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Atlanta Journal-Constitution
October 7, 2004 
2 Bases Given Closure Reprieve

Forts Gillem and McPherson should be saved, group says

By Kay S. Pedrotti, For the Journal-Constitution

Fort Gillem has dodged a bullet -- for the time being.

A delegation of Clayton County officials learned last month during a trip to Washington that the Base Realignment and Closure process set for 2005 may be delayed by military involvement in Iraq and the war on terror.

That translates into a temporary reprieve for Fort McPherson in Atlanta and Fort Gillem in Clayton County.

The forts are among U.S. installations targeted as the Department of Defense tried to revamp and streamline military functions and bases. A Save the Forts Foundation under the Clayton County Chamber of Commerce has been active for more than a year.

Morrow businessman Andy Alexander, representing the foundation with a six-person group, said the delegation's session with the Defense Department's Philip W. Grone "was very productive and positive."

Grone is principal assistant deputy undersecretary of defense for installations and environment and a key official of the Installations Management Agency at Fort McPherson.

Retired Col. Fred Bryant, executive director of the forts foundation and a staff member with the Georgia Military Affairs Council, coordinated the local group, which included Thomas Harden, president of Clayton College & State University; Barbara Pulliam, superintendent of Clayton County schools; Chuck Hall, mayor of Forest Park; Tina Coria, consultant with the Henry County Board of Commissioners; and Grant Wainscott, director of economic development with the city of Morrow. Alexander is an official of Resource Consultants Inc., a large defense department contractor.

Rep. David Scott (D-Ga.), whose 13th District includes both forts, arranged the meeting.

Harden said he told Grone about "the need for a major metropolitan community like Atlanta to know about the military and those who serve."

"We have students [at CCSU] who would never know anybody in the armed forces, if we did not have other students from the two bases, because we do not have ROTC on our campus," Harden said. "The presence of these two major forts enables literally millions of people in the metro area to feel closer to the issues and needs of the military."

Pulliam echoed Harden, saying the forts are a major partner in the education of Clayton students. "They take their volunteerism and partnerships seriously," she said.

Alexander said he spent 15 of his 25 Army years on the two local bases.

He trained at Clayton State, he told Grone, and his daughter grew up in the Clayton County school system and is now a third-grade teacher.

He said he retired here "because of the very close and valuable relationships between the Department of Defense, the bases and the community."

Also present at the discussion were staff members of other Georgia congressional representatives. Alexander said another meeting will be scheduled to talk to Sens. Zell Miller and Saxby Chambliss.


DAILY BRIEFING October 7, 2004
House-Senate conferees quash effort to delay base closures 

By Amy Klamper, CongressDaily
Conferees on the fiscal 2005 defense authorization bill neared completion Thursday of the conference report on the measure after removing House language that would have postponed by two years a new round of military base closures, sources said. 

The House provision to postpone the planned 2005 round of base closings prompted a presidential veto threat and is opposed by Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman John Warner, R-Va. 

Sens. Trent Lott, R-Miss., Olympia Snowe, R-Maine, and Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., appealed to Warner and Armed Services ranking member Carl Levin, D-Mich, to back the House provision and allow "the necessary time to adequately define and plan domestic basing requirements," according to a joint statement issued late Wednesday. 

In June, Lott, Snowe and Feinstein co-sponsored an amendment to the Senate version that would have delayed the upcoming round for two years. The amendment was defeated, 49-47. 

Thursday night, conferees also made an 11th-hour deal on language that would prevent the Air Force from leasing Boeing KC-767 refueling tankers. 

Congressional sources said House language calling for the Air Force to renegotiate by March 1 a contentious $23.5 billion contract with Boeing for the tankers had been removed, and a compromise had been reached to give the Air Force up to 10 years to buy as many as 100 of the planes through a multi-year procurement. 

Specifically, the Air Force would have to fully and openly complete a new tanker contract through the Pentagon's normal acquisition process, a move that overrides language included in the fiscal 2002 Defense appropriations bill sanctioning a sole-source award to Boeing for the KC-767. The compromise also prohibits the use of incremental funding and would require the Air Force to develop new operational requirements for the tankers. 

In addition, the Air Force would be required to review options for a tanker maintenance contract, including cost, benefits and alternatives to using contract personnel. The Air Force had previously proposed awarding more than $5 billion to Boeing for the tanker maintenance contract. 

The final conference agreement also retained language included by Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., a staunch opponent of the Air Force's tanker acquisition plan, from retiring any of its legacy KC-135 tankers in 2005. 

This document is located at http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/1004/100704cdpm1.htm
Sea Power
October 2004 
Pg. 32

Interview

Massenburg: Affordability Is Key To Future Of Naval Aviation

As the commander of the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), Vice Adm.Walter B. Massenburg oversees the development and life-cycle support of the aircraft, aerial weapons, and associated support and training systems, managing $24 billion of the $39 billion budget of Navy and Marine Corps aviation. He leads a team of more than 27,000 program managers, depot artisans, engineers, acquisition experts, test pilots and logisticians to provide cost-efficient readiness and dominant maritime combat power to the Navy and Marine Corps team.

A naval aviator, Massenburg served as a P-3 pilot in three operational patrol squadrons, commanding the third, Patrol Squadron Six. His antisubmarine warfare background led to assignments in Naval Facility Antigua, Air Test and Evaluation Squadron One, the Tactical Training Team in Patrol Squadron 30, the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations as ASW Aircraft Inventory Coordinator and the Joint Staff as branch chief of the Tactical Forces Branch in the Force Structure, Resources and Assessment Directorate.

Within NAVAIR, Massenburg commanded the Maritime Surveillance Aircraft Program Office. After his promotion to rear admiral, he served as NAVAIR’s assistant commander for logistics and assistant commander for aviation depots. He helped create the Naval Aviation Readiness Integrated Improvement Program (NAVRIIP) to identify and reduce costs in naval aviation.

Massenburg spoke recently with Managing Editor Richard R. Burgess about the affordability and readiness issues that continue to face naval aviation.

What is the primary challenge facing naval aviation?
Massenburg: Affording our future. In the past, we tried to recapitialize our force, but money was transitioned out of readiness accounts in order to do that. Of course there was not enough money to do it all. There was not an understanding that we were actually mortgaging our future to recapitalize the force.

