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GA!0 united states 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

B-234776 

May 17,199l 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

The Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 

This is a supplement to our report entitled Military Bases: Observations on the Analyses 
Supporting Proposed Closures and Realignments (GAO/NSLAD~I-224, May 16, 1991). 

Many interested parties, including Members of Congress, local government officials, and 
private citizens, have sent us correspondence on base closures. Several of these letters were 
from multiple requesters and included attachments of data, analyses, and/or evaluations. 
Additionally, some were delivered as part of a briefing or explanatory presentation. 

In some instances, the letters and materials provided useful leads. In other cases, the 
materials added support to issues we were actively pursuing. We were not able to follow up 
on many of the issues or points because of the limited time available to us. However, we 
believe that the letters and materials may be helpful to the Commission as it considers the 
proposed closures and realignments. Consequently, we are providing all of the letters and 
materials to the Commission for consideration. Appendix 1 contains copies of the letters 
and some of the materials we received. 

We are sending copies of this report to individual Members of Congress as well as the 
Chairmen, Senate and House Committees on Armed Services; the Chairmen, Subcommittees 
on Defense, Senate and House Committees an Appropriations; and the Secretaries of Defense, 
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. We will also make copies available to others on 
request. 

This supplement was prepared under the direction of Donna M. Heivilin, Director, Logistics 
Issues, who may be reached on (202) 2758412, if you or your staff have any questions 
concerning this supplemental report. 

P- Charles A. Bowsher 
u Comptroller General 

of the United States 
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Appendix I 

Letters and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Closures and Realignment 

Qtgree’fti of tfje @Web %states 
kousr of Iqxtsmtatibt$ 

taas!linpton, B.C. 20516 

Mar+ 7, 1991 

Hon. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
441 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Comptroller General: 

Under the Defense Base Closure & Realignment Act of 1990, you will 
be called on to review the April 15. 1991 recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense and provide the Congress with a thorough 
analysis of the selection process. 

This afternoon, WC received--anonomously--the enclosed document. 
If this is a valid document, it clearly shows that the DOD study is 
rigged and that the taxpayer’s money is being wasted in a sham 
study. 

Therefore, WC ask that you add this document to your files in 
preparing for your study, that you begin now to determine whether 
it is a true document, that you discover the source of the “order” to 
find that the Alameda, California facilities should be closed, and 
determine whether any laws requiring an objective determination of 
bases to be closed (specifically PL 101-510, sec. 2903(c)(3)) have 
been violated. 

If the law is being violated with respect to the requirement that the 
“Secretary shall consider all military installations...equally,” then an 
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Propoced Bate Cloaw and Realignment 

enormous amount of money is being wasted in a fradulcnt and 
fatally flawed study. We hope that the GAO could comment on this 
point. 

Member of Congress 
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LettemandOtherMat.4~riaIbc45iveulon 
Proposed Barn Closnres and Rmlignment 

Congress oi tfie @niteb bibtates 
$pxtee oi ~e~reeentatibes 

Gllaefringron. 3C 20513 

April 5, 1991 

Caries A. Bowsher 
Comptrolier General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washingtcn, D.C. 20548 

Dear .Ilr. aowsher: 

1 am enciosing for your review a copy of lette: from over sixty 
Xembers 3f Congress to Secretary of Defense Cheney. 

This letter concerns the 1991 base closure process, and I hope 
that you and the appropriate GAO officials will consider t.‘,e 
issue ir: :aises during your deliberations on the base closure 
‘ist. * 

Thank you for attention to this matter. 

With every good wish, 

PUK,’ j 1 
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Proposed Beee Closurce and ReaUgmmnt 

Congrer;d of the Qlniteh &ate5 
!&me of %epresent;ltibes 

mashIngton. PS X313 
?-larch 22, 1991 

The Honorable Richard 8. Cheney 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Secretary Cheney: 

We are writing about ongoing efforts in the Department of 
Defense to reorganize its research laboratories, testing centers, 
and engineering centers, 

As you know, within the 1991 Defense Authorization Act, 
Congress established the Advisory Commission on Consolidation and 
Conversion (CCC) of Defense Research and Development Laboratories. 
This commission is charged with providing an independent analysis 
of the current system, and to recommend ways of improving the 
operations of laboratories through the closure and/or consolidation 
of their activities. The recommendations of this Commission are 
due by September 30, 1991. 

By establishing this Commission, Congress provided a separate 
process for the consideration of the laboratory restructuring. 
Consequently, we are disturbed to learn of reports that the DOD may 
include laboratories in the 1991 base closure process. Since the 
laboratory CCC would not have completed its work, we do not feel it 
would be appropriate or wise to begin the laboratory restructuring 
process. For the DOD to include research and development 
laboratories on the 1991 Base Closure list would preclude the 
independent analysis provided for in the 1991 Defense Authorization 
Act, and would violate the intent of Congress that there be an 
overall plan to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the R&D 
facilities, sanctioned by the CCC, before consolidation begins. 

Given the complexity of the Defense laboratory system and the 
important role the labs play in our national defense, we believe 
that any decision to close Defense labs should not be made until 
after the Laboratory CCC has completed its work. 

We appreciate your consideration and cooperation on this 
issue, and look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 
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Sm. Job Graham . 
Sm. Arlen specter 

. ..- 
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Y 

The Honorable Richard Cheney 

Xarch ??t !991 

Rep. Bud Shuster 

Rep. Tim Valentine 

\ 

c 

Rep. Cass Ballenger J 

LL.L,, 
Rep. Alex HcMillan 
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Son. 3iil Bradley 

‘Sm. Connie .Xack 

@& 
Rep. Zrcr Garcn 

EM 1. Lv4cp-. 
ho. Eliot L. hRd 

Rep. Duncan Hunter 

CC: H. Lawrence Garracc III, Sacratary of the Navy 
Yichael P.U. Scone, Secretary of the Amy 
Donald 8. Rice. SeCreCary of the Air Forts 
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Letters and Other Mate&l Rece~ivd on 
Propoeed B88e CIosnres and Rmlignment 

OEYOCluTlC STEEW4O 
AND mucY COMMlrreL 

April 11, 1991 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
441 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

I have been worklng closely with the Sacramento community to ensure 
that the Department of Defense objectively evaluates the Sacramento Army 
Depot and the McClellan Air Logistics Center. A Sacramento City and 
County Ease Realignment Committee was formed, in conjunction with the 
Sacramento Chamber of Cotmaerce, to consider the merits of a consolidation 
proposal using standard business methodology and cost-benefit analysis. 

The Committee has completed a proposal that would consolidate functions 
between the Sacramento Army Depot and the McClellan Air Logistics Center 
thereby achieving efficiencies, cost savings, and furthermore promote 
interservicing competition. I believe that this proposal deserves serious 
consideration by the GAO as it reviews the individual bases on Secretary. 
Cheney's base closing list. 

I have enclosed a copy of the Sacramento Plan for your inspection. 
Please have your staff analyze it thoroughly to determine whether the 
consolidation plan merits additional consideration, and therefore might 
justify postponing the closure of the Sacramento Army Depot. 

During the week of April 22, a few representatlves from the Sacramento 
Realignment Committee will be coming to Washington DC. If at all 
possible, I would appreciate an opportunity for the group to meet your 
staff In the Division of Logistics to discuss the Sacramento bases and the 
consolidation proposal. 
office shortly. 

A representative will be in contact with your 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Robert T. Matsui 
Member of Congress 
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April 12, 1991 

The Hon. Charles A. Bowsher 
comptroller General of the United States 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

I am writing to request the assistance of the GAO in evaluating 
the criteria used to close and realign military bases pursuant 
to the Ba6e Cloaure and Realignment Acts of the 100th and 1Olat 
Conqresses (PL loo-526 and PL 101-510). 

The recommendations of the first base closure commission 
included consolidation of Navy functions to uncompleted 
facilities at Everett, Washington, and Staten Island, New York. 
The most recant base closure commission hae also recommended 
that these uncompleted facilities be retained. 

I have serious reservations about the cost effectiveness of 
these recommendations. It is difficult to believe the cost of 
deactivating functioning bases, with the attendant expenses of 
employee severance, equipment disposal, and environmental 
restoration, is outweighed by the operational advantages of 
moving to a new base, which will in any case require additional 
military construction expenditures to achieve full operational 
capability. In addition, the planned reduction of U.S. Navy 
combatant ships from nearly 600 to 450 seems to seriously 
diminish the Navy's rationale for 3~~y additional home ports. 

I understand the GAO ban been charged to review the base closing 
commissfon~s recoaunsndations pursuant to law. I would greatly 
appreciate it if as a part of that review you could address the 
cost-effectivanoss of more home ports for fewer ships at a time 
when other military bases are being closed for budgetary 
reasons. 

Thank you very much for your assistance in this matter. Please 
do not hesitate to Contact me if you have any questions. 

JRK/ml 
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Propowd Base Cloeuree and Ibdignment 

Congrae of the 9l3nited Scam 
Rouse of Rqttstntatiate 

Bshinpm, BQ: 20~13 
April 15, 1991 

The Hon. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

I am writing this addendum to my letter of April 12 as a follow- 
up to our phone conversation today. 

While the Wavy's homeport program is of particular concern to me 
as an isnue in the baseclosing process, I am also interested in 
the Navy's rationale for its entire list of facilities to be 
closed. I am also concerned about the Army's rationale for its 
baseclosing recommendations, since I understand the number of 
divisional bases to be retained is too large for the Army’s 
planned force structure. 

Per our conversation, I am enclosing the views of Thomas 
Eagleton, which were appended to the previous base closing 
commission's report. 

Thank you vary much for your attention to this matter. 

JRX/ml 
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Lettem and Other Material Received on 
Proposed Base Cloenrea and Redgnment 

April 15, 1991 

Sob Myers 
Assistant Director 
Division of Logistics, General Accounting Office 
441 G Street NW, Room 5102 
Washington, DC. 20548 

Dear Mr. Myers: 

Thank yore for nffering IIS the oppor!unity to meet with you during 
our Capitol to Capitol visit to Washington, D.C. 

The individuals visiting with you are: 

Don Barber 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce 
241-58-9890 

Thomas Eres 
Kronick, Moskovitz et al 
587-52-7180 

Kim Mueller 
City of Sacramento 
485-82-0803 

Collette Johnson-Schulke 
Congressman Matsui’s Office 
352-34-4311 

Pat Coppin (Photographer) 
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce 
226.do-2u35 

Roy Brewer 
Hunter, M&ray et al 
262-86-0445 

Sharon Margetts 
Pacific Sell 
557-58-9773 

Dee Reynolds 
Sacramento County 
566-56-8883 

Bill Meehan 
Sacramento Central Labor Council 
565-60-4169 

They would like to discuss the following subject: 

The Sacramento Plan for Base Realignment 

I know that they will benefit from your knowledge and experience 
and look forward to meeting with you. 

Sincerely, / 
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The Sacramento Plan 
A Business Approach to 

Base Realignment and Closure 

Sacramento City and County Base Realignment Committee 
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General Accounting Office 
office of Congressional Relations 
Attn : Mr. Richard Roscoe, Legisl. Adv. 
441 c St. N.W., Room 7025 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Deer Mr. Roacoe, 

Congressman Ravenel is in the Pereian Gulf and asked me to 
express mail the enclosed data regarding Navalex, Charleston 
to you. I believe be apoke to you about this on Wednesday, 
April 17th before he left. 

If there is anything further you need, please be in touch. 

Sharon Chellis 
Administrative Assistant 

Sc/ab 
Encl. (1) 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20515 
April 18, 1991 

or. Char106 Eowsher 
Comptroller 
General Accounting OffiC0 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 2OS4S 

Dear Mr. Boweher: 

As the General Accounting Office (GAO) prepares its review 
of the Defense Secretary's base closure recommendations, we writs 
to direct your attention to the attached report regarding the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and Naval Base. 

As you know, Defense Secretary Cheney has recommended 
cloaure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the Naval Station, 
CORWAVBASE, and closure of Naval Damage Control Center. Some 
operations on the Base -- such as the Naval Ship Systems 
Engineering Station (NAVSSES), the propeller shop and foundry, 
and the Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility -- would be retained. 

We request that you give the enclosed report careful study. 
As you see, the report tracks the Defense Department's criteria 
to prove that the Shipyard and Base should remain a vital part of 
the naval strategy through the 1990's and beyond. The Shipyard's 
mission is a vital element of the future force structure of the 
Defense Department. It is the only Naval Shipyard to make a 
profit the past two years, and is the Navy's most productive and 
most efficient Yard. Finally, closing the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard would be an economic and environmental disaster for the 
already fiscally-troubled Delaware Valley region. 

We have also sent this report to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. We appreciate your attention to this 
report. We look forward to working with you in your review. 

Sincerely, 

I$;ca 
Bill Bradley, U.S.S. 0 
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Paul E. Kan]ors 

&EL 
Robert E. Andrews, M.C. 

a*= 
Robert A. Roe, M.C. 

J5sz.&fd~ib 
Curt Weldon, M.C. 
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. P@- 
Matthew J. Rinaldo, M.C. 

a+&ke %F& 
Donald M. Payne, M.U. Robert G. Torricelli, M.C. 
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April 22, 1991 

Qeneral Accounting Office 
Clttentioni Base Closure Investigation5 
Wa8hillQtOn, D.C. 2OS4S 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island has been slated for closure 
by Secretary Cheney. I am a tax paying citizen of Island 
County Washington. I am absolutely appalled at the blatant 
waste of my money! 

The Navy’s contention is to spend money to save money! 
That sir is ludicrous1 I find the projected closure a slap 
in my tanpaying face. Within the last several years over a 
5135 w dollars has been poured into NAS Whidbey. Now 
to close the base and abandon the improvements made with my 
hard earned dollars, it makes me angry. 

I am not partial a5 to which planes at-5 stationed at the 
airfield. However to make improvements at LeMoore, which 
will co5t an additional $476 million, borders on the 
ridiculous. With the economy swamped by a recession and the 
nation staggering under a national debt it 5eeme 
incomprehensible to spend additional monies that really are 
not necessary. Tha government is willing to spend 
million5 to build the Everett home port, yet the planes will 
be based over a thousand miles away. The coat in fuel alone 
is just illogical. Irn’t it time the government started 
being fiscally responsible? 

Another thing bother5 me, if N&S Whidbey does close, I 
consider that as another slap in my husband’s face. He 
served honorably in the United States Navy for 20 years. He 
fought in threa wars, World War II, Korea, and Viet Nam. We 
moved to Whidbey Island because of the area and the proximity 
to Naval facilities, ie., hospital, commissary and exchange. 
His benefits have eroded to almost nothing. 

I trust the GCIO. It seams to be the only agency in the 
Federal government that care5 about the money spent. The 
agency usea common senee. 

Please use common sense with the base closures. Consider all 
of the factors. The impact on the community, the erosion of 
the tax ba5e. Consider the people. Thank you. 

Si cerel , ’ 46 k n ew’ 
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QCongcee’e; of tfje ?lHniteb %ptate$ 
mSbington.P& 20515 

April 23, 1991 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the U.S. 
General Accounting Office Bldg. 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We reSpsCtfully request that the General Accounting 
Office conduct an audit of all Department of Defense and 
Department of the Army data used to determine the cost- 
effectiveness of the proposal to move the U.S. Army Chemical 
school from Fort McClellan, Alabama, to Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri, and place the Chemical Decontamination Training 
Facility (CDTF) at Fort McClellan in %aretaker status." We 

-request that this data be compared to data showing the cost 
of building a new CDTF at Fort Leonard Wood or any other 
Training and Doctrine Command facility and the coat of 
leaving the Chemical School and CDTF at Fort McClellan. 

