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RESTRICTION CODES

Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)|

P1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA}

P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA]

P3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA|

P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or
financial information |(a)(4) of the PRA|

P5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President
and his advisors, or between such advisors |a)(5) of the PRA|

PG Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's decd
of gift.
PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 U.S.C,
2201(3).
RR. Document will be reviewed upon request.

e

Freedom of Information Act - |5 U.S.C. §52(b)}

b(1) National security classificd information [(b)(1) of the FOIA|

b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of
an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA|

h(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes |(b)}(7) of the FOIA|

b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]

b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA|
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b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]
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XECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PR IDBENT
OPFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGE?T
Washington, D.C. 20803

August 16, 1994 b(o% 56?/4@

LEGISLATIVE REPERRAL MEMORANDUY
LRN #I-3679

TO: Legislative Liailson Officer =~

FROM:

ABMC - Col, William E. Ryan, Jr. - (202)272~0536 - 268
ACDA ~ Barbara Starr - (2Q02)647~8478 - 234
AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro -~ (202)720-1516 -~ 312
AID - Robert M. lLamtaw — /anns-a= --- 202 (001].
CIA - (b)(3) |

COMMER. .. aawnaul A, LEVItt - (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 - Xra Fishman - (202)566-8806 - 236

FEMA - John P, Carey = (202)646-41085 - 327

GSA - William R. Ratchford = (202)501-0563 = 237

HHS - Frances White - (202)690-7760 ~ 328

HUD - Edward J. Murphy, Jr. < (202)708-1793 ~ 218
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 - 287

NSC - william H. Itoh -~ (202)395-3723 -~ 249

OGE ~ Jana Ley = (202)523-5377 ~ 261

OPM - James N. Woodruff - (202)606~1424 -~ 331
OSTP ~ Rosellis D’Allessandro = (202)456-6014 - 288
USTR - Fred Montgomery = (202)395=-3475 = 223

SBA - Kris Swedin - (202)205-6702 = 318

888 - Lewis C. Brodsky - (703)238-2053 - 339

STATE - Julia C. Norton - (202)647-4463 - 228
TRANSPORTATION - Tom Herllhy - (202)366-4687 - 226
TREASURY - Richard 8. Carro - (202)622-1146 - 228

VA - Robert Coy - (202)273-6666 - 2 52
RONALD K. PETERSON (for) K.

Assistant Director for lLegislative Reference

OMB CONTAQT: MIKE GOAD (395-7301)

-

Becretary’s line (for aimplo responses): 395-6194

SUBJECT: OMB Request for Views RE! 8 2182, National

THIS

100

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1995
L2

TRANSMISSION CONTAINS ::Z'PAGB(B) (total).

1Y/ VEWD p1:2t ¥6,91-80




: " Page 2 . .
LRM #I-3679

COMMENTS: THE PURPOSE OF THIS REFERRAL IS TO. INFORM YOU THAT
- THR CONFERENCE REPORT ON § 2182 IS PRINTED ON PAGES H8055-8408
OF THE AUGQUST 13TH CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; NO FURTHER ACTION OR
'RESPONSE TO THIS REFERRAL 18 REQUIRED. Please note that, while
the Senate and House have not yet votead upon the conference
report, we expect Congress to do so soon. Given the length of
the document and the time necessary to review it, this office
is adviasing where in the Record Iou may £ind the text ang
ehcourages your agenoy to begin its review of the document so
that you may respond quickly when this office requests your
Agendy’s views on the enrolled bill. Again, no further action
is required . at this time; we will notify you when the bill is
enacted and enrolled. THERE IS NO ATTACHMENT TO THYS REFERRAL.

cc: -
. J. Schuhart
- A+ Chellaraj o

LNy

o8 . leenao skt pessivee
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ACTION

‘Attachments

| o 6611
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

August 16, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE

THROUGH; ~ ROBERT BELL {;~

FROM: - . JIM SEATON%@QZ

SUBJECT: -~ Presidential Letter to II Navy Frogman -

Tab B’describes the e#pioits.of 5 WW?? Navy combat demolitions

- frogman and the August 14, 1994 cefemony where the French Defense

Minister awarded him the Ordre dy Merite. Nancy Hernreich
requested that we prepare a congratulatory letter from the’

- President to Angelos Chatas, tlte former frogman.

Concurrence by: ; Julien D. LeBourgeotéK

RECOMMENDATION

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

Tab I Memorandam to the President
Tab A Lefter to Angelos T. Chatas
Tab B Wyshington Post Article
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6611

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE

.SUBJECT: Letter to WWII Navy Frogman
Purpose

To congrqtulate Angelos T. Chatas, a WWII Navy combat demolitions
frogman. ' ' '

Background

The French Defense Minister honored Mr. Chatas at an August 14
commemoration of the WWII landings in‘qouthern France. During
both the Normandy and southern France landings Mr. Chatas blew up
underwater cables and floating mines hindering the approaches of

"allied landing craft. Two years ago the French named a Street

for him in a Normandy village near Utah Beach, but he was unablé
to attend the ceremony. This year, in response 'to a French
request, DoD officials nominated him to receive the French Ordre

“du Merite.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the letter at Tab A.

Attachments

Tab A Letter to Angelos T. Chatas

Tab B ‘Washington Post. article

cc: Vice President
Chief of Sstaff



THE WHITE HOUSE : . :

| WASHINGTON,

RS ' S LI recently read of your brave explolts in the' '~ -
' 5___ o L Normandy and southern France 1and1ngs and o o

on'rece1v1ng the "French Governmentwé Ordre du
Merite. This is truly a great honor and I
commend you. '

S e oo Y S ST
o AR Thank you for serv1ng as a source of
| ' R I contlnulng 1nsp1rat10n '
- " L N . . . Sincerely, L -;”ﬁwi_f, :
Mr. Angelos T. Chatas )
_ 4719 Oak Trail - )
’ ! ’ ‘Dallas, TX 275232 -
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By]onathan C Randal

WuhnmeuFueoSum -

FREIUS. France, Aug. 14—This time Angelos T.

Chatas was present, not just accounted for, when .

France honored him for his role as a U.S. Navy com-

‘batdemohnomtmgmanmaWorldWarnlandmg

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

.role in the Allied invasion of southern France on Aug.

15, 1944, Pentagon officials approached a surpnsed

and del:ghted 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.

e o

© Aug. 15, 1994

A Double ‘Merc? to a U.S. Frogrnan -

HIS Name Already on a Street WWII Veteran Getsa Medal

Chatas, 73, a ‘Chicago native who now lwes inDal- .-

las, had won the-Bronze Star for his D-Day exploits
_ two months before, ReallmgtheAncustassaultm
theMednemnean,hesand."Wewouldhearpeople
talking and laughing while we put charges on the
buoys and waited for the nets to blow up.”

Later, he and a fellow frogman. paddled out in 2

:,"_'e’_.\'.w.. D

kayak to place explosives on a floating German mine . . . '

that naval gunfire had not destroyed..

“We attached the explosives, set the tlt:ee—mch B
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 recognized 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 wartlme ser-

vice. He knows he was lucky to survive.

N
&)




o W S

Lt

' Concurrence by: * Bill Digggzg_ L _

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508 -

August 17, 1994

ACTION-

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH

THROUGH: ~°  ROBERT BEL_LW( kﬂ -

FROM: JIM SEAT_ON.?Bg | : . o

SUBJECT: - Defense Proposed Report on Awarding Decorations”’
for Service in Pleiku Campaign } : :
At Tab II is a proposed Defense Department response to a letter
from Senator Thurmond to the Army, Chief of staff. - The Senator. .
proposes legislation authorizing a two-year period to recommend
awards for individuals who served in the Ia.Drang Valley campaign
of November 1965. DoD opposes. the bill. By statute, .award
recommendations must be made within two years of’ an act or
achievement. Congress previously extended the time period for
Vietnam award recommendations to October 1975. :

The.Ia Drang-battles were the first large-scale U.S. Army battles
of the Vietnam War and resulted in excess of 230 American dead.

One Lieutenant posthumously received the.Congressional Medal of

Honor and many other participants received lesser .awards for
heroism. ' ' : '

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the memorandum at Tab I concurring with the:
proposed DoD report. - _ :

Attachments

Tab .1 ' Memorandum for Signature
Tab II  Incoming Correspondence

>
B A,
&



+'6623
NATlONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
7 WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

MEMORANDUM FOR JANET R. FORSGREN

FROM: _ ' WILLIAM H. ITOH

SUBJECT: | Defense Proposed Report on Awarding Decoratlons
' for_Serv1ce in Rlelku Campa;gn

The National Security Council staff’ concurs w1th the proposed.
Defense Department response.

\



ey}

gt

z-:Fc-“*5 S PO L) $8S

S : it L 2%

| aiﬁﬁgggeTnﬂééiéﬁysn‘;‘ ' ‘”'1?92:??:r3?§?fjf
FROM: . JANET R. FORBGREN (for '

-qggicongggri Anoa BRIATICO (395-7007)

. ...:.i"l. s ’."rrl.!' ."'. l"‘.‘f.c o: . f"-’ . '
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103 Legislative Liaison Officer

Assistant Direotor for.

./. .

Becretary’s line (tor aiuplo rospon, o): 3’5-1362
SUBJECT: - -DEFENSE Proposed Report .on. Awardi;g S |
S Deoorations for Service 1n Pleiku Campaiqn :

nnnnnxunx | con Auquat az, 1994 ;"f{;

counxuwsa The attached is 1n responso to a proposod bill by
Benator Thurmond that has. not -peen. introduoodﬁxot .

