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IS THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS CEMETERY CONSTRUCTION POLICY
MEETING THE NEEDS OF TODAY’S VETERANS

AND THEIR FAMILIES?

FRIDAY, MAY 2, 2008

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISABILITY ASSISTANCE AND MEMORIAL
AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:00 p.m., in the
Board Room, Academy School District 20 Headquarters, 1110
Chapel Hills Drive, Colorado Springs, Colorado, Hon. John J. Hall
[Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Hall, Lamborn, and Salazar.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN HALL

Mr. HALL. Good afternoon. Thank you for your patience. The
Subcommittee on Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs, Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, hearing on “Is the U.S. Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA) Cemetery Construction Policy Meeting the
Neczleds of Today’s Veterans and Their Families,” will now come to
order.

I would ask everyone to please rise for the Pledge of Allegiance.

[Pledge of Allegiance.]

Thank you all for coming today. I'm sorry my plane was a little
bit delayed, but it’s wonderful to be here in Representative Doug
Lamborn’s district. And we’re fortunate to also have Representative
Salazar joining us. Without objection, he’s been asked to join us on
the dais.

The title you've just heard, a long but necessary one, “Is the VA
Cemetery Construction Policy Meeting the Needs of Today’s Vet-
erans and Their Families,” a topic of particular importance to this
region and throughout the country.

First a couple of preliminaries. I mentioned Congressman John
Salazar, from the 3rd District of Colorado and also a Member of the
Committee, who is, by unanimous consent, joining us on the dais.
Without objection, so ordered.

And I would also like to recognize Scott Prestige from the office
of Congressman Mark Udall from the 2nd District of Colorado, who
is in the audience and has a statement, which I will ask, without
objection, if we can enter that into the record also.

[The statement of Congressman Udall appears on p. 61.]

o))



2

So it’s a pleasure to be here with all of you and to bring the Dis-
ability Assistance and Memorial Affairs Subcommittee out into the
country and actually see people and have them see and speak to
us and see how we operate.

Congressman Lamborn was kind enough to come to the 19th Dis-
trict of New York, where I live, the home of the military academy
of West Point and which I am proud to represent. I'm proud and
honored also to be in Air Force country, especially since it’s not
football season. We’ll be working on that.

I'm also pleased to know that H.R. 1660, a bill that passed in the
House sponsored by Congressman Salazar—that you are also a
lead cosponsor.

Mr. LAMBORN. Yes, I am.

Mr. HALL. Both of you sponsored or supported legislation to build
a national cemetery in the southern Colorado region, which passed
the full House unanimously and now awaits action from the Sen-
ate. Mr. Salazar, I know that you, and Ranking Member Lamborn,
as well as the rest of the Colorado delegation, have worked on the
VA’s national cemetery policy concerns in your region on a bipar-
tisan basis. I'm glad we’re able to bring this hearing to your State
where these issues are front and center.

I also would, parenthetically, tell you that I'm proud that this
Subcommittee, and the full VA Committee are, if not the most, cer-
tainly among the most bipartisan in the House of Representatives
and in the Congress. We occasionally differ on how to pay for
things, but we almost always agree on what needs to be done, and
that is to take care of America’s veterans.

Last preliminaries: In accordance with Committee rules, I ask all
cell phones and pagers to be turned off, including mine, as we have
a lot of business to conduct in a short period of time and we want
to have as few interruptions as possible.

Also, out of respect for our witnesses, I ask for the audience to
please refrain from speaking out of order. This is not—I had to tell
the folks in my district, too—this is not actually a public hearing.
This is a Congressional hearing. We have panels of witnesses
scheduled that will take up the time allotted. But I'm sure you can
get a few words in with us individually on our way out after the
hearing is over if you need to do that.

My thanks to the witnesses for coming today to appear before the
Subcommittee. The issues, I know, though pertinent to the ceme-
tery policy at the VA, are of the utmost importance to you, and I
look forward to receiving your testimonies.

On a personal note, it is a special privilege for me as Chair of
the Subcommittee to conduct it in my Ranking Member’s district.
Mr. Doug Lamborn, it’s been an honor serving with him. Moreover,
it’s an honor for me to be able to address the issues facing veterans
in or nearby their homes.

Although my district, the 19th of New York, is thousands of
miles away in the Hudson Valley, beautiful in a different way than
the beauty that you see every day here, we share a lot of similar-
ities. We both have one of our Nation’s fine military academies,
West Point and the Air Force Academy. Also, our district houses
many prominent military installations. Both places are ones where
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a high percentage of our Nation’s veterans call home and return
after their service to live most of or sometimes all of their lives.

My mother-in-law still goes to the commissary, as her husband
is buried at West Point. So I understand the magnetism that these
areas hold for those who graduate from these institutions or serve
in these communities. I understand also that southern Colorado is
home to one of the largest concentrations of World War II and Viet-
nam veterans in our country.

Since their genesis on July 17, 1862, national cemeteries have
served as the hallowed resting place for our Nation’s veterans and
their loved ones. Currently, VA operates 125 national cemeteries in
39 States and Puerto Rico and maintains over 2.8 million grave
sites. The annual number of burials is on the uprise, with just
36,000 in 1973, up to over 100,200 in 2006. Veterans who have
served in this country’s armed services are buried in cemeteries op-
erated by the States, the VA, the Department of Interior, Arlington
National Cemetery and American Battle Monuments Commission.
VA also provides grants to over 69 State veteran cemeteries under
its National Cemetery Administration’s State Cemetery Grants
Program that operates in 35 States, Guam and the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands.

We are here today to examine the adequacy of VA’s current pol-
icy, which entails locating national cemeteries in areas with a large
concentration of unserved veterans, and providing reasonable ac-
cess to a burial option in the national or State veterans cemetery
within 75 miles of their residence. As such, VA concludes that new
national cemeteries will be established in areas with an unserved
veteran population threshold of 170,000 within a 75-mile radius.
Under this policy, 83 percent of all veterans are served, the con-
verse of which means that there are at least 17 percent or nearly
2 million veterans and their families who are underserved by this
policy.

The Subcommittee also addressed the VA’s national cemetery
policy issues during a hearing held on May 8, 2007, wherein I ex-
pressed concerns of whether this policy was adequate enough to ad-
dress both rural and urban locations. Those concerns still stand. I
also think it’s critical that VA makes sure that there’s plenty of op-
portunity for public input during any new cemetery policy or loca-
tion selection process.

I know that VA is currently conducting its own study of these cri-
teria and has plans to move the percentage of veterans served to
90 percent by fiscal year 2010. I look forward to hearing more
about these plans during your testimony.

In the way of follow-up to last year’s hearing, I would like to be
updated on the current status of the VA’s national shrine commit-
ment. Lastly, the Subcommittee has been apprised of a situation at
Greenwood Island, the old Camp Jefferson Davis site and the sol-
diers’ asylum home in Pascagoula, Mississippi, where veterans of
the Mexican-American War are buried but whose resting places are
being eroded by nature and construction. It is reported that some
of the coffins and/or bodies have become disinterred and have been
found by local fishermen. Whereas I appreciate the National Ceme-
tery Administration’s (NCA’s) response provided to staff, I would
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like to know the NCA implications of this situation, if any, and how
we can remedy this grievous oversight.

I now recognize Ranking Member Lamborn for his opening state-
ment.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Hall appears on p. 43.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DOUG LAMBORN

Mr. LAMBORN. Good afternoon. And I would like to personally
thank you, Chairman Hall, and your staff for agreeing to hold this
hearing. There is a lot of work involved with bringing Congress to
southern Colorado, and I appreciate it.

It is an honor to participate in this important occasion. I remem-
ber fondly the field hearing this Subcommittee had on veterans dis-
abilities in your Congressional district last year. It was a produc-
tive meeting, as this promises to be. I sure enjoyed and learned
from the tour of West Point, which also is in your district.

I know you have a very tight schedule, but I hope your plans
open up so that you can have that tour of the Air Force Academy
I told you about, and I'd love to take you on before you have to go,
but if your schedule permits.

I would also like to thank all of the witnesses for being here
today. Their statements will be helpful, interesting, informative
and deeply moving.

I want to thank my friend, Representative John Salazar for being
here. I also want to thank everyone in the audience. You are inter-
ested in this issue, and you have come today. We also have stu-
dents from Aspen Valley High School with us today.

I want to especially thank my friend, Under Secretary for Memo-
rial Affairs, Bill Tuerk, for joining us here today to discuss the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs policy for the location and construc-
tion of new national cemeteries.

This is truly a momentous occasion. There has never before been
a field hearing in this Congressional district on this vital subject
of a national veterans cemetery. Fortunately, in Under Secretary
Tuerk, we have the highest-ranking official within the VA who
works on this issue.

Mr. Chairman, property honoring a deceased veteran is one of
our most sacred and solemn responsibilities. These patriots have
earned a place of honor in our national shrines. Veterans and their
families are due the tribute and thanks of a grateful Nation. We
should ensure that the final resting place for those who have given
so much is accessible to family members and loved ones. This way
they can come and pay tribute to the service of those brave men
and women who have borne the sacrifice in defense of liberty.

We are seeing increased demand on all of our national ceme-
teries, especially as members of the greatest generation pass from
our presence. VA estimates that interments in national cemeteries
will rise from the current level of 2.8 million to 3.2 million by 2012.

VA also estimates that as early as 2016 or as late as 2020, Fort
Logan National Cemetery will be at full capacity and they will be
looking to construct a replacement cemetery.

Today, Mr. Chairman, we will hear very moving and eloquent
testimony from Coloradans who are personally affected by the dis-
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tance of the Fort Logan National Cemetery in Denver from the
Pikes Peak area.

I believe there is a better way to determine needs than simply
drawing circles and a 75-mile radius around a national cemetery
to determine where the most underserved veterans are located.
There are many other factors that should be taken into account, in-
cluding travel time to and from national cemeteries, access to pub-
lic transportation in the area, weather conditions, climate restric-
tions, and other factors that may affect one part of the country,
such as the front range of Colorado more than another.

In addition, VA needs to focus greater attention than ever on de-
mographic trends to determine with increased accuracy where vet-
erans are most likely to live in the future. It is my understanding
that the 75-mile rule was created many years ago. We are in the
21st century now, and with the advent of technologies like GPS, it
is very easy to determine driving distances and times.

For instance, by doing a simple Google search, I discovered that
a veteran from Lake George, Colorado, which is about 60 miles as
the crow flies from Fort Logan, must travel 105 miles by road, with
a driving time of over 2 hours, not including poor weather or traf-
fic. According to the 75-mile rule, this veteran from Lake George
is considered served by Fort Logan. I would venture to say that he
is underserved.

This example only points out a flaw within the 75-mile rule and
does not take into account the tens of thousands of veterans who
live beyond 75-mile radius here in southern Colorado. As this rule,
in my opinion anyway, is arbitrary and outdated, I propose that the
Department of Veterans Affairs determine a 21st century process
for selecting national cemetery sites that takes into account factors
in addition to veteran population and straight-line distance.

I would offer my services and those of my staff and even the
many willing veterans in this district who have been working on
this issue for over a decade now. I believe that with a little hard
work we could fine-tune a process that would serve more veterans
and hopefully the same or perhaps even a lower cost in VA’s cur-
rent system.

Since bureaucratic hurdles have made it hard for such a proc-
essed change to take place, my friend Representative Salazar and
I have had to help alert VA to the glaring inequities associated
with the current process.

Mr. Chairman, it is for that reason that I was pleased to work
with you and Representative Salazar to pass H.R. 1660 with my
amendment out of the VA Committee and out of the House last
year. This bill would authorize the establishment of a national
cemetery in southern Colorado, in El Paso County in particular,
and would greatly benefit the veterans and their families in all of
southern Colorado. H.R. 1660 represents a major step forward to
the campaign to establish a national cemetery, and I urge our col-
leagues in the Senate to take this bill up as soon as possible.

And Representative Salazar, I'm going to ask you to talk once
again with your brother, who as you all may know is one of the
U.S. Senators from here in Colorado. I also hope that all of our wit-
nesses understand that when this legislation is enacted, we must
always work together to help the National Cemetery Administra-
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tion within the VA find a suitable location for this cemetery, and
that this would serve the highest number, therefore, of veterans
and their families.

I want to thank everyone once again for being here today, and
I'm looking forward to the testimony.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Congressman Lamborn appears on
p. 44.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Lamborn.

I would now recognize Congressman Salazar for an opening
statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. SALAZAR

Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I think that most of you may know John Hall. He’s
a famous songwriter, with the band Orleans, and wrote the songs,
“You're Still the One” and “Dance With Me.” We appreciate you
coming to Colorado. What do you think about the snow here in the
Springs?

Mr. HALL. T wish I would have brought my skis, and I wish I
would have had time to use them.

Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank both you and Ranking Member
Lamborn for having this important hearing here in Colorado.

Let me just take a moment, briefly, to thank all of you in the au-
dience who have served this country and your families. The great
sacrifice that you've made is the reason that we have the greatest
country in the world, in my opinion.

I had the opportunity to serve at the tail end of the Vietnam
War. My father was a World War II veteran. My son served two
tours right after 9/11. We come from a long line of veterans, and
I know the sacrifices that your families have made. What we're
about to do here is a monumental task that we have taken on. Mr.
Lamborn, I appreciate your hard work. You've truly been a cham-
pion on veterans issues, as you have, Mr. Hall.

This legislation that we've been talking about was legislation
that Congressman Hefley, Mr. Lamborn’s predecessor, had worked
on for nearly 15 years, on trying to create a southern Colorado
cemetery. We got together earlier this year, Mr. Lamborn and I
worked together on trying to provide language that would actually
create what we call now the new southern Colorado veterans ceme-
tery.

According to the Congressional Research Service, which is a non-
partisan office that provides research and information to Members
of Congress, there are over 150,000 veterans that are making
southern Colorado their home.

The residents of southern Colorado have a long, long history of
serving in the military. Until recently, Pueblo was America’s only
city that had four living recipients of the Medal of Honor. Congress
realized 15 years ago, and recognized Pueblo, Colorado, America’s
“Home of Heroes.”

During the Vietnam War, almost 10 percent of Colorado soldiers
killed in action were from Pueblo. Southern Colorado veterans and
their families have been awaiting for an accessible veterans ceme-
tery for far too long. When they pass away, they deserve facilities
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that are close to their families. It is wrong to expect a family to
have to travel hundreds of miles in some areas to find a final rest-
ing place for their loved ones, simply because the current regula-
tions do not take rural areas into account.

I’'ve had the opportunity to visit one of the most beautiful ceme-
teries that I've ever seen in my life with Under Secretary Tuerk in
Georgia. That’s the way that we should honor those who have
served us.

During the winter months in Colorado, especially in my district
where most of it is mountains, the mountain passes are often
closed. In fact, in Steamboat Springs, Colorado, just earlier today
there was over six inches of snow. All too often, widows have to
drive over 700 miles round-trip from Cortez, Colorado, to Fort
Logan to see their loved ones.

I was proud to be the author of H.R. 1660 along with Mr.
Lamborn, which directs the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to estab-
lish a national cemetery for veterans in southern Colorado. This
bill would do several things. It would place a veterans cemetery be-
tween Pueblo and Colorado Springs. Mr. Lamborn and I agreed
during our discussions that, rightfully so, it should be in El Paso
County because we have the largest number of military personnel.

This is not only an Air Force issue, Mr. Chairman. It is also an
Army issue. We have Fort Carson right here in El Paso County,
just on the south side of Colorado Springs. And I'm a little partial
to the Army because I served in the U.S. Army.

The House of Representatives has shown strong support for our
bill by adopting it in a unanimous voice vote on May 23, 2007. Vet-
erans in our district, and veterans service organizations agree that
a cemetery is critical and that the need will continue to grow. We
have information that Fort Logan will probably not be accepting
more burials after about 10 years from now. We're getting fairly
full there.

In a letter of support, the Military Order of the Purple Heart
wrote, “The defenders of our Nation’s freedom and their families
deserve much better. They deserve a national cemetery located in
southern Colorado where they chose to live out their lives. We
shouldn’t punish those veterans for where they choose to live. The
150,000 veterans serving in Colorado served in World War II,
Korea, Vietnam, and the Iraq conflicts. They chose to make south-
ern Colorado their home. Our Nation should honor that service by
providing them a final resting place.”

It is not fair for our Nation to force a widow to drive from
Alamosa over 500 miles round-trip or to drive from Cortez over 700
miles round-trip. We're placing a huge burden on the families with
the added cost of the trip, and with the high price of fuel right now.
National cemeteries are the final act of gratitude that we bestow
upon those who served our Nation. They give families comfort and
inspire future generations by preserving the memory of our heroes
that are no longer with us.

I look forward to hearing from my colleagues and the experts
here with us today, on the current regulations and how we can bet-
ter improve them to serve more veterans, especially those in rural
areas.
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It is my understanding under the current regulations, that there
would never be another cemetery built in a rural area, and actually
in many States that are sparsely populated, western States such as
Montana, Wyoming, and Colorado, because of sparse population.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to thank you for having
this hearing here today.

And I want to welcome our guests. I appreciate your being here
to testify.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Congressman Salazar.

I ask unanimous consent that the opening statement of Con-
gressman Udall from the Second District of Colorado be accepted
into the record. Without objection, so ordered.

Welcome to our panelists. Before we move to the first panel, I
wanted to—in case you’re curious who you’re looking at, there are
staff who I also want to thank from both sides of the aisle here on
the dais. We have majority Staff Director and Counsel of the Sub-
committee, Kimberly Ross, and Minority Staff, Jon Clark. Thank
you to our stenographers and recordkeepers, without which this
would not be an official hearing.

All panelists, I would like to remind you that your complete writ-
ten statements have been made a part of the hearing record. So
please limit your remarks so that we may have sufficient time to
follow up with questions, once everyone has had the opportunity to
provide testimony.

Joining us on our first panel is Linda Lee-Witt, President of the
Gold Star Widows, and Milly Briseno, an Iraq war widow.

Thank you and welcome to the table, please.

Excuse me—Past Secretary of Gold Star Widows.

Ms. LEE-WITT. I still have to correct you, Mr. Chairman. I am
a member of the Gold Star Wives of America, and I am a Past Sec-
retary for the local chapter.

Mr. HALL. Past Secretary of the local chapter and member of the
Gold Star Wives of America. Thank you. It’'s an honor to have you
before us today. And, Ms. Lee-Witt, you are now recognized for 5
minutes. Speak into the microphone, and make sure it’s turned on,
please.

STATEMENTS OF LINDA LEE-WITT, PETERSON AFB, COLO-
RADO SPRINGS, CO, MEMBER, GOLD STAR WIVES OF AMER-
ICA; AND MILLY BRISENO, CO-FOUNDER, COLORADO MILI-
TARY SURVIVORS, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO (IRAQ WAR
WIDOW)

STATEMENT OF LINDA LEE-WITT

Ms. LEE-WITT. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, distinguished
Members of the Committee. I want to thank you for the oppor-
tunity to be here today. My name is Linda Lee-Witt. I am a mem-
ber of the Gold Star Wives of America and the Administrative Offi-
cer of the Retiree Activities Office of Southern Colorado, in the 21st
space wing, Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado Springs. My testi-
mony, however, today will be my story as a widow of a veteran.

My husband, Robert, grew up in a military family. His father
served during World War II and retired as a major from the Army.
As a child, Bob lived and went to school all over the world. Like
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his father, he dedicated his whole career to the U.S. Government.
He served with the United States Air Force and in Vietnam. After
retiring from the Air Force in 1978, he continued to serve his coun-
try in civil service, in safety engineering at Fort Carson here in
Colorado Springs, where he deployed with the troops wherever they
went.

His passion for the safety of the young soldiers was deep, and he
identified with what they and their families faced every day.

He died from a service-connected cancer on November 3, 2004, in
our home. Due to the weather conditions, which you all saw yester-
day. We had a blizzard early in November, and our driveway has
a steep incline. Due to that, when the mortuary van came, they
couldn’t get up the driveway to take my husband’s body down to
the van, and our son had to put his father’s body in a four-wheel
drive to take down to the mortuary van.

I wanted my husband to be buried with the full honor and re-
spect that he so deserved, and for months I kept his ashes, not
wanting them in a civilian cemetery. Eventually, to my regret now,
I chose to have his remains buried at the National Veterans Ceme-
tery in Nashville, Tennessee. His parents are buried there. All of
my children are here. My grandchildren are here. Had there been
an appropriate cemetery in El Paso County, without question I
would have had his remains here.

We weren’t a part of the military community at that time. It was
civil service, and he’d been retired from civil service. So I had real-
ly never heard of Fort Logan, and it sounds maybe a little bit
strange, but I thought Fort Logan was a town somewhere. I didn’t
know about Fort Logan being a military cemetery, a veterans ceme-
tery. Together as a family, probably we will never be able to coordi-
nate a trip together to Tennessee to visit my husband’s grave.

I would love for my grandchildren to see how this country honors
our veterans, when they pass. I'd love for them to see the hundreds
of headstones, their grandfather’s among them, and know the free-
doms and the rights that they have today are because of the men
and women like their grandfather who were willing to give their
lives for those freedoms.

Working with the wives of servicemembers in the World War II
and Vietnam era, they express how hard it is to make the trip to
Denver. Some of them with their advanced age, many are unable
or afraid to drive themselves and they have to ask someone to take
them. Talking with young widows of today’s war, the hardship for
them is to take the whole day with young children and visit their
husband’s graves.

The logistics involved getting to Fort Logan are trying, and many
families have a hard time finding Fort Logan, from what I under-
stand. Because of the sporadic unpredictable climate here in El
Paso County, from late spring to fall, I-25 is often impassable.
Monument Hill, just north of town, can be treacherous.

For the widow, visiting the grave site is one of the most impor-
tant elements in the grieving process. And those first months, the
loss and the feeling of aloneness is almost like fear. Visiting the
grave is a way for us—some of us to connect to our spouse. Eventu-
ally, an acceptance of the fact that they’re no longer here. For the
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children, it’s seeing that their parent was given a place of honor,
a resting place of honor.

As with my husband, many of our service men and women and
their families opt to stay and live in Colorado Springs after their
military service. We have a huge military presence in Colorado
Springs and it’s rapidly growing, yet we have no national veterans
cemetery to accommodate them when theyre put to rest. El Paso
County’s need for a national cemetery is vital to the health and
well-being of our widows, the dependents and our community.

It’s my hope that based on the hardships endured by the military
widows and families in the southern Colorado area and the large
military presence here, that the VA would grant El Paso County
a national veterans cemetery.

Congressman Lamborn, I'd like to thank you for arranging this
today, and thank you, too, to your staff for the support you give the
military.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lee-Witt appears on p. 45.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Ms. Lee-Witt.

Ms. Briseno, you are now recognized for your opening statement.

STATEMENT OF MILLY BRISENO

Ms. BRISENO. Thank you so much for taking the time out to hear
about our experiences as younger widows.

At the height of my husband’s 17-year Army career and in the
13th year of our marriage, our life came to screeching halt. An un-
expected massive stoke at the age of 35 took his vibrant life from
this temporary home and left my three children and me reeling as
we struggled for direction and purpose in this completely unfa-
miliar world of loss. My husband’s death was not combat-related,
but from natural causes.

My husband’s untimely death came just 1 month after moving to
Fort Carson. As a young family full of promise and a bright future,
we never thought to discuss burial plans. I really struggled to know
how to honor his life as a dedicated soldier, whose career in the
Army Medical Specialist Corps demonstrated his commitment and
the restoration and preservation of life.

To honor him and affirm my family’s identity as a military fam-
ily, we chose to bury my husband at a national cemetery. We chose
Fort Logan. Fort Logan was the closest one to our home and my
in-laws’ home. It has been difficult to visit his grave site, for many
reasons. We really do want to visit more. My family and my in-
laws reside in Colorado Springs, near Fort Carson. The travel dis-
tance to such a congested metropolitan area poses great inconven-
iences from my young family. At the time of my husband’s death,
my children were 9, 5, and 2% years old. A trip to Fort Logan in-
volves an entire day’s plans. It is quite challenging at times for the
children.

With the weather here in Colorado, we mainly make it to Fort
Logan, at the most, two times per year. We miss most of our sig-
nificant special occasions, such as birthdays, anniversaries and
other holidays, because they occur in the fall and winter seasons.
As a family, we try to set a goal to get to Fort Logan, at least for
Memorial Day. The effects of limited visits to Fort Carson have had
an impact in these first 3 years of grief, not only for my immediate
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family, but also for my mother and father-in-law, my husband’s sis-
ters and their families who reside in Colorado Springs.

Our family has had less participation in commemorative events,
which occur at Fort Logan. We have less opportunities to connect
with the military’s sensitive and supportive community, which can
be found among the visitors at Fort Logan. My family may miss out
on one way to continually affirm their military identity. And per-
sonally, I myself have struggled with having less access to an ac-
ceptable place to face the reality of grief and process those com-
plicated emotions.

It is difficult to deal with grief as a younger widow with young
children. Through my involvement with Colorado military sur-
vivors, I have found that a new generation of widows are emerging.
This new group of widows faces additional struggles in dealing
with grief because we do not fit the common stereotype. I attend
a widows’ support group at Fort Carson, which averages from five
to eight participants, and we meet twice a month.

Up until recently, I was the oldest one by at least a decade. We
are finding that we must find a safe place to face our grief, one in
which we have opportunities to express our emotions of loss and
pain. That is why we gather together, and that is why I wish we
were closer to Fort Logan. The small plot of land that I stake claim
to in Denver holds a vital place in my ability to process my grief.
My husband’s headstone is an immovable reminder that forces me
to face the heartache involved in the unexpected ending of his
earthly story.

His headstone solemnly stands among thousands of its kind at
Fort Logan. To most, these pale stones represent so much pain and
suffering. But to me, they each hold a story. They are just like a
sea of bookends. The dates engraved on my husband’s headstone
tell the beginning and the finale of his life. His headstone is a fixed
mark that causes me to focus on the finale, and the heartache.

A cemetery is an acceptable place in our society to express one’s
grief. Young widows find very few acceptable places to deal with
their loss. With now almost 3 years of learning in the obstacle
course of grief, I realize the necessity of exercising this heartache.
It has taken me a long time to come to the understanding that
heartache is strength training. It helps transform the weakness of
my faith into a powerful conditioned response to my loss. Once only
heartache, pierced through with fear, now has become thanksgiving
that appreciates the work of sorrow.

Military loss is more complex. It is a traumatic loss, especially
for young families that face this sudden tragedy. Our society still
puts expectations on grief recovery. Because of the traumatic grief
that military families endure, their bereavement is prolonged and
can be more difficult. It is a lifelong process to learn to move for-
ward with one’s grief. As an organization, Colorado military sur-
vivors strives to unite survivors in their loss, and help them find
strength in a community well acquainted with sorrow.

My initial connection with one of my dear friends now, also a
young widow with two young children, was made at Fort Logan
when I discovered that her husband was buried just two rows away
from mine. Together we face each day encouraging each other to
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press on, to remember to have faith in God, and to grow through
our grief in order to help one another.

If we were able to be closer to a place that would help us face
these challenges with greater strength, we could be more effective
in encouraging a new generation of grieving families. We could ac-
complish this by affirming their value and assuring them of the
honored place of appreciation that their loved ones’ treasured sto-
ries hold in our community.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Briseno appears on p. 46.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Ms. Briseno and Ms. Lee-Witt.

You each have a bottle of water in front of you that you may
open and drink if you'd like, courtesy of the Subcommittee. I will
just ask a couple questions, and then try and leave more time for
our Colorado Representatives to ask theirs.