In 1998, then-Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Adm. [Jay] Johnson started a study group under Adm. [Archie R.] Clemins to look at how do we do business in naval aviation. We found that we had lost our way in aviation. The new CNO, Adm. Vern Clark, knew about the disconnect, that trying to recapitalize was important, but it was at the expense of the sailors and Marines that are serving. We didn’t know what the inputs were to get to the output.

How did the CNO attack the problem?
Massenburg: The first important piece in implementing his organizational strategy was the lead type commander [making the air commander in one of the two fleets the lead voice for the whole community]. The first lead type commander, then-Vice Adm. [John B.] Nathman, commander, Naval Air Forces, found things very disconnected, but the CNO told Adm. Nathman, ‘You’ve got all of naval aviation. If we don’t have one single process for naval aviation we’ll never get our handle on whatever our today is, and our connection to our future.’ Commander, Naval Air Forces became the single process owner for naval aviation.

Adm. Nathman found out we didn’t know how to measure readiness. In essence, we were looking in the rear-view mirror at what we were producing, not what we could produce or what we were supposed to produce. In the 1998-99 timeframe, we were, in essence, allowing the at-home training cycle to starve in order to keep deployed forces ready, with no connection of the costs those things actually drove, what I would consider a bad behavior. So he started the [NAVRIIP].

Did naval aviation readiness improve?
Massenburg: During Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), when the CNO asked for eight carriers to deploy, he got somewhat less. It showed some very serious shortfalls in the way we did our business. One of the reasons why we couldn’t get the numbers of carriers abroad was the lack of support equipment. Between OEF and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Adm. Clark took the initiative to make sure we were getting the proper readiness. In the process, we saw this rotational force that we had was frankly a bad business bargain for the country.

Adm. Clark weaned us from the rotational force we had to one we now call the Fleet Response Plan, one that would present our country more options in time of crisis. He wanted to provide a force that at anytime could provide six carriers in 30 days and two more in 90 days. During OIF, we deployed seven carriers with seven fully up air wings, with tremendous readiness, certainly the highest readiness we had seen. We also had a carrier ready with an air wing at home ready to go.

How can you improve on a record as good as that?
Massenburg: In July 2003, the NAVRIIP board of directors, led by the new Commander, Naval Air Forces, Vice Adm. [Michael] Malone, sat down with our industry consultants to decide our next step after two years of NAVRIIP. This was a seminal event, where naval aviation started to question itself, to start to get away from a near-term focus. We decided that NAVRIIP had solved the various problems we had, but we started to question whether we had overcorrected.

In essence, naval aviation … had always … relied on consumption to shape warfighting capability. The greatest incentive of our aviators was the more flying hours we got, the more traps we got, the better off we were, and that’s how we measured success. It was unbounded. In July 2003, we came to the realization that if we continued this behavior then we wouldn’t be able to afford our future. It was one of those ‘Aha!’ events. We decided to change to a single fleet-driven metric.

What new metric did you use?
Massenburg: Instead of aircraft ready for training, it now became aircraft ready for tasking, with a caveat: at reduced cost. Now we were going to ask naval aviation to achieve warfighting capability and apply it in relation to cost. Then, as we achieved a certain readiness level, we would drive cost out of our organization. That is a very tough challenge, because we have been conditioned on a business model that says, ‘I give you the money, you spend the money.’ So what was becoming known as the Naval Aviation Enterprise was waking up to the realization that as we spend our dollars today, so do we set the rheostat for our future.

It’s called balancing current and future readiness. It’s reducing the cost of our business, improving our ability to make decisions, improving the cycle time of our operation, enhancing alignment with our fleet and [being] only driven by our fleet-driven metric. Those five goals directly integrate the vision and goals of naval aviation. For once, at least for today, our Naval Aviation Enterprise is connected, it works together and, frankly, our forces and our sailors and Marines are better off for it.

With accelerated legacy aircraft retirements, at some point, when you drive away cost are you cutting capability at the same time?
Massenburg: The question is: What’s the requirement? Can it be done more effectively and efficiently by contracting it out? Is there an organic part you should maintain? What is the business case that drives those decisions? Our CNO has driven us to challenge every assumption for everything that we fly. We’re trying to drive cost out to make the tooth of our organization a lot more effective. We need to determine exactly what we need for the requirement and drive the effectiveness and efficiency of that requirement by making a mature business case to get you to an end game.

Do you foresee the next Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) shutting down NAVAIR facilities?
Massenburg: We took the opportunity in the 1993 and 1995 BRACs to right-size our organization for the future. My opinion today is that, from a naval aviation perspective, we got it about right. But we will be challenged in the BRAC process to stand up the military value and capacity of our sites and in the end game we will do what’s right for our country.

Do you foresee more joint research, development, test and evaluation with other services?
Massenburg:Yes. It is our future. We’re working with other services to make us more efficient and certainly more effective. We’re off doing that stuff with the Air Force today. Operation Iraqi Freedom was a magnificent joint effort. Specifically with the Navy-Marine Corps team, it was a wonderful exercise in jointness.

What is the future of the three Naval Aviation Depots?
Massenburg: Our Naval Aviation Depots produced the readiness that gave us OEF and OIF. About two years ago, we had a revolution in our depots. They were on the model of consumption and they have now moved to a model of reliability, cycle time, driving cost and product directly in connection to the fleet. The term airspeed — an understanding of the new business tools being driven in our depots — is now a universal term in our naval aviation enterprise.

The depots run at near capacity; they are magnificent in their response with new business models. They are certainly cleaner and more organized. The artisans are healthier and happier and the product they are putting out is of higher quality.

Are contractor maintenance and logistics proving their worth?
Massenburg: I think it is the right business model. The [Naval Air] Training Command is the first performance-based logistic support type of business model I can point to. Contractors are ‘incentivized’ for aircraft availability. Instead of buying parts from our contractors we are now buying availability and allowing the contractor to base his profit on reliability improvements. The business model changes the perspective with which we do it.

The F/A-18 Hornet is an example of a journey we are on with Boeing to look at availability of the jet as the end result. We’ll get to the point where Boeing will be responsible for full contractor logistics support. We have encouraged our contractors to partner with our organic capabilities in order to drive the cost on naval aviation down. It is excruciatingly painful to change the culture in order to buy availability instead of parts.