In conducting your audit, we refer you to your November 
1989 report @'Military Bases: An Analysis of the Commission's 
Realignment and Closure Recommendations5 in which you rank 
Fort McClellan number one in military value. A8 you know, 
military value is among the published criteria which the 1991 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission and the GAO must 
consider in reviewing the Department of Defense's current 
1991 base-closure proposals. 

In closing, We wish to commend the General Accounting 
Office for the oustanding job it has done in reviewing our 
nation's previous efforts to close domestic military 
installations, especially the 1988 and 1990 proceases. We 
feel certain that with the GAO performing its watchdog 
function, the bases finalized for closure in 1991 will be 
identified in a fair and rational manner. If our offices can 
be of any assistance to you in your analyais of the current 
closure recommendations, please feel free to contact UP. 
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Mr. Charloa A. Bowshsr 
Page 2 
April 23, 1991 

With kindest regards, we are sincerely, 

Maamber OF Congress 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

April 24, 1991 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowaher 
The Comptroller General of the United States 
441 G  Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowshsr: 

I am writing regarding the provision of Public Law 101-510 requiring 
the comptroller General to prepare a detailed analysis of the 
recommendations for bass closures and realignments made by the 
Secretary of Defense pursuant to that law. Of particular concern is 
the adequacy of ths selection process as it pertains to the 
recommendation that the U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) move the Army 
Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) from the Rock Island 
Araenal, Rock Island, Illinois, to the Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, 
Alabama, to become part of a new Development and Sustainment Command to 
be headquartered thera. 

On the basis of data supplied by the Army, it is my understanding that 
AK made its recommendation that this realignment take place after an 
analysis of the facilities in the command that grouped them under three 
headings: "production installations"; "depot installations8*: and 
Vommodity oriented installations88. From this data it appears that the 
Redstone Arsenal wan evaluated using the weighted criteria appropriate 
to llcommodity oriented installations", while the Rock Island Arsenal, 
on the other hand, was evaluated using the weighted criteria for 
"production facilities". The Rock Island Arsenal's manufacturing 
facility has recently undergone an extensive renovation and expansion 
and is clearly a "production facility". The Arsenal is also the host 
command for AMCCON and it is unclear under which rubric the latter was 
evaluated. Aa an Inventory Control Point (ICP), AMCCOM would eeem 
clearly to be a "commodity oriented installation", but does not appear 
in the data available to me to have been avaluated under that rubric. 

This raises the question of whether the decision to move AWCCOM from 
the Rock Island Arsenal to the Redstone Arsenal was made on the basis 
of an adequate and equitable evaluation of the two installations. 
Further, it also calls into question the appropriateness of examining 
the commands being evaluated in terms of the categories the Army has 
chosen to group them under when in at least one case, that of the Rock 
Island Arsenal and AMCCOM, commands from two of the categories are 
present on the same site. 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 24, 1991 

At issue here is not the trauma of a base closure, but the question of 
whether moving a command or leaving it in place is cheaper to the 
government. When all of the resources at the Rock Island Arsenal and 
available in the community at large are taken into account, the cost in 
tsrms of both local and federal tax dollars may prove far less to keep 
AMCCOM at Rock Island and expand the use of facilities already in place 
there, rather than undertake the new construction that would be needed 
at another location. 

Further, it is important to take into consideration as part of the 
evaluation process the larger societal impact of the changes being 
proposed. 

one of the leesone of Vietnam is that a society's uniformed services 
must be perceived to be an integral part of that society in order to be 
able to fulfil their mission. The recent overwhelming success of our 
military in the Persian Gulf was the product of the extraordinary 
professionalism and courage of the men and women in our armed forces. 
A factor in the larger context in which this success was achieved, 
however, was the overwhelming support the effort received from the 
American people. As our defense establishment contracts as a result of 
the reduction in the threat to our national security worldwide, 
isolating the military -- and particularly its leadership -- from the 
American people by relegating it disproportionately to one region of 
the country could jeopardize this necessary sense of oneness that now 
exists between the services and the people they defend. 

The closures and reductions in force that would take place as a result 
of the implementation of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations 
will be painful for the communities that are negatively affected. The 
elected representatives of these communities have an obligation to see 
they are fairly, not preferentially, treated. The AWC's new and 
consolidated Development and Sustainment Command should be located 
where the national -- and not narrow political -- interest dictates. 

In your statutorily mandated review of the process through which the 
recommended base closings and realignments were arrived at, I would 
like to request that you examine the criteria used in deciding to move 
AWCCOM from Rock Island to Redstone, with particular attention to their 
adoguacy in providing an evaluation of the resources available at each 
installation as well as to the fairness of their application to each 
facility. 
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April 24, 1991 

I would al50 like to r0qWBst that the General Accounting office assess 
the larger societal impact of the kind of geographical shift 
rapresentsd by disproportionate management shifts to one region of the 
country. 

Thank you for your attention to this vital issua. 

Sincerely, fi 

ar of Congress 
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FM: THOMAS R. JOHNSON 

APRIL 26, 1991 

TO: THE HONORABLE JAMES A. COURTER 

WBJ: CLOSING NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND 

I BELIEVE THAT NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND SHOULD REMAIN OPEN FOR THE 
FOLLOWING REASONS 

- OVER 99% OF THE OAK HARBOR AND COUPPXLLE COMMUNTIES SUPPORT 
THE NAVY MISSION. 

- OVER 80% OF THE LCZAL ECONOMY ($290 MILLION) IS PROVIDED BY THE 
NAVY. WE HAVE NO OTHER MAJOR INDUSTRY. 

- THE BASE HAS UNDERGONE A RECENT EXTENSIVE BUILDING PROGRAM AT 
TAXPAYERS’ EXPENSE NEW OR RENOVATED - HANGARS; TRAINING 
FACILITES; BEQ; HOUSING; COMMAISARY; HOSPITAL; EXCHANGE; AND 
BASE S- UPGRADE. 

- THE CO- HAVE UNDERGONE EXTENSIVE GROWTH TO SUPPORT 
THE NAVAL BASE: NEW ROADS; SCHOOLS; HOSPITAL EXPANSION; WATER 
FAULJTES; AND SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT. 

- THE LOCAL FLIGHT O=TING AREA PROVIDES THE AdfEA-6 OPTIMUM 
DAY/NIGHT ALL WEATHER FLIGHT TRAINlNG ROUTES. 

- MILITARY FORCED TO MOVE WILL SUFFERFINANCIALANDMORALE 
HARDSHIPS. 
3lE A-6/~&6 SERVICE PRIOR TO ANY 

OVER &oo WON FOR RELocAnoN 

T BY FIRST ReVIEWsTHE. 
pROVrpE, BY A w AND PO-Y MOTIVATED 

!P’Y -FL 
CONGRESSMAN THOMAS FOLEY 
CONGRESSMAN AL SWIFT 
CONGRESSMAN NORMAN DICKS 
SENATOR SLADE GORTON 
SENATOR BROCK ADAMS 
HONORABLE H. LAWRENCE GARRETI’ 
ADMIRAL F.B. KELEO 
DIRECTOR GEZIERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
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llinited States #hate 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

WASHINGTON, DC 205104060 

April 26, 1991 

Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

Under the procedures of Title XXIX of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, .the General Accounting 
Office plays a Critical role in the ongoing Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment process. The GAO was directed to monitor the 
analysis effort of the Department of Defense as it developed its 
package of base closure and realignment proposals. This package 
was released by the Secretary of Defense on April 12. 

As you know, the GAC is also required to provide the 
Commission and the Congress its independent analysis of the 
Secretary's package of recommendations by Way 15. Because of the 
Commission's charter to make its own, independent recommendations 
to the President, your Agency's report, colored by your earlier 
monitoring of the Servicea' analysis as well as your long 
standing expertise in base closure issues, will be particularly 
useful. 

The Secretary's package includes a recommendation to close 
Moody Air Force Base in Valdosta, Georgia. This F-16 base, which 
only recently completed transition to the latest and most capable 
model of the F-16C, has been one of the most efficient tactical 
fighter installations in the Air Force. Just days prior to the 
announcement of the recommendation to close this base, the 
Department of Defense named Moody the recipient of the Commander- 
in-Chief's Annual Award for Installation Excellence. I am 
enclosing the material justifying this designation as the best 
base in the Air Force to give you an idea of how Moody has ranked 
among all other ALr Force installations. Moody’s reputation for 
excellence has made the base an ideal testbed for new and unique 
procedures. Moody was the original Model Installation Program 
(MIP) base. Additionally, Tactical Air Command (TAC) and the Air 
Staff recently selected Moody AFB to test a new wing organization 
structure. 
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I Appreciate that the GAO has A great deal of work to do in 
A very short period of time. The recognized independence of the 
Agency makes your work all the more important to the Commission, 
AS well as to the couaIuniti.es potentially Affected by Secretary 
Cheney's recommendations. 

The initial AnAlySiS by my staff And A task force of 
community leaders of the Air Force's rationale for recommending 
Moody's closure has raised A number of issues which I believe 
should be Addressed in your overall analysis of the DOD package 
of recommendations. SeVerAl subcriteria Appear to have little or 
no relevance to whether the base cAn efffciently perform A 
tACtiCA fighter mission. On the contrary, some Appear to be 
devised principally to develop discriminations where meaningful, 
functional differences simply do not exist. I believe that the 
Attached iSSUeS, AS A minimum, wArrAnt your particular review. 

I commend you to this work, And look forward to reading your 
critique. I trust that you will be Able to Address these And Any 
other issues which you identify 'AS inconsistent, irrelevant or 
erroneous in the Iiir Force‘s selection of Moody AE'B for closure. 

Enclosures 
CC Defense BASS ClOSUrA And 

RAAlignmAnt COmnkiSiOn 
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Mr. Charles A. Bowsh8r 
comptroller Oen8ral 

Of The United stata 
U.S. Qoneral AcOaUttlng Office 
441 a. street N.W. 
Warhington, D.C. 20646 

DeAr Mr. Bow8h8rr 

This is to rOgusst that the Goneral Accounting Office review the 
legislative intent Of Public Law 101-510, the Defense Bane 
Closura and Realignmnt Act of 1990, to determine whether the 
Dbf8nso Same CloBure and Realignment Commission can consider 
reoommendations for the realignment of bases which the Secretary 
of Daiansa has the direct authority to close or realign. 

As you know, Section 2687 of Title 10, U.S.C., prohibita the 
Secretary of Defen8e, without the advise and conaont of Congress, 
from aloaing military inetallationr at which mere than 300 
civilian per8onnel Are Authorized to be employed or from 
realigning Any military in8tallation which would Involve a 
reduction of more than 1,000 or more than 50 percent of the 
civilian personnel employed at 8uch a military inrtallation. 

My understanding is that it is the Armed Service8 Committee's 
interpretation of the 1990 Base Closure Act that the BASA Closure 
Commission was eetablished solely to considar those clomures and 
rmalignments which are not direotly in the Searetary'8 purview. 
The intarpretation of thie Congressional intent was the 8ubject 
of di8cu88ion thi8 Aft8~OOn during a public hearing of the Base 
Closure Commi8sion in which A qua&ion wa8 raised about the 
authority of the Commieeian to include in its report to the 
President and Congre8s reoommendations about baa88 which do not 
meet the threshold orit8ria of Ssction 2667 of Title 10, U.S.C. 

Furthermore, gueetions Were rai8ed during thA hAAring today about 
ths Comuif88ion~s potential to grant a waiver for the 
consideration of the aloaure or realignment of a base or basee 
which do not maet these criteria. Again, my undermtanding is 
that it is the interpretation of the Armed Services Committ8e 
that Public LAW 101-610 grants no 8uch waiver authority. 
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I&. Charlo A. Bowrhrr 
Apt11 1S, 1991 
Pbg8 a 

~8 a mtnb~r of the House Appropriation8 Suboommittem on Defame, 
whioh will play a major rolm in the aonmideation and 
implamntation oi tha Ba8o Clo8uro Comniinmion'm racommondations, 
I aan 8s8ur8 you that tho8m ar8 aritical and vary timely 
~08tiOn8 #IbOUt th. basic inteqx&atiOn Of the law which gOVem8 
th. AUthOrity Of the gaSm ClO8UrO COtd88iOtt. B8aau88 th8 
Contttti88ion, th8 Pra8idant, and COngr88s are Operating under a 
vary tight schedule for rwiow of this complex matter, your 
a8airtance in providing an axpeditad r8vi8w of tha8m quo8tiona 
would ba vary muCh appreciated. 

With bomt Wi8hm8 and poraon&l regard@, I am 

V y you=, 

@ /I 

c. . Bill unu 
7 Mmb8r of ongr s 
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4 Quad City 
w Development Group 

April 26, 1991 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
The comptroller General of the United States 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 2OS48 

Dear M. Bowaher: 

We are pleased that your office is charged with analyzing the 
costs and benefits of the proposed changes now before the Defewe 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

We understand the need and applaud the Department of Defense for 
it8 efforts to reduce costs and improve operational efficiencies. 
Xowever, we are confident that your analysis will confirm what we 
are convinced is true--e hifting the 1,434 AMCCOM positions as 
proposed from their location on the Rock Island Arsenal will be 
more costly than beneficial both initially and over the long term. 

We estimate the realignment needlessly will coat taxpayers over 
$100 million--$60 million to $70 million to build space at 
Redetone when ample room already is available at Rock Island and 
in excess of another $40 million in moving and severance coats. 

We further are convinced that --if the Department of Defense had 
included the Rock Island facility in its own analysis of cozmuodity 
oriented installations-- it would have come to the 8lLme conclusion, 
We do not underatand why it waa omitted, but challenge the 
appropriatene8s of that decision. We urge a look at the results, 
using the Department of Defense's own analytical model, when the 
Rock Inland facility is included. 

We trust that your staff will take these factors, among others, 
into account when reviewing this proposed realignment: 

1. m rati.- for moy&Dgtheae 1.43 wos&&xxs to Redstone 
med when the wrowQ?Fi~massive Pevq&gUaent and 

one &Q&d to survive the Deoartment 
gf Defense'8 own analve&. Without that framework, the transfer 
looks like nothing more than a move for a move's sake. 
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The Honorable Charles A. Boweher 
April 26, 1991 
Page 2 

2. -434 DO- oronosed for transfer currentlv are 
tlv housed at Rock rsland.rmore soag~ 

ivelv availablg. 

There currently is over 130,000 square feet of modern, air 
conditioned office space not currently in use on the Rock Island 
Arsenal that could accommodate over 1,000 additional workers with 
virtually no remodeling required. 

Further, there is another 400,000 net mquare feet of permanent 
buildings on the Arsenal that-- for a fraction of the cost of new 
construction--could provide accommodations for an additional 3,300 
people. An investment of $6 million to $7 million in remodeling 
of that space at Rack Island would save the $60 million to $70 
million that would be required in new construction to accommodate 
the same numbers of positions. 

Adequate infrastructure to serve this many new people and more 
already is in place on the Arsenal and within the community. 

These facts suggest that it would be more cost effective to move 
the lower volume missile commodity operations at Redstone to Rock 
Island rather than the opposite if there is some merit to housing 
these functions with the conventional armament and munitions 

.functione currently a paq of AWCCOM at Rock Island. 

Overall, AMCCOM operations at Rock Island handle at least six 
times more of AWC's total requisitions than the missile command at 
Redatone. 

3. Given the available space, & further l.fqQi seem morg 
nd other awwroate ODE 

d in ased PppEs or in wrowaed new construct- from 
eastern facilities, where labor costs alone are 20 to 25 per cent 
higher due to cost of living differentials. 

