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New York Times
March 13, 2004 
Kerry Calls For Halt To Work Of Base-Closing Panel

By Jodi Wilgoren

BOSTON, March 12 — Senator John Kerry, the presumptive Democratic presidential nominee, called Friday for a halt to the work of the Bush administration's commission on closing military bases, saying it "is driven more by ideology than by careful planning."

"There's a terrible disconnect between the stated goals of the base closure process and the realities we face today in managing our force structure and providing for our troops," Mr. Kerry said in a written statement, pointing to the administration's stated goals of closing 25 percent of the current bases, while also expanding the Army by 30,000 personnel and bringing home some troops that are based in Europe. "We need to conduct a long-range review of the nation's military force structure needs that is honest about the challenges we face."

The statement was issued in response to a query from The Portsmouth Herald of New Hampshire, which was surveying New England members of Congress about the fate of its local naval shipyard, whose 5,000 service members have been on edge since 2001, when another round of base closings was announced.

Mr. Kerry, of Massachusetts, voted in September 2001 to support the Bush administration's plan to close more bases in 2005, but his spokesman, David Wade, said that with the Iraq and Afghanistan wars, "it's a different world" now.

Steve Schmidt, a spokesman for President Bush's re-election campaign, would not respond to Mr. Kerry's criticisms that the base-closing process had become politically driven and out of touch with current needs, saying they were "lacking any type of specifics."

"This is another example of John Kerry playing politics with a national security issue," Mr. Schmidt said, pointing to Mr. Kerry's vote for the Iraq war but against the $87 billion to finance reconstruction. "John Kerry has a long record of voting in favor of base closings."
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Opponents Vow Last-Stand Battle Over Next Base Closure Round

By Niels C. Sorrells, CQ Staff

As part of his blueprint for reducing the overhead of the Department of Defense, Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld has his eyes set on a scheduled round of military base closures next year — which the Pentagon thinks could save an estimated $6.5 billion annually.

Gene Taylor of Mississippi, a senior Democrat on the House Armed Services Committee, also wants to cut Pentagon spending. But he is trying to block the base closures, saying they will not produce the savings Rumsfeld envisions and will instead leave the military without enough facilities to accommodate a planned reshuffle of U.S. bases overseas. (Foreign bases, p. 648)
That impasse represents the fundamental divide between legislators and Pentagon officials as this year's defense authorization debate gets under way.

The controversy over base closures —known at the Pentagon by the acronym BRAC, for "base realignment and closing" — is not new. Ever since the 2005 round of closures was authorized in the fiscal 2002 defense authorization law (PL 107-107), lawmakers have tried, and failed, to undo that decision. But every time they have stumbled, they have maintained hope there would be another opportunity to scupper what they see as mistaken policy. (2001 Almanac, p. 7-3)
Not this time. Unless opponents of base closures can organize supermajorities this year to overcome expected threats to veto any measure curtailing them, the closures will proceed as planned, with the naming of an independent commission early next year and its list of recommendations on the president's desk in September 2005. The last-stand nature of this year's fight appears certain to make the debate far nastier and more desperate than in recent years.

"My intention is to delay it, reduce it in size, or kill it," Taylor said March 10. He acknowledged that he has a formidable task ahead, but remains convinced that he and other opponents have a case to make. "There's always a chance," he said.

The last round of closures was nine years ago, when an earlier commission proposed shutting 79 installations in the United States and scaling back 26 others. Under the law, Congress' only option is to reject outright, without alteration, a commission's recommendations that have been endorsed by the president. In 1995, an effort to stop the base closings faltered when it drew just 75 votes in the House. (1995 Almanac, p. 9-19)
Measure Twice, Cut Once
Taylor's chances for success may be similarly slim, but he and other base closure opponents — such as Rep. Joel Hefley, R-Colo., and Sen. Trent Lott, R-Miss. —have an excellent chance of delaying and complicating the defense authorization process. For example, even California Republican Duncan Hunter, who chairs the House Armed Services Committee and who generally supports the base closure process, says he would still like to revisit an attempt from last year to modify the criteria under which a base can be nominated for closure. He also declines to predict how the debate will play out in his panel. (2003 CQ Weekly, p. 1206)
"You'll never return a base once it's closed," Hunter said. "You'd better make darned sure you don't need it."

It is exactly that finality Taylor and others in his camp hope will shake up Congress and lead them to re-examine BRAC. They point out that if the national job situation worsens, or if serious concerns arise about the ability to find space for U.S. troops, the closures that seem preordained today could become less certain down the line.

The issue has now become a theme in the presidential campaign. Sen. John Kerry of Massachusetts, the likely Democratic candidate, now says the base closure process should be suspended, charging major inconsistencies between the Bush plan to close down bases and the future needs of U.S. forces.

"We shouldn't be wasting resources with excess bases, but we also have to know what our future needs will be at home and around the world," Kerry said on March 10. "Base closures must be driven by logic, not ideology."

Administration officials insist that the Pentagon is operating too many facilities, consuming dollars they would rather spend on new weapons systems or personnel programs. They have proposed shutting down up to 25 percent of current domestic facilities.