Are you optimistic about changing the culture of readiness?
Massenburg: I can’t tell you how important this change is. It’s been about a five-year evolution. It takes a long time for folks to be comfortable in their working relationships. We built the Navy on tribes. Even though you should maintain your tribal ancestry, we need to get to the greater good, and the greater good is our Navy and the greater good is joint. And to do that you have to have a business model, that’s why a single process owner and a single fleet driven metric are so important.

What technologies do you consider promising?
Massenburg: I’m big on UAVs [unmanned aerial vehicles]. UAVs fit into the CNO’s Sea Power 21, particularly in the sea base concept. UAVs definitely have a place in the future, both in the ISR [intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance] realm — with dwell and persistence — and in the unmanned combat aerial system role. It doesn’t mean we will give up manned aircraft, but that we will take advantage of what UAVS will do for us. UAVs range in size from a bug to a 747-size. We ought to look at airships, whether for logistics or persistent ISR. There’s a future in some other weapons, for example, more accurate, smaller types of bombs.

Los Angeles Times
October 9, 2004 
Congress Set To Clear Way For Military Base Closings

By Richard Simon, Times Staff Writer

WASHINGTON — Congress moved toward clearing the way Friday for the Pentagon to proceed with another round of controversial military base closings, averting an election-year showdown with President Bush over the issue. The decision neared as the House and Senate lurched toward the end of their session in the same way they began it — with partisan rancor.

In the House, Democrats moved for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate Majority Leader Tom DeLay (R-Texas), a favorite Democratic target who received his second ethics rebuke in a week on Wednesday for his hardball political tactics. Their effort was shot down by the Republican majority.

The usually more decorous Senate was knotted up by year-end disputes that threatened to keep senators in the Capitol through the weekend.

The House neared approval of a $446-billion defense authorization bill that allows the Pentagon to move ahead with the closings and the Senate is expected to follow suit. A number of California bases are considered vulnerable.

The measure would also authorize an increase of 20,000 troops for the Army and 3,000 for the Marine Corps in an effort to ease the strain on a military with commitments across the globe. Army officials had argued against a permanent increase in troop strength, which they said could drain money from critical Pentagon programs.

"We say we support the troops. We put the bumper sticker on the back of our car. This is saying it loudly and clearly," said Rep. Ike Skelton of Missouri, the top Democrat on the House Armed Services Committee.

While a large number of lawmakers from both parties sought to delay base closings, they were faced with a preelection Hobson's choice: vote against the bill because it let the base closings go ahead, or vote for it because it included body armor and a pay raise for the troops.

"I will not vote to allow a group of bureaucrats to shut down bases at a time when we're at war," said Rep. Gene Taylor (D-Miss.). "This just doesn't make sense."

Pentagon officials have talked about shutting the equivalent of at least 100 of the nation's 425 bases, more than in the four previous rounds of base closures combined. The money saved would be used for modernizing the military, the Pentagon has said.

A recent report by the Government Accountability Office, the investigative arm of Congress, found that the military had 24% excess base structure.

California was hard hit by previous rounds of base closures. Of the 97 military facilities closed between 1988 and 1995, more than 20 were in California. But analysts say that might not soften the blow this time around because the military and its missions have changed so much over the intervening decade.

Among the California bases that could be vulnerable to closure or loss of some operations are Point Mugu Naval Air Weapons Station; the Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base; the China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station, and the Miramar Marine Corps Air Station, which faces encroachment from the surrounding community, said Loren Thompson, a military analyst at the Lexington Institute, a public policy group in Arlington, Va. California officials have also expressed concern that Beale Air Force Base, north of Sacramento, could be targeted.

"There's no question that California is going to lose some bases and lose some missions," Thompson said.

Some bases, such as the Los Angeles Air Force Base in El Segundo, have powerful supporters. As a center for space-based intelligence, it is likely to be supported by the intelligence community and Rep. Jane Harman (D-Venice), the ranking Democrat on the House Intelligence Committee.

"Keeping the L.A. Air Force Base off the base closure list is a fight that our community has fought and won three times," Harman said Friday night. "Plans are well underway to win it a fourth time."

The Defense Department is scheduled to present its list of bases for closure by May 16 to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, which will present its recommendations to the president by Sept. 8. If he accepts the list, the closures become law in 45 days unless Congress blocks them — something Congress did not do in the first four rounds.

The House, with bipartisan support, voted earlier this year to delay the closings by two years. The Senate fell two votes short of taking a similar position.

Congressional negotiators stripped from the defense bill two provisions unrelated to defense that had been approved by the Senate: tougher fines for broadcasters for violations of indecency rules and a stronger federal hate crime law. Proponents of the measures said they would continue to try to win passage.

Times staff writer John Hendren contributed to this report.
Montgomery (AL) Advertiser
October 11, 2004 
State Leaders Push Schedule On Closings

By Ana Radelat, Montgomery Advertiser

WASHINGTON - Congress decided this week to scrap a plan to delay another round of base closings for two years, and Alabama lawmakers and lobbyists said that's fine with them.

"We're in the strongest position now than we ever will be, and we might as well do it now," said Bill Takakoshi, a Washington lobbyist working for a community group called Friends of Fort Rucker.

Rep. Terry Everett, R-Rehobeth, and Sens. Richard Shelby, R-Tuscaloosa and Jeff Sessions, R-Mobile, also favor keeping the next round of base closings on schedule for 2005.

Everett said he's confident bases in his district, Maxwell-Gunter Air Force Base and Fort Rucker, won't be hurt. In fact, Everett said, Fort Rucker could be a winner in the process that would close some bases and send their missions to others.

"That's the reason I'd like to see (the base-closing process) go forward in 2005," Everett said.

The Pentagon and the White House want to close military bases to shrink excess capacity and eventually save about $6 billion a year.

House members voted earlier this year to delay the base-closing process for two years as part of a massive defense bill, but President Bush threatened to veto the measure over the delay. On Thursday, lawmakers negotiating a final defense bill decided to strip the provision.

Under current law, the defense secretary is required to provide a list of base closure recommendations to the White House by May 16 of next year. The Pentagon would scrutinize every base in the nation - including Fort Rucker, Maxwell-Gunter, Redstone Army Arsenal and Anniston Army Depot - to determine whether they meet certain criteria. Those include a certain level of military preparedness and the ability to accommodate new missions.