4. We project in addition to the $60 million or more in 
construction costs needed at Redstone, f;he costs associated with 
the (moving, severance etc.) & exceed 949 
Ipillion. 

It has been estimated that only some 20 to 30 per cent of the 
highly efficient work force actually would move, creating the need 
for expensive recruitment and training and causing considerable 
disruption in operationa over an extended period. 
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
April 26, 1991 
Page 3 

5. Bpck Is& dw . 

AMCCOM operations being considered for transfer handle 
approximately 24 per cent of AMC's total requieftione while 
Redstone operations Process approximately 3 per cent of that 
total. 

During a recent four month period (Desert Storm), AMCCOM handled 
six times as many customer requisitions as did Redstone. 
This ratio is historical and is not restricted to the Desert storm 
period. 

Effectiveness of the Quad City work force is represented by a 
ratio of 25 item8 managed per workyear at AMCCOM comparad to 12 
items per workyear at Redstone. 

6. ‘Jhe, OuacJ&f s s 8-w V 
for Qp t’ 

alteW 
;Q t 

v . 

A recent labor market Survey determined that there are 22,000 
workera available for new employment. Of that number, 99 per cent 
are high school graduates and 53 per cent have some college 
education. Quad Cities school systems outrank those in Alabama in 
terms of expenditures per pupil and the quality of the output as 
meaaured by ACT scores. ' 

The overall Quad City work force is 22 per cent more efficient 
than the national average, giving the Arsenal and other employers 
the equivalent of a sixth day a week free. 

The community has SchoolS and other infrastructure that could 
absorb another 100,000 population without significant new costs, a 
Situation that we believe does not exist in Huntsville. 

The Quad Cities offers more health care alternatives and has a 
quality of life that compares quite favorably with the 
alternative. 

7. Because the Rock Island facility also houses a manufacturing 
facility recently upgraded through the $222 million Project Rearm, 
retention and e%Danslon of AMCCOM functions would encow 
concurrent enaineerinq in the development of new weapons systems. 
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In concurrent engineering, designers can work dfrectly on the shop 
floor with those who will make the product, a process that savea 
tLne and improves quality. The approach is becoming the standard 
in private industry for the cost benefits it produces. 

As we feel these Points demonstrate, we are not trying to make a 
case for saving local jobs at the expense of the nation's 
taxpayers. 

Rather, we are uxqihq You to explore these arguments among others, 
confident that retention and expansion of AMCCOM at Rock Island is 
more cost effective both now and over the long texm. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Thorn Wart, Davenpoti, IA 
Mayor Ann Hutchinson, Bettendorf, IA 
Wayor Wark Schwiebert, Rock Island, IL 
Mayor Allan nccaulley, Moline, IL 
Mayor Chalmer Emmendorfer, East Moline, IL 
Paul Mulcahey, Chainnan, Rock Island County (IL) Board 
Edwin Winborn, Chairman, Scott County (IA) Board 

_ Barry C. O'Brien, Chairman, Quad City Development Group 

!?pfka&J 
J 4 C. Gar ner, President', Quad City Development Group u 
Attachments : 

A. 

0. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

RIA Physical Plant Advantages 

Worker Availability 

Average Wage Rates 

Educational Advantages 

Health Care 

cost of Living 
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DRAFTREFORTTOTEEGENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Concerning the U.S. Navy's justification 
for closing the Plulladelphia Naval Shipyard 

Presented by the Tri-State Delegation Task Force 

April 26, 1991 
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*the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense 
committees and to the Commission a list of military installations 
inside the United States that the Secretary recommenda for 
closure or realiqnment on the basis of the force structure plan 
and the final criteria referred to in subsection (b)(2) that are 
applicable to the year concerned.' 

HORCE ~~IJCTDHB - 

The force structure plan submitted by the Office of Secretary of 
Defense includes a very brief overall discussion of the military 
threat assessment. The plan includes very little discussion of 
operational requirements to respond to the contingencies outlined 
in the threat assessment. Force Structure numbers are only 
provided in aggregate. 

Neither the . . (p-1) nor the 'procedure foe 
l (p.3) nor the "m Keepinq," 

(p.3) portions of the &tae Clo&ce and Realiqpmeut Procedure 
-submitted by the Departmen t of the Navy includes any discueaion 
of the Department of Defense's Force Structure Plan and its input 
Lnto the Navy's review process. 

1) Navy analysis doesuot Include any discussion of how force 
structure plan was used to determiue which facilities were 
Necessary to support the Navy#s force structure. 

2) The Navy's application of Final Criteria l-4 (military value) 
contains no discussion of how the Navy's evaluation process was 
consistent with the force structure plan. 

2) The Force structure plan prepared by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense is insufficient for the purpose of 
evaluating the Navy's base closure recommendations. 

4) Although the OSD Force Structure Plan contains little by way 
of detail, it would appear the Navy has deviated substantially 
from the force structure plan in ignoring the dxydockinq 
requirements for aircraft carriers, Aegis cruisers, large 
auxiliary ships, and amphibious ships. These vessels represent 
62 percent of the fleet and require a large amount of available 
drydock space on the East Coast. 

5) No consideration in Navy analysis was given to wartime 
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facilities requirements for the fleet (i.e. critical carrier 
drydocking '=aPacity). 

6) The critical requirement to be able to Constitute a large and 
effective naval force is mentioned in several places in the force 
structure plan, but receives scant mention in Navy analysis. The 
Joint hilitary Net ABf3ensment for 1991 states the following: "In 
the final analysis, reconstitution may well prove to be the 
linchpin of America's long-term security." 

7) In order to evaluate the requirement for maintaining the 
different Navy shore facilities, it is necessary to understand 
the relationship between these shore facilities and the future 
operational plane of the Navy. For example without an 
understanding of how the Navy's deployment ratio plans are going 
to be affected by the new force structure it is impossible to 
ascertain the requirements for the shore facilities. A 
discuesion Of anticipated OPTS@0 is also neceseary to gauge how 
long ships will be home ported and what the maintenance schedule 
will require in terms of berthing availability. 

l ) Force Structure plan does not include any discussion of chip 
service or maintenance schedules. 

REFERENCES TO FORCE STPDCTDSE ISSUES WHICH ARE NOT 
REFLECTED IN ANALYSIS 

"National Security policy requires that United States armed 
forces maintain the capability to respond rapidly and effectively 
to missions in support of United States international interests." 
P-9 

"Current maritime doctrine emphasizes forward deployment of the 
Department of the Navy's most powerful general purpose asset, the 
aircraft carrier battle group." p. 8 

"Ships are in port approximately 66 percent of the time, calling 
for modern personnel support facilities and a fully capable 
industrial repair base." p. 9 

"At present the construction of any new coastal bases would be an 
extremely difficult taak. Conversely, the loss of an existing 
coastal installation with deep water access or training areas 
would be an irreversible action, short of invoking wartime 
emergency powers." p.10 

"The Department of the Navy must take a careful approach to 
giving up existing coastal operating bases since it is very 
likely that this baaing capability or &r eaic asset, once lost, 
could ever be reclaimed for future use." $1 
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IS~~~TaAT~~~~~~SgD~AWoRCEslanermrP:~ 

significant to any discussion of the relative importance of 
i:e Navy's public yards is information concerning the 6UW.icipated 
ai29 of the future submarine fleet. If Philadelphia is closed, 
the six nuclear shipyards will form the industrial base which 
will be rWired to support a non-nuclear fleet. This avoids the 
important fans of the cosiparative costs of operating a nuclear 
yard versus Operating a conventional yard. 

** A31 carrier battle groups require underway replenishment ships 
in order to deploy. These ships constitute a large portion of 
the fleet and also require significant beahing and drydocking 
capacity. 

l * In order for the force structure plan to be useful for the 
purpose of evaluating the relative importance of Navy 
installation, it must include either implicitly or explicitly a 
detailed breakdown of all the shlps in the fleet and their 
maintenance and service schedules. 
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April 26,1991 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General AccounHng Office 
441 C Street N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Deer Mr. Bowsher: 

The undersigned organieatlons have closely followed the Federal 
initiative which culminated in Lowry Air Force base’s inclusion on 
Secretary Cheney’s list of military bases recommended for closure. 
Following the April 12 announcement we acquired copies of the 
background documents upon which the recommendations were 
based, and have conducted our own careful and detailed study of the 
criteria analysis performed on technical training centers in the Au 
Force. It 1s our position that a review of the decision process leads 
one to the indisputable conclusion that, insofar as technical training 
bases are concerned, thefindinesdation. 

Our intent here is to share a number of points that bear on the 
analysis which fall within the GAO’s purview. We are confident that, 
following an audit of the materials provided to you by law and a 
review of the attached analysis, you will have serious and undeniable 
doubts about the validity of the process used to determine which, if 
any, technical training base should be included on the base closure 
list. 

It is important to note that the thrust of our argument does not focus 
only on Lowry, but rather on the decision process itself which 
considered the five bases in the Technical Training Command of the 
Air Force. We believe you will likely concur with our assessment 
that, to ensure integrity of the process, you should reach one of two 
possible conclusions: 1) additional documentation is needed to 
substantiate the findings on many of the previously unannounced 
“subelements” in the Air Force’s review; or 2) the process employed 
in examining training bases was indeed deficient and the product of 
that process must be challenged. 

This is not the first time Lowry has come under scrutiny. While 
some have reslgned themselves to the inevitability of Lowry’s 
closure, we are convinced that the basis for a measure of optimism 
remains. To a large extent, this sentiment is grounded in the fact that 
we are confident that our objectives coincide directly with those of 
the Department of Defense, U. S. Air Force and Congress in this . . process -- 10 determine where an Air Force tranu P mtssio n can be 
mst effectivelv accomplished at the lea &. 
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Certainly, the nation’s taxpayers and the decision-makers dedicated to 
their interests will settle for nothing less. The need for reducing the 
federal military budget is obvious and necessary, and one which we 
wholeheartedly support. We are pledged to accept a decision on 
Lowry’s future if supported by a thorough and factual analysis. What 
we have seen thus far does not meet that condition. 

We urge your consideration of the issues raised here and in the 
attached analysis based on our review. 

In summary, the specific points requiring review are as follows 

l The study places an inappropriate emphasis on the need for a 
runway, an extremely expensive and unnecessary feature of any 
training facility. Three of the five training bases are effectively 
removed from consideration on these grounds, regardless of their 
effectiveness at performing the stated mission. 

l Important cost-related aspects of a training mission were not 
even incorporated in the analysis. The study contains no analysis 
of cost variables at each base, despite the availability of several 
which can provide legitimate comparisons of cost efficiencies at 
each base. 

l The “green light/yellow light/red light” scoring technique poses a 
major problem as a legitimate means of making definite findings, 
despite its use on several occasions in the past. A careful review 
of the subelement analysis creates the distinct impression that 
subjective judgements were made in a number of areas, The 
legislation mandates that closure recommendations be based 
exclusively on the application of the adopted and published 
criteria. The analysis leaves considerable doubt that this 
requirement can be verified. 

. “Economic impact” is calculated in a rather myopic manner, using 
an obsure technique. It is almost entirely based on comparisons 
with “historic high reductions” (a term not defined for the 
reviewer). The outcome is again stated in “green/yellow/red 
light” terms, despite the existence of accepted, ouantitative_ 
measures to accurately determine these impacts. 

l The “capacity” issue presents a serious contradiction and raises an 
important policy issue. The report cites substantial cost savings by 
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removing “excess” training capacity in the Air Force inventory 
with Lowry’s closure. The report also minimizes Lowry’s future 
utility due to the lack of runway capacity in the event of 
contingency need. However, there seems to be no consideration 
of lraining capacity on a contingency basis. Indeed, the closure of 
Lowry will remove all contingency capacity for “surge” training 
which would actually outweigh the need for runway capacity on a 
“surge” basis, given the options available to the military for 
additional runway capacity under extraordinary conditions. In 
terms of ongoing military mission of the training bases, the 
report’s analysis frankly begs the question! 

l The assumed value of the land -- despite disclaimers in the report 
that this it is too uncertain to include as a formal element in the 
analysis -- is nonetheless cited as a compelling reason to justify the 
Lowry recommendation. The projected ‘5100 million value, the 
acreage involved, and the projected square foot market value do 
not appear anywhere in the analysis. A much more compelling 
issue with regard to possible revenue from land sales is that 
proceeds have w been realized from the sale of any base. 
Actual historical evidence shows that it is best not to include land 
sale in the cost calculation. Moreover, given the manner in 
which the land for Lowry was financed and assembled by local 
bond issues there is a very real question as to whether there is any 
legal (or moral) obligation for its reversion to the local 
community. 

l The availability of nearby, compatible facilities should be 
considered if a priority is being placed on the value of flexibility in 
times of extraordinary, contingency need. This is especialI> 
relevant if the high cost of those facilities is not attributable to the 
ongoing mission of the base. Lowry and other facilities are in 
close proximity to military airfields which may not be on the base 
itself, but available for their use. The matter of “ownership” 
would likely be a secondary consideration in time of an 
emergency. Buckley Field, an Air National Guard base, is within 
minutes of Lowry and is frequently used by them on a partnership 
basis. Therefore, Lowry has access to this capability without 
having to incur the ongoing costs of its upkeep. On this basis -- 
access without the financial obligation -- one might even make a 
point that this might place Lowry in a m  competitive position, 
rather than less, on the runway issue. 

We look forward to continued discussion with you and members of 
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your staff on this critical matter. Obviously, we stand ready to 
provide whatever assistance possible. We are eager to meet with you 
and members of your staff in person next week in Washington to 
further discuss these issues and the requested oversight analysis by 
the GAO. 

Sincerely, 

Federico Pefia 
Mayor 
City and County of Denver 

Paul C. Tauer 
Mayor 
City of Aurora 

Richard C. D. Fleming ’ 
President and CEO 
Greater Denver Chamber Aurora Chamber of 

of Commerce Commerce 

cc The Honorable Tim Wirth 
The Honorable Hank Brown 
The Honorable Pat Schroeder 
The Honorable Dan Schaefer 
The Honorable Wayne Allard 
The Honorable Joel Hefley 
The Honorable Ben Campbell 
Boards of Directors of Aurora and Greater Denver Chambers of 

Commerce 
The Honorable Donald B. Rice, Secretary of the Air Force 
Mr. James F. Boatright, Deputy Asst. Secretary for Installations 
The Honorable Roy Romer, Governor, State of Colorado 
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Congremre of tfte ‘Ptlniteb %btatM 
&me of &prtsentatibe$ 

miefiiagton, PC 205154515 

Hon. Charles A. Boweher 
Comptroller General 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20546 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

We understand that the General Accounti.ng Office (GAO) is 
acmplsting a quick look analysis of the methodology utilized by the 
Department of Defanae (DOD) in recomendinq military installations 
for clo8ure in aocordanca with the Fy 1991 National Defense 
Authorizatim Act. I would like to present information relative to 
an installation proposed for closure in my district, Castle AW, 
California. 

Knowledgeable military experta contend perauaaively that the 
military value of cant10 AFB was improperly appraised for a number 
of reasons. It is that cane that I intend to cake in presentations 
before the Defense Bane Closure Conmtisaion In San Francinco on May 
6th, and as required thereafter. I would urge that your analy6ts 
flag Castle APR for the Conmission as a case in which the military 
value of the installation was erroneously a8sesaed. 

