboratories. The figure which includes
salary and benefits includes scientists and engineers who are
paid more than administrative and clerical workers.
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5. ETDL has DOD executive agency for electronics mission like

flat panel] display & fregquency control timing, plus others -

Who will do that in future - CECOM or CMRL7Y

These will reside in CMRL, Adelphi, MD.

6. Comment on laser work moved to Ft. Belvoir in 852 Only 10%

of people moved - how does Army expect to maintain readiness

if 10% _move?

The concern seems to be that only 10% will move. We do not
ihink that that will be the case. The government now has the
authority to pay bonuses, relocation costs, etc. that are
comparable with industry. We recognize that the number who move
will be dependent upon local economies at the time it occurs and
we plan to conduct a massive effort to entice the people to move;
we have approximately six years to manage the ETDL realignment in
a smart way. The continuing downsizing of the Defense Industry
will further ease this challenge.

7. Commen n ¢ rate ILabs are movin o stem roac

The Army proposes to streamline and improve its current
corporate laboratory system: the geographically dispersed LABCOM.
Our corporate laboratory must be aligned with those key
technologies most important to the Army of the 21st century, as
documented in the vision and strategy of the Army Technology Base
Master Plan. The Army is undergoing this consolidation to take a
systems approach to the technology development and integration
essential to the Army advanced systems and concepts of the
future. That is one of the fundamental tenets for consglidating
related technologies. This consolidation will enhance the
flexibility, synergism and application of the critical mass of
resources.

8. i i r nsive leave ETDL Ft. Monmouth?

All CMRL options which left ETDL at Ft. Monmouth were more
expensive for the total CMRL cost. To leave ETDL at Ft. Monmouth
would be suboptimizing. We must collocate ETDL with the other
Adelphi, MD elements in order to achieve a true Sensors, Signal
Porcessing and Signatures Directorate and program.

152
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LAB 21 SPACES ELIMINATED

MIGRATION

DIAGRAM COBRA

~ TOTAL MIL CIV  DELTA CIVv

CMRL 978 = 13+ 965 (+19-210)* 774
MRDC 203 = 84+ 119 119
1181 = 97+ 1084 | 893

COE (IN PLACE REDUCTION) 76

9569

; *1.COBRA l'NCL’ 19 SPACES S_AVEB FOR AIRMICS NOT SHOWN ON THE MIGRATION

DIAGRAM

2. COBRA TOOK THE MOST CONSERVATIVE SAVINGS ASSUMING THE CMRL.

g{*‘ N'ﬁ'&‘,r‘ﬁ,ug
INSTALLATION SUPPORT ACTIVITY WOULD RETAIN 210 SPACES THAT MAY BE jiBL/u1,
CONTRACTED QUT ey el
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| CMRL REALIGNMENTS

CENTER FOR NIGHT VISION
AN ELECTRO-OI'TICS,
T BELVOIR, VA

MiL v TOT

BEFORFE » 446 475
TRANSOUT "2 1 112
ELIM 1 a 1
TRANSIN - g 8 9

AFTER 16 M6 362

ATMOSPHERIC SCIENCES
LABORATORY,
WHITE SANDS MISGILE RANCE,
NM

MIL ClVv  TOT

BEFORE 3 1% 193
TRANS OUT 1 46 47
ELIM o 81 L)
IRANSIN g 0. 0
AFTER 2 8 63

ARMAMENT RDEC
PICATININY ARSENAL NJ

Mil. CIV  TOT
BEFORE 9 3845 .39
TRANSOUT ¢ 6" 0
ELIM o o ¢
TRANSIN 0 3 W
AFTER ™ 3815 39

P ——

MISSILE RDEC
HUNTSVILLE, AL

MiL vy 1017

SEFORE 7 1657 1,733
TRANS OUT ° o o
ELIM n o Y

TRANS IN 4 an 30
1,687

[}\DEL!’H! LABORATORY CENTER
ADELPHI MD

MIL vy TOT
BEFORE 38 1,294 1352
TRANS OUT 1 1ne* 130
ELIM L 487 76
TRANSIN H 47 161
AFTER n 1,155 1,187

HARRY DIAMOND LABS & INSTALLATION
SPTACT - WOODBRIDGE RES FACILITY
WOODBRIDGE, VA

Mii civ TOTY

*  Inclodes TPM {30 spaces) to Alexandria, VA

** Includes 39 apaces to be tramsferred to CECOM, Fr Monmouth, NJ

NOTE: RDEC - Research, Development and Englneering Center

-- ADELPHI LABURATORY CENTER, MD

TACOM RODEC, DETROIT, M1
MROFULSION (21 STACES)
TO NASA-LEWIS, OH

NASA (AVSCOM ONLY)
LEWIS, OH

MIL Civ  1or

BEFORE ¢ 41 4}
TRANSOUT g ] g
ELIM Uj o 9
TRANSIN 1 20 21
AFTER 3 61 €2

ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY

, AND DEVICES LABORATORY

FT MONMOUTH, N}

MIL v TOF

BEFORE 1 277 278
TRANSOUT 1 711 211
ELIM 0 12 12
TRANS IN o 0 0
AFTER 0 L -

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
ADELIHI, MD

MIL v 131

EAPTI B DY
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l CMRL REALIGNMENTS --ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD I

NASA (AVSCOM ONLY),
LANGLEY AFB, VA

BEFORE
TRANSOUT
ELiM
TRANSIN
AFTER

MIL. €V TOT

- O

42
a
]

w0

62

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD |§
Ballistic Research Lab, Human Engineering B
Lab, Vulnerability /Lethality Assessment

MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY
LABORATORY,
WATERTOWN, MASS

ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
ALEXANDRIA, VA

MiL Qv T0T1
BEFORE 1 I 327
TRANSOUT 3 54 87
ELIM 0 20 20
TRANSIN 0 ¢ s
AFTER 13 17 0
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TRANSIN 0 a g
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Mgmt Office, Chemical RDEC®
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TRANS IN 15 m 194
AFTER 61 1,200 1,262
BELVOIR RDEC,
FT BELVOIR, VA
T Mil, CIV  foOT
HBEFORE % 80 93

TRANSOUT 4 40

* CRDEC shown only for transfer of 50 civilian & 2 military spaces o CMRL.

