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National Journal's CongressDailyPM
May 6, 2004  -- by Amy Klamper

House Panel Votes For A Two-Year Delay Of Base Closings

The House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee approved today a two-year delay of the next round of base closing.

Marking up a part of the FY05 defense authorization bill, the panel added language to require the Defense Department to provide Congress with a handful of studies by the end of 2005, delaying any further closing decisions until 18 months after the last study is delivered to lawmakers. The measure could prolong the base closure process until April 2007 at the earliest. The Pentagon wants to continue the next round, but lawmakers worry about losing facilities in their districts. The legislation, approved by voice vote, was written by Readiness Subcommittee Chairman Joel Hefley, R-Colo., and ranking member Rep. Solomon Ortiz, D-Texas. Rep. Gene Taylor, D-Miss., said he would offer an amendment in the full committee markup next week to stop the process. Rep. John McHugh, R-N.Y., said the work of the Base Realignment and Closing Commission was a necessary exercise. He said the move to delay the process could backfire on lawmakers seeking to shield their bases from the next round of closure because BRAC two years from now would be "far more aggressive than the BRAC we are likely to face in [FY05]."

The measure would add requirements to the Pentagon's base closure selection criteria. It would require the Pentagon to consider the value of research and development being done at the facilities. The department also would have to consider its surge capacity, quality of life and cost savings of any closings. The Pentagon currently considers the ability of military bases to support forces, missions and personnel. Rep. John Larson, D-Conn., said he had planned to offer an amendment to reimburse families who paid for enhanced armored vests for military service members serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Larson withdrew the amendment, choosing instead to work out remaining technical details before offering it in full committee markup. Hefley said the full committee would likely support Larson's measure once his language is refined.

Taylor said he had planned to offer an amendment that he said would level the playing field for military installations in homeports in the BRAC process. The amendment would allow states with homeport facilities to negotiate a fair price for the return of properties turned over to local governments by the Defense Department in the BRAC process. But Taylor said some questions remained as to how CBO would score the cost and said those details would be worked out before possibly offering an amendment in full committee.

Charleston (SC) Post and Courier
May 7, 2004 
Lawmakers Split On Delaying Base Closures

By Warren Wise, Of The Post and Courier Staff

A proposal to delay the next round of military base closures for two years, until 2007, drew mixed reviews Thursday from Charleston-area representatives in Washington, D.C.

The House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee approved language in the annual defense bill to hold off ordering any bases closed next year, saying the threat of terrorism, the Iraq war and troop realignment in Europe and Asia should be completed before considering giving any bases the ax.

"For the Department of Defense to make irreversible decisions to close or realign military installations before these changes have been fully considered by both DOD and Congress would be a terrible mistake," Readiness Subcommittee Chairman Rep. Joel Hefley, R-Colo., said.

Republican Rep. Henry Brown of Hanahan disagreed.

"I don't see any value in delaying it since it's going to happen anyway unless there is some strategic reason," he said. "If they are delaying it to keep the inevitable from happening, then I think it probably won't happen."

U.S. Rep. Jim Clyburn, a Democrat from Columbia who represents parts of the Charleston area, supports postponement.

He sees McEntire Air National Guard Station east of Columbia as being unfairly singled out as a likely target for closure. Delaying the decision, he said, would give the base more time to build its case against clipping its wings.

"(Base realignment) is supposed to be about saving money," Clyburn said. "You aren't saving any money by closing McEntire."

He said he believes the Base Closure and Realignment Commission might overlook the importance of McEntire as a night training facility. "They ought to be highlighting the uniqueness of that facility," he said.

Clyburn said he would do everything he can to make sure the process is delayed, but that he realizes it could be an uphill battle, given Republican control of the House. Republicans support the president's desire to move ahead with the BRAC process. The measure also would have to win approval of the full House Armed Services Committee, which also is in doubt because the wheels already are in motion.

A military adviser to Gov. Mark Sanford and the Charleston Metro Chamber of Commerce said there is nothing to gain by delay.