Ms. Lee-Witt, first, let me express my sympathy to you and also
Ms. Briseno, and my thanks for your gift to our country and for
your loved ones, your husband’s gift to our country, and blessings
on you and them. Also thank you for coming here and for having
the fortitude to come and tell us your story.

I know the national cemetery policy is complicated, and that the
problems that you described exist in many locations, including my
home State of New York. But, Ms. Lee-Witt, can you tell me more
about what you and your organization have done to bring a na-
tional cemetery to Colorado, and the response to those efforts?
Please use the microphone.

Ms. LEE-WITT. As far as Gold Star Wives, Rose Lee is a gold star
wife, she is on this very Committee in DC. Locally, here, we don’t
really have a group that meets. We donate to the NALP organiza-
tion. It’s a non-profit organization. The widows who are involved in
the government in Washington, D.C., really do a lot there and tes-
tify on behalf of military widows. I think Rose Lee was just in Flor-
ida for this very—this very discussion on the cemeteries. So that’s
what the Gold Star Wives do.

As far as what I do with the Retired Activities Office, I try to
help widows and retirees. I'm in contact with them and help direct
them to the people that they need to meet to get what they should
have in benefits and support. I didn’t know a lot of this, of course,
again, until after my husband died. So Gold Star Wives is active
in this very thing, right here in the Springs, and at the base, we
help the retirees.

Mr. HALL. Well, thank you. And of course, thanks for the work
that the Gold Star Wives do. We see Ms. Lee very frequently in
Washington.

Ms. Briseno, you mentioned in your testimony the personal
struggle of having to travel long distances to visit your loved one,
and I want to thank you for sharing a rather poetic testimony with
us, of how you’ve had to endure this journey and this tremendous
inconvenience. It’s a journey, not only a physical one, but an emo-
tional and spiritual one as well.

In terms of the future, can you describe how an additional ceme-
tery in the region would assist others who may face the same
issues?
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Ms. BRrISENO. Well, as an organization, Colorado Military Sur-
vivors, is a new non-profit here in Colorado Springs. We have en-
countered many new surviving families in this area. And our hope
is to advocate for those that need to be closer in order to process
their grief. And I think my experience with widows and family
members in this area show that we’re—we’re coming to the under-
standing that it’s important to be closer, to face the challenges, es-
pecially as younger widows.

We have additional challenges, with the complications of losing
our loved one, that was active duty especially. I think that families,
we can encourage families and support them in their grieving proc-
ess and to continue to move on and show how much we appreciate
what they’ve done by giving them access to a place that they can
move forward in their grief.

Mr. HALL. Thank you very much.

Mr. Lamborn, you're now recognized for questions.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for your eloquent and moving testimony.

Ms. Briseno, you mentioned that your family tries to go to Fort
Logan at least on Memorial Day, if not more often. Can you ever
think of examples with yourself, or other people that you worked
with through the Military Survivors Organization that you're work-
ing so much with, where trips have had to be postponed or canceled
because of this changeable weather?

The weather we have here today and yesterday is a perfect ex-
ample of how our volatile weather can change plans.

Ms. BRISENO. Well, personally, my husband died on September
28, 2005. Our 14th wedding anniversary was November 30th. I was
bound and determined, because it takes a while to get the perma-
nent headstone up, I had gotten word that his headstone had been
placed. So I had not visited Fort Logan since his interment on the
28th of September, and that—the day before, it was predicted that
there was going to be snow.

My family and I were living with my in-laws. And my mother-
in-law was terrified that I was going to try and make it up there
the next day, because I was bound and determined to visit his
grave on our anniversary. And due to the weather, and also a little
minor accident with my daughter at school on the day of our anni-
versary, I decided it was probably not a good day to go. And my
mother-in-law was quite relieved that I did not try and trek up
there by myself. I insisted on going by myself, because it was that
personal time that you need and don’t want to show it in front of
everybody.

And I think that that—I decided not to go that day. So I had to
decide other ways to commemorate the day, without going to his
grave site. So that postponed my first visit.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

And for either one of you, you talked about a mother with small
children. On the other end of the scale, someone, a widow or wid-
ower for that matter who is elderly, do you know of special needs
there that might make it difficult to go from this part of the State
to Fort Logan.

Ms. LEE-WITT. Well, I deal with a lot of the older widows, Viet-
nam and World War II era. And many of them are in walkers.
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They are afraid to drive in a metropolitan area. They hate going
over Monument Hill. We have a lot of accidents on Monument Hill.
A lot of them are too sick to drive or they’re too afraid to drive any-
where but their little neighborhoods.

So for them, yes, they have to depend on someone else if they're
going to go. I hate to—I'm not that old, but I hate to drive in Den-
ver too. So, yes, that’s a big issue with the older widows, and a lot
of them have their spouses at Fort Logan.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you both.

Mr. HALL. Thanks, Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. Salazar.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

That was very moving testimony, and my heart goes out to you
and your families.

The legislation that we currently have in the House, actually, is
stuck in the Senate, does several things.

First of all, it establishes a national cemetery in the southern
Colorado region, and also requires the Secretary to establish a na-
tional cemetery in this county, in El Paso County. It requires the
Secretary to consult with State and local officials as to the site se-
lection, and it requires a Secretary to consult with government offi-
cials in the site selection. It authorizes the Secretary to accept the
gift of an appropriate parcel of real estate to be used for the ceme-
tery, and it requires the Secretary to submit to Congress a report
on the establishment of the cemetery.

It requires the Secretary to add the cemetery to the current list
of priority projects. As you know, there are six cemeteries on the
priority list. This will not circumvent any of those. It falls in line,
it would be number seven. Under Secretary Tuerk, I hope, he
agrees with that.

It does not allow the cemetery to take priority over any of these
current projects. Do you have any objections to any of these pro-
posals, and would you have any objections if the cemetery was se-
lected closer to the Pueblo line, as it might be able to serve more
veterans and would cover a greater geographical area that would
serve veterans in southeast and southwest Colorado. Would either
one of you or both of you address that?

Ms. LEE-WITT. Since Fort Carson is the—where they're expand-
ing so much, the southern part of El Paso County would be fine
with me, and between Pueblo and the Springs, I think would be ap-
propriate. I think if it’s in Pueblo or south of there, it’s going to
still be just as hard for the El Paso County widows and families.

Mr. SALAZAR. This does designate that El Paso County will be
the home.

Ms. LEE-WITT. Okay.

Mr. SALAZAR. We wanted to try to move it closer to the Pueblo
County line, still in the El Paso County so that it would be able
to serve more veterans, and I think that maybe we could find an
appropriate gift of land in that area.

Ms. LEE-WITT. I wouldn’t have any objection to that, as long as
it’s not going over Monument Hill or having to be the

Mr. SALAZAR. It’s warmer down south.

Ms. BriseNo. I think traveling aspect, that’s probably the main
concern, is that it would be accessible, even if the weather was a
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bit rough, just because—and then being less congested. It was hard
to find Fort Logan the first time I went, and I think it would be
easier for families that have even more complications in travelling,
any families of any age, because it would be more accessible, and
probably a calmer, quieter place for one to face their grief.

Mr. SAvLazarR. Would either one of you possibly think of
disinterring the remains of your loved ones, and if we had an ac-
tual cemetery close by, bring the remains to this area?

Ms. LEE-WTITT. I would definitely consider that for my family.

Ms. BRISENO. When I talked with my in-laws, my father and
mother-in-law, my sister-in-laws, even with my children, my oldest
one being 12, that was everybody’s first question, is whether we
would do that. And I think for my in-laws, because of being parents
and facing additional health issues and concerns, travel is hard for
them. And we know several families in the Pueblo area of parents
that, due to their age, it makes it difficult. And so that was the
concern of my in-laws was if they would—if that would be a possi-
bility for our family.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you both very much. Thank you for your
sacrifice.

Ms. LEE-WITT. I’d like to add to that too. I did say that all my
children and grandchildren are here now, and because my hus-
band’s body is in Tennessee, that also is where I will be buried.
And that would be a hardship, at that point, for all of my family.
So I would definitely consider that.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Ms. Lee-Witt and Ms. Briseno. And having
spent a bit of my life making music in Tennessee, I can tell you
that Nashville is a wonderful town. I would encourage you, if cir-
cumstances allow, to make the trip. Thanks again for your testi-
mony, and you're now excused.

We will call our second panel: Mr. Victor Fernandez, Co-Founder
of the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee; Mr. Bud Sailar,
Director of El Paso County Board of Veterans; Mr. C. Douglas
Sterner, Former Chairman of the Colorado State Board of Veterans
Affairs; and Mr. Jeff Chostner, Pueblo County Commissioner; and
Tim Grabin, Department Commander of the American Legion.

As before, your written statements are in the record. So feel free
to confine yourselves to 5 minutes. The yellow light means 4 min-
utes, and the red light means 5.

So, Mr. Fernandez, you are now recognized.
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STATEMENTS OF VICTOR M. FERNANDEZ, MEMBER, PIKES
PEAK VETERANS CEMETERY COMMITTEE, COLORADO
SPRINGS, CO; BUD SAILAR, DIRECTOR, EL PASO COUNTY,
CO, VETERAN AND MILITARY AFFAIRS; TIM GRABIN, DE-
PARTMENT COMMANDER, DEPARTMENT OF COLORADO,
AMERICAN LEGION; C. DOUGLAS STERNER, PAST CHAIR-
MAN, COLORADO STATE BOARD OF VETERANS AFFAIRS;
AND HON. JEFF CHOSTNER, COLONEL, USAF (RET.), COMMIS-
SIONER, PUEBLO COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS,
PUEBLO, CO

STATEMENT OF VICTOR M. FERNANDEZ

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Good afternoon. I'm Vic Fernandez, and I'm
West Point Class 1959, and I was born in Trinidad, Colorado,
where my World War II veteran father was intered—or is intered.
I am a member of the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee.
Thank you very much for coming to Colorado to hear our message.

I'll cover three issues. First, why we need a new national vet-
erans cemetery in Colorado. Second, why it should be established
in the Pikes Peak region. And third, what we have done to assure
that it is established here.

Regarding the first issue, Fort Logan in Denver, the State’s
major national veterans cemetery is expected to reach capacity
about 2020. Fort Logan National Cemetery is landlocked in a resi-
dential area of Denver and cannot be expanded. Because of the
size, geography, and weather patterns of the State of Colorado, the
State’s other small, remotely located cemeteries do not offer reason-
able service to Denver or the Pikes Peak region. Those are reasons
why it should be in the Pikes Peak region, and that’s all southern
Colorado.

First, the large veteran population of the Pikes Peak region has
not been properly served by Fort Logan. Fort Logan is located in
a difficult to find residential section of a major metropolitan area,
with poor access from interstate and/or other highways. This has
resulted in surviving spouses and families from southern Colorado
making the trip to visit the loved one, but failing to find the ceme-
tery.

Second, in winter, it is especially difficult to get to Denver over
the topography of Monument Hill and through the weather pat-
terns of what we call the Palmer Divide. Those topographic and
weather pattern’s hindrances make the Veterans Administration’s
internal 75-mile rule a useless tool in the State of Colorado, result-
ing in unsatisfactory service to veterans and their families in
southern Colorado.

Third, the Pikes Peak region, with its rapidly growing six mili-
tary installations is producing veterans at a much faster rate than
the remainder of the State of Colorado. Many local military com-
plete their service and remain in this area. Additionally, hundreds
of our local military have given their lives during the global war
on terror, and were buried in our local cemeteries, these active
duty Americans need to be counted and properly served by a local
national veterans cemetery.
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And finally, the service life of Fort Logan can be lengthened for
the veterans of Denver in the northern—in northern Colorado if
the Pikes Peak cemetery is established and opens soon.

So what have we done to assure that a national cemetery is es-
tablished in the Pikes Peak region? My colleagues and I have
worked for the establishment of this cemetery for over 10 years.
Politically, we have solicited and received the backing of past, as
was mentioned, and present Members of Congress. We have the
backing of all of the Colorado contingent in the Congress of the
United States. We have the backing of county commissioners and
city councils from several counties and cities in southern Colorado,
including Pueblo and Colorado Springs. We are supported by all of
the veterans organizations in the surrounding counties, and the
United Veterans Council of Colorado, Committee of Colorado.

We have made several contacts with and have carried on letter-
writing campaigns to the Secretaries of Veterans Affairs for over
these past 10 years. To date, we do not consider any of the re-
sponses to have been satisfactory.

We studied the VA regulations. We performed due diligence stud-
ies. We have written a comprehensive plan, and that plan is enti-
tled, “A National Veterans Cemetery for the Pikes Peak Region.”
This is that plan.

I will give a copy of this to each of you. The plan contains color
maps, the photos of 10 most viable low and no-cost undeveloped
sites between Colorado Springs and Pueblo, and a matrix that we
use to rank these 10 sites.

In conclusion, in order to provide sufficient burial space for Colo-
rado’s veterans in the future, and to fairly meet the needs of south-
ern Colorado’s veterans, plans for Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery
must get under way immediately, and we are prepared to help.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fernandez appears on p. 47.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, sir. And, without objection, I will ask that
the report you’re giving us be entered into the record of this hear-
ing.
[The report entitled, “A National Veterans Cemetery for the
Pikes Peak Region,” appears on p. 63.]

Mr. HALL. Mr. Sailar.

STATEMENT OF BUD SAILAR

Mr. SAiLAR. Good afternoon, Congressman. My name is Bud
Sailar, and I am the Director of El Paso County Veteran Military
Affairs Office. I thank you for the opportunity to testify and
present the views of our local veterans and their concerns. Like
many, we consider the national cemeteries as memorials to vet-
erans who preserved our freedom.

The future veteran demographics of Colorado will show that the
Pikes Peak region, with its military installations, are producing
veterans at a much faster rate than the remainder of Colorado.
Fort Carson, which is the most popular station of choice, is alone
on track to go to a population of over 30,000 soldiers, not counting
their spouses. And when many, if not most of these local military
complete their service, they remain in the area, which further ac-
celerates the growth of the veteran population here. We also find
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that a large number of military, who were once stationed here, re-
turn here after military retirement. In short, our veteran popu-
lation is growing at a much faster rate than the remainder of Colo-
rado.

I myself am a native of Pennsylvania. And when I completed my
service at the Air Force Academy, I chose to stay here. And my
family’s here, and I've had 26 years living in this area.

Additionally, we find that it is interesting and very disappointing
that our large active duty military population is not counted in the
veteran population numbers used to determine population served
by national cemeteries. Presently, over 100 burials per week take
place at Fort Logan. During the next 22 years, according to VA
data, there will be an additional 40,000 veterans in southern Colo-
rado. Many of these will not be honored in the national cemetery
because, in that same 22-year period, over 90,000 veterans will be
buried at Fort Logan. This will more than tax the cemetery usage.

One of the things that I find really disappointing, or disheart-
ening is in talking to surviving spouses, I find that a lot of the sur-
viving spouses have their spouses’ remains in urns on a shelf in
their home.

I recently spoke to one widow, and Ms. Witt referred to it earlier,
that she did not want to have her family or her husband buried
at Fort Logan because of her age, and that she could not travel
there. And it makes it very difficult on those individuals.

So it is really disheartening to our staff that we see so many sur-
viving spouses that have to hold their loved one’s remains instead
of being able to make a decision right away, and alleviate some of
the pain that they have because they’ve already lost the loved one.

Mr. Chairman, I wish you and Under Secretary Tuerk could have
arrived in Denver yesterday morning and traveled down I-25. You
would have had a perfect example of the weather conditions here
and what families have to put up with. And it would have been a
firsthand experience seeing what was going on.

And again, we thank you for coming here. We feel this is a very
important issue, and that it really needs addressing, especially in
thanking the numbers of veterans and their families that have
served this country, and especially the numbers of the younger vet-
erans that we'’re losing because of the war on terror.

Thank you, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sailar appears on p. 49.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Sailar. I can tell you that Under Sec-
retary Tuerk did, in fact, arrive yesterday. I chickened out. But he
tells us that he made the drive and it was truly awful and dan-
gerous. You'll hear from him in a little while, but thank you for
your testimony.

Mr. Grabin, you're recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF TIM GRABIN

Mr. GrRABIN. Mr. Chairman, Members of Subcommittee, Honor-
able Congressmen John Hall, Doug Lamborn and John Salazar, I
am a native. My name is Tim Grabin, the Department Commander
of the Colorado American Legion. I am a native of Canon City, Col-
orado, which is southern Colorado, a long history of family who
have honorably served over many generations.
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During Word War II, I lost an uncle who was killed in action,
and he is buried there in Canon City, and perhaps that is the rea-
son he is buried there rather than Fort Logan due to some of the
transportation situations and crossing the mountains. It is some
complication.

I would like to thank you for allowing the American Legion, the
Department of Colorado, to present its views on the VA cemetery
construction policy. I've endorsed a copy of the resolution adopted
by our National organization. As part of my written testimony, this
remains our current position on burial allowances. Burial plots, al-
lowances and establishment of additional, national and State ceme-
teries.

I would like to concentrate my remarks on the need for addi-
tional cemetery space in Colorado. And hopefully, in the Colorado
Springs area, serving veterans in southern parts of Colorado and
other areas. Colorado continues to grow, and new veterans and
their families are a part of that growth. Historically, because of nu-
merous military establishments in the southern Colorado area, vet-
erans return to Colorado, making Colorado their new home because
of climate, environment, and strong military support systems in
place. With the new veterans population growth, will come the
need for new cemeteries.

Space for southern Colorado area is the perfect place for a new
cemetery. As the Department Commander of the American Legion,
I would like to put our organization on record as favoring the es-
tablishment of a new—a brand new cemetery in southern Colorado.
And we would not favor the Fort Logan satellite concept.

For instance, during our winters in Colorado, on many occasions
Colorado Springs is separated and isolated from Denver because of
inclement weather on Monument Hill. To count on Fort Logan es-
tablishment to provide support services during those times would
possibly delay counsel, the services for those being intered. All sup-
port services must be co-located within the new cemetery. We are
adamant that the location of the south of Monument Hill and lo-
cated so that the maximum number of veterans be served.

We want to thank the Subcommittee for the opportunity to ex-
press our views. We want to continue to be a part of the discussion
and decisionmaking. We stand ready, as an organization of over 2.7
million veterans, nationwide, to put our strong voice behind the ef-
forts.

Thank you for the privilege to serve here today for veterans on
this day.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Grabin appears on p. 50.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Grabin.

Mr. Sterner, you’re recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF C. DOUGLAS STERNER

Mr. STERNER. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for this opportunity.

On February 4, 1945, during the Battle of the Bulge, Army Pri-
vate Harold D. Hissong was killed in action. On learning of his
death half a world away in the small town of Somers, Montana, his
mother, Florence Hissong planted a tree at the front entrance of
her home, overlooking Flathead Lake. Five years later, I was born
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in nearby Kalispell. And in many ways, I grew up alongside that
tree, for I could not miss it every time I visited my grandmother.

As a growing boy, each time I saw it, it stood as a reminder, not
only of the uncle that I never knew, but of the great price of free-
dom, of the responsibility passed on to every generation to answer
its own call of duty. And when my day came, I understood my obli-
gation was privileged to serve my Nation through two tours of duty
in Vietnam. I was in no small part inspired by the lessons learned
from a tree planted in honor of a World War II hero.

Mr. HALL. Excuse me, Mr. Sterner. Is your microphone on? Is
there a switch? Why don’t you switch with Mr. Grabin? Thank you.
I'm sorry to interrupt you.

Mr. STERNER. Thank you. I am—from good to worse.

Mr. HALL. Whoever has the knob, turn it down a little bit and
we’ll be fine.

Mr. STERNER. I have come to learn and understand that memo-
rials are not about those who went before us. Rather, memorials
stand as an example as a beacon to inspire and guide future gen-
erations of Americans.

The location of our veterans cemeteries is not so much about the
convenience with which we place our dead, as it is about the con-
venience that we offer to the families who have lost a loved one,
and are reminded and inspired by the monuments to their selfless
service.

The ethos of a warrior states, “I will never leave a comrade be-
hind.” And no matter where in the world a young man or woman
falls in service to their country, they know that their comrades will
do everything in their power to see that they are returned home.
This ethos is not predicated upon policies established within con-
straints of budgets and convenience. It is a solemn obligation to
those who've served and have sacrificed. As a nation, we have no
less a solemn obligation to ensure that the final resting place of our
veterans be in close proximity to their home.

Fifteen years ago, my hometown of Pueblo, Colorado, was recog-
nized by the U.S. Congress as America’s Home of Heroes due to the
fact that it was the only city in America with four sons who are
living recipients of the medal of honor. It should not be surprising
that Pueblo would produce four such heroes over three different
wars in a span of only 24 years. Pueblo is Home of Heroes because
of these four, but also because of thousands others like them who
have served with pride and patriotism.

In the 2000 census, Pueblo numbered among the top 254 largest
cities in America, number five with the largest percentage of World
War II veterans. Such dedication to service is endemic to our com-
munity, and our community believes strongly in duty, honor and
country.

Eight years ago, two of our hometown heroes died within months
of each other. Bill Crawford, who earned the Medal of Honor in
World War II was buried at the U.S. Air Force Academy. Carl Sit-
ter, Bill’s high school classmate who earned a Silver Star in World
War II and the Medal of Honor in Korea was buried at Arlington
National Cemetery. On April 6, 2007, Jerry Murphy passed away,
the third Puebloan in less than 10 years to earn the Medal of
Honor when he received it for his actions in Korea. Although fu-
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neral services were held in his hometown, he was subsequently
transported far south to Santa Fe National Cemetery for burial.

You see, there exists today no veterans cemetery within 90 miles
of Pueblo that ensures that Mr. Murphy, or for that matter, Mr.
Crawford or Mr. Sitter could have returned home for their final
journey. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, the VA
cemetery construction policy failed these three distinguished heroes
of my hometown, as well as the people of Pueblo who remembered
them fondly. It continues to fail the families of our city of 100,000
citizens, comprising one of the highest percentages of World War
IT veterans in the Nation, and in fact a uniquely high percentage
of veterans of all recent wars who must travel more than 100 miles
and navigate the traffic of metropolitan Denver just to pay respect
to their loved ones buried at Fort Logan.

Please consider the needs of our city as well as the entire south-
ern Colorado region, remembering our obligation as a Nation to our
veterans and to their families, and provide the much needed na-
tional cemetery in our area so our heroes will rest in peace and dig-
nity where they belong: at home in southern Colorado.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sterner appears on p. 51.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Sterner.

Colonel Chostner.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF CHOSTNER, COLONEL, USAF (RET.)

Colonel CHOSTNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Congressman
Lamborn and Congressman Salazar for having us here today. I've
been involved with this matter since 2003 as a former member of
the Pueblo Colorado City Council, as Chairman of the Greater
Pueblo Chamber of Commerce Military Affairs Committee, as
President of the Air Force Association, Mel Harmon Chapter, and
the American Legion. I served 22 years on active duty. I retired as
a colonel in the United States Air Force, and I'm currently a Pueb-
lo County Commissioner.

This matter is near and dear to my heart, and I'm sure to my
other colleagues because we've had other friends who have fallen
in combat. And we need to dedicate their service to this country in
an appropriate way where we can lay their remains.

In April 1986, I was promoted to the grade of major with my fel-
low Mayor, Fernando Ribbas Dominici. Two weeks later, he was
killed over the skies of Tripoli as the last 111 that went in over
that particular city. In 1991, my wing deployed during operation
Desert Storm, the Island of Diego Garcia. My wing, the 92nd bomb
wing, was the only wing to lose a B52 during combat, and I lost
friends on that particular aircraft as well.

It’s my view that it is imperative that a new veterans cemetery
be established in southern Colorado. And by that, I mean in a loca-
tion south of the city of Colorado Springs. As you know, the closest
veterans cemetery is Fort Logan National Cemetery. It’s located in
the Denver metro area. It’s a fine facility, and one of which we’re
all proud. I have two relatives who lay in that cemetery.

However, it’s my understanding that Fort Logan is nearing ca-
pacity, and there’s a pressing need to establish another veterans
cemetery, either as an adjunct of Fort Logan, or as a new cemetery.
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I've also been informed that there are different Veterans Adminis-
tration regulations, based on the status of the cemetery.

Under either criteria, however, we were dismayed to learn that
the Veterans Administration has recommended a veterans ceme-
tery between Colorado Springs and Denver. None of the partici-
pants to the discussions that I've been involved with over the last
5 years ever envisioned a cemetery north of Colorado Springs. All
believe it should be south of Colorado Springs.

I would urge that you review the current Veterans Administra-
tion regulations regarding status of veterans cemeteries and how
said cemeteries define the geographical area in which they may be
placed. In my view, the current regulations do not sufficiently take
into account location of other existing veteran cemeteries, and the
ability of other concentrations of veterans to avail themselves of
the right to burial in the national cemetery.

This discrepancy is most apparent in the matter before your Sub-
committee, in that, as Mr. Sterner mentioned, the next closest vet-
erans cemetery is Santa Fe, New Mexico.

If you dealt just strictly in geographical terms, a new cemetery
should probably be close to Trinidad, Colorado, but given the con-
centration of the veterans, we all came to a consensus that it
should be at a location south of Colorado Springs.

Yet, instead of proposing a cemetery that would either be more
geographically central to the area or closer for other veterans in
the region, the Veterans Administration recommends a new ceme-
tery in close proximity to the existing one. While it will provide
more capacity, it does not allow more convenience or availability to
the region’s veterans or their families.

I appreciate the ability to speak before you today, and I would
urge that you alter the regulations. Thank you very much.

And, Congressman Salazar, as a fellow veteran, I would also
thank you for your service to the United States.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Chostner appears on p. 59.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Colonel Chostner.

Thank you all for your testimony, for your service to our country,
and for your service to our veterans.

Mr. Fernandez, I'll start off by asking you, in your testimony, you
showed us and told us about the plan in National Veterans Ceme-
tery for the Pikes Peak region, which we’ve entered into the record
here.

Have you received any feedback on this plan, and do you think
plans such as yours would serve as a good example for the creation
of future veterans cemeteries in other locations?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Yes, sir, we have received feedback on it. We've
received feedback from both Senators’ offices, Senator Salazar and
Senator Allard. We have received feedback from Congressman
Salazar, of course Congressman Lamborn, and you received testi-
mony today from Congressman Udall. He is also back. Several oth-
ers have said that.

This sort of a thing actually didn’t come about by accident. My
second career, after I finished playing soldier, was as an urban
planner. And I realize the importance of urban planning to get any-
thing done. We—I reached out to a fellow that I had worked with.
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His name is George Calhoun. He’s a retired West Point officer,
class of 1954, and he was the actual author of this.

We on the Committee provided the data, photographs and maps
that he would need to produce this document, and it was produced
therefore by him, approved after some slight modifications by the
Committee. It does have 10 sites, and those 10 sites are in the
County—we have one site in Pueblo County, one site in Fremont
County and the others are in El Paso County, and they are all be-
tween Colorado Springs and Pueblo, with the exception of one site
that is east of Colorado Springs, near Schriever Air Force Base.
That particular site was offered early on, and it is a good site, but
doesn’t meet the between the cities kind of thing.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, sir. I have 5 minutes total.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Chairman, may I request that this booklet be
handed out so that we can look at those?

Mr. HALL. Sure, that would be great. Thank you so much.

We'll read the report and get back to you with more questions.
Thank you for your response.

Also, I wanted to ask Mr. Sailar, in your testimony, you men-
tioned that 400 active duty servicemembers who were stationed in
Colorado have died serving this Nation over the last several years,
but some were buried in their hometowns.

Can you tell the Subcommittee why these veterans should be
counted in the numbers for a local cemetery?