NOTE RDEC - Resesrch, Development & Engineering Center
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NATICK, MASS
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ELIM o ] 0
TRANSIN 0 1% is

AFTER
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MEDICAL LAB21/RELIANCE REALIGNMENTS|

T B 0 AT e Y I AR i T xRN M LD MR IR A D e VL A LA A S A BRI

LG 1

NAVAL AEROSPACE MEDICAL
RESEARCH LADBORATORY
PENSACOLA, FL,
INSTITUTE OF SURCICAL RESEARCH MIL CIV Yoy
FT.SAM HOUSTON, TX BEFGRE y 40 54 94
TRANS OUT 2 15 17
MIL/79, CIV/8
DEFORE 180 M RN LETTERMAN ARMY INSTITUE AFTER . . .
' OF RESEARCH COLLOCATE
ELIM 0 0 0 PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA  JMIL/H, CIV/30 COLLOCATE
TRANSIN 29 8 K1) ) _ LASER MIL/2, CIV/LS
AFTER 182 81 264 MIL - €IV TOT pioprreECTS MICROWAVE BIOEFFECTS
1 107 220 ] :
BEFORE 1 USAF SCHOOL OF AEROSPACE
TRANS OUT 57 54 1 MEDICINEG
MILAY, Crvis] ELIM 56 53 19 BROUKS AFB, TX
BLOOD TRANS IN 0 0 0 :
RESEARCH AFTER 8 o 0 MIL Ciy T
NAVAL MEDICAL RESEARCH COLLOCATE 5 - o
INSTITUTE T——
BETHESDA, MD WALTER REED ARMY INSTITUTE L OLLOCATE
_ OF RESEARCH MILJ2, CIV/S COLLOCATE
MIL <V TOT i WASHINGTON, PC Fﬁggg‘ggg‘l 4 €IV USAF AVTH
COLLOCATE 17 16 13 65 NAVY MIL Iy TOT HEAT PHYSIOLOGY
mg;‘gg"‘s@s BEFORE 355 388 138 US ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
DISEASE RES, | TRANSOUT 2 5 7 OF ENVIRONMENTASL MEDICINE
ELIM 0 0 0 NATICK, MA
TRANS IN 35‘3 3?‘; ?3': MIL €IV ToT
22111;-&:3 33 B 6 BEFORE %9 e
TRANS OUT ) 0 o
ELIM 0 0 0
TRANS IN 0 0 o
AFTER 76 92 Fo%
COLLOCATE 0 4 4
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MEDICAL LABZI/RELIANCE REALIGNMENTS
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DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY
FT. BETRICK, MD

US ARMY MEDICAL MATERIFL E
|
ii
H
i

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH & | MIL v TOT
- - MATERIEL TRANS OUT a0 0

| MIL CIV  TOT § i ELIM 0 0 0

BEFORE 2% 93 119 # TRANS IN o 8 8
COLLOCATE

TRANS OUT 9 K} 47 MILS, CIv/3 AFTER
ELTM 17 55 Ll ENVIRN/OCCUP. -
TRANSIN 0 0 0 TOXICOLOGY ARMSTRONG AEROSPACE
AFTER 0 0 o K - MEDICAL LABORATORY

WRIGHT-PATTERSON, AFB, OH

ARMY AEROMEDICAL RESEARCH

LABORATORY _ > MIL  CIV TOT
FT. RUCKER, AL COLLOCATE COLLOCATE 42 74 H6
~t MIL/, CIV/2
MI v TOT E N
L ! BIODYNAMICS - COLLOCATE mmz CIVidL
BEFORE 10 68 138§ BIODYNAMICS
TRANS OUY 1 2 3 NAVAL BIODYNAMICS LATORATORY
ELM 0 0 0 K NEW ORLEANS, LA
TRANSIN 0 7 ¢ § mMiL v Tot |
AFTER B 66 135 B BEFORE 37 47 81 {
EPU—— IO : TRANS OUT n 42 y YRR ¢
: ELIM 3 4 10 i
INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH ¥ COLLOCATE TRANS IN 8 0 0
WASHINGTON, BC ) MIL/46, CIV/S AFT“:R )} 0 0 ]
X COMBAT - —— U
v — I R
| MIL  C DENTISTRY - AL DENTAL RESEARCII
BEFORE 5 19 76§ INSTITUTE
TRANS OUT 46 8 s4 F GREAT LAKES NAVAL BASE, 11, E
-t FLIM 1 11 22
hia AFTER o ) o | COLLOCATE %% 8 4
E , P T—— e - T e—
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ETDL AT CMRL ADELPHI .

« COLLOCATION OF ESSENTIAL RESEARCH DISCIPLINES FOR:
«« SEEING AND RECOGNIZING THE ENEMY (MICRO-ELECTRONICS,
BATTERIES, SIGNAL PROCESSING & ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

ON SENSORS)
«« DIRECTED ENERGY WEAPON SYSTEMS (ELECTRONIC SOLID STATE

SWITCHING, ELECTRICAL POWER STORAGE & CONTROL, LASERS,

& HIGH POWER MICROWAVE DEVICES)
-« HARDENING ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS OF THE FUTURE TO

RADIATION PHENOMENA
-« SIGNAL PROCESSORS, INTELLIGENCE FUSION SYSTEMS &

COMPUTERS FOR AIRLAND BATTLE MANAGEMENT

- MORE EFFICIENT, STATE-OF-THE-ART LABORATORIES FOR THE
AREAS MENTIONED ABOVE

- REDUCED MANAGEMENT LAYERING & OVERHEAD
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
QFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL CPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, NC 203502000

N REPLY REFER TO
Memo 441DLl/75
26 June 1991

MEMORANDUM

From: RADM P.W. Drennon

Tot Mr. A. Yellin

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALTGNMENT

Encl: (1) Eistorical Strike Pilet Training Statigtics

1. As rasguested during our phong’ convarsation of earliar this
week, enclosure (1) provides ahistorical summary of strike pilot

training rates.

