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

National Security and
International Affairs Division

B-234776
May 17, 1991

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/NSIAD-91-224, May 15, 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) 275-8412, if you or your staff have any questions
concerning this supplemental report.

Yk QO

Charles A. Bowsher
Comptroller General
of the United States
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Letters and Other Material Received on
Proposed Base Closures and Realignment

Congress of the Tnited States
Bouse of Representatives
Washington, B.L. 20515

March 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, we 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.

Thercfore, we ask that you add this document to your files in
preparing for your study, that you begin now to determinc 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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enormous amount of money is béing wasted in a fradulent and
fatally flawed study. We hope that the GAQ could comment on this
point.

Sincerely,

Pete Stark

Member of Congress Member of Congress
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TETER W COSTMAYER

T HATAMIT PENNEYLVANIA

Congress of the EHnited States
Bouse of Representatives
Washingron, 2B3& 20513

April 5, 1991

Charles A. Bowsher

Comptroller General

U.S. General Accounting Office
Washingeen, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

I am enciosing for your review a copy of letter from over sixty
Members of Congress to Secretary of Defense Cheney.

This letter concerns the 1991 base closure process, and ! hope
that you and the appropriate GAO officials will consider :he
issue it raises during your deliberations on the base closure
List.

Thank you for attention to this matter.

With every good wish,

SgFgerely,
s 7 /& — 1\
\fs;ér H. Kogtmayer

PHK, 1

“HiS STATIONERY PRINTED ON FAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS
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Congress of the Enited Htates
Bouse of Representatives

Washington, BE 20313
March 22, 1991

The Honorable Richard B. Cheney
Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301-1000

Dear Secretary Cheney:

We are writing about ongoing effcorts 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 ceocnsolidation
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 c¢lose 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,

M;‘"h/ud/ B'\N\/W’

ap. Peter Kostmay Rep. C. Thomas McMillen

Rep Earl Hutto Rep. %stance*rella
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The fdcnorapie  Richard Cheney
darch 12, 1391

. 3ernard/J. Dwyy

ephen L. Neal

/\\
/ D

Rep. Douglas "Pete" Peterson

ot ol

Rep. Robert A, 3

sl -

Rep. Paul E. KanjorZ'

Reb. :crmey Pete Stark R 0

Sen. 30b Graham

%W?

en. —ankR Lautenberg Sen.

Rep. William d a i Rep Gus Yacton
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The Honorable Richard Cheney
March 22, 1991

E’ﬁﬂ;ﬂ

obert W. Davis

Ae

Joan Kally(ﬂiﬂl
CJL\V« L’/

Rep . Frank Pallone,

Rep. Bud Shuster

WM

Rep. Howard Coble

.\‘ e ////// % .

Rep. Brian Domneily

Rep. Tim Valentine

@0/«%\42 (uw,

Rep Barbafa B. L\e'mexﬁ

[T e

Rep. Aus:m}}/ Murphy

Rép. w#illiam F. Goodling J

U
g. Don Rifter W

Rep. WilliamVJ. Co]ne

Core \ Dbl

Rep. Cass Ballenger J

Cosbloer

Rep. Alex McMillan
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The Hunorable Richard Cheney

Marca 212, 1991

e D Btp (Omnm

Rbp. 3oseL. DeLaur.y Rep. William F. Clinger, c >
fAA | Epa S

Rep. Eliot L. Engel

bt b Domisf_ ~

ep. Helen Delich Bl‘ntlﬂy

R-tfaandy "Duka" Cu@lnghm Rep. Richard E. Neal
Rep. Bﬁy L. Jéhnson Rep. Duncan Hunter

ST /
Sen, 311l Bradley J R%oseph P. Kennedy, II

E. el 4

H

(8

San. Connie Mack Sen. Chriscopher Dodd
Rep. Pete Geren Sen.()h{seph I. Lieberman

cc: H. Lawrence Garrett III, Secretary of the Navy
Michael P.W. Stone, Secretary of the Army
Donald B. Rice, Secretary of the Air Force
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ROBENT T. MATSU! 2419 un:m NOUSE OPFICE BULDING
Twne DIBYMCY. CALPORINA WASHINGTON. DC 20818

COMMITTEE ON 2021 228-7102
A e Congress of the Wnited States s o o
WUMAN neBOURGES Bouse of Representatives sAchANNTo, C1 08814

WP AT LARGE Waghington, BE 20515

DEMOCRATIC STEERING
AND POLICY COMMITTEE

April 11, 1991

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher

Comptroller General of the United States
441 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

1 have been working 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 Base Realignment Committee was formed, in conjunction with the
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, to consider the merits of a conselidation
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 GAQ as it reviews the individual bases on Secratary.
Cheney’s base closing 1ist.

I have encliosed 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.

Ouring the week of April 22, a few representatives 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. A representative will be in contact with your
office shortly.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Glet . Yetzez

Robert T. Matsui
Member of Congress

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBEAS
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JOHN R. KASICH
11TH DIRTRICT OMO

1133 LONGWORTN MOUSE OFICE BULDING
WASHINGTON. DC 20818
120D 3239-8248

Qv Congress of the Anited States oy
oty o Hoose of Representatives
oo e pomst Washington, BE 20515

April 12, 1991

The Hon. Charles A. Bowshaer

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 tha Base Closure and Realignment Acts of the 100th and 10lst
Congresses (PL 100-526 and PL 101-510).

The recommendations of the first base closure commission
included consolidation of Navy functions teo uncompleted
facilities at Everett, Washington, and Staten Island, New York.
The most recent base closure commission has 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, eguipment 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 any additional home ports.

I understand the GAO has been charged to review the base closing
commission's recommendations pursuant to law. I would greatly
appreciate it if as a part of that review you could address the
cost-effectiveness 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 mattar. Please
do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Repr¢sentative to Congress

JRK/ml
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1133 LOMGWORTH HOUSE OPCE BINDING

J?IH”!NDITYWKVAiE” WASHINGTON, OC 20818
ey Congress of the Hnited Stares o
e faonse of Representatives

e t—_— Washington, DE 2055

April 15, 1991

The Hon. Charles A. Bowsher

Comptroller General of the United States
441 G Streaet, 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 phonea conversation today.

While the Navy's homeport program is of particular concern to me
as an issue 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.

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

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

ﬂ!h

#Entative to Congress

JRK/ml
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April 15, 1991

Bob Myers
Assistant Director Serving the
Division of Logistics, General Accounting Office Sacramento Region

441 G Street NW, Room 5102
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Myers:

Thank you for offering us the opportunity to meet with you during
our Capitol to Capitol visit to Washington, D.C.

The individuals visiting with you are:

Don Barber Roy Brewer
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce Hunter, McGray et al
241-58-9890 262-86-0445
Thomas Eres Sharon Margetts
Kronick, Moskovitz et al Pacific Bell
567-52-7180 557-58-9773

Kim Mueller Dee Reynoids

City of Sacramento Sacramento County
485-62-0803 566-56-8883
Collette Johnson-Schulke Bill Meehan
Congressman Matsui's Office Sacramento Central Labor Council
352-34-4311 565-60-4169

Pat Coppin (Photographer)
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
226-80-2039

They would like to discuss the following subject:
The Sacramanto Plan for Base Realignment

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

Sincerely, .

- Pa mami
or‘r{en mP.LQvg!@m Mg,guom.mﬁtg! Kny Backer. tmmaediate Past President: Roy E. Brewsr. Treasurer: Bill Fike, Legal

Counuel; Ray Thompxon. Vice Presidants: Tim Cronan. Wendy Hoyt, Ted Jenkins. Michasl Manley. Larry McCracken and Susan
‘Williams. Chiet Exscutive Offloer: Ocnald |. Barber. CCE
DIRECTORS: Dab Axiyosm Steve Boutin. Tad Colbart. Jannilar Franz. Barbara Genovese. Gena Grant. Bob Jacouson. Terrence M Jenkins. Ron
¥aidor. Marcus LoDuca. Joe Meyer. Ban Montoya. Roger Nigiio. Wilhsm Olmsied. 8ob O'Neill. Ramey Osborne. Susan Peiars. Craig
Pickett Petar Raftetto. Ron Smuth. J D Siack Keet Stanwert and Pam Stawart ACCREDITED
EX OFFICIO MEMBERS: .cseph Genshiga Denmis Cutter ana Maj Gen. Michgel O Pavich R

POy BON ST T TS TREET S ACRAMENTO AV TFORNIN 93121007 PHONTE v ln 333770 FAN e 4432672 ﬁwucr.dﬁmlr
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The Sacramento Plan

A Business Approach to
H Base Realignment and Closure

Sacramento City and County Base Realignment Committee
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THE SACRAMENTO PLAN
BUBIREBBAAPP80303
BASE REALIGNMENT 'I)?ND CLOSURE (BRAC)
LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR PROPOSAL . . « &« « ¢ « o + o » s o o 2
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . . . . & & & & o o o o s s ¢ o o s o o o & 3
INTRODUCTION . . « . . & o o v s 4 v o o o o o s o o o o o & 5
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FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS . . . . . . . +. &« o & o o o o« . 10
DOD CE INFRASTRUCTURE REDUCTION . . . . .+ « +« « & +v o & o . 10
REPAIR CENTERS BASED ON TECHNICAL EXCELLENCE . . . . . . . 14
IMPACT ON THE DOD COMMUNITY . o & & « ¢ s s o o o o o o » 17

DOD CRITERIA FOR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT . . . . . . . . . 20
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN . . . . . . . . ¢« « o o« o o o o o o o 21
EXECUTION TIMELINE . . . . . o & o o o« o s s s o o o o o @ 29

ECONOMIC IMPACT TO THE REGION . . . . + &+ « « « & o » & o & 32
DOD ECONOMIC IMPACT . . . . . . & &t o o s s o o o o o o« « & 33
COMMUNITY IMPACTS . . . . . . & + «v o « o o o o o o = o + 38
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NAVELEXCEN CHARLESTON PROJECTED
CLOSURE COSTS

92 FY93 TI94 TY95-38 TOTAL
SUPFORT PERSONEL S u 35 7
TECHNICAL FERSCNNEL 9 4 264 m
WILITARY QFFICERS 1 1 2 4
TOTAL 3 16 k728 52

PERSONMEL, COBTS

m Y93 56 "9 WTaL
mu&rmmm 197,449 167,946 3,369,409 0 3,634,808
%W 177,552 177,632 5,106,226 17,728,048 23,288,256
ETIRRET & TERONATICN 126,806 109,449 3,155,134 0 3,401,386
RELOCATION DORN TIME 55,529 59,496 1,265,312 0 1,380,337