Pentagon Comptroller Dov S. Zakheim testified March 10 that four rounds of base closures between 1988 and 1995 required a $22.2 billion investment — but yielded about $37.7 billion in savings, for a profit of $15.5 billion. Savings from the next closings and realignments should total about $6.5 billion annually, he said.

Taylor and other base closure opponents view those numbers warily. Shuttering bases means losing jobs in their districts, a proposition that is never popular, and even less so in an election year when Democrats already are accusing President Bush of overseeing a jobless economic recovery. Moreover, opponents are skeptical that closing and realigning bases saves money if the Pentagon simply turns around to refurbish bases that survive the cut.

Base closure opponents see other problems. The Pentagon is expected to release a report soon highlighting the bases it would like to shutter in places such as Germany and Italy in favor of opening new ones in Eastern Europe, closer to the center of ongoing operations in the Middle East and Central Asia. How, opponents ask, can the Pentagon carry out simultaneous base realignments at home and overseas, and still ensure that there are enough bases left in the United States to support future overseas operations? And what about the enormous costs of closing old bases and opening new ones?

"I don't know where they think the money will come from," Taylor said. "No business would operate like this."

Opponents have more questions. With Bush rotating about 230,000 troops in and out of Iraq in the next year, soldiers will need stateside facilities they can return to. Not only does that argue for maintaining bases, closure critics argue, but it also creates a procedural problem. If a base closing commission is supposed to consider a facility only on its existing merits, does the fact that thousands of troops will rotate back to one facility skew the odds in favor of that installation?

So far, the Pentagon has not provided any answers. During a January hearing on the Pentagon's defense budget request, Zakheim acknowledged that the critics had a point.

"The real point is this," he said. "If you move them to some facility in the United States, aren't you by definition saying this facility is so important that you can't consider it for BRAC? That's the problem."

Other arguments are certain to stir this year's defense authorization debate. For example, Hunter backs proposals to permanently add thousands of soldiers to the active-duty military to relieve the stress on overstretched forces. While the administration opposes that idea, base closure opponents are using the prospect of a larger military to argue that the Pentagon cannot shut down facilities that might be needed to house those incoming soldiers. Pentagon officials counter that any new troops will be temporary additions. And since it takes years to close bases, there would be enough time to accommodate the extra troops.

Yet for every administration parry, Taylor has another thrust. He notes that many soldiers have retired to certain communities because of access to military hospitals. If those bases and hospitals close, he wants to know, who will guarantee the retirees the health care to which they are accustomed?

Down, Not Out
While opponents of another round of base closures so far have been unable to block the upcoming round, they say they should not be counted out.

In 2002, the year after the upcoming round of closures was authorized, Taylor stretched debate on the fiscal 2003 defense authorization measure (PL 107-314) by forcing a series of procedural votes. The prolonged debate was his way of protesting House leaders' decision to block consideration of his amendment that would have canceled the 2005 round. The next year, House leaders allowed debate on the defense bill under a rule blocking similar legislative blockades. (2002 Almanac, p. 7-12; 2003 CQ Weekly, p. 1272)
Last year, a similar action occurred in the Senate when Lott and Democrat Byron L. Dorgan of North Dakota were denied a chance to present an amendment to the fiscal 2004 defense authorization measure (PL 108-136) that also would have blocked the 2005 round. Under pressure from them and their supporters, Majority Leader Bill Frist, R-Tenn., invoked a procedure that allowed the measure to be reconsidered later under a different bill number. Ultimately, their proposal was rejected, 42-53. (2003 CQ Weekly, p. 1403)
Lott vows that he will try again this year and predicts that he will succeed.

"I will try to halt BRAC any way, any time I can," he said, without revealing the specifics of his plan. "They flipped some people on us overnight last time. That won't happen again."

The issue is gathering such steam that even fictional base closings draw congressional reaction. Last month, when the closing of Fort Drum in northern New York was contemplated on NBC's "The West Wing," Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton, D-N.Y., and Rep. John M. McHugh, R-N.Y., jokingly sent a letter to the show's fictional chief of staff, urging him not to broach the subject again.

Grass-Roots Pressure
Analysts say it is only natural that legislators get nervous around the topic of closing bases and transferring jobs out of an area. Communities that consider their bases to be on the short list spend considerable time and resources trying to convince the Pentagon that their bases are vital. Much of their energy is also directed toward legislators to make sure they do everything in their power to keep their facility open.

John McMartin, president of the Chamber of Commerce in Minot, N.D., says trying to keep the Air Force base there open has been nearly a full-time job since the facility was first considered for closure in 1995.

Although the base survived then, McMartin says his organization has worked on economic development programs, community outreach initiatives and communication with North Dakota legislators to make sure the base has the strongest support possible. As a result, McMartin says, Minot has a better chance of surviving than those communities that have not worked regularly on their base since 1995.

"When everyone else sighed a sigh of relief, we kept right on doing what we're doing," he said.

That kind of urgency keeps legislators such as Dorgan focused on the goal of protecting bases. But defense analysts say communities would be better served using their energy for post-closure community development programs. That way, they say, if a base shuts down, the community will already have a plan to overcome the loss.