Mr. SAILAR. Because, sir, they have become a large part of this
community and this county, and a lot of these veterans that were
buried in other areas not only lost their lives during conflict, a lot
of them passed away due to the injuries that they sustained in
combat. So they were not counted as direct combat fatalities.

This is important. We are finding more and more, especially from
Fort Carson, there are individuals remaining in El Paso County
and the Pikes Peak region. After their service, they come back here
or they just stay here.

Mr. HALL. So you think a significant number of the 400 would
have—their families would have chosen to have them buried in a
cemetery in southern Colorado, were there one in existence.

Mr. SAILAR. Without a doubt, sir.

Mr. HALL. Thank you.

Mr. Grabin, how does the Fort Logan cemetery system currently
handle inclement weather? Do they cancel interments? Do they
have adequate indoor facilities for services?

Mr. GRABIN. As far as—I believe they do have indoor, as far as
Fort Logan. I'm not as privy at this time to give that report. But
I know, as far as southern Colorado, when the weather is bad, and
they do close Monument Hill, we are not able to get over Monu-
ment Hill, even if you had a four-wheel drive, there are days, a
four-wheel drive hearse, you would not be able to get over that hill.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, sir.

That red light is for me, and I'm going to yield to Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fernandez, you heard from the testimony of the two widows
earlier, and they talked about sometimes there are great difficul-
ties in going from here to Fort Logan. You heard their testimony.
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Is there anything you could add to what they said about that par-
ticular situation?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Yes, sir, I'll add two things.

First of all, we did have a friend of ours pass away in December.
His name was Colonel Bill Carnahan. Bill passed away about the
14th of December. And because of the weather patterns and topog-
raphy, he was not able to be buried at Fort Logan until mid-Janu-
ary. That’s item number one.

Item number two, I know of at least a dozen families who pres-
ently have the ashes of their folks, if you will, on the shelf waiting
because they want the cemetery so that they can put them in a
proper veteran—national veterans cemetery here in the Springs or
nearby.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

Mr. Sailar, I was talking to a young Army captain last night, and
he said that Fort Carson is maybe the most popular place to be sta-
tioned in the Army. If it’s not the most, it’s right up at the top.

With that in mind, will that kind of reputation make the Pikes
Peak area—make the numbers of veterans here accelerate more in
the future as people rotate in on active duty or come here, possibly,
after retirement?

Mr. SAILAR. Sir, your statement is exactly right. I have friends
that actually were never stationed in the Pikes Peak region, and
in having spoken to them, and told them about the area, they've
come out and visited me. They have moved here. And others are
planning to move here. So this situation is not just for ones that
are stationed here. They are coming back here because they like
the area so much and the community is a large veterans supportive
community.

There are individuals moving here. Myself and my colleague, Mr.
Tackett, belong to the National Association of Veterans Service Of-
ficers, and we have contacts all over the country. And we get calls
from veterans—in fact, I got calls just last month from a veteran
in Florida that is moving to Colorado, who wanted to know what
the veteran support system was here, because he’s moving here to
be with his family. His wife had passed away, and so he’s going to
move here to live with his daughter and her husband. And we'’re
seeing more and more of this, older retirees and veterans moving
into the area to live with families.

My father-in-law, he and his wife, he is an ace from World War
II, P-38 pilot. He’s 88 years old, and we moved them here from
Kansas. So hopefully it doesn’t come soon, but when the time
comes, there will be a national cemetery here because all of his rel-
atives, my wife and his daughter all live in this area.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

Another question for you, Mr. Sailar. You said that the VA’s
numbers do not include active-duty military. Could you do a quick
rough calculation for us on if you did include active-duty military
and if you included dependents, how would those numbers change
for the Pikes Peak area?

Mr. SAILAR. Well, just to give you a quick thing, on Fort Carson,
alone, over the next couple of years, they expect over 30,000 active-
duty members to be stationed at Fort Carson. I've heard that
there’s going to be some other units coming in too. That doesn’t
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count another 45,000 dependents. Now, there are spouses that are
eligible to be buried along with their veteran spouse in a national
cemetery. There are also children that can be qualified to be buried
in the national cemetery with their father or mother if either par-
ent is a veteran.

So these numbers, like I mentioned earlier, from the VA data
itself project over 125,000 veterans will pass away along the front
rage between now and 2030. That doesn’t count spouses. That
doesn’t count other individuals moving into the area. So those num-
bers could double very easily.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

And one last question, before my time is up. Mr. Grabin, you
heard what was said about the desire for people in Pueblo. We
heard from a County Commissioner, for instance, and Mr. Sterner
as well.

Would those same feelings be echoed by the folks that you know
where you live in Canon City, which is probably about the same
distance, but in a slightly different direction?

Mr. GrABIN. A little different angle. I would personally like to
share this portion as a representative of the American Legion in
answering that: “As to the exact location, we will leave that deci-
sion to the planners to determine the best location that will meet
all the provisions of the law and the requirements for growth,
space to provide the absolute best setting in terms of view, land-
scape, serenity for the final resting spot for America’s veterans. But
we are adamant that the location be south of Monument Hill, lo-
cated so that the maximum number of veterans be served.” That
would be El Paso County.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. Salazar.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

All of you are aware of the proposed sites for the cemeteries, cor-
rect? Have all of you been? Is there any preference?

And I'd like each one of you to answer that, starting with Colonel
Chostner, if you will.

Colonel CHOSTNER. I prefer the one that is further south. I'm not
sure exactly what the name of it is. I'd have to look at it. I'm not
sure of the exact name of it. Mr. Sterner can refer to that.

If T could mention, though, Congressman, there are 16,000 vet-
erans in Pueblo County. And if you look at the veterans in Fremont
County, El Paso County, and Teller County, you’re looking at a sig-
nificant number of veterans themselves. So in response to your
question, Congressman Lamborn, there’s a significant population
south of the El Paso County line that have availed themselves of
a cemetery, hence my recommendation that it be as far south as
possible.

One last thing, Congressman, with regard to the inclement
weather. I mentioned I had two relatives that were buried in Fort
Logan. The last one I did was in January of 2003. That ceremony
was almost canceled because of the weather. And secondly, it was
held outside, which was not the most appropriate way to com-
memorate that individual.
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Mr. SALAZAR. You are aware that the legislation that is being
proposed that we actually passed includes the 29 counties of south-
ern Colorado in order to be able to meet the 150,000 veteran
threshold. And that is why we thought that it would be better to
be south of Colorado Springs so that we could address all of south-
ern Colorado.

Mr. Sterner.

Mr. STERNER. Yes, Congressman Salazar, and thank you for all
your great work on behalf of veterans over the years.
hI’ve done some markups on this. I'd like to point out a couple of
things.

First of all, in the 29 counties that were identified in H.R. 1660,
the Rio Grande County was not listed, and yet it falls within that
area, bringing in another 3,000 veterans. Also locating the ceme-
tery somewhere in El Paso County, or in that vicinity, while it
would—Chaffee County and Park County are not counted as part
of the southern Colorado region, but they do fall within the attach-
ment area. Park County population is 19.2 percent veterans, one
of the highest in the Nation. Chaffee County’s population is 17.1
percent. So now we’re talking even outside a region of numbers
well in excess of the 150,000.

I have done a series of documents that I would be happy to
present to the Committee showing five different locations, ranging
from the proposed Douglas County option, which I find unaccept-
able, to my hometown of Pueblo. Frankly, I find Florence is a very,
very attractive area, or in that near area between the Fremont-El
Paso County line. We’ve got open area there. It falls well in attach-
ment area for Colorado Springs, for Canon City, for Westcliffe, for
Pueblo, and the surrounding areas. That would be my personal
preference.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Grabin.

Mr. GRABIN. I don’t truly have a personal preference. I want to
stay more neutral. I do think that south of Monument, up around
the Air Academy, is the most beautiful as far as its scenery. Down
toward the old racetrack, south of Colorado Springs, while we have
easily accessible, I think that’s a very good location. And I'm not
so sure as far as out toward Fort Carson, just how that would
work, but I think that’s something to consider as well.

Mr. SALAZAR. The old dog track area

Mr. GRABIN. Well, the racetrack.

Mr. SALAZAR. The racetrack, okay. There is actually property
there, a sufficient amount. Is it 500 acres.

Is that correct, Mr. Fernandez?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The Pikes Peak International Raceway portion
of that had been sold, and so therefore it’s not available. But there
are sites on either side of I-25 that are public property. They are
property of Colorado Springs Utilities, and there is sufficient acre-
age, approximately 250 acres, and one in close to almost 300 acres
in the other that would be satisfactory.

Mr. SALAZAR. And is your preference closer to the Pueblo line or
somewhere in that neighborhood south of Fort Carson?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Sir, I'm going to have to remain neutral also,
but I would like to bring to your attention Figure

Mr. SALAZAR. You sound like a Congressman.
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Mr. FERNANDEZ [continuing]. Figure 4.1. Under figure 4.1, we did
rate these things, and we rated them by availability of water, ac-
cessibility, acreage, land ownership, topography, aesthetics, and
feasibility. And the top sites were the Cheyenne Mountain State
Park site, which is actually on Highway 115. Second was the Cane
Ranch, which is free property to us.

Mr. SALAZAR. And that was my next question.

Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up, but can I just have another
couple minutes? Thank you, sir.

The Cane Ranch, for example, isn’t it the owner, if I am correct,
he has agreed to actually donate the property?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. He has done so. The property is now in the
hands and holding by El Paso County.

Mr. SALAZAR. And that is which proposed site?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That is proposed site—it’s called Cane Ranch. If
you’ll take a look at Figure 4.1, you'll see that rated 31 points in
our booklet.

Mr. SALAZAR. And that is exactly—oh, that’s south of Fort Car-
son.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It’s actually outside—it’s outside of gate 1, on
Highway 115, across—oh, the Cane Ranch, no. Cane Ranch is in
Fountain. It’s in Fountain.

Mr. SALAZAR. Well, Mr. Sailar——

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It’s south of Colorado Springs.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Sailar, do you have any objection to that site,
or is that your preferred?

Mr. SAILAR. Sir, in speaking to a lot of veterans in our commu-
nity, they want it in southern Colorado, and I have heard them say
anywhere other than over Monument Hill; Right on the border line
between Pueblo and Colorado Springs is very preferable to every-
one that I have spoken to. And I really don’t believe any member
of any committee that I am a member of, would object to that. If
that was the area that was going to be picked, that would be very
pleasing to all of the members of our military community and their
families.

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you very much.

And I just want to—just a quick comment. Mr. Sterner, thank
you very much for helping to author the Stolen Valor Act, which
the President signed into law last year. We really appreciate that.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Salazar.

Thank you, all on our second panel, for your testimony and for
your service to our country and to our veterans.

And we’re now going to take a recess of about 3 minutes and
then come back.

[Recess.]

Mr. HALL. The Subcommittee will return from recess and come
to order.

And our third panelist is Under Secretary William Tuerk, Under
Secretary for Memorial Affairs, National Cemetery Administration
(NCA), for the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs.

And your entire statement, of course, is in the record, as you
know, having done many of these affairs. And you’re recognized
now for your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. TUERK, UNDER SECRETARY
FOR MEMORIAL AFFAIRS, NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINIS-
TRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

Mr. TUERK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it.

And you anticipated my first request, and that is to submit my
statement and have it printed in the record. I don’t propose to read
it to you. You and the visitors here who are in attendance have
copies of my testimony, and it’s available, and you can read it. So
I'll summarize some of the points raised in that testimony, and per-
haps amplify some other points, particularly in light of some of the
comments that I've heard.

I commend you and I commend the staff for your foresight in
making me last, and not first witness. It was useful to hear the
prior testimony before giving my own, and I appreciated that op-
portunity. Surely I was going to stay and listen to the testimony
of the witnesses that came after me, but I'm glad I had a chance
to hear them before I offered this testimony.

If I may, just a couple things before I start.

First, to Ms. Briseno and Ms. Lee-Witt, I want to thank you both
for your husbands’ service to our Nation. I'm sure I speak for ev-
eryone in the room—the members of the panel have already spoken
for themselves in expressing our appreciation for the service that
your families have rendered.

I don’t know if it’s appropriate to do this, but I'm going to do it
as just a personal note. To both of you ladies, I can tell you, I un-
derstand from personal experience your grief, your situation. I un-
derstand from personal experience the comfort one can get from
visiting one’s spouse’s gravesite, and I wish that your spouses’
gravesites were more convenient for you. I hope they will become
more convenient for you.

Again, I would suggest to you, Ms. Lee-Witt, that when we build
a cemetery here in Colorado, you certainly ought to consider having
your husband’s remains reinterred up here. I can tell you, I have
been to the Nashville National Cemetery, and it’s an extraordinary
site, a very historic site dating to 1862. I happened to be there at
an event commemorating the burials of what are called, in sort of
arcane language, U.S. Colored Troops, African American citizens of
the north who fell to preserve the union. Many hundreds of them
are buried in Nashville; it is a very interesting and historic site.
Believe me, your husband is in a place of honor there.

Now, if I may, and I'm going to try and do this as quickly as I
can. But some of these points, I think, bear some amplification.

First, I'd like to talk just a little bit about the background of
NCA and what we’re tying to accomplish now—what this formula
that’s been cited, imperfect though it be. Right now we are engaged
in the largest expansion in the national cemetery system since the
Civil War. In a course of about 10 years, we will have opened 17
new national cemeteries and over 40 State cemeteries.

Our goal is to provide services to more veterans than are cur-
rently served. Our tactic, and we’ve been directed by Congress to
pursue this tactic, is to identify the areas with the largest popu-
lations of unserved veterans and locate new cemeteries there. Con-
sistent with that approach, we have, in the last several years,
opened up cemeteries in major, major metropolitan areas, Chicago,
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Detroit, Cleveland, Dallas, Seattle, Pittsburgh, Miami. We are on
target, right now, to open up cemeteries in other large cities, Sara-
sota, Philadelphia, other sites.

This is not to say that the people of Colorado Springs are served
as well as we like or are adequately served. It’s a matter of ranking
priorities. Chicago, for example, when we decided to build a ceme-
tery there, had 991,000 veterans living within 75 miles of Chicago,
veterans who were unserved. Sites that remain to be served don’t
have numbers quite that dramatic, but I want to make the point
that our prioritizing system has attempted to locate the Federal
dollars and to locate the facilities where we can do the most good
for the most people.

I do understand there are unserved veterans who are not in
proximity, even by our standard, to Fort Logan National Cemetery.
By our reckoning, about 27,000 veterans live beyond the 75-mile
ring from Fort Logan. And I understand reasonable people can dif-
fer on whether that’s an intelligent standard or not. But by that
standard, just for perspective, there are many other cities with
many more unserved veterans that have yet to have the benefit of
a national cemetery,

In Charleston, West Virginia, for example, there are 154,000 vet-
erans who have no burial option within 75 miles. The nearest na-
tional cemetery to the people of Charleston, West Virginia, is West
Virginia National Cemetery, 142 miles away, over very difficult
West Virginia terrain. Similarly, in the Chairman’s home State, in
Buffalo, New York, there are 144,000 veterans living within 75
miles of Buffalo who have no burial option at all. The nearest na-
tional cemetery to Buffalo is 105 miles away, in Bath, New York,
in south central New York. As in West Virginia, there is difficult
mountainous terrain to traverse between Buffalo and Bath.

I don’t offer this except for perspective on where our standards
have led us. I've heard much discussion about the imperfections in
that standard, and I recognize there are imperfections in that
standard. We know it is imperfect. We have asked a contractor to
analyze that standard critically and to perform many other for-
ward-looking activities for us. So that standard perhaps might be
changed. But one point I want to make to this community is that,
heretofore, we have been less than encouraging to this community
using that standard because we took into account the fact that Fort
Logan was operating just 59 miles north of here.

We have, however, reassessed the situation in light of one ines-
capable fact that’s already been cited to you. Fort Logan National
Cemetery is now interring veterans in its last active area. As one
of the witnesses testified, it is landlocked. We cannot acquire land
contiguous to Fort Logan. It is going to close, it must close. We es-
timate now that in 2019, plus or minus 1 or 2 years, that cemetery
is going to close.

And as I have discussed with your delegation, we are looking at
the situation of cemetery service on the front range in a new way
now. We are assessing the situation with the assumption that after
2019 there will no longer be a cemetery in Denver. Looked at from
that point of view, if one doesn’t take into account the presence of
a cemetery in Denver, we see that there are some 285,000 veterans
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in the Denver-Colorado Springs-Pueblo area who will be unserved
the day that cemetery closes.

By our standard, 170,000 unserved veterans within 75 miles
qualifies a location for a new cemetery. Clearly, the front range in
Colorado would merit a new cemetery under that standard. And
I'm here to tell you, we are proceeding on the assumption that
there will be a new cemetery to be located here, a cemetery that
will succeed Fort Logan, and I'll get into details about that in just
a second. But we are no longer of the view that this community
should not get a cemetery. We are committed to the idea that a
cemetery ought to come here.

Now, I can’t promise a new national cemetery here before you
today. I can promise I will actively advocate for it. And I can advise
you that I have actively advocated for it with some success. But
many other players will be involved before a new national cemetery
can be built here, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
the next Administration, most importantly, the Congress. I will
need the Congress’s support to get authorization to build that cem-
etery and to get funding to build that cemetery.

But subject to that caveat, I can tell you that the National Ceme-
tery Administration will proceed, and we have already started our
initial steps. But the point I want to make here is that it’s not so
much a question of if a cemetery is going to be built here, it’s a
question of when and where.

Now, let me talk, for a second, if I can, though I'm over my time,
Mr. Chairman——

Mr. HALL. Go ahead.

Mr. TUERK [continuing]. On the when and where questions.

First, when. We estimate that Fort Logan will close in about 10
years. I've learned from hard experience over the last couple of
years, that it’s a 5-year proposition to get a new national cemetery
open—to acquire the land, to go through all of the environmental
analysis, to design the cemetery, to construct the cemetery’s first
phase, not the entirety of the cemetery, but just the first phase, is
a 5-year proposition. We're about 10 years out from Fort Logan
closing. We recognize that reality. We are proceeding now with the
first steps to get the new cemetery in place.

What have we done? We have sought and we have pending be-
fore the Congress right now a legislative proposal to include in our
budget a separate line item, which would authorize us to acquire
land independent of a separate authorization to build a new ceme-
tery, to acquire a land in advance of the precise need for that land
so that we may start to shop and seize opportunities to acquire
land as they become available. We had specifically in mind, when
we requested this authority, this community and a couple of other
communities that will suffer a similar fate as this one will if we
don’t get moving now.

Portland, Oregon, is in a similar situation to Denver-Colorado
Springs. Our cemetery in Portland can’t expand. We've got to find
a successor site there. San Juan, Puerto Rico is in a similar situa-
tion. We're at the end, the last phase of cemetery development
there. We've got to start acquiring land now so that we can have
a new cemetery already in place when the old one closes.
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If we get this authorization, and if we get adequate funding from
the Congress to proceed, we expect, depending on when this year’s
appropriations bills get enacted, to proceed to start to scout for
land immediately. Upon getting that authority and getting funding,
we will start to look.

The next critical question is where. This Under Secretary wishes
he hadn’t already popped off on that subject. But I did testify be-
fore your senior Senator about 3 weeks ago. Senator Allard asked
me the question of where I thought the appropriate site might be.
I did offer in that testimony the view that it seemed to me that
somewhere between Colorado Springs and Denver would probably
make sense. Why? That point of view was pretty much governed
by what I have heard from this community telling me that tra-
versing from here to Denver is unacceptable.

My thought process was, when Denver’s cemetery closes, the vet-
erans of Denver would have the same point of view if the cemetery
were all the way down here or south of here. They would have to
traverse the same traffic that Colorado Springs’ veterans do trav-
eling north. They would have to traverse the same weather. They
would have to traverse the same highways that the folks in Colo-
rado Springs find unacceptable heading north.

I offered that opinion based, essentially, on that fact. But it was
premature for me to have offered an opinion, I think, on where the
cemetery ought to be sited. If we get the authority we seek, I am
going to send real estate pros out here to scour the entirety of the
front range to see what we can find, to see what’s available, to see
what might be appropriate sites. I or my successor—candidly it will
probably be my successor—will get recommendations from that
group of professionals, recommendations that won’t look unlike
these with the sort of scoring, the sort of charting, taking into ac-
count various factors. And at that point, the Under Secretary, after
having gotten input from the community, will probably, at that
point, make a decision on where the site ought to be.

What sort of things will he take into account, will he or she take
into account? Certainly the size of an available site is very impor-
tant to us. This will not be a satellite cemetery to Fort Logan. It
will be a full blown national cemetery that we will want to last for
up to 100 years.

We will be looking for at least, least 200 acres, probably, in view
of the topography here, twice that amount. We will be looking at,
and we will take into account, proximity of various sites to the vet-
eran population to be served, a factor that I prematurely took into
account with my testimony and my response to Senator Allard. It’s
one factor; but it’s only one factor.

We will look at the quality of the land in question. Does it have
access to utilities? Does it have access to water? Is it relatively
flat? Is it free from subsurface rock and fill? That’s an important
factor to us.

We'll take into account, finally, the cost, the cost to buy the pro-
posed site and the cost to develop it. When all of these factors and
others are taken into account, that’s when a decision will be made.
And certainly we will take into account what I have heard here
about the desire to be south of—the hill that I——

Mr. HALL. Monument Hill?
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Mr. TUERK [continuing]. The Monument that I got stuck in on
the way down from here. Certainly that will be taken into account
as well. I did not mean to suggest that Pueblo is entirely inappro-
priate. I did not mean to suggest that southern El Paso County is
entirely inappropriate. These things will have to be weighed, but
they have to be weighed, it seems to me, in light of the fact that
Denver, at the point of decision, will be facing an absence of a cem-
etery. And there’s a very significant veterans’ community up there
as well.

So to summarize and to close out so that I can answer questions,
subject to the caveat that OMB, the Congress, the next Administra-
tion will also have to buy in, we anticipate building a new cemetery
in this area. When we will build it depends on when we get fund-
ing. We will need the assistance of this Committee and other Mem-
b}(:rs of Congress to get the authority and to get the funding to do
that.

We must proceed, and I want to make this point clearly. We can-
not wait for 10 years when Fort Logan closes to start the process.
We have no intention of waiting 10 years. There will be overlap.
Both cemeteries will exist, if for no other reason, that we can’t fine
tune the construction process to the point that the new cemetery
opens the day Fort Logan closes. We will get going faster. The two
cemeteries will, by necessity, both exist simultaneously for a time
before Fort Logan closes, and we’re going to have to start in the
next few years. And it is my intention, if we get authority, to start
as soon as we get that authority, which would be October 1st, if
we do it on time.

Where we will go will depend on many variables. But I want to
reiterate, I've learned a lot here about the desires of this commu-
nity, and I will take them into account. And I will assure that my
successor takes them into account.

And I'm way over time. And I apologize, Mr. Chairman. I'd be
delighted to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tuerk appears on p. 59.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you so much, Mr. Under Secretary. I'm so glad
I didn’t have to use this.

Mr. TUERK. I'm glad you didn’t, too, sir.

Mr. HALL. You can thank Chairman Filner of the full VA Com-
mittee for your being able to testify after the other panels. We try
to do that for the reasons that you mentioned. You answered some
of my questions with your opening statement, so I'm going to keep
it short in order for our Colorado representatives to get their ques-
tions in while there’s time.

First of all, you made the point about needing Congress’s help.
I would—I'm sure you’ve noticed, other people have also, that the
House has moved on this issue, and on many issues. In fact, faster
than the Senate. So I think you can count on the House of Rep-
resentatives to be responsive.

Mr. TUERK. I appreciate that. I would ask you to speak to your
colleagues on the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. HALL. I'll speak to my brother about running for the Senate.

[Laughter.]

Mr. HALL. You did answer some of my questions, such as the VA
taking into consideration factors like weather, driving distance and
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terrain. But I wanted to ask you, how long does it take from the
beginning of the site selection process to a cemetery opening?

Mr. TUERK. As I said, it’s about 5 years. Let me divide it into
two pieces. Once we select and secure a site, it’s generally about
a 3-year process to get a cemetery open, and I know that sounds
ridiculous, but it takes time to acquire a site, I've learned. It’s a
difficult possess. It takes time to do the environmental analysis. It
takes time to resolve all the mitigation issues. It takes time to de-
sign the cemetery. And finally, it takes time to get the initial por-
tions of the cemetery open. That’s about a 3-year process.

From a point where we decide we’re coming to a community, it’s
probably 2 years before we can buy a site. We can’t just come in
and make a decision to buy a site. We have to comply with the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act. We have to do all kinds of envi-
ronmental analysis on alternative sites. And it chews up much,
much time. That’s why we need to get started pretty quickly.

Mr. HALL. I agree, sir. The reason I'm asking this, if it’s 5 years
on average, and the Denver cemetery, Fort Logan cemetery will be
full and closed, you're guessing, around 2019. It’s 2008. If we were
to make some kind of a quick decision, for instance, have a deci-
sion—start the 5-year process by 2010, and have that cemetery
open 2015, wouldn’t that take some of the pressure off of Fort
Logan for the remaining time that it’s open?

Mr. TUERK. Oh, I think it would. I think it would result in Fort
Logan being open longer, the population from down here, if the
cemetery were to be located down in this direction, would now be
igoing to the new cemetery. And I think Fort Logan would last
onger.

Mr. HALL. Maybe we could even move in 2009 to get the process
started. But anyway, that’s my only question for now.

Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and that’s exactly
what my first question was going to be.

My hope is that if we were to have something moving here, then
by extending Fort Logan, because there would be less demand for
the space there, because this would take up some of the demand,
that would stay open longer to serve the people of the Denver
metro area.

So it would be my hope that we could have two cemeteries, at
Fort Logan cemetery and a southern Colorado cemetery.

Mr. TUERK. As I tried to express, I think that’s inevitable. There
will be overlap between the two facilities. Because if I were here,
I wouldn’t risk an interruption in service. And I'm betting my suc-
cessor won't risk it either, won’t risk having a single day where the
Denver-Colorado Springs community isn’t served. He or she will
need to get the new cemetery up and moving before the old one is
closed. And there will be an overlap, and I think the only issue is
how long. And that depends on whether we can find land, how
quickly we can find land, et cetera.

There will be a job ahead dealing with the OMB and dealing
with the Congress on why do you need to do it now, Mr. Under Sec-
retary? I can hear it coming. Can’t you wait a couple years? We’ll
have to work through that issue, but we have no more than a 5-
year window—by the simple arithmetic, we’ve only got about 10
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years of capacity left at Fort Logan, and it’s going to take us 5
years to get up and moving at the successor site. We've only got
about a 5-year flex.

Now, that seems like a long time. But as I have learned in this
job, in the course of building a $30 million, $40 million cemetery,
and a cemetery that’s going to cost hundreds of millions of dollars
over its life, it takes time. It takes time to comply with the statutes
that we have to comply with, and so it’s only a question of how
long.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you.

Now, let’s talk about the specific line item that I was so happy
to work with you on, and to see your Department moving forward
on, and that is asking for the $5 million.

Mr. TUERK. And I certainly appreciated your assistance.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you. You've mentioned Fort Logan. You
also mentioned Portland, Oregon. You also mentioned San Juan,
Puerto Rico. That line item is not earmarked for one of either those
three places. It’s not earmarked for any particular place.

What assurance can you give us that $5 million would be used
here in Colorado?

Mr. TUERK. Well, I guess I can’t give you that assurance yet. I
don’t have it yet.