"It's just political maneuvering because they (supporters of the delay) are up for re-election," said retired Air Force Brig. Gen. Tom Mikolajcik, who sits on the Governor's Military Advisory Committee and the chamber's Military Relations Policy Council. "They just want to go back to their constituents and say, 'I tried to stop it and slow it down, but they wouldn't listen.' "

He predicted the bill wouldn't pass the full Armed Services Committee, much less the House.

Clyburn discounted the notion that he is taking the stand for political purposes.

"Whether the decision is made tomorrow or two years from now will not have any impact on my political career at all," he said.

U.S. Rep. Solomon P. Ortiz, D-Texas, who has four bases in his district, is leading the charge to delay the process.

"The Department of Defense is making too many changes right now to be making permanent BRAC decisions," Ortiz said. "When a base is closed, that asset is forever lost to the military."

Under the current timetable, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld will submit his base closure recommendations by May 16, 2005. The BRAC commission then reviews or changes the secretary's recommendations before presenting a final list to the president by Sept. 8, 2005. If the president approves the list, Congress receives it by Sept. 23, 2005, with 45 days to disapprove the list or the Defense Department begins closing bases.

The proposed delay would suspend the base closure process for 18 months after the Defense Department submits reports in the fall of 2005 on plans to change overseas basing and other military matters such as infrastructure requirements, changes in the active and reserve force mix and quick deployment.

"Giving Congress and the public sufficient time to review the Department of Defense's decisions on such critical matters before finalizing BRAC decisions is the responsible thing to do," Hefley said.

Colorado Springs Gazette
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Base Closure Delay Gets Early Approval

By Tom Roeder, The Gazette

A congressional speed bump placed by U.S. Rep. Joel Hefley could slow Pentagon plans to close one in five military bases worldwide.

The Colorado Springs Republican said the military is overtaxed, and he wants a two-year wait before bases are marked for mothballs.

That would push the base closure decisions from 2005 to 2007.

The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, combined with U.S. moves to pull troops from bases in Europe, justify the delay, Hefley said.

“The fact is it would be irresponsible to make irreversible base closure decisions with so many significant issues remaining unresolved,” he said in a speech to the House Armed Services Subcommittee on Readiness, which he leads.

The delay was added to a defense budget bill in the subcommittee. It must pass both houses of Congress and get President Bush’s signature.

Hefley said the move doesn’t mean he’s worried that Defense Department planners want to shutter one of El Paso County’s five military bases. The congressman said he thinks the military will grow here, with or without the delay.

“I think we’re in good shape locally,” he said.

Hefley thinks thousands of soldiers could be moved from Germany to Fort Carson as part of the European pullout.

He thinks the Pentagon is trying to make important decisions about base closures under impossible conditions.

“We don’t want to give away critical facilities that we may need some day,” he said in an interview from his Washington office.

His proposal received bipartisan support and applause from some Pentagon observers.

John Pike, executive director of the defense policy think tank GlobalSecurity.org, said Hefley is right about this being the wrong time to close bases.

To make decisions about which bases to shut down, Pike said, planners need to look decades ahead. With the war in Iraq and a quickly evolving cast of potential enemies around the globe, it’s difficult to set priorities, he said.

“It’s difficult for the Pentagon to plan a couple of decades in advance when they can’t plan a couple of weeks in advance,” Pike said.

Local support for Hefley’s proposed delay was instant and strong.

“We just don’t want to see our bases go away,” said Jeff Markovich, vice president for military affairs with the Greater Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce.

The chamber and other organizations have been at the heart of lobbying efforts to keep Fort Carson, Schriever and Peterson Air Force bases, Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Station and the U.S. Air Force Academy off the closure list.

It was unknown Friday what the delay would do to a $200,000 state-sponsored study on moving more than 7,000 Air Force military and civilian jobs to Colorado Springs by closing a base in Los Angeles.

Hefley expects some opposition to the delay from the White House. The Bush administration has been pushing for base closures since coming to office in 2001.

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and other Pentagon leaders have pushed for closures as a way to save $3 billion to $7 billion per year, money they say can be put toward updating military equipment and tactics.

Rumsfeld first wanted to choose which bases would be closed by 2003, but the House stalled that effort until 2005.

The additional delay could be attractive to politicians who will face voters this fall, Hefley and Pike said.

