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Preface 

This information has been assembled to support the 1993 1)epartrnent of 
Defense recommendations for base closures and realignments inside the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense transmitted his recommended closures and 
realignments to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment lCommission and to 
the Congress in March 1993. The recommendations were also published in the Federal 
Reeister. 

Chapter Four of this report contains the statutory recomme~~dations, justifications 
and process summaries the Secretary of Defense transmitted to tht: Commission, the 
Congress, and the Federal Reeister pmuant to Public Law 101-5 110, as amended. 
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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

This report describes the Department of Defense recommen&tions for base 
closures and realignments to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (the Commission). The recommendations were submitted by the 
Secretary of Defense to the Commission in March of 1993, as iiuthorized by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 101-510, as 
amended). The recommendations were also transmitted to the Congress and Ned with 
the J%deral Register, as required by the Act. 

The list of military installations inside the United States for closure or 
realignment is b a d  on the force smcturc plan and the hal criteria, as required by 
the Act. Tbe list includes 31 major bases recommended for clolsure, 12 major bases 
recommended for realignment, and 122 smaller base or activity reductions. 

These recommendations support the national goals of maintaining military 
effectiveness while drawing down the force, reducing the deficit, and reinvesting in 

'Ilu America. 

The Department of Defense overall base closure policy is an important part of 
this effort. Tbt policy has five compeIling characteristics: 

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessa~y overhead. 

o It supports military effectiveness by reducing the com~petition for ever 
scarcer resources. 

o It is fair and objective. 

o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home. 

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic growth. 

As the Department implements the policy, DoD will recognize its special 
obligation to the people - military and civilian - who won the cold war. DoD will 
meet that obligation. 



Saving Taxpayer Dollars and Maintaining Military Effectiveness 

Closing military bases worldwide saves taxpayer dollars; permits DoD to invest 
properly in the foras and bases it kccps in order to ensure their continued 
effectiveness; and frees up valuable defense assets @eoplc, facilities and real estate) for 
productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget win dsclioe by morc than 40 percent in real tams from 
1985 to 1997, and military personnel in the United States will be reduced by 30 
p a a n t  Base c l o s ~  have lagged behind tbis o v d  drawdown. No bases wcrc 
closed until two years ago, following decisions madc in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of 
base closures. Under those two rounds, domestic base structure was reduced by only 
nine percent, measured by plant xeplacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings, 
pavements, and utilities at a bas. DoD measures its pro- in tam of plant 
rcplaccment value because it is a be= mrsure of magnitude than Jimply counting 
large bascs and small bases equally. 

Failme to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and personnel 
constitutes a double hit: Resources axe drained into bases not netded, and, thcr~fm, 
resources are not available to buy the things DoD does need. 

The Planned 1993 Round of Closures 
Will Save $3.1 Billion Per Year 

Tbc following table shows the costs and savings associated with the 1993 
closures and realignments: 

Net costs in N 1994 througb 1996 $1.7 biion 
N y  $5.7 billion 
Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion 

Annual savings thcrcab ($FY99) $3.1 biion 

The 1993 pgram, coupled witb the previously approved 1988 and 1991 
closures, will reduce the domestic base s!ructm by about 15 percent (measured by 
replacement value). All tfiree rounds of closmcs togetha, when complete in 1999, will 

a 

produce $5.6 biion in annual nclming savings, measured in FY 1999 d o h .  



Being Objective and Fair 

Congress has given the Executive Branch extraordinary s~uthority to close 
domestic bases, provided the Executive Branch follows the established rules strictly 
and keeps faith with the Congress. 

This means using an objective, fair analytical process for closing bases that will 
withstand mutiny by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, the 
General Accounting Office, Congress and the public. The prmess which has worked 
well so far, is described in Chapter One of this report. , 

Thc Military Departments and Defense Agencies made their recommendations to 
the Secretary of Defense on Februa~~ 22, 1993. The Joint Staff and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense reviewed the recommendations and underlying analyses to ensure 
that the law and DoD policies werc followed. 

The Military Department and Defense Agency recommendations were founded 
on the final selection criteria and a 6-year force structure plan. Chapter Two of this 
=port describes the criteria and Chapter Three contains the uncllassified version of the 
force structure plan. 

w' The Stcretary's recommendations arc consistent with a sin-year force structure 
plan. The plan DoD has used is the Bush Administra!ion's "base force." The legal 
deadline for recommendations precluded DoD from making changes based on future 
force reductions not yet decided. 

The "base force" has twdve active Army divisions; DoD will have room to 
station all of them It has twelve d e r s ;  DoD will have room to berth all of them. It 
has 1,098 active Air Force fighters; DoD will have room to beddown all of them. 

Unless the force strucaue is i n d  above the " fame," DoD has all the 
bases it needs. 

The Department is confident, thenfore, that future changes will decrease force 
structure, and will quire  more, not fewer, bast closures than tlhose recommended at 
this time. The Secretary of Defense did not rtcomrnend any base for closure that 
would conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure plan. The Secretary's 
list of military installalions inside the United States recommended for closure or 
realignment, a summary of the selection process that resulted in each recommendation, 
and a justification for each recommendation is in Chapter Four of this report. 



While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note 
two additional points. Firsf with respect to maintenance &pots, there was not 
sufficient tim for the Office of the Saxctary of Defense to review all potential 

V 
intcrsuvicing possibilities. Thc kxctary suggested that the Commission examine 
those possibilities Second, some installations host non-defense governmtnt activities, 
and it was not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the fccomnmendations on 
those activities. ?be Scmtay suggested that the Commission devote some attention to - 
those potential impacts. 

Considering Regional Impacts Carefully 

Ih Sccicta~~ of Defense camfully considered tbe regional economic impacts of 
these necessary, yet tough, closure decisions. Inlooking a the mgionrl impacts, the 
Sccfctaq considcftd the cumulative economic imppO of peviously w v e d  closmes 
M weIl as the ones recommendcd in tbis report, Ibe Sax~w was concaned not only 
about the impacts at bases on DoD's 1993 closure list, but also about the effects at 
bases closed by earlier rounds. 

Reducing Overseas Bases Even Mom 

DoD is reducing its military forccs and its overseas base muctme much more 
than in the U.S. 

DoD has, to date, announced it will end or reduce its e o n s  overseas at sitcs 
accounting for 28 parxnt of r e p k c m n t  value. 

DoD's pIan is to reduce the replaccma~t value of the ovgseas base structure by 
35-4096 as we complete om reduction in pusomel stationed overseas to about 
200,000. 

DoD base spending ovcrsus wiU also decline dramatically, botb because of 
troop reductions and bcutlsc Japan and K m a  nc paying an inmasing sham of the 
costs of stationing U.S. forccs there. 

. 
While DoD will continue to reduce its farward deployed foms, those forces 

have played a fundamental mle in regions vital to the national interwk Permanently 
stationing a d  p c r i d i y  deploying forces ovcrsus have been key to averting crises 
and preventing war. They show our commitment, lend d b i l i t y  to om alliances, ., 

enhance lcgionsl stability, provide crisis response capability, and promote U.S. 
influeace and access throughout thc world. 



Supporting the Reinvestment Necessary 
to Restore Economic Growth 

Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD's weapons and equipment purchases 
are critical elements of a balanced defense drawdown - one wlnich will preserve a 
fully capable, albeit smaller, rnilitaIy. 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending docs not.;pose any extraordinary 
problems for the economy. 'Ihe economic impact of the planntd drawdown is actually 
smaller than the impacts after the Korean and Vietnam wars. J.Iowever, the impacts 
arc substantial in regions where the local economy depends halvily on defense 
spending. 

Closing domestic military bases is difficult, especially for the communities 
affected. A close working relationship between the bases and liocal communities is 
essential to helping the closure process proceed smoothly. Earlly development of a 
viable reuse plan speeds the process immensely and benefits e~rcryone-economic 
recovery is expedited and DoD savings are realized sooner. lire Department is 
committed to the close cooperation needed to make this happen. Chapter Five of this 
=port describes the base closure implementation process and the Department's 
programs to ease the impact. 

In particular, DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive 
private sector reuse of base facilities and real estate no longer ~necded by defense. 

History shows that most local communities economicall~y recover from base 
closms and actually end up better off, with more jobs and a more diverse economic 
base - but in the past the recovery has been too slow and too costly. 

DoD is developing a new reuse and reinvestment strategy with initiatives that 
will: close bases more quickly, thereby making them available: for reuse more quickly; 
promote reuse opporhmities, in concert with local community t:fforts; and, refocus 
DoD internally to consider, for the first time, the trade-offs betwecn DoD needs and 
local community nacds. The law gives tht Secretary of Defense considerable authority 
to decide whether the land is sold or given away, and to whom it should go. 

DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) spearheads the President's 
Economic Adjustment Committee which focuses Federal assistance programs on 
adversely affected communities. OEA also gives planning assistance grants to affected 
communities. In addition, DoD funds ($80 million in FY 1993) will help the 
Economic Development Administration to assist communities. 



DoD wants to ensure, wherever possible, that environmental cleanup is not a 
barrier to economic recovery. DoD has spent and will continue to spend significant 
defense resources on environmental restaration, but will need help from Congress and 
the Environmental Protection Agency to streamhe the process. 

Lastly, DoD will work to create, in coordination witb other Cabinet agencies, a 
new. community economic rcdwelopnent fund to help communities most affected by . 
base closures. Tbt fund will be used as a catalyst to spur new economic growth, 
espcciaUy wherc recovery would be difficult. Funding will be provided by setting 
aside a portion of the net savings from base closures. 

Conclusion 

Because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and thc end of !he Cold War, the 
DcpPrrmmt of Defense must get d e r .  Closing military bascs is essential to 
m c i n g  the drawdown of forces and budgets with bhstructme .ad ovahead costs. 

DoD is downsizing in the way many major carparations am. Just as they arc 
eliminnting overhead a d  closing unneeded plants, so we m inactivwg f-, 
elimhahg ovahead and closing military bases worldwide. By doomsidog this way. 
DoD makes resources available to allow us to do the right thing in Defasc: maintain 
thc quality of our people in d a m  and maintain the ttchnological edge of their 
weapons. V 
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The Base Closure Process 

Public Law 101-510 

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Title XXIX of 
Public Law 101-5 10, as amended) established new procedures for closing or realigning 
military installations inside the United States. The Act was amended by both the 1992 
and 1993 National Defense Authorization Acts. The amended Act is at Appendix A. 

The Act established an independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. The Commission is charged with reviewing the base closure and 
realignment recommendations of the Secretary of Defense during calendar years 1991, 
1993, and 1995. 

The Act specifies procedures which the Congress, the President, the Department 
of Defense @OD), the G e n d  Accounting Office, the General Services 
Administration, and the Commission must follow, in order for bases to be closed or 

YlHll realigned inside the United States. The Act defines "United States" to be the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States. The Act also establishes certain thresholds for applicability of the Act to 
closures and realignments, which are those established in Section 2687, Title 10, 
United States Code (see Appendix B). 

1993 DoD Base Closure Actions 

Public Law 101-5 10 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal years 1994 through 1999. The 
Act requires that the Secretary's recommendations for closure or realignment be based 
on this force structure plan. The unclassified version of the pl;m is in Chapter 2. The 
complete force structure plan, which was provided to the Comnission and to the 
Congress, is classified SECRET. 



Public Law 101-510 also requires the Secrettary of Defense to develop criteria to 
be used in selecting bases for closure and realignment. In developing the criteria, the 
Secretary was required to publish proposed criteria in tht Federal Register and solicit 
public comments. Chapter 3 describes the steps taken by DoD in developing the final 
criteria. The final criteria were subject to Congnssional review between February 15, 
1991, and March 15,1991. The criteria became final on March 15, 1991. 

On December 15, 1992, the Department of Defense published in the J?ederal 
Regism a notice that DoD would use the final criteria approved in 1991 for thc 1993 
base closure process. 

Unda the law, the Secretary of Defense, no later than March 15, 1993, can 
publish in the J?ederal Reeister and transmit to the congressional defense committees 
and the Commission a list of military installations inside the United States that the 
Secretary recorninends for closure or dgnrnent  on the basis of the force structure 
plan and the final criteria. This report describes the recommendations the Secretary 
made and transmitted to the Commission, the conpssional defense committees, and 
the J%deral RePister on March 12, 1993. The list of military installations, the selection 
processes, and the recommendations and justifications are in Chaptei 4. The 
SecretaIy's transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix C. 

The selection process was not only based upon the force structure plan and the 
final criteria, but also upon policy guidance issued by the Department of Defense to 
the Military Departments and Defense Agencies regarding the 1993 base closure and 
realignment analysis process. These guidance memoranda arc at Appendix D. 

The 1993 Commission 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission is established by law 
to review the Semetary of Defense's base closure and realignment recommendations. 
The members of the Commission are appointed by the President with the advice and 
consent of the United States Senate. 

The Commission is rtquired to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. 'Ibc 1993 Commission must report to the Resident by July 1, 1993, 
on its findings, conclusions and recommendations for closures and realignments inside 
the United States. 

Thc Commission may make changes in my of the Secretary's recommendations 
if the Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially from the force 
structure plan and the final criteria in making recommendations. The Commission is 



required to explain and justifv in its report to the Resident any recommendation that is 
wllf different from the recommendations made by the Secretary. The Commission is 

further required to base any change on the force structure plan and the criteria, and to 
publish proposed changes and to hold public hearings on those changes. 

The Role of the General Accounting Oflice 

Public Law 101-510 requires the General Accounting Office (GAO) to monitor 
the activities, as they occur, of the Military Departments, the Defense Agencies and the 
Department of Defense in selecting bases for closure or realignment under the Act. 

The GAO is required to provide the Commission and the: Congress with a 
detailed analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations and selection process. 
The GAO report., due by April 15, 1993, is also intended to describe how the DoD 
selection process was conducted and whether it met the rcquirctnents of the Act. In 
addition, the GAO is required to assist the Commission, if requcssted, with its review 
and analysis of the Sccrctaxy's recommendations. 

The Role of the President 

The President has an important role in establishing the Commission. The 

YYl f President nominates the eight commissioners and designates the Chairman of the 
Commission. 

Public Law 101-510 specifies that the President is to receive the Commission's 
rezommcnded closures and realignments by July 1, 1993. The Ihident then approves 
or disapproves the Commission's rccommendations by July 15, 1993. If the President 
approves all the Commission's rezommtndations, he reports his approval to the 
Congress. 

If the Resident disapproves the Commission's rccommen~dations, in whole or in 
part, he informs the Commission and the Congress of the reasorrs for that disapproval. 
Should the Resident disapprove the Commission's recommenda.tions, the Commission 
has until August 15,1993, to revise their recommendations and resubmit them to the 
President. 

The Resident then approves or disapproves the C~mmiss~ion's revised 
recommendations by September 1, 1993. If the President approves all the revised 
recommendations, he reports his approval to the Congress. 



Should the M d e n t  not approve the revised recommendations by September 1, 
1993, the 1993 procedures for selecting bases to be closed or realigned under the Act 
would be terminated. 

The Role of the Congress 

The Congress of the United States plays a numba of important roles regarding 
defense base closmes and realignments. Fmt, Congress passed and -amended Public 
Law 101-510, which established the exclusive procedures for selecting and carrying out 
domestic base closures .nd realignments (other than minor actions undcr section 2687; 
see Appendix B). In establishing these procedures, the Congress' purpose was to 
provide a fair prrw that will d t  in the timely closure and realignment of military 
~ o n s  inside the United States. 

Second, C o n p s  asked the President in Public Law 101-510 to c o d t  with the 
Congressional leadership on his nominations of individuals to sene on the 
commission. In addition, the United States Scnate is requid to confirm those 
nominations. 

Third, Congress maintains oversight ova the base closure procedures through: 

o Authority to dhappmve by law the Secretary's final criteria, 

o Rcccipt of the Secretary of Defense's force stnrctm plan, 

o Receipt of the Scaetary's ~ ~ d e d  closures and realignments, and 
other information submitted to the Commission, 

o Receipt of the General Accounting Office's report, and 

o The requirement that the Commission's procacdings, information, and 
deliberations be open, on request, to designated Members of Congnss. 

Fourth, Congnss has pvided itself an #ty to accept or reject the 
Commission's recommendations in their entirety by enactment of a law under 
expedited legislative procedures. Con&onal disapproval of the Commission's 
recommendations must be accomplished through a joint resolution of disapproval. Thc 
Congress established a 4S-d.y period for its review, as computed undcr the law. Thc 
period begins on the date the Resident tmsmits his approval of the Commission's 
~ m m c n ~ ~ n s .  



Finally, Congress must provide funds necessary to imp1c:ment approved base 
w if closures and realignments. 

Implementing Base Closures and Realignments 

Chapter 5 contains a description of the public laws, rcgtllations, and programs 
under which the Department of Defense implements approved lbasc closures or 
realignments inside the United States. 

Applicability of the National Environmental P'olicy Act 

In establishing the new base closure and realignment prccedures in Public Law 
101-510, the Congress waived certain procedural elements of ttle National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This streambed the environmental impact 
analysis process associated with closure and realignment dccisic~ns, while preserving all 
responsibiitics for cleanup and compliance with other applicable laws and regulations. 

Specifically, Public Law 101-510 waived the procedures of NEPA as it would 
have applied to the actions of DoD and the Commission in r&~rnmending bases for 
closure and realignment, and to the actions of the President in itpproving or 
disapproving the Commission's ncommendations (see Appendix A). 

clu f DoD, in carrying out its responsibilities under Public Lalw 101-510, included 
environmental impact as one of the final criteria for selecting bases for closure or 
realignment (see Chapter 3). Consequently, while environmental impact analyses will 
not be accomplished under the provisions of NEPA for DoD's ~commendations, the 
impact on the environment is a consideration in DoD's analysis,. DoD wants to ensure, 
wherever possible, that environmental cleanup is not a barrier tco economic recovery. 

NEPA will apply to DoD's actions in disposing of p ropc :~  and relocating 
functions to receiving bases (see Chapter 5). 

Overseas Basing 

Chapter 2 contains a section on the need for overseas basing. However, as the 
United States reduces its overseas forces, ending or reducing operations at overseas 
sites has become an important part of Defense planning and buldgeting. 

The base closure and realignment procedures established by Public Law 101-5 10 
for domestic bases do not apply to overseas bases. 



'Ihe Secretary of Defense has the authority to end or reduce the operations of 
U.S. forces overseas. The Department of Defense carries out these actions in 
consultation with our allies and in accordance with the terms of international treaties or 
host nation agreements. 

The Dqatmcnt of Defense has established an ongoing process to announce 
reductions or cessations of operations overseas. To date, DoD has announced it will 
end or reduce its operations oversus at sitcs accounting for 28 percent of plant 
replacemnt value. As the U.S. continues to drawdown its overseas fmes ova the 
next several years, additional overseas closures arc anticipated which would bring the 
total drawdown of overseas sites to 35-40 percent of the overstas base structure. 

Basing overseas is often different than basing in the United States. In the 
United Statis, the anas which make up a base (operations and maintcfiance areas, 
training m, offices, barracks, family housing arcas, recreation arcas, shoppjag areas. 
etc.) are usually contiguous. Overseas, each area is oftcn distinct, separate and 
intermingled with load towns, faxms and industrial areas. Thesc distinct sites arc oftcn 
gn,uped adrninistrativcly into combinations which if contiguous would resemble U.S. 
bases. 

DoD9s Worldwide Base Structure 

Appendix E pvides a sanwary of DoD's worldwide base st~~cturc and a 
summary of d o d c  and ovaseas base reductions since 1988. 



wv Chapter 2 

Force Structure Plan 

Background 

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of Defense to submit to the Congress 
and to the Commission a force structure plan for fiscal ycars 1994 through 1999. The 
Secrctaq submitted the plan to Congress and to the Commissio~n on March 12, 1993. 

The force structure plan which follows incorporates an asisessment by the 
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security during the fiscal year 1994 ' 

through 1999 period, and takes into account the anticipated levels of funding for this 
period. The plan comprises three sections: 

o The miliw threat assessment, 

o The need for overseas basing, and 

o The force structure, including the implementation plan. 

Thc force structure plan is classified SECRET. What follows is the 
UNCLASSIFIED version of the plan. 

Section I: Military Threat Assessment 

The vital interests of the United States will be threatened by regional crises 
between historic antagonists, such as North and South Korea, India and Pakistan, and 
the Middle East/Persian Gulf states. Also, the collapse of politilcal order as a result of 
ethnic enmities in areas such as Somalia and the former Yugoskavia will prompt 
international efforts to contain violence, halt the loss of life and the destruction of 
a o p e ~ ~ ,  and reestablish civil society. Th future world military situation will be 
characterized by regional actors with modan destructive weapo~~~ry, including chemical 
and biological weapons, modem ballistic.missiles, and, in some cases, nuclear 
weapons. The acceleration of regional strife caused by frustrated ethnic and 
nationalistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the United States to contribute 
military forces to international peacekeeping/enforcement and h ~ d t a r i a n  relief 
efforts. 



Tbe United States faces t h e  typcs of conflict in the coming years: deliberate 
attacks on U.S. allies or vital interests; the escalation of regional conflicts that 
eventually thrtattn U.S. allies or vital interests; and conflicts that do not directly 
threaten vital interests, but whose costs in lives of innocents demand an international 
response in which the United States will play a leading role. 

Across the Atlantic 

Thc Balkans and parts of thc f o w r  Soviet Union d be a source of major 
aisM in the corning years, as poliW-cthnic-religious antagonism weaken fragile post- 
Cold War institutions. These countrics may resort to anns to protect MITOW political- 
ethnic interests or maximb their power vis-a-vis their rivals. 'Ibc pacsure of vast 
~torcs of conventional weapons and ammunition grtatly iacrcascs the potentid for 
these local conflicts to spread. Meanw& European NATO allies will continue to 
grapple with shaping an evolving regional security himework capable of crisis 
management and conflict prevention, as well as responding to outof-area 
contingencies. These countries will develop closer relations with the central East 
European couneics of Poland, the C z c h  a d  Slovak Republics, and Hungary, but they 
will be reluctant to admit the republics of the farmer Soviet Union idto a formal 
collective defcase arrangement. Attempts by these forma Soviet republics to 
transform into democratic states with market economies and stable national boundaries 
may prove too difficult or too costly and could result in a reassation of 
auth odtarhkm, economic collapse, and civil war. Unsettled civil-military relations, 
unstable relations between Russia and Ukrab, and -tion of si-t numbers of 
nuclear weapons even after the implementation of START the continuation of other 
strategic pgrams, and relatively in dis&nhate anns sales will remain troubling 
aspects of the Commonwealth of Independent States, 

In the Middle East, competition for political influence and natural resources 
(i.e., water and oil), along with weak economies, Islamic fundamtntalh, and 
demographic pressures will contribute to deteriorating living standards and encourage 
social uxuest. ' be  requirement for the United States to maintain a major role in 
Persian Gulf security amngcmats will not diminish for the foreseeable future. 

The major heat of milirary aggression or subvasion in the Persian Gulf region 
may well emanate from Xran. Iran will find its principal leverage in subvasion and 
jmpaganda, and in kmts and militaty posturing below the threshold that would 
precipitate U.S. intervention. 



Iraq will continue to be a major concern for the region and the world. By the 
turn of the century, Iraq could pose a renewed regional threat depending on what 
sanctions remain in place and what success Iraq has in circumventing them. Iraq 
continues to constitute a residual threat to some Gulf states, particularly Kuwait. Its 
military capabilities to threaten other Gulf Arab states will grow. These states will 
nevertheless continue to depend largely on the U.S. deterrent t c ~  forestall a renewed - Iraqi drive for regional dominance. 

A prolonged stalemate in the Middle East peace process may lead to further 
violence and thrtats to U.S. allies and intaests, perhaps accelerating the popularity of 
anti-Western and Islamic radical movements. 

Across the Pacific 

The security environment in most of Asia risks becoming unstable as nations 
reorient their defense policies to adapt to the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the 
Soviet empire, the breakup of the forma Soviet Union, and the lessons of the Persian 
Gulf War. Political and economic pressures upon Communist or authoritarian regimes 
may lead to greater instability and violence. Virtually every nation will base its 
strategic calculations on the premise of a declining U.S. militqy presence. The lesser 
nations of Mi will become increasingly conccmed about security in areas 
characterized by national rivalries. 

Our most active regional security concern in Asia remains the military threat 
posed by North Korea to our ecaty ally, the Republic of Korea, Our conccrns are 
intensified by North Korea's efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction and 
&livery systems. 

China's military modernization efforts of the last two decades will produce a 
smaller but more capable military with modern combat aircraft, including the Su- 
27- China will also have aerial refueling and aidmne warning and control 
aircraft before the end of the decade. The Chinese Navy will have significantly 
improved air defense missile capabilities, antiship missiles, long-range cruise missiles 
(120 lan range), and a new submarine-launched cruise missile. By the end of the 
decade China also will have improved its strategic nuclear forces. 

Japan's major security concerns will focus primarily on the potential emergence 
of a reunified Korea anned with nuclear weapons, on the expaniding Chinese naval 
threat, and on the possibiity of a nationalistic Russia. 



In South Asia, the p h i p a l  threat to U.S. security will remain the potential of 
renewed conflict between India and Pakistan. While the conventional capbiities of 
both countxia probably will be eroded by severe budget pressures, internal security 
obligations, rrd the loss of Supapower benefactors, India and Paldstan will still have 
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles. 

The Rest of the World 

Tbis broad characterization covers regions not admcsscd above and is not 
intended to either diminish or denigrate the impoltaacc of US. interests, friends, and 
allies in anas beyond Empe and the Pacific. 

In Latin America, democratic foundations remain unstable and the 
&m-on prwss will remain vulnerable to a wide vaduy of influences and 
factors that could easily derail it. V i y  evay countq in the mgion will be 
victimhd by drug-associated violence and aime. Ova the next few yesrs, the 
capbiities of almost all of the militaries in the mgion will remain static or decline 
despite p h ~ e d  ar ongoing mmsurcs to upgrade or modernize existing inventories or 
restructure. A single exception may bt Chile, which may see som' farce structure 
hnpvcmcots through the mid-1990s. 

In Mia. chronic instability, insurgency, and civil war will continue throughout 
the continent. Two major kinds of security issues will donhate US. relations with the 
region: noncombatant evacuation and conflict rts0Iution. Operations most likely to 
draw the US. military into the continent iocludc disPaes relief, humanitarian 
assistancx, intenrational peacekeeping, and logistic suppart far allied mil i ta~~ 
O ~ O I ~ S .  Frmha, conflict rrsolution efforts will test the growing reputation of the 
United States for negotiation and mediation. 

Dinct thnats to U.S. allies or vital interests that would require a significant 
military response in the near future arc those posed by North Kom,  Iran. and Iraq. 
More num~ous, however, m those regional conflicts that would quickly escalate to 
threaten vital U.S. interests in Southeastern Europe, Asi i  the Middle East, Africa, and 
Latin Amaicp These conRicts would not require military responses on the ardu of 
DESERT STORM, but they would pose unique demands on the ability of US. Armed 
Forca to maintain stabiity and provide the cavironmnt for politid solutions. 
Finally, there will be a large number of contingencies in whicb the sheer magnitude of 
human suffering and moral outrage demands a U.S. response, probably in concert with 
the United Nations. The cumnt number of international crises is unlikely to diminish 
before the end of this decade, as many regions of the world continue to suffer the 
ravages of failed economic programs and nationalistic violence. 



Section 11: Jacation for Overseas Basing 
wfl 

As we duct  forward-presence forces globally, we nevertheless will continue to 
emphasii the fundamental roles of forward-presence forces essential to deterring 
aggression, fostering alliance relationships, bolstering regional :stability, and protecting 
U.S. interests abroad. Forward-presence activities such as forurard basing, rotational 
and periodic deployments, exercises and port visits, military-to-military contacts, 
security assistance, combatting tamism, combatting narcotrafficking, and protecting 
American citizens in crisis areas will remain central to our stablility and U.S. influence 
will be promoted through emerging forward-presence operations. These include roles 
for the military in the war on drugs and in providing hurnanitaian assistance. 

Over the past 45 years, the day-to-day presence of U.S. forces in regions vital to 
U.S. national interest has been key to averting crises and preventing war. Our forces 
throughout the world show our commitment, lend credibiity to our alliances, enhance 
regional stability, and provide crisis-response capability while promoting U.S. influence 
and access. Although the numbers of U.S. forces stationed ove:rseas will be reduced, 
the crcdibiity of our capability and intent to respond to crisis will continue to depend 
on judicious forward presence. Forward presence is also vital' to the maintenance of 
the system of co11tctive defense by which the United States wa~rks with its friends and 
allies to protect our security interests, while reducing the burdens of defense spending 

mI lV and u n n v  arms competition. 

Atlantic Forces 

U.S. interests in the Atlantic Regions, including Europe, the Mediterranean, the 
Middle East, Africa and Southwest Asia, require continuing commitment. There will 
be foxes, forward stationed and rotational, with the capab'ity :for rapid reinforcement 
from within the Atlantic region and from the United States and the means to support 
deployment of larger forces when needed. 

The end of the Cold War has sigdhntly reduced the mequirement to station 
U.S. farces in Europe. Yct, the security of the United States n:rnains linked to that of 
Europe, and our continued support of the Atlantic Alliance is crucial. Our stake in 
long-term European security and stability, as well as enduring economic, cultural, and 
geopolitical inkrests q u i r e  a continued commitment of U.S. ~nilitary strength. 

Our farward presence forces in Europe must be sized, designed, and postured to 
preserve an active and influential role in the Atlantic Alliance ;and in the future security 
framework on the. continent. The remaining force of 1 Army Corps with 2 divisions 
and 3(+) Air Force Fighter Wing Equivalents (FWE) is a direct response to the 



uncertainty aad instability that remains in this region. In addition, maritime forccs 
committed to Europe will be one Carrier Battle Group (CNBG) and one Amphibious 
Ready Group (ARG/MEU(SOC)). Thcsc forward-deploycd forces provide an explicit 
commitment to the security and stability of Europe, and -positioned equipment 
provides m i & a s m  for CONUS-basd forces should the need misc in Europe or 
elsewhere. 

Tbe US. I C S P O ~ ~ S ~  to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait was built on the foundation 
of previous U.S. in the region. Air. ground, and maritime deployments, 
coupled with prc-position, combined exafises, sccurity ~ssis-, and m t r u c t u F e ,  
as well as European and regional m u t e  strategic &lift mtrucm, enhanced the 
airis-nsponse forcc buildup. Future presence in Southwest Asia will be &fin& by 
ongoing b i i  negotiations with the govcmments of the Gulf Cooperative Council. 

commitment will be r c i n f d  by pmpositioncd quipmnt, a~cess a p ~ m ~ n t s ,  
bilatcnl planning, periodic dcploymcnts and exercises, visits by senior officials and . 

security assistance. 

U.S. inkmsts in the Pacific, including Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean, 
requirt a continuing commitment. Because the farrxs of potential adversaries in the 
Pacific are diffmnt than the Atlantic, snd due to the maritime character of the area, 
US. military forces in this vast mgion of major importDnce differ h m  those in the 
Atlantic arena. As Asia continues its economic and political &velopmcnt, US. 
farward pnstnce will continue to save as a stabilizing influence and a restraint to 
potential ~gional aggrdon and mmmanmt. 

Forwsrd presence f m  will be principPlly maritime, with half of the projected 
carrier and amphibious fom oriented toward this mtr including one CVBG, ARG, and 
Marine Expeditionary Force forward-based in this region. The improving military 
capabiity of South KOM I~PS enabled our Anny forces to be lrimmed to less than a 
division. One Air Force FWE in South Korea and I(+) FWE in Japan an to be 
forward-based in this region. In addition, psmcc in both Ussh and Hawaii will be 
maintained. 

Elsewhere in the WorId 

h the lcskprdctable yet hcmsiigly important other mgions of the globe, the 
United Statcs seeks to preserve its access to foreign markets and r c s o ~ ,  mediate the 
braumas of economic and social strife, deter regional aggressors, and promote the 
ngional stabiity neccssay for pmgnss and pspcrity. Rom Latin America to sub- 



Saharan Africa to the far-flung islands of the world's oceans, kLmerican military men 
W f  and women contribute daily to the unsung tasks of nation-buildling, security assistance, 

and quiet diplomacy that protect and extend our political goodwill and access to 
foreign markets. Such access becomes increasingly critical in ;an era of reduced 
forward V n c c ,  when forces deploying fiom the United States are more than ever 
dependent on emoute and host-ation support to ensure timely response to distant 
crises. In the future, maintaining forward presence through combined planning and 
exercises, pre-positioning and service agreements, and combined warfighting doctxine 
and interopembiility could spel the difference between success or failure in defending 
vital regional interests. 

Contingency Forces 

The U.S strategy for the come-as-you-are arena of spontaneous, often 
unpredictable crises requires fully trained, highly rcady forces that arc rapidly 
deliverable and initially self-sufficient. Therefore, such forces ]must be drawn primarily 
from the active force structure and tailored into highly effective: joint task forces that 
capitalize on the unique capabilities of each Service and the spcxial operations forces. 
In this regard, the CINC must have the opportunity to select fiom a broad spectrum of 
capabilities such as: airborne, air assault, light infantry, and qpidly deliverable heavy 
forces from the Army; the entire range of fighter, fighter-bomber, and long range 

YI f conventional bomber forces provided by the Air Force; dm-lbased naval air power, 
the striking capability of surface combatants, and the covert capabilities of attack 
submarines from the Navy; the amphibious combat power of the. Marine Corps, 
pariicularly when access ashore is contested, which includes on-station MEU(S0C) and 
Maritime Pre-positioning Ships: and the unique capabilities of the special operations 
forccs. Additionally, certain reserve units must be maintained ;at high readiness to 
assist and augment responding active units. Reserve farces perform much of the lift 
and other vital missions from the outset of any contingency operation. In regions 
whcn no U.S. forward pxtsenc exists, these contingency forces arc the tip of the 
spear, first into action, and followed as required by heavier forces and long-term 
sustainment. 



Section III: The Force Structure and Implementation Plan 
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Chapter 3 
Qmf 

Final Criteria 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-510 required the Secretarymof Defense tcb develop the final 
criteria to be used in selecting bases for closure and realignmen~t. The final criteria are 
listed below. Before developing the final criteria, the Secretary. was required to 
publish the proposed criteria in the Federal Reeister and solicit public comments. 

Proposed Criteria 

The Department of Defense @OD) published the propostxi criteria and requested 
public comments in the November 30, 1990, issue of the Federal Register (55 FR 
49679). 

The proposed criteria closely minnmd the criteria established for the 1988 
Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (See Appendix F 

. I t  for a history of ~MISC closures). ' 

Tbc 1988 criteria were developed jointly by the Department of Defense and the 
Congress, and were incorporated, by reference, into Public Law 100-526 (the Defense 
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act). 

The proposed DoD selection criteria d i f f d  in two ways from the 1988 criteria. 
The 1988 Base Closure Commission stated that in their analysis of the DoD base 
structure, they gave priority to military value. DoD agreed andl changed the proposed 
criteria accordingly. Tht 1988 Commission also rezonimendcd that "payback not be 
limited to six years. DoD agreed and changed the proposed m'iteria accordingly. 

Final Criteria 

DoD received 169 public comments in response to the proposed criteria and 
request for comments. DoD published the final criteria in the ]February 15, 1991, issue 
of the Federal Rceister - (56 FR 6374). This Federal Register notice contained an 
analysis of public comments received and a description of the changes DoD made to the 
proposed criteria before finalidag them. The final criteria follow. 



h selecting militaq installations for closure or realignment, the Department of 
Defense, giving priority consideration a military value (the first four criteria below), 
will c o n s i ~  

Milimy Value 

1. The c m n t  and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. . 

2. Ihe avahbility and condition of land. facilities and associated ainpace at 
both the existing and potential d v i n g  locations. 

'3. lac ability m accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total 
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. . The cost and manpower implkdon~. 

Return on Investment 

5. The extent md timing of potential costs and savings, including the number 
of ycaxs, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, far the savings to exceed the costs. 

Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. Ibe ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
bfm~tructurc to ntppoa forces, missions and pasonneL 

1993 Criteria 

On December 15,1992, DoD published a notice in the F e d d  Register (57 FR 
59334) that DoD would not change the final criteria appved in 1991, and would use 
the same criteria for the 1993 base closure process. 



Chapter 4 
-1 

Recommendations 

Introduction 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), 
as amended, permits the Secretary of Defense to publish in the Federal Register and 
transmit to the Congressional Defense Committees and the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission a list of military installations inside the United States that 
the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of a six-year force 
structure plan and final (selection) criteria 

The Secretary is required by the law to include with the list of recommendations 
published and transmitted: (1) a summary of the selection proc~css that resulted in the 
recommendation for each installation, and (2) the justification for each 
recommendation. 

The law further specifies that the list of recommendatiotrs, selection process 
mr summaries and justifications be published and transmitted no later than March 15, 

1993. The following report satisfies the legal requirements above. Thc Secretary of 
Defense's transmittal letter to the Commission is in Appendix (C. 

The 1993 Department of Defense Selection Process 

The Department of Defense began the 1993 base realignment and closure 
process in May of 1992. Tht Deputy Secretary of Defense me:morandum of May 5, 
1992, issued detailed policy, procedures, authorities and responlsibilities for the 1993 
process. 

The Deputy Secretary: gave the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the 
Directors of the Defense Agencies the responsibility for submitting base closure and 
realignment recommendations; required that the recommendaticws follow the law, and 
DoD policies and procedures; and required that the recornmentiations be based on the 
six-year force structure plan and final criteria. 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics was given the 
responsibility to oversee the 1993 process, and the authority to issue additional 
instructions. 



The Assistant Secretary issued a series of DoD policy memoranda and 
established a sttMing committee of principals from the Military Departments, Defense 
Agencies, !he Office of Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department of Defense staff to 

V 
overstc the process. 

'Lhc Deputy Secretary's May 1992 memorandum provided the Military 
Departments and Defense Agencies with an in- force stxucturt plan and selection 
criteria so they could begin their data collection and analyses. Thc Deputy Secretary 
issued the final selection criteria on Deccmbea 10, 1992 and the final force structure 
plan on January 19, 1993. 

The Secretaries of the Military Dqm~~~~ents  and Directors of the Defense 
Agencies submitted their base closure and realignment recomme:dations to the 
Secrcta~~ of Defense. Tbc Assistant Secretary of Defense for Roduction and Logistics 
organized the of the Secretary of Defense review of the rccommcndations and 
provided a copy of the reports received fiom the Departments and Agencies to the 
Joint Staff for their review. 

The Joint Staff =viewed the recommendations from a warfighting perspective to 
ensure they would not ham tbe military capabilities of the armed services. The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff supported the rccommcndations without 
objection. 

Key staff elements of the Office of the Secretary of Defense reviewed the 
recommendations, from their pcmpcdve, to ensure they would not harm essential 
training and support capabilities. 

The Assistant Secretary of D e f ~  for Production and Logistics reviewed the 
recommendations to ensure: all eight selection criteria were considered, the 
recommendations were consistent with the force structure plan, ths prescribed DoD 
policies and procedures were followed, and the analyses were objective and rigorous. 

After careful review of the submissions, and after careful =view of comments 
received from other offices within the Ofirice of the b t a r y  of Defense, the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics provided his conclusions and 
recommendations to the Secntary of Defense. Included in the decision package for the 
Secretary was an analysis of the cumulative cconomic impact of the recommendations, 
factoring in the economic impact of pviously approved 1988 and 1991 closms and 
realignments. 



The Secretary approved the recommendations of the Mili,tary Departments and 
-I Defense Agencies, with the modifications recommended by the Assistant Secretary. 

While the recommendations stand on their own merits, it is important to note 
two additional points. Fmt, with respect to maintenance depots, there was not 
sufficient time for the Office of the Secretary of Defense to review all potential 
intersenicing possibilities. The Secretary suggested that the Cc~mmission should 
examine those possibilities. Second,. some installations host non-defense government 
activities, and it was also not possible to evaluate fully the net impact of the 
recommendations on those activities. The Secretary suggested that the Commission 
devote some attention to those potential impacts. 

Tbe list of military installations inside the United States ;approved by the 
Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment follows. Summaries of the Military 
Department and Defense Agency selection processes, recornmen~dations and 
justifications follow the list. 

The 1991 Commission, in making recommendations to the President, raised four 
areas of special inmest regarding: MCAS Tustin, CA, depot wc~rkload competition; 
hospiw, and the Defense Finance and Accounting Service. Th~e Department's 
response to these Commission recommendations is in Appendix G. 

b lf Lastly, at Appendix H, are the prelixnbry military and civilian personnel 
impacts by State for the 1993 base closure and realignment reca~mmendations. 



1993 List of Military InstaUations 
Inside the United States for Closure or Realignment 

Part I: Major Base Closms 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 
Mart Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, C a l i f h  
Marine Corps Air Station El Tom, Calif& 
Naval Air Station Alamcda, Califomia 
Naval Aviation Depot Alamcda, Califomia 
Naval Hospital Oakland, California 
Naval Station Treasure Islad, San Fmcisa, California 
Naval Supply Center Oakland, Calif- 
Naval Training Center San Diego, California 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Florida 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensamla, Florida 
Naval Training Center Orlando, Florida 
Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, St. Inigoes, Maryland 
Naval Air Station Meridian, W p p i  
Naval Air Station South Weymouth, Massachus~tts 
Naval Station Staten Island, New York 
Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, South Carolina 
Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station Dallas, Texas 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginia 



Air Force 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 
K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan 
Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
O'Hare International Airport Air Force Reserve Station, Chicago, Illinois 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pe~sylvania 

Part 11: Major Base Realignments 

Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

Wlf Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (Dahlgrea) White Oak Dctachmc:nt, White Oak, 

Maryland 
1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, New York 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Rh& .Island 
Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

Air Force 

March Air Force Base, California 
McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New Yo& 



Part IZZ: Smaller Bme or Acliv& Closums, Realignments, 
Disestablishments or Relocoltr*ons 

None 

Naval Civil Engineering -, Port Hueneme, Calif- 
Naval Facilities E n g i n d g  Command, Western Engincaing Field 

Division, San Bruno, California 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surface) Pacific, 

San Francisco, California 
Public Works Center San Francisco, C a l i f h a  
Naval Electronic Security Sys. Engineering Ctr., Washington, DOC. 
Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 
Naval Supply Center Pensacoh, F1& 
Naval Surface Warfare Ccntcr - Cadcrock, Annapolis Detachment, ' 

Annapolis, Maryland 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland 
Sea Automated Data Systems Activity, Indian Head, Maryland 
Naval Air Facility Detroit, Michigan 
Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 
Submarine Maintenance, Eagincuing, Planning and Rocurcmc~lt, 

Portsmouth, New Hampshire 
Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey 
DoD Family Housing Office, Niagara Falls, New York 
Naval Air Technical SCMCCS Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Altcra!ions (Surf=) Atlantic (HQ), 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Electronic Systems En-g h m ,  Charlcstm South Carolina 
Naval Hospital Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Supply Center Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Surface Warfare Centcr - Port Hucncme, V ' i  Beach Detachment, 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
Navy Radio Transmission Facility, h i v a ,  V ' i  
Naval Undersea Warfate Center, Norfolk Detachment, Narfok, Virginia 
Planning* Estimating, Repair and Alterations (Surf-) Atlantic, Narfok, Vir* 
Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alteration~ (CV), B-n, Washington 



Naw National Ca~ital Region MCR) Activities 

"crr 
Security Group Command, Security Group Station, and Security Group Detachment, 

Potomac, Washington, DC 
Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, Virginia (including the OKice of Military 

Manpower Management, Arlington, Virginia) 
Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, Virginia . 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Supply Systems Command, Arlington, Viginia (including Defense Printing 

Office, Alexandria, Virginia and Food Systems Office, Arlington, Virginia) 
Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Tactical Support Office, Arlington, Virginia 

NawIMarine Reserve Activit i~ 

Naval Reserve Centers at: 

Gadsden, Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Faye tteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
Macon, Georgia 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New Jersey 
Perth Amboy, New Jersey 
Jarnestown, New York 
Poughkeepsie, New York 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingsport, Tennessee 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton, Virginia 
Parkersburg, West Virginia 



Naval Reserve Facilities at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abilene, Texas 

Readiness Command Regions at: 

Olathe, Kansas (Region 18) 
Scotia, New York (Region 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5) 

Defense Logistics Agency 

ense Distribution Depot Oakland, California 
ense Distribution Depot Pcnsacola, Florida 
'mse Conwct Management Dimict Northcentral, -0, Illbob 
knse Logistics Service Center, Battle Cmk, Michigan 
iense Contract Management Dis- Midatlantic, willdelpbt. P~lmsylvrai. 
knse Distribution Depot Lettakenny, Pennsylvania 
rense Logistics Agency Clothing F-, Philadelphia, -1vrai. 
knse Distribution Depot Charleston, South Caroliaa 
knse Distribution Depot Toocle, Utah 
rerise Contract Management Disain West, El Segdo ,  C d i f d  
knse Reutilization and Markcthg k v h ,  Battle h k  Michigan 
knse Industrial Supply Ccnta, Pcnnsylvda 

DoD Data Center Consolidation 

Army Data Processing Centers 

None 



Navy Data Processing Centers 
W f  

Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, California 
Fleet ~nduskial Support Center, San Diego, California 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Wcapons Division, China Lake, California 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu, California 

- Naval Command Control & Ocean Surveillance Center, San Die:go, California 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Francisco, Califonmia 
Naval Computer and Telecommunications Station, San Diego, C'hlifornia 
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washington, DC 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, Washington, DC 
Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 
Naval Air Station, Mayport, Florida 
Naval Computer and Telecommunication Station Pensacola, Florida 
Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, Georgia 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, E ASTPAC 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 
Naval Supply Centcr, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 
Enlisted Personnel Management Center, New Orleans, Louisiana1 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station, New Orleans, ILouisiana 
Naval Aii Station, Brunswick, Maine 

Qm 1' 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland 
Aviation Supply Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia 
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area Master Station, Atlantic, 

Norfolk, Virginia 
Navy Data Automation Facility, Corpus Christi, Texas 
Navy Recruiting Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia 
Naval Air Station, Whidbcy Island, Washington 
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, Washington 
Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, Washington 

Marine Corps Data Processing Centers 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California 
Regional Automated Sewices Center, Camp Pendleton, California 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina 
Regional Automated Sexvices Center, Camp Lcjeune, North Carolina 



Air Force Data Processing Centers 

Regional Processing Center, McQelllan AFB, California 
Air Force Military Personnel Center, Randolph AF'B, Texas 
Computer Senrice Center, San Antonio, Texas 
7th Communications Group, Pentagon, Arlington, Virginia 

Defense Logistics Agency Data Processing Centao 

I n f o d o n  Processing Cmtcr, Battle Creek, Michigan 
Information Rocessing Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Information Processing Center, Ogden, Utah 
Infomation Processing Ccntcr, Richmond, Virginia. 