"The best way to deal with base closure is to improve the local economy," said Christopher Hellman, a defense analyst with the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, a watchdog group.

Zakheim also questions the efficacy of towns hiring people to lobby Congress and the administration on the base closures. "That goes well beyond what some lobbyist can pull off," he said.

Protests that base closures will lead to job loss also might fall on deaf ears.

Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchinson, R-Texas, who has opposed closures in the past, says that argument will not stand. Ultimately, she says, jobs are not being lost but shifted elsewhere.

"It's not a question of the Pentagon cutting back on jobs," she said. "It's a question of where they are."

Hunter says some local job concerns could be relieved by putting certain bases on a safe list of facilities that are considered too important to be cut. That would spare communities worry and speed up the process, he says.

But when Hunter and Hefley, chairman of the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee, attached such a proposal to the 2004 defense bill, it garnered a veto threat. Hefley says a similar proposal is in the works this year.

Hefley notes that his proposal stems in part from the administration's recent release of criteria for closings, which include cost, environmental impact and the base's contribution to future troop mobility. He says he and other lawmakers proposed other criteria, including the economic impact of a closure on the surrounding community, but they did not see their ideas incorporated into the final checklist.

"Why did we get ignored?" Hefley asks.

Amid all these arguments, few have forgotten that the administration retains its veto power and has said it will use it if an amendment shows up in the defense authorization bill that blocks the next round of base closures. Taylor, Lott and others might not have the power to overcome that. But if the past is any guide, no defense bill is likely this year without a loud and lengthy confrontation over base closures.
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Deciding Which Bases To Close Down Takes On A Global Perspective

By Joseph C. Anselmo, CQ Staff

More U.S. military personnel are located in Iraq than in any other nation today. But the next four locations hosting large numbers of American troops are rooted largely in the Cold War and World War II: Germany, South Korea, Japan and Italy.

As the Pentagon gears up for recommendations next year on which facilities in the United States should be closed under the Base Realignment and Closing (BRAC) process, it must also take into account a broader effort to realign how forces are deployed around the globe.

Known as the global posture review, the effort is aimed at transforming the U.S. military into a more mobile force that can respond more swiftly to a crisis that might arise outside the traditional Cold War theaters of Western Europe and Northeast Asia. (2003 CQ Weekly, p. 380)
For example, Marine Gen. James L. Jones, the commander of U.S. forces in Europe, envisions a far-flung network of expeditionary bases in places such as Eastern Europe and Northern Africa. "We could use it for six months, turn off the lights, and go to another base if we need to," Jones told the Senate Armed Services Committee this month.

The bottom line, defense analysts say, is that some of the tens of thousands of U.S. troops stationed in Western Europe — often with their families — will be redeployed.

Pentagon officials say the global posture review is intertwined with BRAC. After all, it would make little sense to close down domestic facilities that might later be needed for personnel shifted back home.

Already, Congress has begun cutting military construction spending on overseas bases to accommodate earmarks for domestic bases (PL 108-132). (2003 CQ Weekly, p. 3104)
But unlike BRAC, the global posture decisions will not be delivered at once. Rather, they are expected to be rolled out over a period of years, after consultations with allies, some of which — like U.S. communities — are not happy about the economic impact of losing large American bases.

Boston Globe
March 11, 2004 
The Hanscom, High-Tech Bond

Council makes financial case to keep base open

By Davis Bushnell, Globe Correspondent

Like its much larger cousin, Raytheon Co., Andover-based Dynamics Research Corp. is on the front lines of the defense industry, providing a wide array of engineering and information technology services to the Air Force, Navy, and Army.

Half of the public company's annual revenues are derived from Air Force contracts, with Hanscom Air Force Base in Bedford accounting for about 20 percent of its total business, said James P. Regan, chairman and chief executive officer.

Last year, DRC, which also has facilities in Lexington, Wilmington, and Newton, reported revenues of $244.8 million, up from $192.6 million in 2002. Net income from continuing operations in 2003 was $8.7 million, or 98 cents a share, compared to $7.4 million, or 83 cents a share, for the previous year.

The medium-sized company, which has 800 employees in Andover and 900 in other parts of the country, is "a fine example of a Massachusetts high-tech firm that is making valuable contributions" to the military, said Chris Anderson, president of the Massachusetts High Technology Council, which has 140 member companies.

More than 100 Bay State companies plus colleges and universities are Hanscom Air Force Base contractors, Anderson noted. In fiscal 2003, contracts awarded to Massachusetts companies and universities totaled $798.8 million, according to Hanscom spokesman Kevin Gilmartin. The base is estimated to have a $3.2 billion economic impact on New England each year, he said. The Waltham-based council is directing statewide efforts to keep the Bedford air base and the US Army Soldier Systems Center in Natick from being closed or folded into other installations in 2005.

A nine-member federal Base Realignment and Closure Commission will form early next year. It will review recommended base closings submitted by the defense secretary. These recommendations must be filed with Congress and the commission by May 16, 2005 .