TOTAL PERSONMEL COSTS

FACILIXY QOSIS
792 nms % FY95-98 TOTAL

REPLACEMENT QONSTROCTION 38,389,290 0 v 0 3,389,20
ENGINEERING TEST BED Q 0 17,300,000 0 17,300,000

RELOCATTION
INVENTORY/ASSET RELOCATION 0 0 3,083,973 0 3,083,973
GFIE UIFITIDG Q 0 1,500,000 0 1,500,000
i.e. mp ml
SEGURITY SYSTIM
0TAL FACILITY COSTS 38,389,290 0 2,883,973 0 0,213,268

OVERALL CLOSURE COSTS
APRIL 17, 1991

517,3% 6,522 12,904,078 17,728,848 31,764,782

$38,906,62  $614,522 $34,788,051 $17,728,848 $92,038,(45
R
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ARTHUR RAVENEL. JAR. WASHINGTON OFWCE
137 DisTMEY. SOUTH CAROUNA Rooe $08
202-228-3178

COMMITTER ON

et Congress of the Mnited States Bojleibgind

MLITARY INETALLATIONS . Cusmasvon. 3C
s s ouse of Representatioes Rezica
.:g ;o:::l"::n m hi Ec 5 263 Hameron STaen

I’ so
Ml:c)u'ﬂ' MARINE a5 ng[ on, 20915 wnroun-'f:::“
AND FISHEAHS PO. Box 1538
ey i
OVERRIGHT AND
IWESTIGATIONS
. April 18, 1991 e e
ey $03-825-3177

Ganeral Accounting Office

office of Congressional Relations

Attn: Mr. Richard Roscoe, Legisl. Adv.
441 G St. N.W., Room 7028

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Roscoe,
Congressman Ravenel is in the Persian Gulf and asked me to
express mail the enclosed data regarding Navalex, Charleston

to you. I believe he spoke to you about this on Wednesday,
April 17th befors he laft.

If thers is anything further you neaed, please be in touch.

Sincerely,

ﬁ;;i;ééwu7L<:22éllQ&;;/

Sharon Chellis
Adninistrative Assistant

SC/ab
Encl. (1)

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON FAPER MAOE CF RECYCLED FIBERS
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231 CAnnGN BLDG.
WaSHWINGTON. O C. 20818
12021 2254731

THOMAS M FOGLIETTA
‘4T DISTAICT PENNBYLVANIA
COMMTTEES —
WiLLIAM J. GAgEN BUILDING
s e SIXTH AND ARCH STAEETS

MENCHANT JARINE ANO " x
o PHILADELPHIA PENNSYLYANIA 19106

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 12181 928-6840
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20516
April 18, 1991

Mr. Charles Bowsher
Comptroller

General Accounting Office
441 G Streaet, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

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

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

We requaest 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 Dapartment. It is the only Naval Shipyard to make a
profit tha 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 Basa Closure
and Realignment Commission. We appreciate your attention to this
report. We look forward to working with you in your review.

Sincerely,

< cr’

_-‘inuhas M. Foglieyta; Arlen Spec#er, U.S.S.

-

ohin P. Murtha, M.C. Bill Bradley, U.S.S. ”
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wiliiam H. Gray ,22

# .
'‘Robert A. Borski, M.C.

Kostmayer, MJC.

”%

Paul E. Kanjorskd, M.C.

Thomas J. Ridge, gc

m E/M.‘l__———— Lu&cwj @LM

Robert E. Andrews, M.C. William J. Cv\/ne, M.C.

Bernard J. @wyer AN ﬁflllam J. H\#s, M.C.

D e O\ W
Robert A. Roe, M.C. rank P one, Jr., M.C. /‘

e
Frank J.
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PPl Peren -

Matthew J. Rinalido, M.C.

et n Lo 17{.[1.._,2{-

Donald M. Payne, M.d. Robert G. Torricelli, M.C.

Joe/{Kolter, M.C.
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April 22, 1991

General Accounting Office
Attention: Base Closure Investigations
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Sir/Madami

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island has been slated for closure
by Secraetary Cheney. I am a tax paying citizen of Island
County Washington. 1 am absolutely appalled at the blatant
waste of my money!

The Navy's contenticn is to spend money to save money!

That sir is ludicrous! I find the projected closure a slap

in my taxpaying face. Within the last several years over a

%135 million 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 as to which planes are stationed at the
airfield. However to make improvements at LeMoore, which
will cost an additional %476 million, borders on the
ridiculous. With the economy awamped by a recession and the
naticon staggering under a national debt it seems
incomprehensible to spend additional monies that really are
not necessary. The government is willing to spend
millions to build the Everett home port, yet the planes will
be based over a thousand miles away. The cost in fuel alone
is just illogical. Isn't it time the government started
being fiscally responsible?

Ancther thing bothers me, if NAS 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 three wars, World War 1I, 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 GAD. It seems to be the only agency in the
Federal government that cares about the money spent. The
agency uses common sense.

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

Sipcerely,
b n Lew

1}
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Congress of the Hnited Htates
Washington, BE 20515

April 23, 1991

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher
Comptroller General of the U.S.
General Accounting Office Bldg.
441 G Streat, NW

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

We raespectfully 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 "caretaker status." We
‘raquest that this data ba compared to data showing the cost
of building a new CDTF at Fort Laonard Wood or any other
Training and Doctrine Command facility and the cost 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 Commisaion’s
Realignment and Closure Recommendations" in which you rank
Fort McClellan number one in military value. As you know,
military value is among the published criteria which the 1991
Base Closure and Realignment Commission and the GAC 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 processes. 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 analysis of the current
closure recommendations, please feel free to contact us.
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Mr. Charles A. Bowsher
Page 2
April 23, 1991

with kindest regards, we are sincerely,

42 {
chard Shelby

United States Senat

éé%éé‘r“"é‘—

Member of Congress
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SOMMITTERS:
JIM LEACH BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS
147 DiYMCT, towa FOREIGN APFAIRS

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

April 24, 1991

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher

The Comptroller General of the United States
441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

I am writing regarding the provision of Public Law 101-510 requiring
the Comptroller General to prepare a detailed analysis of the
recommendations for base closures and realignments made by the
Secretary of Defense pursuant to that law. Of particular concern is
the adequacy of the 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
Arsenal, Rock Island, Illinois, to the Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville,
Alabama, to become part of a new Development and Sustainment Command to
be headquartered there.

On the basis of data supplied by the Army, it is my understanding that
AMC made its recommendation that this realignment take place aftar an
analysis of the facilities in the command that grouped them under three
headings: "production installations"; "depot installationa"; and
"commodity oriented installations". From this data it appears that the
Redstone Arsenal was avaluated using the weighted criteria appropriate
to "commodity 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 racently undergone an axtansive renovation and expansion
and is clearly a "production facility". The Arsenal is also the host
command for AMCCOM and it is unclear under which rubric the latter was
evaluated. As an Inventory Control Point (ICP), AMCCOM would seem
clearly to be a "commodity oriented installation", but does not appear
in the data available to me to have been evaluated under that rubric.

This raises the question of whether the decision to move AMCCOM from
the Rock Island Arsenal to the Redstone Arsenal was made on the basis
of an adequate and equitable evaluation of tha 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.

OFFICES. 308 F AND M 8ANK Buioing oot 204. Pasxvisw Pu
1514 LONGWORTH HOUSE OPhiCe BUILDING 208 Wast Fouati Sraeer THIRD ANO JEPFIRSON STRIEYS 107 £, Sscowo Grraey
Wasmmaton OC 20818 Davanront. IA 52801 BuRLingron. 1A 52601 OTTumwa, iA 62801
(202) 225-6876 319) 326-1341 (319) 782-4584 1318) 802-4849
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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
terms 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 lessons 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
professiocnalism 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 worldwigde,
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 AMC’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 basa closings and realignments were arrived at, I would
like to request that you examine the criteria used in deciding to move
AMCCOM from Rock Island to Redstone, with particular attention teo their
adequacy 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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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher
April 24, 1931

I would also like to request that the General Accounting Office assess
the larger societal impact of the kind of geographical shift
represented by disproportionate management shifts to one region of the

country.

Thank you for your attention to this vital issue.

Sincerely,

L]

-
Leach
er of Congress
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FM: THOMAS R. JOHNSON

APRIL 26, 1991
TO: THE HONORABLE JAMES A. COURTER
8UBJ: CLOSING NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND

I BELIEVE THAT NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND SHOULD REMAIN OPEN FOR THE
FOLLOWING REASONS:
- OVER 99% OF THE OAK HARBOR AND COUPEVILLE COMMUNTIES SUPPORT
THE NAVY MISSION.
- OVER 80Z OF THE LOCAL ECONONMY ($290 IMILLION) IS PROVIDED BY THE
NAVY. WE HAVE NO OTHER NMAJOR INDUSTRY.
~ THE BASE HA8 UNDERGONE A RECENT EXTENSIVE BUILDING PROGRAM AT
TAXPAYERS' EXPENSE: NEW OR RENOVATED - HANGARS; TRAINING
FACILITIES; BEQ; HOUSING; COIVIIVIAISARY; HOSPITAL; EXCHANGE; AND
BASE SECURITY UPGRADE.
- THE COMIVIUNITIES HAVE UNDERGONE EXTENSIVE GROWTH TO SUPPORT
THE NAVAL BASE: NEW ROADS; SCHOOLS; HOSPITAL EXPANSION; WATER
FACILITIES; AND SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT.
- THE LOCAL FLIGHT OPERATING AREA PROVIDES THE A-6/EA-6 OPTIMIUM
DAY/NIGHT ALL WEATHER FLIGHT TRAINING ROUTES

COPY T —77 1
CONGRESSMAN THOMAS FOLEY Sarraa) @GQ‘M

CONGRESSMAN AL SWIFT
CONGRESSMAN NORIVIAN DICKS
SENATOR SLADE GORTON

SENATOR BROCK ADAME

HONORABLE H. LAWRENCE GARRETT
ADMIRAL F.B. KELEO

DIRECTOR GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Page 30 GAO/NSIAD-91-2248 Base Closures and Realignments



Appendix I
Letters and Other Material Received on
Proposed Base Closures and Realignment

SAM MUK, GEDRMA. CHANMAN
o SAMEE IO HERRASKA JONN W WARNER. VIRGESA

CARL LAVIN. MICIHIGAN STROM oV
TOWARD M KEMNIDY. MASBACHURETTS WLLIAM 8. COMEN, MaNe
MECAN. ARTOMA

AP BNGAMAN, NEW MEXICO Joum

ALAN 4, DIXON, . MINOIS MALEOLM Wi ., WYOMING 2

omsamoR Tyt Wnited States Senate
THAOTUY € WIATW, COLORADO COMNIM MACS. FLONOA

WCHARD C. SHILEY. ALARAMA SOB BAMTH. BIW HAMPEMIAE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

ROBERY C. RYAD, WEBT VNGNS

AROLD L PUNARO. STAPF CHMCTOR WASHINGTON, DC 20510-8080
PATIICK A TUCKER STASF DIAECTON FOR THE MNOMTY

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 GAO is also required to provide the
Commission and the Congress its independent analysis of the
Secretary’s package of recommendations by May 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 Services’ 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 Air Force installations. Moody’s reputation for
axcellence 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 communities 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 efficiently perform a
tactical 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
erronaocus in the Air Force’s selection of Moody AFB for closure.

incerely,

t

S Nunn

Enclosures

CC Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission
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C.W. BILL YOUNG
1 O1aTmioY, FLOmbA

MEMER:
SOMUITTIL ON
APPROPRIATIONS

SUBOOMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL ORPENSE

Mr.