Defense Information Systems Agency Data Processing Centers 

Defense Information Technology Suvicc Organization, Indianapolis Infomation 
Processing Center, Indiana 

Defense Information Technology M c c  orgdzdon, Kansas City Infoxmatin 
Processing Center, Missouri 

Defense Information Technology M c e  Organization, Columbus 
Annex (Dayton), Ohio 

Part N: Changes to Pnviously Apprvved BRAC 88/91 
RecommentWions 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois (AMCCOM remains at Rock Island, 
Illinois instead of moving to Rabne Arsenal, Alabama) 

Presidio of San Francisco, California (6th Army relocates to NASA Amcs, California 
vice Ft Carson, Colorado) 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania (Systcms Integration Management Activity- 
East remains at Lcttcrkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania vice Rock Island, 
Illinois) 



Navy 
QV 

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA (Substitute NAS Minunar for Marine Corps Air 
Station 29 Palms as one receiver of Marine Corps Air Station Tustin's assets) 

Hunters Point Annex to Naval .Station Treasure Island, raliforrlia (Retain no facilities, 
dispose vice outlcasc all p r o m )  

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, New Mexico (retain as a tenant of 
the Air Force) 

Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center., San Diego, CA, (Consolidate with 
Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center, Vallejo, CA, into available Air 
Force space vice new construction) 

Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity, Yorktown, VA (Rtadign to Panama City, Fl 
vice Dam Neck, VA) 

Air Force 

Castle Air Force Base, California (B-52 Combat Crtw Training, rtdirected from 

Qlf Fairchild AFB to Barksdale AFB and KC-135 Combat Chew Training from 
Fairchild AFB to Altus AFB). 

Mather Air Force Base, California (940th Air Refueling Group redirected from 
McClellan AFB to Beale Am). 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida (Airfield does not close. 482nd Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) is reassigned h m  Homestead AFB and operates the 
Joint Communications Support Element stays at MacDill vice relocating to 
Charleston Am). 

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois (Metals Technology and Aircraft Structural 
Maintenance training courses from Chanute to Sheppard AFB redirected to 
NAS Memphis). 

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, Ohio (Retain 121st Air Refueling Wing and 
the 160th Air Refueling Group in a cantonment area at Itickenbacker instcad of 
Wright-Patterson AFB. Rickenbacker AGB does not clalse.) 



Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas (704th Fighter Squadron and 924th Fighter Group 
redirected from Bergstrom AFB to Carswell AFB cantommnt area). 

Canwell Air Force Base. Texas (Fabrication function of the 436th Training Squadron 
redirected from Dyess AFB to Luke AFB, maintenance training function 
redirected from Dycss AFB to Hill Am). 



Department of the Army 
Pyl 

Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

The Army is reducing its force structure and tailoring its base structure in light 
of changes in the world situation and the reduction in resources devoted to national 
defense. By 1997, the Army will have 12 active divisions, 2 Sewer than 1992. The 
end strength of the Army will decline by 14.4 percent, with the majority of that decline 
overseas, assuming the decline continues. 

The Selection Process 

'Ihe Army's base closure selection process was a structtxred three phase 
assessment. Phase I entailed grouping installations in like cakgories and analyzing 
them for militaIy value, and iden-g candidates to be studied by the Total Army 
Basing Study (TABS) group. In Phasc II, the Army used analytical tools to identify 

bt and develop alternatives which result in the approved Department of the Army 
recomrnen&tions to the h t a r y  of Defense. Phase III provides support to the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Thc first step in Phase I included a review of legislative and Departmental 
guidance to ensure that it was w l y  reflected in the Army'!; process. The study 
group then developed five measures to use in assessing the military value of Army 
installations. The Army determined that mission essentiality, mission suitability, 
operational efficiency, quality of life and expandability would provide the appropriate 
linkage to the DoD criteria. To add merit to these measures, weights were assigned to 
reflect the relative importance of each measure in order to assc:ss the installations. 

'Ibe Army then developed eleven categories of installations and grouped the 
installations by like missions, capabiities, and characteristics to facilitate the 
assessment of military value. Installations that are closing or inactivating as a result of 
1988 and 1991 Commissions' recommendations were not included. Attributes were 
developed to support the measures of merit and weights assigned for each attribute to 
reflect their dative importance within the associated measure of merit. 



To standardize data collection, specific guidance was provided to the major 
commands that defined the procedures, formats, measures, aftributcs, and weights to be 
used for assessing each installation's military value. Qualitative assessments of tach 

w 
installafion's military value were also prepad. Tbcsc assessments provided a starting 
point for evaluating the Amy's base structure-they did not produce a decision on 
which bases should be closed or realigned. 

'Ibe next part of the analysis identified study candidates. 'The .DoD Force 
Structure, Army W i g  s m g y ,  MACOM reshaping proposals, military valuc 
assessments, approved Defense Management Review Decisions, and other studies were - 
used to formulate a set of possible candidates. 'Ibc list of study candidates was 
approved by the Under W m y  of the Army and Vice Chief of Staff of the Amy. 

Next, the study candidates were examined to identify specific altcmativcs. Each 
alternative was developed, analyzed, refined, and documented based on feasib'fity, 
affordabiity, socioeconomic impacts, and environmental impacts. The Army analyzed 
each altmative using the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model, the 
DoD M c e  of Economic Adjustment impact modcl, and internal feasibility and 
rffordabiity evaluations. Each alternative was presented to the w ' s  Program 
Budget Committee, the Select Committee co- of the most senior military ad 
civilian o m  h n  the A m y  staff and Secretariat, and the Acting Seaetary of the 
Army for nvicw rmd a j p v a l  of tht r c c o ~ o n s .  Y 

The Acting secretary of the Army, with the advice of the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, nominated bases to the Secretary of Defense for closure or realignment b a d  
on the DoD Farce Structure Plan and the find criteria established under Public Law 
101-510, as m c n d d  



Department of the Army 
'(It 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Fort George B. McClellan, Alabama 

Recommendation: Close Fort McClellan. Relocate the U.S. Amy Chemical and 
Military Police Schools and the Department of Defense Polygqph Institute O D P I )  to 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Transfer accountability for Pelhxm Range and other 
required training support facilities, through licensing, to the Amly National Guard. 
Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army Resentes. Retain the capability for live-agent 
training at Fort McClellan. 

JustiT~cation: Fort McCIellan has the least amount of facilities and smallest 
population of any of the Army's individual entry traininglbranch school installations 
and was accordingly ranked ninth in a category of thirteen installlations. Three of the 
thirteen installations tied for the thirteenth position and were lux removed from 
fitrther consideration as a result of a specific capability needed to support mission 
requirements. The tenth installation in this category was not co~nsidcrtd for closure 

k t  because it controls airspace, airfields, and aviation facilities which represent unique 
assets to the Amy. 

Collocation of the chemical, military p o l . ,  and engineer schools provides 
substantial advantages for operational l i e s  among the three branches. These 
linkages enable the Army to focus on the doctrinal and force development of three key 
maneuver support elements. Synergistic advantages of training ;and professional 
development programs arc: coordination, employment, and remloval of obstacles; 
conduct of river crossing operations; internal security/nation assiistance operations; 
operations in rcar a m s  or along main supply mutes; andcounter drug operations. The 
missions of the three branches will be more effectively integrated. 

Each school develops doctrine, training, leadership, organization and material 
products which arc technical in nature and proponent specific. 'he only place to 
achieve integration is at the combined arms level. Using the opportunity to collocate 
these schools will assure synergistic solutions for cumnt, emerg:ing, and future 
challenges. 



This recommendation is a change to the recommendation made to the 1991 
Commission that was disapproved. The 1991 Commission rejected this 
recommendation because they found the Army substantially deviated from criterion 1 

3 
and criterion 2. Their rationale questioned the Army's M i i o n  to maintain the 
Chemical Decontamination Training Facility (CDTF) in caretaker status bxuse it 
could contribute little, if any, to chemical defense prepatedness and the CDTF could 
not be reactivated quickly. 

The Army's proposal to close Fort McCleIlan M#s in two respects. Fmt, the 
DODPI will relocate to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, instead of Fort Huachuca, 
h n a ,  and second, the Army will retain the capabiity to continue live-agent training. 
Subsequent to the 1991 Commission's decision, the Army conducted an in-depth study 
of the value of liveagent training. The study affirmed its military value. Thc Army's 
nuclear, biological and chemical readiness training is interwoven throughout all tr-g 
and included at all levels of command. Operations in a potentially hostile chemical 
environment am an integral part of individual and collective skills training, and 
routinely practiced during unit field training exerchcs. By maintaining the capability 
for chemical liv~agent training at Fort McQeUan, the Army will continue to provide 
realistic chemical preparedness training. A robust chcmical/biological def- is a vital 
part of a t b e - p n g e d  effort, including anns conm1 and conventionaVnuc1car 
deterrence. The A m y  is the only service drat conducts live-ageat training; and it will 
continue this training. Tht Air Force has indicatbd its desire to collocate its disaster 
preparedness technical training with the Army's Chemical School at Fort Leonard 
Wood, the Army supports this initiative. 

The Army pvides fiveagent training not only for Army personnel 
(approximately 4000 students per year), but also for other Services, the State 
-t, and even foreign countries (appximately 600 studcnts per year). This 
training usually involves two days at the CDTF while other training is conducted at 
other facilities of the Chemical School. Tbe CDTF will remain part of the Chemical 
School, even though it is W i g  o p e d  at another location. Although it is feasible to 
replicate this facility at Fort Leonard Wood, maintaining the existing facility affords 
the same capability without any additional construction. 

Return on Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for this closure are 
approximately $111 million. Annual steady state savings arc about $31 million, with a 
lrcturn on investment in three years. 



Impacts: The closure of Fort McClellan will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 20 percent of the 
employment base in the Anniston Metropolitan Statistical Area., assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this closure. 
Pelham Range, thc site of most of the contamination, will be re:tained. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. There are no known c~bstacles in the ability of 
the receiving community's hbstructurc to support this recommenndation. 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

Recommendation: Close Vint Hill Farms. Relocate the maintenance and repair 
function of the Intelligence Material Management Center (IMM[C) to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, PA. Transfer the remaining elements of IMMC, the Signal Warfare 
DiFectorate, and the program executive officer (PEO) for Intelligence and Electronic 
Warfare (IEW) to Fort Monmouth, NJ. 

Justir~cation: Vint Hill Farms ranked low in military value within its category. With 
the departure of the military intelligence battalion and its consollidation at Fort Gordon, 
GA, Vint HiU Farms is underu- It was determined that Vint HiU Farms could be 
closed and its functions p e s f ~  elsewhere. Closure of this installation supports the 
Army's basing strategy to consolidate similar functions and close small installations 
when feasible to do so. Moving its activities to Fort Monmouth enhances the 
synergistic effect of xcsmrch and development for communica!jion electronics and 
intelligence electronics warfare. Collocation at Fort Monmoutb~ also facilitates the 
interaction between the Program Managers and Program Executive Officers that 
cmntly  reside at Fort Monmouth, thercby creating grtater military value in this 
-gory- 

Consolidating research and development will achieve grtata efficiencies in the 
arcas of mission, mission overhead, and base operations. This allows the Army to 
reduce costs, giving the flexibility to put scarce resources into lthe research and 
development arena that significantly contributes to overall r d i e s s .  

Return on Investment= Total estimated onetime costs for this closure are 
approximately $72 million. Annual steady state savings are about $19 million, with a 
=turn on investment in three years. 

Impacts. Tbe closure of Vint Hill Farms will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potentid cmp10yment loss, both direct and inchx:t, is 13 percent of the 
employment basc in the Faquia County Metropolitan Statistic:al Area, assuming no 



economic recovery. Tbcn arc no known environmental impediments from this closure. 
Environmental restoration will continue until complete. Tbm arc no known obstacles 
in the ability of the receiving community's ~ t r u c n n t  to support this 

V 
recommendation. 

Fort Monmouth, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Monmouth. Relocate the headquarters of U.S. Army 
C o r n m ~ o n s  Electronic Command (CECOM) from lcascd space outside Fort 
Monmouth to Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois and tramfa the Chaplain School to Fort 
Jackson, South Carolina Consolidate activities to maximize utilillltion of main post 
Fort Monmouth. Dispose of excess facilities and 14 properly at Evans and Charles 
Woods sub posts, as well as main post, Fort Monmouth. 

Justification: Fort Monmouth ranks four& out of twelve installations in military 
value. It is a small installation with elements located off bast in costly leased space. 
Relocating the CECOM Headquarters, an administrative and logistical headquartem, 
&om l d  facilities located outside the main post of Fort Monmouih, New Jersey to 
peananent fmt ics  at Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois allows the Army to tenninatea 
lease of $15 million pa year with additional savings of ova $8 million per year in 
locality pay Mcrcntial for the civilian warlboxcc. At the same time it better utilizes 
tbe excess space identified at Rock Island. separating the headquarters and . . -ve -011 from the rcscmh and development aspcct of CECOM will not 
bave an @anal impact 

Rock Island Arsenal has tbe idmmamc to sapport and house the headquarters 
element of CECOM. Cuxmtly, Rock Island has administrative space to accommodate 
apptoxhately 1,000 additional pummel and pcxmancnt building space that can be 
movottd to accommodate even mom pasonneL ibe computer system center on the 
arsenal is one of the Army's largest and can ~ c c o r n m ~  the needs of the 
headquarters. 

The R o d  Island cornmtmity infrastructure can accommodate the new residents 
without the need to construct new schools, new wata and sewex facilities or other 
public facilities. lbcrc is abundant housing at zcammble costs and excellent access to 
higher education, both at the graduate and undergraduate level. 

Fort Jackson trains about one half of the basic trainees and is the largest recruit 
training center. It is also the home of the Soldier Support Center, which is relocating 
6mm Fort Benjamin Hnrrisoa. 'Ihc rcpon to the 1991 Commission describing the 



proposed closure of Fort Benjamin Harrison stated that the h ~ y  planned to collocate 
wf the Chaplain School with this Center eventually. The transfer alf the Chaplain School 

to Fort Jackson benefits not only the Chaplain School's students;, but also the large 
population of basic trainees who are beginning a new career in *the Army, many of 
whom are separated from their families for the first time. Thc (3haplain School and its 
staff of chaplains will facilitate the trainees' transition to the Army life. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are 
approximately $93 million. Annual steady state savings are abolut $20 million, with a 
retum on investment in three years. 

Impacts: The realignment of Fort Monmouth will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3 
percent of the employment base in the Monmouth County Metropolitan Statistical . 

Area, assuming no economic recovery. This potential job loss is partidy offset by the 
proposed movement of personnel to Fort Monmouth from Vint l a  Farms. There are 
no known environmental impediments from this realignment. Environmental 
restoration will continue until complete. Thac are no known ot~stacles in the abiity of 
the receiving community's inhtructurc to support this ncomrhendation. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania~ 

Recommendation: Realign Lcttcrkcnny Army Depot (LEAD) hy reducing it to a 
depot activity and placing it under the command and control of Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, PA. Relocate the maintenance functions and associated workload to other 
depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. Retain the conventional 
ammunition storage mission and the regional Test Measurement and Diagnostic 
Equipment W E )  mission. Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission 
regarding LcaerLcany as follows. Instead of sending Systems Integration Management 
Activity East (SIMA-E) to Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois; as rtco~rnmended by the 1991 
Commission, retain this activity in place. Retain the SIMA-E and the Information 
Processing Center at Lcttcrkwny until the Defellsc Infoxmation !Systems Agency 
(DISA) completes its review of activities relocated under Defense Management Review 
Decision (DMRD) 918. Tbe activities of the &pot not associated with the remaining 
mission will be inactivated, t r a n s f d  or otherwise eliminated. Missile maintenance 
workload will not consolidate at Lctterkenny, as originally planned. However, Depot 
Systems Command will relocate to Rock Island Arsenal, where it will consoIidatc 
under the Industrial Operations Command there, as approved by the 1991 Commission. 



Justification: 2 % ~  decision to realign LEAD was driven by the results of the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff triennial review of roles and missions in the 
Dcpatrmcnt of Dcfcnsc. As part of this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot 
Maintenance Consolidation Study. Thc study identified a significant amount of excess 
depot capacity and duplication among the Services. 

The b y  has concluded that the pmjsctd ground system and equipment s 

depot maintenance workload for fiscal ycrr 1999 is not sufficient to maintain aU of the 
p u n d  systems and equipment depots. 

In drawing the conclusion to do& LEAD, the Army considered the 
following frtors: relative miIitary value of the depots: the future heavy force mix, 
reduced budge workfo~cc sldlls; excess capacity; abiity of the depots to 
accommodate new workload IeveIs; the proximity of tbc depots to the heavy forccs in 
the US.; and the resulting savings. 

SIMA-E performs computer systems design rad data management functions for 
a variety of activities. This organization is transfening to the Defense Information 
Systcm~ Agency -A) in 1993. Retention ktepe this activity focused regionally 
upon the customer. SIMA-West is located in St. Louis and supports functions in the 
western portion of the US. DISA advised the Axmy that thae were no advantages or 
savings from a relocation to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Less thrm 25% of the work 
pcrfonned by SIMA-E is associated with the Industrial Operations Command at Rock 
Island Arsenal. 

Return on Investmentt Total estimated onetime costs for this realignment are 
approximately $106 million. Annual steady state savings are about $30 W o n ,  with 
an immtdiate mum on invcstrmnt. 

Impacts Ibc realignment of Lcttcbmy Army Dcpot will have an impact on the 
local economy. The pojMcd potential employment loss, bah direct and indiroq is 7 
percent of the employment base in the Prmldin County Metropolitan Staristical Area, 
assuming no eumonric m v q .  'Ibas a no signifiamt environmental impediments 
fiom this dignmcnt. Environmental restoration will continue until complete. There 
are no known obstacles in the ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to 
support this recommendation. 



Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

Recommendation: Realign Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) by reducing it to a depot 
activity and placing it under the command ad control of R& River &my ~ e ~ &  TX. 
Retain conventional ammunition storage and the chemical demilitarization mission. 
The depot workload will move .to other depot maintenance activities, including the 
private sector. The activities of the depot not associated with the remaining mission 
will be inactivated, transferred or eliminated, as appropriate. . 

Justification: The decision to realign TEAD was driven by the: results of the 
Cbainnan, Joint Chiefs of StafT triennial review of roles and missions in the 
Department of Defense. As part of this review, the Chairman chartered the Depot 
Maintenance Consolidation Study. The study identified a significant amount of excess 
depot capacity and duplication among the MCCS. 

The Army has concluded that the projected ground systems and quipment 
depot maintenance workload for fiscal year 1999 is not sufficient to maintain all of the 
ground systems and quipment depots. 

In drawing the conclusion to downsize TEAD, the Army considered the 
following factors: relative military value of the depots; the future heavy force mix, 
reduced budgett workforce skillq excess capacity; ability of the depots to 
accommodate new workload levels; the proximity of the depots to the heavy forces in 
the U.S.; and the resulting savings. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are 
approximately $74 million. Annual steady state savings arc about $51 million, with an 
immediate return on investment. 

Impacts: Thc realignment of T m l e  Army Depot will have an impact on thc local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 28 
percent of the employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan Statistical Am, 
assuming no economic r c c o v ~ .  There rn no significant environmental impediments 
from this d m n t .  Environmental restoration will continue imtil complete. There 
arc no known obstacles in the ability of the xecciving communit]y's infhstructurc to 
support this recommendation. 



Fort Belvoir, Virginia 

Recommendation: Realign Fort Belvoir as follows: disestablish the Belvoir Research, 
V 

Development and Engineering Center (BRDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia Relocate the 
Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Purification, and FueVLubricant Business 
Arcas to the Tank Automotive Research, Development and Engineering Center 
(TARDEC), Detmit Arsenal, Michigan. Transfer command and control of the Physid - 
Security, Battlefield Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine D e t e c t i o n / N e ~ ~ o n ,  
Envirommntal Controls and Low Cost/Low Observables Business Areas to the Night 
Vision Elcctm-Optics Dirccunue (NVEOD) of the Communication and Electronics 
Research, Development and Engineering Center (CERDEC), Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

Justification: In July 1992, the Scaetary of the Amy requested that the Amy 
Science Boatd appoint a panel of members and consultants to conduct a review of the 
Army Materiel Command Research, Development and Engineering Center (RDEC) 
business plans. Specifically, the Sammy quested the panel determine which RDEC 
capabiities the Army can afford. 'Ihe panel bascd its findings on an objective 
assessment of tbe missions, hndons, business areas, corn capabilities, c u s t o ~  needs 
and major fields of technical endeavor of each RDEC measured against at least the 
following criteria to determine which RDEC capbiilities arc essential and affordable: 

- rc1evancc to the Army custom - avdability from otbasomccg - R&D qualit)", - in-house cost and efficiency. 

n# study identified technical arcas to be e m p u  deemp- or 
eliminated. Areas identified for elimination arc tunnel detection, materials, m d n e  
craft, topographic equipment, support equipment and construction equipment. The 
Army Science Board panel recommended the closure of the Belvoir RDEC and 
dispersal of the business arcas that were not recommended for ebrhation. 

The relocation of the Supply, Bridging, Counter Mobility, Water Purification, 
and FucVLUbricant business areas to TARDEC is consistent with the conclusions of the 
Army Science Board Study. There is a synergy between these functions and the 
mission of building military vehicles. For example, the Bridging area r e ~ u h  heavy 
vehicles such as tanks and heavy mobile logistics to move across demountable bridges 
and list spans. Supply, Fuel/ Lubricants and Counter Mob'ity also complement the 
mission of TARDEC. The relocation of the FueVLubricant business area as part the 
DoD Project Reliance has cornme&. 



The transfer of operational control of the Physical Security, Battlefield 

mf Deception, Electric Power, Remote Mine Detection/Neutralization, Environmental 
Controls and Low Cost/Low Observables Business Areas from the Belvoir RDEC to 
the Night Vision Electro-Optics Directorate (NVEOD) of the Communication and 
Electronics Research, Development and Engineering Center (CIZRDEC), also located in 
the same general area of Fort Belvoir supports the study recommendations, while 
avoiding any additional costs. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this action are 
approximately $11 million. Annual steady state savings are a b u t  $13 million, with an 
immediate retum on investment. 

Impacts: Tht realignment of Fort Belvoir will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc project& potential employment loss, both direct and i n h c t ,  is less than 1 percent 
of the employment base in the Washington, DC-Maryland-Virgiia Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There are no known obstacles in the 
ability of the receiving community's infrastructure to support this recommendation. 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Cmmission regarding 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL, as follows. Instead of sending the mamiel management 
functions of US, Army Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) 
to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as recommended by the 1991 Blue Closure 
Commission, reorganize these functions under Tank Automotive: Command (TACOM) 
with the functions remaining in place at Rock Island Arsenal, 11,. 

Justir~cation: Under the Commission's recommendation in 1991, the materiel 
management functions for AMCCOM's srmamcnt and chemical functions were to be 
transferred to Rcdstone Arsenal for merger with U.S. Army Mis'sile Command 
(MICOM). The merger would haw d a new commodity c:ommand to be called 
the Missile, Armament and Chemical Command (MACCOM). 'This merger allowed 
one national inventory control point (NICP) to be eliminated. 

In December 1992, the Commander of Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
directed that the command's Core Competency Advocates (Logistics Power Projection, 
Acquisition Excellence, Technology Generation) review the creation of MACCOM to 
see if thm was a more cost effective option to realign Redstonc: Arsenal. These 
competency advocates recommended that the AMCCOM's materiel management 



functions should remain in place as a subset of the NXCP at TACOM. A closer 
alignment exists between the armaments and chassis functions than between armaments 
and missiics, making the reorganization under TACOM more beneficial and cost 
effective for the Army: 

- AMCCOM performs approximately $50 million and 500 work years for Tank 
Automotive Command's research and development effort compared to only $9 million 
and 90 workyears for Missile Command. 

- AMCCOM m i v e s  $29 million from TACOM versus $0.1 million from 
MICOM for sustainment. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly produce P tanks, hod- and infantry 
vehicles. AMCCOM and MICOM do not jointly produoc any weapon systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM use common contractors and universities. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM jointly field, xnanage, and sustain common weapon 
systems. 

- AMCCOM and TACOM share common business practicts. 

- Guns have their fire control sensors and compum in the vehicle and require 
extensive joint integration, as AMCCOM md TACOM do now. Missiles have their 
sensors and fire control in the missile and are c a s i ~  to mount on a vehicle, as MICOM 
and TACOM do now. 

'Ibc Army believes that the rrmsmmt/chemical materiel management functions 
can be N l y  executed from Rock Island Arscnal without relocating. Then is 
p r e a h c t  for geographic disp&on of NICP fhctions. 'Ibe U.S. Communications- 
Electronic Command NICP is cumntly pcrfmncd at three scpaatc sites. 

Retention of this activity at Rock Island Arscd, as a subordinate element of the 
TACOM NIB.  avoids the expense of building new facilities at and relocating over 
1,000 employees to Redstone Arsenal. 

Retun on Investment: Inrplenmtiag this recommendation will avoid approximately 
$44 million while incurring no costs. Annual steady state savings of about $1 million 
arc anticipated from efficiencies gained h m  additional reductions in personnel. 

Impads: There arc no environmental a community infrastructure impediments from 
this recommendation. V 
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Presidio of San Francisco, California 
WllDt 

Recommendation: Change the rezommendation of the 1988 Commission regarding 
the Presidio of San Francisco, as follows: relocate Headquarters, Sixth U.S. Army from 
Presidio San Francisco to NASA Ames, CA, instead of Ft Carson, CO, as originally 
approved by the Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and Closure in 
1988. 

Justification: The 1988 Base Closure Commission recommendled closing the Presidio 
of San Francisco. As a result of this closure, the Army identified Fort Carson, 
Colorado, as the receiver of the 6th Anny Headquarters. Since then, the 1991 Base 
Closure Commission recommended several closures and realipments in California that 
did not have the capacity to reccive functions or personnel in the 1988 process. 
During the Army's capacity analysis they identified available splace at NASA Ames 
(formerly NAS Moffett) which could accept the 6th Army Headlquarters. As part of 
their analysis, the Anny determined that the military value of retaining this 
headquarters within California is significantly enhanced as it provides the best 
available location necessary to exercise command and control of all the reserve units 
within its area of responsibility. These reasons are as follows: ' 

(a) Seventy-five percent of the reserve units within Sixth1 Army's area of 

bf responsibility are located on the West Coast; 

(b) The principle ports of debarkation for the West Coast are Seattle, Oakland, 
and Long Beack 

(c) The West Coast is prime temitory for military assistance to civil authorities. 
It is the area with the highest probability of natural disaster and is an area where 
substantial drug enforcement missions are taking place* 

(d) T'ilinessllocation is the critical element that may separate success from 
failure. 

Additionally, m n t  experiences with Operation Desert Shield/ Ilesert Storm, natural 
disasters, and civil disturbances have pointed out the need to keep the headquarters on 
the West Coast. 



Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this relocation are 
approximately $9 million. Tbis mlocation will avoid the expenditure of $36 million at 
Fort Carson. hd 
Imp- Thae is no significsnt environmental 'impact resulting from this relocation. 
Environmental restoration will continue uutil complete. Then arc no hown obstacles 
in the abiity of the receiving community's inhstnrctlne to support this 
recommendation. 



Department of the Navy 
'elf 

Summary of Selection Process 

Introduction 

By 1997, the Navy will have 12 aircraft caniers and 11 active carrier air wings 
- one fewer aircraft canier and one fewer canier air wing tharl 1992. Navy battle 
force ships will decline from 466 to 425, a 9 pemnt reduction. The Navy will also 
have 53,000 fewer active duty personnel, a 10 percent reduction. The Marine Corps 
will undergo a 14 percent reduction in active duty personnel. 'hese factors, which will 
continue to decline through 1999, quire a reduction in the Nawy and Marine Corps 
base structure. 

The Navy's basing structure is focused primarily on hon~eporting active and 
mcxve ships, and carrier air wings. The Marine Corps basing structure is focused 
primarily on support of the Marine Expeditionary Forces. The base structure also 
provides the requisite training, logistics, depot maintenance, housing and related 
support. Forward deployment operations, supported by a few overseas bases, and the 

b f domestic base s t rwtm allow Navy and Marine Corps forces to respond to the full 
spectrum of international conflict. 

The Selection Process 

Thc Secretary of the Navy established a Base Structure :Evaluation Committee, 
responsible for preparing recommendations for closure or realignment of Naval 
installations. The Committee was tasked to develop categories of installations; 
determine whether excess capacity exists, and develop 'methodologies to reduce it The 
Committee was responsible for evaluating =turn on investment, economic and 
community impacts, and for developing recommendations for c:losure or realignment to 
the Secretary of the Navy. 

The Committee was supported by the Base Structure Analysis Team which 
developed data calls, recommended analytical methodologies and maintained the Base 
Structure Data Base. The Analysis Team developed the Navy's Intemal Control Plan 
which specified organizational and documentation controls for managing the process. 
A key element of the Internal Control Plan was the involvement of the Naval Audit 
Service. The Audit Service served as a technical advisor to t h ~ z  Committee, validating 
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the procedures used to build the dat&w and auditing data to detennine the method of 
collection, its accuracy, and the level of compliance throughout the chain of command. 
The Internal Control Plan also established the procedures necessary to create an audit 
trail to document the Navy process. One of the most significant controls was the 
requirement to keep minutes of each deliberative meeting of the Committee. 

In accordance with PL 101-510, as amended, the Navy employed a "bottom to 
topn data c d h i o n  policy. That mepat that the individual initially generating the 
data in q ~ ~ l l s c  to a data call, executed the initial statutory certification and, thereafter, 
the data was ramified at each succeeding level of the chain of command before the 
data was provided to the Comrnittcc for inclusion in the database. The Navy's Audit 
M c e  and its General Counsel ensured compliance. 

The Committee determined that installations fell into three categories: (1) 
providing support to military personnel (pcrsomel); (2) providing weapon systems and 
material suppart (materiats); and (3) providing sharc support to Navy and Marine 
Carps operational forces (farces). Within these thnc categories, activities were 
grouped into a variety of subcategories. Sevaal of these subcategories were divided 
into further sub-elemcnts for purposes of analysis. Within these subcatcgories an thc 
individual Navy or Marine Corps installations rcviewed by the Committee. 

At least two data calls wcm sent to each installatioa; one for data relating to 
capacity and the other for data relating to military value. These data calls were 
prepared by the Analysis Team with the assistance of technical expcrts in the various 
disciplines and approved by the Committee. The responses to the data calls, having 
been prapaly certified, were entad into the database and fonned the sole basis for 
tbe Committee's recommendations. 

Thc next step was to dctanrine whether thae was cxcess capacity in any given 
subcategory, and if so, to what extent. If there was no meaningful excess capacity in a 
subcategory, no installation in that subcategory was considered furthm for closure or 
realignment. If, on the other hand, a subcategory had sufkient excess capacity, the 
Committee evaluated the military value of each installation in the subcategory. 

'Ibe capacity analysis used tfie certified data call responses to develop 
throughputs as the basic indicatur of capcity. Far example, the key indicator for 
training centers was the average numbs of students on board. Similarly, for 
opera&ional air stations, the basii throughput indicator was the number of squadrons 
that could be hosted in tams of apron space, hang- and nmways. A comparison was 
made between the maximum available throughput and that required by the DoD Force 
SIIUCMC Plan. When the available throughput txcceded the force structure 



requirement, the Comrnittec determined there was excess capacity. In subcategories in 
-9  which there was either no or minimal excess capacity, the Committee determined that 

further analysis for military value was not warranted. 

Whenever the capacity analysis indicated the presence of' more than minimal 
excess capacity within a particular subcategory, each installatio~n in that subcategory 
was subjected to a military value analysis. The Comrnitrct categorized the four DoD 
military value criteria as madhess, facilities, mobi i t ion  capat~ility, and cost and 
manpower implications. For each of the four major categories {of military value, the 
C o m m i t .  assigned a weight so that the sum of the weights equalled 100, and these 
weights were applied to the military value analyses for each installation in thc 
subcategories within that category. 

The Analysis Team prepared a series of questions or statements which the 
Committee placed in one of three scoring bands depending on their level of 
importance. Each question or statement was then given a numeirical scoring range, by 
the Committee, depending on the band in which it was placed (i.e., Band 1: 6-10 
points; Band 2: 3-7 points; Band 3: 1-4 points). The Committee reviewed the 
responses fiom each installation within that subcategory. If. the response contained 
data which affirmatively answered the subject matter, that installation received the 
weighted point total for that question. Thc total point score for each installation was 

'Cr ' determined by simple addition of the weighted-average points nxeived. 

The next step was to develop closure and realignment sctmarios with the use of 
a computer modeL The goal of the model was to find that set of installations in a 
subcategory which achieved the maximum reduction of excess capacity d d ,  to the 
maximum extent practicable, resulted in an average military value equal to or greater 
than all installations cumntly in that subcategory. 

Not all scenarios were limited to installations in a single subcategory. For 
instana, in the case of naval bases, berthing of ships was the p.rirne throughput indicia 
for analysis. Since the Naval Air Station, Alamcda, is the homtpn for two aircraft 
carriers, it was also considemi in the configuration analysis of the "naval bases" 
subcategory along with installations such as Naval Base, Norfolk. 

Rules for the computer model were developed so that the: model would not run 
unconstrained. For example, left to run without guidance, the model might identify a 
set of bases which eliminated excess capacity but which bore little resemblance to 
operational realities. Therefore, the model was given some rules, which, in the case of 
naval bases for example, included the rule that ships were to be split between the 
Atlantic and Pacific Fleets in the ratios reflected in the Fiscal Year 1994-1995 



President's Budget Submission. In every case where rules were imposed, the 
Committee reviewed them stringently to ensure that only the minimum number of rules 
needed !o operate the model wac prescribed so the results would not bc MiciaIly 
skewed. 

Ibe computer model resulted in finding that mix of installations which resulted 
in the maximum reduction of excess capacity without regard to the installation's 
militmy value. If that mix resulted m an average military value which was less than 
that for the current list of installations, the cornpum was asktd to search for an 
SltuWive mix which raised the average ndiitay value with the midmum deacase in 
the reduction of excess capcity. 

'Ihc computer models w a r  the starting point for the application of military 
judgment in the analysis of potential closure a realignment scenarios. For example. in 
the configuration analysis for naval bases, the model salisfied its requirement to reduce 
capacity by identifying as excess the capacity at both of the Naval Station and the 
Submarine Base at Pearl Harbor. The Committee determined that, as a matter of naval 
mllcc in the Pacific theater, it was mare imparrant for rnilitaxy value to retain the 
farward cpbility in the Paci& than to achieve an absolute maximtim reduction in 
excess capacity. 

Somctimcs the configuration analysis was not helpfur. In the case of the two 
Corps training bases, the two logistics bases. and the two recruit depots the= is 

insufficient capacity in any one of those facilities to handle the requirements flowing 
from the DoD Force Stmcturc Plan should dre 0th be closed. In those instances, the 
Committee determined that finthcr analysis was unwamnttd. 

Fmally, the Commim~ evaluated tbc potential costs and savings. economic 
impact, community infrptnrcture and enviroammrnl impact on closum and realignment 
candidates (and any potential d v i n g  locations) before making its nominations to the 
Acting secretary of the Navy. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, in his capcity as Acting Secrctaxy of the Navy. 
with the advice of the Commandant of the Marine Corps, nominated bases to the 
Sccrctiuy of Defense for closure or d g n m c n t  based on the force structure plan and 
the final criteria established unda Public Law 101-510, as amended. 



mr Department of the Navy 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Naval Station Mobile, Alabama 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station, Mobile and relocate issigned ships to Naval 
Stations Pascagoula, Mississippi, and Ingleside, Texas, along with dedicated personnel, 
equipment and appropriate other support. 

Justification: The berths at Naval Station, Mobile are excess *to the capacity required 
to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A comprehensive analysis of naval station 
berthing capacity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the 
maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall militqy value of the remaining 
naval stations. To provide berthing to s u p p o ~  the projected farce structure, the 
resulting mix of naval stations were configured to satisfy specific mission 
requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier berthing in each fleet; ammunition 
ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNISSBN unique base, complex per fleet; and 

CIIHY I 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution. 
The ships based at Naval Station Mobile can be relocated to other naval bases which 
have a higher military value. This di&ament, combined witti other recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atlantic Fkt,  results in the nuximum reduction of 
excess capacity while increasing the average military value of the remaining Atlantic 
Heet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for th is  recommendation are 
$4.4 million. Annual recuxring savings arc $15.8 million with an immediate return on 
investment. Thc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $182.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impac:t on the local economy. 
I h e  projected potential loss (both dinct and indirect) is 0.6 percent of the employment 
base in the Mobge Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. 
'here is no known community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. 
Tbere is no significant environmental impact resulting from this closure. Generation of 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. Enviromiental cleanup will be 
continued until complete. 



Mare Islaad Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, California 

Recommendation: Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Relocate the 
Combat Systems Technical Schools Command activity to Dam Neck, Virginia. 
Relocate one submarine to the Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, Washington. Family 
housing located at Marc Island NSY will be retained as necessary to support Naval 
Weapons Station Concord. 

Justification: The capacity of the Mare Island NSY is excess to that required to 
support the reduced number of ships reflected in the DoD Fotct Structure Plan. An 
analysis of naval shipyard capacity was perfonmd with a goal of reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value 
of the remaining sh ipyd.  Mate Island has the lowest military value of those 
shipyards supporting the Pacific FWt, and its workload can be readily absorbed by the 
nmaining yards which possess higher military value. Tbe closure of Mare Island 
NSY, in combination with the Charleston NSY, allows the elimination of a greater 
8momt of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining 
shipyards at a higher militag value level than that of the cumnt configuration of 
shipyards. Other options either reduced capacity below that req- to support the 
8ppr0ved force levels, eliminated specific capabilities needed to support mission 
requhmmts or resulted in a lower military v a k  for this group of activities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimatbd onetime costs for this closure arc $279.9 
million. Annual rccuning savings are $148.9 miIIion with an immediate return on 
invcstmnt. ' he  net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
sav:!lgs of $1.1 12 million. 

Impacts: Tbe closure of Marc Island NSY will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 11.7 percent of 
the employment base of the Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), assuming no economic mvcry.  Additionally, other 1993 closure and 
Fealignment mmmendations have a total impact of 4.9 pacent on the adjacent 
Oakland MSA. Then is no significant community inhstmturc impact on receiving 
locations as a result of this closm. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants 
will be eliminated at Mart Island NSY. Emissions from several hundred controlled air 
emission sources will be elimhcd, providing air cmission "credits". This closure will 
eliminate the need to opcratt the industrial waste wafer treatment plant and for annual 
maintenance dredging. 



Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, California 
-1 9 

Recommendation: Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) El Toro, California 
Relocate its aircraft along with their dedicated personnel, quipment and support to 
Naval Air Station (NAS), Miramar, California and MCAS Camp Pendleton, California. 

Justification: Naval and Marine air wings are projected to be reduced consistent with 
fleet requirements in the DoD Force Structure Plan, creating an excess in air station 
capacity. MCAS El Tom is recommended for closure since, of' the jet bases 
supporting the Pacific Fleet, it has the lowest military value, has no expansion 
possibiities, is the subject of sexious encroachment and land use problems, and has 
many of its training evolutions conducted over private property. The redistribution of 
aviation assets allows the relocation of Marine Corps faed wing and helicopter assets 
to the NAS Miramar, in a manner which both eliminates excess capacity and avoids 
the construction of a new aviation facility at Marine Corps Air--Ground Combat Center, 
29 Palms, Calif- In an associated action the squadrons anti related activities at 
NAS Mirarnar will move to NAS Lcmoorc in order to makt roiom for the relocation of 
the MCAS El Tom squadrons. This closure results in a new configuration of Naval 
and Marine Corps air stations having an increased average military value when 
compartd to the current mix of air stations in the Pacific Fleet. Finally the Department 
of the Navy will dispose of the land and facilities at MCAS El Toro and any proceeds 

'Irv if 
will be used to dcfkay base closm expenses. 

Return On Investment= This recommendation was consideredl as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data1 below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kantohe Bay, MCAS El Tom and NAS Mimnar. The total estimated 
one-timc costs for the recommendations arr: $898.5 million. Annual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of 
the costs and savings over a twenty year pcriod is a savings of $1,3742 million. In 
addition, this package avoids approximately $600 million in military construction at 
MCAS 29 Palms which is requid to implement the 1991 Base Closure Commission's 
recommendation to close MCAS Tustin. 

Impacts: The closure of this MCAS will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential emp10yment loss, both direct and indirect is 0.9 percent of the 
employment base of the Anaheim-Santa Ann Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming 
no economic recovery. There is no significant community inh~~tructure impact at any 
receiving installation. This closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous waste 
and pollutants and will remove special air space restrictions (such as military operating 
IMS), and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmenlal cleanup efforts will 

C,  
continue until completed. 



Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alamcda, California and relocate 
J 

its abc& along with the dedicated perso~el, equipment and support to NASA 
Ames/Moffett Fled, California and NAS North Island. In addition, those ships 
cumntly berthed at NAS Alamcda wiU be relocated to the Flect concentrations at San 
Diego and Bangorfigct Sound/Evcrctt. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San Fmcisco to NAS North Island; 
Ship In- Mainrcnancc Department disestablishes; the Naval Air Reserve 
Cenm and the Marine Corps Rcsuve Center relocate to leased space at NASAIAmes. 

Justiflaition: 'Ibe projected caxricr air wing reductions in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan require a significant dencase in air station and naval station capacity. NAS 
Alarneda is recommended for closurr: as it has the lowest military value of those air 
stations snpporting the Pacific Fleet. Given the number of aircraft "bedded down" at 
the air station, it has greatest amount of excess capacity. Also, given the need to 
eliminue excess ship berthing, its capacity is not q u i d  to meet f o m  Ievek, since 
no marre than five canicr baths arc q u i d  an the West Coast; three at the fleet 
concentration in San Diego and two at Bangor/Puget Sound/Evtrttt.' Both the limited 
aimaft @rimarily reserve) and ship assets at NAS Alamcda can be readily absorbed at 
bases with a higher militaq value. This closure results in inmast average militaxy 
value of both the rcmaihg air stations and naval stations in the Pacific Fleet. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated om-time costs for this recommendation 
ae $193.7 adlion. Annual reclnring savings are $41.7 rniIlion with a return on 
inve. 2-t in four years. The net pesent value of the costs and savings over a twenty 
year p a i d  is a savings of $197.1 million. 

Impacts: Tbe closure of NAS Alameda will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss both direct and indirect is 2.9 percent of the 
employment base in the Oakland, CaMarnia Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic rccovay. Otha 1993 closure and realignment 
rccommtndations bring the total impact on Oakland, California MSA to 4.9 percent. 
There is no significant community ~~ impact at any receiving installation. 
There will be no significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. 
Hazardous waste generation aad pollutants will be eliminated. This closure will 
IcmOve sptcial air space restrictions (such as militaq opaating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. Tbe indoor and outdoor hazardous waste storage 
facilities at NAS Alamada. will be closed in accardance with applicable laws and 
regulations. Annual maintenance dredging and the dredging of the w i n g  basin and 
entrance channel will be e m  Environmental cleanup efforts will continue until 
complete. 



Naval Aviation Depot, Alameda, California 

Recommendation: Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Alameda and relocate 
repair capbiity as necessary to other depot maintenance activities. This relocation 
may include personnel, equipment and support. The depot workload will move to 
other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. 

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot, Alarneda is recommended for closure because its 
capacity is excess to that required to support thc DoD Force Sbr~ctu~ Plan. Projected 
reductions require an almost 50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy aviation 
depots. In determining the mix of aviation depots which woulcl achieve the maximum 
reduction in excess capacity, the Navy determined that there milst be at least one 
aviation depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. The work performed at Naval 
Aviation Depot, Alamcda can be perfomred at other aviation maintenance activities, 
including the private sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda 1wiU reduce excess 
capacity in this category and maintain or increase the average military value of the 
remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for tlii.s recommendation are 
$126.8 million. Annual recurring savings arc $783 million with an immediate return 
on investment. Ih net pscnt  value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 

' C I r  a savings of $538.9 million. 

