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SECUTZVE OFFICE OP TBE PB IDBtTF 
OFFZCB OF H&NAGBUEMT AND BUDQEa* 

Washington, 0*0. 20503 

August 16, 1994 

LEaiSLATIVB HfiPEIUUlL MBKORAKDOM 

' LRM #1-3679 

TO: Legislative Liaison Officer -

ABMC - col. William E, Ryan, Jr. - (202)272-0536 - 268 
ACDA - Barbara Starr - (202)647-8478 - 234 
AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202)720-1516 - 312 
AID - Robert M. r.ftw»<»»' - t'^r,'^^^-" ^02 [ooi] 

. CIA - I fb)(3) ~1 
COMMER-., *ij.wiia«x n, L e v i t t - (202)482-3151 - 324 
DEFENSE - Samuel T, Brick, Jr. - (703)697-1305 - 325 
EDUCATION - John Kristy - (202)401-2670 - 207 
ENERGY - Bob Rabben - (202)586-6718 - 209 
EPA - Thomas C. Roberts - (202)260-5414 - 326 
EX-IM - I r a Pishman - (202)566-8806 - 236 
FEMA - John P. Carey - (202)646-4105 - 327 
GSA - William R. Ratohford - (202)501-0563 - 237 
HHS - Frances White - (202)690-7760 - 328 
HUD - Edward J. Murphy, Jr. - (202)708-1793 - 215 
INTERIOR - Jane Lyder - (202)208-4371 - 329 
JUSTICE - Sheila F. Anthony - (202)514-2141 - 217 
LABOR - Robert A. Shapiro - (202)219-8201 - 330 
NASA - Jeff Lawrence - (202)358-1948 - 219 
ONDCP - Babette Hankey - (202)395-6739 - 257 
NSC - William H. Itoh - (202)396-3723 - 249 
OQE - Jane Ley - (202)523-5377 - 261 
OPM - James N. Woodruff - (202)606-1424 - 331 
OSTP - Rosalie D'Allessandro - (202)456-6014 - 288 
USTR - Fred Montgomery - (202)395-3475 - 223 
SBA - Kris Swedin - (202)205-6702 - 315 
SSS - Lewis C. Brodsky - (703)235-2053 - 339 
STATE - J u l i a C. Norton - (202)647-4463 - 225 
TRANSPORTATION - Tom Heriihy - (202)366-4687 - 226 
TREASURY - Rlohard S. Carro - (202)622-1146 - 228 
VA - Robert Coy - (202)273-6666 -PROM: RONALD K. PETERSON (for) 

Assistant Direotor for Legislative Reference 

OMB COMTAQTT MZXB QOAO (398-7301) 
Seoretary's line (for simple responses)t 398-6194 

SUBJECT: OMB Request for Views REi S 2182, National 
Defense Authorization Aot for Fiscal Year 
1995 

THIS TRANSKISSIOM CONTAINS PAOB(8) (total). 

T00 



Page 2 
LRM #1-3679 

is raerulvAA «v4. i.j Again^ no further aotlon 

CC: 
J. Schuhart 
A. Chellaraj 

'̂̂  ' loy/oyvawo v 91:21 t̂ gi/ee 



6611 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506 

August 16, 1994 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

THROUGH: \ ROBERT BELL 

FROM: JIM SEATON 

SUBJECT: P r e s i d e n t i a l L e t t e r t o / ^ I I Navy Frogman 

Tab B describes the e x p l o i t s of a WJvII Navy combat demolitions 
frogman and the August 14, 1994 caremony where the French Defense 
M i n i s t e r awarded him the Ordre du/Merite. Nancy Hernreich 
requested t h a t we prepare a congoratulatory l e t t e r from the 
President to'Angelos Chatas, the former frogman. 

Concurrence by: J u l i e n D. LeBourgeoi 
\ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That.you sign the memorandum t o the President a t Tab I . 

Attachments 
Tab I Memorandjdra t o the President 

Tab A Let^ter t o Angelos T. Chatas 
Tab B Waishington Post A r t i c l e 



6611 

T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

ACTION . 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 

SUBJECT: L e t t e r t o WWII Navy Frogman 

Purpose 

To congratulate Angelos T. Chatas, a WWII Navy combat demolitions 
frogman. 

Background 

The French Defense M i n i s t e r honored Mr. Chatas at an August 14 
commemoration of the WWII landings i n southern France. During 
both the Normandy and southern France landings Mr. Chatas blew up 
underwater cables and f l o a t i n g mines hindering the approaches of 
a l l i e d landing c r a f t . Two years ago the French named a s t r e e t 
f o r him i n a Normandy v i l l a g e near Utah Beach, but he was unable 
t o attend the ceremony. This year, i n response t o a French 
request, DoD O f f i c i a l s nominated him t o receive the French Ordre 
du Merite. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the l e t t e r a t Tab A. 

Attachments 
Tab A L e t t e r t o Angelos T? Chatas 
Tab B Washington Post a r t i c l e 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of S t a f f 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON ^ v>v̂  7 

/.:;;vpear;;:.Mr/'Cha.tas,:,^^^ X^XXXX-XyX^XX 

I recently read of your brave exploits i n the ' 
Normandy and southern France landings and 

• •'/-:'-:̂wBin̂ #̂ ^̂^ 
on receiving the French Government's Ordre du 
Merite. This i s t r u l y a great honor and I 
commend you. , 

Thank you for serving as a source of 
continuing i n s p i r a t i o n . 

/ . • •• 
; Sincerely, 

Mr. Angelas T. Chatas 
4719 Oak Trail 

y X' • Dallas,-'TX -:-^ 75232 .; r ^-XyXw, y:>tyj^r:',i4l^'^ V '•i''-''̂ -'''X-'-'V.-' 



•^•.•-y^iiyiyy-.-!: ••iyt:X-X: f yXi^^.^^^i .• 

iiigtoufost Aug. 15, 1994 Pg. 14 

A Double 'Merci^ to a U.S. Frogman 
His Name Already on a Street, WWII Veteran Gets a Medal 

By Jonathan C. Randal 

PREJUS. France, Aug. 14—This time Angielos T« 
Chatas was present, not just accounted for, wheri. 
France honored him for his role as a U.S. Navy com-
bat demcditions frogman in a World War II landing. 

Two years ago a street was named for Chatas in 
Ste. Marie du Mont, a village in Normandy near the 
spot on Utah Beach where Chatas cleared away Ger­
man mines on D-Day, June 6,1944. 

An invitation to attend the dedication ceremony 
reached him too late. 

Not this time. Asked by the French, Defense Min­
istry to nominate an American to recognize for his 

. rde in the Allied invasion of southern France on Aug. 
15. 1944, Pentagon officials approached a surprised 
and delighted Chatas. 

At an anniversary celebration today, French De­
fense Minister Francois Leotard awarded the Ordre 
du Merite to the retired petroleum engineer, who on 
the night of 'Aug. 14-15, half a century ago, blew up 
underwater cables designed to thwart allied landing 
craft at Agay, just east of here. 

Chatas, 73, a Chicago nathre who now lives in Dal­
las, had won the Broaee Star for his D-Day exploits 
two months before. Recalling the August assault in 
the Mediterranean̂  he said. 'IVe woiild Hear people 
talking and laughing while we put charges on the 
buoys and waited for the nets tp bk>w up." ' 

Later, he and a feDow frogman paddled out in a 
kayak to |dace eiqriosives on a ik»tihg German mine , 
that naval gunfire had not destroyed. 

"^e attached the expk»ives, set the three-inch 
fuse and paddled like mad, and we just reached the 
beach a few hundred yards away when the mine ex­
ploded," he said. 

The next, day, Chatas recalled, he captured three 
. German soldiers, part of a group of 27 who surren­
dered to his demolitions group. 

1 recognited early in this invasion that we were 
not facing the power of the enemy we faced in Nor­
mandy," Chatas said. "The German army had pulled 
lots of troops out of southern France for Normandy 
and the Eastern front fighting the Russians." 

Chatas has no complaint about his wartime ser­
vice. He knows he was lucky to survive. 

23 



6623 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNOL 
WASHNGTON. D C. 20608 

August 17, 1994 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH 

THROUGH: ROBERT BELL 

FROM: JIM SEATON 

SUBJECT: Defense Proposed Report on Awarding Decorations 
for Service i n Pleiku Campaign 

At Tab I I i s a proposed Defense Department response to a l e t t e r 
from senator Thurmond to the Army Chief of Staff. The Senator^ , 
proposes l e g i s l a t i o n authorizing a two-year period to recommend 
awards for individuals who served i n the la Drang Valley campaign 
of November 1965. DoD opposes the b i l l . By statute, award 
recommendations must be made wi t h i n -two years of an act or 
achievement. Congress previously extended the txme period for 
Vietnam award recommendations to October 1975. 

The la Drang battles were the f i r s t large-scale U.S. Army battles 
of the Vietnam War and resulted i n excess of 230 American dead^ 
One Lieutenant posthumously received the .Congressional Medal of 
Honor and many other participants received lesser awards for 
heroism. . ̂  

Concurrence by: B i l l D rs 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum at Tab I concurring with the 
proposeid DpD report. • 

Attachments 
Tab I Memorandum for Signature 
Tab I I Incoming Correspondence 

4 ib^^^-'.' 



• •• '• ;6623 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNQL 

WASHNGTON. O.C. 20508 

MEMORANDUM FOR JANET R. FORSGREN 

FROM: WILLIAM H. ITCH 

SUBJECT: Defense Proposed Report on Awarding Decorations 
for Service in Pleiku Campaign 

The National Security Council s t a f f concurs with the proposed 
Defense Department response. 
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orrici opR 

wa»hln̂ oB> 

LSOZSXiATIVB RBFBRAMi MBMOBMIDOM 
LRH #X-1727 

FROM! JANBT R. FOftSGRBH (for] 
Aasiatant Dlreotqr for. IfglBla^Ivo' RMei|Bhce 

Secretary'tt Una (for aiopla re8ponkM)< ̂ ^S-TJM v; 

SUBJECT: DEFENSE Proposed Import on Awardinĝ-.î^̂^̂^̂^ 
Decorations for Service in Pleiku canipaign 

..... 'y. y ' _ .^-.1: , :'. .y.yy':' :-y-.'. " .'.yiy^yy^?$^:^,....y..:'.,. _• .-.•'.-y., 

DBADLIWEJ COB AU^Uflt 88, . 1994 . X . ^ ^ ^ ' X . • \ X \ J 

COMMENTS I The attached is in response to e proposed b i l l by 
senator Thurmond that has not been Intrpdubedgjtft̂ ^̂ ^ 

OMB requests the views. of v̂ yotur ,agency, on,^ 
advising on its relatlorisliip to the prograaVoJr^ts^^^Pi^ 
accordanc6 with OMB circular A-lS.- : • ••': :_ -'-W-^-^'yiiM^^!!^^ -iX---

••• • •• >•-•• ••'•••-••• •:X^X-:- -':̂ -̂ yM:ŷ :-XX ^ 
Please advise us if this item will affeot direct sj^ending or 

•CC:';-- '•••yy^'M^-Xx^i'^^-'^^ 
•.Pheb* :vlii)csr6^^r:^-
Mary Jo Siclari .̂ 
Wendell Waltea' 
Bob Damus 
Jennifer Palxnlorl 
Jim. Murr 
Janet Forsgron 
Jim Jukej9 • 
Ron Peterson^ 
'Traoey Thornton • 

•'-•^M^y 

•'i•;̂••!iiv̂•l••:̂••v•••'̂ •̂"̂•:;••' 



•i 

If your response to this request for Yl.bwi^ji J^Jjiit'*?!^tftis 

tlie subjeot shovm bolow.... 

T O ; Anna .^RIATICO -(395-7887)..^. ̂  : . . ..,;,^;:i^*^^,,.;.,;-V. ̂ ^^g5^.:v 
. Of f ice ofi Management;-andvBx^^ •. •^W^-'^^XXy 

Analyst/Attorney's Direot Number: 202 395-7887 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach secretary): t.202) , 395-73M 

FROM: 
(Date)' 

(Name) 

(Agency) 

SUBJECT:' .-bEFBHSB Propo8ed-Re»port;;oi>;Awar̂ inĝ  
Decorations for Service in Pleiku campaign 

No obj ect loir 

No comment 

See proposed edits on pages 

Other; 

••" FAX RETURN of pages, attached̂ : to y 
" response ahie€~ 

'y.X.^-'-:^-:Xi'X-: '•• 'XXX^^i^^M^M^Ufi^^X^ •X-y^?^M^MM^^<^Mi^^^^ 
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iĥ b̂ttdgataryf regoit^^^ , 

has been booreli«tai witbto^ 
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6629 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHNQTON. D.C. 20506 

August 17, 1994 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH 

THROUGH: ROBERT B E L L l W f ^ 

FROM: KEITH HAHN 

SUBJECT: Significant Military Exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 

î ttached at Tab I is a proposed memorandum to ih^ Ê êcutive Secretary, Department of 
Defense, concuning in military exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94.' At Tab U Defense 
recommends approval and State concurs. 

COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 is a multilateral exercise involving pjatoon or company-sized 
infantry units from the U.S., Canada, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, United Kingdom and the Ukraine. It is designed to improve 
NATO/Partner nation interoperability iri peacekeeping operations. It is scheduled to take place in 
northern Netherlands October 24-28. 

The critical cancellation date is October 6,1994. 

Concurrence by: Julien LeBourgeoi^ 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum at Tab I concurring in the exercise. 