Dear Mr. Bowshsr:

This is to reguast that the General Accounting Office reviaw the
legislative intent of Public Law 101-510, the Defaensa Base
Closurs and Realignment Act of 1990, to determine whether the
Defanse Base Closurs and Realignment Commission can consider
recommendations for the realignment of bases which the Sacretary
of Dafanse has the direct authority to close or realign.

As you know, Section 2687 of Title 10, 7.S.C., prohibits the
Secretary of Dafense, without the advise and consent of Congrass,
from clesing military installations at which more than 300
civilian personnel are authorized to be employed or from
realigning any military installation which would involve a
reduction of more than 1,000 or mors than 30 percent of the
civilian personnel employed at such a military installation.

My understanding is that it is the Armed Services Committea's
interpratation of the 1390 Base Closure Act that the Bass Closurs
Commission was establishad solely to consider those closures and
realignments which are not diractly in the Secretary's purview.
The intarpretation of this Congressional intent was the subjact
of discussion this afternocon during a public hearing of the Base
Closure Commission in which a question was raised about the
authority of the Commission to include in its report to the
Prasident and Congress recommendations about bases which do not
meat tha threshold criteria of Section 2687 of Title 10, U.8.C.

Furthermors, questions wers raised during the hearing today about
the Commission's pctential to grant a waiver for the
consideration of the closure or realignment of a base or bases
which do not meet these critaria. Again, my undexrstanding is
that it i1s the interpretation of the Armed Services Committee
that Public Law 101-510 grants no such waiver authority.

charles A. Bowsher
Comptroller Gaensral

0f The United Statas
U.8. General Accounting office
441 G. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548

1407 Raveuss BuiLbine
Wasumeren, DC 20818

ATRISY OPISRN
Surm 827
Congress of the WUnited ftates opLirrmgponid
Wouse of Vepresentatives ot &""-';':‘5’;'&.:.
ashington, BC 20315
April 26, 1991
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Mr. Charles A. Bowsher
April 26, 1991
Page 2

As a member of ths Houss Appropriations Subcommittes on Defense,
which will play a major role in the considaration and
implementation of the Base Closurs Commission's recommendations,
I can assure you that these are critical and very timely
questions about the basic interpretation of the law which governs
the authority of the Base Closure Commission. Because the
Commission, the President, and Congrsss are operating under a
very tight scheduls for review of this complex matter, your
assistancs in providing an expedited review of thess quastions
would be very much appreciatad.

with best wishes and parsonal regards, I an

v Yy yours,

c. W. Bill unq?
Marber of Longrels

CWYthg
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S Quad City
&N Development Group

April 26, 1991

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher

The Comptroller General of the United States
441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

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

We understand the need and applaud the Department of Defense for
its efforts to reduce costs and improve operational efficiencies.
However, we are confident that your analysis will confirm what we
are convinced is true--shifting 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 cost taxpayers over
$100 million--$60 million to $70 million to build space at
Redstone when ample room already is available at Rock Island and
in excess of another $40 million in moving and severance costs.

We further are convinced thate--if the Department of Defense had
included the Roeck Island facility in its own analysis of commodity
oriented installations-~it would have come to the same conclusion.
We do not understand why it was omitted, but challenge the
appropriateness of that decision. We urge a look at the results,
using the Department of Defense’s own analytical model, when the
Rock Island facility is included.

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

C - Reds ajled to surv 2 _the er =men
'8 o . Without that framework, the transfer
looks like nothing more than a move for a move’s sake,

1830 SECONQ AVENUE — SUITE 200 + ROCK ISLAND I 81201-8038 « IOWA (319) 326-10Q5 + (LLINOIS (309) 788-7434 « FAX. (309) 788-4944
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher
April 26, 1991
Page 2

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 square 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 Rock 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
functions currently a part of AMCCOM at Rock Island.

Overall, AMCCOM operations at Rock Island handle at least six
times more of AMC’s total requisitions than the missile command at

Redstone.

3. Given the available space, it further would seem more
g .. 0 k. Ilstand o ar

B O

RQ 1 Basec snd N C e a 18t 1y
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,

(moving, severance etc.) would exceed $40
nillion.

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 operations over an extended period.
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The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher

April 26, 1991
Page 3

5. Rock Island AMCCOM workers are more efficient.

AMCCOM operations being considered for transfer handle
approximately 24 per cent of AMC's total requisitions 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 items managed per workyear at AMCCOM compared to 12
items per workyear at Redstone. s

6. s is 8 e v

support £ ri t ck Islan e
alternative.

A recent labor market survey determined that there are 22,000
workers available for new employment. Of that number, 89 per cent
are high school graduates and 53 per cent have some college
aducation. Quad Cities school systems outrank those in Alabama in
terms of axpenditures per pupil and the quality of the output as
measured 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,
et an o] M _funct 8 would

concurrent engineering in the development of new weapons systems.
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In concurrent engineering, designers can work directly on the shop
floor with those who will make the product, a process that saves
time 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
cage for saving local jobs at the expense of the nation’s

taxpayers.
Rather, we are urging 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 term.

Sincerely,

Mayor Thom Hart, Davenport, IA

Mayor Ann Hutchinson, Bettendorf, IA

Mayor Mark Schwiebert, Rock Island, IL

Mayor Allan McCaulley, Moline, IL

Mayor Chalmer Emmendorfer, East Moline, IL

Paul Mulcahey, Chairman, Rock Island County (IL) Board

Edwin Winborn, Chairman, Scott County (IA) Board

Barry C. O’Brien, Chairman, Quad City Development Group

C

3 C. Gardner, President’, Quad City Development Group

Attachments:
A. RIA Physical Plant Advantages

Worker Availability
Average Wage Rates
Educational Advantages

Health Care

M m O O w

Cost of Living
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DRAFT REPORT TO THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

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

Presented by the Tri-State Delegation Task Force

Bpril 26, 1991
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PRESENTATION TD GAO ON NAVY'S CONSIDERATION OF FORCE STRUCTURE
PLAN IN MAKING BASE CLOSURE RECOMMENDATIONS

PUBLIC LAW 101-3510

»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 recommends for
closure or realignment 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.*

FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN

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 °Jcope of Review," (p.1) nor the "Procedure for
18. (p- 3) nor the 'M_&_z_i_ag
(p- 3) portions of the Base o

-submitted by the Department of the Navy includes any discusaion
of the Department of Defense’s Porce Structure Plan and its input
into the Navy’s review process.

ANALYTICAL DEFICTENCIES:

1) Navy analysis does not include any discussion of how force
structure plan was used to determine 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 0SD 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 drydocking
requirements for aircraft carriers, Aegis cruisaers, 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 fox the fleet (i.e. critical carrier
drydocking capacity).

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 Military Net Assessment for 1991 states the following:s "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 neceasary to understand
the relationship between these shore facilities and the future
operational plans 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
discussion of anticipated OPTEMPO is also necessary to gauge how
long ships will be home ported and what the maintenance schedule
will require in terms of berthing availability.

*) Force Structure plan does not include any discussion of ship
service or maintenance schedules.

REFERENCES TO FORCE STRUCTURE ISSUES WHICH ARE NOT
REFLECTED IN ANALYSIS

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

p.8
*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 task. 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.l0

"The Department of the Navy must take a careful approach to
giving up existing coastal operating bases since it is very
likely that this basing capability or gtrategjc asset, once lost,
could ever be reclaimed for future use." p.ll
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1SSUES THAT SHOULD BAVE BEEN ADDRESSED IN A FORCE STRUCTDRE PLAN

++ Significant to any discussion of the relative importance of
the Navy’'s public yards is information concerning the anticipated
size of the future submarine fleet. If Philadelphia is closed,
the six nuclear shipyards will form the industrial base which
will be required to support a non-nuclear fleet. This avoids the
important issue of the comparative costs of operating a nuclear
yard versus operating a conventional yard.

#» A1l carrier battle groups require underway replenishment ships
in oxder to deploy. These ships constitute a large portion of
the fleet and also require significant berthing and drydocking

capacity.

w» 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 ships 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

REATER General Accounting Office
ENVER 441 C Street N.W.
HAMBER OF Washington, D. C. 20548
OMMERCE
Dear Mr. Bowsher:

The undersigned organizations 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 Air
Force. It is our position that a review of the decision process leads
one to the indisputable conclusion that, insofar as technical training

bases are concerned, the findings do not support the recommendation.

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
(,)umhe! Building list

<8 Market Streer

cer. Colorado . ;
::,grl,l, ; _';: It is important to note that the thrust of our argument does not focus

AN §34-3200 only on Lowry, but rather on the decision process itself which

D1 S14.n800 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 resigned 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

rocess -- mine where an Air F n n_can
P .

ffectivel i ibl
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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.

* 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.

¢ 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.

* 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, quantitative
measures to accurately determine these impacts.

* 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 training 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!

* 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 $100 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 never 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.

* 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 especially
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 more 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,
/ X = =
\_///!L rtte Q‘:‘ Q.g.,uv/ (—b 7&&/,«;\.’/
Federico Pefla Paul C. Tauer
Mayor Mayor
City and County of Denver City of Aurora

/[j Meal CD. %Vz - /’,/ //// /ZL%?LL/A{? _/A

Richard C. D. Fleming C. Bennett Lewis

President and CEQ President
Greater Denver Chamber Aurora Chamber of
of Commerce Commerce

o« 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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GARY A, CONDIT @ VDL LOMBTIRIN BunIN
1510 OiTAIY, CALSOMNA 34 Wmm’l‘&nﬂl
“OMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE ¥ OISTRICT OFFICES:
SUSCOMMITTER ON s a1p o o omer
e A BU0AR Congress of the Wnited Htates Mo Co 8340
LIVESTOCK. DAIRY, AND POULTRY ,
o Bouse of Representatives oware C4 Fh3ts
GOVEANMENT OPERATIONS Masbinmnn, BE 20515-05 15 151 CiaTRICT
SUSCOMMITTER OM Tou Faex:
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, 1-800-356-8424
JUSTICK. AND AGRICULTURE
SUBCOMMITTER ON
“f,,";m’:;o‘cm"'"'o' o~ April 29, 1991

Hon. Charles A. Bowsher
Comptroller General
441 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

We understand that the General Accounting Office (GAO) is
completing a quick look analysis of the methodology utilized by the
Department of Defense (DOD) in recommending military installations
for closure in accordance with the PFY 1991 National Defense
Authorization Act. I would like to present information relative to
an installation proposed for closure in my district, Castle APB,

California.