Impacts Ih closure of NADEP Alameda will have an impact on the local economy. 
Ih projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.8 percent of the employment 
base of the Oakland, California, Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic rccovay. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on this MSA, assuming no economic iccovay. to 41.9 pemnt. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. Generation of 
hamrdous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated, as will air e.missions, which will 
result in air emission " d t s " .  

Naval Hospital, Oakiand, California 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Oakland and relolcate certain milimy 
and civilian personnel to other Naval hospitals, and certain miliitary personnel to the 
Naval Air Stations at L e m m  and Whidbey Island The Deplc~yable Medical Unit, 
Northwest Region, will relocate to Naval Hospital, Bremerton, Washington. 



J u ~ ~ c a t i o n :  Naval Hospitals axe situated and their size determined for location near 
operating forccs whose personnel will require medical support in numbers signifcant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 
CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
operating faccc which acaad a demand for the presence of a Naval Hospital in the 
first instance. In the San hncisco Bay area, the Naval Air Station, Alameda, Naval 
Shipyard, Mmc Island and the supporhg Public Works Center and Supply Center arc 
being xccornmended for closmc. Given the e l h i d o n  of these operating force 
activities, closure of the Naval Hospital, Oakland is indicated as the military personnel 
prtviously supported arc no longer in the m 

Return On Investment Total estimated one-time costs for this nxomrnendation are 
$57.5 million. Annual muning savings axe $415 million with an immediate return on 
investment Thc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $286.4 million. 

Impacts: l k  closure of Naval Hospital, Oakland will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of tbc employment base in the Oakland, California, Metropolitan Statistical 
Azea, assuming no economic recovery. Ibe closm of the Naval Hospital will have a 
positive impact on the en-t as a source of pollution will be e-. 
~vironmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. 

Naval Station Tnamvc Island, San Franciscq CaMornia 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station, "IhSuirt Island and ~elocatc personnel, as 
ajqmopriatc to the Naval Station, Sm Diego, calif- Naval Amphibious Base, Little 
Cbck V i r m  Naval Training Center, Gnat Laltes, Illinois and various Naval 
Reserve sites in C d i f d  Major t a m t s  me impacted as follows: Naval Reserve 
Cater San Francisco relocates to the NavalMarhc Carps Reserve Center, Alameda, 
Womb and REDCOM 20 relocates to the Naval Reserve Center, San Bmo, 
California. Naval Technical Trniniag Center rcloutcs to Fleet Training Center San 
Diego, Naval Amphibious School, Little and Naval Training Center Great Lakes. 

Justification: The DoD Faroe Structure Plan supports a dccreast in naval station 
capacity. Naval Station, Treasm Islmd hpF a relatively low military value and its 
capacity is not ropuid to soppan Navy requirements. The naval bases to which its 
activities will be =located have higher military value to the Navy than does this naval 
station. A comphensive analysis of naval station berthing capacity was perfomred 
witb a goal of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while 



maintaining the overall military value of the remaining naval stations. To provide 

mr berthing to support the projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was 
configured to satisfy specific mission requirements, including: 100 percent aircraft 
carrier berthing in each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-apprc~ved berthing; one 
SSNISSBN unique base complex per fleet; and maintenance of' the Norfolk and San 
Diego fleet concentrations. This closure, combined with other recommended closures 
and realignments in the Pacific Fleet, reduces excess capacity lwhile increasing the 
average military value of the remaining Pacific Fleet bases. . 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for tht: recommendation are 
$33.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $43.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty-year period is a 
savings of $330.7 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impac~t on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.2 percent of the employment 
base in the San Francisco, CA, Metropolitan Statistical Area (AdSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment reconunendations bring the 
total impact on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, w 1.1 percent. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closurt:, which also will permit 

Cr the closure or alternative use of the recently improved 2.0 MG13 wastewater treatment 
plant and will eliminate various air emissions, thus providing potential air emission 
"credits". 

Naval Supply Center, Oakland, Califorr~ia 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Oakland, including the 
Naval Supply Depot, Point Molate, and relocate two supply ships to the Naval Supply 
Center, San Diego. The Office of the Military Sealift Comman~d, Pacific Division, 
relocates to leased space in the Oakland area. 

Justification: NSC Oakland's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. The principal customers of NSC Oaklancl; Naval Aviation 
Depot, Alarneda; Naval Hospital, Oakland; Mare Island Naval !Shipyard and Naval 
Station Treasure Island have also been recommended for closure. The workload of 
NSC Oakland will move with its customers to other locations. 



Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$119.4 million. Annual recurring savings are $45.4 million with an immediate return 
on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $259.9 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NSC Oakland will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.5 percent of the 
employment base in the Oakland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no 
economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the 
total impact on the Oakland MSA to 4.9 peneat. The closm of NSC Oakland will 
have a positive impact on the environment as a source of potential hazardous wastes 
and pollutants will be eliminated. Enviromntal mitigation and restoration will 
continue until completed. 

Naval Training Center, San Diego, California 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), San Diego and relocate 
certain personnel, equipment and support to NTC Gnat Lakes, and other locations, 
consistent with training requirements. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC, Great Lakes; Branch Medical Clinic 
relocates to Submarine Base, San Diego; Naval Recruiting District relocates to Naval 
Air Station North Island; Service School Command (Electronic Warfare) relocates to w 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakeg Service School Command (Surface) relocates to 
NTC Great Lakes; the remainder of the Service School Command relocates to NTC 
Great Lakes, Naval Air Station Pensacoh, and Fleet Training Center, San Diego. 

Justif~cation: Projected manpower reductions contained in the DoD Force Structure 
Plan require a substantial demase in naval force structm capacity. As a result of 
projected manpower levels, the Navy has two to three times the capacity required, as 
measured by a variety of indicators, to perfonn the d t  training function. The 
closure of NTC San Diego removes unneeded excess capacity and results in the 
realignment of training to a training center with a higher military value. The resulting 
consolidation at NTC Great Lakes not only results in the highest possible military 
value but also is the most economical alignment for the processing of personnel into 
the Navy. In addition, NTC San Diego has equipment and facilities which are more 
readily relocatable to another naval training center. 

Return On Investment: The Naval Training Center recommendations were 
considered as a package and, as a result, the COBRA data set out below represents the 
costs and savings associated with the closure of both NTC San Diego and NTC 



Orlando. Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are $327.9 million. 
-1 Annual recurring savings arc $69.0 million with a return on investment in two years. 

The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$323.9 million. 

Imp*. The closure of NTC San Diego will have an impact on the local economy. 
Thc projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.7 percent of the 
employmcnt base of the San Diego, California Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
assuming no economic recovery. However, because of other closures or realignments 
into this MSA, there will be a net 1.2 percent increase in employment. There is no 
significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be 
no significant environmental impacts resulting from this action. Hazardous waste and 
pollutants will be eliminated, as will air emissions, which will generate air emission 
"credits". 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Iqorida 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Cecil Field and &locate its aircraft along 
witb dedicated personnel, equipment and support to Marine Corps Air Station, Cheny 
Point, North C a r o b  Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, and Marine Corps Air 

Cl , Station, Beaufort, South Carolina Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Maxine 
Corps Security Force Company relocates to MCAS Cherry Point; Aviation 
Intermediate Maintenance Department relocates to MCAS Cheny Point; Air 
Maintenance Training Group Detachment, F k t  Aviation Support Office Training 
Group Atlantic, and Sea Operations Detachment relocate to MCAS Cherry Point and 
NAS Octana. 

Justification: M t r  air wings will be reduced consistent with fleet requirements in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan, creating an excess in air station capacity. Reducing this 
excess capacity is complicated by the requirement to "bed  down^" different mixes of 
aircraft at various air stations. In making these choices, the outlook for environmental 
and land use issues was sigdficantly important. In making the determination for 
reductions at air stations supporting the Atlantic Fleet, NAS Cecil Field was selected 
for closm because it represented the greatest amount of excess capacity which could 
be eliminated with assets most readily redistributed to receiving air stations. The 
preponderance of aircraft to be ndisttributcd from NAS Cecil Field were F/A-18s , 

which were relocated to two MCAS on the East Coast, Beaufort and Cherry Point. 
Tbese air stations both had a higher military value than NAS Cecil Field, alleviated 
concerns with regard to futurt environmenl and land use problems and dovetail with 
the recent determination for joint military operations of Navy and Marine Corps 



aircraft from carrier decks. Some NAS Cecil Field assets are relocating to NAS 
Oceana, an air station with a lower military value, because NAS Oceana is the only 
F-14 air station supporting the Atlantic Fket and had to be retained to support military 
operations of these aircraft. Its excess capacity was merely utilized to absorb the 
remaining aircraft from NAS Cecil Field. 

Return On Investmentt Total estimated onetime costs for the recommendation are 
$3123 W o n .  Annual recrrrring savings for both arc $56.7 million, with a return on 
investment in six years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year 
period is a savings of $20.9 million. 

Impacts= 'Ihe closure of NAS Cecil Field will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss @oh direct and indirect) is 3.0 percent of the 
employment base of the Jacksonville Metropolitan Statistical Atca, assuming no 
economic recovery. Relocations to MCAS C h q  Point will q u i r e  increased 
classroom space in the local schools. Remediation of this impact is included in the 
cost analysis. There are no signihmt environmental impacts resulting from this 
action. Haaudous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated. 
Similarly, this closlre wil l  remove special use air space restrictions (such as military 
operating areas) and reduce noise levels and air emissions. Environmental cleanup will 
continue until completed. 

Naval T h M q  Center, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando, and relocate 
certain personnel, equipment and support to NTC Great Lakes and other locations, 
consistent with DoD training quimncnts. Disposition of major tenants is as follows: 
Recruit Training Command relocates to NTC Great Lakes; the Nuclear Power School 
and the Nuclear "A" School relocate to the Submarine School at the Naval Submarine 
Base (NSB), New London; Perso~el  Support Detachment relocates to NTC Great 
Lakes; Savice School Command relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Dental Clinic 
relocates to Great Lakes; Naval Educafion and ' h h h g  Program Management Support 
Activity disestablishes. 

Justmcation: The 1991 Commission rejected the recommendation to close NTC 
Orlando due to prohibitive closure costs. 'Ihis recommendation encompasses the 
additional closure of San Diego and proposes significantly reduced closure costs 
by taking advantage of facilities made available by the recommended realignment of 
NSB New London. Projcctcd manpower reductions contained in the DoD Force 
Structure Plan q u i r e  a substantial decrease in naval force structure. As a result of 



projected manpower levels the Navy has two to three times the capacity required, as 
-1 v measured by a variety of indicators, to perform the recruit W i n g  function. The 

closure of the NTC Orlando removes excess capacity and relociites training to a naval 
training center with a higher military value and results in an efficient collocation of the 
Submarine School, the Nuclear Power School and the Nuclear "'A" School at the NSB, 
New London. The resulting consolidation at the NTC Great Lakes not only results in 
the highest possible military value for this group of military activities but also is the 
most economical alignment for the processing of personnel into the Navy. In addition, 
NTC Orlando has equipment and facilities which are more readily relocatable to 
another naval training center. 

Return On Investment:- .The Naval Training Centers were con.sidered as a package 
and, as a xesult, the COBRA data set out below represents costs and savings associated 
with the closure of both NTC Orlando and NX San Diego. Total estimated one-time 
costs for the rtcommendation arc $327.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $69.0 
million with a retum on investment in two years. n?e net present value of costs and 
savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $323.9 million. 

Impacts: Tht closure of NX Orlando will have an impact on the local economy. 
Tbe projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 2.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Orlando, Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant community infrastructure impzlct at any receiving 

C ~ l ~  i n s t a ~ ~ o n .   hue win ~IC no s imcant  enviro~lental impacts resulting from this 
closure. Hazardous waste and pollutant generation will be eliminated, as will the 
generation wastewater on the average of 1.13 million gallons per day. 

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, F1orid.a 

Recommendation: Close Naval Aviation Dcpot Pensacola (NADEP), and relocate 
repair capability as necessary to other depot maintenance activities. This relocation 
may include pcrsox~nel, equipment and support. The Depot worlkload will move to 
other depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. The dynamic 
component and rotor blade repair facility will remain in place. 

Justification: Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola is recommended for closure because 
its capacity is ex- to that required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
Projected reductions requirt an almost 50 percent reduction in c,apacity in the Navy 
aviation depots. In &&mining the mix of aviation depots which would achieve the 
maximum reduction in excess capacity the Navy determined that there must be at least 
one aviation depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. The work performed at 



Naval Aviation Depot, Pentacola can be perfonncd at other aviation maintenance 
activities, including the private sector. The closure of NADEP Alameda will reduce 
excess capacity in this category and maintain or increase the average military value of 
the remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$165.4 million. Annual rccmring savings arc $51.1 million with a retun on 
investment in two years. The net present value of costs and savings aver a twenty 
year period is a savings of $3412 million. 

b: ~ctst  The closure of this NADEP Pensamla will have an impact on the local 
economy. Ibe pmjstcd potential loss (botb direct and indire~t) is 6.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Pensacola, Florida Mettopolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. However, because of other closures and realignments into this 
area, tbae will be a net 4.3 percent inause in cmploymcnt. Then is no signifcant 
comm~nity infiastructurc impact at any receiving installation. Thm will be no 
significant environmentat impacts occasional by this closure. 'Ihe NADEP depot is 
located on the property of Naval Air Station Pensamla, which is on EPA's National 
Rioritics List. Tbe closure of this dcpot will nquirc that all hazardous industrial 
matdals a d  waste be ~ ~ m ~ v e d .  Gaeration of hazardous wastes and pollutants will 
be eliminated, as will air anissions, which will result in air emission "credits". 

Naval Air Station Barbem Point, Hawaii 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbcrs Point and relocate its 
akraft along with their dedicated personnel and equipment support to Marine Corps 
Air Station (MCAS), Kancohe Bay, Hawaii and NAS Whidbey Island, Washington. 
Retain the family housing as needed for multi-service use. 

Justification: The NAS Barbers Point is rtcommmded for closure because its 
capacity k excess to that m p h d  to support the reduced force levels contained in the 
DoD Farce Stmctm Plan. The analysis of required capacity supports only one naval 
air station in Hawaii. NAS Barbers Point has a lower military value than MCAS 
Kaneohe Bay and its assets can be d y  ndistributed to other existing air stations. 
By maintainiug operations at the MCAS. Kaneohe Bay. we retained the additional 
capacity that air station provides in rmpparting ground forces. With the uncertainties 
posed in overseas basing MCAS Kantohe Bay provides the flexibility to support future 
military operations for both Navy and Marine Corps and is of greater military value. 



In an associated move the F-18 and CH-46 squadrom at MCAS Kaneohe Bay will 
yf move to NAS Miramar to facilitate the relocation of the NAS EIarbers Point squadrons. 

Finally the Department of the Navy will dispose of the land anti facilities at NAS 
Barbers Point and any proceeds will be used to defray base clo!;ure expenses. 

Return On Investment: This recommendation was considered as part of a package 
that included Pacific operational air stations. The COBRA data below applies to the 
operational air stations on the West Coast and in Hawaii, as follows: NAS Barbers 
Point, MCAS Kaneohe Bay, MCAS El Toro and NAS Mifamar. The total estimated 

+ one-time costs for the recommendations arc $898.5 million. Axmual recurring savings 
are $173.9 million with an immediate return on investment. Thte net present value of 
the costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $1374.2 million. In 
addition this package avoids approximately $600 million in milj~tary construction at 
MCAS 29 Palms which is required to implement the 1991 Base Closure Commission's 
xecommendation to close MCAS Tustin. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Barks  Point will have an impact on the local 
economy. The proposed potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 1.9 
percent of the employment base of the Honolulu, Hawaii, Mettopolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. lkre is no significant community infrastructure 
impact at any receiving installation. There will be no signifcar~t environmental 

Cf impacts resulting h m  this action. Hazardous waste generation and pollutants will be 
eliminated. This closure will IrCmove special use air space restrictions (such as military 
operating areas) as well as elevated noise levels and air emissions. Ongoing 
environmental clean-up efforts will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview and relocate its 
aircraft and associated pcrso~el ,  equipment and support to N a ~ y  Reserve, National 
Guard and other activities. Family housing located at NAS Glenview will be retained 
to meet existing and new requirements of the nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), 
Orcat Lakes. The Recruiting District, Chicago will be relocateci to NT'C Great Lakes. 
The Marine Corps Reserve Center activities will relocate as appropriate to Dam Neck, 
Virginia, Green Bay, Wisconsin, Stewart Army National Guard Facility, New Windsor, 
New York and NAS, Atlanta, Georgia 

Justif~cation: Naval air forces are being reduced consistent with the fleet reductions 
in the DoD Farce Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both active and reserve 
aviation elements leave the Department with si@~cant excess capacity in the reserve 



air station categary. Closure of NAS Glenvicw eliminates excess capacity at a base 
with a very low military value whose assets can be redistributed into more economical 
and efficient operations. This closure, combined with three others in this category, 
mults in maximum reduction of excess capacity while increasing the average military 
value of the remaining reserve air stations. In arriving at the recommendation to close 
NAS Glenview, a specific analysis was conducted to ensm that there was 
demographic suppor& for purposes of force recruiting in the areas to which the reserve 
aim& are being relocated. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated on~~time costs for the recommendation are 
$14.1 million. Annual recurring savings are $31 million with an immediate return on 
investment. 'Ibe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $3 13.4 million. 

Impacts'. The closure of NAS Glenview will have an impact on the local economy. 
Tbt projected potential employment loss (both direct and i n k t )  is 0.1 percent of the 
employment base of the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
mcovay. mere is no significant community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
installation. Theat will be no significant environmental impacts resulting fkom this 
d o n .  Gcncration of haadous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. In addition, 
this closure will rcmove spccial use air space restrictions such as rnilitaq operations 
axeas and militaxy training areas, and duct noise levels and air emissions. 

Naval Electronic Centers 

Recommendation: Close Naval Elocronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St. 
Inigots, Maryland, disestablish NESEC Charlaton, South Carolina and Naval 
Electronics Security Systems Engineering Center (NESSEC), Washington, DC. 
Consolidate the Centers into an East Coast NESEC at Portsmouth, Virginia The 
ATCIAUS facility at St. lnigom and the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain 
in place and will be t r a n s f d  to Naval Air Systems Command. 

Justification: This recommendation was rcjcctcd by the 1991 DoD Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. In doing so, the Commission stated that DoD had failed to 
explore other alternative sites and had failed to address assated problems at 
Portsmouth with testing of radars and communication quipment. Several new factors 
contributed to the renewal of this xccommcndation. 

Thc DoD Force Structure Plan shows a significant further decrease in force 
stmctllre from that in 1991, giving & to additional excess capacity. The facilities at 



St. Inigoes, Maryland, once NESEC St. Inigoes relocates to Portsmouth, would be 
-I v available to support the major relocation to the Patuxent River complex of the Naval 

Air Systems Command and scvcral of its subordinate organizations. This move results 
in both substantial organizational efficiencies and economies and is a significant 
element of the Navy's compliance with the DoD policy to move activities out of leased 
space in the NCR into DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth consolidation includes 
NESSEC Washington, DC resulting in an additional relocation &om leased space in the 
NCR into DoD owned facilities. The Portsmouth consolidation also achieves a major 
reduction in excess capacity for thew activities and with this co~nsolidation in 
Partsmouth, the Navy Management Support Office can be consolidated at this Center. 
Without the Portsmouth consolidation, the benefits resulting from the synergy of 
consolidating the three centers would not be reahed, and the reduction in excess 
capacity would be adversely impacted. 

The Portsmouth consolidation utilizes, as the magnet site for this consolidation, 
the installation with the highest military value of all activities in the cluster. A review 
of the certified data call responses ind.icaks that one of the reasons for this military 
value rating is NESEC Portsmouth's cumnt capability to perform a broad range of 
testing functions on a wide variety of communications and radar systems, including the 
Submarine Broadcast System, Relocatable Over-the-Horizon Radar, Tactical Secure 
Voice, and the ANBLQ-320 l/u3/4/5. At its meet Engineering Support Center is a 

"err ' completely integrated shipboard communications system that contains a sample of 
every communications d v a ,  transmitter, data data and ancilhwy terminal hardware 
in the LF through UHF frequency range. The radar systems testing capability is 
enhanced by the AN/SSQ74(V) Radar and Communications Signal Simulator with its 
associated antenna farm. These capabiities, particularly when joined with those of the 
other activities in this consolidation, gives the Navy a most forrnidable technical center 
which, because of the consolidation, will be able to function more economically and 
efficiently than these activities could if scpan~~.  

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$1473 million. Annual recunhg savings arc $323 million with a return on 
investment in three ycars. The net prtstnt value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $123.8 andlion. 

Impacts: Thc closure, disestablishment and relocation, as appropriate, of these Naval 
technical centers will have impacts on the local economies. Thr: projected potential 
employment losses (both direct and i n k t )  are 1.6 percent of the employment base of 
the Charleston, SC Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) assuming no economic 
recovery; 11.9 pemnt of the employment base of S t  Mary's County. Maryland, except 
that, because of other relocations into this county, there will only be a net 1.8 percent 



decrease in employment; 0.03 percent of the employment base of the Washington, DC, 
MSA, assuming no economic recovery; and 0.2 percent of the employment base of the 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Virginia, MSA assuming no economic 
rccovcry. Thc consolidation at NESSEC, Portsmouth will have a positive impact on 
the enviro-t as a source of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation 
and restoration will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian. Relocate advanced 
stxikc training to Naval Air Station Kingsville, Texas. Relocate intermediate strike 
training and Naval Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Florida. 

JusMmtion: Projected reductions contained in the Department of Defense Force 
Structure Plan require a substantial dccmse in training air station capacity. When 
considering air spoa and facilities of all types of support aviation training, thcn is 
about twice the capcity q u i d  to pafona the mission. The training conducted at 
tbe Naval Air Station, Meridian can be consolidated witb similar training at the Naval 
Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, Penswla. This results in an 
economy and effcimcy of operations which d m c c s  the military value of the training 
and places training aimaft in proximity m ovu-w.m air space and potential berthing 
sites for cmicrr W i g  uscd in training evolutions. Cumntly, for example, pilots 
mining in Meridian fly to tbc Naval Air Station, Pensacola in order m do carrier 
landing training. ?b. clotme of Maidian and the accompanying c losm of the Naval 
Air Station, Memphis, result in centraked aviation training functions at bases with a 
bigher average military vahe than thu possessed by the training air stations before 
closure. Both the Naval Air Station, Kingsville and the Naval Air Station, Pensacola 
have higher military value than the Naval Air Station, Meridian. ?be consolidation of 
the Naval Technical Training Center with its parent command, the Chief of Naval 
Education and 'hining, will provide for impovtment in the management and 
efficiency of the training establishment and cllhmce its military value to the Navy. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs for both NAS Meridian 
and NAS Memphis recommcndatiom arc $274.1 million. Annual recurring savings for 
both actions arc $82.2 million with a on investment in two years. The net 
present value of costs and swings o v a  a twenty year period is $481.1 million. 

Impacts= Thc closure of NAS Meridian will haw an impact on the local economy. 
'Ihe projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 12.8 pacent of 
the local employment base in L a u d d t  County, assuming no economic recovery. 



There is no significant environmental impact at NAS Meridian ;IS a result of this 
-1 v closm. Environmental cleanup will continue until complete. Relocation of advanced 

strike training to NAS Kingsville will result in additional noise impacts in the direction 
of the city of Kingsville. This may require adoption of noise abatement procedures 
until the ultimate transition of the TA-4 aircraft to the new T-45 which will 
significantly reduce noise impacts. Noise impacts will also be increased by relocation 
of inkmediate strike training to NAS Pcnsacola and will require prudent management 
of aircraft operations to mitigate this impact on the local commlinity. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station (NAS), South Weymouth and relocate its 
aircraft and associated personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Stations 
Bmswick, Maine, New Orleans, Louisiana, and Naval Station IMayport, Florida. The 
Marine Corps Rescrve Center activities will relocate to Dam Neck, Virginia, 
Johnstown, Pennsylvania, Camp Pendleton, California, and NAS: Willow Grove, 
Pennsylvania. 

Justif~cation: Naval air forces are being reduced consistent with fleet reductions in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels for both active and reserve 

;rcu lr 
aviation elements leave the Department with significant excess c:apacity in the reserve 
air station category. The greater operational utility of active air stations and the 
decision to rely on reserve aviation elements in support of activc: operating forces place 
a higher military value on locating resave aviation elements on active operating air 
bases to the extent possible. Closure of NAS South Weymouth allows the relocation 
of reserve P-3's to the major P-3 active opuating basc at NAS Brunswick, ME and 
distributes 0 t h  assets to the active operating base at Mayport, 13, and to a reserve air 
station with a higher military value. In arriving at the recommendation to close NAS 
South Weymouth, a specific analysis was conducted to ensure that thcrt was 
demographic support for purposes of force recruiting in .the areas to which the reserve 
aircraft are being relocated. 

Return On Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$23.0 million. Annual recurring savings are $25.9 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $252.1 million. 

Impacts The closure of NAS South Weymouth will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.1 
pcrccnt of the employment basc of the Boston-Lawrence-Salem-Lowell, Massachusetts, 



Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant 
community mtructure impact at any receiving installation. There will be no 
significant environmental impacts nsulting from this action. Generation of hazardous 
wastes and pollutants wiu be ebh ted .  In addition, this closure will remove special 
use air restrictions (such as militmy operations areas and military training 
routes), and reduce noise levels and air emissions. 

Naval Station, Staten Island, New York 

Rtcommendation: Close Naval Station Staten Island. Relocate its ships along with 
their dedicated personnel, equipment and support to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Virginia 
and Maypn~ Florida Disposition of minor tenants is as follows: Ship intermediate 
Maintenance Activity, New York relocates m Earle, New Jasey and Norfolk, Virginia; 
bmdting District, New York disestablishes; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion 
and Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Justification: The berthing capacity of Naval Station Staten Island is excess to the 
capacity q u i d  to support the DoD Foxre Sbucturc Plan. A comprehensive analysis 
of mval station bcrthing capacity was perf- with the goal of reducing txccss 
capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the overall military value 
of the nmaining naval stations. To p v i d e  bathing to support projected force 
structure, the m u l g  mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy specific mission 
rcquircmt~lts, including: 100 percent aimaft d c r  berthing in each fleet; ammunition 
ships at ESQD-appved bathing, one SSNISSBN unique base complex per fltctt and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. The ships currently 
bathed at Naval Station Staten Island can be relocated to basts with higher military 
value. This closure, c o m W  with other recommended closures and realignments in 
the Atlantic Fleet, lrcsults in the maximmn reduction of excess capacity while 
increasing the avcragc military value of the ranaining Atlantic Flect bases. 

Return On Investment: Total dmaed one-time savings for this closure exceed one- 
time costs by $1.7 W o n .  Annual xccming savings arc $585 million with an 
immediate retum on invatmnt. The net prescnt value of costs and savings over a 
twmty year period is a savings of $660.9 million. 

Impacts: The closure of Naval Staiion Staten Island will have an impact on the local 
economy. Tbe projected potential employment loss, both din* and indirect, is 0.1 
percent of the local employment base in the New York Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no cconomic recovery. mere is no significant community inhastructure 
impact at either closing or receiving locations. This closure will eliminate the 



generation of hazardous wastes and the requirement to eliminatt: the hazardous material 
'w v conforming storage facility. Ongoing environmental cleanup will continue as part of 

the closure process. Therc arc no significant environmental impacts at either Naval 
Station Mayport or Naval Station Norfok 

Aviation Supply Ofice, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Aviation Supply Office (ASO), Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania and =locate necessary personnel, equipment and support to the Ship 
Parts Control Center (SPCC), Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. 

Justilrcation: The reductions in the DoD Force Structure Plan equate to a significant 
workload reduction for the Navy's inventory control points. Since there is excess 
capacity in this category the Navy decided to consolidate their two inventory control 
points at one location. A companion consideration was the relocation of the Naval 
Supply Systems Command from its present location in leased qnce in the National 
Capital Region, to a location at which it could be collocated with major subordinate 
organizations. This major consolidation of a headquarters with: its operational 
components can be accomplished at SPCC, Mechanicsburg with a minimum of 
construction and mhabilitation. The end result is a significantly more efficient and 

Crf economical organization. 

Return On Investment: This realignment was considered as p;m of a larger group of 
moves and the COBRA data set out below include the following realignments from the 
National Capital Region and Philadelphia to SPCC Mechanicsbuug: Naval Supply 
Systems Command, Aviation Supply office, Defense Printing Systems Management 
Office and Food Service Systems Office. Total estimated one-time costs for the 
recommendation arc $88.9 million. Annual recurring savings are $20.5 million with a 
return on investment in one year. The net prtsent value of costi and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $102.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this inventory control point will have ,an impact on the local 
economy. Tbe projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.2 
percent of the employment base of the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no s:ign5cant community 
infhstructure impact at the receiving installation. The closure of AS0 Philadelphia 
wiU have a positive impact on the environment since a source of potential hazardous 
wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will 
continue until complete. 



Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard (NSY) Charleston. 

JustiTjcation: NSY Charleston's capacity is cxccss to that required to support the 
number of ships in the DoD Force Structure Plan. An analysis of naval shipyard 
capcity was performed with a goal of reducing excess capacity to the maximum 
extent possible while maintaining the overall military value of the remaining shipyards. 
Tbe closme of NSY Charleston, when cornbid with !he recommended closure of 
NSY Mare Island, CaWomia, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity, and 
its workload can readily be Pbsabcd by the remaining yards. The elimination of 
another shipyard performing nuclear work would reduce this capability below the 
minimum clprcity rcquircd to support this critical area. Thc closure of NSY 
Charleston, in combhation witb Marc Island NSY, allows the elimination of a greater 
amount of excess capacity while maintaining the overall value of the remaining 
shipyards at a higher military value level than that of the current confi~gmtion of 
shipyards. Other options either reduced capacity below that required to support the 
approved forcc levels, e w  specific capabilities needed to support mission 
nquihemaN~ ar resulted in a lower military value for this group of zictivities. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated onetime costs for this closure are $246.7 
xnillion. Annual recurring savings arc $662 million with a return on investment in one 
year. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty-year period is a savings 
of $3853 million. 

Impac& The closure of NSY Charleston wiU have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential eqloyment loss, both dinct and indirect, is 5.2 percent of the 
local employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Otha 1993 c l o s u ~ ~  and realignment 
rccommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston MSA to 15 pemnt. Thm 
is no significant community hhstmcture impact at any receiving location resulting 
h m  this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated. 
Cmntly, programmed envirommtal projects will be completed as part of the closurc 
actions, which will also eliminate the need to opcratc the hazardous waste facilities and 
to do annual dredging. 



Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 
wlf 

Recommendation: Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston and relocate assigned ships 
to Naval Stations, Norfolk, Vir- Mayport, Florida; Pascagoula, Mississippi; 
Ingleside, Texas and Submarine Base, Kings Bay, Georgia. Appropriate personnel, 
equipment and support, to include the drydock, will be relocated with the ships. 
Disposition of major tenants is as follows: Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alterations (PERA) relocates to Portsmouth, Vir- the Navatl Investigative Service 
Regional Office disestablishes; Ship Intermediate Maintenance Activity, Charleston 
disestablishes, and the Naval Reserve Center and REDCOM 7 ]relocate to leased space 
in the Charleston area; Fleet and Mine Warfare Training Center relocates to Naval 
Station Ingleside, Fleet Training Center Mayport, and Fleet Training Center Norfolk, 
Submarine Training Facility Charleston disestablishes. Family housing located within 
the Charleston Navy complex will be retained as necessary to support the nearby Naval 
Weapons Station Charleston. 

JustiT~cation: The piers and maintenance activity at NS Char1e:ston are excess to the 
capacity required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A c:omprehensive analysis 
of naval station berthing capacity was performed with a goal of' reducing excess 
capacity to the maximum extent while maintaining the overall rnilitary value of the 
remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support projected force structure, the 

Cf msdting mix of naval stations was configured to satisfy specific mission requirements, 
including: 100 pcrctnt aircmft cad= berthing in each flett; ammunition ships at 
ESQD-approved berthing, one SSNBSBN unique base complex. per fleet; and 
maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations as part of the solution. 
The berths at the NS Charleston arc excess to Navy requirements. The relocation of 
the 21 ships c u m t l y  based at NS Charleston will allow the closure of this naval base 
and thnimc almost half of the excess berthing capacity in bases supporting the 
Atlantic Fleet. This closure, combined with other recommended closures and 
dignments  in the Atlantic Fleet, mults in the maximum redulction of excess capacity 
while increasing average military value of the remaining Atlantic Fleet Bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$185.0 million. Annual recurring savings are $92.6 million with an immediate return 
on investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $748.1 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this naval station will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 7.0 percent of the employment 
base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), assuming no economic 
recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment recommendations bring the total impact 



on this MSA, assuming no economic recovery, to 15 percent. There is no known 
community infktruchnc impact at any receiving installation. There is no signifkant 
environmnl impact resulting from this closun. Environmental cleanup will be 
continued until complete. 

Naval Air Station, Dallas, Texas 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Dallas and relocate its aircraft 
md usocirued -me& equipment and support to Carswell Air Force Barc, Fon 
Worth, Texas. The following Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Centers relocate to 
Carswell Air Force Base: Naval Resave Center, Dallas, Marine Corp Reserve Center, 
Dallas, Marine Corps Reserve Center w i g )  Dallas, and REDCOM 11. 

Justification: Naval air forces an being reduced consistent with the fleet reductions 
in the DoD Force Stmcturc Plan, Projected force levels rcflccted for both active and 
IWCWC aviation elements leave the Navy with significant excess capacity in the resave 
air station category. Closure of Naval Air Station, Dallas and reconstitution at 
Carswen Air Force Base provides the rmcmes witb a significantly superior air base. 
Tbt resulting air station. with Air Fora nsave qusdrons now as tenants, will m o v e  
tbt optdon81 difficulties mmntly c x p e r i ~  at the Naval Air Station, Dallas, 
including flight conflicts with the civilian rirpon This closurc, combined with three 
others in this categay, results in the maximum reduction of excess capacity in resMve 
air stations while increasing the average military v a b  of the remaining bases in this 
-gory* 

Return On Investment: Total estimated ~~ costs for the recommendation art 
$24.0 million. Annual d g  savings arc $5.2 million with a nnrm on investment 
in five years. 'Ibe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $30.8 million. 

Impacts: The closure of NAS Dallas will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment loss (both dirta aad indirect) is 0.5 percent of the 
employment base of the Dallas, Texas Metropolitan Statistical Arca, assuming no 
economic mvery .  Tbm is no known community infrastructure impact at the 
receiving installation. ?bee will be no significant environmental impacts as a lcsult of 
this action. G e n d o n  of hazardous waste and pollutants will be eliminated. The 
hazardous waste storage facility apaated by NAS Dallas will have to be closed in 
accordance with the requirements of the Pat B permit. In addition, this closure will 
rcmove special acc air space restrictions (such as military operating areas), and reduce 
noise levels and air emissions. 



Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, Virginkr *, 
Recommendation: Close Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), Nolfolk and relocate repair 
capability as necessary to other depot maintenance activities. Tllis relocation may 
include personnel, equipment and support. The Depot workload will move to other 
depot maintenance activities, including the private sector. 

JusW~cation: Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk is recommended for closure because its 
capacity is excess to that required to support the DoD Force Stnlcture Plan. Projected 
reductions require an almost 50 percent reduction in capacity in the Navy aviation 
depots. In detamhhg the mix of aviation depots which would achieve the maximum 
reduction in excess capacity, the Navy determined that there must be at least one 
aviation depot at a fleet concentration on each coast. The work performed at NADEP, 
N d o k  can be performed at other aviation maintenance activities, including the private 
sector. While the military value of the Naval Aviation Depot, N'orfok was not 
substantially less than that of the Naval Aviation Depots at Cherry Point and 
Jacksonville, those NADEPs possess unique features and capabilities which required 
their retention. The closure of NADEP Norfolk will reduce excess capacity in this 
category and maintain or hacase the average military value of-the remaining depots. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$1725 million. Annual recurring savings m $1082 million with an immediate return 

'I if on investment. The net present vduc of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $7485 million. 

Impacts: The closure of the NADEP Norfolk will have an impact on the local 
economy. Tbe projected potential loss (both direct and indirect) is 1.9 percent of the 
employment base of the Norfolk-Vk@a Beach-Newport News, Virginia Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA) assuming no economic recovery. However, because of other 
closures and realignments into this arcs, there will be a net 0.7 percent increase in 
employment. T h a  is no known community infkastructure impact at any receiving 
installation. There m no significant environmental impacts occrlsioned by this closure. 
Generation of hazardous wastes and pollutants will be eliminated., as will air emissions, 
which will result in air emission "credits". 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Submarine Base (NSB), New London by 
terminating its mission to homepart ships. Relocate berthed ships, their personnel, 
associated quipment and other support to the Submarine Base, I h g s  Bay, Georgia 



and the Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia Tbis relocation is to include a floating 
drydock. Pim, waterfkont facilities, and related property shall be retained by the Navy 
at New London, Connecticut The Nuclear Submarine Support Facility, a major tenant, 
relocates to Kings Bay, Georgia and Norfolk, V i r w  and another major tenant, the 
Nuclear Power Training Unit, disestablishes. 

JustiT~cation: Naval Submarine Base, New London's capacity is excess to that 
re~uircd to support the number of ships reflected in the DoD Force Structure Plan. A 
comprehensive analysis of naval station berthiug capacity was pedormed with a goal 
of reducing excess capcity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the 
o v d  military value of the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support 
the projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configmd to 
satisfy specific mission xcquircmcnts, including: 100 percent aircraft carrier bcRhing in 
each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-appved berthing; one SSN/SSBN unique base 
complex per f l a  and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
With a reduction in ships, the Navy requires one submarine base per Fleet. In view of 
the capacity at the Submarine Base, Kings Bay and the Naval Station, Norfolk, the 
submarines based at New London can be r c 1 d  to activities with a higher military 
value. Thc education and training missions being performed at the Submarine Base, 
New London will continue to be performed there and the Navy will retain piers, 
wrrterfront f e t i c s  and related propaty. This realignment, combined with o tha  
mmnmendad closms and nealignments in the Atlantic Fleet, results in the maximum 
reduction of excess capacity while incmsing the average military value of the 
remaining Atlantic Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment= Total estimattd onetime costs for this realignment are $260 
million. Annual murring savings are $74.6 million with an immediate re- on 
investment. Tbc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $502.7 million. 

Impacts= Tbe rdgnmcnt  of Naval Submarine Base, New London will have an 
impact on !be local economy. The projected potential employment loss (both k t  
and indirect) in the New London, CT-Nomich, CI'-Rhode Island Metropolitan 
Statistical Arm is 7.4 percent of the cmploymnt base, assuming no economic 
recovery. Potential community infrasttructurc impact was identified at Submarine Base, 
Kings Bay, Georgia, relating primarily to schools and roads. Costs of remediating 
these impacts wen included in the return on investment calculations. This closure will 
mult in a reduction in the generation of M o u s  wastes, which, because Naval 
Submiuine Base, New London is on the National Priorities List, will have a positive 
impact on the on-going efforts to clean up the site. Thae will be no other significant 
environmental impacts from this closure. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
White Oak, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the White Oak Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfarc Center (NSWC) (Dahlgren), located at White Oak, Maryland. Relocate its 
functions, personnel, equipment and support to NSWC-Dahlpn, Virginia. The 
property and facilities at White Oak will be retained for use by the Navy so that it 
may, among other things, rclouu~ the Naval Sea Systems (NAVSEA) Command from 
leased space in Arlington, Virginia. 

Justification: This technical center is recommended for closunz because its capacity is 
excess to that requid by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There: is excess capacity in 
this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a 
clear decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess capacity 
hmcascs thereby requiring a duction in facilities and personnel. The technical 
centers thughout the D e w n t  of the Navy currently have significant excess 
capcity as thssc technical cams were established and sized tc~ support significantly 
higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in.c:xcess of those 
projected if all rcsourccs arc to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and rcsourcc levels, it is imperative to realign and compress 
wherever possible so that the rwnaining technical centers will have the greater military 

Cyi ' value to the Dcplmrrmt of Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$74 million. Annual recurring savings arc $223 million with a return on investment in 
two years. Tht net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $103.3 million. Tbis includes the relocation of NAVSEA. 

Impacts: The closure of NSWC-Dahlgrcn, will have an impact on the local cconomy. 
The projected potential kmploymcnt loss, both direct aml indirect is 1.0 percent of the 
employmeat basc in this Metropolitan Am, assuming no economic recovery. The 
closure of NSWC-Dahlpn will have a positive impact on the canvironrnent as a source 
of pollution will be ehinatd. Environmental mitigation and ~zstoration will continue 
111ltil completed. 



lst Marine Corps District 
Garden City, New York 

R~~~mmenciation: Close the 1st Marine District, Garden City, New York and relocate 
nc~css8ry quipmtnt and support to the Defense Distribution Region East, 
New Cumberland, Pe~sylvania. The Defense Contract Management Area Offxcc, a 
present tenant in the facility occupied by this activity as its host, will remain in place 
and assume responsibiity for this facility. 'Ibe Marine Corps Reserve Center, Gardm 
City will relocate to Fort Hamilton, New York. 

Jdication: me reductions in force structun require a reduction of capacity in . . uhmmative activities. Consolidation of this activity into a joint services 
w o n  will a&ancc its abiity to discbarge its mission most effectively and 
ecanomically. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated onetime costs for the recommendation are 
$63 million. Annuat d g  savings arc $1 million with a return on investment in 
six years. 3%c net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $2.8 million. 

Impactc Tbe closme and relocation of this activity will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.01 
percent of the employment base of the Nassau-Suffok. Metropolitan Statistical h Y 
assuming no economic recovery. Tbae is no known community infrastructure impact 
at any receiving installarim Tbae an no cnvironmntal impacts occasioned by this 
closme and mdignment. Any necessary e n ~ t a l  clean-ups will continue until 
= p e d  

Naval Education and TraMng Center, Newport, M e  Island 

Recommendation: Realign the Naval Education and Training Center (NETC) 
Newport and terminate the Center's mission to berth ships. Relocate the ships to 
Navd Station Mayport, Florida and Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia Piers, waterf50nt 
facilities and related p r o m  shall be retained by NETC Newport. Ibe Education and 
Training Center will rcmain to satisfy its education and training mission. 

Justification: Thc pias and maintenance activity associated with NE'K Newport arc 
excess to the capcity required to support the DoD Force Structure Plan. A 
compmhcnsivc analysis of naval station berthing capacity was performed with a goal 
of reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent possible while maintaining the 



overall military value of the remaining naval stations. To provide berthing to support 
wv the projected force structure, the resulting mix of naval stations was configured to 

satisfy specific mission requirements, including: 100 percent airtxaft carrier berthing in 
each fleet; ammunition ships at ESQD-approved berthing; one SSNISSBN unique base 
complex per fleet; and maintenance of the Norfolk and San Diego fleet concentrations. 
NETC Newport currently berths five ships which can be absorbed at other homeports 
with a higher military value. This d g n m c n t ,  combined with other recommended 
closures and realignments in the Atht ic  Fleet, results in the maximum reduction of 
excess capacity while increasing the average military value of th~e remaining Atlantic 
Fleet bases. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this realignment are $23.5 
million. Annual murring savings are $4.3 million with a return on investment in two 
years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $20.3 million. 

Impacts: The realignment of NETC Newport will have an imps~ct on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.0 
percent of the local employment base in Newport County, assuinting no economic 
recovery. Them is no known community infrastructure impact at any receiving 
location. Realignment of NETC Newport will elhhatc sources of pollution and 

Qll f 
m v e  operational and future developmental constraints such as explosive safety arcs 
and electromagnetic radiation hazard areas. Thtn arc no significant environmental 
impacts at either Naval Station Mayport or Naval Station Norfollk. 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station (NAS) Memphis by terminating the 
flying mission and relocating its reserve squadrons to Carswell Pm, Texas. Relocate 
the Naval Air Technical Training Center to NAS Pensacola, Floxida The Bureau of 
Naval Personnel, currently in Washington DC, will be relocated to NAS Memphis as 
part of a separate recommendation. 

Justification: Naval aviator requirements are decreasing as a n:sult of carrier air 
wing and fleet reductions consistent with the DoD Force Structure Plan. The NAS 
Memphis capacity is excess to that required to train the number ,of student aviators 
rtquired to meet fleet needs. The Navy analyzed its training air stations with a goal of 
reducing excess capacity to the maximum extent consistent with the decreasing 
throughput of students. Any remaining mix of air stations neede.d, at a minimum, to 
maintain the overall military value of the remaining bases, while allowing continuance 



. . of key mission requirements and maxlrmzcd efficiency. These factors included 
availability of training airspace, outlying fields and access to overwater lraining. The 
inland location of NAS Memphis and lack of training airspace make it a primary 
candidate for closure. Its dgnrnent  combined with the recommended closure of 
NAS Meridian, Mississippi, rtduots excess capacity while allowing consolidation of 
naval air training around the two air stations with the highest militaIy value. The 
resulting configuration increasts the average military value of the mrnaining braining 
air stations and maximizcS efficiency through rcstmcturhg around the two hubs, thus 
iacrePPing the effectiveness of aviation training. Relocation of the Naval Air Ttchnical 
Traiaing Center fills exccss capcity awed by the closure of the Naval Aviation 
Depot and the Naval Supply Center at NAS Pcnsacola 

Return On Investment: The total estimated onetime costs for both the NAS 
Meridian and NAS Memphis recommendafions arc $274.1 million. Annual recurring 
savings for both actions are $822 million with a return on investment in two years. 
'Ihc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$48 1.1 millon. 