Attachments 
Tab I , Memorandum for Signature 
Tab II Incoming Correspondence 



6629 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHNGTON. 0 0. 20506 

August 17,1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR COL. ROBERT P. MCALEER 
Executive Secretary 
Department of Defense 

SUBJECT: Significant Military Exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 

The National Security GouncU staff concurs in military exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94. 

William H. Itoh 
Executive Secretary 

Attachment 
Tab [Enter brief description of attachment] 



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

12 AUG 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

SUBJECT: Sign i f i c a n t M i l i t a r y Exercise -
COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 

The Departinent of Defense recommends NSC approval of the 
attached S i g n i f i c a n t M i l i t a r y Exercise Brief, Exercise 
COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94. The Department of State concurs with t h i s 
recommendation. 

t 

Please note the c r i t i c a l cancellation date i s 6 October 1994, 

Robert P. McAleer 
Executive Secretary 

Attachment: 
As stated 
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AMEMBASSY BONN USDAO WARSAW PO 
USDAO BONN,GE 
CINCUSAREUR HEIDELBERG GE//AtAGC-EX/OCIA// 
HO USAFE RAMSTEIN AB GE//X0OT/I0OTt// 
CINCUSNAVEUR LONDON UKZ/Wn/W// 
USCINCACOH NORFOH VA//J3/J7// 
HO SOCEUR VAIHINGEN GE//SOJ3/SOJ3-ET// 
USTRANSCOH//AHC/KSC/MTMC// CNO WASHlHGTOk' DC//N3/N5// 
HQDA WASHINGTON DC//DCS0PS/DCSL06// 
HO USAF WASHINGTON DC//XOOE// 
USCINCEUR VAIHINGEN GE//ECJ3-EX/ECJ5-E/ECPA/ECPLAD// 

UNCLAS 
SECTION 001 OF 002 
EXER/COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94// 

MSr,iD/GEKADMlN/USCINCEUR/ECJ3-EX// 
SUBJ/PART 1 SIGNIFICANT MILITARY EXERCISE BRIEF (SMEB) (U)// 
REF/A/CJCS 0121482 JUN 94 MSG// , 
KF/B/NATO SUMMIT OECLARATION/11 JAN 94// 
POC/HAMILTON/LT COL/fDSN) 430-41237/ECJ37/VAIHIN6EN GE// 
mil 
I EXERCISE NAME: COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 
2. GEOGRAPHIC AREA: HARSXAMP TRAINING AREA, NORTHERN 
NETHERLANDS. 
3. DATES: 24-28 OCT 94 
4. CRITICAL CANCELLATION DATE: 6 OCT 94 
5. TYPE: NATO/MACC SANCTIMED. MULTI-NATIONAL. PEACLiCEEPIMG 
FIELD TRAINING EXERCISE (FTX) 
6. PURPOSE: ' 

A DEPLOY A USAREUR INFANTRY COMPANY (3-325 ABCT) IN • 
COORDINATION WITH 4TH NETHERLANDS DIVISION TO EXERCISE 
PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS IN CONCERT WITH PLATOON OR COMPAHY SIZED 
INFANTRY UNITS FROM CANADA. THE CZECH REPUBLIC. ESTONIA, GERMANY, 
LITHUANIA, NETHERLANDS. POLAND. SWEDEN. UNITED XINGDCM, AND THE 
UKRAINE IN A COOPERATIVE EFFORT TO IMPROVE NATO/PARTNER NATION 
INTEROPERABILITY IN PEACEKEEPING. 

B. OBJECTIVES: „ . „ 
(1) EXERCISE ANO EDUCATE SMALL UNIT COMMANDERS AND STAFF 

IN CONTROLLING. ORGANIZING AND SUPPORTING A MULTINATIONAL 
JOINT STAfF VI ' „ , c . Cl 
ACTION J7:JETD(3) (U.6,8.F) 
INFO SJS-N(l) CMAS(l) SJS-C(l) WCC:CW0(1) J6A-J(1) 

J1:MMD-J{1) J3(3) J3:J00EUR-J(1) J3:J00WHEM-J(1) 
NIDSM) J4{5) J4:LP[I:03-.1(1) J7/6) QU.Al CONTROL(l) 
J5:OR5t.'-J(l) USPMCLO(l) SHAPE LNO(l) J5:NAC-J(:) 
J6E-J(1) Jeu-J(l) J6:WCiURNAT0-J(l) J1:PPPD-J(1) 
J5:AS1A-J(1) J5:P0LICY-J(1) J5:WARFARE-J(1) 
J6:PMAD-J(1) J36:READY-J(1) 

+NATS PENTAGON WASHINGTON DC 
+CJCS NMCC SITE R FT RITCHIE MO 
+NEACP '• 

SECDEF V2 . r, 
ACTION (IJ.^M 
INrO SECOEF-N(l) NCCS SUPPORT(l) SE:DEF-C(1) 

• USDF FILE(I ) USDAT:PL(1) USDAT:A0M]N(1) 0ASD:C31(1) 
USDAT:IP(2) ATS0:PA(1) US0P:1SP(1) USDP:AP(2) 
USDP:DASDEUR(1) USDP:DSAA(1) USOP-CH(l) US0P:CIS(1) 

. USDP;PX/PE(1) USDP:FSUNA(1) USDP:K!A(1) USDP:EP'l) 
USDP:SF0(1) USDP:PD(1) US0P:EUR POL(l) U5DP:RUE(1) 
USDP:NAT0POl(l) USDP:I3Ari) 

+U5DP:CCC 
+SAFE 
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PEACEKEEPIC OPERATION. 
(2) EXAMINE ANO tVAt'lATE THE COMPATIBILITY Of NATO AND . 

PFP PARTNER NATION UNITS TO CONDUCT CUMBINEO PEACEKEEPING 
OPERATIONS. 

(3) CONTRIBUTE TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF A CCMM* 
UNDERSTANDING OF PEACEKEEPING TACTICS. TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES 
(HP) THROXH EXERCISING SELECTED BASIC PEACEKEEPIKG .SKILLS AT 
INDIVIDUAL. PLATOON. ANO COM; ANY LEVELS. 
7 OPLAN EXERCISED: NONE. COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 CONSISTS OF A 
TACTICAL PKGRAM IN WHICH 4-6 MULTI-NATIONAL COMPANIES, COMPRISED' 
Of PLATOONS FROM PARTICIPATING NATIONS, WILL ROTATE THEIR 
ASSIGNED PLATOONS THROUGH FOUR DIFFERENT TRAINING/EXERCISE 
STATIONS. THESE.STATIONS WILL ENGAGE PLATOONS IN SEVERAL 
PEACEKEEPIB RELATED TASIS SUCH AS: SECURING A COHPAHY COMPOUND, 
PATRaLlNG/GUARDING A SAFE AREA. CONVOY/VIP ESCORT. LIVE SMALL 
ARKS FIRING, PLATOON LIVE FIRE COURSE. AND A MINE AWARENESS 
PROGRAM. '• 
8. POLITICAL IMPLICATICW: 

A. US COHMITKEN-TS TO ALLIES: THE U.S IS A LEADING SPCt.'SOR Of 
THE PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE PROGRAM AND FORMALLY COMMIHED TO 
SUPPORT PEACEKEEPING FIELD EXERCISES THIS YEAR IN THE.11 JAN 0 
SUMMIT DECLARATIOti. PER REF A. CJCS TASKING, USEUCOM FORMALLY 
COfWmED TO PARTICIPATE WITH UP TO ONE COMPANY, LIGHT INFANTRY 
IN CHARAaER. 

B PROJECTED FORCE LEVELS FOR THIS EXERCISE (600-600 TROOPS 
TOTAL-ALL NATIONS, LIGHT INFANTRY WEAPONS AND TACTICAL WHEELED 
VEHICLES). ARE BELOH THRESHOLDS FOR CSCE (VIENNA DOCUMENTS) ; 
MEASURES. 

C THE GON WILL COtJSIOER THE NATO STATUS OF FOF.CES AGREEMEHT 
APPLICABiE fOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED.FORCES OF NATO COUNTRIES 
DURING THEIR PRESENCE IK THE NETHERLANDS. NON-NATO PARTICH IS 
MUST WORK on A BILATEC/L MOU WITH THE HOST NATION. 

0. AS THE FIRST KATO/NACC SANCTIONED. PCC CRCHLSTRATED. PFP 
EXERCISE THE COORDINATION PROCEDURES FOLLOWED DUPING PLAWJING 
AND THE METHOD OF EXEFCISE EXECUTION WILL SET PilECEDiNT. 
NATO/NACC COUNTRIES WILL .MONITOR THIS EXERCl̂ : UiJStLY TO ENSURE 
IT COMPLIES WITH THE INTENT Of THE 11 JAN NATO S!»1!T DOCUMENT. 
9 ?ni iTiCO-kiRITARV SCENARIO SUMMARY: ALT.HCrJGH THE TASK 
ORIENTATIW OF THE EXERCISE HAKES AN OVERARCHING SCENARIO NEARLY 
IRRELiVAf,T, THE EXERCISE SCENARIO WAS DEVELOPED m FULL 
COMPLIANCE WITH NATO'S EVOLVING DOCTRINE ON PEACE SUPP>DPT 
OPERATIONS AND STATUS Of WORK IN THE KACC AHG ON COOPERATION ANO 
PEACEKEftHer -
10. SUMHARf OP KEY EXERCISE EVENTS: 

05-0/ JUL - MAIN PLANi;iNG CONFERENCE (MPC) 
29-31 AUG - PINAL PLANKING CONFERENCE (FPCi 
26-27 SEP - UNIT CMDR RECCE OF EXERCISE SITE 
21 aT - ARRIVAL Of PARTICIPANFS 
22-23 XT - FAMILIARIZATION PROGRAM 
24-28 OCT - EXERCISE 
28-29 CCT - POST EXERCISE OEBfiltf 
29 Oa - PARTICIPANTS DEPART 

11 DIRECTING HEADQUARTERS: SHAPE/AFCENT/4 NL OIV 
12. PARTICIPATING C0W4AN0S. HEADQUARTERS. ANO FORCES: 

A US- USAREUR (ONE COMPAHY FROM THE THIRD Of THE 325 
AIRBORNE BAHALION COMSAT TEAM. 100 SOLDIERS, OUT Of VICENZA. 
ITALY) AKD SUPPORT SIAFF (8 PERSONNEL FROM USAREUR. AW 6 FROti 
USEUCOM). ' 

B. PARTICIPATING FORCES FROM OTHER NATIONS: 
CANADA: 1 INF COMPANY '2 BTN/0 ROYAL CANADIAN 

REGIMENT* 
CZECH REPUtLIC: 1 MECH PLN 'FROC. RAPID RtftCTICltJ EBE* 
ESTONIA: 1 INF PLN (-) 'FROM ESTOFJIAN JOIKT 

• PEACEKEEPING BTN-
GERMANY: 1 LT INF C0(2 ABN PLN. 1 KT INF PLK 

FROM THE RRf BDE* 
LITHUANIA: TBD 
NETHERLANCS: 2 INf CO Ml BTN AIRHOEILE. 1 CO 

ROYAL MARINES' 
POLAN-J: 1 LT INf PUI 
SWEDEN: 1 LT INF CO 'RANGER* 
t n . : 1 ARMORED INf CO 'COLD STREAK GUARDS' 
UKRAINE: TBD 

C "OTAL: 500-600 PERSONNEL 
l i SCOP: Of AKTICIP;T[r PARTICIPATION: 

A. OTHER tfilFIEO AN? SfECIflED COWANOS: NONE 

MCN-94 163/0-3750 TOR = 94 183/1 £082 ' TAC'S^ 183/1603Z CDSN=MAK459 PAGE . ' CF ; 
02 15D5Z JUL 



UNCLASSIFIED 
JOINT STAFF 

INFO SERVICE CENTER 

\ B. UNASSIGNED fORCES Of THE U!S. MILITARY SERVICES: NONE 
• C. ALLIED NATIONS: CANADA, GERMANY. NETHERLANDS. UK 

i D. NEUTRAL AND NACC NATIONS: PARTICIPANTS - CZECH REPUBLIC. 
ESTONIA. SWEDEN, AND UKRAINE. NÔ E: ALL KACC ANO PARTNER NATIONS 
ARE INVITED TO SEND OBSERVERS. VISITORS ANO VIPS. 

E. OTHER PEDERAL AGENCIES OR DEPARTMENTS: DEPARTMENT Of 
BT 
UNCLAS 
fINAL SECTION Of 002 
STATE (AMERICAN EMBASSIES AMSTERDAM. BRUSSELS, BONN, US MISSION ' 
NATO). 
14. SIMULATED USE Of NUCLEAR WEAPONS: NONE 
15. COUNTERDRUG-RELATED OPERATIONS OR TRAINING IN EXERCISE: ' 
NONE 
16. COORDINATION WITH OTHER UNIflED, SPECIflED, OR SERVICE 
COMMANUS, GOVERWENTAL DEPARTMENTS, AGENCIES, OR REPRESENTATIVES: 
AS LISTED IN PARAGRAPHS 12 AND 13 ABOVE. 
17. RECOMMENDED PUBLIC AFPAIRS POLICY: PA POLia IS UNDER 
DIRECTION OF THE SHAPE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE. WITH A PUBLIC 
INFORMATION CENTER IN PLACE AT THE HARSKAHP. NETHERLANDS. 
EXERCISE SITE.. EVERY EFFORT WILL BE MADE TO PUBLICIZE THIS 
EXERCISE. 