.OMB._ requests the views: ofh our agenoy onthe ahovefaubjeot befprq,ﬁh
“adviging on -its relationship to the program ot-theiprasident, iﬁ'“'
accordancé with OHB circular A-19. -
SINOT ""*x:.h 4
Pleaso adviso us 1f thia item v111 uttoot dirootﬂsponginq or .
...reveipts for. r purposes of the the "Pa -As-You-Go! proyisions ot
ritle xllf ot the’ 5nn uﬁ ﬁadao ; c%ﬁﬁ{fiai ALY, g

Mary Jo Siclari
" Wendell Waites'
‘Bob Damus .
Jennifer Palmieri
Jim Murr
Janet’ Forsgron
Jim’ Jukee c
" Ron. Petarson
Traoey Thornton
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Analyst/Attorney'e Direct Number: ’ (202) 395-7887
Branoh-Wide Line (to reach secretary). (202) 395-7362

(Date)

4

| . R (Name) ' “”“_~;

(Agenoy) '%#:'

SUBJECTa DEFBNSB Proposed Report an; Avardinq .
©  Decorations for’ Service in Plelku campaig‘”

i R4 ’h'ﬁm*.a;-q..q\ oy

joot:

fNo-objeétlohiﬂn.~w~w-;a:»" i b ki
No- comment ) -
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 6629 .
' WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

| August 17, 1994
ACTION -

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM H. ITOH

THROUGH: ' ROBERT BELLM’J(“

FROM: KEITH HAHN

SUBJECT: Slgmﬁcant Military Exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94

Attached at Tab lisa proposed memorandum to the Executwe Secretary, Department of
Defense, concurring in military exercise , COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94." At Tab II Defense
recommiends approval and State concurs.

COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94-is a multilateral exercise involving platoon 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 mteroperablhty in peacekeepmg operatlons It is scheduled to take place in
northern Netherlands October 24-28

The critical oancollation date is October 6, 1994. "

A\
N

Concurrénce by: l_ Julien LcB_o\In'gcoﬁE: '
RECOMMENbATION

That you sign the ﬁémotandum ot Tab.I concurring m the eXerciso.
Attachments |

Tab 1 . Memorandum for Signature
Tab 1l Incoming Correspondence



NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20508

August 17, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR COL. ROBERT.P. MCALEER
Executive Secretary '
Department of Defen'se
SUBJECT: - Significant Mllltary Exercise COOPERATIVE SPIRI'I‘ 94

The Nanonal Security Counc11 staff concurs in mllltary exercnse COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94.

| _ WilliamH.Ttoh
b , Executive Secretary

Attachment
Tab  [Enter brief description of attachment]

6629 -
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

12 AUG 1994

\

MEMORANDUM FOR EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

'SUBJECT: ~Significant Military Exercise -
- COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94

The Department of Defense recommends: NSC approval of the
attached Significant Military Exercise Brief, Exercise
COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94. The Department of State concurs with this
recommendationL -

!

Please note the cr1t1cal cancellatlon date is 6 October 1994.

QAN

Robert P. McAleer
Executive Secretary

Attachment:
As stated
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UNCLAS
SECTION 001 OF 002
EXER/COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94//

K53 IL/GENADMIN/USCINCEUR/ECI-EXI/ -

SUBJ/PART 1 SIGNIFIZANT MILITARY EXERCISE BRIEF (SMEB) (U)//
ROF/A/CICS 0121487 JUN 94 MSG// : .
REF/B/NATO SUMMIT DECLARATION/11 JAN 947/

POC/HRMILTON/LT COL/(DSK) 430-41231/ECI3T/VATHINGEN 6E//
RMKS/ - -

1. EXERCISE NAME: COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 o

7. CEOGRAPHIC AREA: HARSKAMP TRAINING AREA, NORTHERN
RETHERLANDS . , S :

3. DATES: 24-28 OCT 94 _ ,
4. CRITICAL CANCELLATION DATE: § OCT 94 -

§. TYPE: NATO/KACC SANCTIONED, MULTI-NATIONAL, PEACEKEEPING
FIELD TRAIHING EXERCISE (FTX) '

6. PURPOSE: | e . :

A. DEPLOY A USAREUR INFANTRY COMPANY (3-325 ABCT) IN -
COORDINATION WITH ATH NETHERLANDS DIVISION TO EXERCISE
PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS IN CONCERT WITH PLATOON OR COMPAWY S116D
INFANTRY UNITS FROM CANADA, THE CECH REPUBLIC, ESTONIA, GERMANY,
LITHUAKIA, NETHERLANDS, POLAND, SWEDEN, UNITED KINGDOM, AND THE
UKRAINE IN A COOPERATIVE- EFFORT TO INPROVE NATO/PARTHER NATION
INTCROPERABILITY IN PEACEKEEPING.

B. OBJECTIVES:.

(1) EXERCISE AND ECUCATE SKALL UNIT COMMANDERS AND STAFF
IN CONTROLLING, ORGENIZING AND SUPPORTING A WULTINATIONAL

JOINT STAFF V1

ACTION J7:JETD(3) (V.6.8:F) -

INFO  SJS-N(1) CMAS(1) SIS-C(1) WMCC:CWO(1) J6A-3(1)
31:MD-0(1) 3(3) 33:JODEUR-J(1) J3:JODWHEM-3(1)
NIDS(1) 34(5) J4:LPEILD3-3(1) J7(6) QAL CONTROL(1)
J5:0R3H-J(1) USPMCLO(1) SHAPE LNO(1) J5:NAC-3(t)
J6E-3(1) J6U-J(1) I5:WCEURNATO-J(1) J1:PPPD-J(1) -
35:ASIA=J(1) J5:POLICY-J(1) J5:WARFARE-J(1)
J6:PMAD-J(1) J36:READY-J(1)
+NATS PENTAGON NASHINGTON DC
+CJCS WCC SITE R FT RITCKIE WD
NEACP S

StCOLF V2
ACTION
INFO

: (U.8,F)
SECDEF-N(1) NCCS SUPPORT(1) SECDEF-C(1)
 USDF:FILE(7) USDAT:PL{1) USDAT:ADKIN(1) OASD:C31(1)
USDAT: IP(2) ATSD:PA(1) USDP:1SP(1) USDP:AP(2)
| USDP:DASDEUR(1) USDP:DSAA{1) USDP-CH(1) USOP:CIS(1)
JUSDP:PK/PE(1) USDP:FSUNR(1) USDP:NIA{1) UShP:£P/1)
USOP: SFO(1) USDF:PD{1) USDP:EUR POL(1) USDP:RUE(1)
USDP:NATOPOL(1) USDP:I3A71) -
Y aUsDPICCC
. 4SAFE

MCN=84183/04750

[}

21

TOR=24183/1€082  TACr9:183/16032

JIRIAI ACCIEIEDY

PEACEKEEPING OPERATION. .

(2) EXAINE AND EVAL'ATE THE COMPRTIBILITY OF WATO AND .
PFP PARTNER KATION UKITS TO CONDUCT CUMBINED PEACEREEPING
OPERATIONS. ' .

(3) CONTRIBUTE TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF A COMKX . =
UNDERSTANDING OF PEACEKEEPING TACTICS. TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES
(TTP) THROUGH ERERCISING SELECTED SASIC PEACEKEEPING SKILLS AT
INDIVIDUAL, PLATOON, AMD COM: ANY LEVELS.

7. OPLAN EXERCISED: MONE. COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94 CONSISTS OF A .
TACTICAL PROGRAM IN WHICH 4-6 MULTI-NATIONAL COMPANIES, COMPRISED:
OF PLATOONS FROM PARTICIPATING NATIONS, WILL ROTATE THEIR
ASSIGNED PLATOONS THROUGH FOUR DIFFERENT TRAINING/EAERCISE
STATIONS. THESE.STATIONS WILL ENGAGE PLATGONS IN SEVERAL
PEACEKEEPING RELATED TASKS SUCH AS: SECURING A COMPAXY COMPOMD,
PATROLLING/GUARDING A SAFE AREA. CONVOYAVIP ESCORT, LIVE SWALL
ARMS FIRING, PLATOON LIVE FIRE COURSE, AND A MINE AVARENESS
PROGRAK . ° - S
3. POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS: . :
A. -US COMKITMENTS TO ALLTES: THE U.S IS A LEADING SPORSOR OF
THE PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE PROGRAN AND FORMALLY COMMITTED T0 :
SUPPORT PEACEKEEPING FIELD EXERCISES THIS YEAR IN THE 110 10
SUMMIT DECLARATION. PER REF A, CJCS TASKING, USEUCOM FORMALLY
COMMITTED 10 PARTICIPATE WITH UP TO OHE COMPANY, LIGHT INFANTRY
IN CHARACTER, o
B. PROJECTED FORCE LEVELS FOR THIS ERERCISE (500-600 TRO0PS

- TOTAL-ALL MATIONS, LIGHT INFANTRY WEAPONS AKD TACTICAL WHEELED

WHleES). ARE BELOW THRESHOLDS FOR CSCE (VIENNA DOCUKENTS) .
NEASURES. , '

C. THE GON WILL CONSIDER THE NATO STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT
APPLICABLE FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED.FORCES OF NATO CONTRIES
DURING THEIR PRESENCE IN THE NETHERLANDS. NON-NATC PARTICIF IS
NUST WORK OUT A BILATEREL MOU WITH THE HOST NATION.