Impacts Thc realignment of NAS Memphis will have an impact on the local 
economy. Tbc projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 3.1 
percent of the local employment base in the Mcrnphis Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA), asswning no economic recovery* It should be noted, however, that because of 
other 1993 realignment actions into this MSA, the net decrease is 2 2  percent. 
Realignment of NAS Memphis will reduce noise impacts and hazardous wastes 
generation. It will also m o v e  special use airspace restrictions. This realignment has 
no significant environmental or community impacts at either NAS Pensacola or 
Carswell AFB. 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory (NCEL) 
Port Hueneme, OIWornia 

Recommendation: Close this technical center and Ilealign necessary functions, 
persomel. equipment, and support at the Construclion Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, 
California 

JusW~cation: Tbis technical center is recommended for closure because its capacity is 
exccss to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess capacity in 
this category b a d  on a comparison of budgeted workload during the period 1986- 
1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a 
clear decline in the period 1995-1999. 'IEus, as the work declims, the excess capacity 



inmasm thereby rquiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The technical 
centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have a;igniricant excess 
capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support significantly 
bigher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in ctxcess of those 
projected if all resources art to be fully employed. Given this {excess capacity and the 
imbalance with force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and compress 
wh~cvex possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the greater military 
value to the Department of the Navy. The Department of the Navy will dispose of this 
property and any proceeds will be used to defray base closure e:xpenses. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$27.0 million. Annual recurring savings arc $7.4 million with ik return on investment 
in two years. The net present value of cost. and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $37.2 million. 

Impacts: The closure of this activity will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect is 0.04 percent of the 
employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. This closure will have a positive impact on the environment as a source of 
pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue 
until completed. 

Naval Facilities Engineering Commantd 
Western Engineering Field Division 

San Bruno, California 

Recommendation: Rcalign the Westcrn Engineering Field Division, Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command (NAVFAC), San Bruno, California. Retain in place necessary 
personnel, quipment and support as a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Engineering Field Activity under the management of the Southlwestern Field Division, 
NAVFAC, San Diego, California. 

JustiTication: The reduction in the force structure in the DoD Force Structure Plan 
and the closure of major naval activities in the San Francisco Blay area requires the 
realignment of this activity. The activity's capacity to handle NAVFAC's considerable 
rcsponsib'ities in dealing with environmental matters arising out of the 1993 round of 
base closurcs will remain in the same geographic area. The activity presently has such 
capacity. Retaining it for this purpose is a morc economical anid efficient alternative 
than relocating it to San Diego and then handling on-site prob1t:ms on a travel status. 



Return On Investment: TotaI estimated orre-time costs for the recommendation are 
$0.8 million. Annual rccuxxing savings arc $13 million with an immediate return on 
investment. Thc net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $8.0 million. 

Impacts: Tbe realignment of this naval activity will have an impact on the local 
camany. The pjectcd potential cmgloyment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.001 
m n t  of the employment base of the San Fhncisco, California Metfoplitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no known community 
~ t r u c t u r c  impact at any receiving installation. 'I%crc arc no significant 
environmental impacts occasioned by this realignment. Any necessary environmental 
clean-ups will continue until completed. 

Phdng,  Estimating, Repair and Alteration Centers (PERA) 

Recommendation: Disestablish the following four technical centers and relocate 
necessary fuactions, pcrsonne1, equipment, and support at the Supcrvisar of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Rcpair, San Diego, California, Portsmouth, Virginia and 
Newport News, Virginia: 

(PERAHCV), B e n ,  W d g t o n ,  
(PERA)-(Staface) Atlantic, Norfolk, Virginia, 
~)-(Surfacc) Pacific, Sau Francisco, California, 
(PERA)-(Srafacc) (HQ), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Justification: These technical centers ~IC recommended far disestablishment because 
their capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Smm Plan. Them is 
excess capacity in this category based on a a m p i s o n  of budgeted workload during 
the period 19861995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy 
budget displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, 
the cxccss capcity iucmscs thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. 
'Ihe technical centers throughout the Departmmt of the Navy currently havc signif~cant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval force lcvels and require lcsounx levels greatly in excess of 
those pmjcctcd if all resources ae to be fully employed Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with fume and T~SOUFC~ levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the rcmahing technical centers wil l  have the 
greater military value to the Dcpcatment of the Navy. 



Return On Investment: Estimated one-time costs of disestabllishing PERA (CV) are 
mf $6.3 million. Annual recurring savings are $0.7 million with a return on investment in 

12 years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of 0.7 million. Combined one-time costs for disestablishing the other three 
PERAs (Surface) are $8.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $2.3 million with a 
return on investment in four years. The net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $13.7 million. 

Impacts: Disestablishing the PERAs will have an impact on tlhe local economies in 
each locality. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, for 
each locality is as follows: 

0.4 percent in the Puget Sound, WA, MSA 
0.01 percent in the Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News MSA 
0.09 percent in the Vallejo-Fairfield-Napa, CA, MSA 
0.02 percent in the Philadelphia, PA-New Jersey, MSA 

Disestablishing these centers will have a positive impact on the: environment as a 
source of pollution will be eliminated. 

Public Works Center, San Francisco, California 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco. 

Justitication: PWC San Francisco's capacity is excess to that required by the DoD 
Force Structure Plan and, due to other Navy closures and realignments, its principal 
customer base has been eliminated. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$37.5 million. Annual savings are $27.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $180.2 million. 

Impacts: Disestablishment of PWC San Francisco will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.3 
percent of the employment base in the Oakland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 

ynment assuming no economic movery. Other 1993 closure and realib 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Oakland MSA to 4.9 percent. The 
disestablishment of PWC will have a positive impact on the environment as a source 
of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue 
until completed. 



Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Orlando and relocate certain military 
w 

and civilian personnel to other Naval Hospitals. 

Justif~cation: Naval Hospitals are situated and their size determined for location near 
operating forces whose personnel will require medical support in numbers significant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 
CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
forces which created a demand for the presence of a Naval Hospital in the first 
instance. Tbe Naval Training Center, Orlando which was supported by the Naval 
Hospital, Orlando is being recommended for closure. Accordingly, the operating force 
support previously provided by the Naval Hospital, Orlando is no longer required and 
closure follows the decision to close the Naval Training Center. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$513 million. Annual recurring savings are $8.1 million with a return on investment 
in six years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $21.9 million. 

Impacts: Tbc closure of Naval Hospital, Orlando will have an impact on the local 
economy. 'Ibe projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Orlando, Florida Metropolitan Statistical Area, w0 
assuming no economic recovery. The closure of the Naval Hospital will have a 
positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. 
Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. 

NavaI Supply Center, Pensacola, Florida 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC) Pensacola 

Justif~cation: NSC Pensacola's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. The principal customer of NSC Pensacola, the Naval Aviation 
Depot, Pensamla is also recommended for closure. The workload of NSC Pensacola 

A 

will move with its customer's workload to receiving bases. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$7.9 million. Annual recuRing savings are $6.7 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $62.8 million. 



Impacts: The disestablishment of NSC Pensacola will have an impact on the local 
-1 economy. 'Ibc projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.3 

percent of the employment base in the Pensacola Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. Other 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Pensacola MSA 1.0 a net gain of 4 3  
percent. The disestablishment of NSC Pensacola will have a positive impact on the 
~vironment as a source of potential hazardous wastes and pollutants will be 
eliminated. Environmental mitigation and restoration will contin~ue until completed. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment 
Annapoiis, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC)- 
Cardcrock, Annapolis Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, and relocate the necessary 
functions, perso~el ,  equipment and support to the Naval Surfaccz Warfare Center 
(NSWC)-Cardcrock, Philadelphia Detachment, Philadelphia, Pemnsylvania, and NSWC- 
Cardcrock, Bethesda, Maryland. 

ldicat ion:  This technical center is recommended for disestat~lishrnent because its 
capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Structure Plan. There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the ' 
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy cmntlly have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and siiized to support 
significantly higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if all ~WOUICCS are to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and resource levels, it is irnperativc: to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centtxs will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$24.8 million. Annual recurring savings arc $7.8 million with a return on investment 
in three years. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is 
a savings of $30.8 million. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of NSWC-Carderock, Annapolis Detachment will have 
an impact on the local economy. 'Ihc projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indinct is O M  percent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical 



Area, assuming no economic recovery. The disestablishment of NSWC-Cardcrock will 
have a positive impact on the environment as a source of pollution will be eliminated. 
Environmental mitigation and restoration will continue until completed. 

Navy Radio flransmission Facility, Annapolis, Maryland 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Navy -Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF), 
Annapolis. The Navy shall retain the real property on which this facility resides. 

JustiTrcation: This action is recommended to eliminate redundancy in geographic 
coverage in Naval telecommunications. Projected reductions contained in the DoD 
Force Strucm Plan support a deausc in telecommunications capacity. South- 
Atlantic W communications coverage is duplicated by the NRTF Annapolis and 
NCIS Puerto Rico, and the Mid-Atlantic VLF by NRTF Annapolis and NRTF Cutler, 
Maine. Since both the Puato Rico and the Maine facilities also are the sole coverage 
for another geographic ma,  and since NRTF Annapolis is not, it could be 
disestablished without eliminating coverage. The property on which this activity has 
been sited will bc retained by the Navy to support educational nquiternents at the 
Naval Academy. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this rccommmdation are 
$05 million. Annual recmring savings are $0.1 W o n  with an immediate return on 
investment. The net p s c n t  value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $6.4 million. 

Impats: Tbac will be no net change in employment as a result of this action. The 
current staffing is scheduled for e-on as a result of planned force structure 
changes. There is no significant impact on the environment resulting h m  this closure. 

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity (SEAADSA) 
Indian Head, Maryland 

Recommendation: Dktablisb the Sea Automated Data Systems Activity 
(SEAADSA) and reloca!c necessary functions, personnel, equipment, and support at 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) Indian Head, Maryland. 

Justification: This technical center is mmmmaded for disestabIishment because its 
capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Structurt Plan. Thm is excess 
capacity in this category based on a oornp- of budgeted workload during the 



period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budget workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy curre1lt.y have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
signifbntly higher naval force: levels and nquire resource 1eve:ls greatly in excess of 
those projected if all resources are to be fully employed. Givan this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and TCSOU~C~ levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical ceniters will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings are $05 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $3.4 million. 

Impacts: Disestablishing of SEAADSA will have an impact on the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect is less than 0.01 
percent of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Disestablishing of SEAADSA will have a positive impact on the 
environment as a source of pollution will be elimhcd. Environmental mitigation and 

wr restoration will continue until completed. 

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Detroit and relocate its aircraft 
and associated personnel, equipment and support to the Naval I& Station Jacksonville, 
Florida and Carswell Air Force Base, Fort Worth, TX. The MI, Clemons, Michigan 
Marine Carps Reserve Center will relocate to the Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin 
Cities, Minnesota. 

JustiTication: Naval air forces are being reduced consistent with fleet reductions in 
the DoD Force Structure Plan. Projected force levels reflected for both active and 
reserve aviation elements leave the Dcpartmcnt with significant excess capacity in the 
m e  air station category. Given the gxeatcr operational activity of active air 
stations, the dccision to rely on rcscxve aviation elements in support of active operating 
forces places a high military value on locating reserve aviation elements on active 
operating air basts to the extent possible. Closure of NAF Detroit will eliminate 
excess capacity at the reserve air base with the lowest military value and allow 
relocation of most of its assets to the major P-3 active force base at NAS Jacksonville. 



In aniving at the recommendation to close NAF Detroit, a spccific analysis was 
conducted to ensure that thm was demographic support for purposes of force 
b t i n g  in the areas to which the n s m e  aircraft are being relocated. 

Return On Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$4.9 million. Annual recurring savings arc $10.3 million with an immediate return on 
investment. Tbe net preswt value of costs and savings over a twenty year pcriod is a 
savings of $1032 million. 

Impacts'. Ihe closure of NAF Detroit will have an impact on the local economy. 'Zhe 
projected potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.05 percent of the 
employment base of the Detroit, Michigan Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. 'Ihac is no significant community infiastructurc impact at any 
receiving installation. 'here will be no significant environmental impacts resulting 
from this action. Tbe closure will eliminate the generation of hazardous wastes and 
pollutants. 

Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 

Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility (NAF), Midway Island. 

JustiT~cation: Tbe 1991 Commission Report, pages 5-19, recommended the 
elimination of the mission at NAF Midway Island and its continued operation under a 
caretalter status. Based on the DoD Force S- Plan, its capacity is excess to that 
d c d  to support forces in its geographic area There is no operational need for this 
air facility to remain in the inventory even in a caretaker status. Therefore, the Navy 
rnmmcnds that NAF Midway be closed and appropriate disposal action taken. 

Return On Investment: The one-time cost of this closure is $2.1 million. The 
annual rtcurring savings is $6.6 million with an immediate return on investment. Thc 
net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $66.1 
million. 

Impacts: Because of the light economic activity at this geographic area, there will be 
no significant impact on the local economy resulting from this recommendation. 
Closure of this facility will perpetuate the d c t i o n s  incident to the designation by the 
U.S. Fuh and WIIcUife Service of Midway Atoll as an Overlay National Wildlife 
Refuge. All environmental clean-up efforts will continue until complete. 



Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), Portsmouth, New Hampshire 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Submarine Maintenance, Engineering, Planning 
and Procurement (SUBMEPP), New Hampshire and relocate the necessary functions, 
pcrsond, equipment, and support at Supcrvisoor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, K i q ,  Maine. 

JustiT~cation: This technical center is recommended for disestalblishment because its 
capacity is excess to that required by the DoD Force Structure ]Plan. There is excess - 
capacity in this category based on a corngarison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986- 1995 and the FY 1995 budget workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the work declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant 
exccss capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly bigher naval force levels and require resource levells greatly in excess of 
those projected if all mourccs axe to be fully employed. Given1 this excess capacity 
and the imbalance with force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical cenlkrs will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

bv Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation arc 
$5.9 million. Annual recurring savings axe $2.6 million with a return on investment in 
one year. The net present value of costs and savings over a twt:nty year period is a 
savings of $185 million. 

Impacts: The closure of SUBMEPP will have an impact on the local economy. The 
projected potential employment loss, both dinct and indirect is less than 0.01 percent 
of the employment base in this MSA assuming no economic recovery. The 
disestablishment of SUBMEPP will have a positive impact on tlhe environment as a 
source of pollution will be climhtd. Environmental mitigation and restoration will 
continue until completed. 



Naval Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Division 
Trenton, New Jersey 

Recommendation: Close the Abcraft Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center 
(NAWC) Trenton, New Jessey and relocate appropriate functions, personnel, quipment 
and support to the Arnold Engincaing Dcvelopncnt Center* Tdlahoma, Tennesstc, 
and the Naval Air Warfare Center, Patuxtnt River, Maryland. 

JustiT~cation: This technical center is recommended for closure because its capacity is 
cxccss to that rquind by the DoD Fora Structure Plan. There is excess capacity in 
this categoq based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the period 1986 
1995 and the N 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget displays a 
clear decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess capacity 
irrreasss thereby rquixing a duct ion  in faciIitics and pasonnel. The technical 
centers throughout the Dqartmat of the Navy c m n t l y  have si-cmt excess 
capcity is these technical centers wcrc established and sized to support significantly 
higher naval force levels and q u i r e  r c s o ~  levels greatly in exccss of those 
projected if all resources are to be fully employed Given this exccss capacity and the 
i m b d a ~ ~ ~  witb force and rcsomce levels, it is imperative to realignand compress 
w b c m a  possible so that the rrrmining technical centers will have the greater military 
value to the Deparmrent of the Navy. The closm of the 'henton Detachment 
completes a realignment of NAWCS approved by the 1991 Defense Base Closure and 
kdignmcnt Commission, with continuing reductions in forcts being supparted and in 
rtsource levels. Further consolidations are required so that we may have the most 
efscient and economic operation. 

Return On Investment= Total estimated one-time: costs for the recommendation are 
$50.1 million. Annual d g  savings arc $17.8 million with a return on investment 
in two years. The net present value of costs and savings o v a  a twenty year period is a 
savings of $94.8 million. 

Impacts: The closlae of this naval technical center will impact the local economy. 
The projected potential employment loss (both direct and indin*) is 0.6 percent of the 
employment base of the Tfenton, New Jersey Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming 
no economic recovery. Thc closure of this center will have a positive impact on the 
avironmtnt, as a source of pollution will be elimioucd. Environmental mitigation 
and restoration will continue until completed. 



DOD Family Housing and 
Family Housing Office 

Niagara Falls, New York 

Recommendation: Close the DoD Family Housing Office and the 11 1 housing units 
it administers. 

Jusacation: The force reductions in the DOD Force Structut.e Plan require reduction 
of support activities as well. This activity administers housing units which are old and 
substandard and expensive to maintain. These housing units are occupied by military 
personnel performing recruiting duties in the local area. The rlumber of recruiting 
personnel will be drawing down, and those that remain will be, able to find adequate 
housing on the local economy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for the recommendation are 
$0.1 million. Annual recurring savings are $15 million with ;m immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $15.5 million. 

Impacts: This closure will have an-impact on the local econalmy. The projected 
potential employment loss (both direct and indirect) is 0.04 percent of the employment 

b r  base of the Nigara Falls Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. There is no significant community infrastructure imjpact resulting from this 
closm. There art no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this closure. 
Any necessary environmental clean-ups will continue until connpleted. 

Naval Air Technical Semces Facility, Philadelphiat, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia and 
relocate certain personnel, equipment and support to the new Naval Air Systems 
Command Headquarters, Patuxent River, Maryland. 

Justification: Projected reductions in the DoD Force Structures Plan results in a 
decrease in required technical center capacity. Budget levels and the number of 
operating forces being supported by technical centers continue to decline. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy curre:ntly have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher force levels and require resource levels pat ly  in excess of those 
projected. Given this excess capacity and the imbalance with force and resource levels, 
it is imperative to realign and consolidate wherever possible sob that the remaining 



technical centers will have the greater military value to the DoD. Closure of the 
Technical Sexvices Facility eliminates excess capacity and allows the consolidation of 
necessary functions at the new headQuarters concentration for the Naval Air Systems 

wilt 

Command producing economies and efficiencies in the management of assigned 
functions. This consolidation will also incorporate the Depot Operation Center and the 
Aviation Maintenance Office currently at Patuxent River. 

Return On Investment= This mommendation was considered as part of a package to 
support the new Naval Air Systcms Command Headquarters and the COBRA data 
below applies to the following realignments at Naval Air Warfare Center - AD, 
Patuxent River, Maryland: Naval Air Systems Command, Naval Aviation Depot 
Opedons Center, Naval Aviation Maintenance Office, and Naval Air Technical 
Services Facility. The total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$198.0 million. Annual recurring savings are $41.6 million with a return on 
investment in three years. The net present value of the costs and savings is a savings 
of $169.4 million. 

Impacts= The closure of this naval technical center will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss (both direct and' indirect) is 0.02 
pcrcent of the employment base of the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, New Jersey 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no significant 
community Mhstructure impact at any xecciving installation. There will be no 
significant environmental impacts resulting h m  this action. Any necessary 
environmental clean-up efforts will be continued until completed. 

Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Close the Naval Hospital, Charleston and relocate certain military 
and civilian personnel to other Naval Hospitals. 

JustiTition: Naval Hospitals arc situated and their size detemhed for location near 
operating forces whose personnel will require medical support in numbers significant 
enough to mandate a medical facility as large as a hospital. Given the extensive use of 
CHAMPUS, any Naval Hospital closure must be predicated upon the elimination of the 
operating forces which created a demand for the psence of a Naval Hospital in the 
first instance. As a result of the closure of the Charleston Naval Station, the 
Charleston Naval Shipyard and the supporting Supply Center and Public Works Center, 
the active duty personnel previously supported by the Naval Hospital, Charleston, are 
no longer in the area to be supported. Closure of the Naval Hospital follows the 
closure of these activities supporting these operating forces. 



Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 

\ I r  $36.7 million. Annual recurring savings are $18.5 million with an immediate return on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $131 million. 

Impacts: Tbt closure of Naval Hospital, Charleston will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employmcnt loss, both direct and indirect, is 1.1 
percent of the employment base in the Charleston Metropolim Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. IIhc closure of the Naval Hospital will have a 
positive impact on environmental mitigation, and restoration will continue until 
completed. 

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Supply Center (NSC9 Charleston. 

J ~ s ~ c a t i o n :  NSC Charleston's capacity is excess to the requirements of the DoD 
Force Structure Plan. The principal customers of NSC Charleston, the Charleston 
Naval Shipyard and the Naval Station Charleston, have been m:ornmended for closure. 
The workload of NSC Charleston will move with its customer's workload to receiving 

bf bases. 

Return on Investment= Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$13.6 million. Annual ncurring savings arc $16.0 million with an immediate retum on 
investment. The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $122.6 million. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of NSC Charleston will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
assuming no economic recovery. 0th 1993 closure and realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Charleston MSA to 15 percent. The 
disestablishment of NSC Charleston will have a positive impact on the environment as 
hazardous wastes and pollutants will no longer be generated. Environmental mitigation 
and restoration will continue until completed. 



Naval Surface Warfare Center, Detachment 
Viinia Beach, Virginia 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Virginia-Beach Detachment of the Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Port Hueneme and relocate its functions, personnel, equipment and 
support to the Fleet Combat Training Center, Dam Ncck. Vir- 

JustiTition: This technical center is recommended for discstabshmtnt because its 
capacity is excess to that q u i d  by the DoD Force Stmctorc Plan. Thcrc is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload dming the 
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgeted workload. A review of the Navy budget 
displays a clear decline in the period 1995-1999. As the work declines, the excess 
capcity hmcasa thereby requiring a reduction in facilities and personnel. Thc 
technical ccnters throughout the Department of the Navy cumntly have significant 
excess capcity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
si@cmtly higher naval force levels and require resource levels greatly in excess of 
those projected if aU resources are to be fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and tbe imbalance witb force and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the ranaining technical centers will have the 
gnatcr military value to the Deparmrcnt of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$20 million. Annual rccmring savings me $7.0 million with an immcdiatc return on 
investment. 'he  net p s c n t  value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a 
savings of $47.8 rniIIion. 

impacts: I b e  disestablishment of the Detachment will have an impact on the local 
economy. ?be projected potential clnploymnt loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.03 
pemcnt of the employment base in this Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. 'Ihe ktab-t of the Detachment will have a positive 
impact on the environment as a s o w  of pollution will be eliminated. Environmental 
mitigation and - todon will continue until completed 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, V i i a  

Recommendation: Close the Navy Radio 'RMsmiPsion Facility (NRTF), Driver. 

JustiTcation: TIis closure is rccommendcd to eliminate dundancy in geographic 
coverage in Naval tclccommunicatio~~~. Rojcctcd reductions contained in the DoD 
Force Structure Plan support a decrease in telecommunications capacity. Mid-Atlantic 



HF communications coverage is duplicated by the NRTF Driver and NRTF Saddle 
IIV Branch, Florida. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one-the costs for this recommendation are 
$0.5 million. Annual r c c u h g  savings arc $2.1 million with an, immediate return on 
investmnt The net present value of costs and savings ovcr a twenty ycar period is a 
savings of $20.1 million. 

Impam Thc closure of this transmission facility will have no impact on the local 
economy since current staffing is scheduled for elimination as a nsult of planned force 
structure changes. The closure of NRTF Driver will have a positive impact on the 
environment since the SOUTCC of potential hazardous wastes and pollutants will be 
eliminated. 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center Detachment 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Norfolk Detachment of the Naval Undersea 
Warfare Center, Newport, Rhode Island, and relocate its functiomns, personnel, 
equipment and support to the Naval Undersa Warfarc Ccntcr o, Newport, 

C Rhode Island 

Justif~cation: This technical center is recommended far closure because its capacity is 
excess to that required by tbe a p p v c d  DoD Force Structure Phm There is excess 
capacity in this category based on a comparison of budgeted workload during the 
period 1986-1995 and the FY 1995 budgetad workload. A revie:w of the Navy budget 
displays a clcar decline in the period 1995-1999. Thus, as the wvork declines, the 
excess capacity increases thereby requiring a reduction in faciiitiies and personnel. The 
technical centers throughout the Department of the Navy currently have significant 
excess capacity as these technical centers were established and sized to support 
significantly higher naval face  levels and nquh resource levels greatly in excess of 
those p jec tcd  if all resources arc to bc fully employed. Given this excess capacity 
and the imbalance witb f ace  and resource levels, it is imperative to realign and 
compress wherever possible so that the remaining technical centers will have the 
greater military value to the Department of the Navy. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time costs for this recommendation are 
$18.2 million. Annual m u h g  savings arc $6.1 million with a return on investment 
in four years. The net prcscnt value of costs and savings ovcr a~ twenty year period is 
a savings of $38.4 million. 



Impads: Ibc closmc of NUWC, Norfolk Detachment, will have an impact on the 
l d  economy. The projected potential employment loss. both k t  and indirect, is 
0.4 percent of the employment base in tbis Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 

3 
cconomic recovery. Ibe closure of NUWC, Norfolk Detachment, will have a positive 
impact on the eovimament as a somce of pollution will be elimhd. Environmental 
mitigation and =toration will continue until completed. 

National Capital Region (NCR) Activities 

Recommendation: Rcalign Navy National Capital Region activities and relocatc than 
as follows: 

Naval Air Systems Command to 
Naval Air Station 
Patuxent Riva, Maryland 

Naval Supply Systems Command, 
(including Food Savicc System Office, and 
Defcnsc Rinting Managemart Systems ma) t6 
Ship Parts Control Center 
Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania 

Bureau of Naval Personnel 
(iluding Office of Military Manpowa Management) to 
Naval Air Station 
Memphis, Tennessee 

Naval Recruiting Command to 
Naval Training Center 
Great Lakes, Illinois 

Naval Security Group b m m a d  
(including Security Group Station, and 
Security Group Detachment, Potomac) to 
National Secllrity Agency 
Ft. Meade, Maryland 

Tactical Support OfEce to 
Commander-in-Chief 
Atlantic Fleet 
Norfolk, Virginia 



Relocate the following National Capital Region activities from leased space to 

mr Government-owned space in one of these locations: Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia; 
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.; 
Marine Carps Combat Development Command, Quantico, Virginia; or the White Oak 
facility, Silvu Spring, Maryland: 

Naval Sea Systems Command 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
Office of the Gencral Counsel 
Office of the Judge Advocate General 
Navy Field Support Activity 
Office of the Secretary of the Navy 

* Legislative Affairs 
*Pn,gramAppraisal 
* Comgtrollu 
* Inspector G e d  
* I n f o d o n  

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office of Civilian Manpower Mauagement 
International Programs Office 
Combined Civilian Pcdsonnel Office 
Navy Regional Contracting Center 
Naval Criminal Invcstigativc Service 
Naval Audit Sgvice 
Slratcgic systems Pn,grt3xm OfEcC 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Instalkions &: Logistics), U.S. 

Marine Carps 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower & RCSCNC Affairs), U.S. 

hlarine Corps 
Marine Carps Systems Command (Cliuendon Office) 

Justi~cation: Current DoD policy is to consider relocating outsiide the NCR al l  
activities whose mission does not require them to be in tht NCR.. Both NAVAIR and 
NAVSUP could be relocated to sites outside the NCR where they could be collocated 
with major subordinate activities. Additionally, Naval Sea Logirgtics Center, 
Mcchanicsburg, Pennsylvania, also will consolidate, in place, at SPCC Mechanicsbmg, 
thereby promoting logistics resource efficiencies. Further, B W A S  and the office 
responsible for the military boards, as well as the Naval Manpovver Analysis Center, 
Chesapeake, Virginia, with a large percentage of enlisted persoxxnel and junior officers, 
could achieve a material increase in the quality of life of their pmonnel by relocating 



to Memphis, Tennessee, a city, which being an airline hub, also offers easy ingress and 
egress. Tht Recruiting Command is be'ig collocated with the Navy's recruit training 
center at Great Lakes, IUinois. The Security Group command and activities are being 
collocated st Fort Meadc, Maryland, with the National Security Agency, the principal 
agency with whom they deal on a daily basis. Fially, the Tactical Support Activity is 
being coflocatcd in Norfolk, Virginia, with one of its major customers, 
CINCLANTFLT. 

AU of the remaining NCR activities will be moved from their present facilities 
in leased commmial space to vacant Govanmeat-owned space in one of five 
locations: the Navy Annex; the Navy YPd, Ncbnslu Avenue; Quantico, Vuginia; and 
White Oak, Maryland. Thcsc actions will terminate DON'S reliance on use of leased 
space in the NCR. 

Return On Investment= The total estimated one-time costs for the realignments of 
Naval Air System Command, Naval Aviation Depot Opefations Center, Naval 
Training System Center, Naval Aviation Maintenance Office, and Naval Air Technical 
Services Facility to NAWC-AD, Patuxent River, Maryland arc $198.0 million. Annual 
m~llnring savings arc $41.6 million, with a return on iavestment in three ye=. Net 
present value of the costs and savings is $169.4 million. 

Total estimated onetime costs far the realignments of the Naval Supply 
Systems Command, the Aviation Supply Office, Ddense Muting Systems 
Management Office, and Food Sesvice Systcms Oace to the Ship Pans Control 
C ~ ~ t c s ,  Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, are $88.9 million. Annual r m m h g  savings are 
$205 million, with a return on investment in one year. The net present value of costs 
and savings o v a  a twenty year period is a savings of $102.8 million. 

Total estimated onetime costs for the d g n m e n t s  of the Bureau of Naval 
Pcrsonncl, the Of5cc of Military Manpow= Management, and the Naval Manpower 
Analysis Center to the Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, are $592 million. 
Annual recurring savings rn $20.2 millin, with a return on investment in four years. 
Tht net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$1 182 million. 

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the Naval Recruiting 
Command to NTC Great Lakm arc $6.8 million. Annual recurring savings are $1.4 
million, with a rctum on investment in seven years. Ibt net present value of costs and 
savings over a twenty yea pcriod is a savings of $55 million. 



Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of th: Naval Security Group 

'IIr Command to Fort Meade, Maryland, are $6.6 million. A M U ~  recurring savings are 
$9.7 million, with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of costs 
and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of $93.0 million. 

Total estimated one-time costs for the realignment of the Tactical Support 
Activity born its facilities both in the Washington Navy Yard and Silver Spring, 
Maryland, to Norfolk, V i r w  the realignment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center - 
Dahlgren, White Oak Detachment, to Dahl- Vir- and the realignment of the 
Naval Sca Systems Command from leased space in Arlington, 'Virginia, to White Oak, 
are $74.6 million. Annual recurring savings arc $22.3 million, with a return on 
investment in two years. Tbe net present value of costs and savings over a twenty 
year period is a savings of $103.3 million. 

The costs incurred and savings accrued from the movement of activities out of 
leased space into Government-owned space were included in the return on investment 
calculations shown above. 

Impacts: The closure and realignments discussed in this reconmendation will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employnlent loss (both direct 
and indirect) for these combined actions is 0.8 percent of the etnployrnent base of the 
Washington, DC-Maryland-Virginia Metropolitan Statistical An& assuming no 
economic recovery. 'Ibe impact would be hardest felt h the Northern Virginia portion 
of that area There is no significant impact at any receiving location. There are no 
significant environmental impacts resulting from these closures and realignments. Any 
necessary environmental remediation will continue until comp1e:ted. 

Stand-Alone Navy and Marine Corps Reserve! Centers 

Recommendation: Close the following reserve centers: 

Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Centers at: 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Billings, Montana 
Abilene, Texas 



Naval R e m e  Centers at: 

Gads&& Alabama 
Montgomery, Alabama 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Pacific Grove, California 
M=an, Georgia 
Tene Haute, Indiana 
Hutchinson, Kansas 
Monroe, Louisiana 
New Badford, Massachusetts 
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 
Joplin, Missouri 
St. Joseph, Missouri 
Great Falls, Montana 
Missoula, Montana 
Atlantic City, New J m y  
Pertb Amboy, New Jer~ey 
Jarnestown, New Yark 
Poughkpsie, New Yodr 
Altoona, Pennsylvania 
Kingspart, Tennes~# 
Memphis, Tennessae 
Ogden, Utah 
Staunton,Vi  
Parkenburg, West Virginia 

Naval Reserve Facility at: 

Alexandria, Louisiana 
Midland, Texas 

Readiness Command Districts at: 

Olathe, Kansas (REDCOM 18) 
Scotia, New York (REDCOM 2) 
Ravenna, Ohio -OM 5) 



Justification: The DOD Force Structure Plan requires the reduction of reserve assets 
as it dots active duty assets. These Reserve Centers are being closed because their 
capacity is excess to the projected Navy/Marine Corps requirements. In arriving at the 
recommendation to close the Reserve Centers, specific analysis; was conducted to 
ensure that there was either an alternate location available to accommodate the affected 
resme population (e.g., realign with an existing reserve center), or demographic 
support for purposes of force ncruiting in the areas to which units were being 
relocated. This specific analysis, conducted through the COBFA model, supports these 
closures. 

Return On Investment: The total estimated one-time costs fcw the closure of these 33 
Reserve Centers are $6.9 million. Annual recurring savings an: $17.2 million. 
Twenty-seven of the recommendations obtain an immediate return on investment. The 
remaining recommendations obtain return on investment within, a range of 4 to 10 
years. The net psent  value of costs and savings over a twenty-year period is a 
savings of $160.9 million. 

Impacts: Because of the small size of these Naval and Marint: Corps Reserve Centers, 
their closm will have a negligible impact on the various local economies. There is no 
known community idhistructure impact at gny receiving installlation. Likewise, these 
closures will have no significant environmental impacts. 

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island 
San Francisco, California 

Recommendation: Permit the Navy to dispose of this facility in any lawful manner, 
including outleasing. 

Justification: The 1991 Commission Report, at pages 5-18, recommended closing the 
Hunters Point Annex and outleasing the entire property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space for Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion., and Repair, Planning, 
Engineering, Repair, and Alterations Detachment; and a Contra.ctor-Operated test 
facility. 

Force level reductions consistent with the DoD Force Structure Plan remove any 
long-term need to retain all of this facility for emergent requirements. The 
~ ~ ~ ~ m r n e n d e d  closure of the major naval installations in this ge:ographic area 
temrinatcs any requirement for these facilities. The limitation of disposal authority to 
outleasing unnecessarily restricts the Navy's ab'ity to dispose of this property in a 
timely and lawful manner. 



Impacts: There are no significant economic impacts occasioned by this 
recommendation since the Navy is only seeking approval of having access to additional 
disposal autharitics, the decision to m s e  of this facility already having been made in 
1991 Commission recommendations. Likewise, there are no environmental impacts in 
addition to those raised previously. All environmental clean-up efforts will continue 
until complete. 

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Recommendation: Pennit a small detachment of the Weapons Division to remain 
after the closure of the Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility (NWEF) in order to provide 
liaison with the Sandia Laboratory of the Dqartmmt of Energy. 

Justifiication: This recommendation was originally intended as an exception to the 
1991 recommendation to close NWEF Albuquerque, but was not included in the 
specific DoD recommendations. The Navy has a continuing need for a detachment to 
provide liaison with the Sandia Labomtory and other agencies involved in nuclear 
programs in that geographic area. The detachment would remain as a tenant of 
Kirtland Air Force Base. 

Imp- TheFe arc no significant economic or environmental impacts resulting from 
this recommendation, since the Navy is only leaving a small detachment in place. 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Centers 

Recommendation: Change the receiving location of the Naval Eltctronic Systems 
Engineering Center (NESEC) San Diego, California and the NESEC Vallejo, California 
to be Air Force Plant #I9 in San Diego vice new construction at Point Lorna, San 
Diego, Califomh 

Justification: This is a change &om the 1991 Commission action which called for 
closure of NESEC San Diego and relocation to Point Lorna to form Naval Command, 
Control and Ocean Suxveillance Center (NCCOSC). Air Force Plant #19 was operated 
by a contractor as an Air Force Govcmmwt-Ownced-Contractor-Owned and NESEC 
San Diego subleased space. Now the contractor has left and Air Force offered to 
transfer Plant 19 without reimbursement. Rehab'itation can be accomplished within 
the estimates of the BRAC 91 recommendations for both relocating NESECs and 
avoiding the serious environmental conccrns attendant to new construction at Point 
Lorna. 



Return on Investment: The one-time cost of this recommendation is $0.9 million. 

Yf The annual recurring savings arc $0.7 million, with an imrnedi3te return on investment. 
The net present value of costs and savings over a twenty year period is a savings of 
$5.9 million. 

Impacts: Then is no additional impact on the local community beyond that identified 
in BRAC 91. 

Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity 
Yorktown, Virginia 

Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity (now the 
Naval Surface Warfarc Center-Port Huenemc, Yorktown Detaclhment) to the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgrcn, Coastal Systems Station, Parlama City, Florida. 

Justification: In the 1991 Commission Report, the Naval Mine Warfare Engineering 
Activity (NMWEA), Yorktown, Virginia, was recommended for closure and 
realignment to facilities under the control of the Chief of Navall Education and 
Training at Dam Neck, V'iginia The realignment has been au:omplished through 
organimional changes and NMWEA is now the Yorktown Detachment of the Naval 

bv Surface Warfare Center-Part Hueneme. However, after BRAC 91, the needs of the 
educational and training community were such that the Dam N~xk  space is no longer 
available. Therefore, as part of BRAC 93 process, alternative ~weiving sites were 
explored. Because of the advisability of consolidating activities performing similar 
functions, and since the Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgren, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida, has significant responsibilities in mine warfare R&D, 
COBRA data was request&. Because of the advantages of collocating this mine 
warfare engineering activity with another facility having substantial responsibilities in 
the same fields, and because it is less expensive than the BRA(: 91 relocation to Dam 
Neck, Virginia, the Navy recommends that the receiving site far this activity be revised 
to Naval Surface Warfare Center-Dahlgmr, Coastal Systems Station, Panama City, 
Florida, in lieu of Dam Neck, Virginia. 

Return On Investment: Total estimated one-time savings exceed one-time costs for 
the xwommcndation by $5.7 million. Annual recurring savings; are $1.1 million, with 
a return on investment in one year. Tbc net present value of costs and savings over a 
twenty year period is a savings of $13.5 million. 



Imp- lhis recommendation will have an impact on the local economy. Thc 
projected potential employment losses (botb dircct and indirect) is 0.07 percent of the 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 3 
economic recovery. There arc no significant environmental impacts occasioned by this 
r e c o r n m e ~ o n .  All environmental clean-ups will continue until complete. 



Department of the Air Force 

Summary of Selection Process 

Department of the Air Force Selection hocess 

The Air Force 1993 selection process is essentially the same as was used in 
1991. The Serrctmy of the Air FORX appointed a Base Closure Executive Group of 
seven general officers and six comparable (Senior Executive Service) career civilians. 
Areas of expertise included environmenr facilities and construr:tion; finance; law; 
logistics; programs; operations; personnel and training; reserve components; and 
research, development and acquisition. The group met regularlly from November 1992 
to March 1993. Additionally, an Air S t .  Base Closure Working Group was formed 
to provide staff support and detailed expertise to the Executive Group. General 
ofticers from the Plans and Programs offices of the Major Corzvnands (MAJCOM) met 
on several occasions with the Executive Group. They provideti mission specific 
expertise and gxeate~ base-level detail where necessary. Also, potential cross-service 
utilhation was identified by a special interservice working group. 

The Executive Group developed a base closure Internal Control Plan which was 
approved by the Assistant krctary of Defense (Production and Logistics) and the 
DoD Inspector General. This plan provides structure and guidance for all participants 
in the base closure process, including procedures for data gathering and certification. 

The Executive Group reviewed all Active and Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
installa!ions in the United States which met or exceeded the Section 2687, Title 10 
U.S.C. threshold of 300 direct-hire civilians authorized to be employed. A 
comprehensive and detailed questionnaire was developed to gather data. The 
questionnaire was sent to each applicable base and the data wis validated by each 
base, Major Command and the Air Staff. All data were evaluated and certSed in 
accordance with the Internal Control Plan. As an additional ccontrol measure, the Air 
Force Audit Agency was tasked to review the Air Force proce.ss for consistency with 
the law and DoD policy and to ensure that the data collection and validation process 
was adequate. 

A capacity analysis was also performed, including actual on-site surveys at 48 
bases which evaluated the capab'ity of a base to accommodate additional force 
structure and other activities (excess capacity) beyond what was programmed to be 
stationed at the base. 



'Ibe Executive Group frequently challenged data based on their own substantial 
knowledge and experience. Additionally, more detailed, or corrected data were 
provided where appropriate. All data used in the preparation and submission of 
infomation and recommendations concerning the closure or realignment of military 
installations wue certified as to accuracy and completeness by appropriate officials at 
the base, MAJCOM, and Headquarters leveL In addition, the Executive Group and the 
acting Secretary of the Air Force certified that all information used to support the 
recommendations was accurate and complete to the best of their kno.wledge and belief. 
Tbe results of the excess capacity analysis were used in conjunction with the approved 
DoD Farcc Structure Plan in detamining base structure requirements. Also, the 
capacity analysis was used to identiQ cost effective opportunities to beddown activities 
and airrxaft dislocated from bases recommended for closure or realignment. 

'Ibe Secretary of the Air Force detumined that further study was not needed for 
bases the Executive Group deemed mission essential or geographically key. The 
Executive Group then placed a l l  the remaining bases in four categories based on the 
installation's pdominant use. Capacity was analyzed by category based on a study of 
cumnt base capacity and the future requirements imposed by the DoD Force Structure 
Plan. Some categories or subcategories were found to have no excess capacity and the 
h t a r y  of the Air Force determined that furtha study of these bases was not 
wananted. Categories or subcategories having some excess capacity but unreasonable 
cost to relocate or replicate essential continuing functions were also eliminated from 
kthcr study. 

AU Active Component bases in the remaining categories wcrc individually 
examined on the basis of the eight selection critgia established by the Secretary of 
Defense, and over 160 Air Force unique subelemcnts which wcrc developed by the Air 
F e  to provide specific data points for each criterion. 

Tbc Air Rcsem Component (ARC) category, comprised of Air National Guard 
(ANG) and Air Force R e m e  (AFRES) bases, warrants further explanation. Fmt, 
these bases do not readily compete against each other as ARC units enjoy a special 
relationship with their respective states and l d  communities. In fact, relocating 
Guard units across state boundaries is not a practical alternative. We must also give 
careful considcrafion of the recruiting needs of these units. Second, the DoD Force 
Structure Plan does not reduce the ARC fame strucnat, so then is no apparent excess 
base stmawe and this catcgcny could have been excluded from further consideration. 
However. realignment of ARC units onto active installations or onto other ARC 
installations could prove cost effcctve. 'Ibenfrcf, the ARC category was examined 
for cost effective realignments to other bases. 



Infomation, base groupings, and options resulting from the Executive Group 

-1 if 
analyses were presented to the Secrcta~~ of the Air Force and the Chief of Staff, in 
person, by the Executive Group on a number of occasions. Based on the DoD force 
structure plan and the final criteria, with consideration given to excess capacity, 
efficiencies in base utilization and evolving concepts of basing the force, the acting 
Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff, and in 
consultation with the Base Closure Executive Group, selected the bases recommended 
for closure and realignment. 





Department of the Air Force 
'clll f 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Homestead. Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Homestead AFB, Florida, is recommendecl for closure. The 31st 
Fighter Wing will inactivate. All F-16s from the 3 1st Fighter Wing will remain 
temporady assigned to Moody AFB, Georgia, and Shaw AFB, South Carolina. The 
Inter-American Air Forces Academy will move to Lackland AFB, Texas. The Air 
Force Water Survival School will be temporarily located at Tyn~dall AFB, Florida. 
Future disposition of the Water Survival School is dependent upon efforts to 
consolidate its functions with the US Navy. The 301st Rescue Squadron, Air Force 
Rcsave (AFRES) will move to Patrick AFB, Floridr The 482nd Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will move to MacDill AFB, Florida and convert to KC-135Rs. The NORAD 
alert activity will move to an altcmatc location. Tbc 726th Air Control Squadron will 
relocate to Shaw AFB. Thc Naval Security Group will consoliclatc with other US 
Navy units. All DoD activities and facilities including family housing, the hospital, 

1 1 r  
commissary, and base exchange facilities will close. AU essential cleanup and 
restoration activities associated with Hurricane Andrcw will continue until completed. 
If Homestcad AFB resumes operations as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert facility 
may be rebuilt in a cantonment ma. 

JustiTrcation: There w m  several factors which resulted in the closure 
recommendation. Fmt, the Air Force has one more small airmdt base than is required 
to support the fighter aircraft in the DoD Force Structure Plan. When the data were 
evaluated against all eight of the DoD selection criteria, Homestead AFB ranked low 
relative to the otha bases in the d aircraft subcategory. While Homestead AFB's 
ranking rests on the combiied results of applying the eight DoD selection criteria, one 
stood out: the excessive cost to rebuild Homestead, while other small aircraft bases 
required little or no new investment. The cost to close Homestead AFB is low, 
especially when measured against the high cost of reconshuctio~a, and the long-term 
savings arc substantial. 