• IB. GENERAL POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 
A. DIPLOMATIC INFORMATION: WHEN THE NETHERLANDS VOLUNTEERED 

TO HOST COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 IN OCT. GON EXPECTED TO BE THE 
, , FIRST COUNTRY TO lOST A PFP EXERCISE. THE ?aiSH FfP EXERCISE 
* ' WILL BN OCCUR 12-16 SEPT. 

, B. SECURITY RESTRICTIONS: U.S REGULATIONS APPLY. 
19. PERCEPTION.MANAGEMENT: IN ADDITION TO THE PURPOSE AND 
OBJECTIVES OUTLINED IN PARAGRAPH 6 ABOVE. COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 
IS DESIGNED TO SHOW NATO COMMITMENT TO PfP AND MAY SERVE AS A 
MODEL fOR FUTURE PFP EXERCISES. 
20. ADDITIONAL REMARKS: 

A. THIS SMEB IS SUBMITTED TO ALLOW FOR COORDINATION WITH 
0 OEPARTMtKT OF STATE AND.OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES. 

B. SUPPLEMENTAL SMEBS WILL BE SUBMITTED AS APPROPRIATE.// 
DfCL/OADR// ET 

MCN = 94 ISa /OJTSO TORs'S^ 1 8 3 / 1 6 0 8 2 TAD = 9 4 1 8 3 A 1 6 0 9 Z CDSN = MAK459 
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NAT|6NAL s i iuR ITY COUNCIL ' 

RE: Revision of ITR Memo 

I^idraf aiM cbCH^^ tbe' final meimir With Phi] lida-: 
and Pat Gnffin as you requested. Lader stated that the 
mdno was **pred arê  on ITR. Griffin also 

^^ |̂md' tite'menw (i^ 
mfonnation copies to Gitfedris ariitf KIcC 
Gibbons asked that I clarify, that publication of the 
November 1993 version of the EK (ratlkâ  than the **final 
EIS**) '*would touch off a polilScal firestom that could 
discredit the Adminisd:at;icm**— I made that change. 

Regarding your questions on the previous draift: 

V ••^.^;l^^l^•-: .> Ts^^i^..^ 

'reviewing tte EIS 1^1^^^ furiiiarlbdm^̂  at this time. 

- Concerning iliie fea^ the 
final section of the menio on altemativeis reiterates the 
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6504 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNaL 

WASHNQTON. D C 20906 

August 1 l i 1994 ^ '^ ZtmmX''- ' " ' 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

FROM: ROBERTO. BELL 

SUBJECT: EIS for Idaho Training Range 

Sandy asked me last night to draft a decision paper today for the President from you ̂ d Phil 
Ladeyon the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, I discussed recent developments bearing 
on the ITR decision with Phil, Secretary Widnall, Christine Vamey, Jack Gibbons, Katie McGinty, 
Tom Collier (Interior) and Rudy DeLeon (via his staff). The attached memorandum reflects these 
discussions and has been coordinated with Jack and Katie. Jack recommends in a memorandum 
to you at Tab II that the decision memorandum not go forward to the President until he (Jack) has 
time to review supplemental EIS information he received from the Air Force today. Jack is. 
however, willing to see the decision paper go in if I note his concerns (which I have done). 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I . 

{ ,. Attachment 
Tab I Memoraiidum to the President 
Tab II Memorandum from Jack Gibbons 
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T H E WHITE H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 
PHILIP LADER 
PATRICK GRIPHN 

SUBJECT: EIS on Idaho Training Range 

Purpose 

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR). 

Background 
_ Q • \ . 

The Air Force and the State of Idaho have been working since 1987 to expand the training range 
capability of Mountain Home AFB. Mountain Home is home to the 366th Composite Wing* 
comprised of B-1 bombers, F-15 fighters, KC-135 tankers and other "suike force" aircraft When 
the Air Force determined, after extensive public hearings, that the existing Saylor Creek training 
range in east-central Idaho could not be expanded. Governor Andrus proposed in 1991 to 
exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastern Idaho for Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) administered land in southwestern Idaho. This land exchange would create a statê wned 
range that would then be leased to the Air Force for its use. The land exchange requires the 
approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho. 

Under the Governor's proposal, the Air Force accepted primary responsibility, in cooperation 
with other federal agencies, for the environmental analysis. The Air Force published a draft EIS 
in November, 1993, and received public comments through February 9,1994. The Air Force now 
requests your approval to file the final EIS with EPA on September 2, with congressional 
notifications beginning on August 31. 

Following the publication of the final EIS, the Air Force must by regulation wait at least 30 days 
before issuing its Record of Decision (ROD). In the case of the ITR, this 30-day period would be 
extended until Interior completes its land-use plan. If Interior approves the exchange agreement. 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Staff 



including any land-use amendments that may be required, the Air Force and Interior would then 
meet to develop the final ROD, which would incorporate final measures to mitigate environmental 
impacts. 

In this context, then, issuance of the final EIS by the Air Force can be characterized as a critical, 
but not necessarily determinative, step toward a final decision on ITR. Since Interior could still 
stop the ITR proposal by disapproving the land exchange, there would be another "checkpoint" at 
which we could gauge reaction to the final EIS before deciding whether to take that next step. 

National Security Considerations 

Defense and JCS strongly support the establishment of the ITR. The CINCs consider the 366th 
Composite Wing to be our "premier intervention wing." In other words, if the United States has 
to engage in hostilities on the Korean peninsula or in the Persian Gulf, the fighter aircraft, 
bombers and tankers of the 366th will be one of the first, if not the first. Air Force units deployed. 
That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness. 

If the 366th Composite Wing is to be ready to fulfill its combat missions on short notice, it must 
constantly train. A special premium is placed on practicing large formation (up to 50-80 aircraft) 
attacks over a wide area against a notional adversary. This requires generating high numbers of 
training sorties, which in turn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In 
the current fiscal environment, defense budgets at all levels, including at the unit level, are under 
enormous pressure. That means the Services, as well as each unit, must su-ive for maximum cost 
efficiency in meeting their O&M requirements. 

The Air Force has concluded that if the Wing can conduct its training at the ITR (as opposed to 
having to have its aircraft fly great distances before they can begin their aerial training 
maneuvers), it can "save" 3,000 flight training hours annually. This ti^slates into an annual 
savings of $20 million. 

If the Air Force cannot meet its readiness uaining requirements at Mountain Home within 
reasonable costs, there is a possibility it will be forced to relocate the Wing. Governor Andrus is 
convinced that the ITR is crucial to keeping Mountain Home AFB off fixture base-closing lists. If 
the Air Force decided the 366th must be moved, it would forfeit the $50 million military 

, construction (MILCON) investment already made in stationing the Wing at Mountain Home and 
incur substantial MILCON costs to build new facilities for the unit at a new base. 

Environmental Concerns 

The ITR proposal has prompted extremely sharp and determined opposition from national 
environmental organizations and such prominent supporters as Paul Newman, Joanne Woodward 
and Robert Redford. Teresa Heinz has been actively engaged against this proposal and warns that 
going forward with the final EIS will cost us dearly in terms of your base of support among 



S • • -
environmental groups and sportmens'associations ~ hunters, primarily (a not insignificant 
consideration given the crime bill). Tim Wirth believes issuing the EIS would be "political 

!' suicide" in terms of alienating pro-environment constituencies in the West. Katie McGinty 
reports a growing volume of calls from groups and private citizens opposed to the range and 

, points out that the Idaho Fish and Game Commission has come out in opposition to the proposal. 

Jack Gibbons believes publication of the November 1993 EIS would touch off a political firestorm 
that could discredit the Administration. He has only recently received supplemental EIS 
information from the Air Force that he has not yet had an opportunity to review. Jack notes that 
he cannot make a recommendation, until he completes his review. 

i Environmental concerns have focused on a host of specific issues, including the impact on bighorn 
sheep in the area, noise levels, overflights of pristine canyonlands, road and infrastructure 
construction, and fire hazards associated with bomb drops. The ITR controversy has also drawn 
attention to the fact that the Air Force has been overflying these remote lands for the last 20 

j years, which ih turn has led to sentiment among some environmental groups not only to deny the 
ITR but also to prohibit all low-level overflights in this area. 

I The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposition to the ITR is based on the 
original plan for the range and that it has adjusted the plan in significant respects to address each 
concern that has been raised. For example, the area, of land encompassed by the range has been 
reduced from 166,000 to 25,000 acres, low-level training routes over the Owyhee canyons have 
been deleted and the proposed target areas have been split to avoid bighorn sheep habitats. 

As a final accommodation, the Air Force is prepared to accept a "no drop" rule during bombing 
runs over the range, though that restriction is not currently in its final EIS. Jack Gibbons, who 
finds fault with the EIS in its current form on several grounds, regards the "no drop" option as a 
particularly significant improvement. Jack urged Secretary Widnall to incorporate this prohibition 
in the EIS or at least insert a few sentences alluding to it. The Air Force agreed to follow this 
latter course in the final EIS and to reference as well the use of soft silhouette targets on the 
ground in lieu of hard, permanent structures. Interior believes the Air Force has satisfactmly 

I addressedl the specific enviroimient issues on the merits but is very trmibled by the depth ai^ 
breadth of opposition to the ITR across the environmental community, if thê  
solid front in opposition to the range. Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange 
not be approved by Interior, thereby stopping the proposal. 

Katie McGinty opposes the release of the EIS. She anticipates very strong opposition to this 
proposal even if some of these additions are made to the EIS because the proposal would 
continue to recommend that the training range be located in the canyon area. She proposes that 
dialogue with the public be held first, and other site locations be more fully explored before 
releasing a final EIS on the grounds that it will be.very difficult, or impossible, to overcome the 
su-ong negative reaction to the EIS, regardless of the intensity or sincerety of subsequent public 
dialogue in which we might engage. 



To give the Air force a new, and significantly improved, baseline for engaging the national groups 
and explaining to them how far it has gone in addressing specific environmental concerns. Interior 
agrees with the Air Force that it is important to get the final EIS out on the street. If this dialogue 
fails to split off at least some of the national groups opposed to the ITR, though. Interior will vote 
"no" on the ITR. 

Native American Concerns 

A major issue in the ITR controversy has been concern by Native Americans over adverse cultural 
impacts on the historic homeland of the Shoahone-Paiute Tribes and aerial training over or near 
the Duck Valley Reservation in south-central Idaho. The tribes have raised the specter of 
"genocide" in public hearings. For its part, the Air Force has agreed to avoid flight below 15,000 
feet over inhabited areas of the reservation and banned supersonic flight over Duck Valley at any 
altitude. Native Americans remain concerned that bomb drops at ITR could desecrate burial sites 
across southwestern Idaho, most of whose locations are unmarked and unknown. Adoption of 
the "no drop" restriction should ameliorate this concern. The Air Force has also agreed not to 
use ITR on days when the tribes conduct religious ceremonies at sites on the range. 

Congressional Attitudes 

The Idaho Congressional Delegation is strongly supportive of the ITR, though Congressman 
LaRocco (the only Democratic member of the Delegation) expressed serious reservations about 
the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthome has charged that the ITR is vital to our national 
security and accused the AdminisU-ation of "playing politics" with the EIS out of deference to 
"politically correct" thinking among the "Hollywood pro-environment community." This line of 
attack has spilled over into the Idaho gubernatorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk 
has tried to walk a fine line on the ITR. Echo Hawk himself is strongly opposed to the ITR 
proposal. He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a training range in order to secure Mountain 
Home AFB, but do not want it located in the canyon area. Kempthome has recently placed a 
hold on all senior DOD civilian nominations (six are currenUy pending) in re^nse to the; delay in 
publishing the final EIS. 

Congressional delegations from states adjoining southwestern Idaho are in the main strongly, 
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concern over overflights ofthe 
neighboring areas. In the case of Nevada, it is in part parochial in tfiat existing Air Force training 
ranges ih that state (e.g., Nellis AFB) will be more insulated against possible BRAC action if the 
ITR is denied. Senators Inouye and Campbell have also been strongly opposed to the ITR, 
reflecting in particular their concern over adverse impacts on Native American culture. 

Congress as a whole has sent conflictinsf signals on the ITR. In the FY 1994 Military 
Construction Apprbpriations Act, thg^ouse and Senate conferees expressed support for the ITR 
and provided $6.7 million to^iliti^the range (though it "fenced" obligation of the funds 
pending certification by the Secretary of Defense that the ITR was required for training and 
readiness and consistent with the EIS). Last month, the Senate Appropriations Committee 
approved a Reid amendment to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill that would prohibit 



expenditure of funds for the ITR until the Secretary of Defense submits a long-term land use plan 
and reports on the applicability of the "Engle Act" to the proposed land exchange, ITR critics, 
including Congressman Vento, see Governor Andrus' land-exchange plan as a deliberate 
circumvention of the Engle Act. The Air Force contends the Engle Act does not apply in this 
case and sees no difficulty in meeting the conditions of the amendment. Jack Gibbons 
recommends Justice review this legal issue. 

Alternatives 

During the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of inquiry 
has been whether altematives exist elsewhere in Idaho or nearby states. The Air Force has 
consistently maintained that insufficient airspace for largCTScale composite wing aerial maneuvers 
is available from the FAA at other locations in Idaho. While the Air force acknowledges that 
more distant ranges in Nevada and Utah do provide adequate airspace, it emphasizes that the ITR 
will double the time provided for realistic "suike force" U-aining compared to these existing 
ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, relying on existing ranges produces costs for 
this crucial training double those available through the ITR. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That you decide whether to approve the release by the Air Force of the final EIS. 