D. AS THE FIRST KATO/NACC SANCTIONED, PCC CRCHESTRATED, PEP
€XERCISE, THE COORDINZTION PROCEDURES FOLLOKED DURINE PLANNING
AND THE KITHOD OF EXEFCISE EXECUTION WILL SET PRECEDENT.
NATO/NACC COUNTRIES WILL KONITOR THIS EXERCIS: CLUSELY TG ENSURE
1T COMPLIES WITH THE INTENT OF THE 11 JAN NATO StantIT DOCWKENT.
g, POLITICO-KILITARY SCENARIO SUMMARY: ALTHCUSH THE TASK
ORIENTATICH OF THE EXERCISS MAKES AN OVERARCHING SCENARIO MERRLY
IRRELEVAKT, THE EXERCISE SCENARIO WAS DEVELOPED 1§ FULL
COMPLIANGE WITH NATO'S EVOLVING DOCTRINE ON FEACE SUPPORT
OPERATIONS AND STATUS OF WORK IN THE NACC AHG ON COOPERATION AND
PEACELEEPINGT -~ = = - S
10, SUMMRRY OF KEY EXERCISE EVENTS:

05-07 JUL - MAIN PLANKING CONFERENCE (MPC)

20-31 AUG - FINAL PLANKING CONFERENCE (FPC}

26-27 SEP - UKIT CWDR RECCE OF EXERCISE SITE

21 OCT - ARKIVAL OF PARTICIPANTS

22-23 OCT - FAMILIARIZATION PROGRAM

24-28 OCT - EXERCISE

28-29 £CT - POST EYERCISE DEBRIEF

29 OCT - - PARTICIPAMTS DEPART o
11. DIRECTING HEADQUARTERS: SHAPE/AFCENT/A Wi DIV
12. PKRTICIPATING COMKANDS, HEADOUARTERS,AND FORCES:

A. U.S.: USAREUK (ONE COMPERY FKQM THE THIiRD OF TRE 325
ATRBOFNS BATTALION COMBAT TEAM, 100-SOLDIERS, OUT OF VICENZA,
TTALY) EkD SUPPORT STACF (B PERSONNEL FROM USAREUR, AND B FROK
USEUCOM). ' 5 :

B. PARTICIPATING FORCES FROM OTHER NETIONS:

CANADA: 1 INF COMPANY *2 BIN/© ROYAL CANADIAN
- REGIMENT® . ~ . :
CIECH REPUELIC: 1 MECH PLN *FRON RAPID PEACTION 6DE*

ESTONIA: 1 INF PLN {-) *FROM ESTOIAN JOINT
: PEACEKEEPING BTN® L
GERMANY - 1 LT INF CO(2 ABK BLN, 1 NT IKF PLK
. FROK THE RRF BDE®
CITHUANIA:  TBD
CNCTHERLAMCS: 2 INF CO 11 BTN AIRMOEILE, 1 C
ROYAL MARINES® _

POLAND: 1 LT INF PLH

“SVEDEN: 1 LT INF CO RANGER® _

nr: 1 APMOREG INF CO *COLD STREAW GUARDS®

UKRAZNE : T8
C. TOTAL: 50-60D PERSONNEL
15. SCOFS OF ANTICIPATED PARTICIFATION:
A. CTHER UKIFIED ANG SFECIFIED COMMANDS: NOKE

CDSN=MAKASS
page .« C
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UNCLASSIFIED "

© JOINT STAFF
INFO SERVICE CENTER

B. UNASSIGNED FORCES OF THE U'S. MILITARY SERVICES: MONE
- .C. ALLIED NATIONS: CANADA, GERMANY, NETHERLANDS, UK

D. WEUTRAL AND NACC NATIONS: PARTICIPANTS - CIECH REPUBLIC,
ESTONIA, -SWEDEN, ‘AND UFRAINE. NOTE: ALL BACC AND PARTNER NATIONS
ARE INVITED TO SEND OBSERVERS, VISITORS AND VIPS.

£. OTHIR FEDERAL AGENCIES OR DEPARTWENTS: DEPARTMENT OF
BT
UNCLAS
FINAL SECTION OF 002,
sun(mmmuamuuunnnmw mmusum US KISSION
KATO). .
14. SIMULATED USE OF NUCLEAR KEAPONS: WONE
15mmmwmmwmmmmmmmumm&
NONE
16. COORDINATION WITH OTHER UNIFIED, SPECIFIED, OR SERVICE
COMMANDS, GOVERMMENTAL DEPARTMENTS, AGEMCIES, OR REPRESENTATIVES:

"AS_LISTED IN PARAGRAPHS 12 AND 13 ABOVE.

17. RECOMMENDID PUBLIC AFFAIRS POLICY: PA-POLICY IS UNDER

- DIRECTION OF THE SHAPE PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICE, WITH A PUBLIC

INFORMATION CENTER IN PLACE AT THE HARSKAMP, NETHERLANDS,
EXERCISE SITE.. EVERY EFFORT ¥ILL BE MADE TO PUBLICIZE THIS
EXERCISE. ' '

- 1B. GENERAL POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:

A. DIPLONATIC INFORMATION: WHEN THE NCTHERLANDS VOLUNTEERED
70 KOST COOPERATIVE SPIRIT G4 IN OCT, 60 EXPECTED TO BE THE
FIRST COUNTRY TO HOST A PFP EXERCISE. THE POLISH FFP EXERCISE
WILL WOW OCCUR 12-16 SEPT.
. B. SECURITY RESTRICTIONS: U.S REGULATIONS APPLY.
19. PERCEPTION.MANRGEMENT: IN ADDITION TO THE PURPOSE AND
OBJECTIVES OUTLINED IN PARAGRAPH & ABOVE, COOPERATIVE SPIRIT 94
IS DESIGNED TO SHOW NATO COMMITKENT TO PFP AKD KAY STRVE AS A
MODEL FOR FUTURE PFP EXERCISES.
20, ADDITIONAL RIMARKS: :

A. THIS SMEB 1S SUBMITTED TO ALLOW FOR COORDINATION WITH

| DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND OTHER FEDERAL AGEMCIES.

8. SUPPLEMENTAL SMEBS NILL BE SUBKITTED AS APPROPRIATE.//
DECL/QADR// BT

MCN=941B83/04750 TOR=94183/16082 TAD=941B83/-16082Z

FINICT AQQIEIFD

CDSN=MAK45S
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MBMORANDUM FOR

RE. Rev:sxon of I’I‘R__ Memo

_ Presi

and Pat Griffin as you requw

me_mq was ' precnsely whgg_lwc are” on I'IR anﬁn also-
information copies to ‘Gibbons'and Mchty §s

~ Gibbons asked that I clarify that publication-of the

1 ,_ | © " November 1993 versxonoftheEIS(raﬂxerthantlu“ﬁnal"_i
Y , =" EIS™)“would touch off a pohﬁcal firestorm that could:
: ' ~ discredit the Admlmstrauon —= 1 made that change.
B - o o chardmg your quest;on; on the prevxous draft.
OSTP sﬂ_!s still .
| funher commen't"s at this ume
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
' WASHINGTON. D.C.. 20508

16504

o N N - LT . 2 . B
. . X ~ - ' 4

~ August 11,1994 - =

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE %
FROM: - - ROBERTG peLL G0
SUBJECT: . EIS for Idaho Training Range.

Sandy asked me last night to draft a decision paper ioday for the President from you @d Phil
Ladeg on the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, 1 discussed recent developments beanng
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 memqrandum reflects these
~ discussions and has been coordinated with Jack and Katie. Jack recommends in a memorandum

to you at Tab I 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 concens (which I have done).

RECOMMENDATION

. That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab 1.

_ Attachmem

Tabl” Memofandum to the President '
Tab Il' ‘Memorandum from Jack Gibbons
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"THE WHITE HOUSE
 WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:  ANTHONY LAKE
- . PHILIPLADER
- PATRICK GRIFFIN
SUBJECT: o EIS on Idaho Trajning 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).

Backoround _\
The Air Force and the State of I'daho‘ 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, aftér extensive public hearings, that the existing Saylor Creek training

range in east-central Idaho could not be expanded, Governor Andrus proposed in 1991t0
exchange drspersed state endowment land in eastern Idaho for Bureau of Land Management

" (BLM) administered land in southwestemn 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 requlres the '

approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho.

Under the Govemor’s proposal the Air Force accepted pnmary responsibility, in cooperation

‘with other federal agencies, for the environmenital 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 begmnmg on August 31

_ Followmg the pubhcatron of the final EIS, the Arr Force must by regulatron 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



mcludmg 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 enyironmental

' lmpacts

ln 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 Secunty Consnderatlons

Defense and JCS strongly support the establishment of the ITR. The CINCs consnder the 366th
Compos1te 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 umts deployed.
That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness.

If the 366th Composite ng is to be ready to fulfill its combat missions on short notice, it must
constantly train. A special prémium 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 tumn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In
the current fiscal envrronment 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

efﬁcnency in meetmg theéir O&M requirements.

The Air Force has concluded that if the Wing can conduct its trammg 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 fhght trammg hours annually This translates mto an annual
savmgs of $20 mllhon _
.-.‘:é,.-,-- . . o

" If the Air Force cannot meet its readmess training requtrements at Mountam Home wrthm RO

reasonable costs; there is a possrbllnty it will be forced to rélocate the Wing. Governor Andrus is
convinced that the ITR is crucial to keeping Mountain Home AFB of f future base-closing lists. lf
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 substantlal MlLCON costs to: build new facnlmes for the unit at a new base

Environment'al Concems _

The ITR proposal has prompted extremely sharp and determined. opposmon 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
gomg 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 msxgmﬁcant
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 opposmon to the proposal.’