Activities Division

Copy to (without enclosure): OSD (P&L)

3
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NAVAL ATR TRAINING COMMAND PRODUCTION

STRIKE PILOTS TOTAL PILOT
ALL TYPES
NAVY HARINE TOTAL
1870 692 369 1061 2450
971 €65 259 924 . 1809
1972 531 17¢ 707 1853
1973 433 223 656 1650
1974 401 182 593 1447
1875 33z 139 471 1327
1976 324 137 461 1358
1977 346 149 485 1198
1978 2718 g5 3758 934
1879 - 208 : 76 284 871
1580 320 178~ 458 1471
1981 314 185 4389 1482
1982 312 207 519 15158
1983 327 182 509 1424
1984 306 _ 158 461 . 1370
1s85 304 120 424 o 1343
i286 355 105 480 1437
1987 37¢& 103 479 1480
1988 315 105 420 _ 1462
1988 341 109 459 1528
1990 315 152 457 1474
1591 *251 154 +405 *1347
1892 *205 *150 #3558 *1334
1993 *265 152 *377 %1358
1994 *268 +149 *434 *1386
13495 *265 146 *41ll *1382
199¢ *265 *129 %394 *1356
i1ss7 *265 *123 *388 %1358
* INDICATES PROJECTION
. H
- 161

ENCLOSURE (¢ )
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY - V59
OFFICE ©OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPFERATIONS
WASHINGTON. DC 20380-2000
IN REPLY REFER TO

11000
Memo 443D/
27 Jupne 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Subj: REVISED COBRA MODEL FOR NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH

Encl: (1) Revised COBRA for NAVSTA Long Beach

—
1. Conversations with your staff indicates they may not have
received enclosure (1) which revises personnel pumbers in the
original COBRA model for NAVSTA Long Beach. Due to a mathematical
error, the original model incorrectly included non-appropriated
instrumentality personnel. 6&ince these personnel are off-budget
they should not have been included in COBRA calculatioens. This
correction decreases one-time costs from $31.1 million to $30.9
million and steady state savinge from $99.4 million to $73.2
million. These changes have no impact on the number of years to
break aeven or achieve return on investment and both remain zaro.

v g e

Copy to: OASD (P&L)



DFEICE OFf ThE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, Q4L 203501000

27 June 1951

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

{(a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Ref:
gquestions for Service Secretaries and Secretary
Garrett

Encl: (1} DD Form 2136 sheets (Insert for the Record)

As requested by reference (a), enclosure (1) responds to
questions from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment

Commission.

B e e

H. Lawrence Garrett, III
Secretary of the Navy

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY @-{u@



INSERT FOR THE RECORD

REWATE |

wOURE | |
APPROPRIATIONE COMN TTE
NOPRIATIONS C ' SEINATE BEMATE

HOUEE  [RTMER ACRC

O
i ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

HEAMING OATE

s TR RE NRERT WG
FRANECRIFT FADE RO, [LIRE N INBERT WG SEAVICES

BASE (LOSURE COMMISSION

Guastion: After this round of closures and realignments, will
sufficient capacity exist i{o expand and sustain training during
future conflicts?
Answer: Yes. Although eur overzll maximum capacity te train new
recruits and conduct specialized skill training will be reduced,
current projections can be met. There also exists the capability
to mobitize the Recruit Training Commands (RTUs) and the Servica
Schaols Commands {SS5Cs} to meel unexpected accessions and fleet

training requirements,

Current accession orejections indicate the highest recryit training
raeguirement through FY-37 is 76.8K. The “peacetime" capacity of
RTL Great Lakes is S51.5K (given FY-92 MILCON for galley renovation)
and of RTL San Diego is 30.4K, a total of B1.9K recruits. The
mobilization capacitias for RTC Great Lakes and RTC San Diego are

9F.9K and B1.2K respectively.

Present and future specialized skill training requirements can be
accommedated, but this is predicated upon completing MILCON to
relocate instructional and bachelor quarters facilities from
COrlando. With the MILCON projects complete, Great Lakes and San
Diego S5Cs can also mobilize to meet increased requirements by

doubie and triple shifiing the school hguse.

e
GPNAV~44C)
PACTION OFFICERIE KT ENBICH it %a b L7 )- D
CLOR J.L. BULLOUK, EXT 635~5144 3 MAY g1
COGADINATION
oFFR 43u{148) O{)A
i
L MR
w7 "
vy {Gyle, g\

B0 = 1%
1 MOV TE



INSERT FOR THE RECORD

=

o YT i E
T e { ARMED SERVICES COMMITTES :'M:‘ BLRC

MOURE |
Tenare ] ATROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE e
TINE WG, HEERY WE. SERVICES 2

frormaberorm
HEANING DIATE TRAMBENRIFT SAQE MO

—

BASE CLOSURE C(OMMISSION

Question: What will pe the fmpact ¥ no Tand sale procsads
are realized as part of the closure and realignment process? What
was the basis for calculating your land-value estimates and how
werg these estimates used in making your return-cn-investment
catculations?

Answer: The Department of the Navy did not consider proceeds
from land sales when calculating return-on-investment for its Dase
closure and realignment candidates except in the case of Marine
Corps Air Station at Tustin, CLalifornia, which presented unigue
gpportunities because of its locatipn and its potential for
commercial development. Qur land valus estimates were calculated
based on & number of factors, including that adjacent finished
building lots have sold for over $1 million per acre. Recognizing
that developing finishad lots at MCAS Tustin would entail expensive
demolition costs, along with the instailation of new roads and
utilities, and so on, we estimated 3449.6 million in land sale
procesds for its 1,249 acres. Return-on-investment calculations
were made using the standardized COBRA mode)l. Within the model,

the sale of the land was treated as a $449.6 million savings in the
last year of execution. If no land sale proceeds are realized fron
the closure of MCAS Tustin, the closure will not provide a
reasonable return-on-investmant,

OFEICE

. OPNAV~44Cl
ACTION GFFICER/KXTENSEON
CDR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 69%~5144 3 MAY 91
COORDINATION

orme 450(148) dﬁA
- F ) V\laﬁﬁ\

“ r3
DATE C/[W(Q/ \e\\ﬂ
i:&aﬁ"'l“,* !IE IR 2T .




INSERT FOR THE RECORD

O AMPROSRIATIONE COMMITTEE L | e | Mk D SERVICES COMM [FouSE JGTRER
SERZTE ] ! TERATE o ITTEE F—iEiavE BCRE
~MEAMING DATE TRARECR:FY PAGE MO |uimE NG, Imatr;ﬁ? ™MD
SERVICES 3

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: What will be the impact on the force structure if
no bases are closed?

Answer: [n FY %0, $8.2 billion (FY 51 doilars) was spent to
operate and maintain our bDases. Dol is projecting a 25 percent
reduction in funding over the FYDR, or a reduction of about $1.6
bitlion in base operating accounts. in order to operate at this
level of funding, requirements and ioventory mugt be reduced. With
projected force level reductions, bases that are no longer required
must be closed. If bases are not ¢losed the procurement and flest
operation accounts will have to be "robbed" to operate and maintain
our bases. This will adversely affect our ability to support the
projectes force structure. 1f base mainfenance and operations were
not funded, the quality of Vife For our personne]l will be dagraded,
adversely affecting retention and productivity.