!l!ha bedrock of the cloaure procam is fair cmpariaon of like 
bases. "They (the servicea) must categorize bases with like 
missiona, capabilities, and/or attributes for analysis and review, 
to ensure that Like bases are fairly compared with each other..." 
(Federal Register, February 15, 1991, p.6374)‘. we believe that 
Cart& war not afforded a fair comparison ba8ed on its particularly 
unique mirsion and high value military attributes. 

The Air Force reviewed Caetle APB as part of the PI-52/E-135 
rtrategic flying category. The continental U.S. B-52/KC-135 base6 
which competed in that category are: 

Barksdale APR Ellsworth AFB 
Beale AFEl Fairchild APR 
Carswell AFB Grand Forks AFB 
Castle APB Griffiss AFB 
Dyes8 AFB Grisacm AFB 
Eaker APR K.I. Sawyer APD 

Loring AFB 
ualm6trom AFB 
Mcconnell APR 
Minot AFB 
0ffutt APS 
Plattsburgh AED 
wurtsmith AFB 
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of those 19 air bases, there is a basic differsace bew~a 
castle APB aad 811 the others. Castle is a cambat crew traia&~ 
school (WCS) operations which ha8 as its unigue mission the 
trainingof allnewpeople justccnningintotherespeativewupons 
systalll8. The 18 other bases are all operational Strategic Air 
cwnaad bases dedicated to m8iataiaiag the camht ram of 
proficient, trained crew membera honing their shills to perf~xm 
ttmfr wartime mlsaion. A8 the only ccuaba craw traiaiag 8chool in 
the B-52/IC-135 world, we contend Castle has particular attributes 
that II&OS it of high military value, and ‘&OSO attributes were 
overlooked. 

Hers arc same of the key differences b&wean the Castle APB 
S-52/K-135 CCTS and the 18 other operational basea. 

B-52/K-135 CC!%-Castle AFFI B-52/KC-135 OPTIONAL BASES 

-figh tempo, iuterdve five -Moderate operational tempo 
day per wmek flying operations --fly only 3-4 daya per weak 
--24-21 traiaing miasioa8 per day --usually 5-7 missions per day 
--axpen& 13-15% of all SAit --fly oniy enough to keirp cr& 

B-52/X-135 flying the members proficient 

-Long duration missions with 
approximately 3 hours of 
iatamive transition traiaing 
at the end (practice takeoffs, 
approaches, and limciinga at 
M airport terminal) 

-Missioa5 arm shorter to 
coaseme high dollar flying 
hours. Typically, each pilot 
gets only one approach and 
laadiag hefore mission 
termination. 

-Requires mating of 100% heavy 
jet receivers to provida stable 
platforms to train new, young 
enlisted aerial refueling 
operators 

-All receiver aircraft types 
(includ.l.ngrelativelyunstahle 
fighters) may he used. Some 
tanher missions have no 
mated receiver due to receiver 
deficits in some arean of the 
country. (Acceptable in 
opsratioMl units.) 

-mqui,ras nmrby suitable aad 
accessible transition training 
bases to parfOniI approximately 
60,000 heavy jet practice 
takeoffs, approaches, and 
landings per year. 

-Single ruaway at a siagle 
airport adequate to support 
tranaition training 
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B-52/E-135 CCTS-Caetle APEI 

-Roquiree eeteneive student 
support facilities to 
8ccommodete a tr8naiont 
student population of 600-700 
8f 8ay point 

B-52/W-135 apERA!KcpIAL BASES 

-No studant eupport 
f acilitiee required 

-R&rem esteneive cleeeroom -Claearoom facilities 
faailities for hundreds of hours 
of acedomic training and 

not required 

inter8ction 

-Requires 8n exteneive array -Vary low comparative 
(hundrti of mfllio~ of dollars) requirement for aircrew 
of aircrew traininp devices 
houaod in modern, Climatic8lly 

training device= 

controlled support facilltiea to 
prwido new students exteneivs 
slmrlator trainirw . . . much 
lure tbet offered by major 
8irlines 

-Pworable, temperate weather 
highly desired to facilitate 
taining 

-No u&quo woather 
requlremonts 

From the above, it would seem readily and intuitively obvious thrrt 
castle AFB am a CCTS could not receive a fair rating on ite 
military value when compared generically with the other operational 
bases. I would like to highlight a couple of the major attributes 
that make Castle APB of ai9h military value in the CCTS role. 

ueedil Available TraneitiOn Trainin Barnes: 
& in proxhity to accee+ 

C8etle' 5 location 
la, hill eeeential transition 

tr&aing bases Uti.li.2~ COntilluouely. Typically re8ched in only 
30-35 minutee of flyin tLncr, those airports allow cutle 0per8tors 
to neprsad out" tbef intensive three hours of traaaition trining 
activity typicell~ conducted on each CCTS mieeion. It is 
inefficient Fran! a training viewpoint to have mare than 2-3 heavy 
jot aircraft in the mame traffic pattern simulteneouely. The 
high",~~~;I&ane~e~l; baa close to Castle AE'B include Trrrvis 
AFB, McClellan Aw 
Stockton Ai~pOrt,'LaMoore NASI and vandenburg 

Modesto Airport, 
h3. ThomD failad 

to recognize the Uh military value of theme nearby transition 
bases. The DOD ProPopres to move the B-52/K-135 CCTS function to 
Fairchild APB, WA. a r818tively isolated location with no neerby, 
useable traneition baeea. 
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Readily Available &gq Jet Receivers: As noted above, new aerial 
r+M.ng operator trarnees absolutely must have stable, heavy jet 
;;cqaver platfomts to learn how to conduct air refueling in the 

. If such reCeiVers are not available close to the CCTS base, 
high cost flying hours mt be expended to fly to the receivers or 
to have receivers flY to the tankers. 

It can be noted from the Air Force closure reports that castle is 
relatively well off in that regard. 
"balanced" in terms Of receivers 

Castle is rated "grecnlB for 

training. 
available to support such 

one would exsmct such to be the case because, again, 
Castle derives high mU.tkl-y value as a CCTS base because of the 
proximity to nearby heavy jet receivers at March AFS (KC-los), 
Norton AFR (C-14ls), and Travis APB (C-5s). 

By contrast, the entire Northweetern United States is downgraded in 
the Air Force Closure Report as being rated 'WM1 for "tanker 
rich". Both Fairchild APB and Malmstrom APR, the two tanker bases 
in the Northwest were awarded such Wsd18 ratings. We know that 
means in praCtiC9.1 term that today operators at these banes 
already fly long diatames struggling to find receivers to keep 
their combat ready crews current and gualified. 
v0luma KC-135 CCTS into the region, 

To move a high 

exacerbate the "tanker rFchlQ problem. 
as proposed by DOD will 

Tremendous expenditurea of 
high coat flying hours Will be rsquirad either to bring the heavy 
jet receivers to the CCTS tankers or for the CCTS tankers to fly to 
the heavy jet receivers. Castle AE% as a CC!CS location enjoys a 
"balanced" environment according to the Air Force Report and thus, 
should have been highly rated on the basis of a military criterion 
racognizing its Value in that regard. 

Economic Impacts : Apart from compelling military arguments 
regarding the high military value of Castle, we have other 
concerns. In the category of economic impact, the DOD indicates 
there will be a regional income lose of $162 million. DOD figurea 
are suspect because Castle officials have announced a $200 million 
plus figure each year since 1987 in regard to the base's 
financial Lapact. 

reg;;na; 
The figure for 1990 was $243 million. 

also important to note that the DOD has used a population base of 
492,000 and a claim of 216,000 jobs available in the Castle 
impacted area or a 44% jobs to population ratio. The actual fact 
is. the Merced County area has a population of 178,403 (1990 
census) and a workforce of 58,000, or a 33% jobs to population 
ratio. 

The March 1991, State Economic Development Department shows an 
unemployment rate of 18.4% (12.7% in March 1990). Further, 25.7% 
of the County's Population receives assistance through Aid for 
Families with Dependent Children (APDC), Medi-Cal, Food Stamps, and 
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General Relief. Additionally, 43% of Merced County households earn 
income5 of $13,000 or less per year. Eighty-one percent of Us 
public assistance Population has less than a high school education 
and 45% do not speak English. During the last 10 years, due to an 
unplanned migration, more than 12,000 Southeast Asian mong 
refugee8 have arrived in the conmnanaty. 
government partially assumed 

InitiSllY, the federal 
the financial burden for aage 

refugees, but recent policy changes have shifted the majority of 
the burden for this Population on to ths County of Merced. me 
loss of Castle AFB's 16,000 population, a generally econtmtic Se-= 
segment of society with few on public assistance, willdriunatical~y 
reduce incme dollars, amployment, etc.. while increasing the 
burden on local government. It should be noted that Merced county 
ranks 7th nationally in ethnic diversity. Further, to remove the 
Air Force 5egmOnt would also impact a society mired in public 
a88istance and create a far greater imbalance in the e-c 
atrwture of Mereed County. 

community Suvoorthncroachment: Early in 1987, the Department of 
Defense through the Office of Economic Adjustment granted the 
Hercad County Association of Governments $84,000 ($43,000 local 
matching funds for a total of $127,000~ to develop a plan to 
protect the base’s OngOing mission with a practical and realistic 
comprehensive land use p3.a~~ The Castle AEB Land Use Plan was 
developed cooperatively by the Air Force, Merccd County, and the 
Cities of Atwater and Merced. The plan minimizes exposure to 
excessive noise and hazards while preventing new uses incompatible 
with Castle AFB. There have been no infringements since the plan 
went into effect. Therefore, fire Air Force allegations of 
encroachment are invalid and should not be considered as an issue. 
Furthermore, this joint formal planning project is one of just a 
few that has been completed and is in use to date. The plan stands 
as a model for other Air Force c-ties to use. 

~yironmcntal Considerations: The closure report indicates $23, 
million has been Spent to date to begin the process of studying and 
aelecting the methods to be used to cleanup Castle's environmental 
contamination. Castle's position on the National Priorities List 
(NPL) is unique among 2 or 3 Air Force bases selected for closure 
and represents difficult problems for the c cmmunity's future use of 
more than 2,700 acres. The Air Force has stated it will spend $90 
million more through the year 2000, but acknowledges this will only 
complete the Studies and begin the overall cleanup process. The 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the State of California and 
our county representatives estimate cleanup may continue into the 
year 2017 and cost at least $200-400 million. Thus far, 36 
hazardous sites have been identified with studies to be initiated 
on 156 underground Storage tanks, two landfill areas and an 
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explosive ordinance disposal range. with the closure scheduled for 
1995 and reantiation projected to take until 2017, the EPA 
questiona whether the land can be sold, used or modified before 
cleanup is complete. If this ia the caee, the land could be deemed 
~0185s for more than 20 years. Further, the iS8uea in regard to 
the public use or sale Of an NPL site may take yearsl to resolve in 
the federal and state court ayeteme. In the interim, how will the 
camprmnity recover frcnn or manape a co8tly, potentially vacant 
public environmental disaster abandoned by the Department of 
Def ewe? 

Hr. Bowmher, in mmaary, for all the foregoing rationale, but 
primarily for the compelling high military value of Castle AFB as 
a CCTS inrrtallation, we believe the DOD closure analyris wae 
flawed. We plan to advocate oux position vigorou8ly to the Closure 
Connnis8ion. I ank that you suggerrt to the Commission that the DOD 
military value anelyria of Castle APB wae in error and urge that 
you recommcmnd to the Comnisoion that it give particularly close and 
careful cormideration to the military argumentation we will 
advance. 

Thanks very much for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

GARYA.CONDIT 
Member of Congress 
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Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
441 G  Street NW 
Washington, DC 20548 

RE: Defense Base Closure and Realignment Study 

Dear Mr. Bowsher: 

On  May 15, 1991, your office is scheduled to release its review of 
the various military services Base Closure and Realignment 
recommendations. We share your concern that the final study 
reflect the best interest of our nation's security! to include 
insuring that our armed services 
economically as possible. 

operate as efficiently and 

Based on our initial review it appears that the various military 
departments have recommended elimination of vital military 
installations based on methodology which is extensively flawed, 
The application of this flawed methodology has caused the services 
to recommend the closing of installations where absolute defense 
savings could be recognized by their continued operation. 
Specifically, the flawed methodology has resulted in the 
recommendation to close a number of small installations without 
taking into consideration the savings which could be recognized if 
activities currently being performed in leased commercial 
activities were simply relocated onto a number of the small 
installations which have been recommended by the services for 
closure. 

Fort Benjamin Harrison is an example of such an installation. The 
installation can not only perform its currently assigned mission, 
but is ideally suited to assume additional missions which would 
allow the Army to terminate leases for high cost facilities in the 
Washington D. C. area. A summarized list of points for 
consideration is attached for your review. 

2;z> &B 
Sanio Deputy Mayor City of awrence 
City of Indianapolis 

Enclosure 
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April 29, 1991 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowshar 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Hr. Bowsher: 

As the GAO conducts its review of the recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense to the Base Closure Commission, we are 
writing to express our serious concerns about the decision of the 
Air Force to recommend closing Lorinq Air Force Base. We believe 
the Air Force's evaluation of the closure criteria with respect 
to Lorinq was flawed, and we hope the GAO will examine carefully 
the data and conclusions reached by the Air Force in recommending 
that Lorinq be closed. 

In particular, we are concerned about three general issues 
with respect to the Air Force analysis: 

(1) The Base Closure and Realignment Report as published by 
the Department of Defense contains factual errors with respect to 
the economic impact of closure on the region around Lorinq. The 
Air Force agrees that this data is flawed, but accurate data has 
not yet been provided. Because the impact on the local community 
of closing Lorinq Air Force Base will be greater than in any 
other Air Force base closure, we believe this matter requires 
careful examination. We further believe that the Air Force did 
not actually weigh the economic impact of closing Lorinq in 
reaching its decision, other than to make an assumption of 
adverse impact. 

(2) The Air Force has stated that the facilities at Lorinq 
are OOwell below average,' compared to facilities at other Air 
Force bases. It is difficult to understand this conclusion, in 
light of the more than $300 million of military construction 
completed at Loring in the past decade. Loring haa a new 
hospital and many other significant improvements and upgrades to 
the physical plant. The Air Force has stated that the facilities 
analysis was based on data provided by the bases to the Strategic 

Y 
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Air Command. In view of the inaccuracies in the data regarding 
economic impact, we have serious concerns about the accuracy of 
the descriptions of Loring's facilities. 

(3) The cumulative economic impact in the region appears 
not to have been considered at all by the Air Force. With Pease 
Air FOrC0 Base closed a8 a result of the recommendations of the 
1988 Commission, the closure of toring will be the second major 
base closure with significant economic impact on the state of 
Maine and the New England region to occur in less than five 
years. The State of Maine also is currently enduring adverse 
impacts from defense cutbacks in other areas. We believe this is 
a serious imbalance in the sharing of the pain of closing bases 
nationally. 

In light of the above concerns and discrepancies, we believe 
it is imperative that the GAO carefully review the Air Force 
analysis and examine additional data which the Air Force appears 
not to have considered. We are prepared to assist in making this 
data available. We request that, as aoon as possible, a meeting 
with members of our staffs be scheduled to facilitate this 
process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 
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Comptroller Gonaral 
Gmnmral Accounting Offfcr 
441 G  Btraat, N.W. 
Waahington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Bowahat: 

Am ou oan Wall imagina, therm ia considerable concern 
among x Lou eianiana ragarding the racantly announcad cloeura of 
England Air Force Baaa (AFB) and thr raalignmant of Port Polk 
r8aultinq in tha movamant of tha Fifth Infantry Division to Fort 
Hood, Taxaa. 