Approve Release Disapprove Release 

If you mark ''approve" above, that you direct Interior to withhold final action on the land 
exchange proposal pending your review of the reaction to the publication of the final EIS and a 
Justice review of the applicability of the Engle Act.. 

Approve Disapprove 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

AUGUST 11, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE 

FROM: JOHN H. GIBBOl 

SUBJECT: DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ON THE IDAHO 
TRAINING RANGE 

Just two hours ago I received the supplemental information on the Idaho Training 
Range that I requested from the pq)artment of the Air Force on June 29. Neither I nor my 
staff have had an opportunity to review these materials. As you know, I have strong, 
reservations about the scientific credibiUty of the draft EIS and have concerns that the 
publication of the EIS will touch off a political firestorm that could discredit the 
Administration. 

Scientific and Tedmicallssues 

• If the memorandum goes forward, it should point out that just today I received from the 
Air Force the additional scientific and technical information I requested from them more than 
a month ago. You should point out that neither I nor my staff have had an opportunity to 
review this new infonnation. I cannot make a reconunendation about the proposal until I 
have had an opportunity to review the requested mat»ial. In addition, the infonnation I did 
receive on the altematives is veiy limited. 

• It js unclear how the Air Forc« could significandy change the EIS in short order to reflect 
the 'no drop" decision rule and other changes such as the possibility to use netting and other 
"soft" markings inst^ of actual runways and buildings. It is not clear to what extent this 
might modify the requirement for roads and associated fsdlities. 

• We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in response to recent changes in the 
Air Force proposal. 

Other Concerns 

• The Air Force aUegedly QQDSBD̂  the Engle Act does not apply in this case. As you know. 
Congressman Bnicc Vento and others believe the planned land exchange has been set up in 
an attempt to by-pass congressional approval. Before the President is asked to make a 
decision of this importance, I beUeve the Department of Justice should determine whether the 
proposal violates or is designed to circumvent the Engle Act. 
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ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

FROM: ROBERT G. BELL 

SUBJECT: EIS for Idaho Training Range 

Sandy asked,me last night to draft a decision paper today for the President from you^d Phil 
Ladeffon the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, I discussed recent developments bearing 
on the ITR decision with Phil, Secretary Widnall, Christine Vamey, Jack Gibbonis, Katie McGinty, 
Tom Collier (Interior) and Rudy DeLeon (via his stafO- The attached memorandum reflects these 
di.scussions and has been coordinated with Jack and Katie. Jack recommends in a memorandum 
to you at Tab II that the decision memorandum not go forward to the President until he (Jack) has 
time to review supplemental EIS information he received from the Air Force today. Jack is, 
however, willing to see the decision paper go in if 1 note his concerns (which 1 have done). 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I . 

Attachment.. 
Tab I Memorandum to the Resident 
Tab II Memorandum from Jack Gibbons 



6504 

T H E WHITE H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 
PHILIP LADER 
PATRICK GRIFFIN 

SUBJECT: EIS on Idaho Training Range 

Purpose 

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR). 

Background 

The Air Force and the State of Idaho have been working since 1987 to expand the training range 
capability of Mountain Home AFB. Mountain Home is home to die 366di Composite Wingi 
comprised of B-1 bombers, F-15 fighters, KC-135 tankers and other "suike force" aircraft When 
the Air Force determined, after extensive public hearings, diat the existing Saylor Creek training 
range in east-central Idaho could not be expanded. Governor Andrus proposed in 1991 to 
exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastern Idaho for Bureau of Land Managenient 
(BLM) administered land in soudiwestem Idaho. This land exchange would create a state-owned 
range diat would tiien be leased to Uie Air Force for its use. The land <?!xchange requires the , ^ 
approval pfboUi BLM aihd the State of Idaho. V 

Under the Governor's proposal, die Air Force accepted primary responsibility, in cooperation 
with other federal agencies, for the environmental analysis. The Air Force published a draft EIS 
in November, 1993, and received public comments through February 9,1994. The Air Force now 
requests your approval to file the final EIS with EPA on September 2, with congressional 
notifications beginning on August 31. 

Following die publication of die final EIS, the Air Force must by regulation wait at least 30 days 
before issuing its Record of Decision (ROD). In the case of the ITR, this 30-day period would be 
extended until Interior completes its land-use plain. If Interior approves the exchange agreement. 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Staff 



including any land-use amendments tfiat may be required, die Air Force and Interior would tfien 
meet to develop the final ROD, which would incorporate final measures to mitigate environmental 
impacts. 

In this context, then, issuance of the final EIS by the Air Force can be characterized as a critical, 
but not necessarily determinative, step toward a final decision on ITR; Since Interior could still 
stop the ITR proposal by disapproving Uie land exchange, tfiere would be anodier "checkpoint" at 

. which we could gauge reaction to Uie final EIS before deciding whether, to take that next step. 

National Security Considerations 

Defense and JCS strongly support the establishment of the ITR. The CINCs consider the 366th 
Composite Wing to be our "premier intervention wing." In other words, if the United States has 
to engage in hostilities on die Korean peninsula or in the Persian Gulf, Uie fighter aircraft, 
bombers and tankers of the 366Ui will be one of the first, if not the first. Air Force units deployed. 
That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness. 

If die 366Ui Composite Wing is to be ready to fulfill its combat missions on short notice, it must 
constandy train A special premium is placed on practicing large fomiation (up to 50-80 aircraft) 
attacks over a wide area against a notional adversary. This requires generating high numbers of 
training sorties, which in turn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In 
the current fiscal environment, defense budgets at all levels, including at the unit level, are under 
enormous pressure. That means Uie Services, as well as each unit, must sU-ive for maximum cost 
efficiency in meeting their O&M requirements. 

The Air Force has concluded that if die Wing can conduct its training at the ITR (as opposed to 
having to have its aircraft fly great distances before they can begin their aerial Owning 
maneuvers), it can "save" 3,000 flight training hours annually. This U^slates into an annual 
savings of $20 million. 

If the Air Force cannot meet its readmess training requirements at Mountain Home wiUiin 
reasonable costs, Uierc is a possibility it will be forced to relocate die Wing. Governor Andrus is 
convinced Uiat the ITR is crucial to keeping Mountain Home AFB off future base-closing lists. If 
the Air Force decided the 366th must be moved, it would forfeit the $50 million military 

, construction (MILCON) investment already made in stationing die Wing at Mountain Home and 
incur substantial-MILCON costs to build new facilities for the unit at a new base. 

Environmental Concerns 

The ITR proposal has prompted extremely sharp and determined opposition from national 
environmental organizations and such prominent supporters as Paul Newman, Joanne Woodward 
and Robert Redford. Teresa Heinz has been actively engaged against Uiis proposal and warns that 
going forward with the final EIS will cost us dearly in terms of your base of support ^ong 



I i- environmental groups and sportmens' associations ~ hunters, primarily (a not insignificant 
consideration given the crime bill). Tim Wirth believes issuing the EIS would be "political 
suicide" in terms of alienating pro-environment constiniencies in the West. Katie McGinty 
reports a growing volume of calls from groups and private citizens opposed to the range and 
points out that the Idaho Fish and Game Commission has come out in opposition to the proposal. 

Jack Gibbons believes publication of Uie November 1993,EIS would touch off a political firestorm 
that could discredit the Adminisû tion. He has only recently received supplemental EIS 
information from the Air Force that he has not yet had an opportunity to review. Jack notes that 
he cannot make a recommendation, until he completes his review.. 

Environmental concems have focused on a host of specific issues, including the impact on bighom 
sheep in the area, noise levels, overflights of pristine canyonlands, road and infrastiiicture 
consUuction, and fire hazards iassociated with bomb drops. The ITR controversy has also drawn 
attention to the fact that the Air Force has been overflying these remote lands for the last 20 
years, which in turn has led to sentiment among some environmental groups not only to deny the 
ITR but also to prohibit all low-level overflights ih this area. 

The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposition to the ITR is based on the 
original plan for the range and that it has adjusted die plan in significant respects to address each 
concern that has been raised. For example, the area of land encompassed by the range has been 
reduced from 166,000 to 25,000 acres, low-level training routes over the Owyhee canyons have 
been deleted and the proposed target areas have been split to avoid bighom sheep habitats. 

As a final accommodation, the Air Force is prepared to accept a "no drop" mle during bombing 
mns over the range, though that restriction is not currently in its final EIS. Jack Gibt>oiis, who 
finds fault wiUi the EIS in its current form on several grounds, regards the "no drop" option as a 
particularly significant improvement. Jack urged Secretary Widnall to incorporate this prohibition 
in the EIS or at least insert a few sentences alluding to it. The Air Force agreed to follow this 
latter course in the final EIS and to reference as well the use of soft silhouette targets on the 
ground in lieu of hard, permanent stmctures. Interior believes the Air Force has satisfactorily 
addressed the specific environment issues on Uie merits but is very troubled by the depth and 
breadth of opposition to the ITR across the environmental community. If these groups maintain a ^ 
solid front in opposition to the range. Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange 
not be approved by Interior, thereby stopping the proposal. 

Katie McGinty opposes the release of the EIS. She anticipates very strong opposition to this 
proposal even if some of these additions, are made to the EIS because the proposal would 
continue to recommend that the U-aining range be located in the canyon area. She proposes that 
dialogue with Uie public be held first, and other site locations be more fully explored before 
releasing a final EIS on the grounds Uiat it will be very difficult, or impossible, to overcome the 
strong negative reaction to the EIS, regardless of die intensity or sincerety of subsequent public 
dialogue in which we might engage. 



To give the Air force a new, and significandy improved, baseline for engaging the national groups 
and explaining to Uiem how far it has gone in addressing specific environmental concems, Interior 
agrees with the Air Force that it is important to get the final EIS out on.tfie street. If this dialogue 
fails to split off at least some of the national groups opposed to Uie ITR, though. Interior will vote 
"no" on the ITR. 

Native American Concems 

A major issue in Uie ITR controversy has been concem by Native Americans over adverse cultural 
impacts on die historic homeland of die-Shoahone-Paiute Tribes and aerial training over or near 
the Duck Valley Reservation in south-central ldaho. The tribes have raised Uie specter of 
"genocide" in public hearings. For its part, die Air Force has agreed to avoid flight below 15,000 
feet over inhabited areas of the reservation and banned supersonic flight over Duck Valley at any 
altitude. Native Americans remain concemed Uiat bomb drops at ITR could desecrate burial sites 
across southwestem Idaho, most of whose locations are unmariced and unknown. Adoption of 
die "no drop" resuiction should ameliorate this concem. The Air Force has also agreed not to 
use ITR bn days when the tribes conduct religious ceremonies at sites on the range. 

Congressional Attitudes 

The Idaho Congressional Delegation is sU-ongly supportive of die ITR, Uiough Congressman 
LaRocco (the only Democratic member ofthe Delegation) expressed serious reservations about 
the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthome has charged that the ITR is vital to our national 
security and accused the AdminisU-ation of "playing politics" with the EIS out of deference to 
"politically con-ect" thinking among die "Hollywood pro-environment community." This line of 
attack has spilled over into die Idaho gubematorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk 
has tried to walk a fine line on the ITR, Echo Hawk himself is strongly opposed to die ITR 
proposal. He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a training range in order to secure Mountain 
Home AFB, but do not want it located in die canyon area. KempUiome has recenUy placed a 
hold on all senior DOD civilian nominations (six are currently pending) in response to die delay in 
pubHshing the final EIS. 

Congressional delegations from states adjoining soudiwestem Idaho are m die main strongly 
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concem over overflights ofthe 
neighboring areas. In the case of Nevada, it is in part parochial in that existing. Air Force training 
ranges in that state (e.g., Nellis AFB) will be more insulated against possible BRAC action if the 
ITR is denied. Senators Inouye and Campbell have also been sU-ongly opposed to the ITR, 
reflecting in particular their concem over adverse impacts on Native American culture. 

p/ie,: l.-l-4i--<_. 
Congress as a whole has sent conflictinĝ gnals on the ITR. hi die FY, 1994 Military 
Construction Apprbpriations AcUhemouse and Senate conferees expressed support for die ITR 
and provided S6.7 million to^dHtj^ the range (though it "fenced" obligation of the funds 
pending certification by the Secretary of Defense that the ITR was required for U-aining and 
readiness and consistent with the EIS). Last month, die Senate Appropriations Committee 
approved a Reid amendment to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill Uiat would prohibit 



expenditure of funds for die ITR until die Secretary of Defense submits a long-term land use plan 
and reports on the applicability of die "Engle Act" to die proposed land exchanjge, ITR critics, 
including Congressman Vento, see Govemor Andms' land-exchange plan as a deliberate 
circumvention of the Engle Act. The Air Force contends the Engle Act does not apply in this 
case and sees no difficulty in meeting die conditions of die amendment. Jack Gibbons 
recommends Justice review this legal issue. 

Altematives 

During the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of inquiry 
has been whether altematives exist elsewhere in Idaho or nearby states. The Air Force has 
consistently maintained that insufficient airspace for large-scale composite wing aerial manieuvers 
is available from the FAA at other locations in Idaho. While the Air force acknowledges that 
more distant ranges in Nevada and Utah do provide adequate airspace, it emphasizes that the ITR 
will double the time provided for realistic "strike force" U-aining compared to these existing 
ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, relying on existing ranges produces costs for 
this crucial training double those available Uirough the ITR. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That you decide whether to approve the release by the Air Force of the final EIS. 