All small aircraft bases we= considered equally in a proc:ess that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-5 10). as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Bases were evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of siubelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Data were collected and the criteria and subelements of 



the criteria applied by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group), a group 
of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service career civilians appointed by 
the S t c r c t q  of the Air Force. The decision to close Homestead AFB was made by 
the Sccfctary of the Air Forcc with advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in 
consultation with the Executive Group. 

Return on Investment: The cost to close is estimated to be $75.1 million; the annual 
savings after closure arc $75.4 million; the return on investment years based on the net 
present value computations is 0 years. AU dollar amounts a in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Farce will dispose of all property at Homestead AFB except a 
small -1 that may be needed for a NORAD rlat f d t y .  'he  closure of 
Homestcad AFB will have an impact on the local economy. The projected potential 
employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 1.0 percent of the employment base in the 
Miami-Hialeah Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. The 
impact on the city of Homestead, Florida will be much mon severe. Homestead AFB 
is in an air quality non- attahmcnt area for ozone, and has significant soil 
con tamination from fuels, lead, and pesticides. Homestead AFB is on the National 
Priorities List. Closure of Homestcad AFB will result in generally positive 
environmental effects. Environmental maomtion of Homestead AFB will continue 
until complete. Thc impact on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not 
significant 

ILL Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan 

Recommendation: KI. Sawyer AFB, Michigan, is recommended for closure. The 
410th Wing will inactivate. B-52H aimaft will transfer to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. 
The Air Force will retire its B-52G aircraft instead of implementing the previous Base 
Closure Commission recommendation to transfer those aircraft from Castle Am, 
California, to KJ. Sawyer AFB. 

Ju~tifimtion: There arc s e v d  factors which resulted in the above recommendation. 
The Air Force has four m m  large aircraft bases than arc needed to support the 
number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. The 
Air Force must maintain Minuteman III basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 
respect to START II. This requires the retention of the ballistic missile fields at 
Malmstrom AFB, Grand Forks AFB, Minot AFB, and F.E. Warren AFB. It is more 
economical to retain a bomber/missile base that must remain open for missiles than to 
maintain a bomber-only base. Therefore, based on the facts that KJ. Sawya AFB 



dots not support ballistic missile operations, that when all eight DoD criteria are 

mf applied KJ. Sawyer AFB ranks low, and that there is excess large aircraft base 
capacity, KI. Sawyer AFB is recommended for closure. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510). as 
amended, and the Department of Defense @OD) guidance. Each base was evaluated 
against the eight Dol) selection criteria and a large number of :subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base under each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six S~cnior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision to close K.I. 
Sawyer AFB was made by the Sccrcr~ry of the Air Force with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the Executive Group. 

Return on Investment: The cost to close is estimated to be $143.7 million; the 
annual savings after closure am $62.4 million; the return on investment years based on 
the net present value computations is 1 year. All dollar amounts are in constant FY 94 
dollars. 

Impacts: The closure of K.I. Sawyer AFB will have an impact on the local economy. 

bf The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 14 percent of the 
employment base in the Marquette County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Closure of K.I. Sawyer will result in generally positive 
environmental effects. There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this 
closure. Environmental restoration of K.I. Sawyer AFB will continue until complete. 
The impact on the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant. 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 

Recommendation: Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure. The Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) depot will be closed;; some workload will 
move to other depot maintenance activities including the private sector. We anticipate 
that most will be privatized in place. 

Jusfl~cation: Due to significant ductions in force structure, the Air Force has an 
excess depot maintenance capacity of at least 8.7 million Direct Product Actual Hours 
(DPAH). When all eight criteria arc applied to the bases in the depot subcategory, 
Newark AFB ranked low in comparison to the other five depot bases. The long-term 
military value of the base is low because it does not have an &field and it is not a 



traditional Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a stand-alone, highly technical, 
industrial plant that is operated predominantly by a civilian work force. As a result, it 
is conducive to conversion to the private sector. The closm of Newark AFB will 
reduce the Air Force excess depot capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent with 
OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity, economize depot management, and increase 
competition and privatidon in DoD. 

AU six Air Farcc depots wcn considered for c l o m  equally in a process that 
conformed to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101510), as amended, and Office of the Sccxetary of Defense (OSD) guidance. Each 
base hosting an Air Force depot was evaluated against the eight DoD selection criteria 
and a large number of subelements specific to Air Force bases, depots, and missions. 
Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of these bases under each criterion, 
was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group (Executive Group). Tbc Executive 
Group is a group of seven g e n d  officers and six Senior Executive Service career 
civilians appointed by the Sccretaq of the Air Force (SECAF). SECAF made the 
decision to close Newark AFB with the advice of the Air Force Chief of Staff and in 
consultation with the Executive Group. 

Return on Investment: The cost to close is estimatad to be $313 million: the annual 
savings sfta closure are $3.8 million; the r c t u ~ ~ ~  on investment years based on the net 
present value computations is 8 years. All dollar amounts arc in constant FV 94 
dollars. 

Imp- The closure of Newark AFB will have an impact on the local economy. 
Tbe projected potentid employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 4.6 percent of the 
employment base in the Licking County Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no 
economic recovery. Newark AFB is in an air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 
Closure of Newark AFB will result in generally positive environmental effects. 
Environmental restoration of Newark AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infhstructm at receiving bases is not signifcant. 



Community Preference Consideration in Closlure and 
Realignment of Military Installations 

Section 2924. Public Law 101-510 

O'Hare International Airport, Air Force Reserve Station, Illinois 

Community Proposal: The City of Chicago has exercised its .right under Section 
2924 of P.L. 101-510 to propose that the O'Hare Air Reserve Station (ARS) be closed 
and the flying units moved to a new facility to be constructed at Rockford, Illinois. 
This provision of law mandates the Department give special consideration to the 
proposal. The City desires to acquire the property for aviation-]related commercial use. 

Recommendation: Close O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago and 
relocate the assigned Air Reserve Component (ARC) units to the Greater Rockford 
Airport, or another location acceptable to the Secretary of the Air Force, provided the 
City can demonstrate that it has the financing in place to cover the full cost of 
replacing facilities, moving, and environmental cleanup, without: any cost whatsoever to 
the federal government and that the closure/realignrnent must begin by July 1995 and 
be completed by July 1997. Chicago would also have to fund the full cost of 
relocating the Army Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not 
met, the units should remain at O'Hm International Aixport. 

Qul f 
Justif~cation: O'Harc Reserve Station is in the Northwest cornler of O'Hare 
International Airport, enjoying immediate access to two runways. Two ARC units are 
based there: the 928th Airlift Group (Air Forcc Reserve), with C-130s; and the 126th 
Air Refueling Wing (Air National Guard), with KC-135s. An P m y  Reserve Center is 
located adjacent to the base. In addition, a large Defense Logistics Agency @LA) 
activity currently occupies a government owned, recently renoviited office building on 
the base; however, DLA is recommending disestablishment of tlhis activity to other 
locations as part of the 1993 base closure process. 

In a 1991 land exchange agreement, intended to resolve ;dl real property issues 
between the Air Force and the City of Chicago at O'Hm Inten~tional Airport, the 
City specifically agreed that it would seek no more land from the O'Harc ARS. The 
Air Force has advised the City that the ARC units are adequatelly housed at O'Hare, 
and there is no basis for moving them. There are no savings frc~m moving; only costs. 
To justify this realignment under the DoD Base Closure Selection Criteria, all costs of 
c l o s ~ g m n e n t  would have to be funded entirely outside the federal government 
(For example, no DoD or FAA funds). Thc relocation site would have to meet all 



optrating requirements, such as runway length and freedom from noise-related 
operating limitations, and be close enough to Chicago that the units would not suffer 
major loss of personnel. The day-today operating costs at the relocation site would 
have to compare favorably with those at 0'- International Airport. 

The City proposes that the ARC units move to Greater Rockford Airport, 55 
miles northwest of O ' k  International Airport. Virtually no facilities for the units 
exist at Rockford, so an entirely new base.would have to be constructed. The airfield 
is constrained on two sides by the Rock River and flood plain. At least one runway 
will have to be extended for KC-135 operations. There appear to be noise and other 
envimnmcntal problem to resolve befm a final demmhation of siting feasib'ity can 
be made. 

Return on Investment: The COBRA model estimates that the cost to close is $361 
million. This estimate is based on the City of Chicago consultant's estimate of 
construction costs at Rockford, and n o d  COBRA estimating factors for other costs. 
There are no apparent savings to offset this cost. 

Tbe proceeds from disposal of the mal property, which might offset some of the 
cost, are difficult to estimate. If the airport property were sold at fair market value, the 
tstjmatcd plocetds would be about $33 million. The buildings may or may not be of 
use to a buyer. While some are new and all axe usable for their cummt military use, 
their value to a commercial or civil aviation user arc questionable. Demolition and Qlv 
disposal arc esthatd by the City's consultant to cost $25 million, which would be an 
offset to the land value. However, most of the 0'- ARS qualifies as aviation- 
related property, which the City could obtain in a no-cost public benefit transfer under 
the Sllrplus Property Act of 1944.50 U.S.C. App. 1622. The building, to be vacated 
by DLA is severable from the Reserve Base and does not appear to be aviation 
property. Thc net cost to close and realign is estimated to be in a range from $328 
million to $361 million. Since there arc no savings in operational or other costs, the 
payback period is infinity. 

The Air Force analysis of the proposal JB sum 'n e Chicago or some other non- 
Federal source oavs the full cost is as follows. The facilities at O'Hare ARS are 
adquatc, with many new or recently renovated buildings. The recruiting base, the 
Chicago metropolitan area, is outstanding. Thnc are no serious constraints on mission 
accomplishment, other than some air tdfk control delays due to the dense commercial 
traffic. However, alert or other time-sensitive missions are not flown from OTHare 



ARS. Since the base is adequate for its purpose, no savings would accrue from 
closing it. The aircraft remain in the force structure plan and the units are not planned -' for inactivation. In the case of the ANG, the governor's consent would be required to 
disband. Thus, closure of the base requires that both units be ~realigned. 

Tbe military value of an ARC base at Rockford, fully b ~ d t  up with all the 
necessary facilities, still does not exceed that of O'Hare. For retention of the mostly 
part-time ARC personnel it is not as good, due to the distance from the homes of 
currently assigned personnel. Some personnel losses and retraining must be 
anticipated, effecting unit &css and adding to the cost. It is not clear that the 
Rockford area alone can provide a steady stream of volunteers large enough to man 
two large ARC units. Recruiting from Chicago will still be recpked, but will be much 
harder due to the distance differential between 0'- and Rockford. 

Although the City of Chicago had previously stated that they did not expect the 
Air Farce to fund relocation and facility replacement costs, the City has been unable to 
guarantee that it will pay the full cost of moving. However, u r  its most recent 
comspondence, the City has made the following commitment, "At this time, we wish 
to commit that all costs associated with our plan will be at no*c:ost to the Department 
of Defense and that the City of Chicago, together with the host airport, will provide 
suitable replacement facilities on either a sqwre foot for square. foot basis or with 
mare cost efficient functionally equivalent facilities. This comnitment of full cost b0 coverage is contingent upon securing ncccmry financing, which we continue to 
pwsue, and the approval of our governing council body." 

Acceptance of this proposal must be based on benefits tab the City of Chicago. 
Tbe proposed move would make some considerable space available for airport related 
activities at this intensively used air d u  airpart Therefoxe, if the City of Chicago 
could demonstrate: that it has being in place to wver the full cost of replacing 
facilities, moving and environmental cleanup, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government; that the c l o s u g n r n e n t  could begin by July 1995, as required 
by Section 2904(a)(3) of the Defense Base Closure and realignment Act of 1990, and 
that the relocation could be completed by July 1997; the Air Force would not object to 
the proposal. The City would also have to fund the full cost of relocating the Army 
Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these conditions are not met, the units should 
rrmain at O'Hare International Airport. 



March Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: March AFB, Woxnia, is recommended for realignment. The 
22nd Air Refueling Wing will inactivate. The KC-10 (Active and Associate Reserve) 
a h a f t  will be relocated to Travis AFB, California. The Southwest Air Defense 
Sector will remain at March in a m t o m e n t  arm pending the outcome of a NORAD 
sector camlidation study. If the sector rlemains it will be t r a n s f d  to the Air 
National Guard (ANG). The 445th Airlift Wing Air Forcc Reserve (AFRES), 452nd 
Air Refueling Wmg (AFRES), 163rd Ram- Group (ANG) (becomes an Air 
Refueling Gmup), the Air Fmcc Audit Agency, and the Mcdia Center ( h m  Norton 
AFB, California) will remain and the basc will convert to a reserve base. Additionally, 
the Army Corps of Engineers Unit, the US Customs Aviation Operation Center West, 
and the Drug Enforcement Agency aviation unit will ~tmain. 

Justirkation: There are several factors which resulted in the above recommendation. 
Fmt, the Air Farce has four more large aircraft bases than needed to support the 
number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Form Structure Plan. Also, 
whcn all eight DoD criteria wcm applied to the large aircraft bases, March AFB ranked 
low. The Air Force plans to establish a large air mobiity base (KC-10, C-5 and C-141 
a h a f t )  on the west coast. When bases in the region (Beale AFB, Califomkc 
Fairchild AFB, Washington; March AFB, Calif- W o r d  AFB, Washington; 
Mahstrom AFB, M o n m ,  Travis AFB, California) were analyzed for this mission, 
Travis AFB ranked highest. .March AFB -cumntly r q u h  a large active duty 
component to support a relatively small active duty forcc structure. The conversion of 
Maxch AFB to a r e s c ~ e  base 8~:hieves substantial savings and the benefit of a large 
lbcruiting population for the Air Forcc Rescave is retained. 

AU large aircraft bases were considaed equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defcmc Basc Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Pubic Law 101-5 lo), as 
amended, and the Department of D e f m  @OD) guidance. Each basc was evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base under each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Exccutive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six Senior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Scmetary of the Air Force. The decision to rcalign 
M ~ I c ~  AFB was made by the Secretary of the Air Foxe with advia of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with tbe Executive Group. 



Return on Investment: The cost to realign is estimated to be :$134.8 million; the 
annual savings after realignment art $46.9 million; the return on investment years 
based on the net present value computations is 2 years. All dollar amounts are in 
constant FY 94 dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property not required within the revised 
boundaries of the reserve base and welcome joint use of the airfield with civil aviation 
or conversion to a civilian airport. 'Iht realignment of March AFB will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indinct, is 1.6 percent of the employment base in the Riverside County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. The realignment of 
March AFB will result in generally positive environmental effects. March AFB is in 
an air quality non-attainment area for ozone, wbon-monoxide, nitric-oxide, and 
particulates. Threatened and endangered species and critical habitat are present on- 
base. March AFB is on the National Priorities List. Environmental restoration of 
March AFB will continue until complete. The impact on the community infrastructure 
at receiving bases is not significant. 

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 

Recommendation: McGuire AFB, New Jersey, is recommendled for realignment. The 
438th Airlift Wmg will inactivate. Most of the C-141s will tmnsfer to Plattsburgh 
AFB, New York Fourteen C-141s will remain and transfer to the Air Force Reserve. 
The 514th Airlift Wing Air Force Reserve (AFRES), the 170th Air Refueling Group 
Air National Guard (ANG), and the 108th Air Refueling Wing (ANG) will remain and 
the base will convert to a Reserve base. The 913th Airlift Graup (AFRES) will 
xelocate from Willow Grove Naval Air Station, Pennsylvania, to McGuire AFB. The 
Air Force Reserve will operate the base. 

Justification: There are several factors which result in the abcwe recommendation. 
Fmt of all, the Air Force has four more large aircraft bases d m  are needed to support 
the number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
When all eight DoD criteria were applied, McGuirc AFB ranked low when compared 
to the other bases in its category. Also, when McGuire AFB was compared 
specifically with other airlift bascs, it still ranked low. 

' h e  Air Force plans to establish a large mobility base in the Northeast to 
support the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) strategy. McGuire AFB was 
evaluated specifically as the location for this wing. Along with other bases that met 
the geographical criteria and were available for this mission are Griffiss AFB, New 



Yark and Plattsburgh AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to 
support the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes, and base 
loading capacity. Principal mobility attributes include aircraft parling space (for 7B80 
tankerlairlift aircraft), fuel hydrants and fuel supply/storage capacity, along with present 
and future encroachment and airspace considerations. 

When Plattsburgb AFB was compared directly with McGuire AFB, Plattsburgh 
AFB rated better in ali of the mobiity attributes. An air mobility wing at Plattsburgh 
AFB will eliminate many of the problems associated with operating at McGuire AFB, 
in the midst of the New York/New Jersey air ME congestion. Basing the additional 
aim& of an air mobility wing at McGuire AFB will add to that congcstion. 
Plattsburgh AFB, on the other hand, has ample airspace for present and future training 
by an air mobility wing. Also, the FAA has long expressed a desire for civil use of 
McGuiFe AFB, which will ease the congestion at other airfields and tcnninal facilities 
in the New Yoxk and Philadelphia metropolitan areas. For these reasons, McGuire 
AFB was mommended for realignment and conversion to an Air Force Reserve Base. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) forces at McGuire AFB represent a 
signifmnt portion of the air refueling and airlift forces stationed there and they are 
well located for recruiting. By keeping the airfield open for military use, the parking 
and fuel handling capacity at McGuire AFB remains available in future contingencies. 
The existing programmed Military Construction funds for the ANG KC-135 conversion 
will be used to establish the ARC cantonnient at McGuirc AFB. Wv 

The Air Force encourages c o n v d o n  of the airfield to a civil airport. The ARC 
units will remain as tenants if McGuire AFB becomes a civil airfield. Civil operation 
will enhance the value of the base to the community and encourage reuse of the 
facilities not needed by the reserve units, and jobs. It will also reduce the cost 
to the Air Force of operating its units at McG& AFB. 

All large aircraft bases wcxe considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-SO), as 
amended, and the Department of Defense (DoD) guidance. Each base was evaluated 
against the eight DoD selection criteria and a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bases and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base under each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general officers and six S e ~ o r  Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Secretary of the Air Force. Thc decision to realign 
McGuirc AFB was made by the Smctary of the Air Force with advice of the Air 
F m e  Chief of StaR and in consultation with the Executive Group. 



Return on Investment: The cost to realign is estimated to be ;$197.5 million; the 
annual savings after realignment are $475 million; the return on investment years 
based on the net present value computations is 4 years. All dollar amounts are in 
constant FY 94 dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Force will dispose of all property outside tht: reduced base 
boundary and consider joint use of the airfield with civil aviation or conversion to a 
civil airpon Thc realignment of McGuirc AFB will have an impact on the local 
economy. 'Ibe projected potential employment loss. both k t  and indirezt, is 3.5 
percent of the employment base in the Burlington County Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. There is moderate impact on lcommunity housing and 
the medical community at the new receiving base; however, this impact will be 
mitigated by Air Force constructed housing and an expansion of the base medical 
capabilities. McGuire AFB is in an air quality non-attainment ouea for ozone and is on 
the National Priorities List. The realignment of McGuire AFB will result in generally 
positive environmental effects. Environmental restoration of McGuire AFB will 
continue until complete. 

GrifEiss Air Force Base, New York 

Recommendation: Griffiss AFB, New York, is recommended for realignment. The 
416th Bomb Wing will inactivate. Tbe B-52H aircraft will transfer to Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, and Barksdale AFB, Louisiana. The KC-135 airtxaft from Griffiss AFB 
will transfer to Grand Forks AFB, Norb Dakota The 485th Er~gincering Installation 
Group at M i s s  AFB will relocate to Hill AFB, Utah. 

The Northcast Air Defense Sector will remain at Griffus in a cantonment area 
pending the outcome of a NORAD sector consolidation study. If the sector remains it 
will be t r a n s f d  to the Air National Guard (ANG). Rome Laboratory will remain at 
Griffiis AFB in its existing facilities as a stand-alone Air Force laboratory. A 
minimum essential airfield will be maintained and operated by ii contractor on an "as 
needed, on call" basis. The ANG will maintain and operate necessary facilities to 
support mobilitylcontingency~ing of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division located at 
Fort Drum, New York, and operate them when needed. Only the stand-alone 
laboratory and the ANG mission will remain. 



Justificatjon: The Air Force has four m a  Large aircraft bases than needed to support 
the number of bombers, tankers, and airlift assets in the DoD Force Structure Plan. 
Wbeo all eight DoD criteria arc applied, Griffiss AFB ranked low compared to the 
other large aircraft bases. Based on this analysis, the application of all eight DoD 
selection criteria, and excess capacity which results from reduced force structure, 
~ i s s  AFB is recommended for realignment. 

?he Air Force plans to establish a large air mob'ity base in tbe Northeast to 
support the new Major Regional Contingency (MRC) s m g y .  Griffiss AFB was 
evaluated sp&kally as the location for this wing. dong witb other bases that met the 
geographical criteria and were available for this mission: McGuin AFB, New Jersey 
ad Pla~~~burgb AFB, New York. Plattsburgh AFB ranked best in capability to support 
the air mobility wing due to its geographical location, attributes and base loading 
capacity. Principal mobility attributes include rirCrnn parking space (for 70-80 
tanker/airlift a b a f t ) ,  fuel hydrants and futl supply/storage capacity, along with present 
and futmc encroachment and airspace considerations. 

The Rome Labommy has a large civilian work force and is located in adquate 
facilities that can be separated from the rest of Griffbs AFB. It does not need to be 
closed or rcaIigned as a result of the reductions in the zest of the base. 

All large aircraft bases were considered equally in a process that conformed to 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as 
amended, and the Dqmtmmt of Defense @OD) guidance. Each base was evaluaed 
against the eight DoD selection criteria .ad a large number of subelements specific to 
Air Force bascs and missions. Extensive data, gathered to support the evaluation of 
each base unda each criterion was reviewed by the Base Closure Executive Group 
(Executive Group), a group of seven general o&ccrs and Senior Executive Service 
career civilians appointed by the Scacmy of the Air Forcc. Thc decision to realign 
Griffiss AFB was made by the Suxctary of the Air Fonx with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the Executive Group. 

Return on Investment: Tbe cost to d i g n  is estimated to be $120.8 million; the 
annual savings after realignment am $392 million; the return on investment years 
breed on the net present value computations is 3 years. All dollar amounts arc in 
constant FY 94 dollars. 

Impacts: The Air Force will actively pursue conversion to a civil airport, and will 
dispose of all property not required at Gri f fh AFB. Thc realignment of Griffus AFB 
will hpve an impact on the local economy. 'Ibe projected potential employment loss, 
both direct and indirect, is 7.6 percent of the employment bast in the Utica-Rome 



Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. There is no simcant 

'mr environmental impact resulting fkom this closure. Generation of hazardous wastes and 
pollutants will be eliminated. Griffiss AFB is on the National Priorities List. 
Environmental restoration of Griffiss AFB will continue until complete. The impact on 
the community infrastructure at receiving bases is not significant. 

Changes To 
1988 Base Closure Commission ~ecommkdations 

Bases identified by the 1988 Base Closure Commission as receiving bases were 
evaluated by mission category along with aU other bases in tht: United States. As part 
of this review, the 1988 Commission's realignment recommendations were evaluated 
against recent force structure reductions, as well as, opportunities to operate more 
efficiently and effectively. The Air Farce recommended changes result fkom analysis 
of changing world order, otha base closures, the threat and fo~rce structure plan, and 
budgetary reality. The Air Force continues to implement the closure of the five bases 
recommcnded by the 1988 Commission. 

Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois 

'crrrlr Recommendation: As part of the closure of Chanute AFB, Illhois, the Air Force 
recommends consolidating its 16 Metals Technology, Non-Destructive Inspection, and 
Aircraft Structural Maintenance training courses with the Navy at Naval Air Station 
(NAS) Memphis, Tennessee, and then move with the Navy when NAS Memphis 
closes. The 1991 Base Closure Commission recommended that these courses, along 
with 36 other courses, be t r a n s f c d  to Sheppard AFB, Texas. 

JusW~cation: On March 31,1992, the DoD Inspector G e n d .  recommended that the 
Air Force consolidate and collocate its 16 metals training com;es with the Navy. 
There will be no Military Construction (MILCON) costs assodated with temporarily 
relocating the specified training courses to NAS Memphis. This is considerably less 
than the $17.5 million in MILCON cost to relocate these courses to Sheppard AFB. 
As this training is now scheduled to move when NAS Memphis closes, the Air Force 
and Navy will work to achieve a cost effective approach until ;a more permanent site is 
found. Collocation of these courses with the Navy will achieve efficiencies and 
savings. 

Impacts: There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Chanute AFB will continue until complete. The impact - 
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on the community inErastructurc at the new receiving base is not simcant. 



Changes To 
1991 Base Closure Commission Recommendations 

Bases identified by the 1991 Base Closure Commission as realignment nccivns 
wac evaluated by dssion category along with all other bases in the United States. As 
prat of this review, the 1991 Commission's realignment recommendations were 
evaluated against rccent forcc structure ducciolls, as well as oppomnities to operate 
more efficiently and tffcctively. 'Ib Air Force ~tcommcndcd changes result born 
analysis of changing world order, otha base c l o s ~  threat and force structure plan, 
and budgemy reality. The Air Forcc conhucs to implement the closure and 
rcalignmnt of the bases recommended by the 1991 Commission. 

Bergstrom Air Fora Base, Texas 

Recommendation: Change the rccommcndation of thc 1991 Commission regarding 
Bergstmm AFB as follows: The 704th Fighter Squadron ( A m )  with its F-16 
aim& and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) support units will move to Carswell 
Am, Texas and the cantonment area at Bergstmm AFB will close. Tbe Regional 
Corrosion Control Facility at Bergstrom AFB will be c l o d  by September 30,1994, 
unless a civilian airport authority elects to assume the responsibility for operating and 
maintaining the facility before that date. 

JusWicatim: The 1991 Commission rtcommcnded the closure of Bergstmm AFB. 
The AFRES was to remain in a cantonment area. In  viewing AFRES plans for 
Bggstrom AFB, the Air Force found that d d a a b l e  savings could be rdizcd by 
realigning the Bcrgstrom AFRES units tnd a h &  to the Carswell AFB cantonment 
area This realignment will result in savings in Military Constmction (MILCON) 
W s ,  reduced manpower costs, and will not significantly impact unit readiness. The 
original 1991 realignment recommendation cost $12.5 million in MlLCON to constmct 
a cantonment area at Bergstmm AFB. Based on the best estimates available at this 
time, the cost of this change is $5.8 million in MILCON. for a projected savings of 
$6.7 million. This action will also result in net manpower savings. 

Imp- There is no signifcant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Eavironmental restoration of Bergstmm AFB wiU continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infrastructure at the new receiving base is not signifcant 



Carswell Air Force Base, Texas 

-9 Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 6ommission regarding 
Carswell AFB as follows: Transfer the fabrication function of the 436th Training 
Squadron (formerly 436th Strategic Training Squadron) to Luke AFB, Arizona and the 
maintenance training function to Hill AFB, Utah. The remaining functions of the 
436th Training Squadron will still relocate to Dyess AFB, Texw. Final disposition of 
the base exchange and commissary will depend on the outcog: of the Congressionally 
mandated base exchange and commissary test program. 

JusW~cation: The 1991 Commission recommended that the 436th Training Squadron 
be relocated to Dyess AFB as a whole. The proposed action will result in more 
stramlined and efficient training operations. Transferring the fabrication function to 
Luke AFB will avoid duplicating this function within Air Comlmt Command. The Hill 
AFB move will ensure that maintenance training is provided in a more efficient 
manner. 

The original 1991 realignment cost was $1.8 million in Military Construction 
(MILCON). The cost for this redirect is $0.3 million MILCON, for a projected 
savings of $1.5 million MILCON. 
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Impacts Thue is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Carswell AFB will continue until complete. The impact 
on the community infrastructure at the new receiving bases is not significant. 

Castle Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: Change the rtcommcndation of the 1991 Commission regarding 
Castle AFB as follows: Redirect the B-52 and KC-135 Combait Crew Training mission 
from Fairchild AFB, Washington to Barksdale AFB, Louisiana (B-52) and Altus AFB, 
Oklahoma (KC- 135). 

Justification: The force structure upon which the 1991 Commission based its 
xecornmcndations has changed and B-52 force structure is being: reduced. The Air 
Force currently plans to base a large number of B-52s at two locations, with Barksdale 
AFB serving as the hub for B-52 operations and training. Similarly, training for 
mob'ity operations is being centorabed at Altus AFB. This redirect will reduce the 
number of training sites and improve efficiency of operations. 



The original 1991 realignment recommendation cost $78.7 million in Military 
Construction (MILCON). Tbt estimated cost for this redirect to Barksdale and Altus 
AFBs is $595 million in MILCON, for a projected savings of $19.2 million. 

Imp- There is no significant environmental impact resulting from this change. 
Environmental restoration of Castle AFB will continue until complete. The impact on 
the community inftastructure at the new w i v i n g  base is not significant. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission regarding 
MacDill as follows: The Air Force RCSCNC (AFRES) will temporarily operate the 
H e l d  as a . m e  base, not open to civil use, until it can be converted to a civil 
ahport. 'Ibis will accommodate the rccommcnded reassignment of the 482nd fighter 
Wing (AFRES) from Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its conversion to KC-135 
tankers. The Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be transferred to 
Charleston AFB, South Carolina as rccommcndcd in 1991, but, instcad, will remain at 
MacDill A m .  

JustiT~cation: The 1991 Commission rccomrnended a realignment and partial closure 
of MacDill AFB. Its El6 training mission has been relocated to Luke AFB, Arizona, 
and the JCSE was to be relocated to Charleston AFB. Two onifled commands, 
Headquarters Central Command and Headquarters Special Operations Command, were 
left in place. The airfield was to close. 

Several events since 1991 have made a change to the Commission action 
appropiate. Thc closm of Homestead AFB q u i r e s  the relocation of the 482nd 
Fighter Wing (AFRES). The best location for this unif when converted to KC-135s. is 
MacDiil AFB. The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
aircraft element has relocated from Miami Intcmafional Airport to MacDill AFB and 
would like to remain pclmanently. NOAA is prepared to pay a fair share of the cost 
of airpart operations. 

The AFRES's temporary operation of the M e l d  will have rcduccd o p t i n g  
hours and services. The 1991 Commission noted a number of deficiencies of MacDill 
AFB as a fighter base: "pressure on air space, training amas, and low level routcs...not 
located near Army units that will offer joint training opportunities ...[ an d)... ground 
encroachment." These arc largely inapplicable to an AFRES tanker operation. 



Encroachment remains a problem, but the reduced number of fllights and the increased 
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compatibility of both tanker and NOAA aircraft with the predominant types of aircraft 
using Tampa International Airport make this viable. As an intr:rim Reserve/NOAA 
airfield, use will be modest, and it will not be open to large-sciile use by other military 
units. 

The original 1991 realignment recommendation cost for the JCSE relocation was 
$25.6 million in MILCON. Retaining the JCSE at MacDill AFB avoids this cost. 

Impacts: The Air Force will continue to encourage transition {of the aidield to a civil 
ahport, and, if successful, DoD units could remain as cost sharing tenants. The 
environmental impact and the imgact on the community infrasbucture is not 
significant. 

Mather Air Force Base, California 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 C'ornmission regarding 
Mather AFB as follows: Redirect the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) with its 
KC-135 aircraft to Beale AFB, California vice McClellan AFB, California. Because of 
the rapidly approaching closure of Mather AFB, the 940th will temporarily relocate to 
McClellan AFB, while awaiting pcnnanent beddown at Beale Am. *' 
Justifhation: Moving the 940th Air Refueling Group (AFRES) to Beale AFB is more 
cost effective. 

The original 1991 realignment cost was $33.7 million in Military Construction 
(MILCON). The estimated cost for this redirect is $125 million in MILCON, for a 
projected savings of $21 2 million. 

Impacts: Thc environmental impact and the impact on the rtc~ziving community 
inhstnrcture art minimal. Environmental restoration at Mathe~r AFB will continue 
until complete. 

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base (ANG,B), Ohio 

Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 C'ommission regarding 
Rickenbacker ANGB as follows: The 121st Air Refueling Win.g (ANG) and the 160th 
Air Refueling Group (ANG) will move into a cantonment area on the present 
Rickenbacker ANGB, and operate as a tenant of the Rickenbacker Port Authority 



(RPA) on RPA's airport. The 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) will realign to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio as originally recommended. The 4950th Test Wing will still 
move to Edwards AFB, California. 

Justification: The 1991 Commission recommended closing Rickenbacker ANGB, and 
realigning the 121st Air Refueling Wing (ANG), the 160th Air Refueling Group 
(ANG) and the 907th Airlift Group (AFRES) to Wright-Patterson AFB. These units 
wen to occupy facilities being vacated by the 4950th Test Wing, which will move to 
Edwards AFB to consolidate test units. 

The M e l d  at Rickenbacker is no longer a military responsibility, having been 
transfcmd by long term lcasc to the RPA in 1992. It will be conveyed in fee under 
the public benefit authority of the Surplus Row Act of 1944 when environmental 
restoration is complete. Thc State of Ohio has proposed that under current 
circumstances, more money could be saved by leaving the ANG tanker units at 
Rickenbacker ANGB than by moving it to Wright-Patterson AFB. The Air Force has 
carefully examined his analysis and concluded that it is correct. The current analysis is 
less costly than the original estimate of moving both Rickenbacker ANGB units to 
Wright-Patterson AFB, primari)y because of the State's later burden-sharing proposal 
to lower the ANGS long-term operating costs at Rickenbacker. 

In a related force structme move, in arder to fully utilize the facilities at Wright- 
Patterson AFB, the Air Farce recommends that the 178th Fighter Group move from the 
Springfield Municipal Airport, Ohio, to Wright-Patterson AFB, about 30 miles away. 
This unit will fit into the available facilities with little consmtion. Tht move will 
save appximatcly $1.1 million in base operating support annually based on 
economics of consolidating some ANG functions with AFRES and active Air Force 
functions at Wright-Patterson. Since the unit moves only a short distance, retention of 
current personnel should not be a problem. 

The 4950th will still move to Edwards AFB, CaIifornia from Wright-Patterson 
AFB, Ohio, to take advantage of the enhanced military value through the efficiency of 
consolidating test assets. 

Thc original 1991 'realignment cost was $37.9 million in Military Construction 
(MILCON). The cost for this redirect is $26.2 million in MILCON, for a projected 
savings of $1 1.7 million. 

Impacts: The environmental impact and the impact on the rccciving community 
infrastructure are minimal. 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Defense Logistics Agency @LA) Selection Ihcess 

The Director, DLA established a DLA Base Realignment and Closure Executive 
Group comprised of appropriate Heads of Headquarters Principal Staff Elements. The 
Executive Group included both executive level civilian and military personnel. The 
Deputy Director, DLA served as Chairman of the Executive Group. The Executive 
Group acted as senior advisors to direct the effort and recommend DLA activity 
realignments and closures for the Director's consideration. 

A Working Group was established under the direction of the Executive Group. 
Thc Working Group was comprised of a core of full-time members and support staff 
h m  all pertinent DLA technical areas. Tbc Working Group collected and analyzed 
certifitd data, developed and evaluated recommendations for the Executive Group's 
consideration, conducted sensitivity analyses, and compiled documentation to support 
the final DLA recommendations. *' In an effort to evaluate DLA activities in a fair and consistent manner the 
Executive Group merged similar activities together for the purposes of analysis. 
Categories were derived h m  the general mission functions of :DLA. As a result, DLA 
defined their five categories as Regional Headquarters, Defense Distribution Depots, 
Inventory Control Points, S d c e  Support Centers and one-of-a-kind activities such as 
the Defense Clothing Factory. 

After organizing DLA activities into general categories, studies were undertaken 
to dctcnnine the data requirements for conducting a comprehensive activity analysis 
withim each category. Comprehensive data calls were designed to support the excess 
capacity; military value; and economic, environmental, and conrmunity analyses 
required by DoD guidance in accordance with the selection criteria and corresponding 
DLA Measures of Merit. Thc data was requested fiom Primary Field Level Activities 
(PFLA), Principal Staff Elements (PSE) within DLA Headquarters, and other 
governmental and commercial agencies. 

The DLA Internal Control Plan for the collection and analysis of data was 
developed specifically for this effort. The plan provided overall policy guidance and 
procedures to ensure that data was: consistent and standardizecl, accurate and 



complete, certifiable as required by law, verifiable by HQ DLA PSE and PLFA 
functional managers, auditable by DLA internal review offices and external audit and 
inspection agencies, and replicable using documentation developed during data 
collection. 

An Internal Control Checklist was developed and distributed as a working 
document to achieve the objectives of the Internal Control Plan, including the 
requirement for field commanders to certify the accuracy of their data. To further 
ensure the validity of feld data, functional experts on the Working Group traveled to 
selected activities and performed on-site reviews to confirm that accurate, quantifiable, 
and cdfW1e data was provided in response to data calls. 

In developing the capacity analysis for each category, DLA considered 
pjections for Militazy W c e  drawdowns as reflected in the DoD Force Smcatn 
Plan, discussad changes in basing and operations with the Military Services, and 
considend initiatives to improve DLA operational efficiencies and effectiveness. 

DLA developed a series of objective questions for each DLA activity in order to 
d~tumhc the amount of physical space and throughput capacity currently available at 
each I d o n .  Tbe data was used to quantifv the extent to which an existing DLA 
facility may have been constrained by physical space, throughput, span of control, or 
production capabiity. 

DLA analyzed military value to detcdne the relative ranking of an activity 
witb respect to otha installations in the same category, rather than to serve as a 
performance measure. Military value criteria (the first four DoD selection a i d )  
wae given priority consideration in the assessment of DLA instalIations for 
d g n m c n t  or closure. Since DLA provides support to the Military Services, the 
Agency is indirectly affected by Service projected force structure changes. Given this 
added complexity, the Executive Group agreed that more distinctive mcasm should 
be idenad to assess the military value of DLA activities. Accordingly, DLA 
developed Measures of Merit to fully address the military value of its activities. 
DLA's four measures of merit included Mission Essentiality, Mission Suitabirlity, 
Optrational Efficiencies, and Expandability. 

Tbc next step in the process was to identQ activities with the potential to be 
realigned or closed and eliminate the remaining activities from further considmtion. 
'Ibc results of the excess capacity analysis and the military value %view served as the 



basis for Executive Group decisions. Based on the analyses presented and the 
accumulated experience of the Executive Group, each DLA activity was reviewed, with 
further analysis as necessary, to identify potential prospects anti eliminate other 
activities from M e r  review. 

Following the screening of DLA activities for excess calpacity, military value, 
and elimination of certain activities from further consideration, scenarios were 
developed for closure and realignment. During the consideration of potential receiver 
sites for realignment and closure actions, opportunities for inter-ServicelDefense 
Agency sharing were analyzed. Coordination with the M i l i w  Services and other 
Defense Agencies was vital in gathering data and developing n ~ g n m e n t  and closure 
altenratives. 

Thc Working Group evaluated potential realignment scenarios using the 
COBRA model. The model assessed the relative economic value of realignment and 
closure alternatives in terms of costs, savings and return on investment. The Executive 
Group considered community, Mrastntcture, and environmental impact in accordance 
with DoD policy guidance, and the DoD selection criteria for impacts. 

The Director DLA reviewed the recommendations of the: DLA Executive Group 
and fomarded his recommendations to the Assistant Sexretary of Defense for 
Production & Logistics on February 22,1993. 



Defense Logistics Agency 

Recommendations and Justifications 

Defense Electronics Supply. Center (Gentile AFS, Ohio) 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) (Gentile 
AFQ, Dayton, Ohio, and relocate its mission to the Defense Construction Supply 
Center 0, Columbus, Ohio. 

Justification: DESC is one of four hardware Inventory Control Points (ICP). It is 
currently the host at Gentile Air FOICC Station in Dayton, Ohio. The only other tenant 
at Gentile AFS is the Defense Switching Network (DSN). The base has a large 
number of warehouses (vacant since the depot closed in the mid-seventies) which 
require extensive renovation before they could be used as administrative office space. 
'Ibe Agency has no plans to =-open the Depot at this location. 

Ibe hardware ICPs are all similar in missions, organizations, personnel skills 
and common automated management systems. The ICP Concept of Operations which 
takes into account the DoD Farce Structm Plan, indicates that consolidation of ICPs 
can reduce the cost of operations by eliminating redundant overhead operations. The 
Consumable Item Transfer will be completed in FY 94 and consolidation can begin 
after that transfa has been completed. 

Consolidating DESC and DCSC at both Columbus and Dayton was considered. 
The Columbus location provided the best overall payback and could allow for the 
complete closure of Gentile Air Farce Station, Dayton, Ohio. DCSC currently has 
approval for construction of a 700,000 square foot office building which should be 
completed in N 96. This building will provide adequate space for expansion of the 
ICP. As a result of the closure of DESC, Gentile Air Force Station will be excess to 
Air Force needs. 'Ibc Air Force will dispose of it in accordance with existing policy 
and procedure. It is the intent of tbe Air Forcc that the only other activity, a Defense 
Switching Network tcdnal ,  phase out within the time frame of the DESC closure. If 
the terminal is not phased out during this period, it will remain as a stand alone 
facility. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for this action is $108 million. 
Annual steady state savings arc $36.8 million with a retum on investment in one year. 



Impacts: Closing DESC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected 
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potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 13 perc:ent of the employment 
basc in the Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical Area, i~surning no economic 
recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or realignment recornmendations bring the 
total impact on the Dayton-Springfield Metropolitan Statistical Area to 12 percent. 
Potential environmental and community infrastructure impacts of consolidation of 
DESC with DCSC art minimal. 

Defense Persome1 Support Center and Defense Cliothing Factory, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Close the Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC), Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and relocate its mission to the Defense Distribuition Region East, New 
Cumberland, Pennsylvania. Close the Defense Clothing Factory, relocate the personnel 
supporting the flag mission, and use existing commercial soun:es to procure the 
clothing factory products. 

Justification: DPSC is the host of this Army-permitted activity in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. The installation also houses the Clothing Factolry, the Defense Contract 
Management District Midatlantic, and other tenants with apprcmimately 800 personnel. 
The decision to close the Clothing Factory is based on the premise that clothing 
requirements for the armed forces can be fulfilled cost effectively by commercial 
manufacturers, without compromising quality or delivery lead time. DPSC was not 
reviewed as part of the ICP category since it manages a much smaller number of items 
which have a significantly higher dollar value than the hardware ICPs. The activity 
has no administrative space available, but does have a small number of buildable acres. 
Environmental problems at DPSC would make building or extensive renovations 
impossible for some time in the future. 

With the movement of DCMD Midatlantic and the Clothing Factory out of 
DPSC, the Working Group examined options to either utilize the base as a receiver or 
move DPSC to another location. Scenarios were built so that activities moved to 
locations where excess space had been identified. DISC, curnsntly a tenant at AS0 
which is mommended for closure by the Navy, was considmd for possible 
rtalignment to DPSC. A scenario which d g n e d  DPSC to ALSO where DLA would 
assume responsibility for the basc was analyzed. Another, which split the three 
commodities at DPSC between DGSC and DCSC was also examined. 



Tbe distribution depot at New Cumberland has available buildable acres. 
Additionally, anotha recommendation moves DISC, a hardware ICP from Philadelphia 
to New Cumberland. This allows several activities to be consolidated. The presence 
of three ICPs and major DLA facilities in the area will create signifcant opportunities 
for savings and efficiencies in the future. As a result of the closure of DPSC, the 
pmperty will be excess to Army needs. Thc Army will dispose of it in accordance 
with existing policy and procedure. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for these closures is $173.0 
million. Annual steady state savings arc $90.6 million with an immediate rctum on 
investment. 

Impack Closing DPSC and the Clothing Factory will have an impact on the local 
economy. 'Ihe projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.4 
percent of the employment base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery.' Note: Other 1993 closure and/or nalignmcnt 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical 
Area to 0.8 percent. 

The closure will ultimately mult in a reduction in air emissions, wastewater 
discharges, and solid waste. 

Defense Distriiution Depot Oakland, California 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA @DOC), 
and relocate the primary mission to Defense Distribution Depot Tracy, CA (DDTC), 
Dcfmsc Distribution Depot S h a p ,  CA @DSC), and Defense Distribution Depot San 
Diego, CA (DDDC). Slow moving or inactive materiel remaining at DDOC at the 
time of closure will be relocated to other available storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. 

JustiTication: The decision to realign DDOC was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close Oakland Navy Base and Naval Air Station Alameda. The closure of the Navy 
Supply Ceom at Oakland (fleet support) md the Naval Aviation Depot at Alarneda 
~ernoved the customer bast from Oakland This closure along with substandard 
facilities contributed to the decision to realign h e  distribution mission out of Oakland. 
DDOC ratcd 14 out of 29 in the military value matrix. Except for two depots, all 
depots ratad lower than DDOC are co I locd  with a maintenance depot. The other two 
depots exceed Oakland's throughput capacity and storage space. 



Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
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recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Charlieston, Pensacola, and 
Letterkcmy distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Oakland will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employnlent loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 0.1 percent of the employment base in the Oakland Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the OaEcland Metropolitan 
Statistical Arca to 4.9 percent. Them will be no significant environmental or 
community inbstructurc impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, Florida 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Pe:nsacola, FL (DDPF), 
and relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow 
moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDPF at the time of the disestablishment 
will be relocatd to available storage space within the DoD Distribution System 

"C~II f Justification: The decision to disestablish DDPF was driven b*y the Navy's decision to 
close the Naval Supply Center and Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, eliminating 
DDPFs customer base. The loss of customer base along with irufficient storage space 
in the DoD distribution system drove the disestablishment. DDPF rated 10 out of 29 
in the military value matrix. All depots rated lower than DDPF: are collocated with 
their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooele, McClellan, Charleston, Oakland, and 
Letterkcmy distribution depots. Combiied estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot F'ensacola will have an 
impact on the local tconomy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 0 2  percent of the employment base in the Pensiacola Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment recommcnndations i n m e  the employment base in the Pensacola 
Metropolitan Statistical Arca by 4.2 percent. There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrastructure impacts. 



Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 
and Defense Contract Management District 

Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Contract Management District Midatlantic 
(DCMDM) and Defense Contract Management District Northcentral (DCMDN), and 
relocate the missions to DCMD Northeast, DCMD South and DCMD West. 

Jusmcation: The Defense Contract Management Districts perform operational 
suppat and management oversight of 105 Defense Contract Management Arca 
Operations @CMAOs) and Defense Plant Representative Offices @PROS). Since the 
e s t a b w  of the DCMDs a number of DCMAOs and DPROs have been 
disestablished thereby reducing the spa  of control nsponsibity of the five DCMDs. 
Based on the assumptions derived from the DoD Force Structure Plan it is anticipated 
that the DCMD span of control will not increase in future years. 'Ibis allows for the 
reconfiguration of the DCMDs by realigning responsibility for the operational 
activities, thereby reducing the numba of headquarters facilities which paform 
opera!ional support and management oversight. AU plant and area operations would 
continue to be unda geographically aligned Districts. The Military Value analysis 
resulted in the recommendation to disestablish the midathtic and northcentral 
activities and relocate their missions to the three remaining districts. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time costs for this closure are $18.7 
million. Annual steady state savings are $20.1 million with an immediate return on 
investment. 

Impacts: Dkcstablishment of DCMD Midabtic will have an impact on the local 
economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.0002 
pcmnt of the employment base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Arca, 
assuming no economic recovery, Note: Otha 1993 closure and/or realignment 
recommendations bring the total impact on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical 
h to 0.8 percent 

The disestablishment of DCMD Northcentral will have a similar negligible 
impact on the local economy in the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area. m e  
projected potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 0.0002 paccnt of thc 
employment base in the Chicago Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic 
recovery. 

Tberc ate no significant environmental or community infrastructure impacts 
resulting from tbese actions. 



Defense Logistics Service Center and Defense Reu tilization and 

mr 
Marketing Service, Battle Creek, Michigan 

Recommendation: Disestablish the Defense Logistics Servicers Center (DLSC) and 
collocate its mission with the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Relocate the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Servic:e, Battle Creek, 
Michigan, to the Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, Ohio. 
DCSC wiU provide all necessary support services for the relocated personnel. Two 
separate functional areas, Logistics Infarmation Management anid Logistics Information 
Distribution, will be assigned to the DLA Inventory Control Point (ICP) to 
accommodate the operational mission areas now performed by :DLSC. 

JustiT~cation: With the implementation of DMRD 918, "Defensle Information 
Infrastructure Resource Plan," the responsibility for Central Design Activity (CDA) and 
I n f o d o n  Pracessing Centers (PC) were assigned to the Deft:nse Information 
Technology Service Organization. As a result of the realignment the continued need of 
DLSC as a stand alone organization was evaluated. By consolidating functions at a 
DLA ICP, all support services can be performed by the receiving activity. Some of 
the functions cumntly being performed by DLSC NATO Codification personnel can 
be disbtibuted among the remaining DLA hardware centers, thaeby consolidating 

bt similar functions. This relocation also places HQ DRMS Battle Creek, Michigan, and 
Operations East, Columbus, Ohio, with a DLA Inventory Control Point to facilitate 
ovaall materiel managemeat. Savings result from moving DLSC and DRMS from 
GSA-leased space. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for thest: actions is $33.9 
million. Annual steady state savings arc $55.6 million with an immediate retum on 
investment. 

Impacts: Disestablishing DLSC and relocating DRMS will have an impact on the 
local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both (direct and indirect, is 
22  p a n t  of the employment base in the Battle Creek Metropt~litan Statistical Area, 
assuming no economic recovery. Potential environmental and community 
infiastrucm impacts of these actions are minimal. 



Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 
(DDLP) and relocate the depot's functions and materiel to Defense Distribution Depot 
Tobyhanna, PA (DDTP), Defense Dhibution Dcpot Anniston, AL and Defense 
Distribution Depot Red River, TX (DDRT). Active consumable items will be moved 
to Defense Depot New Cumberland, PA, and Defense Depot Mechanicsburg, PA. Any 
remaining materiel will be placed in available storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. 

JusW~cation: The decision to disestablish DDLP was driven by the Army decision to 
realign the I a m k c m y  Army Dcpot and consolidate its depot maintenance functions 
with those existing at Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA, Anniston Army Depot, AL, and 
Red River Army Depot, TX. Realignment of DDLP's primary customer and 
substandard facilities drive the decision to relocate the distribution mission to DDRT. 
DDLP rated 25 out of 29 in the military value matrix. All depots rated lower than 
DDLP are collocatad with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment= This disestablishment is in combination with the 
rccdmmended disestablishment of the Toocle, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and 
McClellan distribution depots. Combined estimated onetime costs for these 
discstablishmcnts is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings an $31.2 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Dcfcnsc Distribution Dcpot kttcrkenny will have 
an impact on the local economy. The projected potential employment loss, both direct 
and indirect, is 1.1 percent of the employment base in the Franklin County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 
closure and/or Wgnment mmmcndations bring the total impact on the Eranklin 
County Metropolitan Statistid Area to 8.9 percent. There will be no significant 
environmental or community infrastructure impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Charleston, South CaroIina 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Dcpot Charleston, SC (DDCS), 
and relocate the mission to Defense Distribution Depot Jacksonville, FL (DDJF). Slow 
moving and/or inactive materiel remaining at DDCS at the time of the realignment will 
be relocated to available storage space within the DoD Distribution System. 



Justification: The decision to realign DDCS was driven by the Navy's decision to 
close several naval activities in Charleston, SC, eliminating DDCS's customer base. 
The loss of customer base along with sufficient storage space i n  the DoD distribution 
system drove the disestablishment. DDCS rated 6 out of 29 in the military value 
matrix. AU depots rated lower than DDCS arc collocated with their primary customer, 
a maintenance depot. 

Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in c o m b i i o n  with the 
recommended disestablishment of the Tooelt, McCIellan, Pensacoh, Oakland, and 
Letterkcnay distribution depots. C o m b i i  estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $312 million with 
a return on investment in two years. 

Impacts: The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Charleston will have an 
impact on the local economy. The projected potential employn~ent loss, both direct 
and indhct, is 02 percent of the employment base in the Charleston Metropolitan 
Statistical Area, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on tht Chzrleston Metropolitan 
Statistical Area to 15 percent. Them will be no significant environmental or 
community infkastructurc impacts. 

Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah 

Recommendation: Disestablish Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, Utah (DDTU). 
Relocate the depot's functions/matcriel to Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX 
(DDRT). Any remaining materiel will be placed in available slpacc in the DoD 
Distribution System. 

Justification: The decision to disestablish DDTU was driven by the Army decision to 
d g n  Tooele Anny Depot and consolidate its depot maintenance functions with those 
existing at Red River Army Depot. Thc realignment of DDTU's primary customer and 
the substandard facilities drive the decision to disestablish DD'IKJ and relocate its 
functions and materiel to DDRT. DDTU rated 18 out of 29 in the military value 
matrix. With the exception of one depot (Columbus, Ohio), lower rated depots are 
collocated with their primary customer, a maintenance depot. The Columbus depot has 
almost twice the storage capacity and four times the issue throilghput capacity as 
DDTU. 



Return on Investment: This disestablishment is in combination with the 
~ccomrnendad disestablishment of the Lcttcrkenny, Oakland, Charleston, Pensacola, and 
McCle11an distribution depots. Combined estimated one-time costs for these 
disestablishments is $137.0 million. Annual steady-state savings are $31 2 million with 
a return on invcs&cnt in two years. 

Impacts The disestablishment of Defense Distribution Depot Tooele will have an 
impact on the local economy. Tht projected potential employment loss, both dircct 
and indirect, is 3.4 percent of the employment base in the Tooele County Metropolitan 
Statistical Arts, assuming no economic recovery. Note: Other 1993 closure and/or 
realignment recommendations bring the total impact on the Tooele County 
Metropolitan Statistical Area to 34.1 percent, There will be no significant 
environmental or community inhtructurc impacts. 

Defense Contract Management D i c t  West, El Segundo, California 

Recommendation: Relocate the Defense Contract Management District West @CMD 
Wcst), El Segundo, CA, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, CA. 

Justification: The DCMD West is currently located in GSA-leased administrative 
space in El Segundo, C A  Signifiwrt savings will result by moving the organization 
from GSA space to a building on Government property at Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
CA. A number of available DoD ppcrties were consided as potential relocation 
sites. The Naval Shipyard was selected because it does not involve the payment of 
Personnel Change of Station (PCS) costs. This move may requirt new construction to 
provide a building to receive the DCMD West. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time costs for this relocation an $12.4 
million. Annual steady state savings arc $6.0 million with an immediate return on 
investment. Tbe estimated one time cost includes the potential cost of construction, 
should that be required. 

Impacts: Relocating DCMD Wcst will have no negative impact on the local economy 
since it is an intra-area move. However, DCMD West is receiving personnel as a 
result of the overall DCMC consolidation. There is no signifcant environmental or 
community Mhstructurc impact nsulting from this relocation. 



Defense Industrial Supply Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

-v  Recommendation: Relocate the Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), a hardware 
Inventory Control Point (ICP), located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to New 
Cumberland, Pennsylvania. 

Justification: DISC is a tenant of the Navy's Aviation Suppllr Office (ASO) located 
in Philadelphia With the Navy decision to close AS0 during BRAC 93, DISC must 
either be relocated or remain behind and assume responsibility for the base. 

The Executive Group considered options where square footage or buildable 
acres existed. Also, only locations where ICPs currently exist were considered. 

Collocation with DCSC, DESC and DGSC were also camsidered. DGSC has 
buildable acres but no space available. DESC has warehouse !;pace and DCSC will 
haw administrative space in 1997. However, with the recomrrlended closures of 
DESC and realignment with DCSC, the additional move of DISC to DCSC was 
considered too risky. Scenarios were run splitting DISC among the remaining 
hardware centers and splitting DISC between DCSC and DGSC. Both options were 
considered too risky because proposed moves split managed items to multiple 
locations. 

b v Locating DISC at Defense Distribution Region East, a I)LA activity located at 
New Cumberland, Pennsylvania, and the presence of three ICPs and major DLA 
facilities in the area will create significant opportunities for savings and efficiencies in 
the future. Tbe relocation of DISC to New Cumberland provicles the best payback for 
DoD. The relocation allows the Navy to close and dispose of ASO. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for this relocation is $95.6 
million. Annual steady state savings are $20.7 million with a return on investment in 
four years. 

Impacts: Relocating DISC will have an impact on the local economy. The projected 
potential employment loss, both direct and indirect, is 02 percent of the employment 
base in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Arca, assuming no economic recovery. 
Note: Other 1993 closure and/or realignment recommendations bring the total impact 
on the Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area to 0.8 percent. The potential 
environmental impacts of relocating DISC to New Cumberla. are minimal and there 
are no community infrastructure impediments. 
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Summary of Selection Process 

Defense Information Systems Agency @ISA)I Process 

As a first step in the consoli&tion process, the Director of the Defense 
Information Technology Services Off'icc @ITSO) established the DoD Data Center . 

Consolidation Planning Team to develop a Data Processing Center @PC) consolidation 
plan. Tbe Planning Team adopted a site selection process that calls for identifying the 
existing sites that have the greatest potential for serving as consolidated DPCs. The 
methodology involvcd the following steps: 

o Identifv the candidate DPCs 

o Validate site information and apply ranking criteria 

o Determine the total data processing requirement 

o Determine the appropriate number of megacenten; 

o Develop a technical plan for migration of DoD data processing workload 
from the existing DPCs to the megacenters 

The methodology caremy considered the risks associated with both site 
selection and consolidation. Tbe plan builds on the work done by the Services in 
support of Defense Management Report Decision 924. Site seliection risk has been 
further reduced by conducting a sensitivity analysis on the site selection criteria 

Tbe methodology for ranking the megacenters involved a two step process. 
Fmt, the criteria for selecting a megacenter site were identified. These criteria were 
then weighted according to their importance as a discriminator in the ranking of sites, 
with the total weights adding to 100 percent. The criteria fell into three broad 
categories: 1) Facilities criteria, which account for 50 percent of the total weight, 2) 
Security criteria, which accouut for 35 percent of the total weight, and 3) Operations 
criteria which account for 15 percent of the total weight. Each, site could receive a 
total of ten points for each of the criteria. 'Ihe points assigned were then multiplied by 
the weight factor for each criterion and summed to determine the score for each 
potential megacenter site. 



Thirty-six megacenter candidates were scored against the criteria to establish a 
candidate ranking. Site visits were made to validate the Service-supplied data. 

The number of megacenters required was &tcmined by totaling the processing 
workload rq-ts of all sites to be consolidated and distributing these 
rcqukmcnts, beginning with the topranked site, until all the requirements were 
satisfied. A sensitivity analysis was p e r f d  to determine how much the site ranking 
order depended on the weights assigned tocach criterion and the inclusion or exclusion 
of a specific crimia. 
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Recommendation and Justification 

T DoD Data Center Consolidation 

Recommendation: Execute a DoD-wide Data Center Consolidlation Plan that 
A disestablishes 44 major data processing centers (DPCs) by consolidating their 

i n f o d o n  processing workload into fifteen standardized, automated "megacenters" 
located in existing I)oD facilities. 

The 44 DPCs recommended for disestablishment are 1oc;~ted at the following 
DoD installations: 

IyauSks 
NCTS San Diego, CA 
NSC Puget Sound, WA 
NSC Norfolk, VA 
NAWC AD Patuxent River, MD 
NAWC WD Point Mugu, CA 
NSC Pearl Harbor, HI 
NAS Whidbey Island, WA 
TRF Kings Bay, GA 
NAS Key West, FL 
NAS Occana, VA 
NCI'AMSLANT Norfolk, VA 
N m S  New Orleans, LA 
CRUITCOM Arlington, VA 
NARDAC San Francisco, CA 
NCCOSC San Diego, CA 

NSC Charleston, SC 
AS0 Philadelj~hia, PA 
NCTS Pensacela, FL 
NAWC WD C X M  Lake, CA 
F'ISC San Diego, CA 
FACSO Port Huenemc, CA 
TRF Bangor, 'WA 
NAS BrunswicAt, ME 
NAS Mayport, FL 
EPMAC New Orleans, LA 
BUPERS Washington, DC 
N m S  Washington, DC 
NCTAMS EASTPAC Pearl 

Harbor, HI 
NAVDAF Co~pus Christi, TX 

Marine Coms Site  
MCAS Cherry Point, NC RASC Camp Izjeune, NC 
RASC Camp Pendleton, CA MCAS El Toro, CA 

Air Force Sites 
CPSC San Antonio, TX 7th CG, Penta,gon, VA 
AFMPC Randolph AFB, TX RPC McClellan AFB, CA 



Defense h i s t i c s  Aeencv Sit- 
IPC Battle Cretk, MI 
IPC Philadelphia, PA 

IPC Ogden, UT 
IPC Richmond, VA. 

Jkfense Information Svstems Aeencv S i t e  
DITSO In-lis IPC, IN DI'I'SO Kansas City IPC, MO 
DITSO Columbus Annex (Dayton), OH 

0 ion 

o Columbus, Ohio o Mcchanicsburg, Pennsylvania 
o Ogden, Utah o Dayton, Ohio 
o San Antonio, Texas o St. Louis, Missouri 
o Rock Island, Illinois o Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 
o Montgomery, Alabama o Jacksonville, Florida 
o Denver, Colorado o Charnbcrsburg, Pennsylvania 
o Wamcr-Robins, Gear& o Cleveland, Ohio 
o Huntsville, Alabama 

Justiflaation: A DPC is an organizatiody defined set of dedicated personnel, 
computer hardware, computer software, telecommunications, and environmentally 
conditioned facilities whose primary function is to provide computer processing 
support far customers. Tbe DPCs to be closed were transferred from the Military 
-ts and Defense Agencies to the Defense Information Systems Agency 
(DISA) under the guidelines of Defense M a n a g m t  Report Decision (DMRD) 918. 
Rapid consolidation of these facilities is necessary to accommodate a significant 
pation of thc DMRD 918 budget savings totding $45 b ' ion while continuing to 
support the mission and functions of DoD at the required service levels. 

. Consolidation of DPCs is one of scvcral cost saving initiatives underway within 
DISA. Best industry practice in the private sector has established the viabiity and 
dts'ibility of this approach. It will position DoD to mom efficiently support common 
data processing requirements across Services by leveraging information technology and 
resource investments to meet multiple needs. In tbc long tcnn, it will increase the 
Military Departments' and Defense Agencies' access to state-of-the-art technology 
while requiring fewer investments to suppoxt similar Savicc needs. This is an 
aggressive plan that will ultimately position DoD to support business improvement 
initiatives, downsizing, and srrcamlining through the efficient use and deployment of 



technology. DISA has undertaken an extensive evaluation of candidate megacenters to 
ensure that the facilities, security, and ongoing operations will support an efficient and 
flexible Defense Information Infra-structure capable of meeting the requirements of the 
Defense community. 

1-g the evaluation process the IPC at McClellan Air Force Base rated high 
enough to be selected as a megacenter site. However, with the Air Force's 
recommendation to close McCIcIlan Air Force Base the McClcllan IPC was removed 
from further consideration. 

Return on Investment: Total estimated one time cost for this recommendation is 
$408 million. Annual steady state savings are $290 million wjtth an immediate return 
on investment. 

Impacts: The consolidation will have minimal impact on the lcornmunities and 
environment at both the existing and target DPC sites. 





Chapter 5 

Implementation 

Introduction 

Public Law 101-510, besides establishing the procedures for selecting bases to 
be closed or realigned, establishes procedures for canying out approved closures and 
realignments. The law also describes the applicabiity of othcr public laws and Federal 
regulations to the implementation of base closures and realignments (see Appendix A). 

Requirement to Close and Realign Bases 

The Secretary of Defense must close and realign military installations 
recommended for closure and realignment by the  commission^, unless the President 
does not approve the recommendations or a Congressional joint resolution of 
disapproval is enacted. 

The Secretary must initiate all the closures and realignments within two years 
and complete all the closures within six years, beginning from the date the President 
approves the recommendations. 

Implementation Procedures and Fundling 

The Secretary may (in implementing the approved base: closures and 
realignments) acquire land, construct replacement facilities, arid plan and design for 
relocating activities. 

Public Law 101-510 establishes a special Department alf Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990, to fund costs associated with closing and realigning bases. The 
Secretary may also use the Account to provide: economic adjustment assistance to 
communities; community planning assistance; and, outplacement assistance to civilian 
employees. There is a separate base closure account for implementing the 
recommendations of the 1988 Base Closure Commission. 

The Secretary may use the Account to provide for environmental restoration and 
mitigation at closing and realigning bases. The Secretary is required to ensure that 
environmental restoration of property made excess as a result of closing or realigning 
bases be carried out as soon as possible with funds available jfor such purposes. 



Property Disposal 

The Administrator of General Services is required to delegate to the Secretary of 
Defense the Administrator's property disposal authorities under public law to: utilize 
excess property; dispose of surplus property; grant approvals and make determinations; 
and, make excess or surplus property available for wildlife conservation purposes. The 
Secretiuy is required to follow General Services Administration property disposal 
regulations in canying 'out his authorities. 

Before the Secretary can dispose of any surplus real property or facility, he is 
required to consult with the Governor of the State and the heads of local governments 
about the local community's plans for the use of the property. For over 30 years, DoD 
has helped local communities plan for the reuse of closing bases. This program, 
managed by DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment, is discussed later in this chapter. 

The Secretary may transfer real property or facilities at a closing or realigning 
base to a Military Department or the Coast Guard, with or without reimbursement. 
This authority is important to help ensure DoD retains its best assets in cases where 
the need for transfer from one Department to another could not be identified during the 
base closure and realignment selection process. 

Applicability of the National Environmental Policy Act w 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will apply to the actions DoD 

takes in implementing approved base closures and realignments. NEPA will apply in 
disposing of property and in relocating functions from a base being closed or realigned 
to a receiving base. However, in applying NEPA to property disposal or reloca5ng 
functions, DoD need not consider: (1) the need for closing or realigning the base; (2) 
the need for transferring functions to a base selected as a receiving base; or (3) 
alternatives to the closing, realigning or receiving bases. 

Congressional Oversight 

DoD is required to report annually to the Defense Committees of Congress the 
following information concerning implementation of approved base closures and 
realignments: 

o A schedule of closure and realignment actions for the year, 

o The costs required and savings to be achieved, 

o An assessment of the environmental effects of the actions, 
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o A description of actions at receiving bases, and 

o An assessment of the environmental effects at the receiving bases. 

Finally, DoD is required to report to the Congress the funds remaining in the 
Base Closure Account after the Account has terminated. Unobligated funds which 
remain in the Account after termination will be held in the Account until transferred by 
law. 

Easing the Impact 

Closing military bases is difficult, especially for the people affected. DoD has 
for years managed programs designed to assist communities, homeowners and 
employees in adjusting to the closure of bases. We intend to improve the existing 
p g r a m s  and to create new economic growth initiatives (see Appendix C). 

Economic Adjustment Assistance 

Economic adjustment assistance for communities can alleviate local impacts of 
Defase p g r a m  changes. Impacts may result from major base closure or realignment 
actions that reduce local employment. Other actions may inmase Defense activity and 
place new demands on communities for increased public services (sewer, water, roads, 
schools, etc.). Changes can impact on individuals and have secondary effects on area 
businesses, local governments, and other elements of the local (economy. 

The Department takes the lead in efforts to alleviate there problems. An 
Economic Adjustment h g r a m  was initiated for this purpose it1 May 1961. Since 
1970, adjustment assistance has been enhanced through the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee (EAC) which is composed of 23 Federal Departments and 
Agencies, and chaired by the h t a r y  of Defense. The DoD [Office of Economic 
Adjustment (OEA) swcs as the permanent staff for the Committee. 

The EAC works with local, state and Federal Agency representatives to develop 
strategies and coordinate action plans to generate new job oppc~rtunities and to alleviate 
social and economic impacts resulting from Defense program c.hanges. Whenever 
possible, former military bases are converted for productive ciuilian uses, i.e. airports, 
industrial parks, schools, hospitals, d o n a 1  areas, etc. Available Federal, state and 
local government resources are utilized to spur private sector irlvestments and jobs. 

DoD plans to increase significantly the scope of activitie:~ undertaken by OEA. 
OEA is responsible for leading DoD's efforts to work with connmunities severely 
affected by base closms and other reductions in defense spending. OEA works 



closely with other federal, st*, and local government organizations in order to bring 
the full range of assistance programs to bar on affected communities. DoD will 
increase OEA's budget dramatically from about $8 million in FY 1992 to nearly $30 
million in N 1993. 

With its i n m a d  budget, OEA will offer grants to help community 
organizations trsnsition from a planning function to an operational entity. Mous ly ,  
OEA funded the planning function only. OEA also plans to invite grants from states 
to support local community adjustment and business assistance programs; up to $2.5 
million is earmarked for this purpose. OEA will also make grants to help states and 
local governments develop community adjustmen: and economic diversification plans 
and establish demonstration projects in four areas. 

Economic Growth Results 

Tbe Office of Economic Adjustment periodically surveys the economic progress 
of nearly 100 communities affected by base closures during the past 32 years. The 
survey measures job replacement generation and reuses for the former bases, as 
accomplished and reported by the communities thcmsclves. The survey findings are 
consmative since they exclude secondary and off-base jobs. Thc 1990 m e y  found: 

o New jobs replace DoD civilian losses. A total of 158,000 civilian jobs 
are now located on fonna defense facilities to replace the loss of 93,000 
fanna DoD civilian and con- jobs. 

'(3 

o New educational opportunities. Many four-ycar colleges and post- 
secondary vocational technical (vo-tech) institutes or community colleges, 
as well as high school vo-tech programs have been established at former 
bases. The reuse of the former Defense facilities for new vocational 
technical education has provided a strong job-inducement contribution to 
future community economic development programs. 

o Student mllments. Tbae are 73,000 college and post-secondary 
students; 20,000 secondary vo-tech students; and 62,000 trainees now 
receiving education and training at 57 former Defense bases. 

o Industrial and aviation uses. Office industriaf parks or plants have been 
established at 75 of the farmer Defense bases. Forty-two of the former 
bases are being used as municipal or general aviation airports. 



Currently, OEA is working with 38 communities near l~ases recommended for 

m r closure by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure Commissions (sec: Appendix F). OEA has 
provided $10 million, over the last three years, in Community Planning Assistance 
Grants to affected locations for economic adjustment organization costs and to help 
develop local base rcdcvelopmcnt plans. Working through the EAC, OEA is also 
helping these communities implement their adjustment plans. With funds transferred 
from DoD, the Economic Development Administration of the Department of 
Commerce, will makc 33 grants totalling $50 million for utility infrastructure 
improvements, business loan funds, and state level adjustmenlt planning activities. 
Similarly, with DoD funds, tbc Department of Labor has made 45 grants totalling $40 
million for worker adjustment assistance and retraining. 

Until the property at the closing bases is disposed of for public and private use, 
redevelopment is understandably limited. Most of the bases recommended for closure 
in 1988 and 1991 have yet to close. However, several communities affected are 
solidly on the way to economic recovery helped by DoD's willingness to temporarily 
lease portions of bases before closure. Lockheed Aerospace has leased hangars at 
Norton AFB for aircraft overhaul and maintenance, creating 8100 jobs. A major 
trucking company, J.B. Hunt, recently opened a truck driver training center at the 
England Industrial Air Park and Community (former England Am). At the Pease 
International Tradeport ( f o m  Pease AFB) a variety of new activities have created 
more than 1,000 jobs. Among the major tenants are the U.S. Passport and Visa 

'clir Processing Center and the Business Express (Delta Airlines) ~naintenancc facility. And 
at the former Naval Air Station Chase Field in Beeville, Texas, 400 family housing 
units have been Itased, and Prostar Aircraft, a manufactmu of small planes used 
primarily for agriculture and recreational purposes, began production at the base in 
March 1993. 

Tbe transition period (often 3-5 years) from military to1 civilian use of a former 
base can be difiicult for many communities. Yet, the experience of communities 
affected by earlier base closrncc clearly indicates successful adjustment is possible. 
Moreover, communities become more diversified and econonically stable. The 
Department of Defense is committed to helping affected communities throughout 
transition. 



Environmental Restoration at Closing Bases 

DoD is obligated under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program and the 
Comprchdve Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
to =tore con tambtd  sites on military bases, whether they arc closing or not. 

DoD is cornmittad to restoring closing bases to safe condition within the 
capabilities of technology and the availabiity of funds. Tbe Base Closun Account, 
d&bed earlier in this chapter, is uscd to fund this environmental restoration at 
closing bases or at realigning bases where the cleanup action is driven by requirements 
of the realignment. 

DoD wants to ensure, whczlcvu possible, that environmental cleanup is not a 
barria to economic recovery. DoD has spent and will continue to spend significant 
defense FCSOUICCS on environmental restoration, but will need help from Congress and 
the Envinmmcntal Protection Agency to streamhe the process. 

DoD has several initiatives underway to expedite the environmental restoration 
process and thereby speed local economic m v e r y .  

In 1990, DoD formed an environmental response task farce which, in October 
1991, nparted on ways to: improve interagency coardination of environmental 
ICSPOIWC actions; streamline and consolidate regulations, practices and policies; and, 
improve environmental restoration at bases that were being closed under the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988. This task force is being reconvened in fiscal 
year 1993 and will provide yearly reports to Congress until the base closure proccss is 
completed. 

DoD has established a model program which will test: expediting clean-up; 
acceleratjng the contracting process; altematives for avoiding disputes; concumnt 
regulatory re* and, options for local reuse while clean-up is in progress. 

DoD, in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the 
Military Services, State and local regulatq off1ccs, and State and local 
~ ~ v e l o p m c n t  organizations, is conducting a series of base closure and 
realignment (BRAC) Interagency Acceleration Initiatives Conferences. These 
conferences, organized on an EPA regional basis, promote discussions between 
appropriate parties and foster the potential implementation of some 47 acceleration 
initiatives at closing installations. The acceleration initiafives, in five major categories 
of management, process, technology, contracting, and training, were developed to 
promote the timely environmental restoration and fast return of closing DoD 
installations. 



Homeowners Assistance Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) was authorized by Congress to 
assist eligible military and federal civilian homeowners who, through no fault of their 
own, face a financial loss when selling their homes in an area where real estate values 
have declined because of a base closure or realignment. 

In general, HAP works in three ways. The G0vernmen.t helps eligible 
employees who cannot sell their homes within a reasonable tine by either: buying their 
homes for 75 percent of their prc-closure announcement value; or reimbursing them for 
most lost equity should the homeowners sell the house for less than the preclosure 
announcement value. The program also provides relief for dis;placcd employees facing 
foreclosure. 

To be eligible for HAP benefits, the applicant must be ,a military member (Coast 
Guard included), federal civilian or non-appropriated fund employee assigned or 
employed at or near the installation announced for closure or ]realignment, and be the 
owner-occupant on the announcement date. Eligibility is also extended under certain 
conditions to personnel on overseas tours or those ordered into on-base housing within 
a specified period prior to the closure or realignment announcc:ment. 

The program is initially funded with appropriated funds'; however, the fund is 
replenished with the proceeds from the sale or rental of houses purchased by the 
Government under the program. 

Civilian Employee Assistance 

The DoD Priority Placement Program is another program that was established to 
help DoD civilian employees adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. 

A state-of-the-art automated referral system is cumntly in operation. Over the 
years since its inception, the referral system has helped more than 106,000 employees 
find new assignments. This system supports the Priority Placament Program and is 
cost effective. Periodic surveys have shown that 99 percent of placements are 
considered successful by the supcrvhrs with whom the employees have been placed. 
Over two-thirds of the employees placed through the system have maintained their pay 
grades and shies, or have advanced. Nearly the same number of placements have 
bccn within the commuting area of the original jobs. When that is not possible, 
relocation expenses arc paid when m employee is placed in a job outside the present 
commuting area. The program has successfully placed nearly every employee willing 
to relocate. 



The Office of Personnel Management's (OPMs) Interagency Placement 
Assisuince Program (IPAP) and Displaced Employee Program (DEP) are newer 
program also designed to help to place employees separated or about to be separated '.) 
from their positions by a reduction in force. OPM is in the process of combining these 
programs into one. 

DoD has also recently established the Defense Outplacement Referral System 
(DORS). DORS is a voluntary, automated .referral system available to DoD ernployets 
and their spouses seeking employment and to employas seeking workas. Both 
register in the DORS systcm. Employers idcntSy skills they need and individuals list 
the skills they possess. TIsc system electronically provides n g i s t d  employas the 
rcsuncs of individuals who meet their skiU requirements. 

Recent legislation requires the Office of Personnel Management to establish a 
Government-wide vacancy list. Candim seeking Federal employment will no longer 
have to makc numrous inquiries about vacancies, but can query this one some. The 
O&ce of Pasonnel Managcmcnt is also required to establish procedures for non-DoD 
Agencies to give displaced DoD employees full consideration for vacancies filled from 
outside their A g d c s .  

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) allows the releast of placement 
assistance and - , ' ' g monies to those employees who are to be involuntarily 
separated from the'= positions. In most situations, employees identified for separation 
will be eligible for these funds six months prior to separation. Employees at 
instalMions on the base realignment and closure list are eligible for thtsc monies 24 
months prior to the closure date. 

Employees who have received reduction in force separation notices will be 
allowed to stay on DoD's rolls beyond the reduction in force date if they have 
enough annual leave to carry them to first retirement eligib'ity or to meet the 
eligibility criteria to carry Fcdaal Employee Health Benefits (FEHB) into retirement 
(five years of coverage). DoD employees who arc carolled in FEHB and who are 
involuntarily sqaratd by RIF may elect to continue FEHB enrollment (for up to 18 
months following separation) and pay only the employee portion of the cost 

A post closure hiring preference wiU also be afforded employees adversely 
affected by base closures. 'Ibey will be given the right of first refusal for jobs created 



by award of contracts to prepare the base for closure or to maintain the base after 
closure. Employees will be notified of skills required by the contractor and will apply 
directly to the contractor. 

Activities expecting major reductions may request Volu~ntary Early Retirement 
Authority (VERA) from OPM. Eligible employees (those 50 years of age with 20 
years of service or those with 25 years of service at any age) may be offered this 
opportunity. Additionally, VERA may be expanded to nondolwnsizing organizations 
to mate vacancies for other employees scheduled for separation. 

Finally, separation pay incentives may be approved by tlhe Office of the 
Secretary of Defense to be used at activities that are downsizing or at activities that are 
not downsizing, but where vacancies could be created to place employees who would 
o t h e h  be separated. The incentives or bonuses are to be us& for targeted surplus 
occupations, grades and locations. Tbe incentives arc lump sum bonuses up to $25,000 
for employees who resign, or who elect early retirement or regular (optional) 
retirement. These incentives may not be offered in the final stage of base closure but 
may be used in earlier phases. 

Toois to Help Commanders Close Basca 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense has the authority to waive dual 
compensation restrictions for retired military members or civilkms hired at closing 
bases to fill critical positions. Thc waivers can only be granted1 for temporary 
appointments at bases within two years of their scheduled closulrc dates. 

Job swaps allow Commanders to staff critical jobs at closing bases and create 
placement opportunities for employees who would otherwise bc, separated. Job swaps 
arc an exception to the Priority Placement Program. Ernployee:~ at closing bases may 
swap jobs with employees at non-closing bases who arc, or will soon be eligible for 
retirement (including discontinued service retirement). Job swaps may be authorized 
only when the position at the closing base has been specifically identified as critical 
and continuing (one year or more) and the swap has been approved by the supervisors 
of both employees. This provision may also be used to fill vacant critical positions at 
a closing installation. 

Generally, employees at closing bases are eligible for milimited annual leave 
accrual (elimination of the 240 hour cap). However, employee:; at a realigning base 
who work for an activity not impacted by the realignment are not eligible (i.e., 
employees at the realigning b e  whose activity will continue in the same location after 
realignment are not eligible). 
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Appendix A 
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Public Law 101-510, as amended 

PROVISIONS OF LAW RELATING TO BASE 
CLOSURES AND FUZALIGNMENTS 

(as amended through P.L. 102-590; December 31,1992) 

1. DEFENSE BASE CU)SURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 
1990 AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

mtle XMX o6P.L 101410, .ppmtd Nw. 6.1990,lO U.S.C. 2687 pat.) 

ITIZF: KKlg-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

PART A-DEFENSE BASE Crx,SURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SEC. teol. S H O m  TfiL& AND PuBPOSE 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-This part may be cited as the "Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Act of 1990". 
(b) PURPOSE.--The purpose of this part is to provide a fair 

process that will result in the timely dosure and realignment of 
military installations inside the United States. 
SEC 2@0% THE COMWBSION 

(a) ESTAEUSHMENT.-T~~~~ is established an independent com- 
mission to be known as the Pcfense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Cammission". 

(b) DUTIES.-The Coxmission shall carry out the duties speci- 
fied for it in this part. 

(c) A P p o ~ . - . ( l X A )  The Commission shall be cornposed of 
eight members appointed by the President, by and with the advise 
and consent of the Senate. 

CB) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations 
for appointment to the Commission- 

(i) by no later tban January 3, 1991, in the casc! of mem- 
baa of the Commission whose terms will expire at the end of 
the first session of the 102nd Congnss; 

(ii) % no later than Jan- 25,1993, in the case of mem- 
bers of e Commission whose terms will cxpin at the end of 
the first session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the caw of m a -  
bers of the Commission whose term8 will expin at the end of 
the first session of the 104th Congress. 
(C) If the Pnsident does not transmit to Congress the nomina- 

tions for appointment to the Commission on or before the date 
fied for 1993 in clause (ii) of Bubparagra h (B) or fc~r 1995 in 

use (iii) of such subparagraph, the process y which military in- r t 
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lrtallations may be relected for closure or reali ent under this 
part with nspect to that year s h . ~  be t e r m i r m c  

(2) In rrelectin individuals for nominations for appointments 8 
the Cammission, t% e %dent should aonsult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the Home of Repmmtativea concern- 
ing the a pointment of two m e m k  

(B) rEe majority leader of th b a t e  concerning th ap  
paintment of two m e m h .  

(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives 
mncezning the appointment of one memba; and 

(D) the minority leader of the Senate concerning the a p  
pointment of one member. 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for a p  

pointment to the Commirdon for each reridon of C o n g n s s  dad 
graph (lXB), the Pnsident &dl designate one ruch indi- 

vidua who shall stme as Chairman of the Cammission. 
(d) TERMS.-41) Except ur 

hair- 
ded in paragraph (2). each 

member of the Commission B reme until the a&ournment of 
Congress dne die for the d o n  during which the member was a p  
painted to the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commi~don ahall oerve until the con- 
6rmatian of a oucalrsor. 

(el MEETx~os.-41) The Comaisdon rb.ll meet only during ad- 
endar years 1991,1993. and l995. 

(2XA) Each meeting of the Canmidon,  other than meetings in 
which cla~sSed mformation M to be d i ~ ~ ~ ~ l r d ,  ohall be open to the 
public. 

CB) All the * , information, and d e l i i t i o n s  of the 
commi.ssion B e u p o n  n p d  to tba follminp: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member 
d the Subcammittet on Readiness, Sustainabikty, and Support 
of the Committee on Armed Strvim~ of the Senate, or such 
other members of the Subannmittee designated by nrch C k -  
man or ranking minarity party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the rankrng minority party member 
of the Subcommittee on Military ImtaUatians and Facilities of 
the Committee on Armed M a r  of the H o w  of Rep 
resentatives, or such other members of the Subcommittsc des- 
ima $ much Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) e Chairmen and d n g  minority party members of 
the Subcommittcer on Military co-on of the CammitteeE 
on Appropriatiom of the Senate and of the House of R e p  
resentatives, or such other m e m k  of the Subcommittees des- 
ignated by such Chairmen or ranking minority %"J' =--. (f) VACANCIES.--A vacancy in the Commirsion all be filled in 

the oame manna u the original appointment, but thc individual 
appointed to fill the vacan shall m e  on1 for the unexpired par- 
tion of tbe - for w h i z  the individ J# predtce%~~or was a p  - 
pointed 

@)'PAY AND hum ExeENSES.41XA) &ch xmXnber, 0th- 
than the Chairman, shall be d at a rate qua! to the dail x B 7 =Tiv- alent of the minimum ann rate of basic y payable for eve IV 
of the Executive Schedule under &on 15 of title 5, United 
Stab Code, for each day (including travel time) during which the 
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member is engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in 
the Commission. 

(B) The Cb ' shall be paid for each day referred to in sub- 
paragraph (A) at  a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the mini- 
mum annual rate of basic pay payable for level ID of the Elxecutive 
Schedule under eection 5314 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel upenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 
of title 5, United States Code. 

(h) D m m ~  OF  STAFF.^^) The Commission shall, without re- 
gard to section 5311b) of title 5, United States Code, ap %mt a Di- 
rectar who has not served on active duty in the Arm 3 Forces or 
as a civilian employee of the Department of Defense during the 
one-year period preceding the date of such appointment. 

(2) The Director shall be paid at  the rate of basic pay payable 
for lwel IV of the Executive Schedule under section 53151 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(i) STAFF.--41) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (31, the Ilirector, 
with the ap rwal of the Cammission, may appoint and fi. the pay 
of additiona i' personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard 
to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing ,appoint 
ments in the campetitive service, and any personnel so appointed 
may be paid without regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and 
subchapter III of chapter 53 of that title relating to classification 
and General Schedule pay rates, except that an individual so a p  
pointed may not receive pay in uceas of the annual rate of basic 
pay payable for GS.18 of the G e n d  Schedule. 

(3XA) Not more than one-third of the rsonnel employed by 
or detailed to the Commission rmy be on c t a i l  &om the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

(BXi) Not more than one-fifth of the professional analysts of 
the Commission staff may be persons detailed from the Depart- 
ment of Defense to the Commission. 

(5) No person detailed from the Department of Defense to the . 
Commission may be assigned as the lead professional anal!& with 
respect to a military department or defense a ency. 

(C) A person may not be detailed from t i e  Department of De- 
fense to the Commission if, within 12 months before the detail is 
to begin, that n participated personally and substanlially in 
any matter wi=e Dapartment of Defense concerning the rep 

installations. 
f aration of recommendations for closuns or realignments of ]mi 'tary 

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no officer or em- 
ployee of the Department of Defense, may- 

(i) prepare any report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, 
or efiiciency of the armance on the staff of the Commission 
of any person detai ed from the Department of Defense to that 
s w ,  

p" 
(ii) review the preparation of such a report; or 
(iii) approve or disap ve such a report. F (4) Upon request of the irector, the head of any Federal de- 

partment or agency may detail any of the personnel of that depart- 
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mmt  or agency to the Cammi~on to assist the Commimsion in car- 
out its duties under this part. 

5) The Corn troller General of the United States ahdl provide 7 
aasistana, in~l& the detailing of amp~opsu. to the caraniseion 
in acudana with an agreement entmd into with the Commit- 
don. 

(6) The foflowing d c t i o n s  relating to the pemannel of the 
Commission shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 

(A) There may not be m a n  than 16 persons on the rtaff 
at an one time. 

 he ~ f t  may perfarm only 8 1 r b  f~nctio118 as Pc nee 
essaifto p p a n  for-& tramition to new membemhip on the 
Commission m the following year. 

(C) No member of the Armed Farces and no employee of 
the Department of Defense may serve on the staft. 
(j) OTHER AVTBORITP.~~)  The Commirsion may procure by 

contract, to the extent funds are available, the temporary or inter- 
mittent &ces of experts or consultants pursuant to d o n  3109 
of title 5. United States Code. 

(2) The Cammiasion may lea= ce md rapire personal 
pmprtg to the extent fim& are araildb7: 

Q PUN DING.--.(^) Thsn are autbo:-d to be appr~priatsd ta 
the Cammission nreh fun& aa a m  naaclc~ry to carry out its duties 
under this p&. Such funds lball remain a d a b l e  until expended. 

(2) If no  fund^ are ap td to the Commission by the end 
o~t~n.mmionoftPEKLtcon-thetb.tmyof~, 
fen= may transfer, for 6ud year 1991, to thC Cornmimion funds 
fram the Department of Deftrue Bare Closure h u n t  establiehed 
by section 207 of Public Law 100626. Such funds ahall remain 
available until expended. 

0 )  'Imuaxmno~.~Tht Commbsion rhPn terminate on Deam- 
ber 31,1995. 

!xu) P R O ~ O N  AGAINST RESTRICTING C ~ ~ C A T I O N S . -  
Stct~on 1034 of title 10, Unibd Stat- Code, rh.ll apply with rc- 
spect to communicationr, with the C a m m a  . . on. 
SEC. tsoa PBOCEDvae FOB - a r c c O ~ A T I O N S  FOB BASE 

CU)SLTBEBANDBEALIGNxEm6 
(a) FORCE-QTRUCTURE m . 4 1 )  lSI part of the budget jut- 

tifiattion documents NbmiUed to Congrem in rup of the bud 
et  for the Department oflkfanre for each of the ~~199, F 
1994, and 1996, the Secmtary ahdl include a fofot-stNEture plan 
for the Armed Fanxe b a d  on an a s m m t n t  by the Secmtplr of 

trr to the national 
with the fiscal year for 
e antidpabd lwtls of 

for national defenre purpom during nrch period. 
(2) Such plan .hill include, without any reference (directly ar 

indirectly) to military in6tallationo inside the United Stake that 
may be c l o d  or d g n e d  under Nth plan- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in para- 
graph (1); 

(B) a description (i) of the antici ted f4nx structure dur- 
o r  ing and at the end of each such pen for each military depart 

ment (with specifications of the number and type of units in 
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the active and reserve fore6 of each such department), and (ii) 
of the units that will need to be forward based (with a jus- 
tification thereof) during and a t  the end of each such period; 
and 

(C) a desuiption of the anticipated implementation of such 
f ~ s t r u c t u r e  plan. 
(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force- 

structure plan to the Cammission. 
(b) SELECTION CIUTEIUA~I) The Secretary shall, by no later 

than December 31,1990, publish in the Federal Register and trans- 
mit to the congressional defense committees the criteria proposed 
to be used by the Department of Defense in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. The Secreby shall 
provide an op unity for ublic comment on the proposed criteria 
for a period o P" at least 30 tL ys and shall include notice of that o p  
portuni in the publication uired under the receding sentence. i (2x2) The Secretary say no later than ebruary 15, 1991, 
ublieh in the Federal Rcgister and transmit to the co sional 

Befense committees the h a 1  &teria to be used in m X &  rec- 
ommendations for the closure or nali ent of military knstalla- 
tions inside the United States under s P a r t .  Exce t as provided P in subparagraph (B), mach critaia shall be the h a  criteria to be 
used, along with the force-structure plan referred to in dbsection 
(a), in makin such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint 
resolution of bngress enacted on or before March 15,1991. 