Jack Gibbons believes publlcatlon 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 rev1ew Jack notes that
he cannot make a recommendatlon until he completes his review. '

Envnronmental concerns have focused on a host of specnﬁc issues, mcludmg 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

years, which in turn has led to sentiment among some. env1ronmental 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 opposmon to the ITR is based on the
original plan for the range and that it has adjusted the plan in sngmﬁcant 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 de]eted and the proposed target areas have been spht to avoid bighomn sheep habitats.

As a final accommodanon 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" optionasa - |

 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 tlns

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 satnsfactonly

addressed the specific environment issues on the merits but is very. troubled byt the. depth and -

- breadth of opposition to the TTR across the environmental community. If these § groups mamtam a

solid front in opposmon to the range, Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange

. notbe approved by Intenor, 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 pubhc

dialogue in which we might engage.
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To give the Air force a new, and signiﬁcantly improved, baseline for engaging the national groups

~and explammg to them how far it has gone in addressing specnﬁc 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, lntenor wrll vote
“no” on the ITR. :

Nauve Amencan Concens

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 Réservation in south-central Idaho. The tribes have.raised the specter of

genocrde" in public hearings. For its part, the Air Force has agreed to avoid ﬂrght 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 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 Congresswnal Delegation is strongly supportive of the lTR though Congressman
LaRocco (the only 'Democratic member of the Delegation) expressed serious reservations about
the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthorne has charged that the ITR is vrtal to our natlonal

.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 gubernatorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk
has tried to walk a fine line on the ITR. Echo Hawk himself is strongly opposed tothe ITR
proposal He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a training range in order to secure Mountam "

‘Home AFB, but do not want it located in the canyon area. Kempthorne has recently-placed a -

hold on all senior DOD civilian nommatrons (slx are currently pendmg) in response to the delay in
publrshmg the ﬁnal EIS . S

Congressronal deleganons from states adjommg southwestem Idaho are in the mam erongly
opposed to the range. In some instances. (Oregon) this reflects concern over overﬂrghts of the
neighboring areas. In the case of Nevada, it is in part parochial in that existing Air Force tralmng
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,
reﬂectmg in pamcular their concern over adverse impacts on Native Amencan culture.
cififaF—_

Congress as a whole has sent confllctm srgnals on the ITR. Inthe FY 1994 Mllltary ' :
Construction Appropriations Act, the/House and Senate conferees expressed support for the IR -
and provided $6.7 million toacilitiZé)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 appropnatrons 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 thls
case and sees no difficulty in meeting the condmons of the amendment. Jack Glbbons '
recommends Jusuce review this legal issue.

Alternatives

;-

During the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of fnquir}

has been whether alternatives 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 1daho, While the Air force acknow]edges 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™ training compared to these existing -

"ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, rélying on existing ranges produces costs for

this crucial training double those avallable through lhe ITR.

RECOMMENDATIONS

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

-Approve Release | Disapprer Release _ 2
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 pubhcatlon of the fmal EIS and a
Justice review of the appllcablhty of the Engle Act :

Approve Dlsapprove |



THE WHITE HOUSE
' WASHINGTON

| | AUGUST 11, 1994
MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE -
FROM:  JOHN H. GIBBO '

SUBJECT: DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ON THE IDAHO
- TRAINING RANGE =~ | o ‘

. Just two hours ago I received the supplemental information on the Idaho Training -
Range that I requested from the Department 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 credibility of the draft EIS and have concerns that the
publication of the EIS will touch off a political firestorm that could discredit the

Administration.

Sclentific and Technical Issues

o 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 information. I cannot make a recommendation about the proposal until 1
have had an opportunity to review the requested material. - In addition; the information I did -
receive on the alternatives is very limited. B R

‘e It is unclear how the Air Force could signiﬁcantly changé 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 instead of actual runways ‘and buildings. It is not clear to what extent this
‘might modify the requirement for roads and associated facilities. I

~ 'We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in response to recent changes in the |

~ Air Force proposal. ' -

Other Cdncerns

* The Air Force allegedly contends thé Engle Act does not apply in this case. As you know, .
Congressman Bruce 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 believe the Department of Justice should defermine whether the

proposal violates or is designed to circumvent the Engle Act.
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MEMORANDUM FOR ’Mom?

i
LAKB

RE. Rev:sxon of ITR Memo

s ‘aFndPathfﬁn as'.y"oﬁ‘ieqdesteda ci er sta tated that
' memowas “precisely where we are onITR. anﬁnalso
app ‘*.r'; ﬂnm "tﬁls;:-.-'- 1 l ‘ 7 T
mfonnanon copies to Gibbons and Mchty s staff.
Gibbons asked that I clarify that publication of the -

. 'November 1993 versmnofthelﬂS(ratherthandle“final _
=7 . EIS™)“would touch off a pollﬁc_:al firéstorm that could: .

* discredit the Administranon =1 made that change. '

Regandmg your quesnons on the prevnous draft.

ur’
V-

[T L -AccoadmgtoBobWatsm.ﬂ\erOSTPsEaff!ssull
o tewewmgtheEIS"’é'n‘d s o further loommen me 't's"atthxstlme.
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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL - :
WASHINGTON. 0.C. 20808 -
August 11,1994+ - AL
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE %
FROM: ROBERTG BeLL &
SUBIJECT: : EIS for_.ldaho_Trammg Range .

Sand asked me last night to draft a demsnon _paper today for lhe President from you @d Phil-
Ladeg on the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, I discussed recent developments bearing
on the ITR decision with Phil, Secretary Widnall, Christine Varney, 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 1. .

Attachmcnt

. TabI Memorandum to the Presndent

Tab Il' Mcmorandum from Jack anbons :
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THE WHITE HOUSE
. WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:  ANTHONY LAKE
- " PHILIPLADER
PATRICK GRIFFIN
~ SUBJECT: * EIS on Idaho Training Range
Purpose

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to re]ease the ﬁnal Envrronmental Impact Statement S
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Training Range (ITR)

Mgm

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, R
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, Governor Andrus proposed in 1991 to

exchange dispersed state endowment land in eastern Idaho for Bureau of Land Management

_(BLM) administered land in southwestérn Idaho. This land exchange would create a state-owned

range that would then be leased to the Air Force for |ts use. The land exchange requrres the .

approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho L S

Under the Govemor s proposa] the Air Force accepted primary responsrbrhty, 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
nouﬁcauons begmmng on August 31

Followmg the pubhcatlon of the final EIS the Arr Force must by regulation wart 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 agreemen_t .

cc: Vice President
Chief of Staff =
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mcludmg any land use amendments that may be required, the Air Force and Interior would then
meet to develop the final ROD, Wthh would incorporate ﬁnal ‘measures to mmgate environmental

" impacts. .

In this context, then, issuance of the final EIS hy 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 * checkpomt at

. whtch 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 estabhshment of the ITR. The CINCs conS|der 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 obv1ously puts an enormous emphasns on readmess

If the 366th Composrte ng 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 tumn 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 maxlmum cost
efﬁcrency in meeting their O&M requrrements ‘

The’ All‘ Force has concluded that if: the Wing can conduct its trammg at the ITR (as opposcd to

" having to have its aircraft fly great distances before they can begin their aerial training -

maneuvers), it.can “save™ 3,000 ﬂtght training hours annually ThlS translates mto an annual

_ savmgs of $20 mtlhon E

i ‘v'..(. ; ..'\ .

' 'If the Air Force cannot meet’ its readmess training requnrements at Mountam Home wrthm
‘reasonable costs, there is a possrbrlrty it will be forced to relocate the Wing. Governor Andrus is

convinced that the ITR is crucial to keeping Mountain Home AFB off future base-closmg lists. If
the Air Force decided the 366th must be moved, it. would forfeit the $50 million military '

-, construction (MILCON) investment already made in. stattomng 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 determined. opposmon from- nauonal
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

gomg forward with the final EIS will cost us dearly i 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 recommendatJon until he completes his review,

EnvnrOnmental concerns have focused on a host of specnﬁc issues,.incl‘u'ding 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

years, which in turn has led to sentinient among some environmental groups not only to deny the

ITR but also to prohibit all low level overﬂlghts in this area.

The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposmon to the ITR is based on the
ongmal plan for the range and that it has adjusted the plan in significant respects to address each |
concern that has beén 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 accommodatnon 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” optionasa -
particularly significant improvement. Jack urged Secretary Widnall to-incorporate this prohtbttton
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 silthouette targets on the
ground in lieu of hard, permanent structures. Interior- beheves the Air Force has sattsfactonly
addressed the specific environment issues on the merits but is very troubled by the depth and -

breadth of opposmon to the ITR across the environmental community. If these groups malntam a. S

solid front in'opposition to the range, Secretary Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange
not be approved by Intenor thereby stopping the proposal :

Katie Mchty opposes the release of the EIS. She anticipatesyery st..rong 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 pubhc ‘
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 cu.lt'ur'al'
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 coricem. 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 §¢dous reservations about
the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthorne 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 gubemnatorial 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. Kempthorne has recently placed a -
hold on all senior DOD civilian nominations (six are currently pending) in response to the delay in .
publishing the final EIS. o ' SR .

Congressional delggaiioné from states édjoining_soutHWestém 1daho are in the main sql-qnlg"']y. S
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concern 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 N

"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.