Approve Release Disapprove Release 

If you mark "approve" above, that you direct Interior to withhold final action on the land 
exchange proposal pending your review of the reaction to the publication of the final EIS and a 
Justice review of the applicability of the Engle Act.: 

Approve Disapprove 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

AUGUST 11, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE 

FROM: JOHN H. GIBBOI 

SUBJECT: DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ON THE IDAHO 
TRAINING RANGE 

Just two hours ago I recdved die supplemental information oa the Idaho Training 
Range Uiat I requested from the Department of the Air Force on June 29, Neither I nor my 
staff have had an opportunity to review these natedah. As you know, I have strong 
reservations about die scientific credibility of the draft EIS and have concerns that Uie 
publication of die EIS will touch off a political firestorm that could discredit tfae 
Administration. 

Scientific and Technical Issues 

• If die memorandum goes forward, it should point out Uiat just today I received from die 
Air Force the additional scientific and technical information I reqiiested from them more dian 
a monUi ago. You should point out that neither I nor my staff have had an opportunity to 
review Uiis new information. I cannot make a reconunendation about the proposal until I 
have had an opportuiuty to review the requested material. Li addition, die infonnation I did 
receive on the altematives is very limited. 

• It is unclear how tiie Air Force could significandy change die EIS in short ordo" to reflect 
the "no drop" decision rule and odier changes sudi as the possibility to use noting and other 
"soft" markings instead of actual runways and buildings. It is not clear to what extoit tiiis 
might modify the requirement for roads and associated fiunlities. 

• We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in response to recent changes in die 
Air Force proposal. 

Other Concerns 

• The Air Force allegedly emleids die Engte Act does not apply in tiiis case. As you know. 
Congressman Bmce Vento and oUiers believe the planned land exchange has been set up in 
an attempt to by-pass congressional approval. Before the President is asked to make a 
decision of Uiis importance, I believe the Department of Justice should determine whedier die 
proposal violates or is designed to circumvent die. Bigle Act. 
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON, D C. 20506 

August H i 1994 " 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE 

FROM: ROBERT G. BELL 

SUBJECT: EIS for Idaho Training Range 

Sandy asked me last night to draft a decision paper today for the President from you^d Phil 
Ladlon the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, I discussed recent developments bearing 
on the ITR decision with Phil, Secretary Widnall, Christine Vamey, Jack Gibbons, Katie McGinty, 
Tom Collier (Interior) and Rudy DeLeon (via his staff). The auached memorandum reflects these 
discussions and has been coordinated with Jack and Katie. Jack recommends in a memorandum 
to you at Tab II that the decision memorandum not go forward to the President until he (Jack) has 
time to review supplemental EIS information he received from the Air Force today. Jack is. 
however, willing to see the decision paper go in if I note his concems (which I have done). 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I . 

Attachment 
Tab I Memorandum to the President 
Tab II Memorandum from Jack Gibbons 
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T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 
PHILIP LADER 
PATRICK GRIFRN 

SUBJECT: EIS on Idaho Training Range 

Purpose 

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR). 

Background 

The Air Force and the State of Idaho have been working since 1987 to expand the training range 
capability of Mountain Home AFB. Mountain Home is home to the 366th Composite Wing^ 
comprised of B-1 bombers, F-15 fighters, KC-135 tankers and other "strike force" aircraft. When 
the Air Force determined, after extensive public hearings, that the existing Saylor Creek training 
range in east-central Idaho could not be expanded, Govemor Andrus proposed in 1991 to 
exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastern Idaho for Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) administered land in southwestem Idaho. This land exchange would create a state-owned 
range that would then be leased to the Air Force for its use. The land exchange requires the 
approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho. 

Under the Govemor's proposal, the Air Force accepted primary responsibility, in cooperation 
with other federal agencies, for the environmental analysis. The Air Force published a draft EIS 
in November, 1993, and received public comments through Febmary 9, 1994. The Air Force now 
requests your approval to file the final EIS with EPA on September 2, with congressional 
notifications beginning on August 31; > 

Following the publication of the final EIS, the Air Force must by regulation wait at least 30 days 
before issuing its Record of Decision (ROD). In the case of the ITR, this 30-day period would be 
extended until Interior completes its land-use plan. If Interior approves the exchange agreement, 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Staff 



including any land-use amendments that may be required, the Air porce and Interior would then 
meet to develop the final ROD, which would incorporate final measures to mitigate environmental 
impacts. 

In this context, then, issuance of the final EIS by the Air Force can be characterized as a critical, 
but not necessarily determinative, step toward a final decision on ITR. Since Interior could still 
stop the ITR proposal by disapproving the land exchange, there would be another "checkpoint" at 
which we could gauge reaction to the final EIS before deciding whether.to take that next step. 

National Security Considerations 

Defense and JCS strongly support the establishment of the ITR. The CINCs consider the 366th 
Composite Wing to be our "premier intervention wing." In other words, if the United States has 
to engage in hostilities on the Korean peninsula or in the Persian Gulf, the fighter aircraft, 
bombers and tankers ofthe 366th will be one of the first, if not the first. Air Force units deployed. 
That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness. 

If the 366th Composite Wing is to be ready to fulfill its combat missions on short notice, it must 
constantly train. A special premium is placed on practicing large formation (up to 50-80 aircraft) 
attacks over a wide area against a notional adversary. This requires generating high numbers of 
training sorties, which in turn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In 
the current fiscal environment, defense budgets at all levels, including at the unit level, are under 
enormous pressure. That means the Services, as well as each unit, must strive for maximum cost 
efficiency in meeting their O&M requirements. 

The Air Force has concluded that if the Wing can conduct its training at the ITR (as opposed, to 
having to have its aircraft fly great distances before they can begin their aerial training 
maneuvers), it can "save" 3,000 flight training hours annually. This translates into an annual 
savings of $20 million. 

If the Air Force cannot meet its readiness training requirements at Mountain Home within 
reasonable costs, there is a possibility it will be forced to relocate the Wing. Govemor Andrus is 
convinced that the ITR is crucial to keeping Mountain Home AFB off future base-closing lists. If 
the Air Force decided the 366th must be moved, it would forfeit the $50 million military 

, construction (MILCON) investment already made in stationing the Wing at Mountain Home and 
incur substantial MILCON costs to build new facilities for the unit at a new base. 

Environmental Concems 

The ITR proposal has prompted extremely sharp and detemiined opposition from national 
environmental organizations and such prominent supporters as Paul Newman, Joanne Woodward 
and Robert Redford. Teresa Heinz has been actively engaged against this proposal and warns that 
going forward with the final EIS will cost us deariy in terms of your base of support among 



environmental groups and sportmens' associations - hunters, primarily (a not insignificant 
consideration given the crime bill). Tim Wirth believes issuing the EIS would be "political 
suicide" in terms of alienating pro-environment constituencies in the West. Katie McGinty 
reports a growing volume of calls from groups and private citizens opposed to the range and 
points out that the Idaho Fish and Game Commission has come out in opposition to the proposal. 

Jack Gibbons believes publication of the November 1993 EIS would touch off a political firestorm 
that could discredit the Administration. He has only recently received supplemental EIS 
information from the Air Force that he has not yet had an opportunity to review. Jack notes that 
he cannot make a recommendation, until he completes his review. 

Environmental concems have focused on a host of specific issues, including the impact on bighom 
sheep in the area, noise levels, overflights of pristine canyonlands, road and infrastmcture 
construction, and fire hazards associated with bomb drops. The ITR controversy has also drawn 
attention to the fact that the Air Force has been overflying these remote lands for the last 20 
years, which in tum has led to sentiment among some environmental groups not only to deny the 
ITR but also to prohibit all low-level overflights in this area. 

The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposition to the ITR is based on the 
original plan for the range and that it has. adjusted the plan in significant respects to address each 
concem that has been raised. For example, the area of land encompassed by the range has been 
reduced from 166,000 to 25,000 acres, low-level training routes over the Owyhee canyons have 
been deleted and the proposed target areas have been split to avoid bighom sheep habitats. 

As a final accommodation, the Air Force is prepared to accept a "no drop" rule during bombing 
runs over the range, thpugh that restriction's not currently in its final EIS. Jack Gibbons, who 
finds fault with the EIS in its current form on several grounds, regards the "no drop" option as a 
particularly significant improvement. Jack urged Secretary Widnall to incorporate this prohibition 
in the EIS or at least insert a few sentences alluding to it. The Air Force agreed to follow this 
latter course in the final EIS and to reference as well the use of soft silhouette targets on the 
ground in lieu of hard, permanent stmctures. Interior believes the Air Force has satisfactorily 
addressed the specific environment issues on the merits but is very U-oubled by die depth and 
breadth of opposition to the ITR across the environmental community. If these groups maintain a 
solid front in opposition to the range. Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange 
not be approved by Interior, thereby stopping the proposal. 

Katie McGinty opposes the release of the EIS. She anticipates very strong opposition to this 
proposal even if some of these additions are made to the EIS because the proposal would 
continue to recommend that the training range be located in the canyon area. She proposes that 
dialogue with the public be held first, and other site locations be more fully explored before 
releasing a final EIS on the grounds that it will be very difficult, or impossible, to overcome the 
strong negative reaction to the EIS, regardless of the intensity or sincerety of subsequent public 
dialogue in which we might engage. 



To give the Air force a new, and significantly improved, baseline for engaging the national groups 
and explaining to them how far it has gone in addressing specific environmental concems. Interior 
agrees with the Air Force that it is important to get the. final EIS out on the street. If this dialogue 
fails to split off at least some of the national groups opposed to the ITR, though. Interior will vote 
"no" on the ITR. 

Native American Concems 

A major issue in the ITR controversy has been concem by Native Americans over adverse cultural 
impacts on the historic homeland of the Shoahone-Paiute Tribes and aerial training over or near 
the Duck Valley Reservation in south-central Idaho. The tribes have,raised the specter of 
"genocide" in public hearings. For its part, the Air Force has agreed to avoid flight below 15,000 
feet over inhabited areas of the reservation and banned supersonic flight over Duck Valley at any 
altitude. Native Americans remain concemed that bomb drops at ITR could desecrate burial sites 
across southwestem Idaho, most of whose locations are unmarked and unknown. Adoption of 
the "no drop" resuiction should ameliorate this concem. The Air Force has also agreed not to 
use ITR on days when the tribes conduct religious ceremonies at sites on the range. 

Congressional Attitudes 

The Idaho Congressional Delegation is strongly supportive of the ITR, though Congressman 
LaRocco (the only Democratic member of the Delegation) expressed serious reservations about 
the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthome has charged that the ITR is vital to our national • 
security and accused the Administration of "playing politics" with the EIS out of deference to 
"politically correct" thinking among the "Hollywood pro-environment community." This line of 
attack has spilled over into the Idaho gubematorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk 
has tried to walk a fine line on the ITR. Echo Hawk himself is strongly opposed to the ITR 
proposal. He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a training range in order to secure Mountain 
Home AFB, but do not want it located in the canyon area. Kempthome has recently placed a 
hold on all senior DOD civilian nominations (six are currenUy pending) in response to the delay in 
publishing the final EIS. 

Congressional delegations from states adjoining southwestem Idaho are in the main strongly 
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concem over overflights of the 
neighboring areas. In the case of Nevada, it is in part parochial in that existing Air Force training 
ranges in that state (e.g., Nellis AFB) will be more insulated against possible BRAC action if the 
ITR is denied. Senators Inouye and Campbell have also been strongly opposed to the ITR, 
reflecting in particular their concem over adverse impacts on Native American culture. 

Congress as a whole has sent conflicting signals on the ITR. In the FY 1994 Military 
Construction Apprbpriations Act, the House and Senate conferees expressed support for the ITR 
and provided $6.7 million to facilitize the range (though it "fenced" obligation of the funds 
pending certification by the Secretary of Defense that the ITR was required for training and 
readiness and consistent with the EIS). Last month, the Senate Appropriations Committee 
approved a Reid amendment to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill that would prohibit 



expenditure of funds for the ITR until the Secretary of Defense submits a long-term land use plan 
and reports on the applicability of the "Engle Act" to the proposed land exchange. ITR critics, 
including Congressman Vento, see Governor Andms' land-exchange plan as a deliberate 
circumvention of the Engle Act. The Air Force contends the Engle Act does not apply in this 
case and sees no difficulty in meeting the conditions of the amendment. Jack Gibbons 
recommends Justice review this legal issue. 

Altematives 

During the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of inquiry 
has been whether altematives exist elsewhere in Idaho or nearby states. The Air Force has 
consistently maintained that insufficient airspace for large-scale composite wing aerial maneuvers 
is available from.the FAA at other locations in Idaho. While the Air force acknowledges that 
more distant ranges ih Nevada and Utah do provide adequate airspace, it emphasizes that the ITR 
will double the time provided for realistic "strike force" training compared to these existing 
ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, relying on existing ranges produces costs for 
this cmcial training double those available through the ITR. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That you decide whether to approve the release by the Air Force of the final EIS. 

Approve Release Disapprove Release 

If you mark "approve" above, that you direct Interior to withhold final action on the land 
exchange proposal pending your review of the reaction to the publication of the final EIS and a 
Justice review of the applicability of the Engle Act.. 

Approve Disapprove 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

AUGUST 11, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE 

FROM: JOHN H. GIBBOI 

SUBJECT; DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ON THE IDAHO 
TRAINING RANGE 

Just two hours ago I received die supplemental information on tiie Idaho Training 
Range diat I requested firom die Department of die Air Force on June 29. NeiUier I nor my 
staff have had an opportunity to review Uiese materials. As you know, I have strong 
reservations about tiie scientific credibility of die draft EIS and have concems Uiat die 
publication of tiie EIS will touch off a political firestorm tiiat could discredit tiie 
Administration. 