Dynamics Research has had a symbiotic relationship with Hanscom Air Force Base since the company was founded 48 years ago by scientists from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology's Lincoln Laboratory.

The Andover company is working on eight projects, all of them classified, at the Hanscom base, Regan said in telephone interview last Friday. At any given time, he said, the firm has 200 employees and 100 subcontractors assigned to the base, pursuing these projects, all related to communications and logistical systems development.

There are also about 300 employees in Dayton, Ohio, at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, home of the Air Force Materiel Command, Regan said. Hanscom, known as the Electronic Systems Center, is part of this command.

DRC is active on other military fronts, such as the Navy's Trident submarine program and training programs for the Army's so-called future combat systems, said Regan, adding that the Navy is the company's second largest military customer. The federal government, as a whole, provides 93 percent of the company's business yearly, he said. Projects for other companies and state and local governments make up the remainder.

The company has also worked in the past for the Army's Natick facility, helping "technology people there" upgrade their skills, said Regan, who joined DRC as its top officer in November 1999. Prior to that, he was chief executive of CVSI Inc., an information technology services firm headquartered in Bedford. From 1983 to 1985 , as a naval officer, he worked on that service's AEGIS shipboard weapons systems program.

For some time, Regan, who lives in Andover, has been active in the High Technology Council. He is one of 34 newly named members of a blue-ribbon leadership committee formed by the council under its umbrella, the Massachusetts Defense Technology Initiative.

"Jim [Regan] typifies a technology company chief executive whose vision has resulted in a successful corporate track record," said Anderson of the High Technology Council.

His company's Hanscom work aside, Regan said he believes that the air base, drawing on the expertise of Greater Boston firms and academic institutions, has demonstrated year after year that it has "proven, technology solutions" for keeping the nation's electronic warfare systems ahead of the curve.

"So, if it's working, don't break it," he said, referring to the future of the base.

Federal Times
March 15, 2004 
Pg. 21

Gather Data Now For Next Round Of Base Closings

By David Baxa

Have executives working with facilities and real property issues in the Defense Department missed their opportunity to provide accurate input for the next round of Base Realignment and Closure?

Not yet, but failure to begin planning early in 2004 — this quarter is not too soon — will put them at a serious disadvantage. They may have to live with decisions regarding their operations that are made without their input or consent. That, in turn, may make it more difficult for them to successfully accomplish their missions.

Although the first Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) initiative was undertaken in 1988, and five iterations have taken place since then, BRAC is now considered to be a part the current Defense transformation initiative. New means of warfare are dependent on having the appropriate infrastructure to execute missions. BRAC is a congressionally mandated requirement to collect, analyze and report on facilities that support such operational missions.

Originally applicable only to the military services, the 2002 Defense Authorization Act called for another round of BRAC in 2005 — this time involving the entire Defense Department. The ultimate objective is to control the costs of operating and maintaining the facilities needed to support defense operations without sacrificing missions and goals.

Defense calls for reports from all of its subordinate agencies and branches of military service to provide a comprehensive set of BRAC recommendations to a Congressional Base Closure Commission.

As early as May 2005, the Base Closure Commission may start to use the input from Defense to produce its own recommended list of facilities for closure or realignment.

Once the commission completes its work by August 2005, Congress must review and consider the commission’s list.

If Congress does not reject this final list by November 2005, the closure and realignment actions it contains become law; these actions then must be implemented over a subsequent five-year period.

To provide recommendations to Defense, many agencies already are undertaking what is known as facilities infrastructure analysis — analogous to urban planning for military and civilian defense complexes.

A facilities infrastructure analysis that is properly undertaken uses the following four-step method to ensure that installations and bases may be realigned or closed without compromising operational missions:

• Capacity analysis: Taking inventory of all real property, determining the accuracy of data, and understanding what you possess that will enable you to accomplish your mission or operational objectives.

• Military value: Understanding the significance of what you possess in the context of how it contributes to fulfilling your mission from a military perspective (and the overall Defense mission, both as it currently exists and as it most likely will exist in the future).

• Scenario analysis: Understanding how different scenarios would affect the ability to accomplish your mission or operational objectives.

• Execution: Putting the initiative into action and conducting an impact analysis; developing applications for management of the BRAC initiative; monitoring the proper execution of the initiative; creating an audit trail of previous BRAC activity to ensure that data is reliable and verifiable; and tracking current and previous activity against new or changing requirements.

The Army demonstrates the success of the facilities infrastructure methodology described above. By using this four-phase process in BRAC — as well as in its general ongoing construction initiatives — the Army saved an estimated $1 billion in construction costs over a 15-year period.

Facilities infrastructure analysis is the foundation of Defense transformation. BRAC is on the near horizon as its tangible manifestation.

It’s important to begin now to collect data and analyze capabilities versus capacity. By doing so, you ensure the accuracy of pertinent facilities data. Then, when the next BRAC program is executed, your operations will not suffer from inaccurate data or planning — and your organization will be prepared to take Defense transformation in stride.