OPNAV-44C1

DATE FREFARES

ACTIGM OFFICER/E K TERSION

DR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 635-5144 3 MAY 351

COORDINATION .

S E CORIN)

BT \ i é
v e

BATE (c/ﬂf‘?f %\\6\ i .:

|
1 NG FT

fiss $/% 010Z-LF-002-1380



INSERT FOR THE RECGRD

HOURE | ROUSE WOURE  (OFHER
TEATE ] ASPROPRIATIONS COMMTTES e AAMED BERVICES COMMITTEL STEETE 8CRC
[WEAMING DATE TRANBCRIFT PAGE NO. LIHE NG [T TE RN SERVIQ'S : =
t
BAST CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: The Base (losure and Reatignment Act allows bases

in Puarto Rico, Guam, the U.5. Virgin Islands, and other
territories and possessions fo he included in this review.

id vau

treat all bases in these areas on equal footing with other bases?
Answer: We included bases on Guam in gur review,

notwithstanding their forward location, because of the potential
KAVSTA Roosevelt Roads was

excluded from the reviaw because of its unigue training mission.

for consolidation with the Air Force.

OFFICE
CPHAV~-44C1

ACTION GFFCERIERTUNSION
CDR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 695-5144

3 MAY 35l

COONDINATION
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD

IMEARING DATE

OHLIE HOUNE ROURE OTHER
STRAYE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITYEE TENATE ARMED SEAVICED COMMITTER FINATY BCRE
TRARRCRIFT PADE NO. JLINE NG, TNEE T W
SERVICES 5§

Question:

19857
Answer:

which may permi

BASE CLOSURE (CMMISSION

Bo you anticipate additional closures or
reglignments in your Service’s base structure in rounds 1993 and

Yes, we anticipate force structyre and workload
changes currently outside of the & year window of the 19%! round

t additional closuras.,

[ 24113

ACTION GFFICRATEXTERRON

OPRAV-44C1

CHR J.L. BULIOCK, EXT 6£95-5144

3 MAY 91

COORDIRATION
oFFICE 4%31{}*€) {S‘ER
I \\W\“
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. g
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD

wOUSE | MGUSE | " HOUSE  [OTHEM —

STRATE] APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ‘mmuao SERVIEES COMMITYEE ;w‘_n BLRC
HEARING DATE TRANSCRIFT FAGE HO. |LINE NG, WEERT 95 B

SERVICES &
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION —
Question: {id you consider relocating your Service’s assets
to sister service installationg?

Answer:

Yes, but few instaifations had appropriate maritime
services-related facilities; none that matched.

DFFICE

OPNAV=44C1

ATYE PREFARED

ACTION OFFICER/EXTENSION

CDR J.1. BULLOCEK, EXT 695-5144

3 MRY 391

COORDINATION
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD

~CRE LK MOURE | [OTHER BCRC —
STRITE] APTRCPRIATIONS COMMITTEE TTRT e ARMED SERVICEE COMMITTEL e
VEARING DATE TRANACRIFT SAOE MO {LINE WO OENT WD,
SERVICES

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: ODescribe how the three categories of criteria;
military value {criteria 1-4), return on investment {criterian §)
and impacts {criteria £-8) were used in your respective processes,
Describe the degree of emphasis placed on sach of these categories.

Answer: The Department of the Mavy used the final criteris
in performing the comprehensive review of the Navy shore
establishment in accordance with the National Defense Authorization
Act for FY-81. Priority consideration was given to the military
value criteriz (criteria 1-4}.

During Phase §, the BSC evaluated all imstallations in esch
category with excess capacity against the O30 fipal criteria }-4
{military valus}, using operators input, presentations to the BSC,
and cther reguested information. During Phase [], after
identifying exclusions from further review, the remaining
installations were subjected to an initial analysis of options and
costs which Ted to final candidates for closure or realignment.
Also during Phase 1], after applying criteria 6-8 and checking
business-decision validity by svaluating the return on investment
{criterion &} for each final candidate, final recommendations were

made.,
- [ﬁnci
OPNAV=44C1
REEION OFFICEAJEET ENEON THEYETRIFANED
COR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 695-5144 3 MAY 91

COORDINATION
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD
WOUSE JGTHE BOAT

M OUBE
| APPROFRIATIONS CORINEYTEE PTTYIT

MOUER
ARMED SIRVICES COMWTTEE FINATE

FRNATE |
-
HEAMING DATE

THNAMBCPIPT PAGE Mt JLINE WO, INBERT WG, SERVICES 8

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: Were thers any cases where the military value of
bases ratad evenly and. therefeore, the impagt criteria became
decisive in recommending a base for ¢lpsure or realignment? MWere
any environmental impacts significant encugh to recommend & base
for closure or realignment?

Answer: No. None of the snvironmental impacts were
significant enough to override the recommendations from Phase [,
Phase 11 impacts, which include environmental as well as economic
and commusiity suppori ware revigwed only for those bases which
screesed for possible closure/realignment after having been

evaluated based on its mititary value (Phase [}. Envirenmental
impacts were not used to identify candidates.
T
OPNAV=-44C)
ACTIN OF FICETVE X TENMION BB BT P 1 Eu
ChR J.%L. BULLOCK, EXT 455-5144 3 MAY 91
COOAGIHATION
s [505) |
B H. R [N
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INSERT FOR THE RECOAD

WOUBE . |OTNER 8CRC

| APPROPRIATIONS COMMMTTEE
SENATE

HOUBE
ARMEDS SERVIELE CONMIYTER PETFIT]

SENATY 1
NEARING DATE FTRANECRIFT PAGE MO, [LIME NG, TNRERT W,
SERVICES ¢

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: Were any local economic impacts significant engugh
to recommend or not recommend a hase for closure or realignment,

Answer: Ko, Although sconomic impacts associated with
nessibie bass ¢losure were considered, none of the impacts were
significant enough to override the military value assessments from

Phase |,

SHICE

OPNAV=44C]

ACTION OFFICENIEXTIMEION

CDR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 6%5~5144 3 MAY 91
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD
™ ; TYRER e
sf:::‘ | APFROPRIATIONS COMMITTLE :::::‘ ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE :::::t o 5CRC
WEARIKG DATE TRAMRCRYFT FAGE NG, [LIWE MO, HEART NS, -
SERVICES 10

fuestion:

Operation Shiel
Answer:

BASE CLOSURE C(OMMISSION

Were any bases specifically included or excluded

from your recommended closure and realignment 1ist as a resglt of
d or Desert Storm? If yes, which cnes and why?