I don’t know, candidly, how much money we’re going to need for
all three of these communities. For example, in Portland, there
might be an opportunity to get land for free, at Camp Bonneville
through the Base Realignment And Closure process. Alternatively,
we may be buying there. Perhaps there will be opportunities to get
land here for free, from the Academy or from other sources.

So I'm not sure how long it will stretch, how far the money will
stretch. But we will have a start. We will have the ability to trans-
fer money from some of our other accounts, if necessary, from our
construction account, if we can into that account. And furthermore,
Congress might further supplement in future years the amount of
funding that is in that account.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Secretary, let me mention that, for the record,
on the Republican budget views and estimates that I support, we
are asking for $20 million for that particular line item. I'm hoping
that as we go through the total negotiations of the entire budget
process, that one way or another we can bump up that $5 million.

Mr. TUERK. Senator Allard and I had that discussion on that
very point. And I think he is—he is aware of that possibility as
well. I had to tell him I don’t know precisely what it will take be-
cause I don’t know what donations I'm going to get, and I don’t
know where I'm going to buy land.

For example, in this community I'm told—and I drove it yester-
day to get a sense of the lay of the land at least—that land be-
tween Colorado Springs and Denver is considerably more expensive
than land between Colorado Springs and Pueblo.

I've told you, it is our intention to build the cemetery at the right
site, not at the cheap site, and we will hope that we will get the
support of Congress to get enough funding to buy the proper site—
the site that we all come to agreement on is the appropriate place.
But what that precise amount will be, what the quantum of re-
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quired funding will be, as I said to Senator Allard, is right now an
unknown.

Mr. LAMBORN. And our veterans deserve that. They need the
right site, not like you said, a cheap site or something that’s just
because it’s there, because it’s available.

Mr. TUERK. The fortunate thing is, it can be the case that a
cheap site is the right site. Mr. Salazar noted us going together to
the Georgia National Cemetery at the base of the Blue Ridge
Mountains, a little bit north of Atlanta. That site was a gift to VA
by a real estate developer, and it is an extraordinary site. So it
might be that the ranch, for example, that was mentioned in ear-
lier testimony is an entirely appropriate and beautiful site. There’s
not necessarily direct relationship between quality and how much
a site costs. But we will have to scout the sites that are available
and start to make some sensible decisions on where would be the
better sites.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you so much for your testimony, for coming
here, for your answers to my and the other questions.

And, Mr. Chairman, if we have time for a short second round,
I certainly wouldn’t mind that at all.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. Salazar.

Mr. SALAZAR. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, Under Secretary Tuerk. I just appreciated your
time with me in Georgia and your work on behalf of veterans.

As you know, our budget continues to tighten up, and tighten up,
and tighten up. This $5 million line item, in order for it not to be
considered an earmark, could have a specific place for it to go. In
other words, it would just be, in general, for the VA. And that’s
probably the reason that you can’t really say that it would be just
for El Paso County unless you support earmarks. I personally sup-
port earmarks because I live in a very poor district, and that’s the
only way that I can get the Federal Government to fight for—or get
Federal dollars back to my district as the budget continues to get
tighter.

It seems to me like the logical place for this to happen is really
the Cane Ranch, which is more than the 200 acres that is your
minimum. It’s actually a 400-acre block. It’s right at the base of
Pikes Peak. It’s right next to the gate of Fort Carson, the southern
gate of Fort Carson. And, you know, in light of our budgetary prob-
lems, I would really urge you to look at that site. And, of course,
like you said, it’s not going to be up to you. It’s probably going to
be up to your predecessor.

Mr. Chairman, I would also urge you that in this coming year,
that we move toward and try to make the needs of the VA heard
to the VA Committee, so that we can get this process started. I
agree with you. I think that if—the sooner we get started, the
longer longevity we’re going to have at the Fort Logan cemetery.

And Frankly, Mr. Tuerk, I'm a strong believer that people in
Denver, they'd love to get out here in the country and rest.

[Laughter.]

Mr. SALAZAR. Now, you talk about a monument, Pikes Peak,
what a beautiful monument to have as your headstone. But I don’t
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have any questions, Mr. Tuerk. I just wanted to thank you for your
dedication to the veterans.

Mr. TUERK. Let me offer this. We will look at that site. It would
seem it certainly merits a look-see, and we will look at that site,
and we will look at the other sites in this report. This is good, valu-
able work, and I appreciate it very, very much. We will probably
look at other sites as well but I'm happy to go look at that site.
And if T don’t, the career professionals who will be on staff, irre-
spective of who sits in the Under Secretary’s chair, will, I think,
be interested in looking at it as well.

One of our factors is cost. It’s not our only factor, but it’s not an
insignificant factor. And certainly, there would certainly seem to be
some cost advantages there. But still, other questions would re-
main. Is it proximate to the population? Does it have a water
source? Are there utilities? What is the topography like? What are
the subsurface strata like? These are the sorts of things that my
pros have to look into, because they also weigh on the question of
cost, specifically on the cost to develop.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Tuerk

Mr. SALAZAR. Can I finish up, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. HALL. I'm sorry, Mr. Salazar.

Mr. SALAZAR. I just wanted to ask you, in this case, for example,
you're not really proposing buying a site. Can you actually send
your planners out to look and see if this would be a site that could
actually be used as a cemetery?

Mr. TUERK. I think what I would like to do is look at it in com-
parison to other potential sites. But that said, sure, if you would
like me to do that, Mr. Salazar, I will be happy to send them out
and take a preliminary look. They will make a judgment, I believe,
looking at that site in relation to other potential sites. But we could
at least get a feel, early on, whether that site might be feasible.

Similarly, I’'ve heard, perhaps, that the Academy might possibly
have some sites available. We’d be happy to look at those as well,
independent of this authority. I still need authority to secure them,
but I don’t think I'm going to have much problem getting the au-
thority to take possession, as distinguished from buying. So we
would be happy to look at that site, and I can direct that be done,
Mr. Salazar, and I will so direct.

Mr. SALAZAR. I appreciate that. One other thing, I just wanted
to thank you for noting today that your comment at Senator
Allard’s hearing was premature.

Mr. TUERK. I knew I shouldn’t have said that.

Mr. HaLL. We're going to—since we have until 3 o’clock, roughly,
have a lightning round, a second round of questions.

And, by the way, another editorial comment. I don’t call them
“earmarks.” I call them “legislatively directed initiatives.” We had
a discussion actually, in the Subcommittee about this when we
were talking about cemeteries last year, during which I said that
it’s my belief that we, in Congress, are a co-equal branch of govern-
ment, and that it’s not only our right but our duty to try to rep-
resent our constituents, and that both of those gentleman, Mr.
Lamborn and Mr. Salazar, have been doing a very good job of that
in Washington.
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Furthermore, I don’t believe that this should be looked at as
somehow targeting Federal money that’s paid by the taxpayers of
Colorado to the government in Washington, that somehow the rep-
resentatives in Congress are trying to bring some of that money
back here for real needs, for real people to serve, in this particular
case, to serve the veterans’ community. I don’t think there’s any-
thing wrong with it. In fact, I think it’s highly constitutional, and
should not be a dirty word. It’s not a guppy museum. It’'s not a
bridge to nowhere. It’s a real thing that is needed of the commu-
nity. So, end of sermon.

I wanted to ask you what kind of public input incurs ordinarily
in the site selection process.

Mr. TUERK. We always go to the veterans service organization
community through forums that they have sponsored on our behalf
to get the views of local veterans. We have, on occasion, depending
on the site and depending on the sensitivity and depending on the
level of controversy, I would anticipate in this community, we—let
me back away from that statement.

We have also participated—I have spent many, many hours in
suburban Philadelphia before township boards of supervisors and
planning commissions talking to them about various alternative
sites in metropolitan Philadelphia.

So we’ve spoken to the people’s elected representatives at the
very local level on these issues as well.

It kind of depends on the community. It depends on the level of
interest and controversy. In some cases, there is much demand for
public input. In others, there is less, it would seem. But we will do
what needs to be done in order to get the support of the commu-
nity. It is essential for us that the community support where we
go, that the community support the cemetery that is going to be
part of that community for as long as a century. So we seek that
out.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, sir. And how do you do that? Is there a
Committee? Do you have an advisory Committee once you decide
on a region or an area.

Mr. TUERK. Yes, that’s one of our mechanisms. We will appoint
a Director before we've even started construction, and ask him or
her to set up veterans outreach mechanisms, including advisory
Committees and the like. And yes, we do that.

Mr. HALL. Is there or is there not a formalized process by VA to
do that?

Mr. TUERK. There is no formalized process, no, sir.

Mr. HALL. So does it vary from case to case, or is it sometimes
more clear that everybody prefers one?

Mr. TUERK. It does. It does vary from case to case, and there is
not a formal process. I have been trying to telescope the length of
time it takes to open up the six new cemeteries that I'm attempting
to open up right now. In Bakersfield and Birmingham, Alabama,
in Columbia, South Carolina, in Philadelphia, and in two other
sites, Jacksonville and Sarasota, I have been attempting to get
these sites opened as quickly as possible, basically thinking about
my dad, who has now passed on, and his generation. I'm trying to
get sites open as quickly as I can so that they can be of use to the
World War II generation.
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I have resisted lengthy APA sort of mandated formal procedures
for securing community input so that we could get moving. That
said, I have spent a lot of time before local bodies, service organiza-
tions, as have my employees, in order to assure that we have a con-
sensus within the community of where to go. And in all the sites
we have picked in these six sites, the veterans’ community is sup-
portive.

Mr. HALL. That’s good to know. Would you object to a highly effi-
cient and short community process being formalized?

Mr. TUERK. My successor will probably be displeased if I say yes,
but no, of course, we would not object to that.

Mr. HALL. It might actually help.

Mr. TUERK. We want community support.

Mr. HALL. Like the study we just saw, some work has been done,
in effect for you, by veterans’ groups.

Mr. TUERK. I would ask the Chair, however, to consider—of
course, we could conduct more formalized and regularized sorts of
proceedings. I guess I would just ask the Chair to assess whether
we lack community support and input under the less formal proc-
esses that we’re using now. And I would suggest to you, Mr. Chair-
man, that we do not.

Mr. HALL. Today, certainly, seems like there’s plenty of input.

Mr. TUERK. And these are the sorts of proceedings that we seek
out. It’s not often that a Congressional Committee conducts a hear-
ing like this.

But I have stood before some pretty tough bodies of citizens, and
not just veterans, but also planning commissions, boards of super-
visors and the like, getting their buy-in. And I've done an awful lot
of that, and will continue to do that. And I'm sure my successor
will. Not because the law requires it, but because our approach to
being an accepted member of a community mandates that we do it
as a matter of just being smart.

Mr. HALL. Thank you. And my time is about to run out again,
but on a different topic, how many of the national shrine projects
have been restored or completed, and when do you think the entire
project will be finished?

Mr. TUERK. We've had a good year in 2008. The Congress was
very, very generous with us on funding for national shrine projects.
Coming into this year, we were better than halfway through, as I
recall, that original list of national shrine projects. This year, the
Congress, if memory serves—and I jotted these numbers down
when I heard your statement because I anticipated you might ask
about this—if memory serves properly, the Congress fenced $27
million of operations and maintenance money for us this year to do
national shrine projects, all of which will be focused on turf renova-
tion, headstone raising and realigning and cleaning. In addition,
Congress gave us three times what we asked for, if I recall—we
asked for $25 million, and we got $75 million for minor construc-
tion. That is a huge increase, and much of it will be dedicated to
capital improvement national shrine sort of projects. We'll be well
past the halfway point then.

I do want the make one point, though, about that list. That list
was a list of projects that needed to be done at that point in time.
We assess every year the state of our cemeteries, what needs to be
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done now, what projects should take priority over, perhaps, lower
priority projects on that original list, and we reshuffle the deck
every year to make sure that our money doesn’t just go to getting
rid of projects specified on an old list, but making sure that our
money goes to the highest priority projects. But we’re making sub-
stantial progress.

Mr. HAaLL. That’s good. I'm glad to hear that. Therefore, given
the funding that you received, are you on target for your national
shrine completion?

Mr. TUERK. It’s difficult to answer that question because that im-
plies that a certain point in time will be finished.

Mr. HALL. Would trajectory be a better word?

Mr. TUERK. Trajectory may be a better word because we will
never be done with projects that need to be done to achieve and
maintain national shrine status. Cemeteries need constant atten-
tion. Buildings continue to deteriorate. Roofs continue to go bad.
HVAC systems continue to go bad. Turf goes bad. Headstones move
over time. So it’s not a static thing that we will ever finish. We will
never finish.

I would point out, you'll see I wear this lapel pin which com-
memorates and really congratulates my employees for achieving
the highest American Customer Satisfaction Index Survey scores
any organization, public or private, has ever gotten in 2009, repeat-
ing our achievement from 2003. Toyota came in second. National
Cemetery Administration came in first.

Mr. HALL. Congratulations.

Mr. TUERK. Thank you. I appreciate that.

Why do I bring that up? The public was asked to assess our
physical plant, our facilities, whether they meet national shrine
status, and we scored 98 out of 100 on that count. We’re not com-
placent. We're not finished. We’ll never be finished, but we’re mak-
ing great progress, and we will make—we will achieve—shrine sta-
tus at every cemetery, and many still need work.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Tuerk.

I'm going to have to stop you there, and turn to Mr. Lamborn for
a second round of questions.

Mr. LAMBORN. Okay, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is a two-part question. The first has to do with a study
that’s being done now. It was supposed to be done yesterday. But
it has to do, among other things, with the burial programs of the
VA, and a review of that, as well as some other matters that the
office of policy and planning was working on.

When will that be done at this point?

Mr. TUERK. This is being done by an outside contractor, and is
being administered by a different office within VA than the Na-
tional Cemetery Administration. The latest I hear, and I will do my
best to hold them to it, 'm hearing that a draft will be available
for us to comment on May 15th. And I’'m hearing later this summer
for a final report.

The Deputy Secretary and I have been pushing the VA’s Office
of Policy and Planning in trying to move these folks along. Some
of these delays were unavoidable. But we want to get this report
while we’re still in office at VA to use it to start to chart NCA’s
future course. This it is not the only thing we will use in charting
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that course. This is a tool, not the tool, that we’ll use to chart the
future course.

But it will study many things, including the 75-mile, 170,000 vet-
eran criterion, which I know was controversial here, but which I
believe probably isn’t any longer because, even under that cri-
terion, we’re going to build a new cemetery here because Denver’s
closing. But we’re also asking them to look at services we provide.
Should we offer urban facilities, for example—and there are many
things we’re asking them to look into.

Mr. LAMBORN. That’s good. With our limited time, I'd like to
focus in on that 75-mile rule, with 170,000 veterans being served.
To me, the current status, the current regulations are sort of wood-
en. They’re inflexible. They’re rigid. They don’t take into account
the weather that we have in Colorado, or the Monument Hill, or
the Palmer Divide, as its called, or Buffalo weather.

In the Midwest, you know the terrain is easier. In eastern areas
of this country, it’s more of a congested population. But things like
travel distance, travel time, access to public transportation, traffic,
and then, of course, as it’s come up time and time again, natural
barriers and features, including weather and mountain ranges, are
really not taken into account. I mean, 75 miles here between Colo-
rado Springs and Denver might take the time it would take 100
miles to travel in the Midwest.

So if we said, well, this is the equivalent of a 60-mile difference,
as opposed to 75, then all of Colorado Springs is left entirely out-
side of the so-called served area, and would more easily qualify for
its own area.

Mr. TUERK. I do understand that point. Again, we’re going to get
a cemetery here on the front slope in any case, but I do understand
that point, and we asked them specifically to take such factors into
account. And it’s not just geographic terrain.

Let me give you an example that’s very, very different from the
one you cited. The cemetery which serves New York City is out on
the end of Long Island. There aren’t any mountains between
Calverton National Cemetery and the Brooklyn Bridge. But by
golly, the traffic is something awful. Similarly, our cemetery that
serves Los Angeles, Riverside National Cemetery, is 65 miles from
downtown LA. I've driven it. It is urban driving the entire time, the
entire distance, and no place has traffic jams like LA has traffic
jams.

We've asked them to take into account factors such as that as
well. That’s part of the travel time equation as well, not just phys-
ical impediments, but density of population between here and
there, and we have asked them to see if they can come up with a
way that does adapt some flexibility. Though, again, I would point
out there are communities like Omaha and Buffalo and Charleston,
West Virginian that even under this standard, would seem to be
places that can make a good case, even though they don’t meet our
criterion.

For example, Charleston, West Virginia has pretty tough terrain
and pretty lousy roads. Getting from Buffalo to southern New York
is a pretty tough proposition in the winter. So we have seen these
problems in the context of many communities, and that’s why we
directed the contractor to do precisely what you're suggesting here.



41

Mr. LAMBORN. I look forward to that study. And once again,
thank you for your time.

Mr. TUERK. You bet, sir. My pleasure.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Salazar, any further questions?

Mr. SALAZAR. Yes, just a quick one.

Mr. Secretary, what is the typical cost of creating a new national
cemetery at this point in time?

Mr. TUERK. We put that in our written testimony, and I'll refer
to that. It is on page 4 of my testimony. There we estimate costs
to build the initial phase of the cemetery, the first 10-year buildout.

First, I would point out, we buy several hundred acres. We do
not develop them all in year one. We take 10-year bites.

Mr. SALAZAR. Excuse me. Let’s just say that a site, if you don’t
have to acquire the land, what would the cost be?

Mr. TUERK. Apart from the land, as we summarized in our testi-
mony, it takes anywhere from $500,000 to $750,000 to get through
environmental compliance requirements. It takes $1 million to %2
million to conduct master planning and to design a new cemetery.
It takes $5 million to $10 million, perhaps more, to acquire land,
but you're asking me to set that aside. Actually, it cost us more
than that in Sarasota, for example. We spent $12 million for prop-
erty down there. Once we have the land, once we’ve done the de-
sign and environmental compliance, which is anywhere between $2
million to $4 million, actual construction of the first 10-year phase
of a cemetery is a $20 million to $30 million proposition. And then
each subsequent phase will cost a similar amount of money, though
slightly less than the initial phase because we only have to build
an admin building and maintenance facilities in the first phase.
And then in the second phase, we're just expanding grave sites.
That’s what it costs for the first 10-year build out of a national
cemetery today. And of course, that doesn’t take into account con-
struction inflation, which can be pretty considerable.

Mr. SALAZAR. Okay. This leads to my next question. Is it legal
for the VA to take gifts?

For example, let’s just say that Mr. Lamborn, and Mr. Hall, and
myself, and all the members of this community were to go out and
raise funds so that we could begin the initial phase. And maybe we
could raise $15 million or $20 million toward the construction. Does
this legislation actually make it legal to accept land as a gift, but
not necessarily funding for the construction.

Mr. TUERK. Actually, VA currently has authority to accept gifts
of land. The land you walked down in Atlanta, for example, was
a gift. The cemetery we’re about to build in Bakersfield will be on
land that we will have received as a gift, from Tejon Ranch Com-
pany, a large landowner.

Mr. SALAZAR. Do you have the authority to actually accept funds
for the construction?

Mr. TUERK. I do not know the answer to that, Congressman. I'd
have to ask Counsel. I do know we can accept land, and I know
VA, the larger entity that I'm part of, can accept gifts and be-
quests. And many people every year give money to VA in their
wills. Whether we can accept gifts under this sort of circumstance,
I'd have to run through Counsel.

Mr. SALAZAR. I would appreciate if you could look that up for us.
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Mr. LAMBORN. And let all of us know.

Mr. TUERK. Sure. You bet.

[The VA responded in a follow-up letter from Under Secretary
Tuerk, dated July 11, 2008, which appears on p. 97.]

Mr. SALAZAR. I think that Mr. Lamborn and Mr. Hall, in all their
infinite riches, would be happy to help. And so would I, in my pov-
erty.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Salazar.

Mr. Tuerk, thank you very much for your testimony.

I thank everybody here today for being here and thank you, espe-
cially, to all of our witnesses on all three panels.

We will allow 5 legislative days for Members to revise and extend
their remarks. Of course you can all send, if you would like, a cor-
respondence to the Subcommittee on Disability Assistance and Me-
morial Affairs of the full Veterans’ Affairs Committee at the House
of Representatives in Washington. That can be done by e-mail, ac-
tually, through the Web site, as well as by snail mail. So I'm going
to encourage you, if there’s something left unsaid that needs to be
said, then we’ll be happy to wait for that.

[The Committee does not accept e-mail through the Committee’s
website, but the public may fax correspondence to the Committee
at 202-225-2034.]

Mr. HALL. Thank you again for your insight, your opinions and
your passionate caring and service to our veterans and an attempt
to resolve these questions in a democratic fashion.

I'm enjoying my time in Colorado. Thank you very much, Mr.
Lamborn, for inviting me.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Chairman, if we would have the national ceme-
tery here, I want to let you know that there would probably be a
lot more Democrats in El Paso County.

Mr. HALL. You’re probably right. Thank you all.

And the hearing now stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:56 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]



APPENDIX

Prepared Statement of Hon. John J. Hall, Chairman,
Subcommittee on Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs

Good Afternoon.

Would everyone please rise for the Pledge of Allegiance?

Thank you all for coming to today’s Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs’ field hearing entitled
“Is the VA Cemetery Construction Policy Meeting the Needs of Today’s Veterans
and their Families”—a topic of particular significance to this region and throughout
the country.

A few preliminaries: First, I ask unanimous consent, that Congressman John
Salazar of the 3rd District of Colorado and a Member of the House Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs be invited to sit on the dais. Without objection, so ordered. I would
also like to recognize any Members or staff representing Members in the audience.

Welcome Congressman Salazar. It is a pleasure to have you be a part of these
DAMA Subcommittee proceedings and I know your input will prove invaluable to
today’s topic. I am pleased that H.R. 1660, a bill you sponsored to build a national
cemetery in the southern Colorado region passed the full House unanimously and
now awaits further action by the Senate. I know that you and Ranking Member
Lamborn as well as the rest of the Colorado delegation have worked on VA’s na-
tional cemetery policy concerns in your region on a bipartisan basis. I am glad we
are able to bring this hearing to your state where these issues are front and center.

Last preliminaries: Also, in accordance with Committee Rules, I ask that all cell
phones and pagers be turned off. As we have a lot of business to conduct in a short
period of time I would like to conduct this hearing with as few interruptions as pos-
sible. Also, out of respect for our witnesses, I ask the audience to please refrain from
speaking out of order.

I would first like to thank the witnesses for coming today to appear before the
Subcommittee. I know the issues pertinent to the national cemetery policy at the
Department of Veterans Affairs or “VA”, are of utmost importance to you. I look for-
ward to receiving your testimonies.

On a personal note, as Chairman of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs Sub-
committee on Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs, it is a special privilege for
me to conduct this hearing in my Ranking Member’s district, Mr. Doug Lamborn
and an honor for me to be able to address the issues facing veterans in or nearby
their hometowns. Although my district, the 19th district of New York is thousands
of miles away, we share a lot of similarities with Mr. Lamborn’s district (CO-5th).
For instance both our districts are home to one of our Nation’s fine military acad-
emies, in mine there is West Point and in Mr. Lamborn’s, the U.S. Air Force Acad-
emy. Also our districts house many prominent military installations and are both
places where a high percentage of our Nation’s veterans call home. In fact, the
Southern Colorado region, I understand is home to one of the largest concentrations
of World War II and Vietnam veterans in the country.

Since their genesis on July 17, 1862, national cemeteries have served as the hal-
lowed resting place for our Nation’s veterans and their loved ones. Currently VA op-
erates 125 national cemeteries in 39 States and Puerto Rico and maintains over 2.8
million gravesites. The annual number of burials is on the up rise, with just 36,000
in 1973 to over 100,200 in 2006. Veterans, who have served in this country’s Armed
Services, are buried in cemeteries operated by the States, VA, the Department of
Interior, Arlington National Cemetery, and American Battle Monuments Commis-
sion. VA also provides grants to over 69 State veterans’ cemeteries under its Na-
tional Cemetery Administration’s State Cemetery Grants Program that operate in
35 States, Guam and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.

We are here today to examine the adequacy of VA’s current policy which entails
locating national cemeteries in areas with the largest concentration of unserved vet-
erans and providing a reasonable access to a burial option in a national or State
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Veterans cemetery within 75 miles of their residence. As such VA concludes that
new national cemeteries will be established in areas with an unserved veteran popu-
lation threshold of 170,000 within a 75-mile radius. Under this policy 83% of all vet-
erans are served, the converse of which means that there are at least 17% or nearly
2 million veterans and their families who are underserved by this policy.

The Subcommittee also addressed the VA’s national cemetery policy issues last
year during a hearing held on May 8, 2007, wherein I expressed concerns of whether
this policy was adequate enough to address both rural and urban locations. Those
concerns still stand. I also think it is critical that VA makes sure that there is plen-
ty of opportunity for public input during any new cemetery policy or location selec-
tion process. I know that VA is currently conducting its own study of these criteria
and has plans to move the percentage of veterans served to 90% by FY 2010. I look
forward to hearing more about these plans during your testimony.

In the way of follow-up to last year’s hearing, I would like to be updated on the
current status of VA’s National Shrine Commitment.

Lastly, the Subcommittee has been apprised of a situation at Greenwood Island
or the old Camp Jefferson Davis site and the Soldiers’ Asylum Home in Pascagoula,
Mississippi, where veterans of the Mexican American War are buried but whose
resting places are being eroded by nature and construction. It is reported that some
of the coffins and or bodies have became disinterred being found by local fisherman
I appreciate the NCAs response provided by staff, but I would like to know the NCA
implications of this situation and how we can possibly remedy this oversight.

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. Doug Lamborn, Ranking Republican Member,
Subcommittee on Disability Assistance and Memorial Affairs

Good afternoon, thank you Chairman Hall.

I would like to personally thank you, Mr. Salazar, and your staff for making this
field hearing possible. There is a lot of work involved with bringing Congress to
Southern Colorado and I appreciate it. It is an honor to participate in this momen-
tous occasion. I also thank you and your staff for your flexibility and patience with
the number of witnesses that will present important testimony today.

I would also like to thank all of the witnesses for being here today, especially my
good friend, Undersecretary for Memorial Affairs Bill Tuerk, for joining us here
today to discuss the Department of Veterans Affairs policy for the construction of
new national cemeteries.

Mr. Chairman, properly honoring a deceased veteran is one of our most sacred
and solemn responsibility. These patriots have earned honored repose in a national
shrine. Veterans and their families are due the tribute and thanks of a grateful na-
tion. We should ensure that the final resting place for our great heroes is accessible
to family members and all proud Americans who come and pay tribute to the service
and sacrifice of those brave men and women who have borne the battle.

We are seeing increased demand on all of our National cemeteries, especially as
members of the Greatest Generation pass from our presence. VA estimates that in-
terments in national cemeteries will rise from the current level of 2.8 million to 3.2
million by 2012.

The National Cemetery Administration (NCA) estimates that as early as 2016
Fort Logan National Cemetery will be at full capacity and they will be looking to
construct a replacement cemetery.

Today Mr. Chairman, we will hear very emotional and eloquent testimony from
Coloradans who are personally affected by the distance of the national cemetery in
Fort Logan near Denver to their homes and communities.

I believe that there is a better way to determine need than drawing circles in a
75 mile radius around a national cemetery to determine where the most “under-
served” veterans are.

There are many other factors that need to be taken into account including travel
time to and from national cemeteries, access to public transportation in the area,
and other factors that are more tangible than a large circle on a map.

However, I know that this problem is not just limited to Southern Colorado; and
if we held this hearing in many other cities and towns across the Nation that we
would find these problems and concerns extend to many rural and urban regions
like Nebraska, New York City, Los Angeles, Buffalo, NY, and many other areas that
are adversely affected by VA’s somewhat arbitrary rules.