Putting off base closure decisions until 2007 would remove a key issue for Democrat presidential candidate John Kerry, who claims Bush will bungle the process.

Kerry has said he wouldn’t move to close bases until after an extensive review.

Anniston (AL) Star
May 8, 2004 
Officials Say Proposed Funding Good Sign For Depot

If approved, defense spending bill could bring $1.2 billion to Anniston

By Brandon Tubbs, Star Staff Writer

The Senate Armed Services Committee has approved a defense spending bill that would bring $1.2 billion to activity at the Anniston Army Depot.

Officials said the proposed funding is a good sign for the area’s largest employer as the nation’s military bases face a round of base closures next year.

The $422.2 billion fiscal year 2005 defense spending bill includes $23.7 million for a maintenance facility at the depot; $905 million to build about 300 Strykers, which are assembled at the depot; $292 million for 67 Abrams tank modifications at the depot; and $15 million for the M113, which is produced by the United Defense Limited Partnership in Anniston.

The bill also includes $5 million for rocket recycling and research on recycling propellant at the depot, which has the nation’s only missile recycling center. The presence of that facility also should bode well for the depot, said Gordon Williamson, director of the Anniston Munitions Center.

“Having this kind of significant workload and this kind of significant mission in the 2005 budget, the timing’s pretty good,” said Jesse Poor, deputy commander of the depot.

Sen. Jeff Sessions, R-Mobile, announced the bill in a Friday news release.

“We continue to transform our military and increase spending, and because Alabama plays a large role in producing many of our nation’s weapons systems, the increased funding is good news for the state’s economy,” Sessions said.

The bill also includes money that would boost soldiers’ pay by 3.5 percent.

The bill, approved Thursday night, now moves to the Senate floor. The Senate is scheduled to take up the bill the week of May 17.

The House has not yet passed a defense authorization bill. Once each chamber approves its respective bill, a Senate-House conference committee will work out differences before the final legislation is sent to the White House for the president’s signature later this summer.

The proposed funding is a continued investment in the private partnerships the depot has with contractors such as General Dynamics and United Defense.

“It continues to show that that investment continues to provide equipment that the troops need and are currently using in Iraq,” said Pete Keating, General Dynamics spokesman.

National Journal's CongressDailyAM
May 12, 2004 
Crunch Time For BRAC -- And Lobbyists

Washington lobbyists are finding themselves in a Catch 22, as the House Armed Services Committee marks up a bill today to delay the next round of base closures and realignments. While many consultants are pushing postponement of the BRAC process, observers say the rising demand for BRAC consulting services is likely to wane in the potential two-year interim.

Last week the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee voted to delay the BRAC process by two years. Subcommittee Chairman Joel Hefley, R-Colo., said that, given the current climate of conflict in Iraq and the ongoing war on terrorism, now is the wrong time to be closing military installations. But Rep. John McHugh, R-N.Y., said BRAC is a necessary exercise and that a delay would further burden local communities already spending copious amounts of money on Washington consulting services in an effort to shield their bases from closure.

"Literally tens upon tens of billions of dollars are spent by taxpayers in communities in defense of bases and it's money, really, at the end of the day, that isn't going to make one damn bit of difference," McHugh said during the subcommittee's markup of the FY05 defense authorization bill. Postponing the upcoming BRAC round means that "for the next two years they're going to spend and spend and spend more," he said. "I think the effect will be just the opposite of what my colleagues want to have."

But some military consultants disagree. With no wolf at the door, the more likely result of a 2007 BRAC is that lobbyists will see a downturn in demand for their services, said Paul Hirsch, president of Madison Government Affairs, a Washington-based consulting firm. Hirsch added that states will likely continue working internally, through legislative and other efforts, to bolster their bases against the seemingly inevitable base closure round.

"I see states working diligently during this two-year delay to make their environments the most advantageous to having military installations," Hirsch said. "That may be a real positive for the Defense Department, as this administration and future administrations look for ways to find savings and efficiencies among military bases."

Christopher Hellman, director of the Project on Military Spending Oversight at the Center for Arms Control and Nonproliferation, said the greatest impact of a two-year delay of BRAC is that it would give opponents more time to abolish the process entirely.