No bases were included or sxcluded in our review as
a result of Operation Desert Shield or Oesert Storm.

oo rcE

OUPNAV=44C1

ACTION OFFICERIE XTRNNION

COR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 695~5144

3 MAY 91

COORDINATION
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H=EARING DATE

oulE HOURE WOURE  JOTRER
*"’““l'”"'m:ﬂ e i AFPROPRIATIONS COMMITTE |t AMMED SERVICES COMMITTEL ey 8CRC |
TRANALRIPT FAGT NG ToiE g, TRRLRT :
SERVICES 1T J

-]
8ASE LLOSURE COMMISSION
Question: Piease provide the Commission with a2 list of your
proposed under-threshold closures or realignments for fiscal years
‘91, 92, and '93.
Answer: The under-thrasheld closyre/realignment candidates
are being reviewed through separate procedures which have not yet
resulted in any final decisions.
s
OPNAV~44C1
[AETION OFFICERERTEMEION FLo Xl Gl
CDOR J.L. BULLOCK, EXT 695~5144 3 MAY 91
COORDINATION
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o o——

 HOUEE WOURE  JOTHER peOr
ARMED SERVICER DOMMTTES ATE

:f:::‘ % APFROPRATIONS COMMITTRE |1l
MELMINT OATE FHANGCRIFT FADE RO, LINE NG, TRRERT ND. sﬁggiCEs 12
BASE {LOSYRE COMMISSION
Juestion: Explain why employment was the only econamic
facfor caiculated and used for characterizing the local econemic
impact of criterion &7
Answer: ASD {PRL) policy guidance of 13 Febryary 1991
preseribed: “Economic impact on communities will be measured by
the direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and
reatigning bases, a5 well 3s at receiving locations.”
Additionally, the Office of Economic Adjustment developed
computerized spreadsheets to quantify the employment rates based on
the formulae and rationale used in ]988, with the addition of
appropriate multipliers io measure indirect economic impacts.
&Fiﬂ!
QOPNAV~44C]
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] e T —
il Emu&usmm COMMITTEE ff:::t ARMED SERVICES COMMTTRE [t STHERBURC
[ﬁsmma BRTE FRANEERTP T FAEE NG [UNE NG, EERTRE SR T

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

GQuestion: What wis ihe significance of identifying whether
or not & base recommended for closure or realignment was on the
Environmental Protection Ageacy’s National Priorities List {NPL)?
W33 the fact a base was on or not on the NPL a facior in your
process For avaluating environmental impactls?

Answar: ASD (PAL) palicy guidance of 13 February 19%]
prescribed that a summary statement and status be provided for
seven key environmental attributes at each installation affected by
the closure/realigrment action, including receiving installations.
Among the key attributes was Hazardous Materials/Wastes which
intlugded identifying whether or not the base was on ihe
Envirgnmental Proteciion Agency’s National Pripritiss List (NPL),
The fact that a base was on or not sn the NPL was not a significant

factor in our evaluation.

oy
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HEARING DATE

FENATE |
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j AMROPRIATIONS COMMITYER ARMED SERVICES COMMITTESR AT

WowRl JOTRER  BCAC —

BENATE

TRAECRTFF FAGE RO, [UINE 58, IRRERY WO SECNAY ]

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSTON

Question: Are there any of the nuyclear-capable shipyards
aise able to support conventional ships? If yes, why did you
exciude them from your analysis?

Answer: With the exception of Portsmouth {which works
primarily on nuclear submarines), the nuclear-zapable shipyards
aiso support certain classes of conventional ships. All naval
shipyards were included in our analysis. However, the nyclear-
capable yards were excluded Because the capacity analysis clearly
showed that the nuciear workload in the late 1590s will require all
nuclear-capable shipyards., This worklead includes SSN-688 and CGN

refuelings.
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INSERT FOR TME RELORD

TR emOPRIATIONS il P WOURE JOTRER  DUNL
IREE 1A COMM:TTYE SEWATE ARMED SERVICER COMMIYTEE YT
UG GATE TRANICNIPT FAGE MO, (LiRE NG, ] TWEERT WO, SEENAY 2

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSICN

Question: Do you anticipate that any of the 17 bases ysu
have recommended for realignment this year will be prime candidates
for ciosure in 1993 and 1995, as appears to have happened in the

case of Sand Point Naval Station?
Answer: Neo. If they could have been closure candidates we

would have recommended their closure.
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: Why &re you addisg unite and personnel o HAS
Lamoors when housing in this high-opet ares is already ssricusly
daficient?

Answer: NAS Lemoore is our newest 4ot base. Thare is
significant sxcess hangar and apron space avsilable st NAS Lamocre
and it ie located in an srea which will be free of enzrosshsent
for many yesrs. Ssudies cendusted to evsluate the impact of
introduting the A-12 airerafr at NAS Lamoors indicared that loosl
family housing and schooles worm capable of accommodating «il of
the Mesdium Attack sguadrons stationsd at NAS Whidbey leliand.
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INSERTY FOR THE RECORD

:::::s J; APFROPRLATIONS COMMITTEE :::::‘ ARMED SERYICS COMMITTES :z:’::‘ THERBLRC
HEARING (ATE TRAMECAFT PAOE M. (LINK NG, TMBERT NE STCRAY &
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
fuestion:

Why didn't the severe smployment impact of clesing
Whidbey IsTand (58.3%) seem to have any influence over the
recommendation to close the base?

Answer: Employmant impactis were considered, as were Sther
¢criteria {environment, commynity infrastructure, military value,
force structure, etc.). While the analysis did. tn fact, indicate
severe employment impactls, sther factors were weighed and the
conclysion was made to recommend closure.
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TeRATE ] TP YenaTe [AAMED 8 e SENATE
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REARING DATE

Questipn:

centers.

BASE CLOCSURE COMMISSION

In your justification for closing NTC Oriando, the
Navy stated it needs “"slightly over two Recruit Training Centers.”
The closure of NTC Orlando would brisg you down to only two

be an extra demand for training?

Answer:

need slightly more than two RT(s.

How would the Navy then be able to absorb what appears to

Given current capability, on average the Navy will
However, planned FY-92 MILLOK

for a gallay renovations at Great Lakes will expand its capability,
Projected recruit training requirements can then be met with R
Great Lakes, by far our largest RTL, and one osther RYC.
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SECNAY &

BASE C(LOSURE COMMISSION

Question: 0efine the phrase "high cost” used in the
justifications for the recosmended closure of Lung Beach and
Philadeiphia Naval Stations. UOoes this refer to the high cast of
living for service members or the high operational costs?