An independent Base Realignment and Closure commission (BRAC), would review the Pentagon's recommendations and make any changes it thinks are warranted before giving a final list to the president in September 2005.

Everett said one of Fort Rucker's strengths is 758 acres of empty space that became available after about 300 World War II-era buildings were razed. That space could be used to expand missions at the base, the lawmakers said.

Fort Rucker's backers, including Everett, hope the next round of base closings forces the Navy to move its helicopter training missions to Fort Rucker.

The Alabama base currently trains Army and Air Force helicopter pilots. But Hurricane Ivan may have strengthened Fort Rucker's bid to become a center for helicopter training for all the Armed Forces. A competing naval base, Pensacola, Florida's Whiting Field, sustained millions of dollars in damage when the storm hit Florida's Panhandle on Sept. 16.

Whiting Field press officer Paul Nelson said 90 percent of the roofs on base housing and other buildings were damaged by Ivan's winds and rains.

While a final assessment of the storm's toll on the Florida bases has not been completed, damage to Whiting Field and nearby Pensacola Naval Air Station is estimated at about $1 billion.

"Pensacola Naval Air Station got whacked," Nelson said.

Homestead Air Force Base in South Florida was closed after it was badly damaged by Hurricane Andrew in 1992. It's not clear if Whiting Field faces the same fate.

A nearly $11 billion hurricane relief bill Congress approved this week contains $405 million to repair naval bases hit by Ivan. But the money isn't expected to cover all the damage to the Florida bases.

Charles Nailen, owner of Kentucky Fried Chicken and Taco Bell franchises in Dothan, heads Friends of Fort Rucker, a community organization founded in 1994 to fight any effort to shutter the base.

He declined to speculate how Ivan might affect the base-closing process.

"It would be hard for me to get into the heads of the base closing commissioners," he said.

But Nailen, like Everett and Takakoshi, is confident Fort Rucker will survive.

"We think our vulnerability is small, he said.

Rep. Mike Rogers, R-Anniston, hasn't been as confident. His district once included Fort McClellan, which was closed in the last round of base closings in 1995. Rogers had supported delaying the base-closing schedule for two years.

Colorado Springs Gazette
October 9, 2004 
Base Study Could Be Key For City

Springs may be best home for missile center

By Pam Zubeck, The Gazette

A Colorado Springs-commissioned study of the best site for Los Angeles Air Force Base’s Space and Missile Center became more important this week after a proposal to delay the 2005 round of base closures was yanked from the defense spending bill.

The next round of base closures will proceed as planned, with the Defense Department targeting as many as a quarter of 425 bases worldwide.

A recommendation list is due to Congress on May 16.

The White House had threatened to veto the defense bill if it included the delay proposed by U.S. House members and vigorously supported by Rep. Joel Hefley, R-Colo.

With the Base Realignment and Closure Commission moving forward, cities and states will brace for the potential loss of jobs tied to bases and do what they can to keep their bases open.

Fort Carson appears safe because the mountain post has been designated to get a brigade from South Korea next year, and talk is circulating that another unit could be assigned there.

Because of the nature of the Cheyenne Mountain Operations Center, which serves North American Aerospace Defense Command and U.S. Northern Command, based at Peterson Air Force Base, those sites also are seen as safe.

Los Angeles Air Force Base, however, has been discussed as a potential target. If it closes, the space and missile center could move to Peterson, headquarters of Air Force Space Command.

With more than $5 billion in spending annually and almost 8,000 employees, the center is an economic bonanza.

To help defense officials with their review, Colorado Springs officials hired Washington, D.C., think tank DFI International to conduct an independent analysis of the best location for the center.

The study will look at the baseclosure criteria, identify communities qualified to host it and rank them from best- to worst-prepared.

Local officials have emphasized the study’s purpose is not to push for Peterson but rather to provide objective research about what location best would serve the armed forces.

Results of the $193,000 study, which is largely completed, aren’t being disclosed. Funded by the state, city and El Pomar Foundation, the study is expected to be released in about a month, a city official said.

“This is something we planned on having out by this time,” the official said. “There’s just been some things that have come up that are very important to be included in the report.” The official declined to elaborate.

Mike Anderson, city budget director overseeing the project, did not return calls seeking comment.

DFI, which works for Fortune 500 companies and government agencies including the Pentagon, did not comment about the study’s findings.

Beaufort Gazette
October 9, 2004 
Military Enhancement Committee Enlists Lobbyist Firm, Gains $100,000

By Michael Kerr, Gazette staff writer

Beaufort County's Military Enhancement Committee has enlisted a lobbying firm in its battle to protect area bases, and will have an extra $100,000 from the state in the next few weeks.

The committee, an off-shoot of the Greater Beaufort Chamber of Commerce working to protect local bases from closure, entered into a contract with the Rhoads Group, a Washington, D.C.-based lobbying firm earlier this month.

"They have a great deal of experience in (Base Realignment and Closure)," said retired Marine Corps Col. John Payne, the committee's chairman.

A round of Base Realignment and Closure is set for next year to eliminate excess installations and allow the military to operate more efficiently. About 25 percent of America's bases will be affected. A closure list will be published in May.

The contract with the Rhoads Group is for $243,750, which will paid quarterly, said Delane Wells, the Military Enhancement Committee's treasurer.

"That way, if we get up to a particular quarter at the middle or end of next year and we're not on the list, we can back out on the latter part (of the payments)," Wells said.

The bulk of the contract will be paid for with the $217,000 the committee received from the Beaufort County Council in August, she said.

Earlier this week, the city of Beaufort received $100,000 from the state to bolster the committee's efforts, said Matt Horn, the assistant to Beaufort's city manager.

The city will disperse the money to the Military Enhancement Committee because the state can't legally give money to a private agency, Horn said.

The state will also provide $100,000 each to the Sumter, Charleston and Richland County areas, which are all working to protect bases from closure, said Will Folks, spokesman for Gov. Mark Sanford.

"We will have an additional amount coming from the state, which will be great," Wells said, adding that she's hopeful the committee will have the money in hand within three weeks.

Committee members have said they wanted to hold off on hiring a lobbyist for as long as possible, because it's such a big-ticket item. With the base closure deadline bearing down, and with the loss of Navy Strike Fighter Squadron 82, The Marauders, which the Navy announced in August would be decommissioned, it was time to seek help from a firm with experience in the nation's capital, officials have said.