Scientific and Technical Issues 

• If die memorandum goes forward, it should point out tfiat just today I received from die 
Air Force die additional scientific and technical information I requested from Uiem more Uian 
a monUi ago. You should point out diat neidier I nor my staff have had an opportunity to 
review dus new information. I cannot make a recommendation about tiie proposal until I 
have had an opportunity to review die requested material. In addition, die infonnation I did 
receive on die altematives is very limited. 

• It is unclear how tiie Air Force could significandy change die EIS in short order to reflect 
die "no drop" decision rule and otiier changes such as tfie possibility to use netting and oUier 
"soft" markings instead of actual runways and buildings. It is not clear to what extent tfus 
might modify the requirement for roads and associated facilities. 

• We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in response to recent changes in die 
Air Force proposal. 

Other Concems 

• The Air Force allegedly contends die Engle Act does not apply in tiiis case. As you know, 
Congressman Bmce Vento and odiers believe tiie planned land exchange has been set up in 
an attempt to by-pass congressional approval. Before tfie President is asked to make a 
decision of diis importance, I believe die Department of Justice should determine whedier die 
proposal violates or is designed to circumvent tfie_ Engle Act. 
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T H E WHITE H O U S E 

WASHINGTON 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

4 

A 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Purpose 

ANTHONY LAKE 
PHILIP LADER 
PATRICK GRIFFIN 

EIS on Idaho Training Range 

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for die proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR). 

Background 

The Air Force and the State of Idaho have been working since 1987 to expand the training range 
capability of Mountain Home AFB. Mountain Home is home to die 366Ui Composite Wing, 
comprised of B-1 bombers, F-15 fighters, KC-135 tankers and other "suike force" aircraft When 
die Air Force determined, after extensive public hearings, diat the existing Saylor Creek training 
range in east-cenU-al Idaho could not be expanded, Govemor Andms proposed in 1991 to 
exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastem Idaho for Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) administered land in soudiwestem Idaho. This land exchange would create a state-owned 
range diat would then be leased to die Air Force for its use. The land excharige requires die 
approval of bodi BLM and die State of Idaho. 

Under the Govemor's proposal, the Air Force accepted primary responsibility, in cooperation 
with other federal agencies, for the environmental analysis. The Air Force published a draft EIS 
in November, 1993, and received public comments dirough Febmary 9, 1994. The Air Force now 
requests your approval to file the final EIS with EPA on September 2, with congressional 
notifications beginning on August 31. \ 

Following die publication of the fin^l EIS, the Air Force must by regulation wait at least 30 days 
before issuing its Record of Decision (ROD). In the case of the ITR, this 30-day period would be 
extended until Interior completes its land-use plan. If Interior approves the exchange agreement. 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Staff 



9 t NATIONAL S E C U R I T Y C O U 

August 16, 1994 

MEMO FOR: Phil Lader 
Pat Griffin 

Subject: Idaho Training Range Memo to the President 

Tony asked that I get your comments on the attached 
memorandum by mid-aftemoon today (Tuesday) and 
provide them to him so that he can forward the ITR memo 
to the President today. 

Please call me as soon as possible with your 
comments/concurrence and I will finalize die memorandum. 

Tlianks, 

NSC/Defense Policy 
-X54970 
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National Security Council 
The White House 

PROOFED BY: 

URGENT NOT PROOFED: 

BYPASS^b WW DESK: 

^PRSJ NSC INT 

A/O 

SEQUENCE TO 

Reed 

Sens 

Itoh 

Soderberg 

Berger 

Lake 

Situation Room 

West Wing Desk -.w. :. 

NSC Secretariat 

HAS SEEN DISPOSITION 

A = Action I = Information D = Dispatch R = Retain N = No Further Action 

cc: 

COMMENTS: 

Exec Sec Office has diskette 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON, 

August 11,-1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE 

SUBJ: Memo on Idaho Training Range 

0 

Bob Bell has worked hard to produce a very comprehensive 
memo; however, it would be more effective, in my view, if 
it were cut in length by about one-third. 

Reed 

-̂pi j 0-
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August 12. 1994 / h u ^ ^ t ^ 

MEMORAIVDUM FOR PHIL LADER ^ j Q'^f 

FROM. KATIEMCGINTY 

RE: IDAHO TRAINING I ^ G E 
i 

• ' ' I • • . 
I want you to know diat I still j strongly counsel against moving forward on any 

proposal to site a training jcajige in die Owyhee Canyon area in Idaho. I have presented my 
reasons for dus to you many times bejfore, but I want to set them forth again here: 

! 

(1) Senior Demooiatic Senators singly oppose diis proposal. Reid, Inouye, Nî diorBC 
Campbell, wrote to us again on July 27, 1994 stating Uiat "this proposal b ill-advised, violates 
several laws, and would irreparably harm Native Americans". Last year, the Congress 
prohibited expenditure of funds on the training range until Uw Department of Defease meets 
specified criteria. Last mond), the Senate Appropriations Committee ^jproved a Reid 
amendment to die FY 1995 defense appropriations bill prohibitii^ expeaditure of fimds until 
still furdier stipulations are met Synar has also expressed strong opposition, has stated his 
intention to hold investigatory hearings into diis matter, alleged diaf financial conflicts of 
interest are involved here, and tiiat tii^ Engle Act is being violated. Larry LaRocco. in whose 
distiict die training range would be located, has expressed anger and fiustiation with DOD, 
saying diat DOD has refused to communicate with him on diis proposal, and has stonewalled 
all information requests. I 

j 
(2) Oregon and Nevada, states in >̂ hich we have much stronger; Democratic constituencies 
than in the state of Idaho, strongly oppose the proposal. 

• I 

(3) The reaction of die cnvironmeiital community to diis action wiil he fietcalv negative. 
It has flooded phone lines and fax machines hi die White House for mondis on diis issue, and 
has threatened legal action and an evrai more intense adverse campaign if we move fijrwanL 
The fallout here will be similflr to, bû  more severe than that we have been dealing with on 
grazing. 

i 
I 

(4) Just two months or so ago, Lirridsay Manning, the Chairman of die Shoshone - Paiute 
Tribe, testified that die training range would mean "cultural genocide" for his people. 

(5) Paul Newman, Joarme Woodwird, and other personalities have produced a video in 
opposition to diis, and have recentiy released it at a showing on Capitol Hill. George Miller, 
Bruce Vento, and odier key members attended the presentation and expressed dieir opposition 
to die proposal. I 

\c^y 
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(6) Ter^cinz has expressed very strong opposition. She hastnlH that ah^ wilt r^ii 
^ vmfi wnfnrnr to mnmrv^r, ha immediate; resimatfon frnn:th^w^^ 
thjS gnfl5 forwnrfl, She told me she only die boari toTnk ^ « a v S S e 
wiU serve on die board if she believes diis Administration is committed to piotectine die 
environment ^ v̂ wuug lu© 

(7) Sportsmen are strongly opposed to diis. hidccd. Govemor Andrus'own Fish and 
Ganie Commission has voted against it Given die crime bill and odier priorities, I diink it is 
unwise to ahetiate this commuiuty on this issue. 

W The EIS is seriously lacking. 1 refer you to Jack Gibbons' memos for an analysis of 
the substantive shortcomings. For my own part, my request for information on die relative 
environmental unpads of alternative sites diat had been proposed by BLM has never been 
answered. I have found DOD to be completely unresponsive to my requests for information 
and completely unconvincing h die infomiation tiiey have provided. For example DOD has 
argued m favor of die canyon site on die grounds diat in order to reduce costs and'save flying 
tune, die test site must be close to die base. However, when I pointed out tiiat odier 
alteinatives were, m feet, much closer to die base, suddenly I was told diat. iH reality die test 
srte needs to be close - but not too close - to die base. In feet, J was told diat our ' 
intelligence sources have determined ttiat in all of die critical, unstable areas in die world 
(Iraq, Nordi Korea, etc) targets just so happen to be SO - 60 miles fiom a base - the exact 
di^ce (comddentally) between die canyon and Mountahi Home. This argument had never 
been presented before, and I understand is not mentioned anywiwre in die EIS. 

In short, die downsides here are apparent and grave. I want to reiterate diat I am not 
opposed to a training range per se and I bclieye diat altematives to die canyon 
location could be found. DOD refiiscs, however, to analyze seriuosly odier options The 
acrobatics DOD now appears wiUihg to do to modify dieh: canyon proposal only underscore 
for me die lunacy of failing to investigate diorougWy odier alternatives. I believe we are 
tadding ourselves if we tiiink we can release die EIS now. widi die canyon area proposal, and 
flisn budd good will among mtercst groups tfirough a serious outreach efforts. We have been 
doing outreach for one year on grazing, and yet we have never been able to overcome die 
imtial negative reaction. The same sitiiation will hold here. At best,Td isxpect a series of 
headlines as follows: 

(1) "Kemptiiome Victorious - Clinton OKs Bombing Canyon" 

(2) "Sportsmen, Environmentalists Furious As Clinton Bows to Western Republicans" 

(3) "In Turnaround, Clinton Caves in on Canyon Proposal." 

J strongly believe we should avoid positioning die President in a way diat would make fallout 
of this kind possible. 
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CC; VICE PRESIDENT 
LEON PANETTA 
TONY LAKE 
LEON FUERTH 



/y 
{" '̂̂ V^ HEINZ FAMIL̂  U c l ^ U o 

August 11,199 lrc:̂ \r\.\vs 

The Honorable William J. Clinton ^ <̂  / \ / o 
The President of die United States r-X^-^^ — 
Executive Office of die President ( j 
The White House , 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am writing today bodi as a friend and devon̂ , îivuuunienmiist loUfge that you 
declare your opposition to the Air Force proposal as will be presented to you to establish a 
training range in Soudiem Idaho. I believe dial Oiis one issue will galvanize concemed 
citizens across die United States, erode die progress die White House has made in anempting 
to reassure all of us diat diis Administration is truly committed to protecting die 
environment, and create a damaging precedent to be used against other states in 
circumventing die Eagle Act. 

Simply stated, die Air Force is attempting to end run die Eagle Act by swapping land 
widi die State of Idaho to create an expanded training range in die soudiern part of die state. 
By doing so, the Air Force and its supporters are diumbing dieir nose at die Congress, at die 
democratic process and die American public, and sending a clear and unequivocal message: 
"We get what we need at any cost, no matter what - we can afford it." 

Mr. President, this kind of cayalier approach to military and environmental policy is 
die antidiesis of everydiing I believe you stand for, and the reason why Americans tirom both 
political parlies entrusted' you widi dieir future. Absent a clear and unequivocal message diat 
you oppose die Air Force proposal as represented by die Air Force Environmental Impact 
Statement. I fear diat people in Idaho wUl have lost some of die most rugged and prisune 
land in die nation and die mes.«ge across America will be diat no land, no matter how 
valuable or important to the environment, is safe from die long arm and machinations of die 
military; 

AH we ask is for due diligence, due process and respect from one anodier including 

the military. 

Sincerely, 

A'w\ 
Teresa Heinz 

cc: Leon Panetta 

3200 C \ C TOWER / riTTSBURGH ,/ PtNNSYLVANI A lS2?-7.-S757 ,/ i ; 2-407,.5700 
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T H E WHITE H O U S E 

W A S H I N G T O N 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE 

SUBJECT: EIS on Idaho Training Range 

Purpose 

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR). 

Background 

The Air Force and the State of Idaho have been working since 1987 to expand the training range 
capability of Mountain Home AFB. Mountain Home is home to the 366th Composite Wing, 
comprised of B-1 bombers, F-15 fighters, KG-135 tankers and other "strike force" aircraft. When 
the Air Force determined, after extensive public hearings, that the existing Saylor Greek training 
range in east-central Idaho could not be expanded, Govemor Andrus proposed in 1991 to 
exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastem Idaho for Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) administered land in southwestem Idaho. This land exchange would create a state-owned 
range that would then be leased to the Air Force for its use. The land exchange requires the 
approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho. 

Under the Govemor's proposal, the Air Force accepted primary responsibility, in cooperation 
with other federal agencies, for the environmental analysis. The Air Force published a draft EIS 
in November, 1993, and received public comments through Febmary 9, 1994. The Air Force now 
requests your approval to file the final EIS with EPA on September 2, with congressional 
notifications beginning on August 31. 

Following the publication of the final EIS, the Air Force must by regulation wait at least 30 days 
before issuing its Record of Decision (ROD). In the case of the ITR, this 30-day period would be 
extended until Interior completes its land-use plan. If Interior approves the exchange agreement. 

cc: Vice President 
Chief of Staff 



including any land-use amendments that may be required, the Air Force and Interior would then 
meet to develop the final ROD, which would incorporate final measures to mitigate environmental 
impacts. 

In this context, then, issuance of the final EIS by the Air Force can be characterized as a critical, 
but not necessarily determinative, step toward a final decision on ITR. Since Interior could still 
stop the ITR proposal by disapproving the land exchange, there would be another "checkpoint" at 
which we could gauge reaction to the final EIS before deciding whether to take that next step. 

National Security Considerations 

Defense and JCS strongly support the establishment of the ITR. The CINCs consider the 366th 
Cpmposite Wing to be our "premier intervention wing." In other words, if the United States has 
to engage in hostilities on the Korean peninsula or in the Persian Gulf, the fighter aircraft, 
bombers and tankers of the 366th will be one of the first, if not the first. Air Force units deployed. 
That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness. 