Answer: The phrase "high cost” refers to the cost to the
service member. (Screen 4 of COBHA analysis depicts the relative
YHA/per diem ¢osts for each site - ex. the San Diego VHA/per diem
rate is Jower than Long Beach, while the Philadelphia rate is
higher than Morfalk, but lower than Staten Island},
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HOURE HOUSE ROURE |CTHER
x| APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTER TinaTy | ARMED SENVICES COMMTTER rryert BCRC
Lr'ﬁ'?ﬁ"?wn BATE TRANICAIET PAGE NG, |LINE RO, TRIERT RO,
SECNAY 7

8ASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Guestion: Specifically, how does the clasure of overseas
naval bases affect your recommendations for closing and realigning
CONUS bases?

Answer: Qverssas actions were considered in identifying
CONUS closures. The closure of saval bases overseas had minimal

- impact on the ciosure and realignment recommendations for CONUS

bases. The vast majority of the Navy's force structure is
homeported in CONUS with oversess sites used primarily for
depioyment support.

F
QPNAV-44C1

RPN
CER J.L. BULLOCK, EXT €695-5144 J MAY 81

ON OFFLCE R/EXTENSION

CODRDINATION

e;s-m M“i) 0“)&

e [RHRI% W

s [ | g\
Bb o, 2136 Sep——




INSERT FOR THE RECORD

HOUSE  [OTREN

e d APPROSKIAYIOME COMMITTEE o ARMED SERVICEN COMMITTEE e
SENRTE | SEHATE SERATE BCRL
TEARTNG OATE FTRARECRIFT FAGE NO. ILINE NO. TREEAT NG,
SECNAY B

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: What are the ¢osts associated with retaining the
outlying field {OLF] at Chase Field? Could greater savings be

achieved by moving the OLF elsewhere?
Answer: As an cutlying field, Chase Field will be operated

with 122 mititary and 42 civitians. It is estimated that operating
Chase Field as an outlying field with ground control precision
approsch capability will cost approximately $3 million per year.
Retention of Chase Field as an OLF is predicated on providing
instrument training that is, ground comntrolled precision approach
[GEA) capability. OLF Goliad, located fifteen miles north of Chasa
Field, does not have a GCA facility and will contimue %o be used to
support Fleel (arrier Landing Practice {FCLP).

[ORFich
OPNAV-44C1
YAETION OFFICER/EXTENDION i-m gy R0 £71 5 i I
COR J.L. BULIOCK, EXT 695-5144 3 MAY 91
COORDINAYION
orrice “"("‘:) O‘Ol\
K g,
NAME
&4 /j\u\

SATE

1 WOV

\9\ ‘B e

/i ‘f‘ i

. 7184



INSERT FOR TME RECORD
WOURE  OTHER 3CRC

HOUSE |

HEARING DATE
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INEEAT WS, SECKAY &

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Guestion: What is the basis for clziming that "afir
operations are expected to be tontisued by other zviation
busingsses...to mitigate the economic impact® of closing Moffett

Field?
Answer: Discussions with NASA-Ames Research Center during

the closure study indicated that they were prepared to assume
operation of Moffett Field if the Kavy ceased operations st the
Field. Letters from the mayors of Sunmyvale, Mountain ¥iew, and
San Jose indizate that they are interasted in daveloping a civilian

reuse of Moffett Field if the Navy ceases operations there.
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SECNAY 10

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Guestion: Why does the Sand Point Regicnal brig along with

some associated tand remsin?
Answer: I is {oo costly to reconstruct ($12.8M). There is

no reason Lo move it
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m SECNAV 1]

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: What is the basis for claiming that clesing Sand
Point will not affect the community at either Sand Point or the

Recetving base?
Answer:

Ho impacts are expected since the resyliing actions
will create & net gain to the Seattle MSA.

Actions are as follows:

Lose ~384
Gain =] .458
Net +478

Impacts to the Seattle MSA would be an increase in emplioyment
opportunity of 0.]%. :

Additionally, many personnel are expected to remain in their
present residential locations and commute to the new Maval Station
Puget Sound at Everett, which is Tocated in the same M5A. Many of
thase people already Tive north of the city, which would facilitate
this type of commuting patiern. Since the detached family houzing
sited at Brier, Paine Field, Fort Lawton, and Pier 51, not at Sand
Point, will be retained by the Navy, few impacts are expected to
the jocal school system as the housing will continue to be occupied

by military families.
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SECKAY 12

BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: You expressed concern that coastal-development
encroachment will make closure actions irretrievable. 0id thig
concern Tead you in any way to hold bases that aren’t essential to
support our force structure as it is presently projected?

Answer: HNo bases were held back for cosstal development

reasens.
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Your justifications didg not identify the payback

Guestion:
Can you provide

periad required by criteria #5 and QS0 quidance.

this information to the Commission?
Answer: Yes, contained in Detailed Analysis already provided

te Commissien.
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SECNAV 14
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION
Juestion: What perlentage of the fleet will be nuclear vs.
non-nuclear by FY 957
Answer: Of the tota) number of ships {surface and
subsurface} in FY-85, 28.3 percent will be nuclear.
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Question: Why were the strategic homeports removed from

consideration?
Answer: They were not removed.

They were evaluated as if

they were complete so they could be fairly evaluated agsinst other
naval stations and the decision be based upon their individual

meErits.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY )~

THE ASSISTANY SECRETARY OF THE MAVY
INSTALLAYIONS AKD ENVIRONMENT:
WASHINGTON. R.C. J0I40-5000

27 JUN 1331

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

Ref: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter of
June 26, 1991

Encl: (1) Responses Provided to Congressman McCollum

1. The following answers are provided in response to reference
{a).

a. Question 10: With regard to Recruit Training Command
San Diego, how many staff personnel are there and how many of
them reside in government quarters, i.e., officer family
guarters, enlisted family quarters, cfficer bachelor quarters,
and enlisted bachelor gquarters?

Response: Total Staff numbers are: 27 officer; 422

enlisted; and 11 civilians. Residence locaticns are: 74 enlisted

in family gtrs; 4 officers in family cquarters; 61 enlisted in
BEQs: 0 officers in BOQs.

Note: This information was passed to Captain Jerry Vernon eon

25 June 199%1.

b. Question 12: Please provide the Commission answers to
the questions in Congressman McCollum's letter to Secretary

Schafer of 24 June. Some of these questions have been previously

asked by the Commission, but a good many others have nct.