Mr. Chairman, it is for that reason that I was pleased to work with you and Mr.
Salazar to pass H.R. 1660, as amended, in the House last year.
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This bill would authorize the establishment of a national cemetery in El Paso
County and greatly benefit those veterans and families in this fast-growing area.
This bill represents a major step forward in campaign to establish a national ceme-
tery. I urge our colleagues in the Senate, including Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs Senator Akaka of Hawaii to take this bill up as soon
as possible.

I also hope that all of our witnesses understand that when this legislation is en-
acted we must all work together to help NCA find a suitable location for this ceme-
tery that serves the highest number of veterans and their families. I believe that
this location should be in El Paso County and I will work with you Mr. Secretary
to ensure that this is the case.

I want to thank everyone once again for being here and I am looking forward to
the testimony.

Thank you Mr. Chairman, I yield back and welcome you to Colorado!

——

Prepared Statement of Linda Lee-Witt, Peterson AFB,
Colorado Springs, CO, Member, Gold Star Wives of America

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee.

My name is Linda Lee-Witt. I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify
before you today. I am a widow, and a member of Gold Star Wives of America, Inc.
which is a non-profit membership organization, chartered by the U.S. Congress as
a unique organization on December 4, 1980. To be eligible for membership, your
spouse must have died while on active duty in the U.S. Armed Forces or died from
a service related disability.

I am also the Administrative Officer of the Retiree Activities Office under the 21st
Air wing, Peterson Air Force Base working directly with retirees, spouses, and de-
pendants.

Because of my involvement with Gold Star Wives, and the RAO, I am in a posi-
tion to hear the frustrations, and concerns of surviving spouses, dependants, and re-
tirees.

My testimony today will be my story. My husband grew up in a military family.
His father fought during WWII, and retired from the Army as a Major. As a child,
my husband lived and went to school all over the world.

Like his father, my husband dedicated his whole career to the U.S. Government.
He honorably served our country during the Vietnam War and peace time in the
United States Air Force.

After retiring from the Air Force, he continued to serve his country in Civil Serv-
ice working in Safety Engineering at Fort Carson, where he deployed with the
troops wherever they went. Whether it was to Kuwait after the Gulf War, fighting
fires in California, training and educating our soldiers and their commanders on
safety issues, or investigating accidents and fatalities off and on Base when it in-
volved any of our troops. He had a deep passion and love for this country, for our
soldier’s and their safety, and he identified with what they and their families faced
every day.

He was a true patriot, and a hero. He died from a service connected cancer on
Nov. 3, 2004 in our home. Because there had been a snow storm, and our driveway
is up hill, the mortuary van was unable to navigate the driveway to pick up and
transfer his body to the funeral home. Our son had to put his father’s body in his
four wheel drive to get down to the van.

I wanted my husband to be buried with the full military honors that he so de-
served. For months after his death I kept his ashes, not wanting his remains to be
buried in a civilian cemetery, but also wanting his remains close. All of our children
and Grandchildren live here. We have a very large military presence in El Paso
County that is quickly growing, yet no military cemetery. Because of the month of
my husband’s death, it is often not possible to get safely over Monument Pass to
Denver. Veterans Day, when it would mean so much for my children and grand-
children together as a family, to see firsthand the price that has been paid by so
many for the freedom and the rights we have today. For them to take part in the
ceremonies honoring our veterans, and paying tribute to those brave warriors who
risked their lives for their country and families. To see those who have given all,
being honored on that special day in a national cemetery, knowing that their father
and grandfather paid the ultimate price, would be a valuable and inspiring experi-
ence for us together as a family. Again, it is not always possible to travel over
Monument Pass to get to our national cemetery at that time of year.
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My husband’s parents settled in Nashville TN, where two of his brothers still live.
I finally decided to have his remains buried in the national cemetery there. I regret
that realistically, we will never all be able to visit the Nashville National Cemetery
together. Only one of our children has been able to make the trip to see the site
where their father is buried. The others have only seen pictures.

Right now, with the war in Iraq, our city is rapidly growing. There are more and
more troops being stationed here, and more and more new young widows and de-
pendants living here. As it was with my husband, many of our service men and
women opt to stay, and live in Southern Colorado. In the next few years, the new
retiree population will be much larger here then it will be in the Denver area. We
need a national cemetery here, in El Paso County. It doesn’t make sense to build
(émi: angwhere else in the state with so many of our military bases here in southern

olorado.

As I talk with the widows of the WWII and Vietnam era, they express how hard
it is to make the trip to Denver. Because of their ages, many must rely on someone
taking them to Denver because they are afraid or unable to drive themselves. Many
of them have expressed they were not able to find the National Cemetery at Fort
Logan when they did go.

In talking to the young Iraq widows and their family’s, it is clear that it is a hard-
ship for them to take a whole day with young children, to visit their husband’s
graves. They say that during the grieving process it would be so comforting to be
able to sit quietly by the graves of their loved ones while their children are in
school, without having to try to find a babysitter. That due to the distance, changing
weather conditions so common in our area, and the traffic, they can’t risk not being
able to get back in time for their little ones. They tell me how important it is and
how healing it is for their children to see the place where their parent’s remains
are, so that they can work through their grief, and see how their parent was given
a resting place among our bravest and best. Hero’s all. To see how our leaders and
our country honor our fallen hero’s, and to be proud of their parent’s sacrifice and
dedication to a better and free country for them.

I would like to quote from President Abraham Lincoln’s Second Inaugural ad-
dress, March 4, 1865. “With malice toward none; with charity for all; with firmness
in the right, as God gives us to see right, let us strive to finish the work we are
in; to bind up the nation’s wounds, to care for him who has borne the battle, his
widow and his orphan.”

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today and express the
views of myself and other military spouses, dependants, and retirees on an issue
very close to our hearts.

———

Prepared Statement of Milly Briseno, Co-Founder,
Colorado Military Survivors, Colorado Springs, CO (Iraq War Widow)

At the height of my husband’s 17-year Army career and in the 13th year of our
marriage, our life came to a screeching halt. An unexpected massive stroke, at the
age of 35, took his vibrant life from this temporary home and left my three children
and I reeling as we struggled for direction and purpose in this completely unfamiliar
world of loss. My husband’s untimely death came just one month after moving to
Fort Carson. As a young family, full of promise and a bright future, we did not
think to discuss burial plans. I struggled to know how to honor his life as a dedi-
cated soldier whose career in the Army Medical Specialists Corps demonstrated his
commitment to the restoration and preservation of life. To honor him and affirm my
family’s identity as a military family, we chose to bury my husband at a national
cemetery. Fort Logan was the closest one to our home and my in-laws’ home.

It has been difficult to visit his gravesite for many reasons. My family, and my
in-laws, reside in Colorado Springs, near Fort Carson. The traveling distance to
such a congested metropolitan area poses great inconveniences for my young family.
At the time of my husband’s death, my children were 9, 5 and 2%z years old. A trip
to Fort Logan involves an entire day’s plans and is challenging at times for the chil-
dren. With the weather here in Colorado, we mainly make it to Fort Logan, at the
most, two times per year. We miss most of our significant special occasions such as
birthdays, anniversaries and other holidays because they occur in the fall and win-
terlsBasons. As a family, we try to set a goal to get to Fort Logan at least for Memo-
rial Day.

The effects of limited visits to Fort Logan have had an impact in these first three
years of grief not only for my immediate family but also for my mother and father-
in-law, my husband’s sisters and their families. Our family has had decreased par-
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ticipation in commemorative events which occur at Fort Logan. We have had less
opportunities to connect with a military-sensitive and supportive community which
can be found among the visitors at Fort Logan. My family may miss out on one way
to continually affirm their military identity. I, myself, have struggled with having
less access to an acceptable place to face the reality of grief and process those com-
plicated emotions.

It is difficult to deal with grief as a younger widow with young children. Through
my involvement with Colorado Military Survivors, I have found that a new genera-
tion of widows is emerging. This new group of widows faces additional struggles in
dealing with grief because we do not fit the common stereotype. I attend a widows
support group at Fort Carson which averages from 5-8 participants. Up until re-
cently, I was the oldest one by at least a decade. We are finding that we must find
a safe place to face our grief, one in which we have opportunity to express our emo-
tions of loss and pain. That is why we gather and that is why, I wish we were closer
to Fort Logan.

The small plot of land that I stake claim to in Denver, holds a vital place in my
ability to process my grief. My husband’s headstone is an immovable reminder that
forces me to face the heartache involved in the unexpected ending of his earthly
story. His headstone solemnly stands among thousands of its kind at Fort Logan.
To most, these pale stones represent so much pain and suffering, but to me they
each hold a story. They are just like a sea of bookends.

The dates engraved on my husband’s stone tell the beginning and the finale of
his life. His headstone is a fixed mark that causes me to focus on the finale. A ceme-
tery is an acceptable place in our society to express one’s grief. Young widows find
very few acceptable places to deal with their loss. With now almost three years of
learning in the obstacle course of grief, I realize the necessity of exercising this
heartache. It has taken me a long time to come to the understanding that heartache
is strength-training. It helps transform the weakness of my faith into a powerful
conditioned response to my loss. Once only heartache, pierced through with fear,
now has become thanksgiving that appreciates the work of sorrow.

Military loss is more complex, especially for young families that face this sudden
tragedy. Our society still puts expectations on grief “recovery”. It is a lifelong proc-
ess to learn to move forward with one’s grief. As an organization, Colorado Military
Survivors strives to unite survivors in their loss and help them find strength in a
community well-acquainted with sorrow. My initial connection with one of my dear
friends now, also a young widow with two young children, was made at Fort Logan
when I discovered that her husband was buried just two rows away from mine. To-
gether we face each day, encouraging each other to press on, to remember, to have
faith in God and to grow through our grief in order to help another. If we were able
to be closer to a place that would help us face these challenges with greater
strength, we could be more effective in encouraging a new generation of grieving
families by affirming their value and by assuring them of the honored place of ap-
preciation that their loved ones hold in our community.

————

Prepared Statement of Victor M. Fernandez, Member,
Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee, Colorado Springs, CO

Good Morning, Congressmen. My name is Vic Fernandez, and I am a founding
member of the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee. Thank you for coming all
the way out to Colorado to hear our message, and thank you for giving me the op-
portunity to speak for the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee.

I am here today to answer three major questions.

First: Why do we need a new National Veterans Cemetery in Colorado?

Second: Why should it be established in the Pikes Peak Region?

Third: What have you (meaning us) done to assure that a national Veterans Cem-
etery is established here?

In response to the first question it is important to know that the State Of Colo-
rado’s major National Veterans Cemetery is Fort Logan in Denver.

A new cemetery is needed because Fort Logan is filling up fast, and is expected
to reach capacity between the years 2020 and 2024. However, Fort Logan National
Cemetery is landlocked in a residential area of Denver, and can not be expanded
without purchasing the very expensive developed residential land around it. The
longer period of capacity is contingent on construction of a Columbarium on ground
already set aside for such a facility at Ft. Logan.

Because of the size, geography, and weather hindrances of the State of Colorado,
and the small size and remote location of the state’s other Cemeteries at Ft Lyon,
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and Homelake, the Veterans Count of The Pikes Peak Region are poorly served, and
these Cemeteries do not offer reasonable service to Denver and its surrounding pop-
ulation centers.

This life of service of Fort Logan can be lengthened somewhat for the Veterans
of Denver and Northern Colorado if the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery were to be
established and open within the next five years. The actual lengthening of lifespan
is totally dependant upon when the cemetery we propose is established.

In response to the second question, there are several cogent reasons why the
Pikes Peak Region is the logical location for the proposed National Veterans Ceme-
tery.

First, is the fact that the large Veteran population of The Pikes Peak Region and
southern Colorado has not been properly served by Fort Logan, or the other veteran
cemeteries in Colorado. Fort Logan is location in a difficult-to-find residential sec-
tion of a major metropolitan area with poor access from Interstate or other high-
ways. This has meant that surviving spouses and families from southern Colorado
sometimes have made the trip to visit their loved ones, but failed to find the Ceme-
tery.

Second, in Winter, it is especially difficult to get to Denver from Southern Colo-
rado because of the Monument Hill geography, and the Palmer Divide weather pat-
terns. These geographic and weather pattern hindrances make the Veterans Admin-
istration internal 75-mile rule a useless tool in the State of Colorado. The combina-
tion of the geography, weather patterns, and a foolish regulation serve only to as-
sure that the Veterans and their families in the Pikes Peak Region and southern
Colorado are not properly nor fairly served by Fort Logan.

Third, the future Veteran demographics for Colorado will show that the Pikes
Peak Region, with its six military installations are producing Veterans at a much
faster rate than the remainder of Colorado, where only one small Air Force Base
exists. Fort Carson, which is the Army’s most popular station of choice, is alone on
track to grow to a military population over 30,000 soldiers. And when many, if not
most of these local military complete their service, they remain in the area, which
further accelerates the growth of the Veteran population here. We also find that a
large number of military who were once stationed here, return here after military
retirement. In short, our veteran population is growing at a much faster rate than
the remainder of Colorado.

Additionally, we find it interesting and somewhat incongruous that our large ac-
tive-duty military population is not counted in the Veteran population numbers used
to determine populations served by National Veterans Cemeteries. This is especially
telling since approximately 400 of our local military have given their lives during
the Global War on Terror. While some of these brave Americans were buried in
their hometowns, many of them have been buried or inurned in our local civilian
cemeteries. These active duty Americans need to be counted, and properly served
by a National Veterans Cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region.

So, what have we done to assure that a National Veterans Cemetery is estab-
lished in the Pikes Peak Region?

My colleagues and I have worked for the establishment of a National Veterans
Cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region of Colorado for over ten years. In that time, we
have solicited the backing of members of the House of Representatives including
Congressmen Joel Hefley, Doug Lamborn, John Salazar, and the past and present
Colorado Contingent. We have also received the backing of Senators Ben Nighthorse
Campbell, Wayne Allard and Ken Salazar over these years. Additionally, we have
the backing of County Commissions and City Councils from several counties and cit-
ies in southern Colorado, as well as the last two Governors of the State. We are
supported by the Pueblo Veterans Council, The Pikes Peak Veterans Council, all of
the Veterans Organizations in the surrounding five counties, and the United Vet-
erans Committee of Colorado.

We have made personal contact with, and have carried on letter-writing cam-
paigns to the serving Secretaries of Veterans Affairs for these past ten years. To
date, we do not consider any of the responses from the VA to be satisfactory. They
appear mostly to be boiler plate responses, written to protect internal VA agendas.

Politically, working in concert with our past and present elected Congressional
and Senatorial representatives we have helped write and support House and Senate
Bills which specifically address the establishment of a National Veterans Cemetery
in the Pikes Peak Region to serve southern Colorado’s Veterans. The present House
Bill, written by Congressmen Salazar and Lamborn passed in the House, and was
sent to the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, where, much to our chagrin, nei-
ther the Senate Bill nor the House Bill have been stymied by Senator Akaka. Letter
writing campaigns to him have not brought any results, as he has not responded
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to us, and has not placed the Bills on the Committee agenda for discussion and pas-
sage.

Locally, we studied the VA regulations, we have performed due diligence studies
regarding site selection, land requirements and acquisition, water and environ-
mental requirements, we have done on-the-ground surveys of potential sites, and we
have written a comprehensive plan entitled “A National Veterans Cemetery For The
Pikes Peak Region”.

For your information and use, here is a copy of the 2008 Pikes Peak Veterans
Cemetery Committee’s planning document. It contains color maps and photos of the
various undeveloped sites, and most importantly a matrix (Figure 4.1) that contains
the Committee’s ranking of the ten most viable sites. Our conclusions and rec-
ommendations are contained in section Five. The Appendices contain 2000 Census
data, and the VA Fact Sheet on creating a Veterans Cemetery.

All sites included in this plan are more than 75 miles from Fort Logan, however,
if this requirement is waived to move the proposed cemetery closer to Denver, we
would recommend it be sited along I-25 on the Air Force Academy. Of course, The
Commanders of Fort Carson and The Air Force Academy are precluded from making
any commitments to us concerning use of DoD land, but since it is already federally
owned, we know a Veterans Cemetery established in the installation buffer zones
can be authorized, and can be used to protect against encroachment on these mili-
tary installations.

Conclusion

In order to provide sufficient burial space for Colorado’s Veterans in the future,
and to fairly meet the needs of southern Colorado’s Veterans, plans for the Pikes
Peak Veterans Cemetery must get underway immediately. Please do not wait until
Ft. Logan is full before establishing a new Veterans Cemetery in Colorado. Use the
plan we have already produced and provided to you as a starting point. And finally,
please address the need to move the pending Bills for a Veteran Cemetery in the
Pikes Peak Region through Senator Akaka’s Committee for Congressional passage.

Thank you!

————

Prepared Statement of Bud Sailar, Director,
El Paso County, CO, Veteran and Military Affairs

Good afternoon Congressmen. My name is Bud Sailar and I am the Director of
Veteran and Military Affairs for E1 Paso County, Colorado.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify and present the views of our local vet-
erans and their concerns. Like many, we consider the National Cemeteries as me-
morials to veterans who preserved our freedom.

The future Veteran demographics for Colorado will show that the Pikes Peak Re-
gion, with its six military installations are producing Veterans at a much faster rate
than the remainder of Colorado, where only one small Air Force Base exists. Fort
Carson, which is the army’s most popular station of choice, is alone on track to grow
to a military population over 30,000 soldiers. And when many, if not most of these
local military complete their service, they remain in the area, which further acceler-
ates the growth of the Veteran population here. We also find that a large number
of military who were once stationed here, return here after military retirement. In
short, our veteran population is growing at a much faster rate than the remainder
of Colorado.

Additionally, we find it interesting and somewhat incongruous that our large ac-
tive-duty military population is not counted in the Veteran population numbers used
to determine populations served by National Veterans Cemeteries. This is especially
telling since approximately 400 of our local military have given their lives during
the Global War on Terror. While some of these brave Americans were buried in
their hometown, many of them have been buried or inurned in our local civilian
cemeteries. These active duty Americans need to be counted, and properly served
by a National Veterans Cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region.

Presently, over 100 burials per week are taking place at Fort Logan. During the
next 22 years, according to VA data, there will be over 40,000 veteran deaths in
the Southern Colorado area. Many of these veterans will not be honored in a Na-
tional Cemetery because during the same 22 years, there will be over 90,000 vet-
eran deaths in the Denver area alone. This will more than tax the cemetery at Fort
Logan.
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Prepared Statement of Tim Grabin, Department Commander,
Department of Colorado, American Legion

Mr Chairman and members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for allowing The American Legion Department of Colorado to present
its views on the VA Cemetery Construction Policy and whether it is meeting the
needs of today’s Veterans and their families.

I have enclosed a copy of the resolution adopted by our National organization as
part of my written testimony that was passed by our National convention in Salt
Lake City in August of 2006. This remains our current position on the burial allow-
ances and burial plot allowances and the establishment of additional national and
state veteran’s cemeteries.

Specifically I would like to concentrate my remarks on the need for additional
cemetery space in Colorado and hopefully in the Colorado Springs area serving vet-
erans in the southern parts of Colorado and other areas not served by a national
cemetery.

The population of the State of Colorado continues to grow and new veterans and
their families are a part of that growth. Historically, because of the numerous mili-
tary establishments in the southern Colorado area, veterans return to Colorado
after their tour of duty to retire or to make Colorado their new home because of
the climate, environment and the strong military support systems in place. This
trend has continued for many, many years and I don’t see that trend abating any-
time soon. With the new veteran population growth will come the need for new cem-
etery space and the Southern Colorado area is the perfect place for a new cemetery
establishment.

I understand there is debate on whether a new cemetery would need to be a stand
alone national cemetery with its own unique name and its own administration or
a satellite of the Ft Logan Cemetery in Denver. As Department Commander of The
American Legion I would like to put our organization on record as favoring the
brand new concept and we would not favor the satellite concept. I do not believe
that a satellite could or would adequately address the needs of the veteran or their
family. For instance, during our winters in Colorado on many occasions Colorado
Springs is separated and isolated from Denver because of inclement weather over
Monument Hill. To count on the Ft Logan establishment to provide support services
during those times would possibly delay or cancel services for those being intered.
This would not be an acceptable outcome for our veteran heroes. All support services
must be co-located within the new cemetery.

As to the exact location we will leave that decision to the planners to determine
the best location that will meet all of the provisions of the law and requirements
for growth and space to provide the absolute best setting in terms of view, landscape
and serenity for the final resting spot for America’s veterans but we are adamant
that the location be south of Monument Hill and located so that the maximum num-
ber of veterans be served.

In closing we want to thank the Subcommittee for the opportunity to express our
views and we want to continue to be a part of the discussions and decisionmaking
process. We stand ready as an organization of over 2.7 million veterans nationwide
to put our strong voice behind your efforts.

EIGHTY-EIGHTH NATIONAL CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN LEGION
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

AUGUST 29, 30, 31, 2006

RESOLUTION NO.: 313

SUBJECT: The American Legion Policy on the National Cemetery Adminis-
tration

Origin: Oregon

Submitted by: Veterans Affairs and Rehabilitation

WHEREAS, The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) National Cemetery Admin-
istration (NCA) was established by Congress and approved by President Abraham
Lincoln in 1862 to provide for the proper burial and registration of graves of Civil
War dead; and

WHEREAS, NCA is currently comprised of 123 national cemeteries in 39 states
and Puerto Rico, as well as, 33 soldiers’ lots and monuments; and

WHEREAS, More than 2% million Americans including veterans of every war
and conflict are buried in VA’s national cemeteries; and
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WHEREAS, More than 25 million veterans and Reservists and National Guard
members have earned the honor of burial in a national cemetery; and

WHEREAS, Annual interments in national cemeteries have annually increased
and are projected to increase for the next several years due to an aging veteran pop-
ulation; and

WHEREAS, Appropriate land acquisition is a key component to providing contin-
ued accessibility to burial options; and

WHEREAS, Operations, maintenance, renovation, and construction funding must
continually be adjusted to reflect the true requirements of the National Cemetery
Administration; and

WHEREAS, NCA administers a program of grants to states to assist them in es-
tablishing or improving state-operated veterans cemeteries in locations where there
are no nearby national cemeteries; and

WHEREAS, In 2005, there were 61 operating state cemeteries that performed
more than 200,000 interments; and

WHEREAS, Congress must provide sufficient major construction appropriations to
permit NCA to accomplish its stated goal of ensuring that burial in a national or
state cemetery is a realistic option by locating cemeteries within 75 miles of ninety
percent of all veterans; and

WHEREAS, In addition to providing a grave site, NCA provides a headstone or
marker, a Presidential Memorial certificate, a U.S. Flag, and perpetual care for the
grave; and

WHEREAS, The 1990 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act eliminated the then-
headstone allowance of $85, which was paid to all eligible veterans in lieu of a gov-
ernment-provided headstone or marker and now directly provides a standard gov-
ernment headstone or grave marker to eligible veterans anywhere in the world; and

WHEREAS, VA pays a burial allowance of $2,000 for veterans who die of service-
related causes. For veterans who were receiving VA compensation or pension, VA
pays $300 for burial and funeral expenses and $300 for a plot. The plot allowance
would still be payable to state veterans cemeteries; and

WHEREAS, If a veteran passes away in a Department of Veterans Affairs hos-
pital, nursing home, or domiciliary, or in an institution at which the individual was
receiving hospital or nursing care at the expense of the United States at the time
of death, VA will pay for the cost of transporting the remains to the place of burial;
however, a veteran who passes away in a State Veterans Home is not allowed trans-
portation cost for the remains to the place of burial by VA; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, By The American Legion in National Convention assembled
in Salt Lake City, Utah, August 29, 30, 31, 2006, That The American Legion
support the establishment of additional national and state veterans ceme-
teries and Columbaria wherever a need for them is apparent and petition
Congress to provide required operations and construction funding to en-
sure VA burial in a national or state veterans cemetery is a realistic option
for veterans and their eligible dependents; and, be it further

RESOLVED, That The American Legion support restoration of a veterans
burial allowance and an increase in the burial benefit; along with restora-
tion of the pre-1990 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act criteria to provide
eligibility for a government-furnished headstone or marker allowance and
restoration of the burial plot allowance for all honorably discharged vet-
erans; and, be it finally

RESOLVED, That The American Legion support action to provide that
when an eligible veteran dies in a state veterans hospital or nursing home,
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall pay for the cost of transporting the
remains to the place of burial as determined by the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs.

——

Prepared Statement of C. Douglas Sterner, Past Chairman,
Colorado State Board of Veterans Affairs

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to
testify before you today on behalf of my fellow veterans in Southern Colorado.

On February 4, 1945, in heavy fighting in the Ardennes Forest during the Battle
of the Bulge, Army Private Harold E. Hissong was killed in action. On learning of
his sacrifice, half-a-world away in the small town of Somers, Montana, his mother
Florence Hissong planted a tree in front of the entrance to her home overlooking
the Flathead Lake.
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Exactly five years later, nearly to the day, I was born in nearby Kalispell. In
many ways I grew up alongside that tree, for I could not miss it every time I visited
my grandmother. As a growing boy, each time I saw it, that tree stood always as
a reminder not only of the uncle that I never knew, but of the great price of freedom
and the responsibility passed on to every new generation to answer its own call to
duty whenever the rights of free people are threatened anywhere in our world.
When my day came I understood my duty, and was privileged to serve my Nation
during two tours of duty in Vietnam. I was in no small part inspired by the lessons
learned from a tree planted in honor of a dead American hero.

I have come to learn and understand that memorials are NOT about those who
went before; those who either individually or collectively are called to mind by such
memorials. Rather, those memorials stand as an example, and as a beacon, to in-
spire and guide future generations of Americans. You see, the location of our Vet-
erans cemeteries is not so much about the convenience with which we place our
dead, as it is how convenient we make it for those who have lost a loved one to
be constantly reminded, and inspired, by monuments reflecting their selfless service
to America.

The question before the Committee today is, “Is the VA Cemetery Construc-
tion Policy Meeting the Needs of Today’s Veterans and their Families?” I
applaud the goal set forth by the VA in the last several years of locating suitable
Veterans burial locations within 75 miles of their hometown. As a policy this echoes
the ethos of the warrior that says, “I will never leave a comrade behind.” No matter
where in the world brave young men and women in service to our Nation fall, they
know that their comrades will do all in their power, to and including risking and
even sacrificing their own life, to insure that every fallen hero will return home.

For the soldier in the field, insuring that a fallen comrade is recovered and re-
turned home is not predicated upon policies established within the constraints of
budgets or convenience, it is a solemn obligation to those who served and sacrificed.
As a nation, we have no less a solemn obligation to insure that the final resting
place of our veterans be in close proximity to their home, not only out of some moral
obligation, but also as a sign of respect to the living who remember them fondly.

My hometown is Pueblo, Colorado, only 30 miles south of where we are meeting
today. Though it is my adopted hometown, I have come to love it for a unique shar-
ing of the values I hold dear. Fifteen years ago Pueblo was recognized by the U.S.
Congress as America’s Home Of Heroes due that fact that at that time it was the
only city in America to have four sons who were living recipients of our highest
award for military valor, the Medal of Honor.