If the 366th Composite Wing is to be ready to fulfill its combat missions on short notice, it must 
constantly train. A special premium is placed on practicing large formation (up to 50-80 aircraft) 
attacks over a wide area against a notional adversary. This requires generating high numbers of 
training sorties, which in turn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In 
the current fiscal environment, defense budgets at all levels, including at the unit level, are under 
enormous pressure. That means the Services, as well as each unit, must strive for maximum cost 
efficiency in meeting their O&M requirements. ^^..^-^/(^ 

The Air Force has concluded that if the Wina^n conduct its training at the ITR^s opposed to 
having to have its,aircraft fly great distances/before they can begin their aerial training maneuversĵ  
it can "save" 3,000 flight training hours annually. This translates into an annual savings of $20 
million. 

If the Air Force cannot meet its readiness training requirements at Mountain Home within 
reasonable costs, there is a possibility it will be forced to relocate the Wing. Govemor Andrus is 
convinced that the ITR is cmcial to keeping Mountain Home AFB off future base-closing lists. If 
the Air Force decided the 366th must be moved, it would forfeit the $50 million military 
constmction (MILCON) investment already made in stationing the Wing at Mountain Home and 
incur substantial MILCON costs to build new facilities for the unit at a new ba.se. 

Environmental Concems 

The ITR proposal has prompted extremely sharp and determined opposition from national 
environmental organizations and such prominent supporters as Paul Newman, Joanne Woodward 
and Robert Redford. Teresa Heinz has been actively engaged against this proposal and wams that 
going forward with the final EIS will cost us dearly in terms of your base of support among 



environmental groups and sportmens' associations ~ hunters, primarily (a not insignificant 
consideration given the crime bill). Tim Wirth belieyes issuing die EIS would be "political 
suicide" in terms of alienating pro-environment constituencies in the West. Katie McGinty 
reports a growing volume of calls from groups and private citizens opposed to the range and 
points out that the Idaho Fish and Game Commission has come out in opposition to the proposal. 

I ^ ' 

Jack Gibbons believes publication of the final EIS will touch off a political firestorm that could J } ^ ^ 
discredit die Administration. He has only today received supplemental EIS information from the\ Inj j f^ 
Air Force diat he has not yet had an opportunity to review. Jack notes that he cannot make a ' 
recommendation until he completes his review. 

Environmental concems have focused on a host of specific issues, including the impact on bighom 
sheep in the area, noise levels, overflights of pristine caiiyonlands, road and infrasUoicture 
constmction, and fire hazards associated with bomb drops. The ITR conu-oversy has also drawn 
attention to the fact that the Air Force has been overflying these remote lands for the last 20 
years, which in tum has led to sentiment among soriie environmental groups not only to deny the 
ITR but also to prohibit all low-level overflights in this area. 

The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposition to the ITR is based on the 
original plan for the range and that it has adjusted the plan in significant respects to address each 
concem that has been raised. For example, the area of land encompassed by the range has been 
reduced from 166,000 to 25,000 acres, low-level training routes over the Owyhee canyons have 
been deleted and the proposed target areas have been split to avoid bighom sheep habitats. 

As a final accommodation, the Air Force is prepared to accept a "no drop" mle during bombing 
mns over the range, though that restriction is not currently in its final EIS. Jack Gibbons, who 
finds fault with the EIS in its current form on several grounds, regards the "no drop" option as a 
particularly significant improvement. Jack urged Secretary Widnall to incorporate this prohibition 
in the EIS or at least insert a few sentences alluding to it. The Air Force agreed todaylo follow 
this latter course in the final EIS and to reference as well the use of soft silhouette targets on the 
ground in lieu of hard, permanent stmcmres. Interior believes the Air Force has satisfactorily 
addressed the spiecific environment issues on the merits but is very troubled by the depth and 
breadth of opposition to the ITR across the environmental community. If these groups maintain a 
solid front in opposition to the range. Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange 
not be approved by Interior, thereby stopping the proposal. 

Kati^l^p^s the release of the EIS. She anticipates very strong opposition to this proposal even 
if some of these additions are made to the EIS because the proposal would continue to 
recommend that the ti-aining range be located in the canyon area. She proposes that dialogue with 
the public be held first and other site locations be more fully explored before releasing a final Ei;> 
on the grounds that it will be very difficult, or impossible, to overcome the strong negative 
reaction to the EIS, regardless of the intensity or sincerety of subsequent public dialogue in which 
we might engage. 



To give the Air force a new, and significantly improved, baseline for engaging the national groups 
and explaining to diem how far it has gone in addressing specific environmental concems. Interior 
agrees, widi die Air Force that it is important to get die final EIS out on die sti-eet. If this dialogue 
fails to split off at least some of the national groups opposed to the ITR, though, Interior will vote 
"no" on die FTR. 

Native American Concems 

A major issue in the ITR controversy has been concem by Native Americans over adverse cultural 
impacts on the historic homeland of the Shoahone-Paiute Tribes and aerial training over or near 
the Duck Valley Reservation in south-central Idaho. The tribes have raised the specter of 
"genocide" in public hearings. For its part, the Air Force has agreed to avoid flight below 15,000 
feet over inhabited areas of the reservation and banned supersonic flight over Duck Valley at any 
altitude. Native Americans remain concemed that bomb drops at ITR could desecrate burial sites 
across southwestem Idaho, most of whose locations are unmarked and unknown. Adoption of 
the "no drop" restriction should ameliorate this concem. The Air Force has also agreed not to 
use ITR on days when the tribes conduct religious ceremonies at sites on the range. 

Congressional Attitudes 

The Idaho Congressional Delegation is strongly supportive of the ITR, though Congressman 
LaRocco (the only Dgĝ gt̂ atic member of the Delegation) expressed serious reservations about 
the draft EIS in Febmary. Senator Kempthome has charged that the ITR is vital to our national 
security and accused the Administration of "playing politics" widi the EIS out of deference to 
"politically correct" diinkihg among die "Hollywood pro-environment community." This line of 
attack has spilled over into the Idaho gubematorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk 
has tried to walk a fine line on die ITR. Echo Hawk himself is sd-ongly opposed to die ITR , 
proposal. He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a U îning range in order to secure Mountain \ h* '̂ 
Home AFB but do not want it located in the canyon area. Kempthome has recentiy placed a hold ' 
on all senior DOD civilian nominations (six are currendy pending) in response to the delay in 
pubHshing the final EIS. 

Congressional delegations from states adjoining southwestem Idaho are in the main strongly 
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concem over overflights of the 
neighboring areas. In the case of Nevada, it is in part parochial in diat existing Air Force training 
ranges in that state (e.g., Nellis AFB) will be more insulated against possible BRAC action if the 
ITR is denied. Senators Inouye and Campbell have also been strongly opposed to the ITR, 
reflecting in particular their concem over adverse impacts on Native American culture. 

Congress as a whole has sent conflicting signals on the ITR. In die FY 1994 Military 
Constmction Appropriations Act, the House and Senate conferees expressed support for the ITR 
and provided $6.7 million to facilitize die range (though it "fenced" obhgation of the funds 
pending certification by die Secretary, of Defense that the ITR was required for U-aining and 
readiness and consistent with the EIS). Last month, die Senate Apprbpriations Committee 
approved a Reid amendment to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill that would prohibit 



expenditure of funds for the ITR until the SecretaryofDefen.se submits a long-term land use plan 
and reports on the applicability of the "Engle Act" to the proposed land exchange. ITR critics, 
including Congressman Vento, see Govemor Andms' land-exchange plan as a deliberate 
circumvention ofthe Engle Act. The Air Force contends the Engle Act does not apply in this 
case and sees no difficulty in meeting the conditions of the amendment. Jack Gibbons 
recommends Justice review this legal issue. 

Altematives 

During the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of inquiry 
has been whether altematives exist elsewhere in Idaho or nearby states. The Air Force has 
consistently maintained that insufficient airspace for large-scale composite wing aerial maneuvers 
is available from the FAA at other locations in Idaho. While the Air force acknowledges that 
more distant ranges in Nevada and Utah do provide adequate airspace, it emphasizes that the ITR 
will double the time pi"ovided for realistic "strike force'' training compared to these existing 
ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, relying on existing ranges produces costs for 
this cmcial training double those available through the ITR. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That you decid^^^flgther to approve the release by the Air Force of the final EIS. 

Approve Release Disapprove Release 

If you mark "approve" above, that you direct Interior to withhold final action on the land 
exchange proposal pending your review of the reaction to the publication of the final EIS and a 
Justice review of the applicability of the Engle Act. 

Approve Disapprove • 
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Document No.. C""^ ^ 

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 08/16/94 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: 

SUBJECT MILITARY NOMINATION; 10 OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TOyTHE GRADES 

OF MAJOR GENERAL AND BRIGADIER GENERAL, USXFR 

ACTION FYI ACTION FYl 

VICE PRESIDENT • • McGINTY / • • 

PANETTA • • MYERS / / • • 

McLARTY • • QUINN / • • 

LADER • • RASCO / • • 

ICKES • • RUBIN / • • . 

RIVLIN • • SEGAL / . • • 

BAGGETT • • S E I D M A N / • • 

CUTLER • • STEPHpOPOULOS • 

EMANUEL • • TYSON • • 

GEARAN • • VARNEY • • 

GERGEN . • • • GERGEN . • • 

GIBBONS • pEhL 

GRIFFIN • • / CLERK • 

HALE • • • • 

HERMAN • • • -

LAKE • • / • • 

LINDSEY • • / • • 

REMARKS: 
Do you have any objection? 

RESPONSE: 
The National Security Council s t a f f concurs i n the attached m i l i t a r y 
nominations. 

Anthony Lake 

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff Secretary 
Ext. 2702 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

August 10, 1994 ĝ /̂ ijQ 15 . 15 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ^ 

THROUGH: THE EXECUTIVE CLERK^'^ 

FROM: ALPHONSO MALDON> JR. Hp*V̂ V̂ 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE P^felDENT AND 
DIRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE MILITARY OFFICE 

SUBJECT: General Officer Nomination 

Forwarded for your approval and signature i s a nomination 
containing the names of 10 officers for appointment to the grades 
major general and brigadier general in the Reserve of the Air 
Force. 

This nomination i s based on the report of a Federal Recognition 
Board approved by the Secretary of the Air Force and forwarded by 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

Recommendation 

That you approve and sign the attached. 

Attachment 



T H E D E P U T Y S E C R E T A R Y O F D E F E N S E 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000 

1 6 JUN 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: General Officer Nomination 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I recommend you nominate the 10 officers whose 
names are on the attached list for appointment to the grade indicated in the Reserve of the Air 
Force of the United States. These officers have been recommended for promotion by a Federal 
Recognition board approved by the Secretary of the Air Force. 

This nomination will not result in the i\ir Force exceeding the authorized strength of 
general officers in an active status in the Reserve of the Air Force of the United States. 

.\ftachment 

John M. Deutch 
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®Ifp MljttP ^ma^ 
Washington 

To the Senate of the United States: 

I nominate: 

The following named officers for appoindnent in the Reserve of the Air Force, to the 
grade indicated, under the provisions of titie 10, United SMea Cflds, sections 593, 8351 and 
8374: 

Tn he M^jor deneral 

Brigadier General Thnma.s W. Powers. ibl(6L 
Air National Guard of the United States 

Brigadier General Davifl F.. B. Ward.I -(b)(6) 
Air National Guard of the United States 

Tn hfl Brigadier General 

(b)(6) Colonel Rfyhffi Riehunko. I 
Air National Guard of the United States 

(b)(6) Colonel JOfffpb T- Canadv UI. 
Air National Guard of the United states 

:oo2] 

Colonel lamsaJL-Qifisliili.l Moi 
Air National Guard of the United States 

Colonel .Stanley P. Mav. I 
Air National Guard of the United States 

(b)(6) Colonel Kenneth W. McGill. 
Air National Guard of the United States 

(b)(6) Colonel George F. Scoggins. Jr..L 
Air National Guard of the United States 



Colonel Miles R. Srn>)nfr I (bXej 
Air National Guard of the United States [ 0 0 2 : 

Colonel Carol M. Tĥ nif\,T | (b)(6) 
Air National Guard ofthe United States 



WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Document No. ^ ~^ 

US'! 
i 

DATE: 08/16 /94 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE B Y ; / 08 /19 /94 

SUBJECT: MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 7 OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE 
OF REAR ADMIRAL, AND REAR A D M I R J ( L (LOWER HALF) , . USCG 

VICE PRESIDENT 

PANETTA 

McLARTY 

LADER 

ICKES 

RIVLIN 

BAGGETT 

CUTLER 

EMANUEL 

GEARAN 

GERGEN 

GIBBONS 

GRIFFIN 

HALE 

HERMAN 

LAKE 

LINDSEY 

ACTION FYI 

• • • 

• 

ACTION 

McGINTY / • 

MYERS / • 

QUINN / • 

RASCO • • 
RUBIN 

SBGAL • 

SSEIDMAN • 

STEPHANOPOULOS • 

TYSON • 

VARNEY • 

WILLIAMS « - . o ^ _ • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

FYI 

, • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• , 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

REMARKS: 
Do you have any objections? 

RESPONSE: • ~ —~~ 
The.National Security Council s t a f f concurs i n the attached m i l i t a r y 
nominations. 