Rmcognizing your ramponaibility undmr Public Law 101-510 
(fha Act) to raport to tha Congroae by May 15th on th8 Departmant 
of D8fonsa racommmndation8 and baas olosura procadura, WI (~+a 
writing aa a delegation to obtain apacific, datailod information 
on tha installations within Louioiana. 
information at a minimums 

We raguira the following 

1) Doma the data support tiam Afr Porcm'a contantion that 
England AFB had the pooraat flying weather in the Flyiny-Tactical 
Bubcatmgory? How waa this data deriwd? More specifically, how 
dooo thm flying waathor at England AFB comparm with that of Eglin 
AFB, Florida and McChord AFB, Waahington? What in tha GAO’8 
a8amaamant of the Air Force mathodology uaad to compare bares 
with regard to waathor? 

1) Dow the procmdurm uaad by tha Air Forca to comparm 
baB88 acroma catagoriaa and aubcatogorioa fully comply with the 
raquirammta that, It ..tha Secratary [shall] conridar all military 
in8tallationa inaida tha United statma equally...* containad in 
thm Act? Tha Air Force conductmd dotailad analyama of baaaa 
within auboat8gorie8 and, according to thair dotailad atatmmmnt 
of mathodology, 

"Intarcommand and interrarrica utilization analyaia WCLB 
accomplished. The Diraotora of Plan8 and Program8 From the 
Major commands mat on amvaral occasion8 with tha Baee 
Cloaur8 Exacutiva Group (BCEG). Also, at tha aanior 
military and civilian 18~81, consultation8 with tha Army and 
Navy baaa cloaura rapraaantativma occurred regarding 
potontial intaramrvica baee raalignnant8 and facility uae.gt 
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Given the fact that detailed comparisons wars madm within 
aubcatagoriaa, WI are concarned that the informal procaar used to 
compare baamm aaroaa l ubcatagoriaa and agrvicaa may hava 
prmvantad England APB from being proparly conaidarad for 
rmalignmont to l omm other misafon. In this connection, we would 
aho likm to know if th8 Air Force racommandad BI?~ rmalignmanta 
acroaa catapori88 or ~ubcatagoriaa. 

3) The Air Force asserts Mat Air Force rupport for Fort 
Polk formerly providad by England Air Forca Baas can be provided 
from Barkadala AFB. 
l uch 

Arm therm any increased coats in providing 
support from Barkrdale AFB rather than England APB and wars 

fhmam coat8 Fully COnSid@r@d by the Air Force in making thmir 
daciaion to clo8m England AFB? Did the Air Force analy&? also 
take into account tha fact that the Joint Raadinmaa Training 
Canter would be moved to Fort Polk? 

4) The DoD ProPo@@a to move the Joint Readinaaa Training 
Canter (JRTC) from Fort Chaffaa, Arkansan to Fort Polk. Wo 
undmratand there i8 a l ubatantial air component aaaooiatad with 
the JRTC. Where doan the DOD propooe to locate thm air componmt 
of fha JRTC? What ara #a coats associated with such a DoD 
propo8al? Warm the88 coats conaidarad by the DOD during tha base 
cloaura procaam? War England AFB evaluated aa a possible aita 
for the location of the JRTC'r air component? 

raatr~~tions at England APB. 
The Air POrCa aaaartr therm ara oiqniffcant airspace 

Dora tha data support this 
arrartfon? What method did tha Air Force uam to maa8ura the 
amount of availabla airSpao8 and what is the GAO's aa8maamant of 
that methodology? Did tha Air Force inoluda in its analysis the 
daqroa to which ganaral aviation and commercial air traffic 
compete for airapaca in the area surrounding a base? How dome 
tha airspace availability of England AFB oompara with that at 
Eqlin AFB, Florida and Ncchord AILI, Washington? 

6) Both Fort Polk and England APB arm located in central 
Louisiana only 23 milaa apart. The base oloaura and realignment 
action8 taken aqainat these two installationa will cause a 
combined negative economic impact on this region of the teats. 
Under tha raguiramant of the Act, did the Secretary of Dafanaa 
propmrly consider this combined economic impact when ha approved 
the actions of the Service Sacratariaa to close or realign these 
two inatallatione? 

7) In tha last aevaral months therm have bean numarouo 
raportm of tha mad to acquire additional traininq area co 
SUppX the 1st Infantry Division at Fort Riley, Kansas, and the 
Opposl~ixl or zhe surrounding civilian cc;nmur.ity to such 
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aoqui8ition. In there l till a need to acquirm mare lond at Fort 
Rilry? Ii 80, wee thie included in the ~rny~r analyeio which 
reeulted in the decieion to keep the let Infantry Divieion at 
Port Riley an4 to move the Qth Infantry Division to Fort Hood? 
Further, how do the coat8 of moving the let Infantry Divirion to 
Fort Hood compare with the coat to relocate the 5th Infantry 
Divieion there? 

8) Aseuming the Army*e program for reeligning Port Polk 
go88 forward unchenqmd, how much l xcee8 oapeoity will the Fort 
~oereen for future growth? 
l Xo@Ie capacity? 

What are thr component8 of this 

The ba8e olosure Qroceee ie moving very rapidly. Thr 
regional hearfng which will coneider actione taken at Port Polk 
and England AFB i8 l cheduled for May 14th in Fort Worth, Texee. 
Additionally, the Baa@ Clomum Couaninsion will visit England AFB 
on May 9th. 
to report it8 

00th th88e events occur prior to the GhOte deadline 
finding8 to thr Congreee. B8caume Of the need to 

review end ae8imilate the information before proceeding further, 
we need your act&m on our requemt not later then May 8th. We 

&&e&Q&- 
Clyde C. Hollowa 
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Mr. James McDermott 
Director 
Economic Analysis Group 
General Accounting Office 
P.m 5492, 441 G St N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. McDermott: 

As you no doubt aware, Fort Dix is slated for closure 
under the recently released DOD recommendations. We feel that 
the application of the military value criteria and the 
quantitative analysis underlying this decision to be open to 
interpretation. 

Therefore we are requesting that your office examine the 
enclosed materials from the Army BBAC report and assess 
whether the proper criteria were evaluated correctly and the 
results of the Army analysis to be credible. 

Please contact Thomas M. Meagher in Mr. Saxton's office 
at (202) 225-4765 if you should have any questions. 

13th District 
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l%uWu@u. WI 213515431Z 
PETE GEREN 
12W DISTRICT, TEXAS 

02 May 1991 

Mr. Bob Meyer 
United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Thank you for meeting with us regarding the many and significant 
concerns we have regarding the Base Realignment and Closure (SBAC) 
process that was recently conducted by the Department of Defense 
(DOD) and the United States Air Force (USAF). Our primary concern 
is regarding (but not limited to) the USAF decision to recommend 
Carswell AFB in Texas for closure. 

We sought this meeting to discuss the GAO's role 
adherence to the eight criteria as required 

in reviewing DOD 
by law, and to share 

with you documentation which outlines many of the questions and 
concerns we have. We would also ask that you consider our concerns 
when making your final review of the overall BBAC review process. 

The information is as follows: 

a. 02 May 1991: Carswell Task 
concerns about the Base 

Force analysis and summary of 

the USAF. 
Closing evaluation as conducted by DOD and 

b: A memorandum outlining DOD and Air Force willful NON ADHERENCE 
to the intent and spirit of the law when conducting their internal 
base closure and realignment review. 

c: A memorandum regarding the economic impacts of recent layoffs 
in Tarrant County and the rest of Texas--factors which the DOD and 
USAF have admitted were not considered in their evaluation. 

d: copy of 13 March letter given 
Secretary Boatright 

to USAF Deputy Assistant 
addressing Carswell's value to our national 

defense and which refutes many of the concerns that ultimately 
placed Carswell on the BBAC list. No formal response received to 
date from USAF. 

e: 
up 

Copy of 28 March lettere;hven to USAF Secretary Rice as follow 
to 13 March meeting enclosure 

Carswell's role in regional 
of FAA lette:f;i;F;rting 

air space coordination 
formal response to date from USAF, although at USAF request: 

No 

determined that a formal reply was not necessary due to ti:x 
considerations. 
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t: COPY of 15 April letter given to Boatright requesting 
additional information on criteria used when targeting Carawell for 
closure. No formal response to date from USAF. 

. Copy of 30 April request to USAF for additional information of 
&AF internal SRAC review subcriteria. No formal response to date 
from USAF. 

h: copy of original civic delegation presentation to USAF 13 
March. As with all other information and/or requests for 
additional information, no formal response to date has been 
received from the USAF. 

Once again, thank you for your time. If you have any further 
questions, concerns or need for any additional information, please 
do not hesitate to contact Congressman Barton or myself directly, 

Thank you. 

Member of Congress 

pU/ej r 
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PAUL S. SAREANES 
u*“v.Am 

ltinited j5tatt3 Senate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 IO-2002 

Nay 2, 1991 

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Comptroller General: 

As you and your staff continue your review of the base 
closure and realignment recommendations made by the Secretary of 
Defense, I urge you to carefully consider the enclosed 
information regarding the Naval Electronics Systems Engineering 
Activity (NESEA) located at St. Inigoes, Maryland. 

A number of serious questions have been raised regarding 
whether or not NESBA was properly evaluated using the final 
;$ction criteria published in the Federal Register on February 

For example, the second criteria states that the 
Department of Defense will consider "the availability and 
condition of land, facilities and associated eirspace at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations." As the enclosed 
document notes, NESEA has more than 800 acres of government-owned 
property of which more than 400 are available for expansion. 
This contrasts sharply with the ISE Directorate at Portamouth, 
Virginia, that I understand has a total of less than 100 acres of 
land which is leased from a private owner. Having visited NESEA, 
I can assure you that ita facilities are in excellent shape and 
are located only 20 minutes from the extensive airport facilities 
at the Patuxent Naval Air Test Center. 

I hope that you and your staff will carefully review the 
issues raised in this document to determine if appropriate 
procedures were foilowed in recommending the closure of this 
operation. I appreciate your attention to this matter and hope 
that you will not hesitate to let me know if I can provide any 
additional information. 

With best regards, 

Sincerelfi 

,, j,tL.dLA 
Paul S. Sarbanea 
United States Senator 

PSS/SS 

Enclosure 
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0 The lack of sufficient apace to expand for coneolidation is 
one of two taasons given by Navy in their detailed analysis to 
aloea HEsEA and transfer functions. (The other is the need to use 
the facility for the NAWC consolidation). Yet NESEA, which is 
located on 852 acres of secluded land that is gwarnment-owned, 
utilizes only half this acreage. NESEC Portsmouth, on the other 
hand, is located on approximately 71 acres of environmentally 
seneitive leased property in a major metropolitan industrial 
complex. Their ability to accommodate existing NESEA reguiremonts, 
much lees future growth requiramente, 
to ineufficient epace. 

iS SSWrely reStricted dua 
What rationale did Navy use to cite a lack 

of sufficient space for expansion and the transfer to a physically 
constrained location that is also scheduled tc receive other 
aativfti~s? 

0 In comparing 88~iCe reCo~endatiOn Write-Ups, the Army and 
Air Force eeemto have includad epeciffc details regarding savings, 
projections. and costs. Why ie the Navy write-up, ae published in 
the Federal Rogiater on April 15, 1991, SO devoid of details? 
Ploare provide tbaee details and the back-up information used by 
COBRA to aXTiVa at their recommendations. 

0 ASD (P&L) memo of 13 Pebcuary 1991 states that, if in applying 
military value criteria, bases aremilitarily/geographicallyunigue 
or mission-•eeukial, justification muat be provided and the base 
excluded trom Further analyeie. 
smcure location 

The unie~nese 
(SOF/NSW, WHCA, . 

02 NESEA, with +ts 
RADHAZ/antenna teetinq environment: 

programs) t benagn 

River/Dahlgren/Waehington, DC, 
and proximity to Patuxont 

when 
Virginia, 

compared to Portsmouth, 
which is the antithseis of thie uniqueness, should 

alaseity NESEA as both unique and mission essential. What role 
did these tactore play in selecting NESEA For closure when all 
indications point to just the opposite? 

0 GAO found that the 1980 comiseion~e overall savings estimates 
were overstated due to data errors, inaccurate estimates, and the 
oxelusion of certain relevant eoets. wo belie-m three same errxs 
ware made by Navy, specifically in MILCON and ADP requirements. 
How will GAO validate thm estimates given the short time-frame for 
the antire review process since the causes of these prwicue errors 
(tight time constraints and inetsective management control 

procedures to verity accuracy) arm still applicable. 

0 GAO recommended that SECDEF direct the earvice secretaries to 
conduct annual reviews of base 
implementation programs. 

realignment and closure 
Was this done, and when will SECNAV 

conduct this review7 What procedures are in place or are beinq 
developed to resolve significant ieeuee (cost, military value, 
etc.) and/or eigniticant l rrcre in service estimates which indicate 
a base should not have been on the list. 
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May 2, 1991 

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 
Comptroller of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Boweher: 

I understand you recently received a joint letter regarding 
Lowry Air Force Base from Federico Pena of Denver, Colorado, 
Mayor Paul C. Tauer Of Aurora, Richard C.D. Fleming, President of 
the Greater Denver Chamber of Commerce, and C. Bennett Lewis, 
President of the Aurora Chamber of Commerce. 

That letter, along with its attachment, raises some very 
serious issues which I believe should be addressed during your 
audit of the Department of Defense's base closing procedure. I 
believe your caraful review of the Air Force’s evaluation 
criteria will lead you to the same conclusion that the two mayors 
and chamber presidents arrived at: 
the recommendation. 

the findings do not support 
The errors and inconsistencies inthe Air 

Force's study bear out this conclusion. 

In particular, I hope you will carefully evaluate the seven 
major points raised by the two mayors and chamber presidents in 
their letter: 

* The Air Force's inappropriate emphasis on the need for a 
runway; 

* The study's lack of analysis of important cost-related 
aspacts of a training mission; 

* The green/yallow/red light scoring system's problematical 
legitimacy in arriving at sound quantitative findings; 

* The obscure techniques used in determining economic impact; 
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* The study's contradictory consideration of the "Capacity" 
issue: 

* The Air Forcei’s unrealistic expectations of Lowry's land 
values; and 

* Tha study's disregard for the presence of nearby, compatible 
facilities, such as Buckley Air National Guard Base. 

There points indicate that a thorough review of the Air 
Force's evaluation procedures is needed before the final finding5 
can be accepted as legitimata by the community. Considering the 
many thousands of persons who would be affected by a closure of 
this important baas, we must make sure that the entire base 
closure process iS conducted in the open, free from errors and 
inconsistancies. 

I look forward to working with you on this issue as we move 
ahead. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

Member of Congress 

DS/cac 
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WILLIAM 8. COHEN 
Uoltad S1.t” S.mmlo. 

C 

May 2, 1991 

OLYMPIA d. SNOWE 
Me-bar of Cosvsm 

The Honorable Charles Bowsher 
Comptroller General of the United States 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Boweherr 

We wish to supplement our letter to you of April 29th 
with the attached memorandum, which further identifies issues 
which we request the General Accounting Office (GAO) to 
address in reviewing the Air Force’s recommendation to close 
Loring AFB. In addition, we are providing economic impact 
information prepared by the Office of the Governor of the 
State of Maine. 