Knowledgeable military experts contend persuasively that the
military value of Castle AFB was improperly appraised for a number
of reasons. It is that case that I intend to make in presentations
before the Defense Base Closure Commission in San Francisco on May
6th, and as required thereafter. I would urge that your analysts
flag Castle AFB for the Commission as a case in which the military
value of the installation was erronsocusly assessed.

The bedrock of the closure process 1s falr comparison of 1like
bases. “They (the services) must categorize bases with like
missions, 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
Cagtle was not afforded a fair comparison based on its particularly
unigque mission and high value military attributes.

The Air Force reviewed Castle AFB as part of the B-52/KC-135
strategic flying category. The continental U.S. B-52/KC-135 bases
which campeted in that category are:

Barksdale AFB Ellsworth AFB Loring AFB
Beale AFB Fairchild AFB Malmstxom AFBE
Carswell AFB Grand Forks AFB McConnell AFB
Castle AFB Griffiss AFB Minot AFB
Dyess AFB Grissom AFB Offutt AFB
Eaker AFB K.I. Sawyer AFB Plattshurgh AFB

Wurtsmith AFB

THIS STATIONERY PRINYED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBEAS
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Of those 19 air bases, there is a basic difference between
Castle AFB and all the others. Castle is a combat crew tr
school (CCTS) operation which has as its unique mission the
training of all new people just coming into the raspective weapons
systems. The 18 other bases are all operational Strategic air
Command bases dedicated to maintaining the combat readiness of
proficient, trained crew members honing their skills to perform
their wartime mission. As the only combat crew training school in
the B-52/KC~135 world, we contend Castle has particular attributes
thntlmkk:: it of high military value, and those attributes were
overlooked.

Here are scme of the key differences between the Castle AFB
B~52/KC-135 CCTS and the 18 other operational bases.

B~52/KC-135 CCTS-Castle AFB B-52/KC~-135 OPERATIONAL BASES
~-High tempo, intensive five -Moderate operational tempo
day per week flying operations -~fly only 3-4 days per week
-=24=27 training missions per day --~usually 5-7 misaions per day
--gaxpends 13-15% of all SAC --£1y only enough to keep crew
B-52/KC-135 flying time members proficient
-Long duration missions with ~Missions are shorter to
approximately 3 hours of conserve high dollar f£lying
intensive transition training hours. Typically, each pilot
at the end (practice takeoffs, gets only one approach and
approaches, and landings at landing before mission
an airport terminal) termination.
-Requires mating of 100% heavy =All receiver aircraft types
jet receivers to provide stable {including relatively unstable
platforms to train new, young fighters) may be used. Same
enlisted aerial refueling tanker misszions have no
operators mated receiver due to receiver

deficits in some areas of the
country. {Acceptable in
operational units.)

-Requires nearby suitable and -Single runway at a single
accessible transition training airport adequate to support
pases to perform approximately transition training

60,000 heavy jet practice
takeoffs, approaches, and
landings per year.
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B-52/KC-135 CCTS-Castle AFB B~52/KC-135 OPERATIONAL BASES
-Requires extensive student =No student support

support facilities to facilities required

accommodate a transient
student population of 600-700
at any point

-Requires extensive clasaroom =-Classroom facilities
facilities for hundreds of hours net required
of academic training and

interaction
-Requires an extensive array ~Very low comparative
{hundreds of millions of dollars) requirement for aircrew
of airerew training devices training devices

housed in modern, climatically
controlled support facilities to
provide new students extensive
simulator training . . . much
like that offered by major
airlines

~Favorable, temperate weather ~No unique weather
highly desired to facilitate requirements
training

FProm the above, it would seem readily and intuitively obvious that
Castle AFE as a CCTS could not receive a fair rating on its
military value when compared generically with the other cperational
bases. I would like to highlight a couple of the major attributes
that make Castle AFB of high military value in the CCTS role.

Rndj.l.x Available Transition Training Bases: castle's location
puts lt in pr ty to accessible, highly essential transition

training bases utilized continuocusly. Typically reached in only
30~35 minutes of flying time, these airporets allow Castle operators
to "spread ocut" that intensive three hours of transition training
activity typically conducted on each CCTS mission. It is
inefficient from a training viewpoint to have more than 2-3 heavy
jet aircraft in the same traffic pattern simultaneously. The
highly useful transition bases close to Castle AFR includs Travis
AFB, Mather AFB, Beales AFB, McClellan AFPB, Modesto Airport,
Stockton Airport, LeMoore NAS, and Vandenburyg AFB. The DOD failed
to recognize the high military value of these nearby transition
bases. The DOD proposes to move the B-52/KC-135 CCTS function to
Pairchild AFB, WA, a relatively isclated location with no neacby,
useable transition bases.
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Readily Availabie Heavy Jet Receivers: As noted above, new aerial
refueling operator trainees absolutely must have stable, heavy jet
receiver platforms to learn how to conduct air refueling in the
air. If such receivers are not available close to the CCTS base,
high cost £lying hours must be expended to fly to the receivers or
to have receivers fly to the tankers.

It can be noted from the Air Porce closure reports that Castle is
relatively well off in that regard. Castle is rated "green" for
“palanced" In terms of receivers available to support such
training. One would expect such to be the case because, again,
Castle derives high military value as a CCTS base because of the
proximity to nearby heavy Jjet receivers at March AFB (KC-10s),
Norton AFB (C-141s), and Travis AFB (C-5s).

By contrast, the entire Northwestern United States is downgraded in
the Air Force Closure Report as heing rated "red" for "tanker
rich". Both Fairchild AFB and Malmstrom AFB, the two tanker bases
in the Northwest were awarded such "red" ratings. We know that
means in practical terms that today operators at these basges
already £ly long distances struggling to find receivers to keep
their combat ready crews current and qualified. To move a high
volume KC-135 CCTS into the region, as proposed by DOD will
exacerbate the "tanker rich" problem. Tremendous expenditures of
high cost flying hours will be required either to bring the heavy
jet receivers to the CCTS tankers or for the CCTS tankers to fly to
the heavy jet receivers. Castle AFB as a CCTS location enjoys a
"palanced" environment according to the Air Porce Report and thus,
should have been highly rated on the basis of a military criterion
reccgnizing 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 losxs 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 regional
financial ilmpact. The figure for 1990 was $243 million. It is
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 Econamic 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 (AFDC), Medi-Cal, Food Stamps, and
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General Relief. Additicnally, 43% of Merced County households earn
incomes of $13,000 or less per year. BEighty-cne percent of this
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 Hmong
refugees have arrived in the community. Initially, the federal
government partially assumed the financial burden for these
refugees, but recent policy changes have shifted the majority of
the burden for this population on to the County of Merced. The
loss of Castle AFB's 16,000 population, a generally econcmic secure
segment of society with few on public agsistance, will dramatically
reduce inccme dollars, employment, 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
Alr Force segment would also impact a society mired in public
assistance and create a far greater imbalance in the ethnic
structure of Merced County.

Community Support/Encroachment: Barly in 1987, the Department of
Defense through the Office of Econemic Adjustment granted the
Merced 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 plan. The Castle AFB Land Use Plan was
developed cooperatively by the Air Force, Merced County, and the
Cities of Atwater and Mexrced. 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, the Air Force allegations of
encroachment are invalid and should not be considered as an issua.
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 commnities to use.

Environmental Considerations: The closure report indicates $21
million has been spent to date to begin the process of studying and
gselecting the methods to be used to cleanup Castle's environmental
contamination. Castle's position on the National Priorities List
(NPL) is unique ameng 2 or 3 Air Force bases selected for closure
and represents difficult problems for the community'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
Bnvironmental 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 studles 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 remediation projectad to take until 2017, the EPA
questions whether the land can be sold, used or medified before
cleanup is complete. If this is the case, the land could be deemed
useless for more than 20 years. FPFurther, the issues in regard to
the public use or sale of an NPL site may take years to resolve in
the federal and state court systems. In the interim, how will the
community recover from or manage a costly, potentially vacant
public envircnmental disaster abandoned by the Department of
Defense?

Mr. Bowsher, in summary, for all the foregoing rationale, but
primarily for the compelling high military value of Castle AFB as
a CCTS installation, we believe the DOD  closure analysis was
flawed. We plan to advocate our position vigorously to the Closure
Cammission. I ask that you suggest to the Commission that the DOD
military value analysis of Castle AFB was in error and urge that
you recommend to the Commisaion that it give particularly close and
careful consideration to the military argumentation we will
advance.

Thanks very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
C-.

GARY A. 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 operate as efficiently and
economically as possible.

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 1leased 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.

Very truly yours,

7}1?:{1; ;ka/'/‘“ homas Sc

seniof Deputy Mayor City of Aawrence
city of Indianapolis

Mayor

Enclosure
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GEORGE J.MITCHELL

United States Senata

WILLIAM S. COHEN

United States Senstor

OLYMPIA J. SNOWE

Member of Congress

THOMAS H. ANDREWS
Member of Congress

April 29, 1991

The Honorable Charles A, Bowsherxr
Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 G Street

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. 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 Loring Air Force Base. We believe
the Air Force’s evaluation of the closure criteria with respect
to Loring was flawed, and we hope the GAO will examine carefully
the data and conclusions reached by the Air Force in recommending
that Loring 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 Loring. The
Alr Force agrees that this data is flawed, but accurate data has
not yet been provided. Because the impact on the local community
of closing Loring 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 Loxing in
reaching its decision, other than to make an assumption of
adverse impact.