(B) The Secretary ma amend such criteria, but such amend- 
ments may not become ddve until they have been published in 
the Federal Register, opened to public comment for at least 30 
days, and then transmitted to the congressional defense cnmmit 
tees in final form by no later than January 15 of the year con- 
cerned. Such amended crituia ohall be the 6nal criteria to be used, 
along with the fonx-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disap roved by a joint rese 
lution of Congress enacted on or before Fe nrary 15 of the year 
concerned. 

\ 
(c) DOD RECOMMENDATIONS.~~) The Secretary may,, by no 

later than April 15, 1991, March 15, 1993, and Max& lei, 1995, 
ublish in the Federal Register and t r a d t  to the congressional 

Zefense committees and to the commission a list of the military in- 
stallations inside the United States that the Secretary recotnmends 
for closure or realignment on the basis of the forcestructure plan 
and the h a 1  critena referred to in subsection (bX2) that are appli- 
cable to the year concerned. 

(2) The Secretary  hall include, with the list of rec- 
ommendations published and transmitted pursuant to paragraph 
(I), a surumary of the election process that resulted in the rec- 
ommendabon for each installation, including a justification for each 
recommendation. 

(3) In considering military installations for closure or realign- 
ment, the Secretary shall consider all military installations inside 
the United States equally without regard to whether the installa- 
tion has been viously considered or proposed for closure or re- f= alignment by t e Department. 
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(4) In addition to making dl information used by the Secretary 
to plrpare the reoammtndabom under this subsection available to 
Congress (indudmg an cammithe or member of Congreus), the mi Secretary shall also e such idonnation available to the Com- 
mission and the Comptroller General of the United State. 

(SXA) Each p a o n  refexred to in subparagraph (B),. when eub- 
mitting informataon to the h t a x y  of Def- or the canmimion 
con- the closure or realignment of a militarg installation, 
shall arttfy that much infarmation is acmrate and wmplete to the 
best of that perrrant Lnwledge and belief. 

(B) Sub ph (A) a lies to the fonowing parwnu: 
(i) E Z e t s v i s r  Z t h e  dtrrJ departments. 
(ii) The heads of the Def- Agencim. 
(iii) Each penon who L in a position the duties of which 

nal and sub-tial lnvolvunent in the pnpars- 
tion an nrbmiesion of infarmation and reannmendations con- '-'der 

nsentatives to be made available to the Members of the Hollcw am- 
&icunain aed& with thc ides of that House. The infarmation 
shall be dmitted to the Senate md the House of Repnseatatives 
within 24 hours after the d n n h i o n  of the inf&tion to the 
Cammiasion. The Sccrthrg of Det- m b e  regulations 
to c n m  the campliancc of the Conmiadon with this paragraph. 

(d) AND R E C O ~ T I O N S  BY TBE  COMMISSION.--(^) 
the nmmmendationr from the Seaetary pursuant 

to subsection c) for any year, the Cammission shall conduct public ---f 
hearings on the recommendations. 

(2XA) The Commission &all, by no later than July 1 of each 
year in which the Secretary transmits reannmendationn to it pur- 
ruant to d m c t i o n  (c), transmit to the President a report contain- 
ing the Commission's bdinga and conclusions based on a review 
and analysis of the noommendations made by the Secntary, to- 
gether with the Commission's recommendations for donrns and 

ents of military installations inside the United States. 
) Subject to subpragraph (Cl, in making ita nc- "ir 

ommendatioru, the Conmmsion may make changes in any of the 
recommendations made by the &retaxy if the Commission deter- 
mines that the Sccntary devirtud substantially from the tbr# 
strudure plan and final aitaia d d  to in mhection (cX1) in 
maki recommendations. (8 ~n th. case of a change daiaibed in rubparagraph (D) in 
the recommendations made by the Secretary, the Commission may 
make the chan e only if the Cammiamon- S (i) m es the detumination requid by rubparagraph (B); 

(5) determines that the change is consistent with the fora- 
structure plan and final criteria de r r ed  to in subsection (cX1); 
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(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Fed- 
eral Register not less than 30 days before t r d t t i r t g  its rec- 
ommendations to the President pursuant to paragraph (2); and 

(iv) conducts public hearings on the ropoeed change. 
(D) Subparagraph (C) =hall apply to a 8ange by the Commis- 

sion in the Secretary's recommendations that would- 
(i) add a mili installation to the list of military instal- 3 lations recommend by the Secretary far closure; 
(ii) add a military installation to the list of militauy instal- 

lations recommended by the Secretary for realignmenit; or 
(iii) increase the extent of a d g n m e n t  of a particular 

military installation recommended by the Secretary. 
(3) The C o d s s i o n  shall explain and justify in its n5pox-t sub- 

mitted to the F'resident pursuant to ragraph (2) any rec- 

i tr ommendation made b the Commission at  is di81ercnt from the 
rtcornmendations ma e by the Sccntary pursuant to s u b s d o n  (c). 
The Commission shall transmit a copy of such report k) the con- 
gressional defense committees on the same date on which it trans- 
mits its recommendations to the Pnsident under graph (2)). Z'E (4) ARcr July 1 of each year in which the mission trans- 
mits recommendations to the Resident under this subsection, the 
Cammission shall promptly rovide, upon request, to any Member 
of Congress information d by the Commission in making its rec- 
ommendations. 

- 

(5) The Com~troUer General of the United States shall- . - 
(A) assiit the Commission, to the extent requested, in the 

Commission's review and analysis of the recommlendations 
made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c); anal 

(B) by no later than Aplil15 of each year in which the Sec- 
retary makes such recommendations, transmit to the Congress 
and to the Commission a re rt containin a detailed analysis 
of the Secretaty'o recammen r ations and B e f  ection p x s s .  
(e) RMm BY TRE PF~ESIDENT.---(~) The President shall, by no 

later than July 15 of each year in which the Commissjion makes 
recommendations under rubsection (d), transmit to the Commission 
and to the Congress a report containing the President's approval or 
disapproval of the Commission's recommendations. 

(2) If the Pnsident approves all the recommendations of the 
Commission, the Prisident shall transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a certification of such 
approval. 

(3) If the Pnsident disapproves the rerommendati~~ns of the 
Commission, in whole or in part, the Resident shall transmit to 
the Commission and the Congress the reasons for that disapproval. 
The Commission shall then transmit to the President, tby no later 
than August 15 of the year concerned, a revised Bet of rec- 
ommendations fur the closure and realignment of mil ihy  installa- 
tions. 

(4) If the President approves all of the rcrrieed rec- 
ommendations of the Commission transmitted to the President 
under paragraph (3). the President shall transmit a copy of such 
revised recommendations to the Congress, together with a cer- 
tification of such approval. 
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(5) If the President does not transmit to the Congress an a p  
p v a l  and &cation described in paragmph (2) or (4) by Sep 
tember 1 of any year in which the Commission has transmitted rec- 
ommendations to the Resident under this part, the proass by 

installations ximy be d d  for do- or realign- 
ment which under 's part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 
SEC. t#rc cLasuRE AND BEALJaMmT OF MmTARY INSTALLA. 

TIONS 
(a) IN -.--Subject to rubWCtim (b), the Secretary 

shall- 
(1) close all military installations noommended for dosun 

by the Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress 
by the Pnsident ranrant to d o n  2903(e); 

(2) realign & militaxy hstallations recommended fbr rr- 
ahgnment by such Commission in each such repait, 

(3) initiate all mch dosuns and realignments no later 
than two years after the date on which the Resident transmits 
a report to the Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the reconunendatiane for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all much closures and realignments no later 
than the end of the BU-yenr period beginning on the dab on 
which the M d e n t  tranmnits the report punmarit to @on 
2903(e) containing the recammendations for much closures or 

F = % O N i  DBAPPROVAL.~~) The Bepatug may not 
any out any closun or d g n m e n t  ncommended by the Commis- 
sion in a report transmitted from the Prcrrident urnunt to section 

visions of d o n  2908, disa 
Cmmr 2903(e) if a joint remlutian i r  enacted, in a a n a  with the p 

such rscammendations of the 
commission before the ear&-- 

(A) the end of the 45-day period beginning on the date on 
which the Resident transmib nrch npat; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congreas mine die for the cression 
during whih much report is transmitted. 
(2) For purpores of paragraph (1) of this nrbsection and sub- 

sections (a) and (c) of section 2908, the d a p  on which either House 
of Congress is not in session because of an adjournment of more 
than three days to a day certain shall be excluded in the com- 
putation of a M o d .  
SEC. 2ms. -ATION 

(a) IN G-41) In dosing m realigning any military in- 
stallation under this rt, the Secretary may- 

(A) t r ~ c  s S a c t i o r u  u may be nea- to close or re- 
ali an military installation, induding the acquisition of m g  lani  the construction of such replacement facilities, the 
perfoxmance of uuch activities, and the conduct of uuch advance 
Ianning and design as may be required to transfer functions L a military installation bang or nalignd to an- 

other military instabtion, and may use for nrch purpose funds 
in the h u n t  or funds appro 'ated to the Department of De- 

eration and maintenance; 
F ftnse for use in planning and esign, minor oonstruction, or o p  

(B) p rov ide  
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(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community 
located near a military installation bung closed or re- 
aligned, and 

(ii) cummunity planning assistance to any community 
located near a military installation to which funcb~ons will 
be transferred as a result of the closure or naligrunent of 
a military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the finallcia1 re- 
sources available to the communi (by gzant or othenwh) for 2' such purposes are inadequate, an may use for such purposes 
funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for economic adjustmeht assistance or community 
planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental 
restaration and mitigation a t  any such installation, and shall 
use for such purposes funds in the h u n t ;  

(D) mvide outplacement assistance to civilian employees 
employeB by the Department of ~efense  a t  military 

closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose 
funds bd7% in e Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 

(El reimburse other Federal agencies for actions performed 
at  the request of the Secretary with respect to any  such^ closure 
or realignment, and may use for such purpose f'unds in the Ac- 
count or funds appropriated to the Department at Ddense and 
available for such purpose. 
(2) In carxym out any closure or naiignment under tlrie part, 

the Secretary .bdt ensure that environmental restmation of any 
property made excess to the needs of the Department of Defense 
as a result of uuch closure or realignment be carried out as soon 
as possible with funds available for such purpose. 

(b) ~ ~ A N A G E ~ U W T  AN11 DISPOSAL OF p R o ~ ~ ~ ~ y . 4 1 )  The Admin- 
istrator of General Semces shall dele ate to the Secretary of De- f fense, with respect to excess and surp us real property and fa&- 
ties located a t  a military installation clo~ed or realigned under this 
part- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess 
property under section 202 of the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of' rurplus 
property under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 

(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant alp rovals 

Property Act of 1944 (50 US.C. App. 1622(g)); and 
B and make determinations under mtion 13(g) of the urplus 

(D) the authority of the Administrator to determine the 
availability of a a s s  or s lus real property for wildlife con- 
servation p ses in am?- with the k t  of May 119, 1948 
(16 U.S.C. 
(2XA) Subject td. subpara ph (C), the Secretary of Defense T shall exercise the authority de egated to the Secretary pursuant to 

paragraph (1) in accordance with- 
(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enadbent of 

this Act governing the utilization of aceas property and the 
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disposal of mzplus pmpaty under the Federal Prom and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all rtgulations in effect on the date of the enactment 
of this Act governing the conveyance and disposal of mperty 

U.S.C. A p. 1622(g)). 
P unda &on 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 944 (SO 

(B) The Ltuy, after consulting with the -tor of 
General M a e ,  may issue regulations that are necessary to carry 
out the delegation of autharity requid  by p a y  (1). 

(C) The authority required to be delegated y paragra h (1) to 
the Secretary by the Administrator of General h m i a e  &all not 
include the authority to prescribe general policies and methods for 
utihng excess pmperty and dis- ofof'lu property. 

(D) The Secretary of Defense may a d property or &- 
cilities located at a military installation to be closed ar realigned 
under this part, with or without reimbursement, to a military d t  
partment or other enti (including a nonappropriated fund instru- a: mentalit ) within the partanent of Defense or the Coast Guard. 

(E) h a r e  any action may a taken rith m p c t  to the di.poul 
of any surplus real pmpaty or facility located at any military in- 
stallation to be closed or realigned under this part, the Secretary 
of Defense ohall c a n d t  with the Governor of the State a d  the 
heads of the local pexnments conmed for the prvpose of amdd- 
tring any plan for the use of much property by the local community 
concerned. 

(c) APPLIcmmr!r OP NATIONAL Ernmtomam~~ P o w  ACT 
OF 1969.41) The ' 'ons of the National Environmental Poiicy 
Act of 1969 (42 ~.=21 et stq.) ehall not apply to the actions 
of the Pddent,  the Commission, and, except alr provided in para- 
graph (21, the Department of Defense in - Out (2XA) The provisions d the ~ a t i o n a l ~ n m e n t a l  ohcy Act 
of 1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under 
this part (i) durin the pmcemo of property dispo+, and (ii) d e g  7 the process of re ocating functions from a mhtary mstallahon 
being dosed or realigned to another militaxy installation after the 
reaivin installation has been relected but before the functions are 
r e l m  d 

(B) rb applying the provisions of the National Environmental 
Poli Act of 1969 to the proasma r e f d  to in subparap h (A), 
the L t a x y  of ~ t f t n w  and the secretary d the military B eput 
meats concemed shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installa- 
tion which has been recommended for closun or realignment 
by the Commission, 

(ii) the need for tranderring functions to any military in- 
rhllation which har ban selectad as the receiving inotallation; 
m 

(iii) military installations alhmative to those nc- 
ammended or selected. 
(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to m y  re- 

quirement of the National Environmental Poli Act of 1969 to the 
extent such Act is a liable under paragra 7 (2), of my act or EP B failure to act by the epartanent of Defense uring the closing, re- 
aligning, or relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) 
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of paragraph (2XA), may not be brought more than 60 days after 
the date of such act or Mure to act. 

(dl W m ~ . - T h e  Secretary of Defense may dose or d g n  
military installations under this part without regard to- 

(1) any provision of law restriding the use of funds for 
closing or realigning military installations included in rlny a p  
propriations or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. S O &  ACCOUNT 

(a) IN  GENERAL.^^) T h m  is hereby established on the books 
of the k s u r y  an account to be known as the "Departmeni. of De- 
fense Base Closure Account 1990" wbich shall be administered by 
the Secretary as a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account- 
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to the Account; 
(B) any funds that the Secretary may, subject to alpproval 

in an appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds a p  
propziated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, ex- 
cept that such funds may be transferred only after the date on 
which the Secretary transmits written notice of, and jus- 
tification for, such transfer to the congressional defense corn- 
mittees; and 

(C) except as provided in rubeection (d), p d s  received 
from the transfer or disposal of any property at  a military in- 
stallation closed or realigned under this part. 
(b) USE OF FUNDS.-41) The Secretary may use the funds in the 

Account only for the purposes described in section 2905(a). 
(2) When a decision is made to use funds in the Aca~unt to 

carry out a construction project under d o n  2905(a) and the cost 
of the project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law 
for a minor military conshetion project, the Secretary shall notify 
in writing the congreesional defense committees of the nature of, 
and justification for, the project and the amount of expendikves for 
such project. Any euch construction project may be carried out 
without regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United Statee Code. 

(c) REPORTS.-~~) NO later than 60 days after the end of each 
fiscal ytar in which the Secntary carries out activities under this 
part, the Secntary shall transmit a report to the congressional de- 
fense committees of the amount and nature of the deposils into, 
and the expenditures fram, the h u n t  during such fiscal year and 
of the amount and nature of other expenditures made pursirant to 
section 2905(a) during such fiscal year. 

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the 
termination of the Commission shall be held in the A C C O ~ I ~  until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense committees re- 
ceive the re rt transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No e t e r  than 60 days after the termination ofthe Commis- 
sion, the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defenr~e corn- 
mittees a report containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from ithe Ac- 
count or otherwise expended under this part; and 

(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 
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(d) DISPOSAL OR TRANSFER OF COMMISSARY ~ R E S  AND PROP- 
ERTY PURC~ASED W m  NONAPPROPRUTED FLMDS.--.(l) If any real 
property ar facility acquired, o o n s t r d d  or improved (in whole or 
m part) with wmmhsiary rtan funds or nonappropriafed funds is 
t n m d d  or disposed of in co~lhection with the donur or malign- 
ment of a military installation under this part, a partion of the pro- 
mds of the transfer ar other d q m d  of prom on that instdla- 
tion rhall be deposited in the rmervt ocarunt established under 
section 204(bX4XC) of the Defense Autharization Amendments and 
Baee Closure and F€ealignment Act (10 U5.C. 2687 note). 

(2) The amount so deposited ohall be equal to the depredated 
value of the investment made with rucb funds in the acquisition, 
construction, or improvement of that particular 14 ~ W Y  or fi- 
cility. The depreciated value of the investment r be computed 
in accordance with regulations -bed by the Sentary of De- 
fense. 

(3) The Secntary may pre amounb in the account (in such an 
aggregate amount 8 8  k e d e d  in advana in appropriation Acts) 
for th. P ( T  e of acquiring, comtmchg, and impming- 

oommiseary md  
(B) real property and fhcilities for nonapproprhted fund 

instrumentalitita. 
(4) As used in this mbmectioo: 

(A) The tcrm rfare hmbm means funds re 
a i v d  - the a i s % ? Z o r  -rgt on. dling p l i ~  

etms firsd under mction 2685 of titie 10, Umt 2 2 E z s a e .  
(B) Tbt tam %map ted funds" meuu fuab re 

caived -  OM^^^= 
(C) The tum *nonap atad fund instrmnentrlity" 

means an inutrumentality $"P" the United States under the 'uris- 
diction of the Armed F m o  (including the Armg and Air hrce 
Exdam Service, the Navy F b d e  and M c e s  S F '$""" 6-an thtMuineCorprachnges)whichircon uctedfor 
the dart, pl-, contentment, ar physical or mental im- 
provement of members of the Armed Forces. 
(e) Accom SOURCE OF FUNDS FOR ENVIRON- 

MENTAL RES~RATION PROJECIS.- t far funds dqmitul  into 
the b u n t  under mbection (8). ZZ appropiatad to th De 
partment of Defense may not be d for purpolres described in rec- 
tion 2905(aXlXC). The prohibition in t h ~  subsection rhall expire 
upon the termination of the authority d the Swttaxy to carry out 
a dosure or nalignment under thia put. 
sEc.tocn.aEPOBT8 

h part of the budget T st far f i d  year 1993 and for each 
fiscal year thmaRer far the epartment of Defense, the h t a r y  
rball transmit to the coded def- committees d - 
cow=- 

(1) a rJldule of the closure and realignment actions to be 
camed out under this part in the fircal year fon which the re- 
quest ie made and an estimate of the total clpcndituree re- 
quired and d mvinge to be achieved by each ruch closure 
and realignment and of the time pa id  in which these savings 
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are to be achieved in each case, together with the Secretary's 
assessment of the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a desaiption of the military installations, including 
those under construction and those planned for constmction, to 
which functione are to be t rans fd  as a result of r i d  clo- 
sures and realignments, together with the Secretary's; assess- 
ment of the environmental effects of such transfers. 

SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDEBATION OF COMMISSION BE- 
POET 

(a) TERMS OF TEE RESOLVTION.-~O~ urpoees of eection 
2904(b), the term 3oint resolution" means OJ y a joint resolution 
which is introduced within the 10-day period beginning on the date 
on which the h s iden t  transmits the report to the Congm3s under 
section 2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a pmamble; 
(2) the matkr after the resolving clause of which is as fol- 

lows: 'That Congress disa ves the recammendatiom~s of the 
Defense Base Closure and E g n m e n t  Commission as enbmit- 
ted by the President on -", the blank space being filled in 
with the ap ' te date; and 

(8) the- wldch k as follows: Vaint resolution d i e  
approving the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Cammireion.". 
(b) resolution deeaibed in eubsection (a) that is 

introduced in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives. A 
resolution desuibed in &section (a) introduced in the Senate 
shall be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Sen- 
ate. 

(c) DISCH~GE.--U the annmittee to which a resolution de- 
scribed in subsection (a) is r e f e d  has not reported such, resolu- 
tion (or an identical resolution) by the end of the 20-day !r id  be- 
ginning on the date on which the President transmits tffe report 
to the Congress under d o n  2903(e), such committee shall be, a t  
the end of such period, discharged from further consideration of 
such resolution, and such resolution shall be placed on the appro- 
priate calendar of the House involved. 

(d) CONSIDERATION.--41) On or after the third day afkr the 
date on which the committee to which such a resolution is referred 
has reported, or has been discharged (under eubsection (c)) from 
further consideration oE, such a resolution, it is in ordta (even 
though a previous motion to the same effect has been disagmd to) 
for any Member of the respective House to mwe to roceed to the 
consideration of the resolution. A Member may m& the motion 
only on the day after the calendar day on which the Member an- 
nounces to the House concaned the Member's intention lto make 
the motion, except that, in the case of the House of Rep 
resentatives, the motion may be made without such prior an- 
nouncement if the motion is made by direction of the committee to 
which the resolution was referred. All points of order against the 
resolution (and against consideration of the resolution) are waived. 
The motion is highly privileged in the House of Representatives 
and is privileged in the Senate and ie not debatable. The motion 
is  not subject to amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a 
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b the consideration of other buuiness. A motion 
to reconsi to H"d a the vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis- 
agreed to shall not be in order. If a motion to pmasd to the consid- 
eration of the msolution is agreed to, the nspective House shall 
immediately procsed to ansideration of the joint rtaolution without 
intervening motion, order, or other bdness, and the mmlution 
shall remain the Imfinished business of the remedive House until - 
disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the rsrolutioa and on all debatable motiom and 
appeals in connection therewith; shall be limited to not mare than 
2 hours, which shall be divided equally between thost favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the rceolution ie 
not in order. A motion M e r  to limit debate is in order and not 
debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the am- 
aideration of other busham, or a motion to recommit the resolution 
is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which thc resolu- 
tion is agmed to ar dim&, to is not in &. 

(3) Immediately following the conclurion d the debate on a res- 
olution described in subsection (a) and a mingle quaurn can a t  the 
conclusion of the debate if r e q d  in with the rulea 
of tbe appropriate Houae, the vote on hal passage of the resolu- 
tion shall occ\p. 

(4) Appeals hm the decisions of the Chair dating to the a p  
plication of the rules of the Senate or the House oi Representatives, 
as the cast may be, to the y u r e  relating to a m~olution d+ 
scribed in sdmction (a) shal be decided without debate. 

(el CONSIDERATION BY OTaER HOUSE.-41) It, before the pas- 
sage by one House of a resolution of that House described in uub- 
d o n  (a), that House receives h m  the other House a ~ l u t i o n  
described in subsection (a), then the following procedures shall 
apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be refend 
to a committat and may not be conaidered in the House receiv- 
i n g i t u a p t i n t h e c e r e a b h a l ~ m ~ d d i P I U b -  
paragraph (BXii). 

(B) With respect to a resolution d e s c r i i  in s u b e o n  (a) 
of the House recd the n3Solutiop- 

(i) the 3- in that House shall be the same as 
i f no  resolution had been received dram the other House; 
but 

(ii) the vote on find paasage shall be on the resolution 
of the other Houaa 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution d v e d  f h n  the other 
House, it shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that 
originated in the receiving House. 

(0 RULES OF TBE SENATE AND HousE.-~'%~E d o n  b enacted 
by c o n g r e s b  

(1) as an erercint of the r d a m b g  power of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, Mpectively, and as such it b 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, respectively, but a p  
plicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in 
that House in the case of a resolution described in subsection 
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(a), and it supersedes other rules only to the extent r b t  it is 
inconsietent with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either 
Hourre to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure 
of that House) a t  any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule of that House. 

8EC. m. BESTRICTION ON OTaEB U S E  CLOSLJRE AUTHORI'LY 
(a) LN G E N E R A C . - E ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  as provided in subsection (c), duting 

the period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and 
ending on December 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclrrsive au- 
thori for selec for closure or realignment, or for carrying out 7 
united states. 

-% any c omre or rea gnment of, a military installation inside the 

(b) RESTRICTXON.-Except as provided in subsection (c), none of 
the funds available to the De ent of Defense may Ibe used, 

section ( a h  
B"" other than under this part, uring the period specifmi in sub  

(1) to identify, through any transmittal to the Conlgrees or 
t h u g h  any other public announcement or notificatxon, any 
military installation inside the United States as an ins tallation 
to be closed or realigned or as an installation under consider- 
ation for closure or realignment; m 

(2) to 7 out any closure m realignment of a militaxy in- 
stallation insi e the United States. 
(c) EXCEPl'Io~.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of 

the Secntary to cany o u t  
(1) closures and realignments under title I1 of Public Law 

10CM26; and 
(2) closures and realignments to which section 268'7 of title 

10, United States Code, is not applicable, including closures 
and realignments camed out for reasons of national eetnnity or 
a militazy emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such sec- 
tion. 

BEC, -10. DEFINITIONS 
As used in this part: 

(1) The term "Accountw means the Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990 established by section 2906f aX1). 

(2) The term "congressional defense committees'' means 
the Committees on Armed Services and the Committee13 on Ap 
propnations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commissionw means the Commissian estab- 
lished b rrection 2902. 

(4) h e  term ~ t a r y  i r u a t i o n n  means a base, ump, 
post, station, yard, cmter, homeport facili for any shi "g P' other activity under the jurisdiction of the epartment o De- 
fense, including any leased facility. Such term does not include 
any Eaaiity used primarily for civil works, rivers and harbors 
projects, flood control, or other projects not under the primary 
jurisdiction or control of the Department of Defense. 

(5) The texm %alignmentw includes any action whicb both 
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel positions 
but does not include a reduction in force resulting from work- 
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load adjustments, duced personnel or funding Iwels, or sldll 
imbalances. 

(6) The term "kmtaxf means the Sentmy of Defeme. 
(7) The term Wnited Statesw m e a ~  the 60 States, tbe Die 

trid of Columbia, tbe (=ommonwealth of Puatb Rim, Guam, 
the Virgin Ielands, American Samoa, and any other annmon- 
wealth, tenitary, or m a n  of the United Stak. 

SEC. -11. c z A R m m G  AbmmMENT 
Section 2687(eX1) of title 10, United States Code, is amended- 

(1) by ineerting Yhomeport facility for any ahip," after "cen- 
ter:; and 

(2) by & d i n g  out "under the jurisdiction of the Secrehry 
of a militarg departmentw and in~ertin in lieu t h d  "under 

I d  tedlity,'. 
%. the jmisdiction of the Department of fern, including any 

Part &-Other Provisions Relating to Defense 
Base Closures and Realignments 

SEC. tstl. CLO8VBE OF FOREIGN BaurARY I N m a L m x O N s  
(a) SENSE OF C ~ N O R E S ~ . - ~ ~  i. the of the Congress t h a t  

(1) the tamhation of military opmafions by the United 
Stater at mili inst9llations oubide the United States 
should k accOm9shed at  the discretion of the Secretary of 
Defeme at the earliest oppartuniv, 

ding for nuch texmination, the Secntmy of Dt 
f ~ 2 ~ ~ ~  *p* to 0.w (h t  tbe UniM states m 
cdves, thugh  direct payment or o h m i r e ,  considmtion 
equal to the trir market value of the improvemcnb made by 
the United States at fkdlities that dl be released to host 
countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Ddmmt, acting through the military 
component commands or the sub-unified commands to the com- 
batant commando, should k the lead official in negotiations 
relating to determining and receiving such consideration; and 

(4) the detemhation of the tair market value of nrch im- 
prmrcments released to hwt countries in whole or in part by 
the United States rbould be handled on a tacility-by-hdity 
bards. 
(b) m u &  VACVE.---(I) For each instatlation outside the 

United States at which military operations w m  being carried out 
b the United States on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense ah transmit, by no kter than June 1, 1991, an estimate of the 
tair market value, u of January 1, 1991, of the improvcmmts 

the United States at fkdities a t  each ruch installation. 

(B) The term includes new constmction of 
facilities and dl 
nnwations made 
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out regard to whether they wcre carried out with appropriated 
or nonappropriated fuads. 
(c) ESTABUHMENT OF S P E W  ACCOW.-41) Them is estab 

lished on the books of the Treasury a qecial account to be known 
as the "Department of Defense Overeeas Military Facility Invest 
ment Recovery h u n t w .  Except as provided in subsedtion (d), 
amounts paid to the United States, pursuant to any ha@, status 
of forces agreement, or other international a ent to w:hich the r- United States is a party, for the remdual va ue of real property or 
im rovements to real pro used b civilian or military person- "r J nefof the Department of De )e uue be deposited into ~uch  ac- 
count. 

(2) Mons  deposited in the Department of Defense Cher~eas 
Military Fa ' 'ty Investment Recovery Account shall be available to 
the Secretary of Defense for payment, as provided in appropriation 
Acts, of costs incurred by the Department of Defense in connection 
with- 

(A) facili maintenance and repair and environme~ltal res- 
toration a t  d t a r y  installations in the United States; and 

CB) facility maintenance and re air and compliar~ce with 
a plicable environmental laws a t  dhxy installations outside 
tBe united states that the secretary anticipates w i ~  DC mcu- 
pied by the Armed Forces for a long 
(3) Funds in the Department of Ad&~eas Facility In- 

vestment Recovery Account shall remain available until upended. 
(dl AMOUNTS CORRESPONDING TO THE VALUE OF PIZOPERTY 

PuRcwrr s~~  WITH NONAPPROPRUTED mMDs.--(l) In the case of a 
payment refemd to in subsection (cX1) for the residual .value of 
real property or improvements a t  an ov erseas xnilita~ faality, the 
portion of the payment that is equal to the depreaa value of the 
investment made with nonappropriated funds shall be depcsited in 
the reserve account tetablished under section 204(bX4XC) of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and IRealign- 
ment Act. The Seaetary may use amounts in the account  in such 
an aggregate amount as is provided in advance by appropriation 
Acts) for the purpose of acquiring, constructing, or improving com- 
missary stares and nonap priated fund instrumentahties. F" (2) As used in this su section: 

(A) The tam 'nonappropriated funds' means funds re- 
ceived from- 

(i) the adjustment of, a surcharge on, sel lmces at  

United States Code; or 
9 commissary stares 6xed under section 2685 o ttitle 10, 

(ii) a nonappropriated fund instrumentality. 
(B) The tam hona priated fund instrumentality' 

means an instrumentality o the United States under &he juris- 
diction of the Armed Forces (including the Army and Air Force 
Exchan e Semice, the Navy Resale and Services Su port Of- 
fice, an% the Marine Cmps exchanges) which is rnbltcted for 
the comfort, pleasun, contentment, or physical or mental im- 
mement of members of the Armed Foras. 
e) N ~ T I A T I O N ~  POR PAYMENTS-IN-KIND.-B~~O~~ the Sec- P 

retary of Defense enters into negotiations with a host country re- 
garding the acceptance by tht United States of any payment-in- 
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kind in connection with the releasc to the hoot country of improve 
mmts made by the United Stateo at military installations ra the 
host country, the Secretary shall eubmit a written notice to the 
congressional ddemt committees con -Y a justification for en- 
terin into negotiations for payments-in-kin with the host country 
and & types of ben&t options to be pursued by the Sesntary in 
the negotiations. 

(f) REPORT ON STATUS AND USE OF SPECUL ACCOUNT.-Not 
later than January 15 of each the h t a r y  of Defen~e rhall 

yaar. 
(9) The amounts expended frwn the account by each mili- 

taxy department during that fiscal pnr. 
(4) With respect to sach milltaxy ixmtdhtion for which 

money was deposited in the account aa a m u l t  of the release 
ofrea lpropcr tyor impmvanenbof the~ t ion toahos t  
country during that ~ECSI 

(A) the total amount of tbt investment of the United 
States in the installation, expressed in  term^ of constant 
dollars of that 6rcll m, 

(B) the dy&-ted value (as determined by tbe'Sec- 
mtuy of a taxy department under regulatrona to be 
preaaibedbythe~tmyofDefenet)oftherealproperty 
and improvemenb that wae r e 1 4  d 

(C) the explanation of the Secretpry for any difference 
between the ben- received by the United States for the 
d property and impmvementa and the depreciated value 
(aa so determined) of that real property and improvements. 
(5) A list iden T2 all military installatiom outside the 

United States for w the Secretarv pronoses to make a- 
ndit-s h m  the ~ e p a r t m h t  of'-&& Overaea~ Facility 

rvestment Rccovem Account under mbsection (cXZ)(B) d a u k  
the next 5acal year-and rpecifying the amount of& propod  
expenditurea for each identibed military installation. 

(6) A desaiption of the p for which the exptndi- 
t- proped under paragrapT) will be made and the need 
for such expenditrwr. 

SEC. t93t. MODIFICATION OF TEE CO- OF BUNNUU REF'OBT 
OF TEE COMMLSSXON ON V UTIIlZATION OF 
MfUTAEY FACIllTIElP 

(a) USES OF F ~ ~ a f i 1 ~ ~ . 4 U c : o n  2819(b) of the National De- 
fense Authorization Act, FiscaJ Year 1989 (Public Law 1-56; 
102 Stat. 2119; 10 US.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragra h (2). by striking out Yminimum s d t y  fa- 
cilitier for nonvio f ent pziwmemw and inrerting in lieu thereof 
"Federal confinement or correctional facilities including shock 
h a r a t i o n  facilitiesw; 
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(2) by etriging out "and" at the end of paragraph (3 1; 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new 

paragraph (4): 
Y4) identie those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could 

be effectively utilized or renovated to meet the needs of Stake 
and local juriedictions for confinement or comctional facilities; 
and". 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.--T~~ amendments made by subsection (a) 

shall take effect with respect to the W report q u i d  to be sub- 
mitted under eection 2819 the National Defense Authorization Act, 
Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30,1990. 
SEC. ZSZL FUNDING FOR - O w &  RESI'ORATION AX MILI- 

T A W  INSTAUATIONS SCHEDULED FOB CU)SUR,E INSIDE 
TEEUMTEDsTATEs 

(a) AUTHORMTION OF AFTJROPRUTIONS.-T~~ is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of Defense Base Clo- 
sure h u n t  far fiscal year 1991, in addition to any other funds 
authorizud to be appropriated to that account for that &a1 year, 
the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account 
pursuant to the pracedmg sentence shall be available only for ac- 
tivities far the pmpoee of environmental restoration at military in- 
stallations closed or realigned under title Il of Public Law 100-526, 
as authorized under section 204(aX3) of that title. 

(b) F~XCLUSXVE SOURCE OF F ' I J N D I N G . ~ ~ )  Section 207 of PubLic 
Law 100-526 is amended by adding a t  the end the following: 

[Amendment omitted] 
(c) TASK FORCE REPORT.---(I) Not later than 12 montlls after 

the date of the enactment of this Act INov. 5, 19901, the Scxretary 
of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containin tlhe find- 
ings and recommendations of the task fora establis edl under 
paragraph (2) conaming- 

E 
(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, withim exist- 

ing laws, regulations, and administrative policies, of onvimn- 
mental response actions a t  militarg installations (or po~tions of 
installations) that are being dosed, or are scheduled to be 
closed, pursuant to title XI of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100326); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and stnamline, within &sting 
Iswe and ngulationr, the actices, policies, and administra- 
tive procedures of relevant F ederal and State agencies with rt 

to such environmental response actions so as to enable 
ose actions to be carried out more @tiousl r 

(2) There is hmby established an environmen 9' response task 
force to make the findings and recommendations, and to prepare 
the report, required by pa rapph  (1). The task force shall consist 
of the following (or their designtee): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the 
task fam. 

(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Adnlinistra- 

tion. 
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(Dl The - , . tor of the Enviroruntntal Protection 
Agcncg. 

(El The Chief of Ennineem. De~artment of the Army. 
(Fj A representatiG of a -Stab environmental pxbtection 

agencg, appointed by the head of the National Govemm  at^ 
ciation. 

(G) A representative of a State attorney g e n d ' s  office, 
appointed by the head of the National Association of Attorney 
Generals. 

(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental or- 
ganization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep 
nsentatives. 

SEC. topc COMMUNITY PBEFEBZFNCE CoNSmEBATION IN CLOSUBE 
AND BEUCNMENT OF ~ A B Y  XN~A~LATIONS 

In any proam of relecting any milita installation inside the X United States for clwurt ar realignment, e Secretary of Defenme 
shall t&e such steps ar are necessary to assure that special consid- 
eration and emphaaia is given to any &cia1 statement fmm a unit 
of general local government adjacent to or within a military instal- 
lation requesting the cI- or nalignment of nrch instahtian. 
8EC. W. B E C O ~ A T l O N S  OF TEE BASE -SURE COMMIBBlON 

(a) NORTON AIR FORCE  BASE.^^) Consistent with the rec 
ammendations of the Cammirdon on h e  Realignment and Clo- 
rurt, the Secretary of tha Air Force may not docate ,  until after 
September 30, 1995, any of the functions that were being carried 
out at the bpllistia missile office a t  Norton Air Force Base, Califor- 
nia, on the date on wbich the Seem of Defense transmittbd a 
repart to tbe Cannmittar on Annd "a, 'cts of the Senate and 
House of Re mntativea as d d b e d  in d o n  202(aXl) of Public 
L a  10042gn 

(2) This subsection ahall take dect u of the date on which the 
report d e n a d  to in rubsection (a) was transmitted to such (=am- 
mit-. 

(b) GENERAL D~zEcTzMc.-&&&~~~ with tbe requinmenb of 
rection 201 of Public Law 100526, tbe Socntaxy of Defense shall 
direct each of the Secretaries of the militaxy departments to take 
all actions necessary to carxy out the recommendations of the Com- 
mission on Base Realignment and Closure and 'to take no action 
that is incamistent with ruch ~ d a t i o p ~ ) .  
S E C . s # C o ~ m  FOB CERTAIN ENvmONMEmAL BES 

TORATION AcMvmEB 
(a) EBTABU~RMENT OF MODEL PROORAM.-NO~ later than 90 

days after the date of enactment of thir Act m. 6,19901, the Sec- 
retary of Deform shall establish a model program to improve the 
efficiency and effectivenem of tbe bPre douure environmental ne- 
toration program. 

(b) ADMIMSTRATOR OF Rroom.-The Secretary rhall deb 
ignate the Deputy Ibsidant Secretmy of Deftme for Environment 
as the Administratar of the model program n f d  to in sub- 
section (a). The Dt uty Assistant Secretary rhall re to the Sec- 

quisition. 
r ntary of Def- %,ugh the Under Secretary of efenr for Ae 
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(c) APPLICABIL~~Y.-T~~~ section shall ap ly to envirommental 
restoration activities at  installations selected y the Secret~uy pur- 
suant to the provisions of subsection (dX1). 

k' 
(d) PROGRAM Ft~~-.-ln carrying out the model pro- 

gram, the Secretary of Defenee shall: 
(1) Designate for the model program two instadlations 

under his jurisdiction that have been designated for closure 
pursuant to the Defenae Authaization Amendments and Base 
Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and for 
which pre- assessments, mite in ons, and Environ- 

P %Y' mental Im act Statements required by w or regulati~~n have 
been comp eted. The Secretary shall designate only tl~ose in- 
stallations which have satided the uirements of section % 204 of the Defense Autharization Ame ents and Birse Cle 
sure and Reali ent Act (Public Law 100-5261. 

(2) c O m P r a  prequalification list of prospective con- 
tractors for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in title M of the Federal Property rand Ad- 
ministrative Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U8.C. 541 et 
seq., as amended). Such contractom #hall eatisfy all ap licable 
statutory and regulatory requirements. In addition, t g e con- 
tractor selected for one of the two installations under this p 
gram shall indenmi* the Federal Government against all li- 
abilities, daims, penalties, costa, and damages c a d  by (A) 
the contractor's breach of any term or provision of the oontract,. 
and CB) any negligent or willful act or omission of the con- 
tractor, its employees, or its subcontractors in the performance 
of the contract. 

(3) Within 180 days aRer the date of enactment of this Act, 
als from qualified contractors for responst! action 

(as defin p2? under section 101 of the Comprehensive Elnviron- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U8.C. 9601)) a t  the installations designated under palagraph 
(1). Such solicitations and proposals ohall include the fo!llowing 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such propos- 
als shall include provisions for receiving the necessary au- 
thorizations or approvals of the response action by appro- 
priate Federal, State, or local agenaer. 

(B) To the m-urn extent possible, proviiions of- 
f d  by single prime contractom to perform all phases of 
the response action, using perfoxmance specifications BU 
plied by the Secretary of Defense and including any sag 
guards the Secretary deems essential to avoid co~~flict of 
interest. 
(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evrlluation 

criteria. 
(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appro- 

priated funds to the Department of Defense, make contract 
action within 120 days after the ~mlicita- 

(3) for the resptmse ac- 
the necessary author- 

response action by appropriate 
Federal, State, or local agencies, whichever is later. 
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(el APPLICARON OF -ON 120 OF CERCLA-Adidties of 
the model pro shall k carzied oat 'ect to, and in a manna 
r n s i h n t  wit-on l20 (relating to "% e d d  facilities) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Responme, Compemation, and Li- 
ab% Act d 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620). 

( % EXPEDITED AQ-.--T~~ Secretaxy ahan, with the 
concumna of the Admmstm . . tor of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, amme annpliana with all a plicable F e d d  atatubs and 
ngulatiom and, in addition. take w o n a b l e  and appropriate 
mearruns to expedite all nocammy admhbhtive decimonr, agree 
menu, and concmmnces. 

(g) F&po~~.--The Sentaxy of Dcfcnoe mhall include a deacrip 
tion of the progre~~s made during the pnadtng f i d  year in implc 
mating and acampliuhing the z of this d o n  within the an- 
nual to Congrees req by d o n  2706 of title 10, Unibd 
statZ8Zc. 

01) APF%ICABIUTY OF -G LAW.-Nothing in this d o n  
Pffects or modifier, in any way, the obligatiom or liability of any 
pacon under other Federal or State law, including common law, 
with respect to the disposal m release of hszardoum nrbmtanas or 

Ilutants or contaminanb u de6ined under d o n  101 of the 
preheruive Environmental Response, C o m m t i o n ,  and Li- 

ability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 



Appendix B 
wll+ Section 2687, Title 10, United States Code 

8 2687. k elorurea and rrrrlipmentr 
(a) Notrithmha+ing m y  otber pmririon of Jaw, no mtion mmy k 

taken to effect or amplement-• . 
(I) thc dorun of m y  nubtug imalhtion at which at leut 

800 civilirn pcnonnel auth- to be employmi; 
(2) my t rnth rqect b m y  milituy h t d h t i o n  

r e f e d  t o T w P h  (1) mvolving . duet icn  more 
thrn 1,000, or by more thm SO percent, ia the number of civil- 
kn perxmnel au thor id  to k arrplo at much milituy in- sr" &tion at tht time tbe Sccrctvy of fenv or tbe Sanctvy 
of the military department amanred notifies a l e  CmgrG 
under mubccLion (b) of tbc -6 pkn dm? or ldh - - - 
much i d a t i o n ;  or 

(S) m y  oonrtNctioa, comemion, or rehabilitation at m y  
milituy f d t y  other thm a nub inrtrllrtion referred to 
i n & u . ( l ) o r ( l ) r h i c h r i l l o r ~ ~ ~ ~ u a d t o f  
tbe reloation of atntrn penonnel to much d t y  ty r s w n  of 
m y  dorurc or -t to which &we (I) or (2) applies, 

unless and until the pvhianr of e o n  (b) are arniplicd with 
(b) No Action daKnkd in mubaeCuon (8) with rapect to the cl* 

a u r c o f , o r a ~ e n t ~ n r p n u r m y m i l i y ~ t i o n  
referrad to in mu& mubmcbon may k taken unless m rmtil- 

(1) the Sccrctup of Defenb or the h t u y  of the military 
d e m e n t  amarned n d i r  the Committees on Asmod &m- 

a i& of the &mte d H o w  of Rcprestatatiwr, u put of m 
.MUAI r e q u a  for authoriution of appropi~tio~ol to such 
Cynd.pas, of thc p r o w  dm@ or redmmnrt  m d  mub 
mlqrnth the notifiition .a wdrution of.the frwl,  lo* - 
nomc, budgetuy, environmental, 8tr~-c, m d  ~operrt~anrl 
anucquencea of such darurt or realignment; m d  

(2) ? period of 80 legidativt days or 60 d e n d v  dayr, rhicb- 
ever u longer, yar folluwing the dry on which the, notice 
and d r u t i o n  xd to in +we a) have been nlbmtted a 
much committees, during WW period no -lblc action 
MY k taken to eKact or implement the d&on. 

(c~ThiLmctionrb.llnota ply totheclanmofr  miliruyktd- 
lation, a a -at r% rrpeC to a miliw ima~bt*, H 
the Prcridmt to the C o n p u  t h t  much claure a IUIUB- 
ment must k implementad far ruranr of ~ t i o n r l  mmty or a 
milituy em-. 

(dX1) After the tionoftheperiodoftimcpro~iddforin 
b ~ 2 1  ?TT to tbe domure a. d i g r m ~ n t  of 

ml~tuy mstahtroa, fun which would otherwue k r ~ v S b l e  to 
the kc=- to dcct the claure or -t of that inrullr- 
tion MY k umd by bim for much.purpome. 

(2) Nothing in thu mcbon r r ~ ~ c t r  the authority of t h ~ c  
to obhin ucbibcNrrl md engineering ~ N i c a r  under mcction 
of* title. 