Marine Corps Air Station Beaufort, Marine Corps Recruit Depot Parris Island and Naval Hospital Beaufort contribute $454 million to the local economy each year.

Los Angeles Times

October  9, 2004

Congress Set to Clear Way for Military Base Closings

By Richard Simon
Congress moved toward clearing the way Friday for the Pentagon to proceed with another round of controversial military base closings, averting an election-year showdown with President Bush over the issue. The decision neared as the House and Senate lurched toward the end of their session in the same way they began it -- with partisan rancor.

In the House, Democrats moved for the appointment of a special counsel to investigate Majority Leader Tom DeLay (R-Texas), a favorite Democratic target who received his second ethics rebuke in a week on Wednesday for his hardball political tactics. Their effort was shot down by the Republican majority.

The usually more decorous Senate was knotted up by year-end disputes that threatened to keep senators in the Capitol through the weekend.

The House neared approval of a $446-billion defense authorization bill that allows the Pentagon to move ahead with the closings and the Senate is expected to follow suit. A number of California bases are considered vulnerable.

The measure would also authorize an increase of 20,000 troops for the Army and 3,000 for the Marine Corps in an effort to ease the strain on a military with commitments across the globe. Army officials had argued against a permanent increase in troop strength, which they said could drain money from critical Pentagon programs.

"We say we support the troops. We put the bumper sticker on the back of our car. This is saying it loudly and clearly," said Rep. Ike Skelton of Missouri, the top Democrat on the House Armed Services Committee.

While a large number of lawmakers from both parties sought to delay base closings, they were faced with a preelection Hobson's choice: vote against the bill because it let the base closings go ahead, or vote for it because it included body armor and a pay raise for the troops.

"I will not vote to allow a group of bureaucrats to shut down bases at a time when we're at war," said Rep. Gene Taylor (D- Miss.). "This just doesn't make sense."

Pentagon officials have talked about shutting the equivalent of at least 100 of the nation's 425 bases, more than in the four previous rounds of base closures combined. The money saved would be used for modernizing the military, the Pentagon has said.

A recent report by the Government Accountability Office, the investigative arm of Congress, found that the military had 24% excess base structure.

California was hard hit by previous rounds of base closures. Of the 97 military facilities closed between 1988 and 1995, more than 20 were in California. But analysts say that might not soften the blow this time around because the military and its missions have changed so much over the intervening decade.

Among the California bases that could be vulnerable to closure or loss of some operations are Point Mugu Naval Air Weapons Station; the Barstow Marine Corps Logistics Base; the China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station, and the Miramar Marine Corps Air Station, which faces encroachment from the surrounding community, said Loren Thompson, a military analyst at the Lexington Institute, a public policy group in Arlington, Va. California officials have also expressed concern that Beale Air Force Base, north of Sacramento, could be targeted.

"There's no question that California is going to lose some bases and lose some missions," Thompson said.

Some bases, such as the Los Angeles Air Force Base in El Segundo, have powerful supporters. As a center for space-based intelligence, it is likely to be supported by the intelligence community and Rep. Jane Harman (D-Venice), the ranking Democrat on the House Intelligence Committee.

"Keeping the L.A. Air Force Base off the base closure list is a fight that our community has fought and won three times," Harman said Friday night. "Plans are well underway to win it a fourth time."

The Defense Department is scheduled to present its list of bases for closure by May 16 to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, which will present its recommendations to the president by Sept. 8. If he accepts the list, the closures become law in 45 days unless Congress blocks them -- something Congress did not do in the first four rounds.

The House, with bipartisan support, voted earlier this year to delay the closings by two years. The Senate fell two votes short of taking a similar position.

Congressional negotiators stripped from the defense bill two provisions unrelated to defense that had been approved by the Senate: tougher fines for broadcasters for violations of indecency rules and a stronger federal hate crime law. Proponents of the measures said they would continue to try to win passage.

Times staff writer John Hendren contributed to this report.

San Diego Union-Tribune
October 13, 2004 
Congress Approves Extra $81.5 Million For California Bases

By Otto Kreisher, Copley News Service

WASHINGTON – In what appeared to be an effort to influence the base-closure round scheduled for next year, Congress added nearly half a billion dollars to the Pentagon's request in the military construction funding bill, including funds to improve some bases that might be targets for closure or reduction.

The additions included $81.5 million for California bases, increasing total funding for military facilities in the state to $375 million.

The Senate completed action on the $10 billion appropriations bill before leaving for a month-long election recess late Monday night.

San Diego-area bases will receive a total of $117 million, which is $19 million more than the administration requested.

The add-ons include $8.1 million for a warehouse at the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, which was considered for closure by the last BRAC commission and could be a target again.

The House added $250,000 to plan a sensor integration facility at the China Lake Naval Air Weapons Center, which also is considered vulnerable.

Congress also added $10.2 million for a main gate and entrance road at North Island Naval Air Station and $268,000 for a security building at east gate on Miramar Marine Corps Air Station.

Neither of those bases is considered a likely closure target.

The final bill added $640,000 to design a parking structure at the Los Angeles Air Force Base. The Pentagon's budget did not request any funds for the facility in El Segundo.

Although some consider the space program administration center a candidate for closure, it is being consolidated and modernized in a project funded largely through a land swap with a private developer.

Elsewhere in the state, Congress added $13.2 million for a runway extension at the Sierra Army Depot in Lassen County; $6.7 million for a dental clinic at the Defense Language School in Monterey; and $4.9 million for a sand blasting facility at the Barstow Marine Corps Depot.

All are possible BRAC targets. The House also added language supporting the Navy Post-Graduate School at Monterey, another vulnerable institution.

The bill also funds the Pentagon's requests for $30.3 million for several projects at Travis Air Force Base and $9.5 million for two additions at March Armed Forces Reserve Base. Those projects include facilities at both bases for the C-17 transports, indications of expected long-term use.

And the measure provides the requested $64.2 million at Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base for barracks, a sewage system improvement, a pistol range, an operations center and a maintenance shop; $1 million at North Island for a mobility support building for the Special Operations Command, and $33.3 million at El Centro Naval Air Facility, in Imperial County, to start major improvements to hangars and aircraft parking aprons.