We appreciate the opportunity for our staffs to meet with 
the GAO staff on May 3rd to discuss these specific concerns. 
We stand ready to provide whatever additional information may 
be helpful to you. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincer em 

’ George J. Mitchell / William S. Cohen 

72iiw& 
Thomas H. Andrew6 

9 

~~ 

a no e 
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MSY 3, :99: 

Honorable Zames A. to~rter 
:625 K St. N.S;. 
UasLingtoz, c: .f 
20006 

3ear Chairmar; Courter, 

: am writing as an emp?oyee of the L!.S. Army 13eoot System 
Command < 3ESC3M > 1 a Major Subordinate Command of the LI.S. Army 
Yater!el Command < AMC >. 3ESC3M. which is in Chambersburg, PA, is 
prooosed for realignment with oortions of the L’.S. Army Armament, 
?lur;itions, and Chemical Command (AMCC3t-t) to form tLIe Industria: 
Werations Command ( 1%: 2:: Rock Island, 1:. 

?ly 30sitior~ is a t?anagement Analyst at the mid-management 
:eve: . : have received two Commander’s Awards f-om the Commandi:g 
Genera: of 3ESt3E *07 ssecia: orojects performed and have bee;: 
Consistently Fated as ez exceptiona: emo:oyee. I offer tLis 
!cCormation to S~TESS that I believe : am a Card -orking emD:oyee 
uho deserves to be treated fairly. 

It has been di’ficult *or me to decide to of’er oub:ic commert 
on the issl;e cf OL;T crooosed realignment as : understand the need 
to s:~ort a chain of command. However, : believe that my zositio~ 
?s a 3ert cc a she!: game being played by AMC which wi:? yield 
m:2ima!, i’ any, savings to the government. COY ease in -eadir;cj, I 
have divided my comments into the fo?!oc;ing sections: 

1. vision 2OCC 
2. Logic and 3a:a Flaws 
3. ALternatives 
4. orolosed Course of Action 

A’+?ough my comments are rather lengthy, : ask =or yoti~ I “, 
izdi;:gence as many seoo:e are about to be unnecessar::y ‘YU-~. 

: . yision 2OCO. The Army has recently exoerienced a pc;bLic 
embarrassment over the Vision 2000 concept develosed by AMC. At 
TAB A is a CODY o1 the Apt-i: :3, :99i column by Zack Anderson on 
Vis!or: 2300. 41thoL;gL not mentioned In the article, the 
develozment of the IX was a hart of V:sion 2C30. When tLie 
Oeaartmert of the Army would not accept Visio:: 2005 as a &hole, =or 
7eaeom 3~ich as :Cose descr!bed by Mr Anderson, 4MC bega: to b-eak 
‘t ir.tc nieces. The Army dec!ded to aoorove two sceces of Visicr; 
2OOC. the Cormatior oL the ICC and the ‘ormatlo- zF the Missiles, 
Armaments, a-d Chemlca: Command ‘UACC3r: $7 L/+-+sv;” \ 8, . _ -e-e, A’-. 
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a. 1oc: Created at Rock Island, IL, composed of DESCOM. 
the Systems Integration Management Activity - East (SIMA-East) from 
Chambersburg, PA, and ammunition and arsenal functions from AMCCOM. 

b. MACCOM: Created at Redstone Arsenal. 4L. composed of 
the armament and chemical functions from AMCCOM and the Missile 
Command already located at Redstone. 

Vision 2000 has been long in the planning. The economics of 
the proposed moves, however, have been an afterthought. I have 
requested the decision making information from the Secretary of the 
Army (TAB E), however, due to the short time period for public 
comment to your Commission, I could not wait for the source 
documentation. Although not directly involved in Vision 2000, I 
have gleaned enough information to, hopefully, further discredit it 
and to encourage you to have the General Accounting Office (GAO) 
take a close look at the realignments proposed. Having been 
involved in recent Reduction In Force (RIF) planning, I can tell 
you that current AMC management “decides now - justifies later.’ 
AMC has been resolved that the IOC would be in Rock Island. 

2. IOGIC AND DATA FIAWS.: For some of the information ? am 
about to discuss, I have attached source data. For other elements, 
I have had discussions with personnel at the DESCgM and AMC level 
who have had more direct involvement. 

a. IOC Sizing. Attached at TAB C is the organizational 
structure and staffing for the IOC approved by the Commanding 
General of AMC on 15 Jan 91. The IOC total staffing is to be 2,387 
personnel. This does not include SIMA-East who have been told they 
%will be moved in place (they are currently authorized 435). The 
current authorized manpower at DESCOM is 529. 

With a staffing of 2,387 and a maximum of 529 coming from 
DESCOM, that leaves 1,858 to stay in Rock Island to manage the 
AMCCOM ammunition plant and arsenal functions (to include 
ammunition procurement.). This seems like a very inflated number 
when the AMCCOM functions are roughly one-fifth of the DESCOM depot 
operations. Additionally, the proposed organization structure 
shows a very inflated grade structure over that currently in 
DESCOM. We manage the entire depot system with 1 two-star general 
and 2 Senior Executive Service (SES) employees. The proposed 
structure shows 1 three-star greneral, 1 two-star general, 
2 one-star generals and 6 SES employees - an ivory tower! 

TAB 0 is also from the 15 Jan 91 decision briefing and 
graphically reflects the difference in the magnitude of the DESCOM 
and AMCCOM industrial operations. There are several possible 
explanations for the overstated sizing and grade structure: 

(1) Because the management of the ammunition plant and 
arsenal functions at AMCCOM are currently commingled with the 
management of AMCCOM functions being moved to Redstone Arsenal, AL, 
there is no clear differentiation as to what should go or stay. It 
seems apparent to ma that AMCCOM has overstated the number of 
personnel associated with the IOC functions. ‘his is entirely 
possible since the IOC is primarily an AMCCOM creatior. 
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This produces several effects: it reduces the number of 
personnel in Rock Island being transferred to Redstone; it 
decreases the number of personnel from Chambersburg who will 
probably be given transfer of function; and it enhances the 
desirability of the Rock Island location for the IOC. In this 
instance it is difficult to see the potential for savings as it 
possible that such an overstatement could leave the MACCOM in a 
hiring mode. 

is 

(2) AMCCOM currently centrally manages some functions 
which are decentralized within DESCOM. The ICC staffing may also 
be the result of an intent to draw resources from the depots into 
the headquarters. If this were to be the case, depots in New York, 
Pennsylvania, California, Alabama, Texas. and Utah would be 
effected. This may be possible when you consider that the IOC 
proposes 655 civilians in the just the Deputy Commander for 
Industrial Operations organization, more personnel than a!? of 
HCDESCOM today. This strategy may be an intentional omission from 
the IOC package. 

b. Announcement Discrepancy: Secretary Cheney has announced 
that 738 spaces would be lost in Chambersburg, PA. This figure is 
incorrect. Both the DESCOM and SIMA-East numbers are understated. 
For examo!e, the Army neglected to count the 81 spaces associated 
with the Logistics Programs Support AC tivity (LPSA) which has been 
a part of SIMA-East since FY89 (although they were carried on 
DESCOM’s books for FY90). It is my understanding that all of 
SIMCI-East will go to Rock Island, IL, and the IOC facility 
requirements were calculated based on that premise. (It is 
illogical. however, that the former LPSA would go to Rock Island as 
‘its primary customer is the Department of Army in the Pentagon.> 

c. Baseline: Based on arrors in the realignment 
announcement, I am concerned about the baseline used for the ICC. 
I had previously seen IOC documentation which had an FY89 baseline. 
:f this data was used, then any savings associated with the ICC 
would be significantly overstated. For example, DESCCV experienced 
a realignment RIF last Year. There were 98 spaces eliminated in a 
DESCOM streamlining effort. Personnel drawdowns since FY89 have 
actually been higher as the DOD hiring freeze continues. We can 
not sava in the IOC what has already been lost. We have 
experienced significant “double dips” in savings associated with 
the first Base Realignment and Closure (ERAC) list, the Defense 
Management Review and now the second round of BRAC. I believe that 
there are “double dipped” IOC savings which could reverse its 
economic feasibility. 

Additionally, the savings claimed for the IOC are so marginal 
that the impact of the recant Do0 guidance to reduce staffing SY 4% 
each year could negatively impact the economic feasibility of this 
oroposal 
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2. Cne-Time costs: Secretary Cheney’s announcement 
indicated that the cost of the realignment uou?d be $31*. Ihe cost 
of t5e realignment should include such Items as severance, moving 
costs [personnel and equipment), construction, training, L.!r!?g of 
new sersonnel, lost woductivity, etc. :t is ev:der;t that the one 
time costs have been ser!ol;s!r understated. T5e proposed 
construction at Rock Island alone is S9H. As another examole. a 
orojection by the U.S. Army Management Engineering htivity <MEA> 
for costs associated with moving just 97 S:MA-East sersonne? were 
as zoL!ows: 

ui Isags 3 25 ,296 
Par Diem 39,6Z3 
temporary Quarters 963 ,600 
Disc Exoense 67 ,9OC 
Rea? Estate Expense 1,36C ,8OC 
Househo?d Soods 4a5,ooo 
‘emoorary Storage 36 % 000 
Relocation Income 259 ,330 

Tax A::owance 

ICT&L 633237,539 

“b!s would inc:lide no costs for OESCCM emp!oyees or other elemer;ts 
of expexe suck as severance oay, unemo!oyment, t-azsoortat:o- of 
eauiament, training for new emp!oyees, revised re:taL/maintenance 
contracts or; SIMA eauiament, etc. Significant -eal estate costs 
wi?: be incurred. 1:: a small commr;r,ity such as C?8ambersbzrg. t%e 
proDosed reduction !r oersonne: wi:: depress the !oca: market. 
A”\ough there has been mtich said about Increased staf’ing &VI 
~associated with the missile mission, the existing !oca? trade 
market ui!.: meet the need for employees. TCIs Llas been wove: by 
:Lle Lligh number of apD?lcants for blue collar temnorary poslt!o:s. 

I be!!eve that GAO will find the one time costs to be a 
se~‘ous *law !r, the realignment justi*icatlon and .ayback L 
ca:c-:a=: 'OFIS. 

. 

0. 3oeratZona: Procedures: I am offeri:g tCis :-fornatior 
as a ca,ztionary note to the Comm:ssion as well as an examo:e of t5e 
fLawed logic of the :oc. Sased on my know?edge of the cz:r-ent AK 
mode of ooeratio;, : eeel reasonably sure that your asorova: of the 
IOC will be intercreted to mean your amrove: oc their 3ro3osed 
oDeratao-e, ever + those you have not see?. TAB E, also <Torn the 15 
:an 9: :OC decision brie::ng, offers a conceot on how AK vo~:d 
xooose to serform tank maintenance. ?%is chart decicts a ta:k 
being assembled and disassembled at An:istor: h-my 3eDOt w:t5 
several Darts sent to other depots and arsenals for maintenance. 
Yuch of this tiork is currently done, and shocld be done. at 
Ar;?;ston, AL. Car; yo’c imagine the oroblems tCat irou?d Cave existed 
&ring Oweratio:: Oessrt Shield/S+o-T :I we Cad Llad to -ely or L 38 
gh:oD:ng engines back and forth to toro~;s Christi. IX and 4ad -0% 
Yac! engice sxsertise at AnEistor;? -5:s chart a:so cent-ibtites tc 
TY be:laf that there is far more imoact on t5e desots *-om tLie 1% 
:+,a;; 4% decided was oo?itica::y advisable to disc-ss. 

Page70 GAO/NSIAD-Bl-224SBaseCloeurea and l&dgnmenta 



Appendix 1 
I&tern and Other Material Itecdved on 
Propmed Base Cloeurea and Realignment 

7 +. ALT!=RNAT:V= 

I3C Dua! Location:. Attached at 
,;:l,sTa prepared by the Xanagement 

TAS F is a copy of a cost 
’ Engineer i:,g Activity (YEA:, at 

-, ‘eqtiest of AMC, relative to the ?ocation oc the :X. :t showed 
af:ina 1 varCar;cs betseen the two locations wher strictly Industria: 
0perat:ors vere examined. Addltlonslly, t5e 3t;;dy lx!icated that 
“ca2ltallzation i7 place” [page 6: was not considerel, as I 
zlnde-&a-d AMC did not ask for this alternative eve’: thoG;Eh t?ey 
kave done t?is &it? SIMA-East and SIMA-West. ‘5:s st-dv reCeiVei 
:itt!e atter* Lcr.. /* ‘Ce Ferception is that it ?ic! net tell 5Ce ri(;“t 
story. 3cr impressiol for the past l a:: years 5as Seer: :“.a: t5e 
embers wou?d support Rock IsLand no matter Liow they L?ad to be 
“~xeakec’” ‘be YEA st*&y YES not zpdatec! as IX pla-.rizc cia75ed. 
It appears that tL‘e alternative of capitalizaitol i: 7:ace &as not 
seriously cc~sidered and has economic nerit. 

!-. L. IX Cocatic? ir: Chamjersburcz. At 028 7cir’ a srevio-s 
Commanii2s Sereral of 3ESCO!f ?roposec! that the IX be’“leaa ane 
mea:” and that, *it? Limited increases to sCafCing in C.?ambersburg, * 
cL I_, me C;;rctiors coi;ld be managed from here. This aLter7ative makes 
qartic;;lar Iy good senee because of current co-location wit5 
SIYA-East. ‘his organi zatio:‘s primary C:~ctio: is computer system 
desist; and mairtenaxe. The perso:neL are ?igCly skilled and 
possess uziqiie knowLedge of the complex Sta:darc! 3epot System XL!=+ 
>Tocesses all *I:anclal and workload data fo- t5e depot system. It 
iS . . tots--y il:ogical to move them and a:: cf their comp:te- 
equixert to Rock Island whel they are already co-Located &;ith 5% 
mar.agers 3. c the na:o- IX mission, depot ma:ageme:t, at 
C5ambersb~rg. 
“* t”e .e-30,re4”~~~i~~~‘~r~e~~~ ~~~r,~~~sp~~~ec~a~;~~~~ ;,;; y” 
<“is is ;-ojab:y a \LgL‘ qrojectio- for :r-lema-d skills KC? as 
computer ;-osjram,x;n . s.: Even if It were correct, there is lot 
cL--e7-t!,y a comxte- system desis::: orsanizatio: at Sock isLar;i. 
-5e IX hill 5e Cacel j;it? rep!aci-g aSock 73% 0’ a Lighly skilled 

. arc .zr:ccely knoL:edgeable joric force. -Lls Is as illos;ical as t”e 
l-,ss of -esearci and develo?xert expertise criticized at by Zack 
Arde-so- ai ‘AS P 

c. -_ Cs’ajlisb Ammnc:itior. Command at Rock Is:a?1 ad xel:tai- 
>EC’̂ V -..-, ir Chamjersjs-g wit5 added res?ons’“““y *c- tLe arsenals. *l&..- - 
‘ki -s a:ce-lati ve is addressed 5: greater detail at ‘A9 U. ‘i-is 
alter7atlue k4o~I.d L.ave the least tc:rSulence at each Locatlo:. 
!Lo:ll Se t5e most cost ef*ective (very low 0-e time costs:. ;l0<:=: 
be tie least d-a:- c- t”.e existing knowLedge ‘5ase at SctC sites. 

. . 
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every srobability that the DDMC ui:? make additiona: 
-ecommendat:ons that wi?? significant?y alter the Deoartmsnt cf 
Defense’s way of doing business in the maintenance world. ‘5iS 

could significant!y alter thb IOC concbot. Some 05 oiir 3ESCCY 
emo!oyses could, for example, become Defense Log:stics Agency 
bmD,!O,‘bbS. US could move them to the mid-west only to move them 
back aga!r;. The cart is before the horse. “5e 3CMC shou:d fi-s* - 
decide on the maintenance struckire of the c5~c,~re and the: the Army “kYl 
should decide on the management structure needed to si;soort it. 