"Delaying the BRAC process buys BRAC opponents two more years to derail the process," Hellman said.

Jerry Say, chairman of the South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce, said communities need to be prepared regardless of any pending delay in the BRAC schedule. "It's going to happen sooner or later, so I think everybody needs to be prepared," said Say, who co-chairs the Los Angeles Air Force Base Regional Alliance, a group working to save the base, which is home of the Air Force Space and Missile Systems Center. Say said many communities likely would work hard to continue bracing their bases against closure.

Say said bases "on the margin" might be able to tweak certain aspects to improve their position. But he added that the additional time might not make much difference for those bases already at risk.

Many lawmakers argue that given the conflict in Iraq and the ongoing fight against terrorism, the Pentagon is in no position to predict what its basing needs might be in the future. Others argue that while a 2007 BRAC round might yield vastly different results than a round of closures in 2005, the military still is likely to be burdened with crises in far flung locales.

"The argument about now is not the right time is somewhat compelling," Hellman said. "But do we really expect there to be an end to the war on terrorism?"

Daniel Else, an analyst with the Congressional Research Service, asserted that one of the Bush Pentagon's goals -- transforming the U.S. military into a lighter, leaner and more agile fighting force -- can be better supported by a military infrastructure that reflects those fundamental changes.

"BRAC is intimately tied to the concept of military transformation," said Else, an expert on military base closure issues. "If we transform the military into a lighter, more flexible expeditionary-style force, then it only makes sense to transform all of the support functions, which include infrastructure, to closely reflect that transformed military."

Else said he does not see the issue of BRAC as logically linked to current conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, but said Pentagon leaders likely are too preoccupied with immediate operations to devote as much attention to domestic and overseas basing plans as they otherwise might. These distractions are "not going to help them present the case to the Congress that we should continue marching along with BRAC," he said. "It's not BRAC so much, but the Pentagon's global positioning strategy and military transformation that may be getting less attention right now than they otherwise would."

Hirsch said any delay in the forthcoming base closure round would not only give the Pentagon more time to make critical decisions affecting future infrastructure -- it also would give lawmakers time to gain more insight into the military's base closure selection process and how it is informed by the Pentagon's forthcoming global basing strategy.

By Amy Klamper

Norfolk Virginian-Pilot
May 13, 2004 
House Committee Suggests Two-Year Moratorium On Base-Closing

By Dale Eisman, The Virginian-Pilot

WASHINGTON — A House committee urged a two-year moratorium Wednesday on plans to close additional mili-tary bases in 2005, but even supporters of the delay warned that White House and Senate backing for closures is likely to keep the process on track.

A lopsided vote by the House Armed Services Committee – the relative handful of base-closing advocates on the panel did not even ask for a roll call – set the stage for a House-Senate confrontation on the issue later this year. The House gave way in a similar standoff in 2003, as President Bush threatened to veto any bill to stop or limit more base closings.

The administration contends that the military does not need as much as one-fourth of its current base structure.

Maintaining excess facilities costs millions of dollars that should be spent on improved weaponry, higher pay and additional benefits for troops, uniformed and civilian leaders have testified.

But base closing opponents on the committee charged that the war on terrorism may require a larger military, and thus more bases. And the Defense Department, said Rep. Joel Hefley, R-Colo., has ignored each of some 200 suggestions committee members made for improving the closing process.

“The timing is simply not right,” Hefley said.

Congress and a pair of presidents have closed about 100 major military facilities since 1989, using a series of bipartisan commissions that were given unusual power to review and recommend changes in the military’s base structure.

Under the base-closing law, each commission’s recommendations are presented as a package, to be accepted or rejected without changes by the White House or Congress. The scheme is intended to keep the process above partisan politics.

But critics say the process remains tainted, pointing to the extensive lobbying operations many communities have undertaken on behalf of nearby bases.

A delay “just adds to the money the lobbyists are going to make,” Rep. Mac Thornberry, R-Texas, said Wednesday.

The House has been especially hostile to base closings since Republicans gained a majority in 1994 and the Clinton administration made what many saw as politically motivated attempts to manipulate the process in 1996.