As a hedge against a possible BRAC action, Sen. Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., included language in the bill to give the U.S. Forest Service the first claim to the 165,000 acres of the Fort Hunter-Liggett Army Reserve training base if the Big Sur facility were closed.
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$400 Million On Table For Post

Funds set aside for Benning housing; bill also contains military pay raise

By Associated Press

WASHINGTON - Fort Benning would be allowed to use $400 million to build 3,667 military family houses on post, thanks to a defense bill Congress passed Saturday.

The $447 billion bill also authorizes a military pay raise and new money for Iraq and Afghanistan.

Underscoring the bill's lack of controversy, the House approved the measure by 359-14, and the Senate gave its blessing by voice vote. Neither chamber debated the legislation before sending it to President Bush.

The bill includes an across-the-board 3.5 percent pay raise for military personnel and expanded health care for reservists, as well as $25 billion to support operational costs for troops in Iraq and Afghanistan.

In Georgia, the bill authorizes funds for weapons systems built or partially built in the state and for its military bases, according to a Monday press release from the office of U.S. Sen. Saxby Chambliss, R-Ga.

If enacted, the bill lifts funding limitations at Fort Benning that will allow the military to partner with the private sector to build the new homes. This would help house about 1,600 soldiers and their families of the 5th Brigade, 25th Infantry Division if they become a permanent fixture at Fort Benning after 2006. The brigade is expected to move temporarily on post during fall 2005.

The bill also allows Army posts to enter agreements with municipalities to provide utilities and garbage collection. Two weeks ago, Fort Benning and the Columbus Water Works finalized a 50-year deal to operate the post's water and wastewater treatment facilities.

Efforts to reach Fort Benning officials for reaction to the bill were unsuccessful Monday.

The bill also allows base closings to move forward and rejects pleas to delay the next round until 2007. The Bush administration had threatened to veto the entire bill if the base closures were delayed.

There have been four previous rounds of base closings from 1988 to 1995, in each case over the objections of lawmakers concerned about economic losses a closure would bring to their districts. The Pentagon contends it still has more than 20 percent excess capacity and could save billions by closing unneeded facilities.

The measure would kill the $23 billion leasing deal between the Boeing Co. and the Air Force, but would allow the Air Force to buy 100 Boeing 767 planes for use as tankers. However, that purchase could occur only after several studies are completed.

The legislation also would overhaul the way sickened nuclear weapons industry workers are compensated and let South Carolina and Idaho store radioactive waste from Cold War bomb projects.

Staff writer Angelique Soenarie contributed to this report.
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N.E. Lawmakers Join In Shipyard Effort

By Bryan Bender, Globe Staff

WASHINGTON -- New England lawmakers are urging the Defense Department to keep open the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard when US military bases are reviewed next year for possible closings, saying the submarine overhaul facility "plays a critical role in our national defense infrastructure now, and must be allowed to do so in the future."

In an Oct. 8 letter to Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld that was released yesterday, members of Congress from Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Maine said the shipyard, located 50 miles north of Boston in Kittery, Maine, meets all the standards that the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will consider in deciding whether to keep facilities open.

"In key areas, including shipyard performance, mission capability, and the ability to transform to perform future missions, the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard measures up positively against the criteria being utilized," the bipartisan group of lawmakers told Rumsfeld and other senior Defense Department and Navy officials.

Lobbying efforts to inoculate military bases around the country from the politically charged process, set to get underway next May, are picking up steam.

The lawmakers said that the Portsmouth shipyard, which accounts for 4,600 jobs in 38 surrounding communities, is a primary location for submarine maintenance. They argued that there would be a significant economic impact both on the Navy and on the region should the Pentagon decide to close the shipyard.

Separately, officials are worried that reduced construction of Navy submarines in the future will adversely affect Portsmouth and other submarine construction and repair facilities in New England, such as General Dynamics Electric Boat Corp. facilities in Groton, Conn., and Quonset Point and Newport, R.I., which together account for 16,000 jobs.

Another selling point for Portsmouth, lawmakers said, is the availability of land and air space around the shipyard for future missions. The shipyard is home to three US Coast Guard ships and has the capacity to add more cutters for maritime security, they said.

The shipyard also has expertise in dealing with dangerous materials because it refuels nuclear-powered submarines. That expertise could "serve as the foundation for expanded emergency response missions supporting homeland security," the lawmakers said.

They asserted that Portsmouth is the least costly naval shipyard to operate, and shutting it down would not make economic or security sense.

The letter, along with a 12-page report outlining the yard's benefits, was signed by Senator Edward M. Kennedy and Representative John Tierney, Massachusetts Democrats; Senator Judd Gregg, Senator John Sununu, and Representative Jeb Bradley, New Hampshire Republicans; Senators Olympia Snowe and Susan Collins, Maine Republicans; and Representatives Michael Michaud and Thomas Allen, Maine Democrats.

It is the latest effort by New England's elected officials to preempt a potential base closure; the commission will make its recommendations to the president in September 2005.

Last month, Massachusetts proposed that the Air Force invest $440 million to expand Hanscom Air Force Base in Bedford.

Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, Kennedy, and Representative Martin T. Meehan, a Lowell Democrat, briefed officials last week at the Air Materiel Command at Wright Patterson Air Force Base in Ohio on the state's plan to create as many as 5,000 additional jobs by expanding the high-tech research mission of Hanscom, home to the Electronic Systems Center.

The plan was first pitched to James Roche, secretary of the Air Force, at a Pentagon meeting last month.
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The Pentagon's environmental battle

Cleanup Fights Stall New Uses For Old Bases

Redeveloping a military site can revitalize a community — but not if the site is polluted

By Peter Eisler, USA Today

Second of two parts
ALAMEDA, Calif. — Taking in the million-dollar views of San Francisco Bay from the old Alameda Naval Air Station, it's easy to see why this city staked its future on redeveloping the abandoned base. Its thousands of feet of coastline are prime real estate in one of the nation's most expensive and congested markets.

But looking inland at a maze of empty airplane hangars and rusting warehouses, the promise fades.

The air station accounts for a third of the city's area. By now, more than a decade after the base's closure was announced, the site was supposed to be the thriving heart of a revitalized community, full of new homes, shopping areas, boat slips, and a luxury hotel and golf course. Instead, the redevelopment of the base is mired in a massive environmental cleanup. Groundwater is contaminated with solvents and other chemicals used in aircraft maintenance. The soil is fouled by dumped munitions and fuel spills.