(2) The Air Force has stated that the facilities at Loxing
are "well 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 has 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
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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 Force Base closed as a result of the recommendations of the
1988 Commission, the closure of Loring 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 balieve 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 scon as possible, a meeting
with members of our staffs be scheduled to facilitate this

process.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

6 Geo’Zi—J. Mitchell

Ug4S. Senator

Member of Congress
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Congress of the Tnited Mtates
fouse of Representatives
Washington, B 20518
May 1, 1991

Mr, Charles A. Bowshar
Comptroller General
Ganaral Accounting Office
441 G 8trest, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

As you can well imagine, there is considerable concern
among Louisianians regarding the recently announcad closure of
England Air Force Base (AFB) and the realigmment of Fort Polk
resulting in the movement of the Fifth Infantry Division to Fort
Hood, Taxas.

Recognizing your responsibility under Public Law 101=-510
(the Act) to report to the Congress by May 15th on the Dapartment
of Deafensa racommsndations and base closure procedurs, we are
writing as a delegation to obtain specific, detailed information
on the installations within Louisiana, We require the following
information at a minimum:

1) Doss the data support the Air Ferce’s contantion that
England AFE had the poorast flying weather in the Flying=Tactical
Subcataegory? How was this data derived? Mors specifically, how
does the flying weathar at England AFB compars with that of Eglin
AFB, Florida and McChord AFB, Washington? What is the GAO’s
assessmant of the Alr Force methodology used to compare bases
with regard to weather?

2) Does the procadure used by the Air Force to compare
bases across catagories and subcatagories fully comply with the
requirements that, "..the Secretary [shall] consider all military
installations inside the United States equally..." contained in
the Act? The Alr Force conductad detailed analyses of bases
within subcatagories and, according to their datailed statsment
ot methodology,

*Intercommand and interservice utilization analysis was
accomplished. The Dirsctors of Plans and Prograns from the
Major Commands met on saveral occasions with the Base
Closure Executive Group (BCEG). Also, at the senior
military and civilian lavel, consultations with the Army and
Navy base clcsurs representativas occurrsd regarding
potential interservice base realignments and facility use.'
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May 1, 1991

Given the fact that detailed compariscns wers mads within
subcatagories, we are concerned that the informal process used to
compare bases across subcategories and services may have
prevented England AFB from being properly considered for
realignment to some other mission. In this connection, we would
also like to know if the Alr Force reccmmendsd zny realignments
across categories or subcatagories.

3) The Alr Force asssrts that Air Force support for Fort
Folk formerly provided by England Air Force Base can be provided
from Barksdale AFB. Are there any increased costs in providing
such suppert from Barksdale AFB rather than England AFB and wera
thase costs fully considered by the Air Ferce in making their
decision to close England AFB? Did the Air Force analysis also
take into account the fact that the Joint Readiness Training
Center would be moved to Fort Polk?

4) The DoD proposas to move the Joint Readiness Training
Centsr (JRTC) from Fort Chaffee, Arkansas to Fort Polk. We
understand there is a substantial air component associated with
the JRTC. Whare does the DoD propose to locate the air componant
¢f the JRTC? What are the costs associated with such a DoD
proposal? Wers these costs considered by the DoD during the base
closure process? Was England AFB evaluated as 2 possible site
for the lecation of the JRTC’s air componsnt?

5) The Air Force asserts there are significant airspace
restrictions at England AFB. Does the data support this
assertion? What method did the Air Force uss to measurs the
amount of available airspace and what is the GAC’s assessment of
that methodology? Did the Air Force include in its analysis the
degree to which general aviation and commercial air traffic
compets for airspace in the area surrounding a base? How does
the airspace availability of England AFB compars with that at
Eglin AFB, Florida and MeChord AFB, Washington?

6) Both Fort Polk and England AFB are located in central
Louisizna only 23 miles apart. The base closure and realignment
acticns taken against these two installations will cause a
combinad negative eccnomic impact on this region of the stata,
Under the requirement of the Act, did the Secretary of Defsnse
proparly consider this combined aconomic impact when he approved
the actions of the Servics Secrstaries toc close or realign these
two installations?

7) In the last saveral months there have basn numercus
reports of tha nesd to acquire additional training area to
supperT the lst Infantry Division at Fort Riley, Kansas, and the
sppositicn of the surrounding civilian community te such

Page 57 GAO/NSIAD-91-224S Base Closures and Realignments



Appendix I
Letters and Other Material Received on
Proposed Base Closures and Realignment

Mr, charles A. Bowshsr
Page 3
May 1, 1991

acquisition. Is thers still a need to acquizre more land st Fort
Riley? 1If so, was this included in the Army’s analysis which
resulted in the decizion to keep the 1st Infantry Division at
Port Riley and to move ths 5th Infantry Division to Fert Hood?
Further, how do the costs of moving the lst Infantry Division to
Fort Hood compars with the cost to relocatea the 3th Infantry
Division there?

8) Assuming the Army’s program for realigning Fort Polk
goes forward unchanged, how much sxcess capacity will the fort
possess for future growth? What ars the components of this
excess capacity?

The base closurs procass is moving very rapidly. The
regicnal hearing which will consider acticns taken at Fort Polk
and England AFB is schaduled for May 14th in Fort Worth, Texas.
Additicnally, the Base Closures Commimsion will visit England AFB
on May 9th. Both these events occur prior to the GAO’s deadline
to repert its findings to the Congress. Because of the need to
review and assimilate the information before proceading furthar,
we need your action on our rsquest not later than May 8th. We

look forward to your pppmpt response.
W%?lim é g%-rlon, M.C.
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H. JAMES SAXTON

“1TH CISTRICT NEW JERSEY

COMMTTIRS.
HQUSE ANMD RITVCES
TUBCOMMITTEES
PAOCUMMENT
AEAOINNE

VILITARY PERBONNEL
ANO COMPENSATION

at :
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

SUBCOMMITTIES:

AANKING REPUBLICAN-
OVERSIGHT AND VEBTIGATIONS
FIAMEMES AND WILDLIFE
CONSERVATION AND ENVIRONMENT
QCEANGORAPHY GREAT LAKES AND
OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

Congress of the Hnited States
Bouse of Representatives

SELECT COMMITTEE ON AGING

Ay 7o

5114 CANNON BUILOING il
HASmNGTCN DC 2081854013
107 723-47m8

Washington, BL 20515-3013 SUBCOMMITTEES.
HAALTH 4ND LONG
HUMAN SERVICES

YASK FORCE ON SOCIAL

SECUMTY AND WOMIN

May 2, 1991

Mr. James McDermott
Director

Economic Analysis Group
General Accounting Office
Rm 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 BRAC 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.

: ! : Sincerely, W@
Senator Bill Bradley ;n{a%i’rank R. Lautenberg

. James Saxton
13th District

21 CRESTWOOD VALLAGE
SHOPPING CENTER
AWITING NJ UBT$%
01 350-3838

18 HIGH STREET 1 MAINE AVENUE
VT HOLLY NJ 08060 a =

6001 281-8800 1809 424-0820

“HIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MAQE QF RECYCLED FIBERS
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COMMITTEES: 'WASHINGTON OPRCE
Wosssse  Congress of the Hnited Stutes ™ USERRTES
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS House of Representatives R

Waﬂlﬂngﬁm. BQ 205154312 100 ts‘l‘ll:r:;lm
PETE GEREN o e
12TH 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 (BRAC)
process that was recently conducted by the Department of Defense
(DoD) and the United States Air Force (USAF). Our primary concern
1s 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 in reviewing DOD
adherence to the eight criteria as required 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 BRAC review process.

The information is as follows:

a. 02 May 1991: Carswell Task Force analysis and summary of
concerns about the Base Closing evaluation as conducted by DoD and
the USAF.

b: A memorandum outlining DoD and Air Porce 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 econcomic 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 1letter given to USAF Deputy Assistant
Secretary Boatright addressing Carswell's value to our national
defense and which refutes many of the concerns that ultimately
placed Carswell on the BRAC list. No formal response received to
date from USAF.

e: Copy of 28 March letter given to USAF Secretary Rice as follow
up to 13 March meeting and enclosure of FAA letter supporting
Carswell's role 1in regional air space coordination efforts. No
formal response to date from USAF, although at USAF request, we
determined that a formal reply was not necessary due to time
considerations.
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£: Copy of 15 April 1letter given to Boatright requesting
additional information on criteria used when targeting Carawell for
closure, No formal response to date from USAF.

g: Copy of 30 April request to USAF for additional information of
USAF internal BRAC 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.

Cnce again, thank you for vyour 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.

Sincghrely

Pete G&ren

Member of Congress
PG/pir
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PAUL S. SARBANES
MARYLAND

Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2002

May 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 NESEA was properly evaluated using the final
selection criteria published in the Federal Register on February
15th. For example, the second criteria states that the
Department of Defense will consider "the availability and
condition of land, facilities and associated airspace 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 Portsmouth,
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 its 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 followed 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,
Sincerelf:
e
(/_; ﬁ (/‘ /-
/"4" /;Miéu.,\

Paul S. Sarbanes
United States Senator

PSS5/ss

Enclosure
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GAO CLOSURE ISSUES

° The lack of sufficient space to expand for consolidation is
one of two reasons given by Navy in their detailed analysis to
close NESEA 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 govermment-owned,
utilizes only half this acreage. NESEC Portsmouth, on tha other
hand, is locatsd on approximately 71 acres of environmentally
sensitive leased property in a major metropolitan industrial
complex. Their ability to accommodate existing NESEA requirements,
nuch less future growth requirements, is sevaraly restricted due
to insufficient space. What rationale did Navy usa to cite a lack
of sufficient space for expansion and the transfer to a physically
constrained location that is also scheduled t¢ recaive other

activities?

° In comparing service recommendation write-ups, the Army and
Air Force seem to have included specific details regarding savings,
projections, and costs. Why is the Navy write~up, as published in
the Federal Register on April 15, 1991, so devoid of details?
Please provide thase details and the back-up information used by
COBRA to arrive at their recommendations.

) ASD (P&L) memo of 13 February 1991 states that, if in applying
military value criteria, bases are militarily/geographically unique
or mission-essential, justification must be provided and the base
excluded from further analysis. The uniqueness of NESEA, with its
secure location (SOF/NEW, WHCA, etc. programs); benign
RADHAZ/antenna testing environment: and proximity to Patuxent
River/Dahlgran/Washington, D¢, when compared to Portsmouth,
virginia, which is the antithesis of this uniqueness, should
classify NESEA as both unique and mission essential. What role
did these factors play in selecting NESEA for closure when all
indications point to just the opposite?

o GAO found that the 1988 commission's overall savings estimates
were overstated due to data errors, inaccurate estimates, and the
exclusion of certain relevant ccsts. We believe these same errcrs
were made by Navy, specifically in MILCON and ADP requirements.
How will GAO validate the estimates given the short time=frame for
the entire review process since the causes of these previocus errors
(tight time constraints and ineffective management control
procedures to verify accuracy) are still applicable.