David Baxa is president and chief executive officer of VISTA Technology Services, Inc., a facilities infrastructure analysis, IT and management consulting firm based in White Bear Lake, Minn.
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Training Grounds Safe From Closures

By Karen Jowers, Times Staff Writer

Bases with — or near — large maneuver training areas are likely to be more secure when base realignment and closure decisions are made, a senior defense official told Congress March 10.

"We have the obligation of sustaining the training ranges that can reflect any potential physical environment [into which] we’re going to send our troops," Ray DuBois, deputy undersecretary of defense for installations and environment, told the House Appropriations military construction subcommittee.

"If the force structure is farther away from an area that can accommodate joint training, that’s not ... advantageous," he said. "It’s not just the smell of burning cordite. It’s the temperature, the altitude, the terrain. As someone said, you’ve got to taste combat."

The Defense Department has a responsibility to sustain multiple training environments, DuBois said.

"Desert, swamp wetlands, seacoast — that’s where we’re going to be someday, sometime, somehow," he said. "You can’t replace unencumbered air space. You can’t replace huge swaths of land that are unencroached-upon."

The need for large maneuver training areas is "embedded" in the selection criteria for the base realignment and closure process that will unfold next year, he said. "Training environments are at every base; rifle ranges are not what I’m really addressing. I’m addressing those enormous cubic spaces."

Subcommittee members pressed DuBois for information to provide to communities that are considering hiring consultants to help circle their wagons against the looming process. As in previous testimony, he stated the importance of existing community infrastructure to support troops and families, such as housing and schools.

On other issues, DuBois and Dov Zakheim, the Pentagon comptroller, stressed their continued concerns about the current $850 million cap on spending for family housing privatization. The services already have spent about $589 million, and expect to hit the cap in October.

Zakheim said defense officials have asked that the cap be raised another $1 billion, to a total of $1.85 billion.

Also under discussion is how the Congressional Budget Office accounts for privatization funding in the federal budget. Instead of counting only the actual cost to the government, the CBO wants to count total development costs, including those covered by private developers. Under this method, the 27 military housing projects that have been privatized to date and have cost the government $589 million would have been counted as costing $6.2 billion.

Zakheim said the Office of Management and Budget "is clearly supportive of getting us out of the quandary."

"All of these [planned] projects would come to a dead halt" if the Defense Department had to return to the way housing was built in the past, he said.

"I would stress the urgency of the situation," Zakheim said.

Chicago Tribune
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Ex-Senator's Firm Seeks Deal To Help Save Bases

By Associated Press

A company that includes former U.S. Sen. Alan Dixon of Illinois is vying for state contracts to help Illinois lobby against having any of its military bases closed during the 2005 round of base closings.

In January Gov. Rod Blagojevich's administration sought proposals from consultants to help its efforts to protect Illinois' interests.

A state selection committee will meet in Chicago with the five responding consulting firms Monday.

One contract would focus on Scott Air Force Base, near St. Louis. The second would cover Rock Island Arsenal and Air National Guard bases in Springfield and Peoria.

Illinois officials are concerned about the future of the state's bases. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has said the capacity of the nation's 425 major installations could be reduced by as much as 25 percent in the next round of closings.

"This next round is going to be a hot one," Dixon said. "The secretary of defense says this is going to be the mother of all base closings."

Andrew Ross, spokesman for the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity, said Friday that he had no details on the bids for the state contracts or what the they will cost. "The governor wants to be sure we're doing everything we possibly can to save all the bases," he said.
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New Mindset On BRAC

Cold War Criteria Ill Serves 21st Century Military

By U.S. Rep. Marty Meehan

The end of the Cold War and the rise of international terrorism have transformed the nature of the threats facing U.S. national security, and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has said he wants to transform the military to match these new threats. But in formulating the criteria for the next round of base closings, the Pentagon seems to have adopted the very business-as-usual approach that Rumsfeld said he would reject in favor of transformation.

I’m concerned about these criteria, not just because Hanscom Air Force Base pumps more than $3.2 billion and nearly 26,000 jobs into my region’s economy, but because it weakens the Pentagon’s effort to modernize the U.S. military.

One of the central ideas behind transformation, as Rumsfeld uses the term, is that the Army, Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force no longer can afford to try to fight wars separately. Instead, Rumsfeld wants the U.S. military to take advantage of advances in technology — particularly information technology — to develop an integrated, interoperable military that can communicate and coordinate to respond quickly to any conflict.

Part of this strategy requires streamlining the enormous U.S. installation infrastructure. During the next two years, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission will evaluate bases across the country and ultimately decide which ones to close.

With its unique collection of world-class universities, research laboratories and technology companies, Massachusetts will play a central role in maintaining and building on the technological edge that makes transformation possible.

The hub of much of that activity is the Electronic Systems Center at Hanscom Air Force base. Hanscom is the home of the program offices charged with developing network-centric command-and-control systems, many of which were used to achieve dramatic advantages over U.S. adversaries in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Just as the U.S. military is leveraging information technology, Hanscom is leveraging the intellectual capital and innovation of Massachusetts to develop that technology and improve on it for the future. Without technical facilities like Hanscom, Rumsfeld’s plan to transform the U.S. military will be impossible.