“Every time you turn a spade of dirt, you're likely to find (more pollution) that will drive your cost to clean higher,” says David Brandt, Alameda's assistant city attorney.

Alameda is among dozens of cities and towns nationwide where lingering pollution has upset plans to redevelop closed military bases, a USA TODAY investigation finds.

The environmental problems are crushing many communities' best hopes for recovering from the economic blow of losing bases shuttered by the Defense Department in the past 15 years. And they're hindering the Pentagon's efforts to save billions of dollars by getting unused land off its property rolls.

As the Pentagon prepares to close dozens more bases in 2005 — the first round of closures in a decade — Defense officials are working with Congress to change the rules so communities shoulder more of the responsibility for cleanups.

Defense officials have long argued that the opportunity for redevelopment makes up for the job losses and other financial hits inflicted when a base is closed. But that potential is getting harder — and more expensive — to realize.

In the next round of base closings, new laws and policies allow the armed services to more easily transfer land to communities or private developers before it's cleaned. State and local officials say the changes leave communities with less leverage to force the services to address pollution problems that are discovered years later.

Pentagon officials are looking to control their restoration costs for closed bases, which have grown by billions of dollars as new problems with water and soil contamination have emerged.

Defense officials “are very concerned about these environmental costs,” says George Schlossberg, a lawyer who served as the Pentagon's chief counsel on base closure and property disposal in the Reagan and first Bush administrations.

“When we began the base closure process in 1987 and '88, we never knew how high the environmental costs were going to be,” says Schlossberg, now counsel for the National Association of Installation Developers, which represents cities and towns dealing with abandoned military land. “The costs are better defined now, … and that's the number one impediment to getting properties conveyed to communities.”

But communities are paying a price for the Pentagon's efforts to cut environmental cleanup costs at abandoned bases. Among USA TODAY's findings:

Contamination is delaying redevelopment of closed bases.
Nearly 10 years after the first four rounds of base closings ended, 60,000 acres of military property abandoned in that process still is owned by the Defense Department. Environmental problems have delayed the transfer of 80% of that land, Pentagon records show.

The Pentagon is cutting cleanup funds for closed bases.
Funding for cleanup at closed military bases fell 57% from 2001 to 2004, despite big increases in total defense spending. That has forced communities and managers of military cleanups to stretch restoration schedules.

New policies aim to reduce military cleanup obligations.
The services have gotten more leeway to sell closed bases to communities or developers before they are cleaned. By aiming to transfer abandoned installations in “as-is” condition, the Pentagon hopes to give local officials or private buyers more responsibility for overseeing restoration work.

State and local officials are wary of the changes.

The military “never has done a very good job of identifying the environmental issues (at closed bases), and that's the show-stopper,” says Barry Steinberg, a former Army environmental lawyer now representing communities fighting base closures. “It's like going to someone with a paper bag and asking, ‘Do you want to buy what's in this bag?' The first question is, ‘What's in the bag?' And that's the question the military has been unable to answer again and again.”

Through 2001, the Pentagon had saved $17 billion from the 97 base closures completed since it began systematically shutting down excess installations in 1988, records show. And officials hope the recent changes in base-closure laws and policies will save more money.

Congress has scrapped a longtime requirement that abandoned military bases be transferred to communities at little or no cost to soften the economic blow of the closures. Under the Pentagon's plan to sell more properties “as-is,” the services would disclose known pollution problems and remain financially liable for contamination, but the new owners would clean it up.

Pentagon officials say that under those conditions, local officials are less likely to consider impractical development, such as putting homes on land that requires extensive and costly cleanup. Once a redevelopment plan is in place, the services can write the buyer a check for the expected cleanup costs — or cut the base's price accordingly — and transfer the property with an agreement that the new owner will restore it.

Communities will get quicker “economic development, (and) property moves onto their tax rolls sooner,” says Raymond DuBois, deputy undersecretary of Defense for installations and environment.

“When all the interests in a local community think they can get something for free, they tend to bicker,” DuBois says. If a site is auctioned, communities often work with commercial developers to focus quickly on realistic redevelopment plans, he adds.

The new approach also will save tax dollars because local officials and private developers can manage cleanups more efficiently, Pentagon officials say. And those savings, coupled with proceeds from the sale of closed bases, will help offset the cuts in military cleanup budgets.

Local officials like the idea of getting the property quickly, but they worry about what happens if unforeseen pollution problems arise later. Though the services remain liable, redevelopment can be delayed for years if they dispute local cleanup demands. And once the services have gotten a property off their rolls, there's little incentive for them to heed a community's call for more cleanup work.

That problem has come up in several communities that have taken custody of military property before it is cleaned.

The services “move pathetically slowly” to address pollution on land they no longer own, says Dan Miller, Colorado's assistant attorney general for environmental matters. “Developers and communities have to clean up with their own money and hope to get it back.”

In 1997, Colorado sued the Air Force to get it to accept state standards for clearing unexploded ordnance at the old Lowry Bombing Range, which sits in one of Denver's fastest-growing suburbs. Today, new homes and a high school are in sight of areas still littered with unexploded ordnance. Based on a state settlement with the Air Force, military engineers are working with the developers' contractors to remove bombs and other old munitions. But Miller says the military “hasn't come close” to meeting the settlement's cleanup schedule.

Congress was poised to allow the military even more leeway to avoid costly cleanups by giving the Pentagon the option of declaring a closed base “inactive” and retaining custody. The legislation initially was approved, but state and local officials complained that it would allow the services to close a contaminated base and walk away, leaving the property unavailable for redevelopment. In one of its final acts before recessing last week, Congress scrapped the law.

The controversy over cleanup costs at closed bases is expected to continue asnewly recognized pollution problems addbillions of dollars to the military's liabilities at abandoned installations.

The most daunting is contamination from munitions. Ordnance that failed to explode in military exercises is the big concern, not only because it can blow up if disturbed, but also because it can leak toxins into soil and water.

More than 15 million acres of military land is thought to be polluted with used or dumped munitions, according to a study by the Government Accountability Office, the investigative arm of Congress. The costs of cleaning up that contamination, spread across nearly 1,400 sites, are estimated at $8 billion to $35 million.