S ' fati [t >
Congress as a whole has sent conflicting<€ignals on the ITR. In the FY 1994 Military .
Construction Appropriations Act, the’House and Senate conferees expressed support for the ITR |
and provided $6.7 million to@cilitiz® 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_copsis'_tcn't-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 lhlS .

~ case and sees no difficulty in meeting the conditions of the amendment. Jack Glbbons :
recommends Jusuce review thls Iegal issue. :

Alternatives

During the past séveral months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of inquiry
has been whether alternatives exist elsewhere in Idaho or nearby states. The Air Force has’
consnstemly 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 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 crucial training double those available lhrough the ITR.

RECOMMENDATIONS
That you decide whether to approve the release by the Air Fo'rce‘.of the final EIS.

Appro've Release - Disapprove Release
lf 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 publncatnon of the final EIS and a
Justice review of the apphcablhty of the Engle Act.. - :

i

o Approve Dlsappliove -



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

AUGUST 11, 1994 '

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE

FROM: JOHN H. GIBBO%

‘SUBJECT: DRAFT MEMORANDUM FOR THB PRESIDENT ON THE IDAHO
' TRAINING RANGE

Iust two hours ago I received the supplemental information on the Idaho Trammg
Range that I requested from the Department 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: credlbxhty of the draft EIS and have concerns that the
publication of the EIS will touch off a political firestorm that could discredit the ‘
Administration.

Sclentific and Technical Issues

o 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

~ amonth ago. You should point out that neither I nor my staff have had an opportunity to
review this new information. I cannot make a recommendation about the proposal until T -

"have had an opportunity to review the réquested material. - In addltlon the mformatlon Idid

_reeetve on the altemanvec is very hmlted

o Itis unclw how the Air Force could significantly change the EIS in short order to teﬂect
the nodrop declslonmleandotherchanges suchasthepossiblhtytousenemngandother

*soft* markings instead of actual runways and buildings. It is not clear to what extent this *
mlght modlfy the reqmrement for roads and assoc1ated faclhtles LA

¢ We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in response to reeent changes in the
_ Air Force proposal. - ‘

Other Cencerns

o The Air Force allegedly contends the Engle Act does not apply in this case. - As you know,
~ Congressman Bruce Vento and others believe the planned land exchange has been set up in "
an attempt to by-pass congresswnal approval. Before the President is asked to make a
decision of this 1mportance, I believe theDepartment of Justice should determine whether the
proposal vmlates or is designed to cucumvent the Engle Act. .
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and Pat Griffin as you' requested Lader ‘stated that the'
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' "MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAkE s

RE Revnsron of ITR Memo

memo was “precxsely where; we.are-’ onTTR. anﬁn also- .

mformatlon coples to ‘Gibbons and Mchty s staff.
Gibbons asked that I clanfy that pubhcatlon of the :
November 1993 version of the EIS (rather than the “ﬁnal
EIS™) “would touch offa pohhcal firéstorm that could '
dnscredlt the Admnmstratlon = I made that change.

t“(’ r,\-‘} i

Regardmg your questlons on the prev1ous draft

i

s Accordmg to Bob Watson, the OSTP staff is still .

.»;r

' rev1ewmg the EIS and has no further comments at th1s tlme.

- Conoermng the-*feasxbthty of Echo Hawk s position - - the
ﬁnal section of the memo on‘altemat_xves relterates the - :

auspaoe .er.‘lu\
aw}'ailable ‘from't
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~August 11,1994 A
ACTION
MEMORANDUM FOR ANTHONY LAKE %
FROM: | ROBERTG peLL P&
SUBJECT: EIS for Idaho Training Range

Sandy asked me last night to draft a decision paper today for the President from you &d Phil
Ladegon the Idaho Training Range (ITR) issue. Today, I discussed recent developments bearing

- on the ITR decision with Phil, Secretary Widnall, Christine Varney, 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 supplementdl 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 L

Attachment
Tabl - Memorandum to the Presndent
Tab IT' Memorandum from Jack Gibbons
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

- FROM: ANTHONY LAKE

PHILIP LADER
PATRICK GRIFFIN
SUBIJECT: | 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, 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 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 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 begmmng 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
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mcludmg any land use amendments that may be requrred the Air Force and Interior would then
meet to develop the final ROD, which would incorporate final measures to mitigate environmental

" impacts.

In this comexl then, issuance of the final EIS by the Air Force can be characterized as a critical,

~ but not necessarrly 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 estdbllshment of the ITR. The CINCs consrder 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 strive for maximum cost

efﬁcrency in meeting their O&M requrrements

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. Governor 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 substanual MILCON costs to build new facrlmes for the unit at a new base.

Environmental Conc'erns

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

v
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.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 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
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 in this area.

The Air Force believes that much of the environmental opposmon to the ITR is basedon the
ongmal 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 satisfactorily
addressed the specific 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 Intcnor thereby stopping the proposal

Katie McGinty opposes'lhe 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, reoardlese of the intensity or smcerety of subsequent publlc

dialogue in which we might engage.
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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 specnﬁc environmental concerns, Interior

agrees with the Air Force that it is |mportant to get the final EIS out on the street. If this dialogue
fails to split off at least some of the nauonal 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 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 Kempthorne has charged that the ITR is vital to our national -
security and dccused the Administration of “playing politics” with the EIS out of deference to
“politically correct” thmkmg 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. Kempthorne has recently placed a -

hold on all senior DOD civilian nominations (snx are currently pendmg) in response to the delay in
publishing the final EIS

Congressmnal delegations from states adj Jommg southwestern Idaho are in the main strongly
opposed to the range. In some instances (Oregon), this reflects concern 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 pOSSlble BRAC action if the
ITR is denied. Senalors 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 conflicting signals on the ITR. In the FY 1994 Military
Construction Appropriations 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



expendnure of funds for the ITR until the Secrelary 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 thlq .
case and sees no difficulty in meeting the condmons of the amendmenl 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 alternatives 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 provided for realistic “strike force™ training compared to these existing
ranges, assuming equal sortie length. Put differently, relying on ex1stmg ranges produces costs for
 this crucial training double those available through the ITR.

.‘ RECOMMENDATIONS
That you decide whe'the'r to approve the reiease by lhe.Air Force of ihe_ final EIS.
~ Approve ReleaSe - 'Disappeove Release
. If you mark “approve” above, th#t you direct Interior to withhold final aetion on the land.
exchange proposal pendmg your review of the reaction to the publlcatlon of the ﬁnal EIS and a

Justice review of the apphcablhty of the Engle Act..

Approve Disapprove |



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

AUGUST 11, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE |

FROM: - JOHN H. GIBBO% -

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 Department 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 credibility of the draft EIS and have concerns that the
. publication of the EIS will touch off a'political firestorm that could:discredit the
~ Administration. C - '

Scientific and Technical Issues

e 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 information. ‘I cannot make a recommendation about the proposal until T

~ have had an opportunity to. review the requested material. - In addition, the information I did
receive on the alternatives is very limited. I '

- It is unclear how the Air Force could significantly 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 instead of actual runways and buildinigs. It is not clear to what extent this
‘might modify the requirement for roads and associated facilities. ' -

- ® We have not evaluated how noise levels will change in responsé to recent changes.in the
Air Force proposal. - ,

Other Concerns

* The Air Force allegedly contends the Engle Act does not apply in this case. As you know,
Congressman Bruce 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 believe the Department of Justice should determine whether the
proposal violates or is designed to circumvent the Engle Act.



THE WHITE HOUSE - o
WASHINGTON |

'ACTION |

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:©  ANTHONYLAKE
PHILIP LADER
- PATRICK GRIFFIN
SUBJECT: EIS on Idaho Training Range
E PUI QOSC

. Todecide whether to allow the Air Force to re]ease the ﬂnal Envrronmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the proposed Idaho Trarmng Range (ITR)

) .

Background

The Air Force and the State of-Idaho have been worklng since 1987 to expand the trammg 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 heanngs, that the existing Saylor Creek trammg
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 state-owned -

- range that would then be. leased to the Air Force for its use. The land exchange requnres the

- approval of both BLM and the State of Idaho. AR :

“Under the Govemor s proposal the Air Force accepted primary, responsrbrlrty, in cooperauon
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 congressronal
notifications begrnmng on August 3] : '

Following the pubhcauon of the final EIS, the Air Force must by regulatlon 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-.

6504 -



NATIONAL SECURITY COU

August 16, 1994

MEMO FOR: Phil Lader . | Q
. PatGriffin . .

Subject: Idaho Training Range Memo to the President

Tony asked that [ get your commeﬁts on the attached
memorandum by mid-afternoon today (T uesday) and

provide them to him so that he can forward the ITR memo
to the Presndent today

~ Please call me as soon as possible with your

comments/concurrence and I w1ll finalize the memorandum.

Thanks,

Steve Jghes
NSC/Defense Policy

x54970
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON.