4. Prososed Copse of Action: 

a. Reauest that the Commission and the GAC c?osely exami7e 
the documentation suooorting the ICC. : be?ibve tSet, g:ver: the 
co:rsct data, the concmt wi:: be oroveR cost!y. T&L3 sCol;ll lot 
be a t ime consuming DTocess. SAC should, however, saeak tc. 
officials <ram 3ESCOF1 and S:MA, as we:! as AMC a-d AKCCM to get 
the whole story. AMC has been allowed to “save cace’ 5~ “.av:-g a 
oiece of Vision 2300 go forward, bi;t it is a house oc cards. 

b. Comoare the IOC and MACCOM data. : be lieve tCat the IX 
has bee- "*rant Loaded” to seciirb bmo?oyme:t in Rock Island. 

C. Revise or e!i minate the 3oC -ecommendatior based o- the 
i-*ormatioz and aLternatives offered above. ‘4:s is a como:ew 
isce that has been aortraved as clear CL: and simale. 

: thank yoc, Mr. Chairman, for yo-r tolerance. YO’G may 
auest’on how this orooosal ever even got his far. ‘he answe-. as : 
am cure you: would guese, is oo!!t!cs intsrr;a? to tLie A-my. 1 
be?ievb !:: the BRAC orocess and hooe that yo:: slill ass;;re !t :s 
Cafr:y used with your emohasis on actua?. :ot hycotbetlcal 
savings. There are many families who are co~:r.tln~ or: :Se 
Compiesior to orovlde objective review. Yy Gamily is o>e o* t%rr. 
P!ease fee! free to call me If you or your staCC have a:y 
ouestions. Hy phone numbers are: Home - (7:7> 249-0434 or ;iork - 
: 7:7: 267~8:36. 

CF: L’.S. Senator Ar:en Soecter 
U.S. Reoresentative 'di:?iam Soodli-g 
:: .S. Reoresenta,, l ‘VO “Bud” Shuster 
Nationa! Secur Ity and :?ternat!ona! Affai-s CIvisioz. 

Senera? Accotinting Of*:ce 
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STATE OF OHIO 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

May 7, 1991 

Mr. Theodore C. Barreaux 
Counselor 
General Accounting Offlce 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Room 7059 
Washlngton. D.C. 20548 

Dear Ted: 

I have enclosed a copy of an analysis prepared by Major 
General Richard Alexander, Adjutant General of the State of Ohio. 
concerning the Costs of closing Rickenbacker Air National Guard 
Base. It Is my understanding that GAO Is in the process of 
preparing an analysis of the Department of Defense's base closing 
proposals. 

The enclosed analysis points out some of the erroneous cost 
figures utilized by the Department of Defense in justifying the 
closure of Rickenbacker. I thought this might be helpful in 
preparing GAO's analysjs. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

I- 
Tom Needles 
Director 

attachments 

.‘. . . .‘. ‘7”’ : : -.::’ . ::..:.ci:.. 
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Delaware Valley 
Science and Technology Assoclatlon 

\ 
730 LOUIS DRIVE* WARM~NSlER, PENNSYLVANIA 18974 

(215)672-3200 
33537-91U/F1067 
May 8, 1991 

Mr. Robert Meyer 
Assistant Director, Logistics Issues 
U.S. General Accounting office 
441G Street N.W. 
Room 5102 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Enclosed is an updated and expanded version of the 
material on the Naval Air Development Center we 
originally provided you on April 26th. The updates are 
mainly corrections of typos. The expansion is the 
addition of Section 4 wherein we describe a specific 
alternative which, we believe, meets all the Wavy 
objectives while providing real and immediate cost 
savings. 

At our meeting you had also expressed interest in 
any material on the relationship of R&D and Test. There 
is a great deal on the subject of the independence 
required for operational test. We have found little on 
the subject of development test explicitly. 

However, I would offer the following comment from 
my own experience. On page 9 of OPNAVINST 396O.lOC 
(Test & Evaluation) the subject of "Combined Development 
Test/Operational Test" is addressed. This is justified 
in terms of "cost and time benefits". In fact combined 
testing is required by the complexity of modern weapon 
systems. In my experience this trend began a8 long ago 
as the late 1960'S with the F-14A weapon system. As one 
of the first truly modern weapon systems, the dimensions 
of its performance envelope were an order of magnitude 
greater than the predecessor analog based by items. 

Even in the early stages of test planning it became 
obvious that total 80independence0' of development and 
operational testing would require more flight hours than 
could conceivably be provided. The approach was an 
llintegrated" testing plan which anticipated by 20 years 
the language in OPNAVINST 396O.lOC. 

The point is, I think, that in the real world an 
arbitrary line between development and operational 
testing is impossible to draw. The independence of &l 
test activities has more benefit than any “synergismtt 
between R&D and development testing. 
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33137-91U/F1067 

If we can be of any further assistance do not 
hesitate to call. 
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May 9, 1991 

Donna M. Heivilin 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Room 5808 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Donna: 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with us to discuss the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. As you requested, I have provided the 
documentation regarding the Shipyard's cost effectiveness, the high 
costs to close, and devastating economic impact of the closure on 
the City of Philadelphia. 

Thanks again; if you have any further questions, please do not 
hesitate to call me at (202) 225-4731 or at home at (202) 234- 
7634. 

Sincerely, 

Keith G. Morrison 
Legislative Director for 
Congressman Thomas M. Foglietta 
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May 9, 1991 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
i~onorabl~ <lames Courter, Chaitmilrl 
1625 K SI reel NY, SUI te 100 
Washinqturl, DC 20006 

Subj: DeparTmerIt of Defense Base Closure and Real;ynment Report of April 1991 

Gent lemeu, 

Regarding the decision to close the Philadelphia ?aval Complex as published in 
I he subjo4.l report, we IleliYered our prolimlnary evaluation of costs and othet 
factors to !w on Xprll 24th. Since that time we :‘ave received additionxll data 
and in[ormar ion, and have, hren able 10 do a morz comprehensive review of the 
Secretary’s ~nslyses and recommendations, partict::lrly relating to Philwlelphia 
Yaval Phip:.~~~d. 

The ;t t 1 aclleci evallldt ioll expands on Olaf’ April repor’ r\lthoucJh we have not been 
able IO 01111~11 ,111 I hr detailed information requi:+d to Ihoronyhly evaluate the 
DOD ~ecnlonlrntialiollr;, it is apparent to us that (1’ the Wavy’s process which led 
(0 Ihe IV:'< 1:los11r0 rlecis~on was flawed, (2) -‘:I? cost and impacts of this 
d6s(:wion h?,i rl hrar ilndcl-RI aled anti (1) the misslorii :)I public shipyards, for both 
pedcet irw- ..a~1 ct-1~1~ rnml~i lizal iotl, 11.1~0 been c,;srepresented 1s the suhjec*t 
report. Ke Ijelirve that our evaluative points to areas which need [nrthel 
investigatlan, and thal the Vavy should he asked to furnish the detailed cost 
data and to explain the apparent inconsistencies :II their reasoning. To date, 
we Irate Iwrn unable to procure the (let ai led cost components used in the COBRA 
model, which ~(3 I~nlie\~e are essential to evaluatlnq the total cost impact of the 
~‘l‘~:j,Ir*‘r;. 

Once FIcJilill, it, are grateful for this opportunity to provide information. We look 
forward 10 af tending your public forums, particularly the hearing in Philadelphia 
nn 'lay 7,lth. 
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The attached information was provided on 
Thursday, May 9, 1991, by the offices of 

The Honorable Arlen Specter, U.S. Senate 

and 

The Honorable Bud Shuster, House of Representatives 

for our consideration in examining the proposed 
realignment of the Army Depot Systems Command 

to Rock Island, Illinois. 

1 
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SIMA-East - Chambersburg, PA 
BRAC 91 - Proposal to Realign at Rock Island, IL 

INDEX 

Testimony 

Parenthetical Inclusion of SIMA 

SIMA as an Independent Entity (2 pages) 

Decision to Co-locate SIMA with IOC 

Chain of Command 

Mission of SIMA-East (pamphlet) 

Mission of SIMA-East (1 page) 

Mission of SIMA-East (49 pages) 

Sample of In-house Survey 

Estimated Loss in Productivity (5 pages) 

IOC PAT Team Recommendation (3 pages) 

BRAC 91 Cost of Implementation of IOC 

HQ AMC Official Cost Benefit Analysis Used 
in IOC Study (14 pages) 

Actual Cost to Relocate SIMA - 20M 

Recurring Travel & Communication Cost 
after Relocation (2 pages) 

SIMA PBG - FY94 - Used in tip AMC 
Cost Benefit Study (2 pages) 

No Savings as Proposed for Relocation 

Evaluate SIMA against Do0 Selection Criteria 
(14 pages) 

Automated Support for IOC 

DOD Selection Criteria (4 pages) 

Pages l-6 

Exhibit A 

Exhibit B 

Exhibit C 

Exhibit D 

Exhibit E 

Exhibit F 

Exhibit G 

Exhfbit H 

Exhibit I 

Exhibit J 

Exhibit K 

Exhibit L 

Exhibit M 

Exhibit N 

Exhibit 0 

Exhibit P 

Exhibit Q 

Exhibit R 

Exhibit S 
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SIMA-EAST CHAMBERSEURO. PENNA. 
BRAC 81 - PROPOSAL TO REALIQN AT ROCK ISLAND. ILL. 

The purpo#o of thir correspondence is to bring attontlon to a 
misconception which reaultod in an adminiatrativo oversight in the 
Baae Clorure and Realignment Report dated April 1091. In that Report 
it wag recommended the Depot Syrtemr Command (DESCOM) be intograted 
at Rock Island, Ill. with the Armament. Munitionr. and Chemical 
Command (AMCCOM) to form the Indurtrial Operations Command (IOCI. 
The Syrtem8 Integration and Management Activity (SIMAI wan 
parenthetically included with DESCOM in the recond sentence, first 
paragraph, page 47 (Exhibit A) of the report. Thim l rroneourly 
implied SIMA wag an integral part of DESCOM and thus rhould be a part 
of the IOC. As a result of thla ovorright the mi#rlon impact and 
cant to the taxpayer of rblocating SIMA from Letterkenny Army Dopot 
to Rock Island, Ill. wal not lndeprndrntly evaluated. SIMA-EAST is 
in fact independent. Applying the DOD Selection Criteria (Exhibit SJ 
approved by Congreaa and ured by the Bare Realignment and Clorure 
Committee will clearly show that maintaining SIMA-PAST at Lettorkenny 
1s in the boat intereats of the soldier aa ~011 aa the taxpayer. 
What followm is a dircurrion which clearly rhowa SIMA in an 
independent entity and rhould be evaluated on its own merita. 

SIMA aa reen today i# a composite organization formed 
provlaionally in 1089. The talent.9 and remourcea of three 
organizationa (i.e. Central Syatem Derign Activity- Eart. 
Chambersburg, Pa.; Central Syrtem Derign Activity- Went. St. Louis. 
MO. ; and Logistica Programr Support Activity, Chamberrburg, Pa.) were 
conrolidated organizationally under one management rtructurt. The 
Chambersburg organization was named SIMA-EAST and designated 
Headquarter* of SIMA. SIMA-EAST har functioned in that capacity from 
the outret. The St. Louis organization was designated aa SIMA-WEST. 

The nucleus of SIMA-EAST ia the old Central System Derlgn 
Activity - East organization which wa# formbrly known a8 the 
Logistics Syrtemr Support Activity (LSSA). The original LSSA 
organization wan located at the Letterkenny Army Depot in 1963, 13 
years bafore the croatlon of DESCOM in 1976. 

The rationale for locating SIMA-EAST at a multimiaaion depot ia 
to enable ayatem derign personnel to interface with end users on a 
day to day ba#ir and provide SIMA-EAST the ability to prototype new 
ryatamr , as well a# changes to l xieting ryrtams. in the actual 
l nvrronment in which the myrtom8 operate. Secondly, location at a 
major depot allowed SIMA-EAST to l arily recruit from a pool of 
personnel which porr@#r detailed functional knowledge gained by 
working many years in the depot environment. This detallod 
functional knowledge ha8 made the success of SIMA-EAST porrible. 
tartly, SIMA-EAST ir located jurt 100 mtlea from AMC and Dept. of the 

1 
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Army hrbdqubrtrrr in tha Warhin#ton, D-0 breb. This rolbtivaly ahort 
diatanca ~IlowJ SIMA-EAST l raonnol to tr.v.1 by .utomobilo to moot 
with command peraonnol wit out R incurring aignific.nt coat or 
auffaring loaa of produotion. 

SIMA ia bnd blwaya h.a boon A aepbrbte bnd distinct entity 
providing butombtian l brvlc*a in aupport of Department of the Army 
bnd Army M.torial Command (AMC) mfaalona (Exhibit B). Chain of 
commbnd flowa directly from the Director SIMS to AMC Chief of Staff. 
SIMA ir a l eprrbta wporting .ativity (SRA) bnd ir alignad 
horizontblly with rll other AMC SRAa and Major Subordin.t* Commrnda 
(MCSJ) I DESCOM ia on* of nine MSCa within the AMC commbnd 
atruature. SIMA-EAST in not directly reaponaiblo to DESCOM or .ny 
other WC. Quid.nca .nd diraation for .ll SIMA-EAST design 
initibtivoa bra roaeivad from AMC bnd Dept. of the Army poraonnel 
loc.tad in tha Lahington. D.C. bra&. SIMA-EAST coordlnbtea this 
guidrnco with .ffoctad MSCa. SRAa. dopota. rnd rmmunition pl.nta. 
Acoordingly, birnnublly AMC poraonnal meet with SIMA-EAST mbnrgement 
.nd formulbtr projectad workplrna. SIMA-EAST ~#a. theam work pl.na 
a# A bbair to .pply m.npowor reaourcea to l upport AMC bnd Army 
prioritiba. HQ AMC muat bpprovJ arch workp1.n before SIMA-EAST c.n 
commanco execution. 

The B.ao Cloauro .nd Ro.lignment Report. April 1001. lina 5, 
firat p.r.gr.ph, p.gm 4’7 (Exhibit A) l trtea thrt DESCOM. including 
SIhlA-EAST, will form tha IOC. In fret. SIMA-EAST would ba co-loc.ted 
with the IOC bnd not be A pbrt of thbt organization. Th. Chief of 
St.ff of AMC h.a .lro.dy m.do this dJCiJion officl.1 (Exhibit Cl. 
This daciaion was mrde on the bbaia of SIMA-EAST providing .utom.tion 
l upport to tha IOC. when in fact the IOC blrobdy hba nearly 400 
poraona (Exhibit R) in plrce to provide .utom.tion aupport to the 
IOC. The ch.in of comm.nd will rom.in unchbngod from th.t which 
l xiata todby, but SIMA-EAST would bo 000 miloa from ita cuatomor b.aa 
(i.0. AMC .nd Dept. of the Army) (Exhibit D). 

SIMA-EAST h.a two primbry mlaaiona 1) firat, to provide 
inform.tion l wvic*a to HO AMC rnd HP DA .nd ii) aocond. to develop 
inform.tion ayatoma for u#e by the entire AMC bnd DA community. The 
r*#ource bbao within SIMA-EAST (429 civili.n#) is bppllrd 
.pproxim.toly 50% to oath miaaion. Encloard bra throw l xhibita which 
dmacribo SIMA-EAST’s miaaion roaponaibilitiea (Exhibit E.P,Q). 