Rep. Gene Taylor, D-Mich., urged members on Wednesday to seek a repeal of the base-closing law. If bases need to be closed, Congress should do it directly, he said.

The administration and military leaders have failed to respond to repeated requests to identify specific bases they consider unneeded, Taylor said.

But Hefley said an outright repeal of the closing law would surely draw a Bush veto and would have little chance of getting through the Senate. The Senate Armed Services Committee last week endorsed a 2005 military spending plan that preserves the closing process.

The House committee action on closings Wednesday came as the panel considered a $402 billion plan for defense spending next year. The mammoth bill focuses heavily on providing improved security for troops deployed in Iraq, committee chairman Duncan Hunter, R-Calif., said at the outset of an all-day hearing.

The committee proposal would delay Navy plans to begin building the first in a series of new destroyers and a fast, highly maneuverable “littoral combat ship” in 2005.

Navy leaders say both ships are vital to plans to reshape the fleet, but a subcommittee concluded that they depend on unproven technologies and should wait for more testing.

Both ships are favored by the Bush administration, and Reps. Ed Schrock, R-2nd District, and JoAnn Davis, R-1st District made brief attempts to restore some $328 million in construction funds in the president’s original budget plan.

Schrock said he backed off because he recognizes that the ships lack the votes to overcome the subcommittee’s opposition.

But the littoral ship in particular should be allowed to proceed, he said, because it is being designed in a way to accommodate new technologies as they’re refined.

“If we delay the funding, it is the same as saying we do not believe the Navy can improve on outdated acquisition programs, which have brought us only delays and cost overruns,” Schrock said.

Macon Telegraph
May 11, 2004 
Pentagon Official Backs BRAC Schedule

By Charlie Lanter, Telegraph Staff Writer

WARNER ROBINS - A top Pentagon official defended the current timetable for military base closure and realignment in a speech Monday at the Museum of Aviation.

Raymond DuBois, deputy undersecretary of defense for installations and environment, also said to expect more emphasis on realignment in the round of BRAC scheduled for 2005, as forces are moved around especially from overseas bases to installations within the United States.

The process is necessary, he said, to eliminate the military's excess capacity and save taxpayer dollars.

"We're supporting a lot of infrastructure that we just do not need any longer," DuBois said.

He stressed there would be a move toward military bases with more than one mission and hosting more than one branch of the service.

One aspect of the ongoing BRAC process, he said, is outlining which bases have the capacity to support more missions and more than one branch of the military.

Before touring Robins Air Force Base, DuBois said that issue is "one of the reasons I'm here - multi-service, multi-installation - we'll see how it looks."

Also visiting the base Monday were Nelson Gibbs, assistant secretary of the Air Force for installations, environment and logistics, and Hansford Johnson, assistant secretary of the Navy for installations and environment.

DuBois' speech comes just days after a U.S. House subcommittee unanimously approved a measure that would delay the 2005 BRAC by two years.

U.S. Rep. Jim Marshall, D-Macon, serves on that House subcommittee and said last week that the Defense Department "has an awful lot on its plate right now." Rep. Jack Kingston, R-Savannah, called the delay "election-year grandstanding."

The two men held a joint press conference Monday after DuBois' speech and essentially held to those positions.

Marshall again said the Defense Department has a full plate but he could not predict whether the measure to delay BRAC will be successful.

"I think there are good arguments on both sides," Marshall said.

Kingston said it's more important to ensure the BRAC process is fair.

"I think it's very difficult at this point to stop BRAC, but I think to make sure it's fair, that's a well-spent day," Kingston said.

DuBois, in his speech earlier, had promised BRAC would be fair, saying the process eliminates politics from decision-making and gives communities an opportunity to make a case for their base.

The process, DuBois said, is not something the Department of Defense takes lightly.

"You don't wake up in the morning and say, "Let's do a BRAC today,'" he said.

New London (CT) Day
May 9, 2004 
Navy League Hears Facts And Figures, But Gets No Answers On Possible Base Closing

By Robert Hamilton, Day Staff Writer

Groton — The Naval Submarine Base covers 630 acres of waterfront property, not counting 530 acres of housing. It has 7,500 uniformed active duty personnel assigned to it, as well as almost 700 reservists, 1,400 civilian employees and about 200 contractors.