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

and Staff. Secretary 
Anthony Lake Ext. 2702 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

V J A S H \ N G T O N 

August 12, j4̂ iiiG 18 Pl2: 16 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

THROUGH: THE EXECUTIVE CLERK 

FROM: ALPHONSO MALDON, JR. 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DIRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE MILITARY OFFICE 

SUBJECT: Coast Guard Officer Nomination 

Forwarded for your approval and sigriature i s a nomination 
containing the names of 7 officers for appointment to the grade 
of rear admiral, and rear admiral (lower half) as indicated, in 
the Regular Coast Guard. 

This nomination has been staffed by the Commandant of the Coast 
Guard and approved by the Secretary of Transportation. 

Recommendation 

That you approve and sign the attached. 

Attachment 



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
' i \ ^ ^ S l s WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

AUG 9 1994 

The President 
The White House 
Wasihington DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I recommend that the following o f f i c e r s of the United States 
Coast Guard, serving i n the grade of rear admiral (lower 
h a l f ) , be appointed to the grade of rear admiral as provided 
for i n T i t l e 14, U. S. Code, Section 271: Gordon G. Piche, 
Paul M. Blayney. 

I recommend that the following o f f i c e r s bf the United States 
Coast Guard, serving i n the grade of captain, be appointed to 
the grade of rear admiral (lower h a l f ) as provided f o r i n 
T i t l e 14, U. S. Code, Section 271: Fred L. Ames, Richard M. 
Larrabee I I I , John T. Tozzi, Thomas H. Collins, and Ernest R. 
Riutta. 

I f these appointments meet with your approval, the nominations 
are enclosed f o r t r a n s m i t t a l to the United States Senate. 

Respectfully, 

Federico Pefia 

Enclosure 



\ ^htWhiUHomt 
s . 

^. •' - • 
liafibington 

To Tiif: Sk:.\iTf: OF THE UsiTEf) ST.ATF.S: 

I nominate the f o l l o w i n g Regular o f f i c e r s of the United 
States Coast Guard f o r promotion t o the grade of rear admiral; 

Gordon G. Piche 
Paul M. Blayney 

I nominate the f o l l o w i n g Regular o f f i c e r s of the United 
States Coast Guard f o r promotion t o the grade of rear admiral 
(lower h a l f ) : 

Fred L. Ames 
Richard M. Larrabee, I I - I 
John T. Tozzi 
Thomas H. C o l l i n s 
Ernest R. R i u t t a 

. I 
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BXBCUTIV? OFFICE OF THB PaSBXDBMt 

Washington/ b.c. 20503 

August 16, 1994 

LBOIBLATIVB RBFBRRAL MBMORAHDOM 

TO; Legislative Liaison Officer -

NSC - William H. Itoh - (202) 395-372$̂ ^̂ V̂ ^̂ ^̂  

LRM #M-1727 

FROM: JANET R, FOIiSGREN (for).^,...^,^^ ̂  .„r.« w ^ 
Assistant Director for L^glslatfve Rfef V̂ Mncê  

OMB CONTACT: Anna BRZATICO (395-7887) 
Secretary's line (for Simple responses)I 395-7362 

SUBJECT: DEFENSE Proposed Report on Awarding-
Decorations fpr Service in Pleiku Campaign 

DEADLINEI COB August 2 2 / 1 9 9 4 

COMMENTS» The attached is in response to a proposed bill bv 
senator Thurmond that has not been introduced yet. \ 

' ' ' . . . 
OMB requests the views of your agency on the above subject isefore 
advising on i t s relationship to the program of the President, in 
accordanc6 with OMB circular A-19. ' . in 

Please advise us i f this item will affeot direot spending or 
receipts for purposes of the the "Pay-As-Vou-oo*' provisions of 
Title XIII of the omnibus Budget Reconciliation Aot of 1990. 

CC: 
Phebe Vickers ; » . 
Mary Jo Sicl a r i 
Wendell Waltea ' ' 
Bob Damus , , 
Jennifer Palmlorl 
Jim Murr 
Janet Poregron 
Jim Jukes ,' 
Ron Peterson 
Tracey Thornton 



08/16/91 14:14 L-U-P BRRNCH/OMB 002 

RB8P0K8B TO LE8ISI/ATIVB RBFBRRAL H8M0RAljlbUN 

I f your response to this request ̂ or vlfews i# pimple (ie.gi / 
concur/no comment) we prefer that you rsspphd l?y faxing uS this, 
response sheet. I f the response i s simple and you prefer^ to 
c a l l , please c a l l the branch-wide line shown below (NOT the 
analyst's line) to leave a message with a secretary. 

You may also respond by (1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct 
line (you w i l l be connected to. voice mail i f the analyst does not 
answer); (2) sending us a memo or l e t t e r ; or (3) I f you are an 
OASIS user in the Executive Offlee of'the President, sending an 
E-mail message. Please include the LRM number shown above, and 
tlie subject shown bolow. 

TO: Anna BRIATICO (395-7887) 
Office of Management and Budget 
Fax Number: (202) 395-6148 
Analyst/Attorney's Direct Number: 
Branch-Wide Line (to reach siscretary) 

(202) 395-7887 
(202) 395-7362 

FROM: (Date) 

(Name) 

(Agency) 

(Telephone) 

SUBJECT: DEFENSE Proposed Report on Awarding 
Decorations for service i n Pleiku Campaign 

The following i s the response of our agency to your request for 
views on the above-oaptloned subjacti 

- • •• Concur 

No objection 

- No comment 

-. , • See proposed edits on pages • • _ 

Other: •' ^ • • 

FAX RETUWI Of . pages, attached to t h i s 
response sheet 
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OUe 9 '34 I5il3 FROM OSD-LRS" TO l*ORSaRfeN |=>nQE 

OEPAATMKNT OP-me ARMY 
orriee Of isnrrv owrorsT^ 

199 ANMV MMTMOM 
wAflfttnnxm.oo ig«io4iM 

United Stateii Senate , 
Washington, D.C. aosio 

Dear Senator Thurmond: 

Refarenoe is made to your request to the chief of fitaff, 
Army for the views of the Depart»ent of Amy on the proposed 
Isaisiation to authorise an additional period for awarding 
nilitary decorations for aots, acbievenente, and servioe 
performed in the PJciku caapaign in the l« Drang velley of 
Vietnam. 

The proposed legislation would waivo the time limitations 
in section 3744 of Title lo, United States Code# persitting 
award of military decorations for actions during the Pleiku 
campaign during the period October 23, to November 26, 1965, 

The Department of the Army on behalf of the Department of 
Defense is opjrt»»ed to th« b i l l . 

Title 10, united fltatee code. Section 3744(b) stipulates 
that sward reoomaenaations mwst submitted within^ years of 
tlie ect, achievement or service to be recognised. The time 
lisitatioh for Republic of Vietnaa actions was extended to 
October 1975 by a spe'oiaX aot of Congress to ensur* maximum 
opportunity for any deserving soldier to be nominated for an 
award. During the extension period, new recowmondatio««» could 
be submitted or previously approved donorations could oe 
considered based on new and materiel evxdence. J ^ ^ ^ 
extensions, the Departaent of the Amy processed thousands or 
award! recoimendations covering a l l miXitsry decorations. 

While the Vime limitations for the .ulailsslott of e««rd 
recommendations may seem arbitrary and unfair, ^Jf^ have^bean 
necessary to ensure thet award recommendations are ̂ onsiSf^^**. 
; r S ' t L e When all the facts 'nd clrcumstanot, surrounding^^ 
soldier's performance can be conclusively verified, while facts 
and impressions are fresh, and supporting 
readiir^vailable. Approval of t&e proposed 
iSthorize award of '"ilitary dworations to soldiers 
in the Pieifcu Campaign would be unfair to J * " * ; ? " **5„-i„o 
soldiers Who served in -any f5«P»i«"?,Sj,S^^^nd ?hI our Nation's history and were denied conBideration beyond the 
two-year Aiime linit> -
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Availabltt recwtds from the Vietnam conflict indieettt th»t̂  
ttahy soldiers who served in tho Pleiku campaign were "ooj^i''"* 
S r ^ i i e * ? heroic actions. One soldier W9*warded our Sat ion's 
SShest miUtary decoration for the valor U J J ^ W f 
battle and at least one other soldier was _ -
Dlstlnottiahed Service Cross.. Based on thHsa and other awards 
S i J e n ? ^ oS S^noluded that the leadership at the tiyo was 
ccnce:^ed about WProprlatelY recogni.inr deservl^^ 
Fortunately, heroic actions in that battle did not go 
unzeoognlEed. 

The DaDartment of the army, on behalf of the Department of 
DefenS bllSvirthat the time limitations fixed by congress 
Sji'Sf;; S d fal? provisions. Th«-â provtsions have^goteot^ 
S e integrity, honor, and prastige of " i i i ^ ' i y / S f j S ^ J J f : 
Because there is no method whereby the Away can Afcide with 
accuracy which raguests for exemption from time limitations 
SSSSw ^ecSive fa^rable considaration and «hich should not, 
the only alternative heretofore has been to treat a l l cases 
equally under the law without exception., 

For the foregoing reasons, the Department . . 
bfthalf^f the Depirtmlnt of Deiehae, recommends thet the b i l l 
not be favorably considered. 

The enactment of this b i l l win cause no apparent inoroase 
in budgetary reguirements of the Department. 

T̂hfSf Report has been coordinated ?«5<^S;S 
Defense in aooordance with procedures prescribed by the 
secretary of Defense. 

The Office of Menaoement and Budget '"̂ ^ * 
standpoint of the Administration's progra»,thera is no 
objection to the presentation of this report for the 
cone IdSrat ion of the coBsiittee. 

Sincerely, 

mm TOTftL PAeE.'BB* ** 
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mrtttJ ̂ tatti Ŝowtt 

:oMMrmB OH AHMttf smivirts 

March 18, 1994 
General Gordon R. Sullivan 
Chief of Staff 

Dear oenorel Sullivant 

Attached is P-Poeed iojijlatlon J^^^^^^^ 
5 r u S ~ ? i - - r S J e t t s K S n S T o S s o r the-leglsletlon. 

Based on the information provide^ to me g^.the <:g;duct^c£ 
the battle and ihajjonfuiion following U 
circumstances of the la J ^ H ^ t for recSLjnding awards, 
exception to the statutory t i j j ^^^1. '°? many men who died 
I I S S ' S a r t l S / i r e r i r t ^ I f T ^ ^ ^ l i - l t deny thS 
r S c ^ i t t o S or any acts of heroism. 

, ^though there - r ^ J - . ^ b S t t V W " ? S - . ' J u ' S S - ' " ' 

iSgHia^ioS^Sd iny euggestions you may have. 

Thsnk you for your consideration of thle matter. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, 

Sincerely/ j 

Strom Thurmond 

S T / p 
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103D CONG B̂BfiS 
2D SBBSION S. 

m THB SBNATB OF THB imiTBt) STATES 

Mr. TBOBMOND̂  Introduced the foUowing biU, wUob WM md t.He> and »>• 
» . • aST9d the Commutitoo on . . — • 

A BILL 
To avthoriae an additional period for avmrding MiHtaxy dsoo-

rationa for acta, aobievements, and serviee performed 
in tbe Plelkn Campaign in tbe la Drang Vafley of Viet̂  

nam. 

3 f3B(mONl.i«)DniONALP^OT«mAWAa3DlNGlJBOOBA. 

4 TIONB FOR 8BRVICB W THB FLBIBU CAM-

. 5 . PAIQN W THB IA DBANO VALUffT OF VJFIV 

6 NAM., 

7 (a) AWARD AUTHOBIZBP.—A decoration w ^ 

8 awarded in aoMrdani* with the jnxmiiona of this 

9 to any person for an act, an aohievemait, or service that 
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OABCO )O94.082 
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1 BUOh person, while serving on active duty in the Army, ! 

2 performed during the PleUni Campaign period in, or in 

3 arect support of, militaiy operations of the First Cavahy 

4 ĵgjjriaion (Airmobile) in the Pleflni Campatgn in the la 

5 Drang Vall^ of Vaotnam. 

6 (b) I*LMiKU CAMPAIGN PHBIOD DBBiN»D.~For the 

7 purposes of this section, the Pleiku Canipaign period is 

8 the period that begins on October 23, 1985, and ends on 

9 Novwnber26,1966. 

10 (C) ATJTHOKIZHD PBBIOD POE A^ABD.-̂ Notmth-

11 standing any other provision ot law, a decoration may be 

12 awarded under this section at any time not later than two 

13 years after the date of the enaelment of this Act 

14 (d) APPUCATION BjBQUIRailBNTS.—A "wrî  

15 cation, or a written recommendation, for award of a deoo-

16 * f&Sm authorized to be awarded under sabaecUou (a) shall 

17 be received by the Secretary of the Army not later than 

18 one year after the date of the enactment of tMs Act and 

19 shell be in a form that is satiaflMJtojy to the Secretaiy. 

' 20 (e) DBGORATIOKS OovBj«BD.--^b8eetion (a) applies 

21 to any decoration (indnding any device in lien of a daoora-

22 tion) that, durhig or after the Pleikn Campaign period and 

23 befbre the dato of the enactment of tliis Act, was authoiv 

24 ized by Congress or under regulations of ths Department 

25 of Deffense or the Department of the Army to be awarded 
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Y to V person for an aflt, an achievement, or service per-

2 fomed by that person while servhig on w.th«» duty in tb̂  

3 Army. 
• 4 (f) AcrrVB DUTY DEFiNBD.—In this section, the 

5 term "aclive duty''has the meaning given suoh term in 

6 sectiDU 101(d)(1) of tllie 10, TJni1««J States Code. 

» • • Mt » 