Based on the Pentagon's current spending for cleaning up ordnance — about $200 million a year — it could take a century to deal with contamination from munitions, according to federal studies. Last year, a Pentagon task force recommended doubling the budget for cleaning up munitions. It warned that the Pentagon will face more conflicts with local regulators and “lose control of its own destiny” if it doesn't move more quickly.

Alameda's stalled efforts to redevelop the old naval air station offer a stark lesson in the ways that environmental problems can derail a community's plans to turn a closed base into an economic asset.

In the years since the installation closed, new pollution problems have cropped up repeatedly. Investigations have found previously unknown ammunition dumps, soil contamination from long-ago fuel spills and underground pools of industrial solvents. Each new discovery has thrown the city into new disputes with the Navy.

Alameda officials estimate that it will cost $450 million to sufficiently clean the air station, and they want a check from the Navy before taking custody of most of the land. The Navy, which is legally liable for the contamination, says $180 million worth of restoration is adequate.

The impasse has frozen a deal to transfer the property. And Alameda's grand plans for redeveloping the site remain little more than a hopeful vision.

“We need to have (properties) cleaned sufficiently, and that's where the tension occurs between the local community and the federal government,” Alameda City Manager Jim Flint says. “We just have different standards for what is sufficiently clean.”
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Lieberman: BRAC Process Should Consider Bases' R&D Capabilities

Sen. Joseph Lieberman (D-CT) has asked Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld to ensure that next year's base closure and realignment process does not negatively affect the military's research and development capabilities.

As the Defense Department prepares for the 2005 BRAC round, "it is of supreme importance" that DOD develop "metrics that capture the unique characteristics of the military's R&D infrastructure,” Lieberman writes in a Sept. 27 letter to Rumsfeld.

The senator says that while the Congressional Budget Office and the Government Accountability Office have found that "past BRAC metrics have been able to develop a reasonable estimate regarding the aggregate force structure at a military base, they failed to adequately express the true value of the individual components like R&D." As an example, he says past BRAC studies measured the value of R&D facilities based on the amount of floor space dedicated to R&D and scientists' approximate annual productivity levels.

"Such standards,” Lieberman contends, “lack the comprehensive focus required to accurately assess the value and contribution of the military's R&D capabilities."

But drawing up such criteria is challenging because the capabilities associated with the R&D community are more "qualitative" than "quantitative," the letter states.

"While a traditional BRAC assessment could easily determine the ramp and hanger facilities necessitated by a fighter squadron or the barracks space required for a division of troops, it is much harder to take into account all the variables behind R&D," the senator writes.

Because military labs tend to have "specific focus points and skill sets," closing a base that hosts a lab "could entail losing a future capability," Lieberman warns, adding that the government's past ability to accurately predict future military requirements "has been quite limited at best."

Accordingly, Lieberman recommends taking a "clear and careful approach to addressing this issue. Perhaps it would be well advised to commission an independent technical group to review the criteria for evaluating the labs and associated facilities."

While the Connecticut Democrat's letter does not mention any specific bases, his home state is host to Naval Submarine Base New London. The base houses the Naval Submarine Medical Research Laboratory, which constitutes "the Navy's only submarine platform-designated medical research and development laboratory dedicate[d] to the unique problems engendered by the operational submarine fleet," according to the base Web site. "This laboratory maintains a library which constitutes one of the most complete libraries of submarine and diving information in the world."

The sub base also boasts the Naval Undersea Medical Institute, which provides "training in undersea medicine and radiation health to designated medical department personnel," as well as "technical support in matters related to undersea medicine and radiation health to naval operating forces and activities," the Web site states.

The Navy was the first military service to understand the impact of science and technology on the conduct of warfare, according to Michael Marshall, an assistant to the director of the Applied Research Laboratory at Penn State. In an article published in the July 2004 issue of the National Defense University's Defense Horizons newsletter, Marshall wrote that the Navy "early on" began to establish "a community of engineering centers, test stations, proving grounds, weapons labs and similar facilities.

"In the ensuing years, the other services followed the Navy's lead," Marshall said.

Marshall wrote that "excess capacity and military value judgments about the labs will depend on metrics now being formulated and the subjective weights they are assigned in computations. This calculus will place greater weight on options that allow DOD to combine separate but similar functions, such as R&D on single bases."

Such a reliance on "overly simplified 'closure-by-arithmetic' decisions could lead to serious mistakes in deciding which laboratories to close and which to keep," Marshall warns. "America's ability to wage high-tech warfare depends on avoiding such mistakes."

-- John Liang
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Editorial
Unneeded Military Bases Must Be Boarded

If the Pentagon has more military bases than necessary to keep the nation safe, then certainly some facilities must be closed.

Military bases that aren't needed must be closed sooner rather than later; give Congress credit for not dodging the easy, election-year choice of delay. Instead, it authorized a next round of base closings for next year. The Government Accountability Office says the military has 24 percent more bases than it needs, and the Pentagon agrees.

But at one point, Congress was trying to delay the base closings for at least two years. Military bases are political hot potatoes. They provide thousands of jobs to communities and often are the backbone of a town's economy.

But maintaining a base costs taxpayers millions, even billions, of dollars. Closing bases that aren't necessary allows defense dollars to be used for other, more important purposes: for example, increasing the size of the Army or developing high-tech weapons. Next year's base closings are expected to save $6 billion or more a year.

A veto threat by President Bush, along with support from key members of Congress, including the members of Alabama's delegation, kept the next round of base closings on schedule.

Give the Alabama House and Senate members a round of applause for not taking the easy political route. Alabama has four major military bases that will be reviewed - Redstone Arsenal in Huntsville, Anniston Army Depot in Calhoun County, Fort Rucker in southeast Alabama and Maxwell Air Force Base in Montgomery.

In truth, all four bases have unique roles to play and shouldn't be on anybody's closing list. But don't forget Fort McClellan, the Anniston base that was home to the Army's chemical weapons training school. Even so, the base was closed a few years ago, and the chemical weapons school was moved.

Alabama officials will continue to work hard to show how important the state's military bases are, and that's fine. But if one of the four installations isn't vital to national defense, it shouldn't be kept open simply for its economic benefits.

As long as the selection process is fair and nonpolitical - or as nonpolitical as can be - everybody must live with the final decision.
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