Perhaps more important to the region, the base has a payroll of $452 million a year, and that only begins to account for its impact on southeastern Connecticut, said Capt. James E. Ratte Jr., during a presentation to the Southeastern Connecticut Chapter of the Navy League on Thursday at the Groton Inn & Suites.

The base paid $18 million in water and sewer fees to Groton Utilities last year, for instance. There are 16 submarines currently homeported at the base, and with some of the Virginia-class submarines under construction at Electric Boat expected to be assigned there, for the first time in years the base has “a growing infrastructure,” said Ratte, the commanding officer of the base.

“We're a big player in the area, and we're not someone people should be uncomfortable with, or unfamiliar with,” Ratte said.

Despite all the facts and figures, however, Ratte could not answer the one question on everyone's mind: what are the chances that the base will survive the 2005 round of Base Realignment and Closure, or BRAC?

League Director Stan Cardinal said he felt optimistic when Ratte was discussing the “business as usual” atmosphere at the base, with new construction taking place and a planning process that covers the next quarter-century — until he realized that has to happen.

“Every base is going forward, doing what they have to do, until the day comes when they get the order to close,” Cardinal said. As the owner of a local business, Cardinal Honda, he said while it was encouraging to hear Ratte talk about the economic impact of the base, it was sobering to think what might happen if it left.

“Those are some pretty interesting numbers,” Cardinal said. “That $18 million for water and sewer? I know somewhere along the line someone bought a Honda with some of that money. We don't want the base to close. But I'm sure nobody wants their base to close.”

Chapter President Wayne Olsen said it was understandable that Ratte couldn't venture an opinion about the prospects for the base, since the Pentagon has required officers at its installations to sign non-disclosure agreements about BRAC.

“I think a fair number of the people here tonight came to hear what he had to say about it, but he really couldn't give an opinion or venture a guess — he said what he could say, which is not much,” Olsen said. “And even if he could, he's just providing data to the process. He's not going to be the decision-maker.”

He said perhaps the most encouraging thing Ratte discussed was some of the maintenance work done on submarines locally. The USS San Juan, for instance, is getting a new combat system during a refit in the Navy-owned drydock Shippingport, which is operated by Electric Boat. Crews from Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in Kittery, Maine, and other contractors are actually doing the installation work.

Belleville (IL) News-Democrat
May 11, 2004 
Panel Votes To Delay 2005 Base Closings

Change offers time to make case for Scott

By David Van Den Berg

A congressional subcommittee has voted to delay the next round of base closings for two years, but a local leader said the move is a common tactic. The next round of base realignment and closure, or BRAC, is scheduled for 2005. Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois has been working to save Scott Air Force Base, and Jim Pennekamp, the group's executive director, said delaying base closings has been tried before.

"The effort to delay, put off, is something that has been part of the BRAC process since it began," Pennekamp said. "There is an ongoing commitment with the Secretary of Defense, the White House and the (military) services to move ahead with this thing -- we will be prepared for the 2005 round of base closure."

The readiness subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee voted Thursday to add language to the fiscal year 2005 defense authorization bill to require the Defense Department to provide Congress with several studies by the end of 2005. The subcommittee took its action while marking up part of the defense bill. The language would prolong the base closure process until April 2007, according to an Illinois State Chamber of Commerce statement.

Michael Ayers, executive vice president and chief operating officer of the Illinois chamber, said he hopes the delay becomes a reality.

"We certainly would be relieved if we had more time to make the case," he said. "From my perspective, we all have to continue to work hard and stay focused and act as if it's not going to be delayed until we've heard that it is -- but even if we hear that it is, that doesn't make our job necessarily easier. It just gives us more time."

For the delay to occur, it will need congressional and White House approval.

Scott Air Force Base is the largest employer in the metro-east and the fourth largest in the St. Louis area. The base affects more than 100,000 people, and about 13,000 people work there, with the base also resulting in 36,157 more indirect jobs. Scott Air Force Base is home to major headquarters, including the U.S. Transportation Command and the Air Mobility Command. The commands are responsible for coordinating and controlling movement of personnel and cargo globally.