° GAO recommanded that SECDEF direct the service secretaries to
conduct annual reviews of base realignment and closure
inplementation programs. Wag this done, and when will SECNAV
conduct this review? What procedures are in place or are being
developed to resolve significant issues (cost, military value,
etc.) and/or significant errors in service estimatas which indicate
a base should not have been on the list.
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ENERGY AND COMMERCE

DAN SCHAEFER
COMMITTEE

4TH DISTRICT, COLORADO

1317 LONGWORTH BUILDING
WASHINGTON. DC. 20513
(202) 2257882

SUBCOMMITTEES;
TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND

FINANCE
3615 SOUTH HURON STREET. 01
ENGLEWOQD. COLORADO %0110 TRANSPORTATION AND

(5031 724890 (ﬂnngrggg of the nited Stutes HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

House of Representatives
Washington, B.C.

May 2, 1991

Mr. Charles A. Bowsher
Comptroller of the United states
Ganeral Accounting Office

441 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

I understand you recantly 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 Aurcora Chamber of Commerce.

That laetter, 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 careful 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 findings do not support
the recommendation. The errors and inconsistencies In the 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
runwvay;

* The study’s lack of analysis of important cost-related
aspects of a training mission;

* The green/yellow/rad light scoring system’s problematical
legitimacy in arriving at sound quantitative findings;

* The obscure techniques used in determining economic impact;

PRINTED N RECI 2D PAVBER
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* The study’s contradictory consideration of the "capacity"
issue;

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

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

Thecz points indicate that a thorough review of the Air
Force‘’s avaluation procedures iz needed before the final findings
can be accepted as legitimate by the community. Considering the
many thousands of persons who would be affected by a closure of
this important base, we must make sure that the entire base
closure process is conducted in the open, free from errors and
inconsistencies.

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,

O~
DAN SCHAEFER \
Member of Congress

DS/cac
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WILLIAM 8. COHEN
United States Senntor

GEORGE J.MITCHELL

United States Senator

THOMAS H. ANDREWS

Member of Congress

OLYMPIA J. SNOWE
Membar of Congress

May 2, 1991

The Honorable Charles Bowsher
Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 G Street

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

We wish to suppilement 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 concetrns.
We stand ready to provide whatever additional information may
be helpful to you.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerel

George J. Mitchell William S. Cohen

A ]
s A
Thomas H. Andrews a nowe
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May 3, 1991

Honorable Zames A. Courter
1625 K St. N.wW

o

Wwashington, C.
20006
Oear Chairman Courter,

I am writing as an employee of the U.S. Army Cepot System
Command {DESCCM}, a Major Subordinate Command of the U.S. Army
Materiel Command {AMC). DESCOM, which is in Chambersburg, PA, is
provosed for realignment with portions of the U.S. Army Armament,
Munitions, and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) to form the Industrial
Cperations Command {ICC) in Rock Island, IL.

My mosition Is a Management Analyst at “he mid-management
lave.. I have received two Commander’s Awards €rom “he Commanding
Genera. of DE M “or smecial orojects nerformed and have been
consistently ed as an exceptional employee. I offer this
information to stress that I believe I am a hard working employee
who deserves to be treated faivrly.

It has been difficult for me to decide to offer oublic comment
on the Issue cf our proposed realignment as I understand the neec
to support a chain of command. However, I bellieve that my oosition
s a mart ¢cf a shell game hbeing plaved by AMC which will vield
minimal, (¥ any, savings to the governmert. For ease in veading, I
have divided my comments inte the following sections:

1 vision 20CC

2. Logic and Data Flaws

3. Alternatives

4. Pronosed Course of Action

although my comments are rather lengthy, I ask “or your
indulgence as many peodle are about to be unnecessarily hurt.

1. Vision 20CC. The Army has recently exderienced a publi
embarrassmenrt over the Visionm 2000 concest develooed by AMC., AL
TAB A is a comy of the April 10, 1991 column by Jack Anderson on
Visiom 200C. Although not mentioned in the article, the
develooment of the I0C was a oart of Vision 200C. When the
Decartmert of the Army would not accept Vision 200C as a whole, for
reasons such as those described by Mr. anderson, AMC began %o break
It intc cieces. The Army decided to aporove Lwo dieces of Visicn

.

[+

xl

“W
20CC. “he “ormation of the ICC and the “ormation ¢f the Missiles,
Armaments, and Chemical Command {MACCCOM) in Yurtsville, AL,

Page 67 GAQ/NSIAD-91-224S Base Closures and Realignments



Appendix [
Letters and Other Material Received on
Proposed Base Closures and Realignment

a. IOC: 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, AL, 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 B), 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 Ganeral 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. LOGIC AND DATA FLAWS: For some of the information I am
about to discuss, I have attached source data. For other elemenits,
I have had discussions with personnel at the DESCOM and AMC level
who have had more direct involvement.

a, IOC sizing. Attached at TAB C is “he organizational
structure and staffing for the IOC approved by the Commanding
General of AMC on 15 Jan 91. The I0C 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 currvently 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
gstructure shows 1 three-star greneral, 1 two-star general,

2 one-star generals and 6 SES employees - an ivory tower!

TAB D 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 me that AMCCOM has overstated the number of
personnel associated with the IOC functions. This is entively
possible since the I0C is primarily an AMCCOM creatiorn.
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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. 1In this
instance it is difficult to see the potential for savings as it is
possible that such an overstatement could leave the MACCOM in a
hiring mode.

(2) AMCCOM currently centrally manages some functions
which are decentralized within DESCOM. The IOC 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 civiliang in the just the Deputy Commander for
Industrial Operations organization, more personnel than all of
MQDESCOM 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 example, the Army neglected to count the 81 spaces associated
with the Logistics Programs Support Activity {(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

IMA-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 errors in the realignment
anrmouncement, I am concerned about the baseline used for the IOC.
I had previously seen IOC documentation which had an FY89 baseline.
I€ this data was used, then any savings associated with the IOC
would be significantly overstated. For example, DESCCM 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 save in the IOC what has already been lost. We have
experienced significant "double dips" in savings associated with
the first Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list, the Defense
Management Review and now the second round of BRAC. I believe that
there are "double dipped" IOC savings which could reverse Iits
economic feasibility.

Addicionally, the savings claimed for the IOC are so marginal
that the impact of the recent DoD guidance to reduce staffing by 4%
each year could negatively impact the economic feasibility of this
proposal .
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3. ALTERNATIVES

a. IOC Dual lLocation. Attached at TAB F is a copy c¢f a cost
aralysis prepared by the Management Engineering Activity {(MEA}, at
“he ~equest of AMC, relative to the location of the ICC. It showed
mininal variance between the two 1ocations when strictly industrla‘
operations were examined. Additiorally, the study Indic
"capitalization in place” {page 6] was not vo.s*derec as I
understand AMC did not ask for this alternative even though ‘“ey
have dore tnis with SIMA-East and SIMA-West. This study receivec
litelg gttenticn. The perception is that it did not tell the rTight

stery. OCur impression for the past few years has Seen that th
numbers would support Rock Island no matter “How v”ey had to be
"tueaked" . The MEA study was not upcdated as I0C planning changed.
T4 appears that -he altermnative of capitalizaliton In place was not
seriously censidered and has economic merit.

b, INC _oecation in Chambersburg. At one pecint, a previous
Commancing Gereral of DESCCM proposed that the IOC be “lean and
mea~" and that, with limited increases Lo staffing In Chambersburg,

the ‘urctiors could be managed from here. Th‘s alternative makes
mavticularly good sense because of current co-location with
SIMA-Sast. This organization’s primary furcition is computer system
cesign and maintenance. The personnel are Righly skilled and
possess unigue knowledge of the complex Sta—da*u Cepot System wh
orocesses all financial and workload data for the depot system.
is totally illcgical to move them and all cf their computer
equ‘*Te'* o Rock Tsland when they are alreacy co-located with the

anagers of the major ICC mission, depoy Ta.ageme._, at
v.ambe'sbu. Additionally, the Army hnas projected <hat only 3C%
0¥ e :e*sonu 1 who are offered positions will actually move.
(*=ig g prcbably a Rig- projection for ir-cdemand skills such as
computer zrogramming.) Even If it were covrect, there Iis not
currertly a comduter system design organization at Rock Islanc.
“-e ICC will be faced with replacinrg about 70% o‘ a “'gn-y skilled
arc uricuely knowledgeable work force. TRI llogical as +he
Lcss c? ~esearch and development expertise criticized at by Jack
arcderson at TAB A

c. Egtablis™ ammunition Command at Rock Island and malintain
SESCTM in Chambersbhburg with added respornsibi fcr the arsenals.
Thig alcernative is addressec In greater detall at TAB Y. This
a.ternative would “ave the least turbulence at each location.

Wou.d be “-e most cost effective {very low ore time costsl. Would
Se “-e least drain o the existing knowledge base at tcth sites.
weuld allsw each command t“he ability <o put full fscus con thelr
intanced missior

g Spera-ionally establish the I0C and cetermine If the Idea
is ‘easible bSefore making the one-time Iinvestment ccsts assoclated
wit> a =kysical move. Some perscnnel savings and cperational
efficiencies could be achieved with limited exmense. The z=ropcsed
Sudget cutz ave going o force shtaffing -eductions thus eliminating
“hg "zavi—gz" and makirg “he cre time cost outlay ecessary

Zeclis
M2 oMY iz
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svery drobability that “he DOMC will make additional
recommendations that will significantly alter the Decariment of
Defense’'s way of doing business in the maintenance world. This
could significantly alter the IOC concemt. Some of our DESCOM
employees could, for exampla, become Defense _ogistics Agency
smployees. We could move them to the mid-west only Lo move “hem
back again. The cart Is before the horse. The DOMC should Ffi-st
decide on “he maintenance siructure of the futire ard then the Army
should decide on the management structure needec to suppori ii,

4. Proposed Course of Achion:

a. Reauest that the Commission and the GAC closely examine
the documentation supportiing the ISC. I believe t%a:t, given the
correct data, “he concent will be proven costly. This stould ot
be a time consuming orocess. GAC should, however, smeak tc
officials €rom DESCOM and SIMA, as well as AMC and AMCCICM to5 get
the whole story. AMC has beer allowed Lo "save face" by -aving a

piece of Vision 200C go forward, but it is a house of cards.

b, Compare the I0C and MACCOM data. I believe “hat the IOC
has been "*ront loaded"” to secure employment in Rock Island.

¢c. Revise or eliminate the Dol recommendaticr bSased ¢rn the
i=formation and alternatives offered above. This s a combplex
issue -“hat has been oortrayed as clear cut and simdle.

T thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your %“olerance. You may
avestion how this proposal ever even got hie far. The answer, as 1
am sure you would guess, is oolitics internal -o the Army. I
believe in -“he BRAC drocess and home that you will assure it is
fairly usad with your emohasis on actual. not nyoothetical
savings. There ars many families who are cournting on the
Commission to orovide objective review. My family is one of them.
Please fesl Free to call me {f you or your sta®c have any
questions. My phone numbers are: Home - {717} 249-04C4 or Work -
{717 267-8136,

Sincerely,

CHRISTINE -, SYLYESTER

O
b

U.8., Serator Arlen Specter

4,8, Repregentative William Goodling

U.5. Representative "Bud" Shuster

National Security and International Affairs Civision,
General Accounting Cf€ice
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STATE OF OHIO

WASHINGTON OFFICE

Guorge V. Voinovicn Mike DeWine

Govarno May 7, 1991 L1. Govarnor

Mr, Theodore C. Barreaux
Counselor

General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N.W,

Room 7059

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Ted:

1 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 analysis,

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

-——/-
/m-—-——-
Tom Needles
Director

attachments
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Delaware Valley
Sclence and Technology Assoclatlon

~
730 LOUIS DRIVE - WARMINSTER, 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 aexpansion is the
addition of Section 4 wherein we describe a specific
alternative which, we believe, meets all the Navy
objectives while providing real and immediate cost
savings.

At our meeting you had alsoc 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 3960.10C
(Test & Evaluation) the subject of "Combined Development
Test/Operational Test" is addressed. Thisg 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 as long ago
as the late 1960’s with the F~14A weapon system. As onhe
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 "independence" of development and
operational testing would require more flight hours than
could conceivably be provided. The approach was an
"integrated" testing plan which anticipated by 20 years
the language in OPNAVINST 3960.10C.

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 gll
test activities has more benefit than any "synergism"
between R&D and development testing.
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33537-91U/F1067

If we can be of any further assistance do not

hesitate to call.
Sincerel Z

Ro! . Curran
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THOMAS M. FOGLIETTA PLEASE RESPOND TO:

187 DISTHICT, PANNSYLVARA [m] 231 CANNON BLDG.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20615-3801
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 1202) 228-4731

O wiuam J. Gagen BUILDING
SIXTH AND ARCH STREETS

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE Room 10602
AND FISHERIES CONGRESS OF THE UNITED ST, ATES PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 18108-1638
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON 3
B ot WASHINGTON, D.C. 20616 ATHONY Gaten

ADMINISTRATIVE ABSISTANT

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 c¢losure on
the city of Philadelphia.

Thanks again; if you have any further guestions, 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

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE WITH RTCYCTLD FIBIRS
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OF

NEW &j

May 9, 1991

Defense Base Closure and Realignwent Commission
Honorable James Courter, Chairman

1625 K Street NW, Suite 400

Washington, dC 20006

Subj: Department of Defense Base Closure and Realignment Report of April 1991

Gent lemen,

Regarding the decision to close the Philadelphia %aval Complex as published in
the subject veport, we delivered our preliminavy 2valuation of costs and other
factors ro yvou on April 24th. Since that time we have received additional data
and information, and have been able to do a mors comprehensive review of the
Secretary's analyses and recommendations, particui«rly relating to Philadelphia
Naval Shipvavd.

The attached evaluation expands on our April report. Although we have not heen
able o obtain all the detailed information requirzd to thoroughly evaluate the
DOD recommendations, it is apparent to ns that {1 the Vavy's process which led
to the PNSY rclosure decision was flawed, (2) cost and impacts of this
decigion have been understated and (3) the mission: of public shipvards, for both
peacetime -..d crisis mobilization, have been misrepresented in the subject
report. We helieve that our evaluation points ‘to areas which need further
investigation, and that the Navy should be asked to furnish the detailed cost
data and to explain the apparenl incongistencies in their reasoning. To date,
we have heen unable to procure the detailed cost components used in the COBRA
model, which we believe are essential to evaluating the total cost impact of the
closures,

Once again, we are grateful for this opportunity to provide information. We look
forward Lo attending your public forums, particularly the hearing in Philadelphia
on May 24th.

Please feel free lo contact me for clarvifications or answers (o (uestions
concerning cur evaluation.

Very truly vours,

Cheryl B. Newlon
Chialrman, Sovermment Affairs Subcommittee

TEL (607)772-161C FAX {(609)778-730%
Kevon Ctlice Center - Suite 210 - 2500 McClellan Avenue - Pennsauken. NJ 08108-4698 AccREDITED

8026657302
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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.
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SIMA-East - Chambersburg, PA
BRAC 91 - Proposal to Reallgn at Rock Island, IL

INDEX
Testimony Pages 1-6
Parenthetical Inclusion of SIMA Exhibit A
SIMA as an Independent Entity (2 pages) Exhibit B
Decision to Co-locate SIMA with IOC Exhibit C
Chain of Command Exhibit O
Mission of SIMA-East (pamphlet) Exhibit €
Mission of SIMA-East (1 page) Exhibit F
Mission of SIMA-East (49 pages) Exhibit G
Sample of In-house Survey Exhibit H
Estimated Loss in Productivity (5 pages) Exhibit I
I10C PAT Team Recommendation (3 pages) Exhibit 3
BRAC 91 Cost of Implementation of IOC Exhibit K
HQ AMC Official Cost Benefit Analysis Used Exhibit L
in I0C Study (l4 pages)
Actual Cost to Relocate SIMA - 20M Exhibit M
Recurring Travel & Communication Cost Exhibit N
after Relocation (2 pages)
SIMA PBG - FY94 - Used in HQ AMC Exhibit O
Cost Benefit Study (2 pages)
No Savings as Proposed for Relocation Exhibit P
Evaluate SIMA against DoD Selection Criteria Exhibit Q
(l4 pages)
Automated Support for I0C exhibit R
pDoD Selection Criteria (4 pages) Exhibit S
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gA-EAST CHAMBERSBURG. PENNA.

SI
BRAC 91 - PROFPOSAL TO REALIGN AT ROCK ISLAND. ILL.

EURFOSE

The purpose of this correspondence {s to bring attention to a
misconception which resulted in an administrative oversight in the
Base Closure and Realignment Report dated April 1991, 1In that Report
it was recommended the Depot Systems Command (DESCOM) be integrated
at Rock Island, Ill. with the Armament., Munitions, and Chemical
Command (AMCCOM) to form the Industrial Operations Command (IOC).

The Systems Integration and Management Activity (SIMA) was
parenthetically included with DESCOM in the second sentence, first
paragraph, page 47 (Exhibit A) of the report. This erroneocusly
implied SIMA was an integral part of DESCOM and thus should be a part
of the IOC. As a result of this overaight the mission impact and
cost to the taxpayer of relocating SIMA from Letterkenny Army Depot
to Roek Island, Ill. was not independently evaluated. SIMA-EAST is
in fact independent, Applying the DOD Selection Criteria (Exhibit §)
approved by Congress and used by the Base Realignment and Closure
Committee will clearly show that maintaining SIMA-EAST at Laetterkenny
is in the besxt interests of the soldier as well as the taxpayer.

What follows isg a discussion which clearly shows SIMA is an
independent entity and should be evaluated on its own merits.

BACHGROUND

SIMA as seen today is a composite organization formed
provisionally in 1089. The talents and resources of three
organizations (i.e. Central System Design Activity- East,
Chambersburg, Pa.; Central System Design Activity- West, St. Louis,
Mo.; and Logistica Programs Support Activity, Chambersburg, Pa.) were
consolidated organizationally under one management structure. The
Chambersburg organization was named SIMA-EAST and designated
Headquarters of SIMA. SIMA-EAST has functioned in that capacity from
the outset. The St. Louis organization was degignated as SIMA-WEST.

The nucleus of SIMA-EAST is the old Central System Design
Activity - East organization which was formerly known as the
Logistics Systems Support Activity (LSSA). The original LSSA
organization was located at the Letterkenny Army Depot in 1963, 13
years before the creation of DESCOM in 1876.

The rationale for locating SIMA-EAST at a multimission depot is
to enable system design perszsonnel to interface with end users on a
day to day basis and provide SIMA-EAST the ability to prototype new
systems, as well as changes to existing systems., in the actual
environment in which the systems operate. Secondly, location at a
major depot allowed SIMA-EAST to easily recruit from a pool of
personnel which possess detailed functional knowledge gained by
working many years in the depot environment. Thig detailed
functional knowledge has made the success of SIMA-EAST possible.
Lastly, SIMA-EAST is located just 100 miles from AMC and Dept. of the
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Army headquarters in the Wasghington, D.C area. This relatively short
distance allows SIMA-EAST Rorlonnol to travel by automobile to meet
with command personnel without incurring significant cost or
suffering loss of production.

SIMA is and always has been a separate and distinct entity
providing automation services in support of Department of the Army
and Army Materiel Command (AMC) missions (Exhibit B). Chain of
command flows directly from the Director SIMA to AMC Chief of Staff.
SIMA i3 & separate reporting activity (SRA) and is aligned
horizontally with all other AMC SRAs and Major Subordinate Commands
(MCSe). DESCOM is one of nine MSCs within the AMC command
structure. SIMA-EAST is not directly responsible to DESCOM or any
other MSC. d@uidance and direction for all SIMA-EAST design
initiatives are received from AMC and Dept. of the Army personnel
located in the Washington, D.C. area. SIMA-EAST coordinates this
guidance with affected MSCs, SRAs, depots, and ammunition plants.
Accordingly, biannually AMC personnel meet with SIMA-EAST management
and formulate projected workplans., SIMA-EAST uses these work plans
as a basis to apply manpower resources to support AMC and Army
priorities. HQ AMC must approve each workplan before SIMA-EAST can
commence execution.

The Base Closure and Realignment Report, April 19091, line 5,
first paragraph, page 47 (Exhibit A) states that DESCOM, including
SIMA-EAST, will form the IOC. 1In fact, SIMA-EAST would be co-located
with the I0C and not be a part of that organization. The Chief of
Staff of AMC has already made this decision official (Exhibit C).
This decisgion was made on the basis of SIMA-EAST providing automation
support to the IOC, when in fact the IOC already has nearly 400
persons (Exhibit R) in place to provide automation support to the
I0OC. The chain of command will remain unchanged from that which
existes today, but SIMA-EAST would be 900 miles from i{ts customer base
(i.e. AMC and Dept. of the Army) (Exhibit D),

MISSION

SIMA-EAST has two primary missions i) first, to provide
information services to HQ AMC and HQ DA and ii) second, to develop
information systems for use by the entire AMC and DA community. The
resource base within SIMA~EAST (429 civilians) is applied
approximately 50% to each mission. Enclosed are three exhibitas which
describe SIMA-EAST's mission responsibilities (Exhibit E,.F,&) .