Hanscom may not have a fighter wing or other trappings of a conventional Air Force base, but it provides U.S. armed forces with something more valuable — the capability to locate and track the enemy, and coordinate firepower so rapidly he does not even realize what is happening until the target is destroyed.

In the 21st century, a soldier or airman at a computer terminal is often much more dangerous to adversaries than one holding a gun on the battlefield.

Despite Rumsfeld’s repeated assertions that the base closure process would take account of the unique contributions of technology to transformation, the criteria released Feb. 12 are essentially identical to the factors used in every previous base-closure round: lots of emphasis on the length of runways and number of planes, not one word about research-and-development capabilities or technological expertise.

An assessment of technical facilities like Hanscom that fails to consider the value of educated, trained and experienced workers and engineers, along with the for-profit and nonprofit organizations and educational institutions that support them, weakens Rumsfeld’s mission.

The BRAC 2005 criteria might be well-suited to evaluate U.S. war capabilities against the Soviet-era threat, but are obsolete against the challenges of a new century.

Anyone who assumes the Air Force might do just as well by moving the research-and-development mission performed at Hanscom to some other part of the country should ask himself why start-up technology companies consistently located their operations in places like Silicon Valley in northern California or the Route 128 corridor in eastern Massachusetts, rather than in a city with lower real estate prices and other costs. These companies understand that the value of ready access to human capital is immense, even though it is difficult to quantify with precision.

If the Department of Defense moves the Hanscom mission across the country, a few of the contractors whose jobs are directly tied to programs managed at the base might try to move with it, but most of the thousands of scientists and engineers at MIT’s Lincoln Labs, Mitre, and the hundreds of defense and technology companies in the region will stay put, leaving the Air Force cut off from a massive pool of talent and experience.

Rumsfeld recently told me that he agreed that facilities like Hanscom should not be evaluated on the same basis as conventional military bases. I would like to believe that the base-closure process will be guided by his stated objective: to ensure that it makes a “profound contribution to transforming the department by rationalizing our infrastructure with defense strategy.”

In the official commentary accompanying the final BRAC criteria, the Pentagon acknowledged that it heard the House Armed Services Committee’s criticism, but these words failed to produce changes. Without these changes, there can be no real assurance that the base closure process will consider the factors that make Hanscom a vital asset to the nation’s security as well as the region’s economy.

U.S. Rep. Marty Meehan, D-Mass., is a member of the Armed Services Committee.
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Panel Wants Funds To Fight Any Base Closure

By Ted Mann, Day Staff Writer

Hartford –– State lawmakers from across southeastern Connecticut are urging the governor's budget office to rush through a $350,000 appropriation to fight any effort to close the Naval Submarine Base in Groton during the next round of base closures, scheduled for 2005.

In a letter dated Monday, legislators asked Marc Ryan, the secretary of the state Office of Policy and Management, to allocate funds immediately for the Subase Realignment Coalition.

A bill currently before the General Assembly would transfer the money from the general fund to assist the coalition as it hires a Washington-based consultant and prepares an argument for the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, which aims to close as many as 100 military installations worldwide by 2006. The bill was introduced at the urging of locals, including Rep. Andrea Stillman, D-Waterford.

According to Sen. Cathy Cook, R-Mystic, the lawmakers sent the letter at Ryan's request, after they expressed concern that funding could get tied up in negotiations over next year's budget.

“We were all concerned in the delegation about whether the budget process was going to get stalled,” Cook said Friday. “We didn't want to make this hostage to that.”

The letter asks Ryan to make the allocation in the 2004 deficiency budget, which addresses needed adjustments in the current fiscal year and which is expected to be resolved in April, Cook said.

Cook will also be among a group that will tour the base with Rowland on Tuesday, before a meeting with the Realignment Coalition, scheduled for 2 p.m. at Groton Town Hall.

In addition to Cook and Stillman, the letter was signed by Sens. Melodie Peters, D-Old Lyme, and Edith Prague, D-Columbia, and Reps. Robert Congdon, R-Preston; Wade Hyslop, D-New London; Jack Malone, D-Norwich; Steven Mikutel, D-Griswold; Edward Moukawsher, D-Groton; Melissa Olson, D-Norwich; Linda Orange, D-Colchester; Gary Orefice, D-East Lyme; Kevin Ryan, D-Montville; and Diana Urban, R-North Stonington.
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Flight Line Key For Robins

By Gene Rector, Telegraph Staff Writer

ROBINS AIR FORCE BASE - The future of Robins Air Force Base is already in sharp focus - at least in the minds of a small cadre of engineers and planners.

A few projects are at the steel and concrete stage or awaiting final construction bids. Others have been approved by the Defense Department but hinge on congressional funding. Still more are on the drawing boards.

It is not a haphazard process, but a concerted effort to make the massive repair depot more lean, efficient and productive. If Robins is to survive and remain viable, officials say it must continue to cut costs, reduce production times and enhance quality.

Robins manages and maintains the nation's airlift fleet - huge, lumbering C-5s and C-130s and, increasingly, the newer C-17.