August 11,1994 a0
S 1

MEMORANDUM FOR TONY LAKE

SUB‘J: Memo on Idaho Training Range

Bob Bell hés 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.
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|  August 12, 1994 | Ul |
MEMORANDUM FOR PHIL LADER o ?»@ w / ¢S
FROM:  KATIEMCGINTY o | | e/

RE: . IDAHO TRAINING RANGE
- I want you to know that I still;strongly counsel against moving forward on any
proposal to site a training range in the Owyhee Canyon arca in Idaho. I have presented my
reasons for this fo you many times before, but I want to set them forth again here: '
. ' _ _
¢)) Senior Democratic Senators sfrongly oppose this proposal. Reid, Inouye, Nighthorse
Campbell, wrote to us.again on July 27, 1994 stating that "this proposal is ill-advised, violates
several laws, and would irreparably harm Native Americans”. Last year, the Congress _
prohibited expenditure of funds on thg training range until the Departinent of Defense meets
specified criteria. Last month, the Senate Appropriations Committee approved a Reid
amendment to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill prohibiting expenditure of funds until .
still further stipulations are met. Synar has also expressed strong opposition, has stated his
 intention to hold investigatory hearings into this matter; allegad that financial conflicts of -
interest are involved here, and that the: Engle Act is being violated. Larry LaRocco, in whose
district the training range would be lo&l:ated,' has expressed anger and frustration with DOD, -
saying that DOD has refused to communicate with him on this proposal, and has stonewalled
all information requests. i i' - - . :
(2)  Oregon and Nevada, states in Wwhich we have much stronger Democratic coustituencies
than in the state of Idaho, strongly oppose the proposal. ' :

(3)  The reaction of the environmerital community to this action will be_fiercaly negative,
It has flooded phone lines and fax mathines in the White House for months on this issue, and
has threatened legal action and an even more intense adverse campaign if we move forward.
The fallout here will be similar to, buf more severc than that we have been dealing with an

. | |

(4)  Just two months or so ago, Lindsay Manning, the Charman of the Shoshone - Paiute
Tribe, testified that the training rarige would mean "cultural genocide” for his people.

(5)  Paul Newman, Joanne Woodward, and other personalities have produced a video in
‘opposition to this, and have recently released it at a showing on Capitol Hill. George Miller,
Bruce Vento, and other key members attended the presentation and expressed their opposition
to the proposal. _ b . , o '
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(6)  Teresa Heinz has cxpressed very strong opposition. She bas told me that she will call
' ICE : i 1 £ _;":,.fu :,_n-u ITOM ne poard 0f Am ‘-1! DS 1
- this goes forward,

ard, She told me she only joined the board to work on the environment. the
will serve on the board only if she believes this Administration is committed to protecting the .
-environment. o . . ' :

(7)  Sportsmen are strongly opposed: to this. Indeed, Govemor Andrus’ own Fish and
Game Commission has voted against it. Given the crime bill and other priorities, I think it is
unwise to alienate this community on this issue. Co .

(8)  The EIS is seriously lacking. T refer you to Jack Gibbons' memos for an analysis of
the substantive shortcomings. For Imy own part, my request for information on the relative
environmental impacts of alternative sites that had been proposed by BLM has never been -
answered. [ have fourid DOD to be completely unresponsive to my requests for information
and completely unconvincing in the information they have provided. For example, DOD has
argued in favor of the canyon site on the grounds that in order to reduce costs and save flying
time, the test site must be close to the base. However, when I pointed out that other '
alternatives were, in fact, much closer to the base, suddenly I was told that, in reality, the test
site needs to be close — but not too close — to the base. Ini fact, I was told that our
intelligence sources have determined that in all of the critical, unstable areas in the world

(Iraq, North Karea, etc.) targets just so happen to be 50 - 60 miles from a base — the exact
distance (coincidentally) between the canyon .and Mountain Home. This argument had never
been' presented before, and I understand is not mentioned anywhere in the EIS.

~ In short, the downsides here are apparent and grave. [ want to reiterate that I am not -

~-opposed to a training range per se and I believe that alternatives to the canyon

location could be found. DOD refuses, however, to analyze seriuosly other options. The -
. acrobatics DOD now appears willing to do to modify their canyon proposal only underscore

~ for me the lunacy of failing to investigate thoroughly other altemnatives. I believe we are
kidding oursclves if we think we can releasc the EIS now, with the canyon area proposal, and
then build good will among interest groups through a serious outreach efforts. We have been
doing outreach for one year on grazing, and yet we have never been able to overcome the
initial negative reaction. The same situation will hold here. At best, I'd expect a series of

-

headlines a3 follows: -
) "_kmpmome ’IVicton'ouS — Clinton OKs Botabing Canyon”
) "Spéﬁsrﬁen, Environmentalists I-;urious As Clinton Bows to.Westm': Republicans”
(3) "In Tumaround, Clintbn Cayes in on C_anydn Proposal.” -

I strongly believe we should avoid'positioning the Président in a way that would make fallout
~ of this kind possible. ' '
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CC:  VICE PRESIDENT
' LEON PANETTA |
TONY LAKE
LEON FUERTH
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August 11, 199 e S¥a\ \6

Executive Office of the President
- The Whitc House - :
Washington, DC 20500

The Honorablé William J. Clinton .~ ? - o
The President of the United States YN é)\

Dear Mr. Prcsidcnt:l

. | am writing today both as-a friend and devotu cuvironenanst 1o arge that you
declare your opposition to the Air Force proposal as will be presented to you to establish a
training range in Southern Idaho. I believe that this one issue will galvanize concerned -
citizens across the United States, erode the progress the White House has made in-attempting
to reassure all of us that this Administration is truly committed to protecting the
environment, and create a damaging precedent to be used against other states in-
‘circumventing the Eagle Act. ' T

" Simply stated, the Air Force is atiempting to end run the Eagle Act by swapping land
with the State of Idaho to create an expanded training range in the southern part of the state.
By doing so, the Air Force and its supporters are thumbing their nose at the Congress, at the
democratic process and the American public, and sending a clear and unequivocal message: '
"We get what we need at any cost, DO mater what -- we can afford it." '

, Mr. President, this kind of cavalier approach to military and environmental policy is
the antithesis of everything I belicve you stand for, and the reason why Americans from both
“political parties entrusted you with their future. Absent a clear and unequivocal message that
you oppose, the Air Force proposal as represented by the Air Force Environmental Impact
Statement, I fear that people in Idaho will have lost some of the most rugged and pristine
land in the nation and the message across America will be that no land, no matter how
valuable or important to the environment, is safe from the long arm and machinations of the

military.

© All we ask is for due diligence, due process. and respect from one another includihg
the military. ' ‘ :

Sincerely,
Ter-csa Heini '
cc: Leon Panetta

3200 CNG TOWER ; PITTSBURGH / PENNSYLVANIA 1$222-5757 ; 1:2-497-5700
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ANTHONY LAKE )
—PHEPEADER—— CP’*

SUBJECT: ~ EIS on Idaho Training Range

. Purpose

To decide whether to allow the Air Force to release the final Env1ronmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the proposed ldaho Trammg 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, 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 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 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

nouﬁcanom beomnmo on Auoust 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 compleles its land-use plan. If Interior approves the exchange agreement;

cc: Vice President
. Chief of Statf



including any land- use amendments that may be required, the Air Force and Interior would then
meet to develop the tmal 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 fmal EIS before deciding whelher 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 dcployed
‘That obviously puts an enormous emphasis on readiness.

If the 366th Composite ng 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 tumn translates into high Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs. In
the current fiscal environment, defense budgets at all levels, including at the unit lével, 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. /k '

- The Air Force has concluded that if the Wing/an conduct its training at the ITRés_ opposed to
having to have its aircraft fly great distances{before they can begin their aerial training mdneuvcrs) )
it-can “save” 3,000 flight trammg hours annually. This translates into an annual savings of $20
million.

If the Air Force cannot meet its readiness training requi_rém’enls 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 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 Concemns

‘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



envrronmental groups and sportmens assocratrons -- hunters, primarily (a not insignificant
consideration given the crime.bill). Tim Wirth beheves issuing the EIS would be “political
suicide” in termis of alienating pro-env1ronment constituencies in the West. Katie McGinty
reports a growing volume of calls from groups and private citizens opposed to the range and

'pomts out that the Idaho Fish and Game Comrmss1on has come out in opposition to the proposal

Jack Glbbons belleves publlcatlon of the ﬁnal EIS will touch.off a political ﬁrestorm that could

discredit the Administration. He has only today received supplemental EIS information from the) M }y”
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. '

Env1ronmental 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 overﬂymg 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 prohlblt all low-level overﬂlghts in thrs 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
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-Iével training routes over the Owyhee canyons have
been deléted 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 teday-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 satisfactorily
- addressed the spec1ﬁc 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 maintaina
solid front in opposition to the range, Secretary ‘Babbitt will recommend that the land exchange
not be approved by Interior, thereby stopping the proposal.

. Lo ‘
Katie oppotzs the release of the EIS. She anticipates very strong opposmon to this proposa] 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 E1:;

on the grounds that it will be very difficult, or 1mposs1ble to overcome the strong negative

- reaction to the EIS, regardless of the intensity or smcerety of subsequent public dialogue in which .

we might engage.
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To give the Air force a new, and sngmﬁcantly 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 Intenor 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 al$o agreed not to
use ITR on days when the tribes conduct religious ceremomes at sites on the range.

Congressional Attltudes

The Idaho- Congress1onal Delegatnon is strongly supportive of the ITR though Congressman

" 'LaRocco (the only !aeg)ogrstlc member of the Delegation) expressed serious reservations about

the draft EIS in February. Senator Kempthorne has charged that the ITR is vital to our national
secunty 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 gubernatorial race, where Democratic nominee Echo Hawk e
has tried to walk a fine line on the ITR. Echo Hawk himself is strongly opposed to the ITR ull
proposal. He reports that the citizens of Idaho want a training range in order to secure Mountain ) ,{,M'
Home AFB but do not want it located in the canyon area. Kempthome has recently placed a hold

on all senior DOD civilian nominations (81x are currently pending) in response to the delay in

pubhshmg the final EIS.