Th@ inform.tion syatama mlaaion .t SIMA-EAST ia to dorign, 
dovalop, lmpl*m*nt, .nd m.int.in l t.ndbrd .utombtod ayatema. The 
SIMA-EAST m.intbn.nc* ayatoma l upport the overh.ul of critic.1 Army, 
AI wall AJ many kay Air Fore*, N.vy and Mbrina Corpa’werpona 
l yatbms . Othar SIMA-EAST ayatomn pm-form bnd l upport Army bnd 
Dop.rtment of Dbfena@ logiatica operationa bnd rcquiaition 
proceaaea. SIMA-EAST logiatica ayatemr were he.vily involvtd 
supporting the United StateN and Allied brmed forcea in the Qrenbda, 
Pbnbmb, bnd Xuwbit cribor. 

SIMA-EAST’6 miarion blao is providing timely bnd accurate 
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infOrmAtiOn J0rvic.J t0 Support the AMC And Army d.ciJion mbking 
pr0a.11.1. For bxbmpl*, SIMA-EAST informbtion JJrvioJa OOnJOlidbtJ 
All bCCOUntin(l And finbnCib1 dbtb within AMC. IncludJd in this 
proceam is the bOCoUntbbility for 06% of Army’s ProcurJmJnt 
ObligbtiOn Authority. COn801idbt.d finbncibl d&t. il forw8rd.d to 
thm Dofonr. FinanCO bnd Accounting SJrvicJ - Indibnbpolia. 
Informbtion IrOnI this dbtb bAti. is u8.d by P.ntbgon and AMC officials 
to mAnAg. d&y to dby bUJi~JJJ. Intbgrity of th. bccounting bnd 
finbnCib1 JyJt.~J ia Of pbrtiCU1br intOP.Jt t0 m.mb.FJ Of COngrOJJ 
ah8rg.d with fiducib2y rOJpOnJibilitio#. 

A kay l lJmont Of the information JOFV~C~J mission 18 to provide 
CritiCAl JJrViOJJ t0 .nJUr. continurd Army ~JbdinJJJ. SIMA-EAST 
proVidJJ totbl bJJJt ViJibility for ov.r 10,000 mbjor itrmr such LJ, 
howitzera, rifl.8, trucks. And g.n.rbtor.. This Cbpbbillty WAS u1.d 
rxtmnJivoly by top l.v.1 Army dociaion mbk.rJ iOr r.diatribution of 
bJaJt8 during th. r.O.nt D.J.rt Shi.ld bnd D.J.rt Storm Op.rbtiona. 
Additionally this visibility is critical to th. Conv.ntionbl Armr 
Nogotibtion now in pPOCJJJ. SIMA-EAST poraonnol work dir.ctly with 
tht EUrOpeAn Unif1.d Commbnd bnd U.S. Army Europ.. Furth.r SIMA-EAST 
JupportJ th. Joint Ch1.f. of Staff with Clbaaifibd Oporbtionbl 
Project* information atrvicba. 

Th. IOC would hbvr no involv@m.nt with tht informbtion 8.rvic.a 
portion of SIMA-EAST'r mission. 

MISSION w 

SIMA-EAST utilib.8 b core of .xp.rt functional And ADP mbnpowJr 
rtaourcba to bccompliJh it1 miaaion. This prOf.SJiO~bl Jtbff. A high 
p.rc.ntbg. of which dov.1op.d basic Jkills whil. .mploy.d by 
L.tt.rk.nny Army Depot. hbti mbtur.d ovsr mbny yJbPJ. Exp.ri.nce has 
proven thr functionbl knowlrdg. n.c.JJbry to support uniqu. Army 
JyJt.mJ r.qUirOJ An .mplOy.. t0 h&V. At 1.b.t 3 t0 S y.brJ Of ‘handa 
on’ rxpoaur. to b. l ffoctiva. 

An informal in-hour. rurvby (Exhibit H) wba conduct.d bt 
SIMA-EAST which 1ndicbt.d th. majority of the .xiating workfarc. 
would not trbn1f.r to Rock IJlbnd, Ill. In fact, AMC'ti position 18 
that 7@% of SIMA-EAST’8 p.rronn.1 would net bccopt a trmafer to Rock 
Ialbnd (p&go 1. Exhibit L) I Purthor, AK’s position (Exhibit C) is 
that SIMA-EAST will b. co-located with thr IOC bnd pJrform thJ abmo 

miaaion it p.rformJ today. Thib 10aJ of #kill bnd .xp.rtiJ. will 
have b long t.rm bdV.rti. impact on productivity. Accordingly, 
SIMA-EAST’8 ability to bCCOmpliJh its miraion will b. dbngoroualy and 
n..dl.#Jly jropbrdizrd. SIMA-EAST l atimbtoa the CUmUlbtiVO dollbr 
impbct ov.r b d y4br p.riod to bJ 116.4 million in 1oJt productivity 
(Exhibit I) e 

H.bdqUbrt.rJ Army Mbtrri.1 Command ratbbliJh.d rn IOC Procbar 
Action T.bm to review and m&k@ recommendation on th. beat m.thod of 
Jupporting bnticbpbtbd IOC butombtion requirembntb. Mr. David L. 
O’Mblib, Director of U.S. Army Informbtion S.rViC.1 Commbnd. AMCCOM, 
was b key m.mb.r of this Ttam. The Tbbm. in its report dbted 
N0vomb.r 50, 1090 (Exhibit J), bcknowledged the pot.ntibl lors of 
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mirmion aapability whiah would rJJult from & ralooetion of 
SIMA-EAST. Accordingly, the Taam recommendad SIMA-EAST remain in 
place at LJttJrkJnny Army Dopot. 

Although SIMA-EAST will wupport the IOC, the Jcopo of SIMA-EAST’8 
cuatomor baa* ir far groator than just tha IOC. The SIMA-EAST 
oommunity of cu8tomJrJ includJ8 both CONUS and OCONUS inJtallation8 
and u8bra. The cuJtomor bare for infornutlon 8JrvicoJ la located in 
thb PJntagon and HQ AMC in the Warhington, D.C. arJa. WhJF*aJ 
SIMA-EAST’8 information ryrtamr curtombrs includJ Army in8tallationJ 
worldwidb. For bxbmplr SIMA-EAST Jyntom8 oporato at all depot and 
depot activiti.8. including Mainz and MlJJau Army DJpotJ in Germany, 
&# wall aa, at thJ U.S. Army Support Oroup in Dhrran, Saudi Arabia. 
Othrr l pplicationr run at the MSCn, AMC LaboratoriJr. and National 
Ouwd ln8tallationJ. An furthJr Illurtration of thir fast thJ 
SIMA-EAST AutomatJd Solf-Sorviaa Supply Syatom 18 implJmJntJd at the 
Natick Roaoarch, DJvJlopment, Teat, and Evaluation Center and at 08 
Non-Army inJtallation8 (page 44-48, Exhibit Q). SIMS-EAST rocJivJJ 
functional and command guldanaa for all of thJ above applicationa 
from AMC and DA proponJnt8 IocrtJd in the Wa8hington. D.C. arm.. 

LbttJrkJnny Army Dopot, on which SIMA-EAST 18 located, ha8 a dual 
rJlationJhip with SIMA-EAST. FirJt they arJ a au8tomJr which 
utilizJ8 nearly ~11 the JyJtema for which SIMA-EAST i8 reJpon#ible 
rnd Jocond. LJttJrkonny iJ the prototype rite for all of theaa 
ayrtoms. Prototype 1J the flrrt rJa1 world tJJt of any l y8tJm. In 
thir proaear nJw or Jnhanced JoftwarJ iJ tortod in a production 
JnvironmJnt, ualng 11~0 data, undJr the alore Jcrutiny of both 
cuJtomJr and dorlgn activity porronnol. This procoaa rJqulrJJ both 
prrtiJ8 to work long hour8 in l ‘hand in glovJ’ relationship to 
JnJurJ Joftwaro l# thoroughly l xercizod prior to proliferation. 

Rock IJland, on thJ other hand, utilfz~m only * few of 
SIMA-EAST’J JyJtJmJ and thur would not bo 8uitrblJ for a prototype 
rite. Additionally, Rock IJland iJ 000 milor dirtant from the 
Warhington l rJa, whilr LJttorkJnny iJ a two hour trip by automobile. 
Co-location of SIMA-EAST with the IOC would rJducJ the quality of 
aorvico provided the cu8tomor. SIMA-EAST’8 WaJhington prJ8ence is 
critical to continued JuccJaJful miaaion 8upport. 

A8 w.8 rtated Jrrlior, the coat impact of the relocation of 
SIMA-EAST to Rock Island waJ not IndJpJndently evaluated. The Bane 
CloJurJ and RJrlignmJnt Report. April 1001. line on*, paragraph on.. 
Jtated that ImplrmJntrtion of the IOC, which l rronoourly lncludod 
SIMA-EAST, would coJt 13 million (Exhibit lo. However, baaad on data 
cont&lnJd in AMC’J official coat bJnJfit rnrlyrlr (Exhibit L), the 
relocation of SIMA-EAST l lonJ would coat 120 million (Exhibit Ml. 
Included are omployoo pormrnJnt change of Jtation JxpenJJJ, employee 
8JvJrenc* pay requirement*, tr&nJpOrtbtiOn l XpOnJO6 a8aociatJd with 
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mov*m*nt of comput*r and oommunication hardwar., and r*aruitm*nt and 
training l xp*nnos n*c*ssrry for n*w l mploy*or. The AMC oort bonrf lt 
analymir uJ*d th* FY-S4 SIMA-EAST Program Budgot (3uidanar which 
rofl*ct*d a manpower authorization of 418 rp@aor (Exhibit 0). 

Page 175 (Exhibit P) of th* Bare Closure and Rorlignmont Report, 
April 1001 r*floct*d 738 J~WOJ which would transfer from L*ttork*nny 
to Rock IJland. Additionally, the R*port india*t*d that a 200 Jpaao 
raving would rorult from th* reloartion. AMC’r position i. that 
SIMA-EAST would ba rolocatod intact. Accordingly all 411 SIMA-EAST 
rpraes would mav* to Rock IJland. All 200 rp&aon would themfore be 
l bvod through the conrolidhtion of DESCOM and AMCCOM into the IOC. 
No porJonn*l 84virdJ would rerult from the rmlocation of SIMA-EAST. 

In addition SIMA-EAST l 8timrt.d that d&y to day ourtomer contact 
in the Waahlngton area currently cost th* Army 117,215 (Exhibit N) 
yearly. Thin l Jtinmtm 11 bared on a hlatosical review of the trip8 
actually mad* in the praviour 12 month period. An l rorult of 
Lottarkanny’a proximity to WaJhlngton (i.e. 2 hour8 by automobile) no 
lodging or air fare COJtJ are nbabnrrry. Nearly all of there trips 
were for one day only. 

R*location of SIMA-EAST to Rock IJland would r*qulro lodging, 
rontal oar, and air fare funding to trav*l to Warhington, D.C. 
Funding requlrmd to rupport the Jam* lovol of travel 48 diJcuJJ*d 
&bov. would be J4S6,848. Thor* coJt# l r* rolatod to travel expenses 
only, and do not conridar that production would alao be impacted as 
reJult of the n*aoJrity to allow additional tim* away from the work 
nit* to aompleto th* trav.1. Alro SIMA-EAST l Jtimrt*n an additional 
a40,000 y*rrly coJt8 to l xtond l*aJ*d conununlc~tion lima to Rock 
IJland. LIJtlY I coJtJ will incr*aJe significantly to prototype 
Jyntomr not running rt Rock Ialand. (Exhibit N). 

Co-looation of SIMA-EAST intact with the IOC will bo an l xponsive 
proposition for the Army initially, and on a r*curring basis. An can 
been l e*n by the information outline previouJly in thi8 roation, no 
raving8 (Exhibit P) will accrue to the Army from this action. 
Accordingly, with no JrvingJ g*n*ratmd, no return-on-1nvoJtment ir 
porriblr. 

If SIMA-EAST waJ evaluated on ltr own merits, conrldorlng tha 
thrre DOD S*loction Criteria of Military Valur, Return on Inv*Jtm*nt, 
and Imprcta (Exhibit Q) uJed by the B~JJ R*elignment and CloJur* 
committ** I th*re would be no qu*Jtlon SIMS-EAST should Jt4y in plrao 
at Letterk*nny. 

In aonclurion it 18 albar SIMA-EAST wan inoluded l rron*ounly with 
DBSCOM in the propoJa1 to form the IOC at Rock IJland. sI~-EAST 18 

a roprrate and dirtinct entity and should b* indopendontly l vrluat*d. 
SIMA-EAST is not depond*nt on DESCOM. nor will it bo dep*ndont on the 
IOC, for guidance or direction, and it perform8 a miraion critical to 
the Army and this nrtiona’ defenJ*. SIMA-EAST, provided mirJion 
support to th* Army long b*fore th* creation of DESCOM. 

Location of SIMA-EAST rt Letterkenny waJ done for round miJJion 
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oplontrd rraronr, one of whioh la the frot that Lottorkonny’r 
z;;;tzy lend them#tlvam to l ffbotivb prototypina of SIMA-EAST’* 

SIMA-EAST a pemt miaaion suet?a##as l ra dfroctly rolrted to 
itm oo-looation with a multi-misrion usor (1.a. Lottorkanny) and not 
the goographlo-proximity to DESCOM or AMCCOM. Alao Lottorkonny i# 
within ermy driving dfatanco of SIhlA-EAST’s oommand element (AMC 
Chlof of Staff), ry8tbma proponent (HO DA and AK), and information 
l orvicea curtomw buo. Rock Island utllizor only l few of 
SIMA-EAST’1 ayatonu and ia only on. rnull portion of itr broad 
curternor baa@. 

AMC’a own oort analysis indicatoa a rignifloant lorr (70X) of 
rkillod porronnol would ro#ult from the oo-location of SIMS-EAST with 
the IOC. This loaa of capability would not warily bo roaovorod and 
would l dvoruoly impact SIMA-EAST’s miaaion capability for 3-g yearm. 
Tha AMC Proaorr A&ion Turn arrived at thin ram. conclusion months 
boforo tha l nnounoomont of the Baas Roalignmmnt and Clomure Committom 
proposal. 

Utilizing data from tha rams aoat analysis report addrossod 
above, the ooat to move SIMA-EAST intact to Rock Irlmnd will bo 
120.000,000. Additionally, oo-loaatlon with the IOC will roault in 
additional annual roourring costa of l800.000 to ruppolrt TDY lwol# 
oonrirtant with that nocossary to #arvioo SIMS-EAST’1 Warhfngton. 
D.C. *P** aumtombrm. Tharo are no popronnal ravings or 
roturn-on-invaltmont Uaociatod with the reloo&tion of SIMA-EAST to 
oo-loorto with the IOC at Rook Inland. The offiaial AMC position ir 
that SIMA-EAST will be oo-locrtod with the IOC to provide tha IOC 
with automation rupport. Acoordingly, all 415 sprooa roflaotad on 
the SIMA-EAST Program Budgot Ouidancr will bo moved from Lottorkonny 
to Rook Island. Howavor , nearly 400 persona are alrady in pleco at 
Rock Island which can provide automation support to the IOC. 

Rocommond the apparent administrative l rror mado in the BA~O 
Raalignmont and Cloru~a Report bp oorrectad with all referonce to 
SIMA-EAST ramovrd. Accordingly, SIMA-EAST rhould remain ln place at 
Lottarkenny Army Depot and continue to provide unintwrupod rupport 
to the Army. 

Quortiona or concerna regarding this package can be addroaaod to 
Mr. Lynn Byera, (717) 267-9186. 
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Ord~~rs may also be  placed by calling (202) 275-6241.  