It should not however, be surprising that Pueblo would produce four such heroes
in three different wars over the span of only 24 years. Pueblo is the Home Of Heroes
not only because of the four men who earned the Medal of Honor, but also because
of the thousands of others who served with pride and patriotism when duty called.
The 2000 census reflected that Pueblo, Colorado, numbered among the top five cities
in America with populations over 100,000, in terms of the percentage of living World
War II veterans. Such dedication to service is endemic to our community which be-
lieves strongly in duty, honor, country, and in the obligation to serve. In 1970 Pueb-
lo comprised only 5% of our state’s population, yet during the Vietnam War of that
period, Pueblo sons and daughters reflected nearly 10% of our state’s more than 600
soldiers killed in action. Our city is today, in fact, home of the Colorado State Viet-
nam Veterans Memorial. Not only do the members of our community believe in per-
sonal service, we are committed to remembering all those who have served.

Eight years ago two of our Medal of Honor recipients died within months of each
other. Bill Crawford, who earned the Medal of Honor in World War II, was buried
at the Air Force Academy cemetery, having established a relationship with that in-
stitution in the later years of his life when he worked there as a lowly but dedicated
janitor. Colonel Carl Sitter who earned the Silver Star in World War II and the
Medal of Honor in Korea, was buried at Arlington National Cemetery, where today
383 other Medal of Honor recipients rest.

Raymond G. “Jerry” Murphy was born and raised in Pueblo, and during the Ko-
rean war became the third Puebloan in less than ten years to earn the Medal of
Honor. In later years he chose to live in Albuquerque, New Mexico, where he
worked in the Veterans Administration to help other veterans. When Mr. Murphy
became seriously ill a few years ago however, he returned home to Pueblo, to live
in the Veterans Nursing Home there.

On April 6, 2007, Jerry Murphy passed away in his hometown of Pueblo. Al-
though funeral services were held in his hometown, Mr. Murphy was subsequently
transported far south to the Santa Fe National Cemetery for burial. You see, there
exists today no Veterans cemetery within 90 miles of Pueblo to insure that Mr. Mur-
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phy or, for that matter Mr. Crawford or Mr. Sitter, could have returned home for
their final journey.

In point of fact, the VA Cemetery Construction Policy failed these three distin-
guished heroes, as well as the people of Pueblo who remember them fondly. It con-
tinues to fail the families of a city of more than 100,000 citizens, comprising one
of the highest percentages of World War II veterans—and in fact a uniquely high
percentage of veterans of all recent wars—who must travel more than 100 miles and
navigate the traffic of Metropolitan Denver, to pay respects to loved ones buried at
Fort Logan.

Please consider the needs of our city as well as the entire Southern Colorado Re-
gion, remembering our obligation to our veterans and their families, and provide for
a much-needed National Cemetery in our area so that our heroes will rest in peace
and dignity where they belong—at home in Southern Colorado.

This concludes my oral statement to the Committee.

EXHIBITS

VETERAN NUMBERS & STATISTICS!

As a state, Colorado veteran statistics rank within the median of the overall na-
tional numbers. Based upon on the 2000 Census, Colorado ranks 22d in the Nation
in overall population and 21st nationally in the percentage of adults over age 18
who are veterans of military service. Specifically, the 2000 Census counted a total
civilian adult population in Colorado of 3,177,044, of which 446,385 were identified
as Veterans. As such, Colorado veterans represent 16.5% of the state’s adult civilian
population, a number that is 2% higher than the national average of 14.5%.

The burial needs of Colorado’s active duty military personnel killed in the current
Global War on Terrorism, as well as surviving veterans of wars past, are addressed
primarily in three of four National or State Veterans Cemeteries as follows:

COLORADO NATIONAL & STATE VETERANS CEMETERIES

1. Fort Logan National Cemetery, located in the heart of metropolitan Denver,
is the largest Veterans Cemetery in Colorado. Nearly 100,000 veterans have been
buried at Fort Logan since 1889.

NINE of Colorado’s ten largest cities lie within the 75-mile catchment area of Fort
Logan, and SEVEN of these NINE comprise the Denver-Metropolitan area with a
population of 12 million adult citizens. Two of these nine largest cities border the
Fort Logan catchment area with Colorado Springs (the 2d largest Colorado City) 67
miles from Fort Logan and Fort Collins (the 5th largest city) lying 72%2 miles from
Fort Logan. This means that in all, nearly TWO MILLION Colorado citizens reside
within the catchment area of Fort Logan which, by all estimates, based on current
burial rates, will reach capacity by the year 2020.

The southern Colorado city of Pueblo is the ONLY city in the state with a popu-
lation greater than 100,000 that is totally outside Fort Logan’s catchment area at
a driving distance of 111 miles from that site.

2. Fort Lyons National Cemetery is the only other National Veterans Ceme-
tery in Colorado. Located in the eastern plains, the nearest large city is Pueblo,
which is 15 miles beyond the catchment area at 90.4 miles. Only 11 of Fort Lyons’
52 acres have been developed, providing burial for a total of 3,042 eligible veterans
and family members. Through Fiscal Year 2007, Fort Lyons has buried 2,144 per-
sons and, without expansion in the near future, that facility can accommodate fewer
than 1,000 additional burials. That reality is critical in light of the fact that this
is an area of our state that has one of the highest percentages of veterans among
the population.

3. The Veterans Memorial Cemetery of Western Colorado is one of two State
Veterans Cemeteries located in Colorado. Opened in 2002, it adequately addresses
veterans burial needs on Colorado’s Western Slope and, with a present capacity of
more than 3,000 burials on the property’s 22%2 acres, it will be sufficient to meet
the needs of Veterans and their families west of the Continental Divide for decades
to come. Due to its far-west location however, the cemetery’s impact on areas of con-
cern in today’s hearing are virtually nil.

4. The Colorado State Veterans Center At Homelake is the only Veterans’
burial facility located entirely in the area defined as the Southern Colorado Region.
The grounds of that facility are nearly full and it offers fewer than ten burial sites
at the time of this hearing. The Homelake cemetery has virtually no current positive

1Unless otherwise cited, all statistics are based upon the 2000 Census, as reported in “Vet-
erans: 2000, Census Brief,” U.S. Census Bureau, Issued May 2003.
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impact on addressing the future burial needs of veterans in the southern counties
of Colorado.

Figure 1—National & State Veterans Cemeteries in Colorado

The three operational cemeteries accepting Veteran burials in Colorado are re-
flected above with the green circles denoting a catchment area with a 75 mile ra-
dius. The 29 counties defined in H.R. 1660 as comprising the “Southern Colorado
Region” are within the area shaded red.

Figure 1 clearly demonstrates that the city of Colorado Springs, our State’s second
largest city, lies at the far edge of the catchment area for Fort Logan National Cem-
etery. Pueblo, our state’s ninth largest city, lies 15 miles outside the catchment area
for Fort Lyon National Cemetery and 36 miles beyond the catchment area of Fort
Logan. The desperate need for a national cemetery in this region becomes even more
imperative in light of the demographics of these two cities, as well as that of the
rural areas farther south and west.

COLORADO VETERANS CORRIDOR

The 2000 Census demonstrated that Colorado as a whole has a Veterans popu-
lation 2% above the National average. Even more striking is a Veterans demo-
graphic for the geographical area that runs from Colorado Springs, south through
Pueblo to the New Mexico border, and west into the Colorado Rocky Mountains.
This area, comprising 9 of the 29 counties defined as the “Southern Colorado Re-
gion” were found in the 2000 count to have a veterans population far exceeding
the national average.



55

Figure 2—Colorado Veterans Corridor
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Counties denoted above in light blue have Veterans populations significantly
larger than the National average, and those counties shaded in the dark blue were
found to have veterans populations one-and-a-half times the National average.
This high proportion of veterans in Southern Colorado is further reflected in the sta-
tistics for the two largest cities in the Veterans’ Corridor.

COLORADO SPRINGS VETERAN POPULATION

The centennial count identified more than 50,000 veterans living in Colorado
Springs (nearly 75,000 in El Paso County), a number which at that time indicated
a veterans population comprising more than 20% of the total civilian adult popu-
lation of Colorado’s second largest city. Of 250 American cities with a population
in excess of 100,000, Colorado Springs ranked 5th in the Nation in terms of its per-
centage of veterans:

Figure 3—Ten Major Cities with high Veteran Populations

Ten Places of 100,000 or More With the Highest Percentage of Veterans
in the Civilian Population Aged 18 and Over: 2000 (Data based on sample. For
information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error and
definitions, see www.census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf)

Place Numberof | Pereentof | Spereent |
Hampton VA 28,312 27.1 26.5-27.8
Clarksville, TN 15,319 24.4 23.7-25.1
Fayetteville, NC 19,060 23.7 23.0-24.4
Virginia Beach, VA 60,260 21.7 21.4-22.1
Colorado Springs, CO 51,609 20.2 19.9-20.6
Norfolk, VA 30,068 19.9 19.5-20.4
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Place Nomberof | Peemtof | Sbpereent
Newport News, VA 24,021 19.9 19.4-20.4
Columbus, GA* 24,984 19.6 19.1-20.1
Chesapeake, VA 25,621 18.9 18.4-194
Portsmouth, VA 12,955 18.4 17.8-19.1

Among these same 250 major American cities:

¢ Colorado Springs ranks 3rd in the Nation with the highest percentage (7.8%)
of Vietnam War and Vietnam era veterans (20,011).

¢ Colorado Springs ranks 8th in the Nation with the highest percentage (5.7%)
of Gulf War veterans (14,650).

Of further significance is a steady migration of retiring active duty military per-
sonnel into the Pikes Peak region, in no small part due to the location of the U.S.
Air Force Academy, Fort Carson, and other military posts in the vicinity. At a time
when the percentage of veterans is declining through attrition in most communities
across the nation, Colorado Springs continues to experience an increasing number
of military retirees that may, in fact, push the 2010 enumeration well above the al-
ready-high percentage revealed eight years ago.

While northern El Paso County falls within the catchment area for the Fort Logan
National Cemetery, southern El Paso County including the south side of Colorado
Springs and popular military retirement areas at Fountain and Security outside
Fort Carson are beyond the catchment area. Considering that the Fort Logan facil-
ity is already overburdened to meet the needs of eight of our State’s largest cities,
including the Denver-Metropolitan Area, construction of a new National Veterans
Cemetery south of Colorado Springs would both relieve pressure on the existing fa-
cility to the north, and provide a convenient and dignified burial location for the
many families of Colorado Springs’ significant veterans population.

PUEBLO VETERAN POPULATION

Thirty miles south of Colorado Springs and well beyond the catchment area of
Fort Logan and Fort Lyons National Cemeteries is the city of Pueblo, the only Colo-
rado city with a population in excess of 100,000 residents that has no convenient
Veterans cemetery. Pueblo is the ninth largest city in Colorado and ranks 242d in
size among the 254 American cities with populations over 100,000. Pueblo is, how-
ever, a city whose populace has risen to the call of duty time and again in wars
of the past, in far greater numbers than almost any other large city.

Of the 254 largest American cities:

¢ Pueblo ranks 4th in the Nation with the highest percentage (4.2%) of World
War II veterans (3,201)

¢ Pueblo ranks 9th in the Nation with the highest percentage (2.8%) of Korean
war veterans (2,133).

As a community the citizens of Pueblo have demonstrated not only an uncommon
willingness to serve their Nation in time of war, but also an admirable sense of com-
munity pride in its sons and daughters currently on active duty, as well as its vet-
erans of past wars. In 1993 Pueblo was recognized by the U.S. Congress as Amer-
ica’s Home Of Heroes due to the fact that is was the ONLY city in America with
four living recipients of the Medal of Honor. This symbolizes a tradition of valor
that extends far beyond these four distinguished hometown heroes; more than FIF-
TEEN Pueblo servicemen have received one of the military’s top two levels of
awards, more than any Colorado city other than Denver.

In honor of its Veterans, Pueblo is the site of one of only FOUR National Medal
of Honor memorials, and is home to the Colorado State Vietnam War Memorial.
Currently development is underway on Pueblo’s Historic Riverwalk Project for a
Veterans Bridge to honor local veterans of all wars, as well as those who have
served in peace time.

The proudly patriotic citizenry of Pueblo, a city that was once described by a vis-
iting Medal of Honor recipient as “The most patriotic city in America,” have no con-
venient and appropriate place to bury our dead among their comrades in arms. For
the veterans who reside in America’s Home Of Heroes, and the surviving family
members who have gone to uncommon efforts to ensure that their service is never
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forgotten, the VA Cemetery Construction Policy is NOT Meeting the Needs
of Today’s Veterans and their Families.

ENUMERATION

Nine of the 29 Colorado counties identified as the “Southern Colorado Region” lie
within the area I have defined herein as the Colorado Veterans Corridor (Figure
2). Five of these nine counties have veteran populations well above the national
average (12.7%), ranging from 18.9 to 21.8%. Based upon the 2000 Census, vet-
erans number by county as follows:

County Percent | ndor 64 | Over 64 | Under 64 | Over64 | Veterans
Custer County 21.8% 353 228 13 — 594
El Paso County 21.4% 51,007 14,902 8,126 955 74,990
Fremont County 21.3% 5,267 2,135 324 62 7,788
Huerfano County 18.9% 661 483 35 17 1,196
Teller County 19.9% 2,204 557 253 — 3,014

21.0% 59,492 18,305 8,751 1,034 87,583

The other four counties in this corridor have veteran populations of between 15.7-
17.7% of the total adult civilian population. Those numbers are reflected as:

County | Percent | ;048%4 | Over 64 | Under 64 | Over 4 | Veterans
Bent County 17.7% 504 283 18 3 808
Crowley County 16.9% 581 167 10 — 758
Las Animas Cty. 16.0% 1,030 733 67 14 1,844
Otero County* 15.7% 1,352 680 92 15 2,139
Pueblo County 16.7% 10,001 6,528 837 234 17,600

16.6% 13,468 8,391 1,024 266 23,150

*QOtero County is NOT listed among the 29 counties comprising the Southern Colorado Region in H.R. 1660,

but it IS surrounded on all sides by counties that are, and lies within the catchment area of the proposed Na-
tional Cemetery.

The remaining 20 counties defined as located within the Southern Colorado Re-
gion have an aggregate population of more than 350,000 adult civilians and a vet-
eran population that averages 14.2% of the adult population. A total of 38,254 vet-
erans were counted in these 20 counties in the 2000 census.

Based upon this data, a total of 148,987 veterans would be directly impacted by
location of a new Veterans Cemetery in southern Colorado. This exceeds the VA’s
desired population impact by nearly 150%. More than 50,000 of these veterans enu-
merated above currently reside more than 100 miles from the nearest Veterans cem-
etery and a large number of those live more than 150 miles from the nearest such
facility.

OUTLOOK FOR THE FUTURE

More than 16 million men and women served in military service during World
War II, more than at any other period in our Nation’s history. Six decades after that
war the Veterans Cemetery System has become strained by their burial needs. Vet-
erans of that war continue to pass away in large numbers in a daily basis, further
bringing our veterans cemeteries to capacity or near-capacity.

In the year 2000 the World War II veteran population numbered 5.7 million, or
21.7% of America’s veteran population. Those numbers were exceeded only by Viet-
nam War and Vietnam era veterans which numbered 8.4 million, comprising 31.7%
of our Nation’s veteran population. The average age of these, our largest block of
living veterans (those who served from 1964-1975) presently averages 61.3 years of
age. Within a decade the Vietnam veterans, following closely behind the loss of
nearly all of our World War II and our 4 million Korean war veterans, will be faced
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with Veterans cemeteries that have reached capacity and closed to further burial.
This will be especially significant in the Southern Colorado Region which boasts one
of the largest Vietnam veteran populations in America. As previously noted, Colo-
rado Springs has the 3rd highest percentage of Vietnam Veterans of any of our
country’s 250 largest cities. Other areas of Southern Colorado are also populated by
large segments of the Vietnam War era veterans. (During that war the city of Pueb-
lo lost 58 of its hometown heroes, a death toll numerically exceeded only by Denver.
While comprising only 5% of Colorado’s total populace in 1970, Pueblo alone suf-
fered 10% of the state’s Vietnam War casualties. Colorado Springs had the third-
highest number of Vietnam War casualties, with 46 local heroes killed in that war.)

CONCLUSIONS

The need for a Veterans cemetery to serve the Southern Colorado Region is obvi-
ous.

1. This region has proportionally one of the highest percentages of veterans in
America.

2. Both geographically and demographically, the vast majority of the veterans in
this region and their families are located far beyond the catchment area of any
existing veterans cemetery.

3. Fort Logan National Cemetery, which borders a limited number of these af-
fected areas is already addressing the demands of eight of Colorado’s ten larg-
est cities and will likely reach capacity within little more than a decade.

4. Establishment of a national Veterans Cemetery in the Southern Colorado Re-
gion is not only practical to addressing future capacity problems at Fort Logan
and expansion and development at Fort Lyon, it is the RIGHT THING TO DO
for a population that has answered the call to duty in admirable numbers.

The VA’s goal of locating Veterans cemeteries within a 75-mile radius of a hero’s
hometown, or that of the family which remembers and honors that veteran, is NOT
being met for tens of thousands of military veterans in Southern Colorado. This can
and should be addressed by construction of a national Veterans Cemetery in the
Southern Colorado Region.

Furthermore, there are few areas in America that better exemplify the stated vi-
sion of the National Cemetery Administration that: “Every national cemetery will be
a place that inspires visitors to understand and appreciate the service and sacrifice
of our Nation’s veterans.”

The Pikes Peak region is not only inspirational with its high mountains and nat-
ural wonders, it is home to the U.S. Air Force Academy, the proud tradition of the
“Mountain Post” at Fort Carson, and many other facilities where young men and
women continue a tradition of service that dates back to the Revolutionary War.
The patriarch of Colorado Springs, William Jackson Palmer, was in fact a recipient
of the Medal of Honor for his heroic leadership in the War Between the States, and
chose regularly to reunite the men of his regiment at his mountain residence in the
decades that followed the war.

Pueblo has a history of service and valor that can be matched by few cities in
America. In traditions of the G.A.R. following the War Between the States which
inspired programs of reverence for our military veterans, Pueblo is home to multiple
veterans memorials and regularly hosts public, patriotic programs to honor and re-
member our heroes.

Florence, Colorado, just 30 miles south of Colorado Springs and 25 miles west of
Pueblo is named for the wife of Navy Commodore Byron McCandless, a hero of
World War I who later designed the Flag of our Commander in Chief, as well as
the Presidential Seal. His son became one of the great heroes of World War II, earn-
ing the Medal of Honor, and his own son, Bruce McCandless, II, continued that tra-
dition of service as a Naval Officer and NASA astronaut, becoming the first man
to walk in space untethered.

Such accounts of service, sacrifice, and heroism abound in the Southern Colorado
Region, a largely rural area with deeply rooted traditions of military service. There
can be few places so emotionally inspiring and few locations with more awe-inspir-
ing landscape as this area of our Nation.

Indeed as a veteran myself, I can think of few places I would rather someday lie
than beneath the towering mountains from which more than a century ago Kath-
arine Lee Bates looked down and, personally inspired by what she saw, penned the
words that mean so much to every American veteran: “America the Beautiful.”

——
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Jeff Chostner, Colonel, USAF (Ret.),
Commissioner, Pueblo County Board of Commissioners, Pueblo, CO

Board of Pueblo County Commissioners,
Pueblo, CO.
May 1, 2008

The Honorable John J. Hall

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
335 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Hall:

I am writing to you with regard to the location of a Veterans Cemetery in the
Southern Colorado region. I have been involved in this matter since 2003, as a
former member of the Pueblo, Colorado, City Council, Chairman of the Greater
Pueblo Chamber of Commerce Military Affairs Committee, President of the Air
Force Association (Mel Harmon Chapter) and the American Legion.

In my view it is imperative that a new Veterans Cemetery established in South-
ern Colorado—Dby that, I mean in a location south of the City of Colorado Springs,
and preferably in Pueblo County. As you know the closest Veterans Cemetery is F't.
Logan National Cemetery, located in the Denver metro area. This is a fine facility
and one of which we are all proud. However, it is my understanding that Ft. Logan
is nearing capacity and there is a pressing need to establish another Veterans Cem-
etery, either as an adjunct to Ft. Logan or a new cemetery. I have also been in-
formed that there are different Veterans Administration regulations based on the
status of the cemetery. Under either criteria, however, we were dismayed to learn
that the Veterans Administration has recommended a veterans cemetery between
Colorado Springs and Denver. None of the participants to the discussion of location
envisioned a cemetery north of Colorado Springs; all believed it should be south of
Colorado Springs.

I would urge that you review the current Veterans Administration’s regulations
regarding status of Veteran Cemeteries and how said status defines the geo-
graphical areas in which they may be placed. In my view, the current regulations
do not sufficiently take into account location of other existing veteran cemeteries
and the ability of other concentrations of veterans to avail themselves of the right
to burial in a national cemetery.

This discrepancy is most apparent in the matter before your sub-Committee, in
that the next closest Veterans Cemetery is in Santa Fe, New Mexico. The distance
between Ft. Logan and the Santa Fe cemetery is approximately 400 miles. Yet in-
stead of proposing a cemetery that would either be more geographically central to
the area, or closer for other veterans in the region, the Veterans Administration rec-
ommends a new cemetery in close proximity to the existing one. While it will pro-
vide more capacity, it does not allow for more convenience or availability to the re-
gions veterans.

I appreciate the opportunity to speak before the Committee, and look forward to
discussing the matter further on May 2, 2008, in Colorado Springs.

Sincerely,
Colonel J. E. Chostner, USAF (Ret.)
Commissioner

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. William F. Tuerk,
Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs, National Cemetery Administration,
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify today on VA’s national cemetery construction pol-
icy and how the National Cemetery Administration (NCA) is working with Congress
to meet veterans’ and their families’ burial needs, an issue of great interest to Colo-
rado veterans.

One of NCA’s four statutory missions under title 38, United States Code, is to pro-
vide burial for eligible veterans and their eligible dependents, and to maintain those
places of burial as national shrines.
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NCA currently maintains more than 2.8 million gravesites at 125 national ceme-
teries in 39 States and Puerto Rico, as well as 33 soldiers’ lots and monument sites.
Since 1973, when Congress created a National Cemetery System under the jurisdic-
tion of VA, annual interments in VA national cemeteries have almost tripled from
36,400 to about 100,200 in FY 2007. (We expect to perform nearly 103,000 inter-
ments in 2008, a 2.3 percent increase over the number performed in 2007.) Addition-
ally, 69 State veterans cemeteries funded under the State Cemetery Grants Pro-
gram are operated in 35 States, Guam and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands.

NCA is experiencing an unparalleled expansion that will help to ensure veterans
are served with a burial option in a national or State veterans cemetery within a
reasonable distance of their home. The Veterans Millennium Healthcare and Bene-
fits Act of 1999 mandated reports that have served as valuable tools for the Depart-
ment by providing data for use in our planning processes. Armed with the data gen-
erated by these reports, we have been able to plan effectively to meet the burial
needs of veterans.

We seek to maintain the highest level of service to our veterans. VA’s goal is to
increase service delivery by providing more veterans with reasonable access to a
burial option (whether for casketed or cremated remains) in a national or State vet-
erans cemetery within 75 miles of their residence. VA’s current policy is to locate
national cemeteries in areas with the largest concentration of unserved veterans. VA
and Congress have determined that new national cemeteries will be established in
areas with an unserved veteran population threshold of 170,000 within a 75-mile
service radius. This policy has enabled VA to focus resources on serving areas in
which high concentrations of veterans do not have access to a burial option.

Currently, over 83 percent of all veterans in the Nation reside within a 75-mile
radius of a national or State veterans cemetery. NCA intends to increase the per-
centage of veterans served to 90 percent by FY 2010. Strategic initiatives are in
place to meet this goal. They are:

¢ Establishment of additional national cemeteries in unserved areas;

» Expansion of existing national cemeteries to provide continued service; and

¢ Establishment or expansion of State veterans cemeteries through the State
Cemetery Grants Program.

Future Burial Needs, Volume 1 of the Millennium Act report, completed in 2002,
is the most recent demographic study to assist the National Cemetery Administra-
tion in its long-range planning. This report assessed the number of additional ceme-
teries needed to ensure that 90 percent of veterans live within 75 miles of a national
or State veterans cemetery, and identified 31 locations with the greatest concentra-
tion of unmet need for burial spaces. In June 2003, VA transmitted to Congress re-
vised veteran population estimates, based on 2000 United States Census data, for
all locations identified in the report. From these two listings, 12 locations were iden-
tified as having the greatest number of veterans with unserved burial need; all met
VA’s veteran population threshold of 170,000 for planning new national cemeteries.
Public Law 106-117 and Public Law 108-109, in tandem, mandated that NCA con-
struct new national cemeteries in locations identified as having the greatest need.
These locations included Atlanta, Georgia; Detroit, Michigan; Ft. Sill (Oklahoma
City), Oklahoma; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Sacramento, California; south Florida
(Miami); Bakersfield, California; Birmingham, Alabama; Columbia/Greenville, South
Carolina; Jacksonville, Florida; Southeastern Pennsylvania; and Sarasota County,
Florida.

Currently, Colorado has two national cemeteries, Ft. Logan and Ft. Lyon National
Cemeteries, and one VA-funded State veterans cemetery, Veterans Memorial Ceme-
tery of Western Colorado in Grand Junction. The vast majority of veterans who re-
side in the Colorado Springs area are currently served by either Ft. Logan National
Cemetery or Ft. Lyon National Cemetery. Currently, NCA projects that Ft. Logan
National Cemetery will have casket and cremation burial space available until ap-
proximately 2019. Unfortunately, there is no land contiguous to the existing ceme-
tery to purchase for future gravesite development. Ft. Lyon National Cemetery will
have casket and cremation burial space available beyond 2030.

As T testified this February before the full House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, the
Denver and Colorado Springs area currently served by Ft. Logan National Cemetery
has a significant number of veterans, well beyond our 170,000 criterion. It appears
that F't. Logan National Cemetery is one of the next large cemeteries that will reach
capacity on its current acreage. If our FY 2009 budget request is approved, we will
be able to undertake a new expedited land acquisition process. That new process
will greatly assist us in providing a successor cemetery to Ft. Logan National Ceme-



61

tery and ensuring there will not be a lapse in service for the veterans in the Denver/
Colorado Springs area.

The cost of establishing a new cemetery is considerable. Based on recent experi-
ence, the cost for establishing new national cemeteries ranges from $500,000 to
$750,000 for environmental compliance requirements; $1 million to $2 million for
master planning and design; $1 million to $2 million for construction document
preparation; $5 million to %1110 million for land acquisition, if required; and $20 mil-
lion to $30 million for construction. The average annual cost for operating a new
national cemetery ranges from $1 million to $2 million. Until Ft. Logan National
Cemetery can no longer meet the burial needs of the region, all veterans residing
within 75 miles are considered served, and VA national cemetery resources will be
directed to planning a successor national cemetery.

The State Cemetery Grants Program, vital to achieving NCA’s burial access goal
and permitting NCA to meet the needs of veterans in less populated areas where
the concentration of veterans cannot meet NCA’s criterion for the establishment of
a national cemetery, can provide additional burial options for Colorado veterans.
Through this program, VA may provide up to 100 percent of the cost of improve-
ments in establishing a State veterans cemetery, including the cost of initial equip-
ment to operate the cemetery. VA worked with Colorado officials in providing more
than $6 million to establish the State veterans cemetery in Grand Junction and
would be pleased to assist the State in exploring this option for the Colorado
Springs region.

As the National Cemetery Administration proceeds with construction of the last
6 of the 12 new national cemeteries mandated by Congress, and as it continues to
provide grants to the States for construction of State veterans cemeteries, we believe
it is time to reassess current policies and to think strategically about how we will
meet the needs of veterans in the future. To do this, VA has commissioned an inde-
pendent program evaluation of all burial benefits. The evaluation will address
issues such as:

¢ Assessment of VA’s current access policies to include the 75-mile service area
standard;

e Adequacy of the 170,000 veteran population threshold for planning new na-
tional cemeteries; and

¢ Factors influencing veterans’ burial choices such as cremation-only burial sites,
mausoleums, distance and driving time to a national or State cemetery, family
practices, religious affiliation and generational differences.