Congressxonal delegations fromi states adjoining southwestem Idaho are in the main strongly
opposed to the range. In some instances- (Oregon), this reflects.concern 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 pamcular thexr concern over adverse impacts on Native Amencan culture.

Congress . asa whole has sent conﬂicting signals on the ITR. In the FY 1994 Military
Construction Appropnatlons 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 amendmient to the FY 1995 defense appropriations bill that would prohibit -



Alternatives-

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” t6 the proposed land exchange. ITR critics,

including Congressman Vento, see Governor Andrus’ land-exchange plan as a dehberate
circumvention of the Engle Act. The Air Force contends the Engle Act does not app]y in this

“case and sees no difficulty in meeting the conditions of the amendment. Jack Gibbons

recommends Justice review this legal issue.

Durmg the past several months of White House review of the ITR issue, a central point of mqu1ry
has been whether alternatives exist elsewhere in Idiho or nearby states. The. Air Force has

. consistently maintained that insufficient airspace for large-scale composite wing aerial maneuvers
s available from the FAA at other locations in Idaho. While the Air force acknowledoes that

more distant ranges in Nevada and Utah do provide adequate airspace, it emphasizes that the ITR
will double the time p'rovided for realistic “strike force™ training compared to these existing

ranges, assuming equal sortie léngth. Put differently, relying on existing ranges produces costs for

this crucial training double those available through the ITR.

RECOMMENDATIONS \

. . : : <\
That you decidei\wﬁstbeltfapprove 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 tinal 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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'WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE: 08/16/94 " ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: §7Ad|

SUBJECT: MILITARY NOMINATION: 10 OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO fHE GRADES
OF MAJOR GENERAL AND BRIGADIER GENERAL, USAFR '

o ACTION FYI

VICE PRESIDENT

PANETTA"

MCLARTY

LADER

ICKES

"_ RIVLIN
BAGGETT

CUTLER

EMANUEL

GEARAN

GERGEN

GIBBONS

GRIFFIN

 HALE

HERMAN

LAKE

LINDSEY

poooooOoOoO0OO0OO

000000000000 00000
0000000000000 0000

REMARKS: .
' any objection?

RESPONSE: 4
.. The National Security Counc1l staff concurs in' the attached military
nomlnatlons

JOHN D. PODESTA
Assistant to the President
and Staff Secretary
Anthony Lake Ext. 2702



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON -

August _1_'0, 1594, ‘94AUGl 15 All‘ 15

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT Q/ o ' ]
THROUGH : THE EXECUTIVE CLERK/“
FROM: ALPHONSO MALDON, JR.

DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PR IDENT AND
DIRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE MILITARY OFFICE

'SUBJECT: General Officer Nomination

Forwarded for your approval and signature is a nomlnatlon
contalnlng the names of 10 officers for appointment to the grades
major general and brlgadler general in the Reserve of the Air

- Force.

This nomlnatlon is 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.

Recommendatlon

That you ‘approve and sign the attached

- Attachment



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

1.6 JUN 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: General Officer Nomination

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, [ recommend you nominate the 10 officers whose -
names are on the attached list for appointment to the grade mdlcated 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.
A :

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

Mydets—

John M. Deutch

Artachment
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Che White Houge

Washington

To ‘the Senate of the Uniled States:

I nominate:

The following named officers for appointment in the Reserve of the Air Force, to the
grade indicated, under the provisions of title 10, United States Code, sections 593, 8351 and

8374:
To be Major General
Brigadier General Thomas W. Powers, {bi(ei

Air National Guard of the United States

Brigadier General David E. B, Ward,[ _(®)6) ]

Air National Guard of the United States

_ To be Brigadicr General
Colonel Robert L. Bichunko, [ _(b)6) |

Air National Guard of the United States 002]
2

Colonel Joseph L. Canady III,

Air National Guard of the United states

Colonel James H, Greshik,[  (b)6) |

Air National Guard of the United States

Colonel Stapley P, May, [ (b)) ]

Air National Guard of the United States

Colonel Kenneth W. McGill,

Air National Guard of the United States

Colonel George F. Scoggins, Jr., [_wxe) ]

Air Nationa] Guard of the United States




Colonel Miles B. Scriber,

Air National Guar;l of the United States ~ [002]

Colonel Carol M, Thomas, (b)(8)

Air National Guard of the United States
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08/19/94

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

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

SUBJECT: _ MIILITARY NOMINATIONS: 7 OEFICERS FOR APPOD&ENT TO THE GRADE

OF REAR ADMIRAL, AND REAR ADMIRAL (LOWER HALF),.USCG o

e —

| | ACTION FYI -~ ACTION  FYI
VICEPRESIDENT - [J [J-  McGINTY o 0O
“ PANETTA o O 'MYERS O O
'McLARTY O O "QUINN O O
~ LADER o O RASCO O O
" ICKES O O RUBIN a . ad
LH RIVLIN 0O 0O | SEGAL O g
BAGGETT O 0O SEIDMAN O O
CUTLER O O STEPHANOPOULOS [0 [
EMANUEL o o TYSON O O
L' GEARAN O 0O VARNEY O O
H, GERGEN O 0O WILLIAMS OO
 GIBBONS O 04 BELL %gs O
’ GRIFFIN 0O O CLERK _ germmenmarms TP {
HALE O o o o
|~ HERMAN O @ o O
| Lake o o o o
LINDSEY 0O /0O [ [
REMARKS: - .. Do you have any objeétio_ns?
. RESPONSE:

The National Security Council staff concurs in the attached military
nominations.

JOHN D. PODESTA
Assistant to the President

o _ and Staff Secretary
Anthony Lake ' Ext. 2702



THE WHITE HOUSE o ' -
WASHINGTON _ ' .

August 12, gqagc 16 Plz 16

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
THROUGH THE EXECUTIVE CLERK lé“g -

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 signature is a nomination
containing the names of 7 officers for appointment to the grade
of rear admiral, and rear admlral (lower half) as 1nd1cated in
the Regular Coast Guard :

This nomlnatlon has been staffed by the Commandant of the Coast
Guard and approved by the Secretary of Transportatlon.

Recommendation °

That you approve and sign the attached.

Attachment



THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 205%0

AG 9 1994

The President
Thg White House .
Washington DC'- 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I recommend that the following officers of the United States
Coast Guard, serving in the grade of rear admiral (lower
half), be appointed to the grade of rear admiral as provided
for in Title 14, U. S. Code, Section 271: Gordon G. Piche,
Paul M. Blayney. .

I recbmmend .that the following officers of the United States
Coast Guard, serving in the grade of captain, be appointed to
the grade of rear admiral (lower half) as provided for in.
Title 14, U. S. Code, Section 271: .Fred L. Ames, Richard M.
Larrabee I1I, John T. Tozzi, Thomas H. Collins,.and Ernest R.
Riutta. . : o

If these appointments meet with your approval, the nominations
are enclosed for transmittal to the United States Senate.

Respectfully, .

Federibo Pefia

Enclosure



Sea L

e Lt

I
. States

I
States
(lower

~ The Hihite House

manhiﬁgtnn R

To TtHE Si:.\'.-a'n: OF THE UNITED STATES:

ndhinate.the following Regular officers of the
Coast Guard for promotion to the grade of rear

Gordon G. Piche
Paul M. Blayney

nominate the following Regular officers of the
Coast Guard for promotion to the grade of rear

‘half): -

Fred L. Ames .
Richard M. Larrabee, III
John T. Tozzi

Thomas H. Collins
Ernest R. Riutta

United
admiral: -

United
admiral
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BXBCUTIVE OPPICB or THB PRE IDENT
OFFICE OF HANAGBH!HT AND B\ DGBT
waahington, b Ci- zoso: L
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Auqust 16, 1994

Lnaxsnnmrvn nzrznnan nsuonaunvu CENS - e
| : | - LRM #M-1727
To:'Legislative Liaison foiéer - ' '

NSC - William H. Itoh - (202)395—3723 --249

'FROM:  JANET R. FORSGREN. (for) £(2
BT , Assistant Director’ tor gisla ve

iy

.'oub;conmacw..nnna nn:ar:co (395 ~-7887)
el secretary's line (for’ aimple responses)s 395~ 7362

: SUBJECT:.‘ "DEFENSE Proposed Report on Awarding-
Cot Decoratlons for Service in- Pleiku Campalgn '

_DEADLINE: COB August zz, 1994

COMMENTS ¢ The attachead 1s in response to a proposod bill by
~Benator Thurmond that has not -been. introduced yet.,

OMB requests the views of - your agency on the ‘above subject’ before' .
advising on its relationship to the pProgramof the President in. -,
accordancé with OMB Circular A-19. '

Please advise us if this 1tem will arfect. direot spondinq or

., receipts for purposes of the the "Pay-As=You-Go" provisions of

'~Jim Jukes

Txtle XIXI. of tho Omnibus Budgot Raconoiliation Act of 1990.
. CC: R . ) - ,'.:

_Phebe Vickers ' - § . oy

Mary Jo Siclari - . .~ .- . S

‘Wendell Waites: : ..

Bob Damusg S . S

.Jennifer Palmieri ' : : '

Jim Murr
* Janet’ Foregren

- Ron Petersoh{~

Tracey Thornton _‘
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. If "your response tb,thisﬂréqhbst_foflviawqéié.sﬁhpio-(?;gii., .
* concur/no-comment) we prefer that you respond by faxing us this.

response sheet. If the response is simple and you prefer: to
‘call, please ¢all the branch-wide line shown below (NOT the
analyst’s line) to leave a message with a ‘secretary.