The Air Force's premier air superiority fighter, the F-15, also draws its sustenance from Robins, as do most aircraft avionics systems and a broad range of software for airborne components.

The flight line is the focal point for this work, and Wendy Johnson said the first objective was to clear away bottlenecks, then push for various process improvements.

Johnson heads engineering and infrastructure planning for the Warner Robins Air Logistics Center's maintenance directorate, which has some 7,000 employees.

"The first two bottlenecks were corrosion control and functional testing of large cargo aircraft," said Johnson. "We focused on those initially."

One step forward is a large item paint facility scheduled for completion this month.

The $3 million project will permit the paint removal and painting of customized workstands that give technicians safe access to elevated points on large aircraft.

But the giant leap is two projects dedicated to the paint removal and painting of aircraft, including the C-5, the Air Force's largest. Both are funded and scheduled for completion in 2006.

Together they will cost about $50 million, but will give Robins virtually unmatched capability.

Robins paints C-5s today, but with some concessions since the current building cannot fully accommodate the massive aircraft. Wing tips must be removed and a tail enclosure must be used to completely house the four-engine jet. None of that will be necessary after 2006.

The new buildings - actually one structure, separated by a wall and a mechanical room - also will incorporate the latest technology and speed the overall process. A freshly painted C-5 will emerge four days sooner, and two days sooner for the smaller C-130.

"We are contracting out C-130 work already," said Johnson, "and we knew it would be increasing. So we're preparing for all of that."

The solution to the second bottleneck - functional test - is a two-step process.

Functional test is critical because all aircraft undergoing periodic depot overhaul must be checked and flight tested before they are returned to their home bases.

Today, particularly for cargo aircraft, that process is splintered and disjointed with people, equipment and supplies spread across the flight line.

An $8 million, 40,000-square-foot building to consolidate some 70 workers and their equipment has already been funded and will be completed by 2006.

The second step - included in President Bush's 2005 budget - would add a $15 million, 170,000-square-yard extension to an adjacent parking ramp along with a blast fence.

The fence will permit engine run-ups - particularly for the C-5 - all along the ramp's northern perimeter.

"We want to minimize the movement of parts, people and equipment because so much time is lost," said Frankie Ford, chief of facility engineering for the aircraft division. "If we can get similar workloads in one area we can take advantage of all our resources." The updates will cut the functional test process by 15 percent, according to the Robins team.

Additional projects are in various stages of planning and approval:

• An $8.6 million incoming support hangar sized to accommodate four F-15s or two C-130s for component removal and preparation before depot maintenance begins. It would trim maintenance times on the F-15 by two days.

• A $30 million advanced metal finishing facility to incorporate a modern, dry process that will be more environmentally friendly and speed needed parts to the flight line.

• A $9 million ground support equipment maintenance building to consolidate work on such items as air compressors, portable generators, lighting units and hydraulic stands.

• A $50 million, two-phase large aircraft hangar for depot maintenance on C-130s and component work on C-5s. It would replace a current hangar, Building 110, which is one of the oldest structures on base.

• An additional $20 million cargo aircraft facility to be requested in the fiscal year 2010 budget.

• A $20 million component repair center to consolidate work on such items as ailerons and flight controls.

The growing software workload also is receiving attention with a $20 million building to be included in the fiscal year 2006 budget request. "This would give us a new, 80,000-square-foot facility," said Glenn Johnson, chief of infrastructure planning for the maintenance directorate.

A three-phased approach is being planned for avionics with $29 million programmed from 2004 through 2006.

Johnson believes the initiatives would transform avionics repair at Robins - a process that covers more than 400 components and some 17,000 repairable items - from precision attack systems to radars and gyros.

But planning doesn't necessarily lead to final approval and funding.

Also, requirements change as aircraft leave the inventory or major subsystems are updated or replaced.

"These are living plans," said Johnson. "Each year we go through a workload review process. We also go through a budgeting process. At the same time, the weapon systems we maintain go through different engineering reviews that could affect any of the projects. Also, nothing is funded after this year and you never know what might happen."

Ford said the long-range plans offer insight - not certainty - about future base initiatives and changes. "But these are the projects we have the most visibility on right now," he said.

Johnson said the projects are based on the Air Force's depot strategy and master plan released in 2002.

"We know where the Air Force is going," she said, "and our projects feed into that depot strategy. That strategy gives us a place to head."
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Saving Bases Is Top Goal

By Michael Clinebell, Staff Writer

Promoting the military is the best way to keep federal military base closings from hurting North Carolina, business leaders were told Wednesday.

The 62nd annual convention of the N.C. Citizens for Business and Industry, the state's chamber of commerce, included a seminar on how the state should prepare for the next round of military base closings.

Under a law passed in 2003, the Pentagon must give the federal base closing commission a list of bases it recommends for closure by May 2005.

The process is called BRAC, Base Realignment and Closure.

The commission will pick which bases to close, and Congress may approve or reject the entire list.

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said he thinks the military has about 20 percent to 25 percent excess capacity at its bases.

Lt. Gov. Beverly Perdue, who attended Wednesday's seminar, was appointed by Gov. Mike Easley to lead the state's effort to preserve and enhance its military presence.