Response: Enclosure (1) is the requested information.

d UELINE E{}§CHAFEZ

10



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY QF THE NAVY
(INETALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT:
WASHINGTOGN, Q. 30360-8QCQ

26 JUN 1891

The Honorable Bill McCollum
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. McCollum:

Thank you for your letter of 24 June 1991 concerning the
recommended closure of the Naval Training Center Orlando,
Florida. I am previding a partial response to the questicns and
requests for information. To complete the responses to guestions
1, 2, and 4 reguire detailed information not held here in
Washington. Varicus field activities have been asked to provide
the necessary data. As I am sure you will understand, the
complete responses to these three guestions will be delayed. In
the interim, I am providing complete responses to the other

thirteen questions.
Thank you for your continued interest in this issue.

Sincerely,

(.;a'c%’ ELINE {é m

Enclosure
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l. During FYS80, what was the tctal number c¢f graduates fr=xz "A"
schocls at NIC San Diego and how nany of these went on directly s "Co
schools in San Diego or alsewhere? Of these, how many went ¢c "C"
schecls at NTC San Diego and how many went to "C" schools located in
the San Diegco area at other commands?

Approximately 4,500 sailors gradueted from "A" schools at NIC Sao
Diego during F¥90. Data necessary 0 acswar follow-oz questions
pertaining to subsaguent "C" school training is not readlly aveilable.
Pstimate 2~3 waeks to recover data and surmarize appropriately.
Enclosure (1) provided to highliight what "C" gchoecls freguently follcw
successful "A" schocl training. Eighlighted locations indicate San
Diego area.
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BHORT TITLE NEC

DALZBE BaS QPR o
SEBN SNK CMB MR 0428
OR1283 BRE CPR o
SONAR AUX CHE MA 0423
SONAR AUX CMB mA 0421
BOOY SEK CMB BAS 061z
EQCT $EX CmE BAS 0412
BOQU SER OMR BAS 0412
BQQT SERIES ADV 0423
BGQs O/M LEVEL 0425
ASROC IM o7:8
TOR® "p4B IM 0748
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2. For PYS0, jn each of the "C" schools located at NTC San Tlege,
what was the parcentage & srudents who came direchly to attend these
nor gochools frem "A" schocls st NTC San Diege? Wrhat wes the
parw*agc of students wio cama directly from "A" schools lzcated at
*as cther than NZC San Diego? %what was %he percentage cf students
c’*‘*o cape froz tha fleet at San Diego *a..he.*- t..a.‘ from 2o YAT school?
Of those students who &id not come directly froz "A" scheols, wha: was
the percentage who came frex duty sﬁaticm& outside the Sex Dlegs area?

Cnimown, datz not z:mdily zvailable. Tc answer ._h;s Tuestion
accurately, & spec ial guery of the Enlisted Master File datz base =us=
be ccnducted and Lhen summarizad. Istizzted completicn 2-3 wesrs.

[}
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2. In PYS0, what was the

San Diego and how meny of these went dirmctly 2z VA" schecls at NIC
San Diege? Hpw zany went directly to "A' schacls located In the San
niege area, but not at NTC san Diege? Hew many weat diracily o nav
schocis located cutside tha San Diego area? ‘

20,849 recruits gredusted fxocm RTC San Diegs in F¥90. Folillew-on
crders for 3,251 of these vecruiis is not known due to datz base
erroers/incensistencias, 0O the rexelining 17,358 greduated recruiis,
3,784 reported divestly to Service Schools Cormend (SS2) San Diego.
The following raportaed to San Dlego aYea “A" schools not aligned wiia
NTC San Diegc: 813 ko BEM (Coypsman) A" schoecl: 189% %o 0T (Dsnta’
Tech) "AM school: and 296 to Flset ASW Treiring Canter. G029
reported to YA" schools cutside tha San Diage ares. d

—

Y

£
Iy
4

total nuxber of recruits graduating Trez RUC
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4. Of the total number of recruits gradieting in FYSC frem RI2 San
bow many 4id not go o an "A" scheel and went eitter diveotlv

siego,
to the 2leef or skheore Auty:r or venlt thrcugk an aprreztice Izllsw-on
shecre duty? OF {hese,

R school, and “hex wext directly te the Sfleet 3r
| T T "what percentage were assigned thelr I{irst cuty €2 tiae fleet in San
Diegec oxr to shore duty in San Dlege, and what perceantace were assigha

to a4 fleet ported elsewhere in the Navv or ghere duty elsevbiara?

P
-

20,849 graduzted from RTC San Diego in FYs0.
rrows/incarnglistancias.

3,291 unxnewn destinstion cue to data base erreow
4,230 attaniad Acprentlica tmaining.
2,087 reported direct ts flsat conmands.

11,221 attended "A" schools. _
Fleat asgicmment data is not readily available. Esticate 2~3 weeks &

retrieve data, if desived.
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5. 0Of the recruits graduyzting frox
zapy want o FA"T schools located at
locatad at NIC Orlands?

11,221 ¥¥50 RIC San Diego graduates

A" school In Grest ILakes and 53 att

. o
- 11\ LA

e P4

(LGP LY

RTC Sa= Slego during FYSC, hew
NTCT Great Lakes? To "A" schcols

avoansas "LY sohosl., 2
ended "A" school in Ol
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6. Cf those students graduating during FY80 froz "A" schoels located
at NTC San Diege, how many ware 2ssigned for their raxt fucy L2 the
fleat ported at San Diego? How many were assizned fcr their next dusy
to a fleet ported at some other location than San Tiego? =ow many
werae assigned to duty ar soze locaticn other than with a flee=, i.a.,
ancther zchool or shore duty? Of those who graduated fron an Fa°
sckool at NIC San Diege during FYSO, who were assigned duty other “han
with a fleet commend, what percentage wers azasigned Lo duty at a
school or other cormand in San Diege, end what percentace were
assigned for duty elsewhere in the Navy outside of Sam Diego?

AT schocl greduste flaet assignment data is not readily availakle.
Estinmate 2+3 weeks, i desired.

We estimate 30%-35% (1,350~1,573) NTC San Diego VA" school graduates
were assigned to fleet units in San Diegs. Tharefore, 63%¥~70% (2,925~
3,180) are assigrad duty alsevhere.