“7You-may'dls§ respdnd by (1) calling the analyst/attorney’s difect'

line (you will be connected to.voice mail if the analyst does not
answer); (2) sending us a memo or letter; or (3) if you are an

' OASIS user in the Executive Office of the President; sending an
E-mail message. Please include the LRM number shown above, and
“the subject shown below. - : E o

TO: " Anna BRIATICO (395-7887)
' " 'Office of Managyement and  Budget -
- Fax Number: (202) 395-6148 - - |
- 'Analyst/Attorney’s Direct Number: - (202) 395-7887 -
'‘Branch-Wide Line (to reach sacretary)’: (202) 395-7362

FROM: ", R I . (pate)’
o | | B ) (Name) - .
S S o  (Agency)

(Télephqne) .
SUBJECT: DEFENSE Proposed Report on Awarding
. Decorations for Service in Pleiku Campaign -

The following is the?reaponée'of'our agency to your reguest for
'~ views on the above-captioned subject: . oo

;;_;;_;;,.Concur o
T e swjesstin
o -LNofcommgnt" |
L _' See pfopbséa edits on pages’ '  L

'Othér:“

-

" FAX RETURN of . pages, attached to this
' response ‘shee - o
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. DEPARTMENT QF THE ARMY .
_mwmwwuwmmnmm
300 ANOEY PENTAGON :
WASHINTTON, DO 204100300 '

ARy 10
f ATTENTON OF

Hohprabla Btron Thurmond
tnited States Senate ..
washingten, D.C. 20510

Dear senator Thurmond:

_ Refarence is made to youxr raguast to the Chiaf of Staff,
.Army for the views of the Department of Army oR the preposed
legislation to authorize an additional period fer awarding
military decorations for acta, achievemelits, and sexvios

- performed ip the Pleiku Campaign in the Ia Drang Valley of

. Vietram. - -

. proposed legismlation would waive the time. limitations
. in section. 3744 of Title 10, United Statds Code, permitting
. 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 Depurtmant of
Datense is oppused to the bill. : ' _

o Title 10, ,United States Code, section 3744(b) stipulates
that award recommendations must be submitted within 2 years of :
the act, achievement or eervice to ba racogniszed. The tize -
limitation for Republic of Vietnam actions was extended to S
October 1975 by a specia) aot of Congress Co ensurs maxinum
opportunity for any deserving soldier to ba nominated for ‘an
avard.' During the extension pericd, nev recommendations could
be submitted or previously approved dmcorations could ba .
congidered based on new ahd materiel evidence. Undsr these .

" extensions, the Departwent of the Army gtocesaed thousands of
award recommendations covaring a1l military decorations. .

while the time limitations for the submission of award
' recommendations may seem arbitrary and unfair, thsy have been
/' necessary to ensuxe that' award racommendations are congidered
.at tha time when all the facts and clroumstances surrounding »
soldier's performence can be conclusivaly verified, while facts
and impressions are fresh, and sw porting information 1is ' .
readily»available. Approval of the proposed legislation to
suthorize award of military decorations to soldiers who fought
in the Pleiku Campaign would be unrajir to the millions of :
. 80ldiers who served gn many other campaigns and battles during
ouwr Nation's histoxy and were denied consideration bayond the

two-year time limit. .- _ . , _ o

) 5‘”"‘!’"""" .
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~ Available recurds from the vietnam conflict indicate that.
mAity soldiers who served in the Pleiku campaign were racognired
ror "tie®® heroic actions. One soldiexr was avarded our Nation's
hignest military descration for the valor he displayed in the
pattle and at least one other soldier was avarded tha
Distinguished Service Cross.. Based on thusa and other awards _ :
given, i€ cen be concluded that the leadership at the timo was o
.concerned about appropriatel ‘recogniszing deserving soldiere. o
Fertunately, heroic actions in that battla did not go

”unrboognlzgd.-

"~ The Department of the Army, on behalf of the Department of
Defense, believes that the tima limitations fgixed by Congresce
are wisa and fair provisions. These provisions haveizroteated
the integrity, honor, and prastigs of military decora fons,
Becauge there is no method whereby the Army can dacide with
accuracy which requests for exemption from time limitations .
should receive favorable consideration and which should not,
the only alternative heretofore has been to treat all cases
squally under the law without exception. .

For the toregoipé rbqndnu. tno.oep-rt-ené of the Army on
‘pehalf of the Department of Defense, recommends that the bill.
not be favorably considered. . . : . S
" The enactment of this bill will cause no apperent increase
in budgetery requirements of the Department. = ,

,f.'!i,ﬁ‘ {',.por‘h.h'ls peen coordinated witbin Department of .
Defanse in accordance with procedures prescribed by the
Secretary of Defensa. - . A

: . Tne.Office of Manageamant anda Budgat advises thet from a
gtandpoint of the Admin stration's progras, there is no :
. objaction to the prasentation of thls report for the
' conalderation of the committce. E

' sincerely,

crree o ' - ‘a% TOTAL PAGE VBT #%
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Genezal Goxdon R. Sullivan

‘Chief of Staff
United States

washington, DC 20310-0200 '

Dear Generel Sulllvan: .

Attached

Baaed-bn.

L—W-P BRANCH/OMB

L ~ @es5
- P&GEuPBl

Trited States Somte |
. COMMITTEE ON ARMED SEAVICES
WASHINOTQN, .oc zd!io-QQI? g

Mnéch'le,;

ir proposaed legislation avthori
for raecommending awards for the psrticipants
valley cempaign. I have been asked to SpONSEO

1954

eing additional time
in the Ja brang -
r the- legislation.

tho'information prov1ded to ne 6n the conduct of
following it, I believe that the

the battle and the confusion

- ¢ircumstances
. axception to t

of the Ia Drang
he statutory.t

v
ne

1t would be a digservice 1o the memory of the
if we let an arbitrary time limit deny the
.any acts of hqroiam. ' _

in the ‘battle,
recognition of

., Although
statuto tine

there ‘appeazé to be a strong ca
battle, 1 may not have all the

limit for this

facts. Thezafore, I would appreciate your rev
legislation and any suggestio

ns you may have.

Thank you for your consideration of this

With.klndeﬁt.reqa;db nnd'besﬁ wishes, -

. 8T/p |

."i!, :

Sincerely,

gtrom Thuxmond

alley Battle may warrant an.
limit for recommending awards.

many men who died.

ge for waiving the

iew of the proposed
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20 SES&ION -S. ' :

- iN THE'SENATE om 'rnn UNITED s'rA'ms' |

Mr 'I‘nU‘RMOND lntmduced the following b!ll; whieh wes rud twlee and re-
. mwthe Cmmttoevn = '

A BILL |
To authorim an addlhonal period for awnrding military deco-

| "rations for aets, . achievements, and service performed
in the Pletku Campaign in tho Ta Dra.ng Vallqr of Viet~

nam.

| Bo it enaoted by the Semate and House of Representa-
2 twes of the United States ofAmenca sn Congress ass emblod,
3 snc'nou 1. Annmowu. Pxnlon FOR AWARDING moom-

4' o 'nomron snnvrcsmmmuom-
+Ses..  PAIGNIN THE JA DRANG VALLBY OF VIET-
1 ()  AWARD Aumomp ~~A desoration mny be-

8 awarded i in. aeoordanee with the promwns of thie section
9 to anyperson for an act, an aohi ment, or service that

Jbas
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PAGE. 3

‘suohpmon whﬂeservlngonwttvedueyinthnAmwé. :

performed durmg the Plefiu Campa;gn poriod in, or in -

direct support o£, m:htmy operalions of the First Cavahy

K ; &wmon (-A:rmobﬂe) in the Plefku Campdcn in the Ia

Dra.ng Valley of Viobnam

- (b) PL¥IEU GAMPAIGN anon DxriNgD.—For the

7. purposes of this sectwn, the -Pleiku Campaign penod is

the penod that begms on October 23,1965, and ends on

| November 26, 1965. |
(c) Atmiomznn Pmuon FOR Awm --—Notmth E

standmg any other provmion of law, a decoration rany be

awarded under. this section at any time ot ln.tm- thnn two -

years aﬁerthedawofthe enuotmentofthhAct. _
~ (d) APPLICATION quummnwre —A wntten apphi-

cahon,orawﬂtbenreoommendation, for awsrd of & deco-: -

x‘l\lbn authorized to be awarded under subsection (a). shall

be mcewed by the Semmry of t.he Aruy not later than

one year’ afber the date of the enaotment ot thie Act a.nd

"shall be in a form thet is uﬂnﬁctory to the Seomta.ry

e) DEOORA’I'IO"!B COVEBRED.—Subsoction (a) epplies. '

to any deoora.tmn (molnding any deviee m Lien of @ dacors-

Lion) t.hat, durlng or after the Pleilm Campaign penod and .

before the dato of the enactment ‘of this Act, was author-'
‘ized by Congress or under mgulationu of the Deputment |
.of Detense or the Depmment of the Army to be awarded
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'1 bo 8 peraon for an act an m,hievement or sarvioe per- ?
2 formed by that person whne ‘serving on wctivo duty in tho
3 Army.

"4 (f) "ACTIVE DUTY DEMNED —In this section, the
§ term “active d'uty" has_the meamng given such term in
6 section 101 of ttle 10, United Staten Code.