Following receipt of the report, the Secretary will assess current planning prac-
tices and recommend any new strategic goals, policy direction, and planning stand-
ards that will position the Department to continue to meet veterans’ burial needs
in the future. We will be pleased to share this program evaluation study with the
Congress this summer.

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to share with you an overview of NCA’s
cemetery construction policy and efforts. I look forward to working with the mem-
bers of this Subcommittee as we jointly meet the burial needs of the veterans we
are trusted to serve. I would be pleased to answer any questions.

——

Statement of Hon. Mark Udall,
a Representative in Congress from the State of Colorado

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, thank you for
holding this hearing to discuss the VA National Cemetery Administration’s policies
for providing the respectful final resting places that our veterans so deserve. I re-
gret that a conflict in scheduling makes it impossible for me to attend this field
hearing and express my appreciation and concerns in person.

In three weeks, we will honor those who made the ultimate sacrifice in defending
our Nation, as we celebrate Memorial Day weekend. On that weekend, friends and
family members of our departed veterans will visit VA cemeteries throughout the
country to honor the memory of their loved ones. Unfortunately, far too many family
members will have to travel far too many miles to pay their respects. Even worse,
the long distance that some veterans’ survivors must travel will prevent them from
making the trip at all.

It is particularly appropriate that this field hearing is being held in Colorado
Springs. Southern Colorado’s population features one of the highest concentrations
of veterans in the nation, yet the vast majority of veterans in southern Colorado are
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located far outside a 75-mile radius of the nearest VA cemeteries, Fort Logan Na-
tional Cemetery in Denver and Fort Lyon National Cemetery in Bent County.

For nearly a decade, it has been a goal of the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery
Committee, as well as the Department of Colorado Veterans of Foreign Wars, the
Colorado chapters of the American Legion, the Paralyzed Veterans of America, and
the Association for Service Disabled Veterans, to bring a National Cemetery to El
Paso County. Last year, my colleague in the Colorado delegation, Representative
John Salazar, introduced legislation that would address this issue. It was my honor
to join Ranking Member Lamborn and our fellow Colorado Representatives Ed
Perlmutter, Diana DeGette and Marilyn Musgrave in cosponsoring Congressman
Salazar’s bill.

That bill, H.R. 1660, passed the House of Representatives unanimously by voice
vote, highlighting the support southern Colorado veterans have received from the
entire Nation for the establishment of a VA cemetery in El Paso County. Unfortu-
nately, this bill has seen no legislative action in the Senate. Hopefully, this hearing
will raise awareness of the need for a new national cemetery for southern Colorado,
so that we can ensure all of our veterans receive the recognition they deserve with
a final resting place close to their own communities.

Again, Mr. Chairman and Committee Members, thank you for holding this hear-
ing and addressing the concerns of our Nation’s honorable veterans.

————
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Section 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 General

A cemetery for veterans does not appear magically just because of popular de-
mand or because of a demonstrated need for one. Rather, such a cemetery, whether
funded by the U.S. Government or the state government, will be established only
after many hours and often many years of diligent work by dedicated individuals
willing to devote their time, energy and frequently their personal funds to comple-
tion of the project. The report which follows provides an account of work by a com-
mittee of concerned veterans, working through and with their elected representa-
tives, to secure a National Veterans Cemetery for the Pikes Peak region.

The purpose of this report is to:

¢ Present a review of the work which has been accomplished to obtain a veterans
cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region

¢ Inform and obtain the support of the general public and other interested parties
and organizations of the need for such a cemetery

¢ Identify tasks that must be accomplished in preparation for establishment of a
veterans cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region

Note: The term, “Pikes Peak Region” as used throughout this report refers to the
35 counties located in what can be described in general terms as the southeast
quadrant of the State of Colorado.

1.2 Background

The origin of the idea for a veterans’ cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region can be
traced to LTG Forester, a former commander of Fort Carson, who raised the issue
during the 1990-1991 timeframe. Further interest in the idea was expressed during
the mid and late 1990s, within the local chapter of the Military Officers Association
of America (MOAA) and The Retired Enlisted Association (TREA). Subsequently,
both Senator Allard and Representative Hefley introduced bills in their respective
houses of Congress seeking a National Veterans Cemetery in the Colorado Springs
area. Action on both bills ended in 2000, however, when the Veterans Administra-
tion announced there were requests for six other cemeteries across the United
States considered to be more essential as well as being mandated by the Congress.

1.3 Recent Congressional Actions

Representative Hefley with other members of the Colorado congressional delega-
tion introduced a new bill (H.R. 4907) on March 8, 2006, to direct the Secretary of
the Veterans Affairs to establish a national cemetery for veterans in the Pikes Peak
Region. Senators Allard and Salazar introduced a similar bill in the Senate (S.
2387)

Senator Salazar has written a number of letters to the Department of Veterans
Affairs setting forth his support for a regional veterans’ cemetery. His first letter,
in April 2005, gave reasons for questioning the relevancy of the VA’s objections in
2000 to establishment of a regional cemetery. Subsequently, Senator Salazar wrote
to the VA Undersecretary for Memorial Affairs and cited a number of unique factors
that should be addressed by VA guidelines for placing veterans’ cemeteries. These
unique factors, as they pertain to the Pikes Peak Region, include:

¢ Future Growth: The current VA guideline sets a threshold population of
170,000 veterans in a region to create a new cemetery. This guideline does not
account for the future growth, which should include projected troop increases
at Fort Carson, which is likely to grow larger in coming years. Growth projec-
tions create a different picture of the military and veterans’ presence in the
Pikes Peak Region than does VA’s most recent evaluation.

¢ Travel Time vs. Travel Distance: Colorado Springs is within 75 miles of Den-
ver (straight line distance) but due to traffic it can take more than two hours
to travel between the two cities. VA guidelines should reflect such consider-
ations.

¢ Cultural Realities of Colorado: Even though Denver and Colorado Springs
are relatively close geographically the community of Colorado Springs is the
“center of gravity” for military and veterans affairs within the state and rep-
resents the people and communities of southern and southeastern parts of Colo-
rado together with counties in the San Luis Valley, the Arkansas River Region
and the Eastern Plains.
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Project Coordination and Support

Concurrent with meeting and discussions with Members of Congress, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and officials at the State and local levels, members of the
Committee have worked to enlist the support of other veterans’ organizations as
well as civic organizations in the civilian community. These organizations are listed
at Table 1.1, below.

Table 1.1—Advocates for a Regional VA Cemetery

Colorado Congressional Delegation

The Colorado Board of Veterans Affairs

The United Veterans Committee of Colorado

El Paso County Commissioners

Fremont County Commissioners

Colorado Springs City Council

Pueblo City Council

City of Fountain City Council

The Military Affairs Council of the Colorado Springs
Chamber of Commerce

Fort Carson Encroachment Committee

Military Officers Association of America

Chapter One of the Retired Enlisted Association

The Armed Forces Top Enlisted Association

Pikes Peak Veterans Council (with 41 member organizations)
Pueblo Veterans Council (with over 12 member organizations)

Section 2
REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

2.1 General

In a statement to the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs former Congressman
Joel Hefley observed that demographics are the primary driver in determining the
scope and level of investments at the National Cemetery Administration level. In
looking to the future, veteran deaths will peak in 2008 at 676,000 with a slow de-
cline thereafter to an estimated 672,000 veteran deaths in 2010. Concurrently, an-
nual internments can be expected to increase from 93,000 in 2004 to approximately
114,700 in 2010 as new national cemeteries are established. !

2.2 Data Baseline

Accepting the validity of Congressman Hefley’s comment that demographics are
the primary driver in determining the scope and level of investments at National
Cemetery Administration facilities, a review of the demographic data pertaining to
the 35-county region’s veteran population is warranted. The principal source of data
for this examination is the year 2000 U.S. Government census report for Colorado.
As tabulated on Table 2.1, below, there were 155,501 veterans in the 35-county re-
gion in the year 2000.

Under existing Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) guidelines a population of
170,000 veterans in a region is required to justify creation of a new cemetery. From
the population data, above, the number of veterans in the region as of the year 2000
was not sufficient for such a project. However, DVA guidelines do not account for
future growth, which, in the case of the Pikes Peak Region is quite likely to con-
tinue for the foreseeable future.

The most significant factor contributing to continuation of the population increase
is the presence of the large military population assigned to Fort Carson, Peterson
Air Force Base, Schriever Air Force Base, Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Station
and the Air Force Academy. These installations are home to about 33,000 active
duty military personnel with an estimated increase of another 5,000 soldiers at Fort
Carson within the next two years—according to recent estimates. 2

1Statement by Congressman Joel Hefley, R—-CO, to the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Committee
on June 23, 2005

2 Military Facts for Fiscal Year 2005, by the Greater Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce,
2005
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Table 2.1—35-County Veteran Population Data*

County Name %ﬁg:ﬂlgf County Name %ng;gf County Name m?;z;:f
Alamosa 1,280 | Fremont 7,788 | Montrose 3,936
Archuleta 1,205 | Gunnison 1,150 | Otero 2,339
Baca 462 | Hinsdale 78 | Ouray 471
Chaffee 2,238 | Huerfano 1,176 | Park 2,126
Cheyenne 191 | Kiowa 159 | Pitkin 1,113
Conejos 750 | Kit Carson 817 | Prowers 1,037
Costilla 394 | La Plata 4,290 | Pueblo 17,600
Crowley 758 | Las Animas 1,844 | Saguache 550
Custer 594 | Lincoln 736 | San Juan 88
Delta 3,832 | Mesa 14,908 | San Miguel 478
Dolores 217 | Mineral 115 | Teller 3,014
El Paso 74,992 | Montezuma 2,775 — —
Total Vets 86,913 | Total Vets 35,836 | Total Vets 32,752
Grand Total 155,501
Veterans

*Source: U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, Veteran Data, Census 2000, Colorado by County & Period of
Service.

2.3 Potential for Growth

A comparison of the Census 1990 veteran population with the Census 2000 data
for the State of Colorado shows an 8.9% increase in the total number of veterans
during that ten year period (409,932 veterans growing by 36,453 to 446,385 vet-
erans). Using this same growth data and assuming the number of veterans in the
35-county region will increase at the same rate it is possible to estimate the regional
veteran population by the year 2010, namely, 155,501 veterans in 2000 multiplied
by 1.089% equates to 169,340 in 2010 which is within a few hundred individuals
of the 170,000 veteran threshold required under the DVA guidelines. 3 (See Appen-
dix A for Bureau of the Census population data)

2.4 Summary

This examination of the potential for growth within the Pikes Peak Region was
conducted to provide an estimate of the veteran population at the end of the 2000—
2010 decade. With an assumed continuation of the 8.9 percent growth rate experi-
enced within Colorado during the previous ten-year period, a regional population of
169,000 + veterans can be projected realistically.

Section 3
CREATING A NATIONAL CEMETERY

3.1 General

The Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) creates a new national cemetery
through a six-step process with each step requiring that congressionally approved
funds be available. The general process which is provided in a DVA Public and
Intergovernmental Affairs fact sheet will be summarized in this section (A copy of
the fact sheet is at Appendix B).

This summary provides an overview of the different steps with the purpose being
to promote an understanding of the process with emphasis upon the relationship be-
tween the activities of the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Committee and other gov-
ernment agencies.

3U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, Census 1990 vs. Census 2000 Veteran Population In
the U.S. and Puerto Rico



68

The six steps consist of: site selection, environmental assessment, land acquisi-
tion, master planning and design development, preparation of construction docu-
ments and, lastly, the actual construction.

3.2 Site Selection

The process begins with identification of a geographic area with a large veteran
population unserved by a national or state cemetery. Size of the cemetery and the
number of gravesites will be determined by demographic forecasts. Criteria for site
selection include: accessibility, available utilities and water, surrounding land use,
soil topography and shape, aesthetics in terms of appearance and restrictions to de-
velopment and other factors such as the presence of endangered species and mineral
rights or easements. Two to five sites are identified.

3.3 Environmental Assessment

An environmental assessment document must be prepared for the selected site to
ensure compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act.4

3.4 Land Acquisition

Land can be acquired by donation, by purchase or through transfer of federal or
state land to the VA. The value for land which is purchased is established through
a real-property appraisal. The Department of Justice reviews all of the related real
property documentation to ensure the contract and title meet requirements for legal
transfer of the property.

3.5 Master Planning and Design Development

After the VA takes title to the land, contract bids are solicited for design of the
new cemetery. The winning contractor prepares a master plan for development of
all phases of the cemetery which is followed by more detailed designs for the sepa-
rate phases of construction. The first phase usually includes the first active burial
section with the necessary infrastructure for operation of the cemetery. The later
phases of construction typically include new burial sections, with associated infra-
structure, designed to provide burial space for ten years.

3.6 Contract Document Preparation

Under a second negotiated contact the contractor prepares plans and specifica-
tions that detail all aspects of the phase-one construction; e.g., active burial sections,
administrative and maintenance buildings, a public information center, committal
shelters and roads. The documents provide the basis for project construction bids.

3.7 Construction Award and Completion

Following completion of the first five steps in the process the VA solicits bids and
awards a contract for construction of the new cemetery. This process usually takes
about four months but the actual construction of Phase 1 takes approximately 24
months. In fact, to complete each phase, land purchases and construction will re-
quire multiple congressional appropriations over several years’ budgets.

Beginning with selection of the site, through the environmental assessment, mas-
ter planning, design and Phase 1 construction steps, the process requires about five
years for completion. The follow-on phases of construction will occur over a period
of many years driven to a large degree by the requirements for burials.

3.8 The Committee’s Role in the Creation Process

Although the Committee does not have an official standing in the sense that its
actions represent the position of or are conducted under the authority of a legally
constituted organization it does, however, have a role in the creation of a new ceme-
tery by virtue of its contacts with Members of Congress, the United States Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, state and local governments, the regional veterans groups
and the public at large. There are at least three areas in which the Committee
serves actively in its role as a voice for the regional veterans—individually and col-
lectively.

e The first area in which the Committee has played and continues to play a sig-
nificant role in the DVA’s six-step process lies in the identification of an area
with a large veteran population unserved (perhaps inadequately served) by a

4Fact Sheet: How a VA National Cemetery is Created, United States Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, Public and Intergovernmental Affairs, April 2005 The assessment must result in
a finding of no significant impact for the site to be considered. Upon receipt of a positive finding,
the VA makes the results available to the public for a 30-day comment period. After the com-
ment period VA officials make a recommendation to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs who de-
cides whether to acquire the property.
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state or national cemetery. The Committee’s principal reason for organizing was
to focus the attention of the DVA and the Colorado congressional delegation on
the need for a veterans’ cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region.

e The second area in which the Committee plays a role in the process is through
its contacts with the Colorado congressional delegation. As indicated in Section
1, members of the Committee have been quite persuasive in discussions with
members of congress regarding the need for action at the congressional level to
introduce the bills necessary to obtain the proper funding.

e The third area in which the Committee has been active is the identification and
survey of potential sites for a cemetery. These surveys have been successful in
locating sites with the physical characteristics required by the DVA. The next
section will provide the results of the Committee’s surveys.

3.9 Summary

The summarization of the DVA’s six-step process in creating a national cemetery
was provided to promote an appreciation for the activities and events that must
take place before a cemetery is fully functional. It is evident from the review of the
process that: (a) creation of a National cemetery will require several years and (b)
at each step funding must be provided.

Section 4
POTENTIAL CEMETERY SITES

4.1 General

In addition to their meetings, briefings and discussions regarding the cemetery,
members of the Committee have also been involved in researching information asso-
ciated with the physical attributes of the cemetery while locating and visiting poten-
tial sites. Committee members gave particular attention to the factors listed below
during the site surveys.

¢ Location: The location should be outside the 75 mile radius from the Fort
Logan National Cemetery and be accessible from Interstate 25 or one of the pri-
mary state highways. Land for the site should be on state or federal property
or on property that could be obtained through donation, land-swap or outright
purchase.

¢ Acreage Requirements: Using the standards established by the DVA for fifty
or more years of burials, the requirement for a veterans cemetery in the Pikes
Peak Region would be 200—250 acres. The surveyed sites met or have the capac-
ity for exceeding the acreage requirement.

¢ Water Requirements: Based upon calculations provided by the Colorado
Springs Utilities office, using an estimate of 50-acre additions every ten years,
the calculations indicated a requirement of approximately 18 acre-feet per 50
acres per year.

¢ Other Factors: During the surveys the topography and the aesthetics of each
site were considered in terms of suitability for use as a cemetery. The feasibility
of using the site was also noted but no definitive information was developed at
the time.

Ten potential sites have been identified and a general survey of each site was con-
ducted. The results of the individual surveys, together with the related graphic il-
lustrations, follow. There is no particular priority to the order in which the sites are
presented.
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Figure 4.1—Cemetery Site Evaluation and Ranking Procedure

. Cheyenne | Nixon Pwr | Nixon Pwr | East Side | Entrance Pueblo Brush
Required Mt State | Plant E of | Plant W of | Fort Car- | to Turkey | (oMK | Chemical | p20¢ | BLM Land | Hollow
Park 1-25 1-25 son Creek RA Depot Reservoir

Water supply * 4 5 5 1 4 5 5 4 1 5
Access To Site 2 5 3 4 1 5 1 3 4 3 2
On-site Acreage 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 1 5
Land Ownership 4 5 4 3 1 4 2 5 5 5 4
Topography 4 3 3 2 5 4 5 5 1 4
Aesthetics 6 5 4 1 1 4 3 3 4 1 4
Feasibility 7 5 4 2 3 4 3 3 5 3 2
Total Score 32 27 22 13 30 21 29 31 15 26

Notes:

1. Figure 4.1.1 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Water
2. Figure 4.1.2 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Accessibility

SO OTkA W

. Figure 4.1.3 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Acreage

. Figure 4.1.4 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Land Ownership
. Figure 4.1.5 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Topography

. Figure 4.1.6 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Aesthetics

. Figure 4.1.7 Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Feasibility
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Figure 4.1.1—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Water
Criteria: Water availability

Ranking Position:

5—Auvailable on-site in quantity required by DVA. Dependability of supply has
been determined and confirmed.

4—Available on-site in quantity required by DVA but dependability of supply has
not been confirmed.

3—AYail§1ble on-site but quantity and dependability of supply must be deter-
mined.

2—Not currently available on-site but evidence indicates a supply can be provided
from an offsite source.

1—Not available on-site. Whether an adequate supply can be provided from an
on or offsite source must be determined.

Figure 4.1.2—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Accessibility
Criteria: Accessibility

Ranking Position:

5—Interstate or National highway not more than one mile from the site. Little,
if any road construction required to provide access to the site. Required exit
ramps/interchanges exist.

4—Interstate or National or 2-4 lane State highways more than one mile from
the site. Little, if any road construction required to provide access to the site.
Required exit ramps/interchanges exist.

3—National highway or 2—4 lane State highway not more than one mile from the
site. (]ii‘easibility of providing an exit ramp from the highway must be deter-
mined.

2—National highway or 2—4 lane State highway not more one mile from the site.
Feasibility of providing an exit from the highway must be determined.

1—County road, one-half mile or more in length, provides sole access to the site
or extensive road construction would be required to provide adequate site ac-
cess.

Figure 4.1.3—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Acreage
Criteria: On-site Acreage

Ranking Position:
5—Minimum of 500 acres available on-site.
4—Minimum of 400 acres available on-site.
3—Minimum of 300 acres available on site.
2—Minimum of 200 acres available on-site.
1—Approximately 100 acres on-site.

Figure 4.1.4—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Land Ownership
Criteria: Land Ownership

Ranking Position:

5—O0Owned by Federal, State or Local Government. Could be transferred to VA
without cost.

4—Owned by private individual, estate or corporation. Could be transferred to VA
without cost.

3—Owned by private individual, estate or corporation. Could be transferred to VA
with modest cost.

2—O0Owned by private individual, estate or corporation. Could be transferred to VA
but at significant cost.

1—Determination of actual ownership not established or unwillingness of owner
to transfer land to VA is uncertain.

Figure 4.1.5—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Topography

Feature: Topography—Identification of the landforms associated with the various
cemetery sites.
Ranking Position:

5—Alluvial Plain: Formed from deposits of Earth material from a higher ele-
vation onto flatter land. Presents a relatively even surface which facilitates
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i:onstruction, access and grounds maintenance. Construction costs relatively

ow.

4—Valley: A low area between hills and/or mountains where a stream may flow.
Valley floors frequently dissected by ravines caused by erosion which can in-
crease costs in site preparation. Construction costs modest due to topography.

3—Plains: Low areas of the Earth which have been eroded nearly level or formed
of flat lying sediments. Surface areas generally favorable for site preparation,
construction and grounds maintenance. Construction costs relatively low due
to the topography.

2—Hill: An isolated elevation in the land, usually no more than 30 meters from
base to peak. Access, ease of construction and maintenance of the site de-
pends largely upon the degree of hillside slopes. Construction costs can be sig-
nificant due to topography.

1—No dominate landform: An individual site may include a mixture of
landforms, for example, partially alluvial plain with low hills intermixed, bor-
deriﬁlg on a valley area. Construction costs most significant due to topog-
raphy.

Figure 4.1.6—Cemetery Site Ranking Procedure—Aesthetics

Criteria: Aesthetics

Ranking Position:

5—Site has immediate visual appeal. Topography and surrounding land use is
suitable for cemetery development. High hills or mountains covered with
trees and other natural vegetation form a back drop with gentle slopes to
lower ground. Free from distracting visual or noise pollutants. An excellent
location.

4—Site consists of generally level ground with no abrupt landforms and a nat-
ural drainage slope. Topography and surrounding land use is compatible with
cemetery development. Background consists of tree lines or low hills covered
with natural vegetation. Normally free from noise pollutants but low flying
aircraft or nearby military or civilian activities may create temporary distrac-
tions. A very good location.

3—Site consists of generally flat terrain interspersed with moderate to steep
slopes where erosion or man-made damage has occurred. Both the topog-
raphy and surrounding land use is compatible with cemetery development.
Noise from low flying aircraft or nearby military or civilian activities can
occur regularly. A suitable location.

2—Site consists of low rolling landforms with natural drainage. Overall, the to-
pography and the surrounding land use is compatible with cemetery develop-
ment. Natural vegetation is typical of Great Plains ranchlands. Noise or vis-
ual pollutants may be factors. A marginally suitable location from an aes-
thetics perspective.

1—Site consists of generally flat terrain with no distinguishing features. The to-
pography is compatible with cemetery development. Natural vegetation con-
sists primarily of low grass or brush and scattered pinion pine, juniper and/
or scrub oak trees. Noise from nearby military or civilian activities may occur
periodically. A poor location from an aesthetics perspective.

Figure 4.1.7—Feasibility
Criteria: Feasibility
Ranking Position
5—Site has excellent support.
4—Site has good support.
3—Site has moderate support.

2—Site has fair support.
1—Site has poor support.

4.2 Cheyenne Mountain State Park (Site 1)

Location: The site is located in the Cheyenne Mountain State Park. Access is
from State Highway 115.

Water: Available on-site in quantity required by the DVA but the dependability
of supply has not been confirmed.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Acreage: Exact acreage available for the cemetery must be determined but it is
estimated that 400+ acres could be made available for the cemetery.
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Property Owned By: Cheyenne Mountain State Park, State of Colorado.

Aesthetics: Former ranch land which has been developed into a state park. Chey-
enne Mountain provides a majestic backdrop.

Feasibility: Approval of a national cemetery site within the park site will require
action at the state level. A factor which should be considered in locating a cemetery
within the park is the pending construction of a military museum on the Fort Car-
son reservation in the vicinity of Gate 1. The three facilities, a veterans’ cemetery,
a state park and a military museum in close proximity would serve as a strong mag-
net and a synergistic cultural amenity to all three facilities.

Comments: The location of the property shown on the map is an approximation.
A survey will be required to determine an exact location for the cemetery site.




75

Figure 4.2—Proposed Site # 1, Cheyenne Mountain State Park
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Water Access Topog- Land . 1eys Total
supply to site Acreage raphy ownership Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
4 5 4 4 5 5 5 32

4.3 Nixon Power Plant, East Side of I-25 (Site 2)

Location: The site is located on property in the vicinity of the R.D. Nixon power

plant, on the east side of I-25, on property owned by the Colorado Springs Utilities
(CSU). Access is from Interstate 25.

Water: Water is available from wells owned by CSU.

Acreage: The area under consideration contains sufficient space to create a ceme-
tery of 200—250+ acres. The exact location has not been established.

Topography: Suitable for a cemetery.

Property Owned By: Colorado Springs Utilities.

Aesthetics: The preferred location is on generally level ground which is part of
the Clear Spring Ranch site. Overall, the site presents a pleasant appearance.

Feasibility: The property is owned by and under the control of CSU. Use of the
property for a veterans cemetery must be determined by that organization.

Comments: The location of the site shown on the map represents only the gen-

eral area. The exact location must be determined during the detailed site evaluation
and selection process.



76

Water Access Topog: Land . . Total
supply to site Acreage raphy ownership Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
5 3 4 3 4 4 4 27
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4.4 Nixon Power Plant, West Side of I-25 (Site 3)

Location: The location for the site is in the vicinity but south of the R.D. Nixon
power plant, on the west side of I-25. Access to the site is from Interstate 25.

Water: Water in the quantity required is available. Dependability of the supply
has been confirmed.

Acreage: The area under consideration contains a sufficient amount of space to
create a cemetery of 200-250 acres. The exact location must await the results of an
on-site survey.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: Colorado Springs Utilities (CSU).

Aesthetics: The site is located on generally level ground with a gentle upward
slope on the south and southwest sides; however, it may prove to be located down-
wind from a planned sewage treat plant.

Feasibility: The property containing the site belongs to CSU and will be avail-
able dependant upon the Utility’s willingness to sell.

Comments: The site location shown on the map represents only the general area.
The precise site location cannot be determined until a specific site survey has been
completed.
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Figure 4.4—Proposed Site #3, Nixon Power Plant, West of I-25
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Water Access Topog- Land . s Total
supply to site Acreage raphy ownership Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
5 4 4 3 3 1 2 22

4.5 East Boundary of Fort Carson (Site 4)
Location: The site is located along the east boundary of Fort Carson and west
of I-25. It is identified on some maps as the Frontier Village. Access is from 1-25;

however, the road into the area is unimproved.
Water: The availability of an adequate supply of water and the source must be

determined.
Acreage: The area has a sufficient amount of land to provide 300+ acres but an

exact location has not been established.
Topography: Suitable for use as a cemetery but construction costs could be sig-

nificant.
Property Owned By: Private ownership.
Aesthetics: Generally flat, hill-top land. No distinguishing characteristics.

Feasibility: The site is located on private land. Converting it to use as a DVA

cemetery must await negotiations with the current owner or owners.
Comments: The area depicted on the aerial photograph of the site shows only
the very general location. The precise area must be determined during the site eval-

uation and selection process.
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Figure 4.5—Proposed Site #4, East Boundary of Fort Carson

Water Access Topog- Land . . Total
supply to site Acreage raphy ownership Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
1 1 4 1 2 1 3 13

4.6 Entrance to Turkey Creek Recreation Area (Site 5)

Location: The site is located in the vicinity of the entrance to Fort Carson’s Tur-
key Creek Recreation Area. Access to the site is from State Highway 115.
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Water: Water is available in an adequate amount but the dependability of the
supply had not been confirmed when this report was prepared.