The state's five bases are Fort Bragg, Pope, Camp Lejeune in Jacksonville, Seymour Johnson Air Force Base in Goldsboro and Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point in Havelock.

The military employs about 79,000 people in eastern North Carolina.

Perdue said the federal process doesn't allow much state influence, but she and other panelists at the seminar, such as state Sen. Tony Rand and RBC Centura Bank's CEO Kel Landis, said perception matters.

"Action beats inaction every time," Landis said.

Making the state "military friendly" could influence the process, panelists said.

Landis recommended billboards welcoming travelers to the "home of the best military in the world."

North Carolina showed that it welcomed the military in part by approving legislation last year making military personnel and their dependents eligible for in-state tuition at community colleges and universities. The state recently approved legislation to extend deadlines to pay property taxes and granted tuition refunds under certain circumstances.

The state was working with local communities to address development encroaching on military bases that could limit military operations and training areas and to make sure land, facilities and air space are available for growth, the letter said.

Rumsfeld has said the base closings will be the most comprehensive military restructuring since the end of the Cold War.

"The secretary of defense has told us, quite frankly, it is going to be an in your face process," Perdue said.

Fort Bragg and Camp Lejeune are generally expected to be safe.

But Perdue told a convention of economic developers in Pinehurst last week that the aircraft rehabilitation center at Cherry Point Marine Corps Air Station in Havelock - NADEP - will probably be targeted for closure.

"NADEP in Cherry Point will be on the chopping block," Perdue said.

Personnel from bases that close in other states could move to North Carolina.

Leigh McNairy, the governor's special assistant for military issues, said state officials are talking with the military about the issue.

The military, she said, cannot "initiate" discussions about BRAC but can answer questions from state officials.

"We are discreetly initiating at multiple levels," McNairy said.

The Associated Press contributed to this report.
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Proposals to close a Southern California military base that is key to Air Force space initiatives have sparked concern about a further brain drain among engineers and scientists who work on such programs.

Arguments over the future location of the Space and Missile Systems Center -- responsible for $60 billion of contracts ranging from advanced rockets to space-based radar -- are creating rifts inside the military and industry. The fight reflects worry that shutting down the Los Angeles Air Force Base that houses the center -- and dislocating the nearly 8,000 uniformed, civilian and contractor employees tied to its programs -- could harm Air Force projects that are already struggling to find skilled personnel.

A congressionally created base-closing commission won't announce a final list of targets until the fall of 2005. But Pentagon brass have begun putting together their own list of recommended bases for closure, and pressure is building to put the Los Angeles base into that group and relocate the contracting center to Colorado. That is the home of the Air Force's Space Command, with ultimate authority over all of the service's space assets and initiatives, so there would be significant operating efficiencies.

But if many of the scientists and engineers working in California decide against relocating, the Air Force's ability to manage space projects could be hurt for the long term, according to industry officials fighting to save the Los Angeles base.

Apart from local concerns about jobs and the nearly $1 billion in direct economic benefits they provide, the fight highlights broader issues: dwindling government expertise committed to space programs, a graying industry work force in this sector; and arguments over how to maintain U.S. leadership in space.

Lt. Gen. Brian Arnold, commander of the center, has complained that the number of experienced management and engineering staff at his disposal has shrunk by almost one-third in the past 11 years, while the number of programs they are responsible for has nearly doubled.

Despite diminishing in-house expertise, the magnitude and complexity of projects is "challenging beyond anything we have ever imagined," Gen. Arnold told a conference last month.

Air Force officials in Los Angeles and elsewhere have declined to comment on the base-closing studies that are under way. Among weapons makers, Lockheed Martin Corp., Boeing Co. and Northrop Grumman Corp. have the largest volume of business with the space and missiles center. In addition, Aerospace Corp., a federally funded research and development firm, has nearly $500 million in contracts covering 2,500 employees to help the Los Angeles facility keep tabs on various programs.

William Ballhaus, chief executive of Aerospace Corp., has warned that inadequate testing and chronic staffing problem could doom the Pentagon to repeat its past multibillion-dollar mistakes in space. The debate over personnel is reminiscent of the attrition problem Aerospace Corp. faced in the mid-1990s, when it relocated a big chunk of its work force to northern Virginia from Southern California. The company lost two-thirds of its employees.

Boeing Co. suffered a similar hit in 2000 and 2001, when 80% of design engineers on the Space Shuttle program refused to relocate to Houston from California. The commission investigating the January 2003 disintegration of the Space Shuttle Columbia specifically found that the relative inexperience of Boeing engineers contributed to the fatal crash.

In the past, lawmakers and Pentagon officials have relied on traditional criteria such as the physical characteristics of a base, the number of runways, and overlap with the functions of other facilities in ranking candidates for closure.

Democratic Rep. Marty Meehan of Massachusetts has urged the Pentagon to adopt new base-closure criteria when it comes to evaluating facilities that oversee research and development. Rep. Meehan contends that so far the government's criteria "are essentially identical to the factors used in every previous base-closure" effort.
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