Taigs is based on the following appreximations provided f£or
consideration:
Assumption:
1. Navy's split 50/50 east coast/west coast.
2. 60%=70% of wast coast ¥avy based in Szn Diego area.
3. Sea duty/shore duty split out of "A" school is 30/20.
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7. In & pemoranduxm for the Basa Closurze ard Pealiermgrnt Commlssicn
ted 14 June 1891, Rear Adnirzal Drenrsn submitsted "Revisicns ¢ COERA

Analyses IOr RTC Sar Diage and RTC Orlgndc.! Por —ha COBRA A-alvsis

of RTC San Diego, this revision addes $3.3 =illion in missicn costs as

NTC Grazi laXes "ts account for the increased cost cf meoving gradtates
*rom RTC Great Lakes tc San Diege Zor "A" scheool trairing &% NTC Sar
Diege." Specifically, how were these zosis gorputed and what
asstmptions were tsed with rege=d to the nuzbar of studenss who woeuld
be reguired to make this twavel who weuld pot if RIC San Dilege
remeined cpan? Is the assurption that {he zuxker ¢f vacrmit graduates
irvelved ir this txavel would rexain static?

I

=3

The COBRA revisiors subnitted en RIC San Slegs and REC orlands added
$3.3 nirlicon a=d $3.6 xillion, respeactively, to the missior costs of
NTC Great lakas., In both cases, this ig our estizmate of the incressed
travel costs asoclizted with clcosure of an RIC. These costs
damonstrate the benefit of ccllocating RTICs with ¥TCs. The astinztes
were gede using our accession proiections Scr FYS7 and assumed thal
@ack RTC would ba loaded at the same percantace as they are today.

The cost for Orlande is slighely kigher »ecauvse their load is slighsily
hicher than San Disgo.
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8. In total, Favy-widas, Zow zany "A" schocls and bow —many 0" schesls
ara thara? TFreguently toa term "Soursa" seens Used inmtarchangeably
with fschool® in Navy parlance:; 1f the pusber of "A" and "M courses
is 2iffarent fron the nUzher ¢f "scholls®, pleasge state he 2umber oF
ncourses" as well.

P . P, ‘™
w.ah o w———

Presently, there axe 3,028 72" scheols {Scurses
vazving cambination 1,120 ;Cf)
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§. How many of the "C" courses Sanghkt 23 schocls at ¥TC $an Dlego are

tavght at other locations iz the X¥avy? OI these, =Zow Tanv 2re taugzs
et zore thas one other location? Are any cof fham taught at NTC Great

IAkes or NIC COriandae?
104 "c* schiocls are taught at NTC Sar Diego.
76 are taught at more thas one locatlon,

12 are tzught at NTC Grasat LaRes.
4 ara taught at NTC Qrlando.
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10. How mpany of the coursas tzught at YA" schegls at NTC San Tiece
are taught at other lccations? C©Ff these, Low =zany are taughi &t zors

aham ¢ne other locaticr? Are 2oy o ther taughit a2t XNTL ZregaT LaXes CT
NTC Ozrlandc?
The PAY gehools at FUC San Dieges arxe singla-sited and ra= olfered

elsevhera., =X (Corpsran) "A" scheel, however, 15 taught 2t the Naval
Bospital San Diege and is alse taught a2t Naval Hcspita®l Great LaXes.

{2
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1L, Ha? uaﬁhfwas spent Ly the Navy on ftTavel in Fvspy to send recmuits
greduating fram XTIC Great Zakas to "A" schools located elsewhere than
NTC Graeat lLakes? To send recrults graduating from RTC San Diege %o
wan gokools elsewbere than NTC San Diego? T¢ sand recruits graduanirg
from RIC Orlando to "AY schools elsevhere than NTC Orlardc?

In FY90 RTC Great Lakes graduated 27,038 recruits, over 7500 attencded

nAN gewent sutside the NTC Graat ITakes area at gn estimated ceost of
S4.5M *

In FY90 RTC San Diegs> graduated 20,848 recruits, ovar 5800 attended
AR gehool outside the NTC San Diego arez at an estizated cost of

$3.5M. =

In PY90 RTC Oriando gradu=zted 235,752 recsuits, over 65C0 zttandmd "aF
school ecutside the NTC Orlando area at an estizeted cost of $3.8M.*

* Travel costs are astimeted wtilizing a standard %600/sdent T
exeoute travel €£rom RTC ta "AT schosl.
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Ser $311C3/118-91
26 June 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Subj: 0OP~-44 BASE CLOSURE CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY

Ref: {a) Cong. McCollum Letter of 24 June 18591 to ASN(I&E}

1. The following information pertaining to medical is provided
in accordance with reference (a).

a. Question # 12. If Orlando Naval Hospital is closed, has a
final determination been made as to where active duty personnel
assigned to that hospital will be transferred (including
physicians, nurses, etc.)? 1If so please advise the projected new

duty assignments by categery of billet.

Angswer, A finai determination has not been made. A
detailed migration plan, by specialty/sub-specialty, will be done
after the FY 91 BRCC selections are made and before execution,

b. Question #13. In FY $0 how many military retirees were

treated at Orlando Naval Hospital? At Great Lakes Naval
0f these in each case how many were under the age of

Hospital?
652
FY 90
Answer. RETIREE VISITS
Qutpatient Inpatient
Orlando 26,521 704 (445 < age 65}
Great Lakes 11,797 355 (152 < age 65)

Note: Age data not collected on outpatient visits

c. Question #14. Of the total number of military retirees
seenn at Naval Hospitals and clinics throughout the system, what
percentage were under the age of 65 in FY 90 ¢r in the most
recent year for which such statistics are available?

FY 90
TOTAL RETIREES VISITS

OUTPATIENT 681,169
INPATIENT 20,081 (54% < age 65}

Note: Age data not collected on cutpatient visits

Answer.

™)
e



d. Questicon #13. During FY 90 what was the total number of
dependents treated at Orlando Naval Hospital and its associated
Please give the same statistic for FY 89.

cliniqg?
Answer. FY 89 FY 90
OUTPATIENT 62,9086 66,668
INPATIENT 1,672 1,889

e. Question #16. For FY 89 and FY 90 please state the total
number of military retirees who had prescriptions filled at
Orlando Naval Hospital. At Great Lakes Naval Hospital.

Answer. Data on prescriptions by type beneficiary is not
readily available. However, data on total prescriptions filled
for beth Naval Hospitals Orlando and Great Lakes is provided.

FY 89 Fy 90
NH QOrlandoe 428,644 478,290
NH Great Lakes 331,723 343,513
K. Eéueis
Facilities Analyst,
Resources Division
4

Copy to:
CNO (OP's 4457 441, 117, 117E)

BUMED (MED 14A)
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