Acreage: There is a sufficient amount of land in the area to provide 400+ acres
for the cemetery.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: U.S. Government, Fort Carson.

Aesthetics: Location is on a military reservation. The overall appearance is of a
rural setting, in a broad valley, with higher tree-covered ground to the northwest
and southwest.

Feasibility: It is considered possible for the site to be acquired through an inter-
governmental transfer of property.

Comments: The aerial photograph shows an approximation of the space available
for the site. The exact site location must be determined.
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Figure 4.6—Proposed Site #5, Entrance to Turkey Creek Recreation Area

Water Access Topog- Land . . Total
supply to site Acreage raphy ownership Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
4 5 4 5 4 4 4 30

4.7 RMK Ranch (Site 6)

Location: The ranch is located in El Paso County, southwest of Schreiver AFB.
Access is via a gravel road from a state highway.

Water: There are three working wells on the property.

Acreage: The ranch consists of 300 (+/-) acres.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: Privately owned by an Army veteran.

Aesthetics: Gently rolling terrain on the eastern plains of El Paso County.

Feasibility: If the property is to be used as a veterans’ cemetery the owner would
be willing to sell it for a reasonable price.

Comments: The location shown on the map is an estimate. Facilities on the prop-
erty include a house, four outbuildings, a large generator and a small cemetery.
Land forms shown in the picture are typical of those on the ranch.
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Figure 4.7—Proposed Site #6, RMK Ranch
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4.8 Pueblo Chemical Depot (Site 7)

Location: The depot is approximately 12 miles east of the City of Pueblo. Access
to the depot is from U.S. Highway 50.

Water: Available on-site and dependability of supply has been confirmed.

Acreage: The depot can provide up to 800 acres for the cemetery.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: U.S. Government, Department of the Army.

Aesthetics: Appropriate for the region.

Feasibility: An area for the cemetery can be provided on the reservation and out-
side the secure area.

Comments: The location of the site as depicted on the map of the depot is only
an approximation.
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Figure 4.8—Proposed Site #7, Pueblo Chemical Depot
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4.9 Kane Ranch (Site 8)

Location: The site is located in the City of Fountain at the intersection of Link
Road and C&S Road. Access can be from either of these two roads.

Water: Water is available from on-site wells but dependability has not been con-
firmed.

Acreage: The ranch consists of 400 acres, as reported, which can be used for a
cemetery.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: Property was donated to El Paso County for use as a na-
tional cemetery.

Aesthetics: Site consists of generally level ground and a natural drainage slope
with a potential for a background of trees and natural vegetation. The surrounding
land use is compatible with cemetery development.

Feasibility: Ranch may be acquired as a gift from the county for use as a na-
tional cemetery.
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Figure 4.9—Proposed Site #8, Kane Ranch

Water Access Topog- Owner- . 1eys Total
source to site Acreage raphy ship Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
4 4 4 5 5 4 5 31

4.10 BLM Land (Site 9)

Location: Site is north of the Town of Penrose on the high ground on the west
side of Beaver Creek. Access to the property is off of Colorado 115
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Water: Not currently available on-site. Whether an adequate supply can be pro-
vided from an off-site source must be determined.

Acreage: 100-150 acres are available.

Topography: Marginally suitable for construction of a cemetery as the sub-
surface consists of fractured shale deepening to semi-solid rock.

Property Owned By: U.S. Government, Bureau of Land Management.

Aesthetics: Site consists of generally flat terrain with no distinguishing features.
Natural vegetation consists of low grass or brush and scattered pinion, juniper and
scrub oak trees.

Feasibility: Site is located on U.S. Government property. A transfer of property
between the DVA and BLM may be possible.
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Figure 4.10—Proposed Site #9, BLM Land

Water Access Topog- Owner- . 1eys Total
source to site Acreage raphy ship Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
1 3 1 1 5 1 3 15

4.11 Brush Hollow Reservoir (Site 10)

Location: Site is located on the north-northwest end of the Brush Hollow Res-
ervoir which is located northwest of the Town of Penrose. Access is off of Colorado
115 onto County Road 123 and County Road F42.

Water: Water is available on-site.

Acreage: 250 acres will be made available for a national cemetery.

Topography: Suitable for construction of a cemetery.

Property Owned By: Privately owned.

Aesthetics: Site is on generally level and well drained ground with low hills
forming a background. Natural vegetation consists of pinion, juniper and scrub oak
trees.

Feasibility: Land to be donated if used for a national cemetery.
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Figure 4.11—Proposed Site #10, Brush Hollow Reservoir

Water Access Topog- Owner- . . Total
source to site Acreage raphy ship Aesthetics | Feasibility Score
5 2 5 4 4 4 2 26

4,12 Summary

The purpose in this section was to present the results of the Committee’s work
in identifying potential sites for a veterans’ cemetery and the concurrent collection
of essential information related to each site. There was no attempt at this point to
establish an order of priority of the various sites when considering recommendations
to Members of Congress or to the Department of Veterans Affairs.

The preliminary information is considered to be sufficient for conducting further
research into the suitability of each site. Refinement of the list of potential sites
must be an ongoing effort so that credible information can be presented to the U.S.
Government and local authorities as well as to the general public.

Section 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 General

The need, as well as the desirability, for a national cemetery in the Pikes Peak
Region has been recognized for a number of years with some action in that direction
in the early 1990s. In the late 1990s members of the Colorado congressional delega-
tion introduced bills in Congress seeking a national veterans cemetery for the re-
gion. The bills did not receive favorable consideration when the Veterans Adminis-
tration announced that six cemeteries were to be constructed across the country—
all with a higher priority than the Pikes Peak Region.

5.2 The Department of Veterans Affairs’ Position

As a general observation, the Department of Veterans Affairs (DVA) has not given
favorable consideration to locating a national cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region,
and within the immediate area of Colorado Springs in particular, for the following
reasons.
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* The national cemetery at Fort Logan is within 75 miles of Colorado Springs
which meets one of the DVA guidelines for providing burial service for veterans
a well as other eligible individuals.
¢ The veteran population within the Pikes Peak Region is not at the level that
justifies a national cemetery. Namely, the official Year 2000 census revealed a
population of just over 155,000 veterans in the 35-county region. This is below
the 170,000 veteran population figure required under the DVA guidelines.
Previously, the Congress had mandated construction of new national cemeteries
in other areas of the country which had a higher priority than did Colorado
Springs. This Congressional action has, in effect, tied the DVA’s hands.

Another unspoken reason for not locating a national cemetery in the Pikes Peak
Region was, and may still be the lack of any ground-swell of public opinion for such
a cemetery within the region.

5.3 Counter Arguments to the DVA Guidelines

In view of concerns expressed by members of the Committee to the Colorado con-
gressional delegation regarding the DVA position on a national cemetery for the
Pikes Peak Region, Senator Salazar provided his reasons in letters to the DVA ques-
tioning that agency’s previous objections to establishment of a regional cemetery as
well as its guidelines for locating national cemeteries.

Senator Salazar cited a number of unique factors in his correspondence to the De-
partment that should be addressed by VA guidelines. These unique factors, as they
pertain to the Pikes Peak Region, include:

¢ Growth: The current VA guideline sets a threshold population of 170,000 vet-
erans in a region to create a new cemetery. This guideline does not account for
the future growth, which should include projected troop increases at Fort Car-
son, which is likely to grow larger in coming years. Growth projections create
a different picture of the military and veterans’ presence in the Pikes Peak Re-
gion than does VA’s most recent evaluation.

¢ Travel Time vs. Travel Distance: Colorado Springs is within 75 miles of Den-
ver (straight line distance) but due to traffic it can take more than two hours
to travel between the two cities. VA guidelines should reflect such consider-
ations.

¢ Cultural Realities of Colorado: Even though Denver and Colorado Springs
are relatively close geographically the community of Colorado Springs is the
“center of gravity” for military and veterans affairs within the state and rep-
resents the people and communities of southern and southeastern parts of Colo-
rado together with counties in the San Luis Valley, the Arkansas River Region
and the Eastern Plains.

5.4 Grass Roots Level Actions

Faced with the realities of the DVA position regarding a regional cemetery but
also building upon the support provided by the Colorado congressional delegation,
the Committee has initiated an active program to obtain a national cemetery in the
Pikes Peak Region whether working within or around existing guidelines.

The principal areas in which the Committee has focused its efforts were addressed
in section III of this report, specifically:

¢ The Committee has created awareness in the public sector and at the state and
national levels of the need for a national cemetery.

e It has been persuasive in convincing the Colorado congressional delegation to
initiate the bills necessary for obtaining funding for the project.

« Potential sites for a cemetery have been explored and surveyed with the results
showing that at least ten locations within the region meet the criteria in DVA
instructions for a national cemetery.

The Committee’s work, as it has been discussed up to this point, is ongoing with
refinement of specific projects where so indicated; however, a logical question that
can be asked is, “What now—what avenues are open to the Committee in its efforts
to secure a national cemetery?”

The foregoing question is particularly acute when one considers the fact that the
Committee must rely upon its persuasive ability to accomplish its objects since it
has no authority to make binding commitments under the umbrella of a legally con-
stituted organization. Secondly, the DVA position, with its guidelines for the cre-
ation of national cemeteries, can become an excuse for doing nothing when viewed
as other than just guidance and not as rules that are “. . . chiseled in stone.”

The conclusions and recommendations in the paragraphs below provide a vehicle
for responding to the foregoing questions and observations.
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5.5 Conclusions

These conclusions pertain specifically to the Pikes Peak Veterans Cemetery Com-
mittee, its activities in promoting the need for a national cemetery in the Pikes
Peak Region and its efforts to secure such a cemetery following the procedures es-
tablished by the Department of Veterans Affairs (Note: The order in which the con-
clusions are listed is not indicative of the relative importance of one over the other).

A,

The program or campaign undertaken by the Committee members, collectively
and individually, to create awareness within the 35-county regional community
of the need for a national cemetery has been successful as evidenced by the
organizations that have provided endorsements of the idea.

. The perceived reluctance on the part of the Department of Veterans Affairs

may be attributable, at least in part, to the absence of a ground-swell of public
opinion for a regional national cemetery better suited to the needs of the com-
munity than the Fort Logan and Fort Lyons cemeteries.

. The Department of Veterans Affairs guidelines regarding the 170,000 veteran

population thresholds and the 75-mile separation distance between national
cemeteries do not take conditions into consideration that are peculiar to are
unique to a specific area or region.

. The 170,000 veteran population threshold and the 75-mile separation between

national cemeteries guidelines have impacted adversely upon previous efforts
to secure a national cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region.

. In addition to the veteran population threshold and the 75-mile guideline,

other conditions may prevail within an area or region which should receive fa-
vorable consideration by the Department of Veterans Affairs when judging the
merits of requests for national cemeteries; e.g., travel time to reach a ceme-
tery, future growth potential by the population concerned and cultural issues
W}ﬁcl}; coulg, conceivably, determine the extent to which a particular cemetery
will be used.

. The fact that previous actions by the Colorado congressional delegation have

not been successful in obtaining funding for a regional cemetery should not be
viewed as justification for inaction in the future.

5.6 Recommendations

The recommendations that follow provide a starting point in response to the ques-
tion, “What do we do now?” while, concurrently, offering a direction of effort to the
Committee for future programs.

A

Consider affiliation with a legally organized body with similar objectives as a
means for giving more visibility and possibly credibility to the Committee’s
work to secure a national cemetery in the Pikes Peak Region.

B. Continue to explore and take advantage of opportunities to involve the public

in the need for a regional national cemetery.

C. Refine the list of potential cemetery sites in order to give more attention to

those with the best characteristics while simultaneously eliminating the sites
with the least potential. Acceptance of this recommendation may serve to en-
hance the organization’s credibility when detailed analyses of the selected sites
are provided.

. Provide copies of this report to: the Colorado congressional delegation; to indi-

viduals within the Department of Veterans Affairs who influence the selection
of national cemetery locations; and to those other organizations and individ-
uals at the state, county and local levels that have an interest in providing
this particular service for the veterans not only within the Pikes Peak Region
but also to the veterans in all of southern Colorado.

“It’s all for the Veterans”

Appendix A

Extract from Census 2000 Veteran Data, Colorado: Veteran Population by

Age, by Sex, by County



COLORADO: Veteran Population by Period of Service, by County

August 1990 or later (including Persian Gulf War) No Vietnam Era Service

State or County Name Total Served In No Vietnam ﬁgﬂts%%nfr S eptgfl:ll‘),;"il980 Served prior to
Vietnam Era Era service later or later only September 1980

Colorado 446,385 8,607 58,577 67,184 52,626 5,951
Adams County 34,426 315 4,241 4,556 3,981 260
Alamosa County 1,280 14 138 152 122 16
Arapahoe County 50,669 1,271 7,235 8,506 6,481 754
Archuleta County 1,205 4 39 43 34 5
Baca County 462 0 3 3 0 3
Bent County 808 21 74 95 65 9
Boulder County 22,437 126 2,198 2,324 2,097 101
Chaffee County 2,238 25 135 160 119 16
Cheyenne County 191 1] 11 11 11 0
Clear Creek County 1,093 15 66 81 59 7
Conejos County 750 1 35 36 35 0
Costilla County 394 4 16 20 16 0
Crowley County 758 2 96 98 96 0
Custer County 594 7 15 22 15 0
Delta County 3,832 26 149 175 133 16
Denver County 48,558 277 5,760 6,037 5,511 249
Dolores County 217 4 8 12 8 0
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COLORADO: Veteran Population by Period of Service, by County—Continued

August 1990 or later (including Persian Gulf War) No Vietnam Era Service

State or County Name Total Served In No Vietnam g;);ﬁ;tsiggi)ng e | Se ptsﬁggflﬁ)SO Served prior to
Vietnam Era Era service later or later only September 1980

Douglas County 14,712 366 2,239 2,605 2,079 160
Eagle County 2,380 29 277 306 274 3
Elbert County 2,249 18 215 233 182 33
El Paso County 74,992 4,102 18,259 22,361 14,971 3,288
Fremont County 7,788 68 809 877 780 29
Garfield County 4,040 30 356 386 330 26
Gilpin County 617 8 66 74 66 0
Grand County 1,343 14 103 117 93 10
Gunnison County 1,150 6 141 147 133 8
Hinsdale County 78 0 5 5 0 5
Huerfano County 1,176 15 102 117 95 7
Jackson County 194 2 13 15 13 0
Jefferson County 54,875 597 4,950 5,647 4,664 286
Kiowa County 159 5 10 15 10 0
Kit Carson County 817 3 26 29 22 4
Lake County 704 0 88 88 71 17
La Plata County 4,290 18 402 420 397 5
Larimer County 23,269 266 2,536 2,802 2,452 84

¢6



Las Animas County 1,844 33 122 155 99 23
Lincoln County 736 9 75 84 64 11
Logan County 2,093 24 173 197 163 10
Mesa County 14,908 104 1,385 1,489 1,316 69
Mineral County 115 0 0 0 0 0
Moffat County 1,514 19 123 142 123 0
Montezuma County 2,775 15 238 253 238 0
Montrose County 3,936 46 347 393 325 22
Morgan County 2,260 18 200 218 200 0
Otero County 2,339 52 218 270 210 8
Ouray County 471 6 7 13 5 2
Park County 2,126 78 244 322 229 15
Phillips County 416 6 17 23 15 2
Pitkin County 1,113 0 57 57 57 0
Prowers County 1,037 13 96 109 96 0
Pueblo County 17,600 182 1,718 1,900 1,577 141
Rio Blanco County 673 0 59 59 57 2
Rio Grande County 1,361 14 124 138 104 20
Routt County 1,555 8 187 195 178 9
Saguache County 550 3 34 37 34 0
San Juan County 88 0 4 4 2 2
San Miguel County 478 0 20 20 18 2
Sedgwick County 346 1 20 21 20 0
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COLORADO: Veteran Population by Period of Service, by County—Continued

August 1990 or later (including Persian Gulf War)

No Vietnam Era Service

State or County Name Total Served In No Vietn?m g:)g;ts‘ig;i)ng r | Se ptsfl:lg:leSO Served prior to
Vietnam Era Era service later or later only September 1980

Summit County 1,686 30 267 297 256 11
Teller County 3,014 102 372 474 319 53
Washington County 561 3 24 27 22 2
Weld County 15,156 175 1,564 1,739 1,428 136
Yuma County 889 7 66 73 56 10

76
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Census 1990 vs. 2000 Veteran Population in the U.S. and Puerto Rico

State Ve}:gggns Veztgggns t(ﬁ?)islsl/ bgzs:ggrlll tlgggigg()%o
Alabama 434,787 447,397 12,610 2.9%
Alaska 68,252 71,552 3,300 4.8%
Arizona 464,023 562,916 98,893 21.3%
Arkansas 265,055 281,714 16,659 6.3%
California 3,001,905 2,569,340 —432,565 -14.4%
Colorado 409,932 446,385 36,453 8.9%
Connecticut 373,933 310,069 —63,864 -17.1%
Delaware 80,909 84,289 3,380 4.2%
District of Columbia 57,874 44,484 -13,390 -23.1%
Florida 1,719,129 1,875,597 156,468 9.1%
Georgia 693,225 768,675 75,450 10.9%
Hawaii 119,256 120,587 1,331 1.1%
Idaho 116,609 136,584 19,975 17.1%
Illinois 1,162,158 1,003,572 -158,586 -13.6%
Indiana 623,098 590,476 -32,622 -5.2%
Towa 310,122 292,020 -18,102 -5.8%
Kansas 280,806 267,452 -13,354 -4.8%
Kentucky 380,610 380,618 8 0.0%
Louisiana 404,186 392,486 -11,700 —2.9%
Maine 159,333 154,590 —4,743 -3.0%
Maryland 558,613 524,230 -34,383 —6.2%
Massachusetts 656,850 558,933 -97,917 -14.9%
Michigan 1,005,699 913,573 -92,126 -9.2%
Minnesota 489,498 464,968 —24,530 -5.0%
Mississippi 237,977 249,431 11,454 4.8%
Missouri 613,859 592,271 —21,588 -3.5%
Montana 102,536 108,476 5,940 5.8%
Nebraska 177,852 173,189 —4,663 —2.6%
Nevada 182,084 238,128 56,044 30.8%
New Hampshire 141,617 139,038 -2,579 -1.8%
New Jersey 817,409 672,217 -145,192 -17.8%
New Mexico 178,022 190,718 12,696 7.1%
New York 1,707,476 1,361,164 —346,312 -20.3%
North Carolina 719,458 792,646 73,188 10.2%
North Dakota 64,772 61,365 -3,407 -5.3%
Ohio 1,259,535 1,144,007 -115,528 -9.2%
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Census 1990 vs. 2000 Veteran Population in the U.S. and Puerto Rico—

Continued

State Ve}:zggns Veztgggns t(]i?)isgj b£$g§: tlgg(a)‘&g()%o
Oklahoma 377,148 376,062 -1,086 -0.3%
Oregon 384,189 388,990 4,801 1.2%
Pennsylvania 1,450,037 1,280,788 ~169,249 ~11.7%
Puerto Rico 138,150 146,001 7,851 5.7%
Rhode Island 118,330 102,494 -15,836 -13.4%
South Carolina 381,691 420,971 39,280 10.3%
South Dakota 76,923 79,370 2,447 3.2%
Tennessee 531,723 560,141 28,418 5.3%
Texas 1,726,617 1,754,809 28,192 1.6%
Utah 146,630 161,351 14,721 10.0%
Vermont 64,814 62,809 ~2,005 —-3.1%
Virginia 733,092 786,359 53,267 7.3%
Washington 653,068 670,628 17,560 2.7%
West Virginia 210,941 201,701 -9,240 —4.4%
Wisconsin 532,936 514,213 —-18,723 -3.5%
Wyoming 54,457 57,860 3,403 6.2%
Total U.S. & P.R. 27,619,205 | 26,549,704 -1,069,501 -3.9%
Source: Census 2000, as of 4/1/2000

Appendix B

Fact Sheet: How a VA National Cemetery is Created, Public and
Intergovernmental Affairs, U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs

April 2005
“How A VA National Cemetery Is Created”

The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) creates a new national cemetery
through a six-step process. Each step requires that congressionally approved funds
are available. The steps are: site selection, environmental assessment, land acquisi-
tion, master planning and design development, preparation of construction docu-
ments and construction. The development, eventual operation and maintenance of
the cemetery are the responsibility of VA’s National Cemetery Administration.

Site Selection

VA identifies a geographic area with a large veteran population unserved by a na-
tional or state veterans cemetery. The cemetery’s size and number of gravesites will
be determined by demographic forecasts. VA canvases the area for sites of the size
needed and evaluates their suitability for cemetery development.

Criteria for site selection include: accessibility, available utilities and water, sur-
rounding land use, soil, topography and shape, aesthetic appearance and restrictions
to development, including factors such as the presence of endangered species, min-
eral rights or easements. Good roads should be nearby and provide minimal travel
time from population hubs. Adequate water for irrigation is important. Adjacent
areas should not be noisy or unsightly. Level to rolling terrain is best, but some
slope is desirable to permit drainage.

Two to five sites are identified and advance to the next step in the process.
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Environmental Assessment

To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act, the top sites are assessed
to determine the impact of a cemetery on the environment. An environmental as-
sessment document is prepared, identifying VA’s preferred site. The assessment
must result in a “finding of no significant impact” for the site to be considered. After
receiving a positive finding, VA makes the results available to the public for a 30-
day comment period. After that, VA officials make a final recommendation to the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, who decides whether to acquire the property.

Land Acquisition

In some instances, land is donated to VA. In other cases, federal and state agen-
cies transfer property to VA at no cost. Otherwise, land is purchased at the fair
market value established by a real-property appraisal. Before the final sales con-
tract is signed, the Department of Justice, acting on VA’s behalf, reviews all docu-
ments to ensure that the contract and title meet all requirements for a legal trans-
fer of ownership.

Master Planning and Design Development

Once VA takes title to the land, it solicits bids from architectural and engineering
(A/E) firms and contracts with one to design the new cemetery. The A/E firm pre-
pares a master plan for developing all phases of the cemetery, and follows with a
more detailed design for the first phase of construction. The first phase usually in-
cludes the first active burial section and the required infrastructure to operate the
cemetery. Later phases generally include new burial sections and associated infra-
structure. Typically, each phase of construction is designed to provide burial space
for 10 years.

Construction Document Preparation

Under a second negotiated contract, the A/E firm prepares plans and specifica-
tions that detail all aspects of phase-one construction: active burial sections, admin-
istrative and maintenance buildings, public information center, committal shelters,
roads and other infrastructure. These documents provide the basis for contractors
to bid on constructing the project.

Construction Award and Completion

Finally, VA solicits bids and awards a contract for construction of the new ceme-
tery. The process takes about four months; actual construction of phase one takes
about 24 months.

Land purchases and construction require multiple congressional appropriations,
over several years’ budgets, to complete each phase. In total, site selection, environ-
mental assessment, master planning, design and phase-one construction require
about five years to complete.

One of VA’s goals is to provide veterans reasonable access to burial options. VA
considers reasonable access to mean that a veteran or spouse can have a casketed
or cremation burial in a national or state veterans cemetery within 75 miles of
home. Experience and recent data show that more than 80 percent of persons in-
terred in national cemeteries lived within 75 miles of the cemetery when they died.

To achieve that goal, VA builds new national cemeteries where veterans do not
already have access. VA also manages the State Cemetery Grants Program, which
encourages states to build veterans cemeteries in unserved areas. The number of
veterans within 75 miles of a national or state veterans cemetery with available
burial space has increased from 65 percent in 1995 to 83 percent today. In 2009,
89 percent of veterans will have that access.

VA has built six new national cemeteries since 1997 and is currently constructing
five new ones. It is also increasing the long-term burial capacity of existing national
cemeteries by acquiring adjacent land, building columbaria for cremated remains
where feasible, and using designs that maximize the space available.

———
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U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs
Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs
Washington, DC.

July 11, 2008

The Honorable John T. Salazar
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Salazar:

At the Subcommittee’s May 2, 2008, field hearing on the U.S. Department of Vet-
erans Affairs (VA) Cemetery Construction Policy, you asked whether VA has the au-
thority to accept, as a gift, funds for the construction of a national cemetery. At the
hearing, I indicated that it would be necessary for me to consult with Counsel in
order to provide an answer to your question.

VA General Counsel has advised me that the Secretary has authority to accept
funds designated for the construction of a national cemetery. Such authority is set
forth in 38 U.S.C., section 8301, which permits the Secretary to “accept, for use in
carrying out all laws administered by the Secretary, gifts, devises, and bequests
which will enhance the Secretary’s ability to provide services or benefits.”

A1 co%y of the document by which the General Counsel sets forth this opinion is
enclosed.

A similar letter has been sent to Chairman John J. Hall and Ranking Republican
Member Doug L. Lamborn.

Sincerely,
William F. Tuerk

Enclosure

Authority to Accept Gifts of Land or Monetary Donations for the
Construction of a National Cemetery

The Secretary is authorized to accept gifts of lands for national cemeteries, and
gift devises, or bequests made for the beautification or benefit of the national ceme-
teries. 38 U.S.C. §§2406, 240. Relative to this gift acceptance authority, the Sec-
retary has delegated to the Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs certain gift accept-
ance authority for donations made, in any manner, to the National Cemetery Ad-
ministration for the beautification or benefit of national cemeteries, except offers of
land. 38 CFR §2.6(f)(3). The Secretary has retained authority to accept offers of
land. The Secretary’s authority for acceptance of an offer of land may be delegated
in writing to another official pursuant to VA Directive 0000, but there is no such
delegation currently in force.

Other than 38 U.S.C. §8103(a)(1) and (2), which authorized the Secretary to ac-
cept gifts of land for the construction of a medical facility, or acquisition of a facility
(including the site of such facility) for use as a VA medical facility, we are aware
of no other statutory provision that expressly authorizes the Secretary to accept
land donations. The remaining gift acceptance authorities contained in title 38 au-
thorize the acceptance of gifts: for recreational activities furthering rehabilitation of
disabled veterans (38 U.S.C. §521(b)); of merchandise, fixtures, equipment, and sup-
plies for the use and benefit of the Veterans’ Canteen Service (38 U.S.C. § 7802(h));
for the construction, acquisition, and operation of medical facilities (38 U.S.C.
§8104(e)); and for the use and benefit of veteran patients or members of hospitals
or homes, the hospitals or homes themselves, or for use in carrying out all VA laws
(38 U.S.C. §8301).

The Secretary has authority to accept funds designated for the construction of a
national cemetery. Section 8301 of title 38 permits the Secretary to “accept, for use
in carrying out all laws administered by the Secretary, gifts, devises, and bequests
which will enhance the Secretary’s ability to provide services or benefits.” By memo-
randum dated September 10, 2005, the Secretary delegated this gift acceptance au-
thority under section 8301 (second sentence) to Under Secretaries, Assistant Secre-
taries, and other key officials, to include the Under Secretary for Memorial Affairs
(USMA). Subject to this delegation, the USMA may accept donations made expressly
for the construction of a national cemetery. Pursuant to internal VA principles gov-
erning the acceptance of gifts authorized under the last sentence of 38 U.S.C.
§8301, as approved by the Secretary on September 10, 2005, funds accepted with
a commitment to use them as the donor specifies will be administered in fulfillment
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of the donor’s specified wishes. Pursuant to 38 U.S.C. §8302, monetary funds are
administered through the General Post Fund in accordance with its rules of ac-
counting and disbursement.

Office of the General Counsel
Amanda R. Blackmon

(202) 461-7665

June 5, 2008
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