The information systems miswsion at SIMA~EAST is to design,
develop, implement, and maintain standard automated systems. The
SIMA-EAST maintenance systems support the overhaul of eritical Army,
as well as many key Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps: weapons
systems. Other SIMA-EAST systems perform and support Army and
Department of Defense logistics operations and acquisition
processes, SIMA-EAST logistics systems were heavily involved
supporting the United States and Allied armed forces in the Grenada,
Panama, and Kuwait crises,

SIMA-EAST's mission also is providing timely and accurate
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information services to support the AMC and Army decision making
processes. For example, SIMA-EAST information services consolidate
all accounting and financial data within AMC. 1Included i(n this
process ia the accountability for 93% of Army's Procurement
Obligation Authority. Consolidated financial data is forwarded to
the Defenwe Finance and Accounting Service - Indianapolis,
Information from this data base ia used by Pentagon and AMC officials
to manage day to day buainess. Integrity of the accounting and
financial systems is of particular interest to members of Congress
charged with fiduciary responsibdbilities.

A key element of the information services mission is to provide
eritical aservices to ensure continued Army readiness. SIMA-EAST
provides total asset visibility for over 18,000 major items such as,
howitzers, rif{les, trucks, and generators. This capability was used
extensively by top level Army decision makers for redistribution of
assets during the recent Desert Shield and Desert Storm Operations.
Additionally this visibility is critvical to the Conventional Arms
Negotiation now in process. SIMA-EAST personnel work directly with
the European Unified Command and U.S. Army Europe. Further SIMA-EAST
supports the Joint Chiefs of Staff with Classified Operational
Projects information services.

The IOC would have no involvement with the information services
portion of SIMA-EAST's mission.

ADVERSE MISSION IMPACT

SIMA~EAST utilizes a core of expert functional and ADP manpower
resources to accomplish its mission. This professional staff, a high
percentage of which developed basic skills while employed by
Letterkenny Army Depot. has matured over many years. Experience has
proven the functional knowledge necessary to support unique Army
systems requires an employee to have at least 3 to 5 years of “hands
on’ exposure to be effective.

An informal in-house survey (Exhibit H) was conducted at
SIMA-EAST which indicated the majority of the existing workferce
would not transfer to Rock laland, Ill. In fact, AMC's posgition is
that 7% of SIMA-EAST's personnel would net accept a iransfer to Rock
Island (page 1, Exhibit L). Further, AMC's position (Exhibit C) is
that SIMA-EAST will be co-located with the 10C and perform the same
mission it performs today. This loss of skill and expertise will
have a long term adverse impact on productivity. Accordingly,
SIMA-EAST's ability to accomplish its mission will be dangercusly and
needlessly jeopardized. SIMA-EAST estimates the cumulative dollar
impact over a 5 year period to be #16.4 million in lost productivity
(Exhibit I).

Headquarters Army Materiel Command established an 10C Process
Action Team to review and make recommendation on the best method of
supporting anticapated IOC automation requirements. Mr. David L.
O’'Melia, Director of U,S, Army Information Services Command, AMCCOM,
was a key member of this Team. The Team, in its report dated
November 30, 1900 (Exhibit J), acknowledged the potential loms of
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mission capability which would result from a relocation of

SIMA~EAST. Accordingly, the Team recommended SIMA-EAST remain in
place at Letterkenny Army Depot.

CUSTOMER BASE

Although SIMA-EAST will support the IOC, the scope of SIMA-EAST's
customer base is far greater than just the IOC. The SIMA-EAST
community of customers includes both CONUS and OCONUS installations
and users. The customer base for information gervices is located in
the Pentagon and HQ AMC in the Washington, D.C. area. Whereas
SIMA-EAST's information systems customers include Army installations
worldwide. For example SIMA-EAST systems operate at all depot and
depot activities, including Mainz and Miesau Army Depots in Germany,
as well as, at the U.S. Army Support Group in Dharan, Saudi Arabia.
Other applications run at the MSCs, AMC Laboratories, and National
Guard installations. As further illustration of this fact the
SIMA-EAST Automated Self-Service Supply System is implemented at the
Natick Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation Center and at 88
Non-Army installations (page 44-45, Exhibit G). SIMA-EAST receives
funetional and command guidance for all of the above applicationsa
from AMC and DA proponents located in the Washington, D.C. ares.

Letterkenny Army Depot, on which SIMA-EAST is located, has a dual
relationship with SIMA-EAST. First they are a customer which
utilizes nearly all the systems for which SIMA-EAST is responsible
and second, Letterkenny is the prototype site for all of these
systems. Prototype is the first real world test of any system. In
this process new or enhanced software is tested in a production
eanvironment, using live data, under the close scrutiny of both
customer and design activity personnel. This process requires both
parties to work long hours in a "hand in glove' relationship to
ensure software is thoroughly exercized prior to proliferation.

Rock Island, on the other hand, utilizes only a few of
SIMA-EAST's systems and thus would not be suitable for a prototype
site. Additionally, Rock Island is 900 miles distant from the
Washington area, while Letterkenny is a two hour trip by automobile.
Co-location of SIMA-EAST with the IOC would reduce the quality of
service provided the customer. SIMA~EAST's Washington presence is
ceritical to continued successful mission support.

€OST OF IMPLEMENTATION

As was stated earlier, the cost impact of the relocation of
SIMA-EAST to Rock lsland was not independently evaluated. The Base
Closure and Realignment Report, April 1991, line one, paragraph one,
stated that implementation of the I0C, which erroneously included
SIMA-EAST, would cost #3 million (Exhibit K). However, based on data
contained in AMC's official cost benefit analysis (Exhibit L), the
relocation of SIMA-EAST alone would cost #20 million (Exhibit M),
Included are employee permanent change of station expenses, employee
severence pay requirements, transportation expenses associated with
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movement of computer and communication hardware, and recruitment and
training expenses necessary for new employees. The AMC cost benefit
analysis used the FY-04 SIMA-EAST Program Budget Guidance which
reflected a manpower authorization of 413 spaces (Exhibit 0).

Page 173 (Exhibit P) of the Base Closure and Realignment Report,
April 1991 reflected 738 spaces which would transfer from Letterkenny
to Rock Island. Additionally, the Report indicated that a 200 space
saving would result from the relocation. AMC's position is that
SIMA-EAST would be relocated intact. Accordingly all 418 SIMA-EAST
spaces would move to Rock Island. All 200 spaces would therefore be
saved through the conaolidation of DESCOM and AMCCOM into the 10C.

No personnel savings would result frem the relocation of SIMA-EAST.

In addition SIMA-EAST estimated that day to day customer contact
in the Washington area currently cost the Army #17,21% (Exhibit N)
yearly. This estimate is based on a historical review of the trips
actually made in the previous 12 month period. As a result of
Letterkenny's proximity to Washington (i.e. 2 hours by automobile) no
lodging or air fare coats are necessary. Nearly all of these trips
were for one day only.

Relocation of SIMA-EAST to Rock lsland would require lodging,
rental car, and air fare funding to travel to Washington, D.C.
Funding required to support the same level of travel as discussed
above would be #486,646. These costs are related to travel expenses
only, and do not consider that production would also be impacted as
result of the necessity to allow additional time away from the work
site to complete the travel. Also SIMA-EAST estimates an additional
R40,000 yearly costs to extend leased communication lines to Rock
Island, Lastly, costs will increase significantly to prototype
systems not running at Rock Island. (Exhibit N).

Co-location of SIMA-EAST intact with the IOC will be an expensive
proposition for the Army initially, and on a recurring basis. As can
been seen by the information outline previously in this section, no
savings (Exhibit P) will accrue to the Army from this action.
Aceordingly, with no savings generated, no return~on«investment is
possible.

If SIMA-EAST was evaluated on itm own merits, considering the
three DOD Selection Criteria of Military Value, Return on Investment,
and Impacts (Exhibit Q) used by the Baxme Realignment and Closure
Committee, there would be no question SIMA-EAST should stay in place
at Letterkenny.

CONGLUSION

In conclusion it is clear SIMA-EAST was included erroneously with
DESCOM in the proposal to form the IOC at Rock Island. SIMA-EAST is
a separate and distinct entity and should be independently evaluated.
SIMA-EAST is not dependent on DESCOM, nor will {t be dependent on the
I0C, for guidance or direction, and it performs a mission coritical to
the Army and this nations' defense. SIMA-EAST provided migsion
support to the Army long before the creation of DESCOM,

Location of SIMA-EAST at Letterkanny waz done for sound mission
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oriented ressons, one of which is the fact that Letterkenny's
migssions lend themselves to effective prototyping of SIMA-EAST's
systeams. SIMA-EAST’'s past mission successes are directly related to
its co-location with a multi-mission user (i.e. Letterkenny) and not
the geographic: proximity to DESCOM or AMCCOM. Also Letterkenny is
within easy driving distance of SIMA-EAST's command element (AMC
Chief of Staff), systems proponent (HQ DA and AMC), and information
services customer base., Rock Island utilizes only a few of
SIMA-EAST's systems and is only one small portion of its broad
customer base.

AMC's own cost analysis indicates a significant loss (70%) of
skilled personnel would result from the co-location of SIMA-EAST with
the IOC. This loss of capability would not easily be recovered and
would adversely impact SIMA-EAST's mission capability for 3-8 years.
The AMC Process Action Team arrived at this same conclusion months
before the announcement of the Base Realignment and Closure Committee
proposal.

Utilizing data from the same cost analysis report addressed
above, the cost to move SIMA-EAST intact to Rock Island will be
520,000,000. Additionally, co-loocation with the IOC will result in
additional annual recurring costs of #8500,800 to support TDY levels
consistent with that necessary to service SIMA-EAST's Washington,
D.C. area customers. There are no personnel savings or
return~on-investment associated with the relocation of SIMA-EAST to
co-locate with the IOC at Rock Island. The official AMC position ig
that SIMA-EAST will be co-located with the IOC to provide the I0C
with automation support. Accordingly, all 415 spaces reflected on
the SIMA-EAST Program Budget Guidance will be moved from Letterkenny
to Rock Island. However, nearly 400 persons are already in place at
Rock Island which can provide automation support to the I0C,

BECOMMENDATION

Recommend the apparent administrative error made in the Base
Realignment and Closure Report bg corrected with all reference to
SIMA-EAST removed. Accordingly, SIMA~EAST should remain in place at
Letterkenny Army Depot and continue to provide uninterruped support
to the Army,

Questions or concerns regarding this package can be addressed to
Mr. Lynn Byers, (717) 207-91886.
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