Arizona Republic (Phoenix)
May 12, 2004 
Funds OK'd For Bases

Arizona lawmakers completed action Tuesday on a package of legislation aimed at helping protect a major pilot training installation and other military air bases in the state from possible closure.

The House approved the bill 49-0 and sent it to Gov. Janet Napolitano.

It would provide $4.8 million annually, chiefly to purchase property and developments in areas around military air bases.

House Bill 2140, approved by the Senate on May 5, also expands restrictions on development of land in noise and accident zones around military air bases.

Lawmakers approved the bill even though nearly all other proposed appropriations have been put on hold pending agreement on a new state budget.

"They accept the idea that it's a very critical bill," said Rep. John Nelson, R-Phoenix.

Supporters of the Arizona bases have long pointed to their economic value to the state and their roles in the nation's defense, and state lawmakers in 2001 enacted the development restrictions in the vicinity of military bases.

Portsmouth (NH) Herald
May 13, 2004 
Navy Cuts Could Hurt Shipyard

By Elizabeth Kenny

PORTSMOUTH - The U.S. Navy is considering cutting its submarine force by as much as one third, according to an article in Wednesday’s edition of The Boston Globe.

The cut could be devastating to the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and its 4,597 employees, whose main job is to refuel and overhaul Los Angeles-Class submarines, the head of the shipyard advocacy group said.

"If this is true, the shipyard will undoubtedly face a reduction in size," said Capt. Bill McDonough, who also acts as the spokesman for the Seacoast Shipyard Association.

A study by the Navy highlights its current force structure and examines areas where the Navy could save money. One of the cost-saving options includes the possibility of retiring Los Angeles-Class submarines in order to be able to purchase fewer, more modern Virginia-Class subs, the Globe reported.

Seacoast officials said the report could negatively impact the future survival of the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard.

McDonough said the study acts as a second threat to the shipyard, above and beyond the 2005 round of base closures.

The base realignment and closure process initiated by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld is aimed at closing more than 100 military bases nationwide.The proposal to downsize the submarine fleet is even a larger threat to the local yard, some said.

"This is a distressing thing," McDonough said. "As (the Navy) considers reducing the submarines force (by about one-third), they’ll begin to build less, which has a double-barrel impact."

The SSA spokesman said the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and other public shipyards could lose their highly skilled workforce to the private sector if fewer subs are built. He said privately owned shipyards, like Northrop Grumman Newport News in Virginia and Electric Boat in Connecticut, which put most of their emphasis on building submarines, would compete with the Portsmouth yard for work in refueling and overhaul, he said.

Navy officials will not comment directly on the study, which has not yet been released to the public, but Navy spokesman Lt. Amy Gilliland, said the study cited by the Globe is one of many.

"The Navy continually assesses its force structure to ensure that we are tailored to best meet joint mission requirements, both today and in the future," Gilliland said. "There are several studies currently under way to comprehensively assess our force structure as we work toward the 2006 budget submission."

The Navy’s budget must be approved by Congress, and New Hampshire and Maine senators all said they will not support the slashing of the Navy’s submarine force.

Sen. Susan Collins, R-Maine, cited a 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review, which stated that at least 55 attack submarines are needed for national security. The Navy’s report discussed in the Globe said the fleet could be cut from 55 vessels to as few as 37.

Collins also cited a BRAC report issued by the Department of Defense in March, which did not call for any reductions in the submarine force.

The other three senators are just as vocal in their defense of the continued need for submarines.

"At a time when we need to be enhancing our nation’s military infrastructure not working to dismantle it, I firmly believe any proposals by the U.S. Navy that would reduce our submarine fleet when our military is deployed around the globe could have a devastating impact on our global war on terror," said Sen. Olympia Snowe, R-Maine.

"We don’t have to look much further than the past year to realize the importance of keeping a strong military infrastructure at the ready, and I have serious reservations about any proposals to cut our nation’s submarine force," said Sen. John Sununu, R-N.H.

"Submarines are a critical part of naval operations and our country’s overall national security strategy," said Sen. Judd Gregg, R-N.H. "The Portsmouth Naval Shipyard has time and again proven itself a leader in the quality, efficiency and innovation of its submarine overhaul efforts."
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