-a 
(el In thir d m :  

(1) Tbe. term "mIlituy instdl~tion" rp- a b u c ,  -p, 
post, mtron, yud, center, bomepott faalrt for u3y &I , or 
other utiviq under the jurbdictlon of * heprtonnt p I? Dr 
ferue. indudmg my  1 d  facility, wbch u louted withm any 
of the yvcd Statr, the Dutnct of Columbm. tbe Cornmoo- 
wdth of Puerto Rim, Ameriun Sunor, the Virgin tlandc, or 
Guun. Such term.d#r not include any facility u ~ t l  primarily 
for civil wort, nvers m d  harbors prom or fltmd amtrol 

tern *civiiim m n n e ~ ~ '  m- --him p e m -  
Dent eivi~ian emp~oyees o L e  Department of ~ f . n r  

(8) Tbe term 'redignment" includes an action which both 
d u o r  and n1oatcr functions md cirilan p n r r n e ~  
tioris. but does not iaelutie a reduction in f m n  multing Ck 
workload adjurtmenl, reduced personnel or funding lev* 
&ill imbalances, or other dmilu muas. 

(4) The term "lcqirlative dry" munr a dry on wlhich either 
Home of Congrem r in d o n .  
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

Honorable James Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conrmission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to Public Law 101-510 as amended, I hereby transmit, 
as an enclosure to this letter, a list of military installations 
inside the United States that I recommend for closure or 
realignment on the basis of the force structure plan and final 
criteria established under that law. Also enclosed is a summary of 
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for each 
installation, with a justification for each recommendation. 

I am recommending the following actions: 

Major base closures 3 :L 
Major base realignments 1 ;2 
Smaller base or activity closures, 
realignments, disestablishments, 
or relocations 

Total recommendations 
;LZ;! 
l6!j 

These recommendations support our natiional goals of 
maintaining military effectiveness while drawing down the force, 
reducing the deficit, and reinvesting in America. 

Our overall base closure policy is an important part of this 
effort. The policy has five compelling characteristics: 

o It saves money that would otherwise go to unnecessary 
overhead. 

o It supports military effectiveness bly reducing the 
competition for ever scarcer resources. 

o It is fair and objective. 

o It hits bases overseas harder than those at home. 

o It supports the investment necessary to foster economic 
growth. 



But as we implement the policy, we recognize a special 
obligation to the people -- military and civilian -- who won the w 
cold war. We will meet that obligation. 

SWING TAXPAYER DO- UTD W X T A f N f N G  XILITARII XFFECTZVENESS 

Closing military bases- worldwide saves taxpayer dollars; 
pennits DoD to invest properly in the forces and bases it keeps in 
order to ensure their continued effectiveness; and frees up 
valuable defense assets (people, facilities and real estate) for 
productive private sector reuse. 

The defense budget will decline by more than 40 percent in 
real terms from 1985 to 1997, and military personnel in the United 
States will be reduced by 30 percent. Base closures have lagged 
behind this overall drawdown. No bases were closed until two years 
ago, following decisions made in the 1988 and 1991 rounds of base 
closures. Under those two rounds, domestic base structure was 
reduced by only nine percent, measured by plant replacement value. 

Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all 
the buildings, pavements, and utilities at a base. We measure our 
progress in terms of plant replacement value because it is a better 
measure of magnitude than simply counting large bases and small 
bases equally. w' 

Failure to close bases in line with reductions in budgets and 
personnel constitutes a double hit: Resources are drained into 
bases we don't need, and therefore are not available to buy the 
things we do need. 

TEE PLANNED 1993 ROUXD OF CfX)SURSS # X U  SAW $3.1 BILLION PER YEAR 

The following table shows the costs and savings associated 
with the 1993 closures and realignments: 

Net costs in FY 1994 through 1996 $1.7 billion 
pet sa 7 throuah 1999 $5.7 billion vinas in FY 199 
Net savings during implementation $4.0 billion 

Annual savings thereafter(SFY99) $3.1 billion 

The 1993 program, coupled with the previously approved 1988 
and 1991 closures, will reduce the domestic base structure by about 



-1 15  percent  (measured by replacement v a l u e ) .  A l l  t h r e e  rounds of 
c losures  toge the r ,  when complete i n  1999, w i l l  produce $5.6 b i l l i o n  
i n  annua1, recurr ing  savings,  measured i n  FY 1 9 9 9  d o l l a r s .  

Congress has  given t h e  Executive Branch ex t raord ina ry  
a u t h o r i t y  t o  c l o s e  domestic bases,  provided t h e  Executive Branch 
fol lows t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  r u l e s  s t r i c t l y  and keeps f a i t h  with t h e  
Congress. 

This  means us ing  an objec t ive ,  f a i r  a n a l y t i c a l  process  f o r  
c los ing  bases  t h a t  w i l l  withstand s c r u t i n y  by t h e  Defense Base ' 

Closure and Realignment Commission, t h e  General Accounting Office,  
Congress and t h e  pub l i c .  The process  has  worked w e l l  s o  f a r .  

The M i l i t a r y  Departments and Defense Agencies made t h e i r  
recommendations t o  m e  on February 22, 1993. The J o i n t  S t a f f  and 
t h e  Off ice  of t h e  Secre tary  of Defense reviewed the! recommendations 
and underlying analyses  t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  law and DoD p o l i c i e s  
were followed. 

I am not  recommending any base f o r  c losure  t h a t  would 
. conceivably be kept  open under a revised  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  plan.  

My recommendations a r e  cons i s t en t  with a six-year fo rce  
s t r u c t u r e  plan.  The p lan  DoD has used is t h e  Bush .Rdministrationts 
wbase force."  The l e g a l  deadl ine f o r  recommendations precluded us  
from making changes based on f u t u r e  fo rce  reduct ions  not  ye t  
decided. 

The "base fo rcew has twelve a c t i v e  Army d iv i s ions ;  we w i l l  
have room t o  s t a t i o n  a l l  of them. I t  has twelve c a r r i e r s ;  w e  w i l l  
have room t o  berth a l l  of them. It has 1098 a tc t ive  A i r  Force 
fighters; we w i l l  have room t o  beddown a l l  .of them. 

Unless t h e  force s t r u c t u r e  is increased above t h e  wbase 
force ,"  w e  w i l l  have a l l  t h e  bases  w e  need. 

I am confident ,  t he re fo re ,  t h a t  f u t u r e  changes w i l l  decrease 
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e ,  and w i l l  r equ i re  more, not  fewer, base c losures  
t h a n  t h o s e  I w i l l  recommend a t  t h i s  time. 

While t h e  recommendations s t and  on t h e i r  own mer i t s ,  it i s  
important t o  note  two add i t iona l  po in t s .  F i r s t ,  with r e spec t  t o  
maintenance depots,  t h e r e  was not s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  f o r  t h e  Off ice  of 



t h e  Sec re ta ry  of Defense t o  review a l l  p o t e n t i a l  i n t e r s e r v i c i n g  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  I sugges t  t h a t  t h e  Commission examine those  
p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  Second, some i n s t a l l a t i o n s  hos t  non-defense 

w 
government a c t i v i t i e s ,  and it was n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  e v a l u a t e  f u l l y  
t h e  n e t  impact of t h e  recommendations on those  a c t i v i t i e s .  I 
sugges t  t h a t  t h e  Commission devote some a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h o s e  
p o t e n t i a l  impacts .  . 

I have c a r e f u l l y  considered t h e  r eg iona l  economic impacts of - 
t h e s e  necessary,  y e t  tough, c l o s u r e  dec is ions .  I n  looking a t  t h e  
r e g i o n a l  impacts, I considered t h e  cumulative economic impact of 
p rev ious ly  approved c l o s u r e s  and t h e  ones I am recommending. I am 
concerned n o t  only about t h e  impacts a t  bases  on our 1993 c l o s u r e  
list, bu t  a l s o  about t h e  e f f e c t s  a t  bases  c losed  by e a r l i e r  rounds. 

REDUCING OVERS- BAStS R l E W  WORt 

DoD is reducing  i ts m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  and its overseas  base 
s t r u c t u r e  much more t h a n  i n  t h e  U.S. 

DoD has,  t o  da te ,  announced it w i l l  end o r  reduce i t s  
o p e r a t i o n s  overseas  a t  si tes accounting f o r  28 percent  of 
replacement va lue .  W 

Our p l a n  is t o  reduce t h e  replacement value of t h e  overseas  
b a s e  s t r u c t u r e  by 35940% as we complete our reduct ion i n  personnel 
s t a t i o n e d  overseas  t o  about 200,000. 

DOD base  spending overseas  w i l l  a l s o  dec l ine  dramat ica l ly ,  
b o t h  because of  t r o o p  reduct ions  and because Japan and Korea a r e  
paying  an i n c r e a s i n g  s h a r e  of t h e  c o s t s  of s t a t i o n i n g  U.S. f o r c e s  
t h e r e .  

While DoD w i l l  cont inue  t o  reduce i ts  forward deployed fo rces ,  
t h o s e  f o r c e s  have p layed a fundamental r o l e  i n  regions  v i t a l  t o  t h e  
n a t i o n a l  i n t e r e s t .  Permanently s t a t i o n i n g  and p e r i o d i c a l l y  
deploying  f o r c e s  overseas  have been key t o  a v e r t i n g  crises and 
p reven t ing  war. They show our  commitment, l end  c r e d i b i l i t y  t o  our 
a l l i a n c e s ,  enhance r e g i o n a l  s t a b i l i t y ,  provide crisis response 
c a p a b i l i t y ,  and promote U.S. in f luence  and access  throughout t h e  
world. 



SUPPORTING TBO REINVESTMENT NECESSARY TO RESTORX ECONOMIC GROWTH 

Closing domestic bases and reducing DoD8s weapons and 
equipment purchases are critical elements of a balanced defense 
drawdown -- one which will preserve a fully capable, albeit 
smaller, military. 

Nationally, the drawdown in defense spending does not pose any 
extraordinary problems for the economy. The economic impact of the 
planned drawdown is actually smaller than the impacts after the 
Korean and Vietnam wars. However, the impacts are! substantial in 
regions where the local economy depends heavily on defense 
spending. 

There are three ways DoD can help support economic growth: 
investing in people, investing in industry, and investing in 
communities. 

DoD can help support economic growth through a host of 
initiatives that will ease the transition for displaced workers 
(military, civilian and private sector) : 

mf 
o Military: DoD has a number of programs to ease the 

transition of military personnel into the civillian job market 
including separation bonuses, early retirement incentives, 
educational assistance, civil service employment preference and 
extended health benefits. 

o Civilian: DoD eases the transition for the civilian work 
force through a number of programs including priority placement for 
other government jobs, out-placement referral for private sector 
jobs, joint participation with individual states in retraining 
programs, post-closure hiring preference with contractors, 
voluntary early retirement authority and separation pay incentives. 

o Homeowners Assistance: DoD helps military and civilian 
homeowners who face a financial loss selling their homes when real 
estate values have declined as the result o f  a base closure 
decision. 

o Private Sector: Many defense-related priva1:e employers have 
transition assistance programs for their emp1.oyees who face 
layoffs. The Federal Government has a well-established role which 



complements state and local government and private employer 
efforts, including initiatives under the Economic Dislocation and 
Worker Adjustment Assistance Act, the Worker Adjustment and 
Retraining Notification Act, the Employment Services Program, the 
unemployment insurance system, and the health benefits system. The 
Department of Defense is participating in the Interagency Task 
Force on Dislocated Workers to help focus additional attention on 
this critical area. + 

Jnvastina in Industrv 

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting high-wage 
job growth through investment in dual-use technologies and by 

- 
better integrating the commercial and military business sectors: 

o Dual-use Technology: About $1 billion of F Y  1993 DoD funds 
are for support of dual-use technologies. 

o Industrial Base: DoD is looking to expand industry access 
to maintenance and overhaul work. 

o Energy Conservation: DoD is encouraging energy conservation 
projects and is making such investments. 

DoD can help support economic growth by promoting productive 
private sector reuse of base facilities and real estate no longer w 
heeded by defense. 

History shows us that most local communities economically 
recover from base closures and actually end up better off, with 
more jobs and a more diverse economic base -- but in the past the 
recovery has been too slow and too costly. 

DoD is developing a new reuse and reinvestment strategy with 
initiatives that will: close bases more quickly, thereby making 
them available for reuse more quickly; promote reuse opportunities, 
in concert with local cornunity efforts; ' and, refocus DoD 
internally to consider, for the first time, the trade-offs between 
DoD needs and local community needs. The law gives me considerable 
authority to decide whether the land is sold or given away, and to 
whom it should go. 

DoDt s Off ice of Economic Adjustment (OEA) spearheads the 
President's Economic Adjustment Cormittee which focuses Federal 
assistance programs on adversely affected communities. OEA also . 
gives planning assistance grants to affected communities. In 
addition, DoD funds ($80 million in FY 1993) will help the Economic 
Development Administration to assist communities. 



Wf 
DoD wants t o  ensure,  wherever poss ib le ,  t h a t  environmental 

c leanup i s  no t  a b a r r i e r  t o  economic recovery. DoD has  spent  and 
w i l l  cont inue  t o  spend s i g n i f i c a n t  defense resources on 
environmental  r e s t o r a t i o n ,  bu t  we w i l l  need he lp  from Congress and 
t h e  Environmental Pro tec t ion  Agency t o  streamline! t h e  process.  

L a s t l y ,  we w i l l  c r ea te ,  - i n  coordinat ion wilth o t h e r  Cabinet 
agencies ,  a new community economic redevelopmeist fund t o  he lp  
communities most a f f e c t e d  by base c losures .  The fund w i l l  be used 
as a c a t a l y s t  t o  spur  new economic growth, tzspecially where 
recovery would be d i f f i c u l t .  Funding w i l l  be provided by s e t t i n g  
a s i d e  a p o r t i o n  of t h e  n e t  savings from base c losures .  

I have s e n t  i d e n t i c a l  letters, with enc:losures, t o  t h e  . - -  - 

Chairmen of t h e  House and Senate ~ r m e d  Services  and Appropriations 
Committees, and published t h i s  l e t t e r ,  with enc:losures, i n  t h e  
Federa l  Reg i s t e r .  

Sincerely,  

Jist of Enclosures and T a b l s :  

Enclosure  : 

DoD recommendations pursuant t o  P .L. 101-510: L i s t  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  i n s i d e  t he  United S t a t e s  recommended f o r  c losure  o r  
real ignment ,  with a summary of t h e  s e l e c t i o n  process  t h a t  r e s u l t e d  
i n  t h e  recommendation f o r  each i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  and t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  each  recommendation. 

Tables: 

Table 1: 1988 and 1991 Closures and Realignments 
Table 2: Cumulative Reductions of Domestic Bases 
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m E  DEPUTY SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 

WASUINCTON. D.C. 20101 

0 5 HAY 1992 

MZMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMEIQTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINl3ERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DI RECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALU4TION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN!SE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINI STRATI ON AND MANAGEMST 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 93) 

Reducing the Department's unneeded physical plant through base 
closures and realignments is a top Defense priority. We have made 
good progress so far. I look to you, individually and collectively, 

1111r to recommend further reductions consistent with DoDts planned force 
reductions. 

We must begin the 1993 base realignment and closure process now. 
Significant reductions in our physical plant can only be achieved 
after careful studies involving not only structural change, but also 
operational and organizational change. 

The attached establishes policy, procedures, authorities and 
responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment or closure under 
Public Law 101-510, as amended by Public Law 102-190. This guidance 
supersedes Deputy Secretary of Defense memoranda of October 25, 1990, 
and Decerrber 10, 1990. 

* 
Donald J. Atwood 

Attachment 

wi 



1993 B&SE R 1 G I U J w  (BRAC 93) 

POLICY, PRKEDURES, -TIES AXD m S f B X t f -  

The guidance herein establishes the policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for realignment 
or closure under Public Law 101-510, as amended by Public Law 
102-190. The guidance supersedes h p u t y  Secretary of Defense 6 

memoranda of October 25, 1990, and December 10, 1990. 

packurounQ 
< 

Title XXIX, Part A of Public Law 101-510 established the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may pursue 
realignment or closure of military installations with certain 
exceptions. The law established an independent Defense Bast Closure 
and Realignment Cornmission to review the Secretary's recommcndations 
in calendar years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

This guidance applies to those base realignment, closure and 
consolidation studies and reconanendations which must, by law, be 
submitted to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Colrnnission 
(the 1993 C o ~ s s i o n )  for review. 

This guidance does not apply to actions which: 

o Implement realignments or closures under Public Law 
100-526, relating to the recommcndations of the 1988 Defense 
Secretaryt s Colrrmission on Base Realignment and Closure (the 1988 
Commission) ; 

o Implement realignments or closures under Public &w 
101-510, relating to the recommendations of the 1991 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Codssion (the 1991 Connnission); . 

o Study or Mlemcnt realignments or closures to which 
Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, is not applicable; 

o Reduce force structure unless the reduction results 
* 

in a base closure or realignment subject to Public Law 101-510. 
Reductions in force structure m y  be made under this exception even 
if the units involved were designated to relocate to a receiving base 
by the 1988 or the 1991 Commission; or 



o Impact any facilities used primarily for civil works, 
rivers and harbor projects, flood control, or othe:: projects not 
under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of 
Defense . 
Policv Guidance 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation studies that could 
result in a recommendation for a base closure or realignment, other 
than actions covered by an exception above, must meet the following 
requirements: 

o The studies must have as their basis the Force Structure 
Plan required by Section 2903 of Public Law 101-510; 

o The recommendations must be based on the final criteria 
for selecting bases for closure and realignment required by that 
Section; and 

o The studies must consider all military installations 
inside the United States (as defined in the law) on an equal footing, 
including bases recommended for partial closure, realignment, or 
designated to receive units or functions by the 1988 or 1991 
Commissions. 

DoD Components may propose changes to previouslly approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988 and 1991 
commissions provided such changes are necessitated lby revisions to 
force structure, mission or organization since the or om mission 
recommendation was made. Documentation for such changes must involve 
clear military value or significant savings, and be based on the 
final criteria 

Comprehensive s t u d i e s  of your base s tructure  may begin now using 
the selection criteria included i n  this memorandum i ~ d  the force 
table in the Secretary of Defense's March 19, 1991, force structure 
plan. Your studies must be revalidated against the final selection 
criteria and the final force structure plan when promulgated. 

Record Keeping 

DoD Components shall, from the date of this memorandum, develop 
and keep : 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
recommendations were made, including minutes of all deliberative 
meetings; 

o Descriptions of how recommendations met the final 
selection criteria and were based on the final force structure plan; 



o A l l  data, information and analyses considered in making base 
realignment and closure recommendations; and 

o Documentation f o r  each reconmendation t o  the Secretary of 
Defense t o  realign o r  c lose a mil i tary ins ta l l a t ion  under t h i s  law. 

Jnternal  Controls 

DoD Components must develop and implement an in te rna l  control 
plan f o r  these base realignment, closure or  consolidation s tudies  t o  
ensure t h e  accuracy of data  col lect ion and analyses. A t  a xninimtrm, 
these in terna l  control plans should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and sources; 

o Systems f o r  ver ifying the  accuracy of data a t  a11 levels  
of command; 

o Documentation justifying changes made t o  data  received 
from subordinate commands; 

o Procedures t o  check t h e  accuracy of the analyses made 
from t h e  data; and 

o An assessment by your auditors of t h e  adequacy of your 
in te rna l  control plan. 

. o pominat lm:  The FY 1992 Defense Authorization Act requires 
t h a t  a11 eight conrmissioners be n d n a t e d  by the  President no l a t e r  
than January 25, 1993, or t h e  1993 process w i l l  be terminated. The 
Assis tant  t o  the  Secretary of Defense w i l l  handle a l l  matters 
r e l a t i n g  t o  the  Secretary's recommendations t o  the President for  
appointments t o  the 1993 Commission. All inquir ies  from individuals 
in te res ted  i n  serving on the C d s s i o n  should be refer red  t o  the 
Assis tant  t o  the Secretary. 

. . 
0 Comlsszon S m :  The Under Secretary of Defense 

(Acquisition) (USD (A) ) and t h e  Director of Acbnini s t r a t i o n  and 
Management w i l l  coordinate t h e  PtparMcnt's support t o  the 1993 
Commission. 

Cr-: The USD (A) i n  coordination with t h e  
Secretar ies  of the  Military Departmurts, t h e  Chainnan of the  Joint * 

Chiefs of Staff  and such other o f f i c i a l s  as may be appropriate, sha l l  
consider whether t h e  f i n a l  select ion c r i t e r i a  developed i n  accordance 
with Public Law 101-510 should be amended. Proposed amendments t o  
the select ion c r i t e r i a  must be made in accordance with Public L a w  
101-510 and approved by t h e  Secretary of Defense. 



'WIIlf o Force Structure Plan:  The Chainnan of the Joint  Chiefs of 
Staff ,  i n  coordination with the Under Secretary of Defense f o r  Policy 
(USD (P) ) , t h e  USD (A) , DoD Comptroller, and such other o f f i c i a l s  as 

may be appropriate, sha l l  develop the  force structure plan i n  
accordance w i t h  Public Law 101-510, a s  amended, and submit it t o  t h e  
Secretary of Defense fo r  approval. Pending issuance of the  force 
s t ruc ture  plan by the  Secretary of Defense, DoD components sha l l  use 
t h e  force table i n  the  force s t ructure plan promulgated by the  
Secretary of Defense on March 19, 1991. 

o Additional I n s t r u c t i o ~ :  The USD (A) may i!;sue such 
instruct ions a s  may be necessary: t o  implement these policies,  
procedures, au thor i t ies  and responsibi l i t ies ;  t o  ensure timely 
submission of work products t o  the  Secretary of Defense and t o  t h e  
1993 Commission; and, t o  ensure consistency i n  application of t h e  
select ion c r i t e r i a ,  methodology and reports  t o  the Secretary of 
Defense, t h e  1993 Commission and the  Congress. The authority and 
duty of t h e  Secretary of Defense t o  i ssue  regulations under T i t l e  
X x I X  of Public Law 101-510 as amended are hereby delegated and 
assigned t o  t h e  USD(A1. The USD(A1 should exercise tha t  authority i n  
coordination with other DoD of f i c i a l s  as appropriate. 

o prirnarv Point of Co-: The USD (A) shall be the primary 
point of contact f o r  the Department of Defense w i t h  t he  1993 
Commission. Each DoD component s h a l l  designate t o  USD(A1 one or  more 
points of contact w i t h  t he  1993 Corranission. USD ($3 shal l  es tabl i sh  
procedures f o r  interaction with the 1993 Commission similar t o  t h e  
procedures used t o  interact  with t h e  1991 Coxranissj.on. 

o Jnternal Controls: The DoD Inspector General sha l l  be 
available t o  a s s i s t  the  DoD Components i n  developing, implementing 
and evaluating internal control plans. 

The Secretar ies  of the  Military Departments, the Directors of the  
Defense Agencies, and the  heads of other DoD Components sha l l  
(without delegation) submit t h e i r  reconnnendations fo r  base 
realignments o r  closures under t h i s  law t o  t h e  Under Secretary of 
Defense (Acq'isi t ion) for  appropriate processing and forwarding t o  
t h e  Secretary of Defense fo r  approval. 

The USD(A) s h a l l  issue a schedule t o  ensure :submission of 
recommendations t o  the  1993 Commission by March 15, 1993, allowing 
adequate time f o r  action by the Secretary of Defense. 



Selection Criteria 

The following select ion c r i t e r i a  sha l l  be used t o  begin base 
s t r u c t u r e  s t u d i e s  and t o  make base realignment and closure 
recomnendations. Studies must be revalidated against  t h e  f i n a l  
se l ec t ion  c r i t e r i a  approved by t h e  Secretary of Defense i n  t h e  event 
t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  selection c r i t e r i a  d i f f e r  fromthose set f o n h  below. . 

I n  select ing mil i tary i n s t a l l a t i o n s  f o r  closure o r  realignment, 
t h e  Department of Defense, giving p r i o r i t y  consideration t o  military 
value ( the first four c r i t e r i a  below), w i l l  consider: 

1. The current and fu ture  mission requirements and the 
impact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's t o t a l  force.  

2 The a ~ i l & b i l i t y  and Condition of land, f a c i l i t i e s  and 
associated airspace a t  both the existing and potential 
receiving locations.  

3. The a b i l i t y  t o  accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future t o t a l  force requirunents a t  both the 
exis t ing and po ten t i a l  receiving locations. r 

4 .  The cost and manpower fmplicatioru . 

5. The extent and timing of potent ial  cos t s  and savings, 
including t h e  number of  years, beginning w i t h  the date 
of completion o f  t h e  closure or  realignment, f o r  t h e  
savings t o  exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on communities. . I  
7. The a b i l i t y  of both the exis t ing and po ten t i a l  

receiving communities infrastructure t o  support 
forces, missions and personnel . 

8. The environmental impact. 



THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D C  20301 

E M O i W U M  FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPEUTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF D-SE 
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ASSISTANT SECR-ARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 6000 

August 4 ,  1992 

mUCT1ON AND 
LoGImICL 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE * 

COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAG TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORt ADMINISTMTION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SC3;PCT: 1993 Base Closure Policy Memorandum One 

Backaround 

Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum of May 5, 1992, 
(cttcched) established policy, procedures, authorities, and 
responsibilities for closing and realigning bases under Public 
La*. (P.L.) 101-510, as amended by P.L. 102-190, for the 1993 base 
closure process (BRAC 93). The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition delegated USD(A) authorities and responsibilities to 
the Arsistcnt Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
(ASD(P&L)) on May 5, 1992, (also attached). This memorandum is 
the first in a series of additional ASD(P6L) policy memoranda 
i~~lementing the Deputy Secretary's BRAC 93 guidance. ASD(PLL) 
pclicy memoranda of January 7, February 13, March 7 and Yarch 26, 
1 5 4 1 ,  are hereby cancelled. 

Cumulative Impacts on I n s t 8 l l r t i o n ~  

P.L. 101-510 stipulates that no action may be taken to carry 
out e closure or realignment that exceeds the thresholds set 
farth in the Act, until those actions have obtained final 
approval pursuant to the Act. 

In determining whether the Act's numerical closure or 
realignment thresholds are met, independent actions that result 
in closures or realignments shall be considered separately. In 
other words, the cumulative impact of independent actions need 
not be considered when determining application of the Act. 
However, closure or realignment actions shall not be broken into 
snaller increments for the purpose of avoiding application of the 
Act. Subject to the foregoing, closure or realignment actions 
t h a r  do nct exceed the numerical thresholds set forth in the Act 
nsy proceed outside the established BRAC 93 process. Questions 
whezher or not proposed actions are independent should be 
referred to DcD Componentst General Couns~l. 3 



DoD Components must u se  a common d a t e  t o  determine P.L. 
101-510 a p p l i c a b i l i t y .  For  BRAC 93, t h e  common d a t e  w i l l  be 
September 30,  1992, t h e  l as t  q u a r t e r  of a c t u a l  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
u se  i n  making BRAC 93 recommendations b e f o r e  March 15,  1993, 
r e p o r t i n g  d e a d l i n e .  

Also,  nonappropr ia ted  fund employees are not: direct hire, 
permanent c i v i l i a n  employees of  t h e  Department of Defense, as 
de f ined  by P.L. 101-510, and t h e r e f o r e  shou ld  n o t  be cons idered  
i n  determining a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of the  law. 

Act iv i t i es  i n  Leased Space 

DoD Component o r g a n i z a t i o n s  l o c a t e d  i n  l e a s e d  space  a r e  
s u b j e c t  t o  P.L. 101-510. C i v i l i a n  personne l  au t .hor iza t ions  of 
c r g a c i z a t i o n s  i n  l e a s e d  space ,  which a r e  p a r t  of an o rgan i za t i on  
l o c a t e d  on a nearby m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o r  one w i t h i n  t h e  same 
n e t r o p o l i t a n  s t a t i s t i c a l  a r e a  (MSA) , s h a l l  be cons idered  p a r t  of 
t h e  c i v i l i a n  personne l  a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  of t h a t  i r ~ s t a l l a t i o n .  Each 
DoD Com?onent shou ld  aggrega te  t h e  remaining c i v i l i a n  personnel  
a u t h o r i z a t i o n s  of t h e i r  o rgan i za t i ons  i n  l e a s e d  space  wi th in  a 
XSA and cons ide r  t h e  aggrega te  t o  be a s i n g l e  i r ~ s t a l l a t i o n  f o r  
app ly ing  t h e  numerical  t h r e s h o l d s  of P.L. 101-510. For  t h e  
Nat iona l  C a p i t a l  Region (NCR) ,  t h e  NCR, as d e f i n e d  by t h e  
1;bzional C a p i t a l  Planning Act (40USC71), w i l l  be used a s  t h e  MSA. 

C a t e a o r i e s  of Bases 

One cf t h e  first s t e p s  i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  base  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  
p o t e z t i a l  c l o s u r e s  o r  rea l ignments  must invo lve  grouping 
i z s t a l l a r i o n s  wi th  l i k e  miss ions ,  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  o r  a t t r i b u t e s  
i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and when a p p l i c a b l e ,  subca t ego r i e s .  
Cazegor iz ing ba se s  is  t h e  necessa ry  l i n k  between, t h e  f o r c e s  
d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  P lan  and t h e  b a s e  s t r u c t u r e .  
Determining c a t e g o r i e s  of bases i s  a DoD Component 
z e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

C a ~ a c i t v / M i l i t a r v  Value Analvseg 

Another e a r l y  e v a l u a t i o n  s t e p  is  determining whether each  
ca tegory / subca tegory  h a s  p o t e n t i a l  exces s  c a p a c i t y  f o r  t h e  end 
s t a t e  f o r c e  l e v e l s  con t a ined  i n  t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l an .  Should 
no e x c e s s  c a p a c i t y  be found i n  a ca tegory / subca tegory ,  there i s  
no need t o  con t inue  ana lyz ing  t h a t  p o r t i o n  of t h e  base s t r u c t u r e ,  
u n l e s s  t h e r e  i s  a m i l i t a r y  va lue  o r  o t h e r  reason t o  con t inue  t h e  
a n a l y s i s .  Bases i n  such categories/subcategories s h a l l  remain 
a v a i l a b l e  a s  p o t e n t i a l  r e c e i v e r s  of  miss ions  o r  f u n c t i o n s .  



Conversely, if you recommend a base for closure or 
realignment, your analysis must have considered all bases within 
that category/subcategory, as we11 as cross-category 

3 
opportunities. If in applying the military value criteria, you 
find bases that are militarily/geographically unique or 
mission-essential (such that no other base could substitute for 
them) you may justify that fact and exclude these bases from 
further analysis. 

Criteria H.asures/Factor~ 

DoD Components must develop and use one or snore 
easures/fators for applying each of the final criteria to base 
structure analyses. m i l e  objective measureslfactors are 
desirable, they will not always be possible to develop. 
Measureslfact~rs may also vary for different categories of bases. 
DoD Components must describe the relationship between each 
measurelfactor used and the final criteria in BRAC 93 
document at ion. 

DoD Components should continually look for cross-category 
o?portunities, snd cooperate with sister Services and Defense 
Agencies to pursue multi-service asset sharing or exchange, 
throughout the BRAC 93 process. 

DoD Components must use the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COSRA) cost model to calculate the costs, savings and return on 
investren; cf proposed closures and realignments. Dollar inputs 
to COBRA will be in FY 1994 constant dollars. The Army is 
executive agent for COBRA. Model improvements and documentation 
will be completed by October, 1992. 

Data Cert i f icat ion 

Section 2821(e) (3) of P.L.  102-190 amended P.L.  101-510 and 
required specified DoD personnel to certify to the best of their 
knowledge and belief that information provided to the Secretary 
of Defense or the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(the 1993 Comnission) concerning the closure or realigment of a 

L 

military installation is accurate and complete. 

The Deputy Secretary's BRAC 93 memorandum requires DoD 
Components to establish an internal control plan to ensure the 
accuracy of data used in BRAC 93 analyses. 



I n  view of t h e  above, DoD components s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  
mi)' procedures  and d e s i g n a t e  a p p r o p r i a t e  pe rsonne l  t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  

d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  f o r  use  i n  BRAC 9 3  ana ly se s  i s  a c c u r a t e  and 
complete t o  t h e  best of t h a t  pe r son ' s  knowledge and b e l i e f .  DoD 
Components* c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocedures  shou ld  be  i nco rpo ra t ed  wi th  
t h e  r e q u i r e d  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l an .  Both are s u b j e c t  t o  a u d i t  by 
t h e  General  Accounting Of f i ce .  F i n a l l y ,  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  

+ M i l i t a r y  Departments,  D i r e c t o r s  of Defense Agencies, and heads of 
o t h e r  DoD Components must c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r ! ~  o f  Defense 
t h a t  d a t a  used  i n  making BRAC 93 recommendations t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  
a r e  a c c u r a t e  and complete t o  t h e  best of  t h e i r  knowledge and 
belief. 

In format ion  provided t o  t h e  1993 Commission pursuan t  t o  a 
r e q u e s t  a f t e r  March 15, 1993, must a l s o  be c e r t i f i e d .  However, 
ASD (P&L) involvement must be maintained,  a s  ASD(PCL) h a s  been 
des igna t ed  t h e  primary p o i n t  of con t ac t  f o r  DoD wi th  t h e  1993 
Corunission. Also,  DoD Component c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocedures  must 
no t  r e s u l t  i n  l eng thy  de l ays  i n  p rov id ing  reques ted  in format ion .  
DoD Components must t h e r e f o r e  e s t a b l i s h  s p e c i a l  p rocedures  t o  
ensu re  n o t  only  t h a t  a p p r o p r i a t e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n s  a r e  made by 
des igna t ed  personne l ,  b u t  a l s o  t h a t  r esponses  t o  r e q u e s t s  f o r  
in fc rmbt ion  a r e  t ime ly ,  wh i l e  a l lowing  s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  f o r  DoD 
Companent headqua r t e r s  and ASD(P6L) involvement. 

Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l an  

qv The Chairman of t h e  J o i n t  Chie fs  of S t a f f  shou ld  coord ina te  
t h e  Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l an  r e q u i r e d  by t h e  Deputy S~ecze t a ry ' s  BRAC 
93  memorandum wi th  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  Program 
Analys i s  and Eva lua t ion ,  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  
Reserve A f f a i r s ,  and t h e  General Counsel, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
Usder S e c r e t a r y  of Defense f o r  Po l i cy ,  ASD(P&L), and DoD 
C o n p t r o l l e r .  

Dissemination of Guidance 

DoD Components s h a l l  d i s semina te  t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  
guidance,  t h i s  p o l i c y  memorandum, and subsequent  p o l i c y  memoranda 
as widely a s  p o s s i b l e  throughout  t h e i r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

Attachments 

Col in  McMillan 
A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  of Defense 
(Product ion and L o g i s t i c s )  



THE DEPW SE:: =EE?ARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 2-1-1000 

December 3, 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR: SECRETARIES OFTHE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OFTHE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION 

SUBJECT: Base Closure and Realignment Propornls in Support of Streamlining of 
Defense Depot Maintenance Activities I 

To streamline defense depot maintenance activitia and increase efficiency, the 
Secretaries of the Military Depanmentr, in coordination with the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, shall 
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-Service inputs, to streamline defense depot 
maintenance activities, for the Secre~ry of Defense's consideration for submission 
to the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission under the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 vitie XXlX of Public Law 101-510). Such 
proposals shall be designed to support the following lead Military Department 
assignments for defense-wide depot maintenance: 

Department of the Army lead - ground weapon systems and equipment 

Department of the Navy lead - ships, other watercraft, and ship systems 

Department of the Air Force lead - fixed and rotary wing aviation and 
aviation systems. 

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition miy issue such instructions as may be 
V 

necessary to implement this memorandum. Innructions to the Military Departments 
shall be issued through the Secretaritr of the Military Departments. 



-ON AND 
LOGLCIICS 

ASSISTANT SECRRARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301- 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPAR!FMENTS 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 
CHAIRMAN OF THE J O I N T  CHIEFS OF S!t'AE'E' 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL, COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: Base Closure  P o l i c y  Memorandum Two 

This  memorandum is t h e  second i n  a series of  a d d i t i o n a l  
ASD(P&L) p o l i c y  guidance implementing t h e  Defense! Base Closure  w' a n d R e a l i g n m e n t A c t  of 1990 (PublicLaw101-5101,  asamended,  and 
t h e  Deputy S e c r e t a r y ' s  1993 Base Realignment and Closure  
(BRAC 93) guidance of  May 5, 1992. ASD (PCL) P o 1 j . c ~  Memorandum 
One was da t ed  August 4, 1992. 

pllilit a r v  Treatment F a c i l i t v  (MTF) Analvses 

The S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments w i l l  be 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  i n c l u d i n g  M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  (MTFs) i n  
t h e i r  BRAC 93 ana lyses .  Nominations of t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments 
of  MTF c l o s u r e s  o r  real ignments  w i l l  be reviewed by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  
S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense f o r  Heal th  A f f a i r s  (ASD(HA)) and r e t u r n e d  t o  
t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments. The f i n a l  
recommendations of  t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments t o  
t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense w i l l  i nc lude  t h e  views of t h e  ASD(HA), 
i f  d i f f e r e n t  from t h o s e  of  t h e  S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  M i l i t a r y  
Departments. 



The Secretaries of the Military Departments and ASD(HA), 
working together through the Health Affairs Base Closure Joint 

w 
Service Working Group, may also identify MTFs as candidates for 
closure or reduction, such as when multiple DoD health care 
delivery activities create overlapping catchment areas or when 
small beneficiary populations reside within areas where more cost 
effective alternatives should be considered. Working group b 

recommendations will be forwarded to the Secretaries of the 
Military Departments for inclusion in their final recommendations 
as appropriate. If the Secretary of a Military Department 
disagrees with a closure recommendation forwarded by the Health 
Affairs Base Closure Joint Service Working Group, the Secretary 
shall forward the Group's recommendation with the Secretaryfs 
reason for disagreeing, to the Secretary of Defense. 

Return on Investment (ROI1 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Componentsf justifications for each recommended 
closure or realignment package, All costs and savings 
attributable over time to a closure or realignment package, 
subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, including 
costs or savings at receiving locations. Costs or savings 
elements that are identified, but determined to be insignificant, 
need not be calculated. However, DoD Component records should 
indicate that determination. 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
calculates return on investment, ASD (PLL) Policy Memorandum One 
required the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to use the 
current COBRA version (4.0), in order to ensure consistency in 
methodology. Although the model does not produce budget quality 
data, it uses standard cost factors and algorithm to estimate 
costs and savings over time. 

We recognize that Military Department and Defense Agency 
planning and accounting mechanisms are sufficiently different to 
warrant Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the 
COBRA model. DoD Component documentation must justify the uBe of 
such cost factors. 

* 

Attachment 1 provides additional guidance on the COBRA model 
and return on investment calculations for those rare instances 
when it is impossible to use the COBRA model for calculations. 

- 
Specific instructions follow for the calculation of health 

care costs, unemployment costs, Homeowners Assistance Program and 
environmental costs, and savings for input to the COBRA model. 



o jiealth Care Costs 

'00 CHAMPUS Costs Base closures and rtzalignments can 
have an impact on CHAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impacts 
must be included in analyses of closures or realignments 
involving Military Treatment Facilities. 

oo Medicare Costa Medicare costs will not be included 
in DoD Component cost analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
Part A (hospital and related costs) and Part B (supplemental 
costs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The only 
appropriated funds used to support Medicare are those portions of 
the Part B costs that exceed the monthly premiums paid by the 
members/beneficiaries. Therefore, total Medicare appropriations 
will not significantly change return on investment calculations. 

o Unemvlovment Costs The Military Departmtants and Defense 
Agencies annually budget unemployment contributions to the 
Federal Employees Compensation Account for DoD military and 
civilian employees. DoD Components should include the 
contributions attributable to closures and realignments in their 
cost calculations. 

o Bomeowners Assistance Program (HAP) The Secretary of the 

Cf Army will provide each Military Department and Dtsfense Agency 
with a list of installations that have a reasonable probability 
of having a HAP program approved, should the inst:allation be 
selected for closure or realignment. HAk costs will be included 
for each of the installations so identified by the Secretary of 
the Army. 

o Fnvironmental Restoration Costs Environrnental 
Restoration costs at closing bases are not to be considered in 
cost of closure calculations. DoD has a legal obligation for 
environmental restoration regardless of whether is base is closed 
or realigned. Where closing or realigning installations have 
unique contamination problems requiring environmental 
restoration, these will be considered as a potenltial limitation 
on near-term community reuse of the installation. 

o Environmental Com~liance Costs Environ~mental compliance 
costs can be a factor in a base closure or realignment decision. 
Costs associated with bringing existing practices into compliance 
with environmental rules and regulations can potentially be 
avoided when the base closes. Environmental com-pliance costs may 
be incurred at receiving locations also, and therefore will be 
estimated. 



o band Valug Given existing statute and practice 
regardingsthe disposal of real property, especially public 

J 
benefit transfers, land and facilities value may not always be 
realized. In cases where some proceeds can be &xpected, ~ilitary 
Departments and Defense Agencies must estimate the amount to be 
received for such real property. Estimated land and facility 
value will generally be based on the anticipated highest and best 1 

use for the land and facilities. assuming appropriate zoning, 
unless readily available informrrion indicates that zoning is 
likely to be more restrictive. Where installations have unique 
contamination problems, a portion of the installation may have to 
be segregated from disposal so that community reuse may proceed 
on the balance. Estimated value should be adjusted: for any 
such parceling, including discounting proceeds when sale of 
contaminated property is possible only after cleanup is complete; 
for reduced prices where property is likely to be sold for 
restricted uses; or, when significant public benefit discount 
transfers are anticipated. 

0 Force Structure Savinm The savings associated with 
force structure drawdowns shall no= be included in the return on 
investment calculations. While decreased force structure will 
often be the underlying reason for recommending base closures or 
realignments, the savings associated with closing bases should be 
founded on the elimination of base operating support (BOS), 
infrastructure and related costs. 

. . 0 pll1tarv C o n s t r u c a  Military Departments and Defense 
Agencies will describe anticipated construction requirements 
(barracks square feet, etc.) to implement a BRAC recomendation 
and not actual projects. These requirements only become projects 
during the implementation phase after the Commission meets and 
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal project 
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o Construction Cost Avoidances Closing and realigning 
bases can result in construction cost avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should include FY94-99 programed military and family 
housing construction that can be avoided at the closing or 
realigning base, other than new-mission construction. 

4 



COBRA Model Assumvtions 

The following statements clarify certain cost assumptions 
written into the COBRA model: 

o Local Moves. Moves of less than 50 miles will not incur 
PCS moving costs. 

o priority Placement Svstem Costs. Forty-one percent of 
all employees placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Proqram will be relocated at government. expense (based 
on historical-data) . 

o Students. For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
model's calculation of overhead costs, and as appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

Attachment 2 provides guidance on the calcul.ation of 
economic impact on closing, realigning and receiving communities. 

C r  
Fnvironmental Impacts 

Attachment 3 provides guidance on documenting environmental 
impact considerations at closing, realigning and receiving 
locations. 

For environmental impact considerations, thelre is no need to 
undertake new environmental studies. DoD Compone!nts may use all 
available environmental information regardless of when, how or 
for w h a t  purpose it was collected. If a DoD Component should 
choose to undertake a new environmental study, the study must 
collect the same information from all bases in the DoD 
Component's base structure, unless the study is designed to fill 
gaps in information so that all bases can be treated equally. 
Attachment 3 provides a sample of the reporting format used to 
summarize the environmental consequences of closr~re or 
realignment of an installation. 



Peceivina Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases. The COBRA model will calculate the 
costs for relocating such units or activities. DoD Components do 
not need to identify specific receiving bases for units or i 

tenants with less than 100 civilian/military employees. Finding 
homes for these activities can be left to execution. However, 
DoD Components should establish a generic "base xu within the 
COBRA model to act as the surrogate receiving base for the 
aggregation of these smaller units or activities, in order to 
ensure completeness of cost and savings calculations. 

Beserve Enclaves 

On each base designated for closure or realignment the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or relocate guard and reserve units: the effected unit 
identifications must be included in the DoD Componentvs 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs of fitting out an enclave for 
reserve component or guard use will be estimated. 

Military Departments and Defense Agencies must document the 
receipt of valid requests received under section 2924 of P.L. 
101-510 and document the steps taken to give them special 
consideration. Such documentation is subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, the Commission and the Congress. 

Release of Infomatioq 

Public Law 101-510, as amended, established the Defense Base + 

Closure and Realignment Commission to review the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations for the closure or realignment of 
military installations and to conduct public hearings on the 
recommendations. Unless specifically required by law, data used ? 

by the DoD Components to analyze and evaluate military 
installations will not be released until the Secretary's 
recommendations have been forwarded to the Commission. - 



The General Accounting Office (GAO), howeve:r, has a special 
role in assisting the Commission in its review and analysis of 
the Secretary's recommendations and must also prepare a report 
detailing the Secretary's selection process. As such, the GAO 
will be provided, upon request, with as much information as 
possible without compromising the deliberative p:rocess. The 
Military Departments and Defense Agencies must keep records of 
all data provided to the GAO. 

actions With Multiple Installation ImDacts 

This expands the policy guidance on cumulative impacts on 
installations previously provided in ASD(P6L) Policy Memorandum 
One. 

As the DoD Components review their base structure or conduct 
functional studies with base closure or realignment impacts, a 
determination must be made as to whether a review or study 
impacting more than one installation should be considered a 
single action under P.L. 101-510. To be considered a single 
action, the review or study must: 

(1) Result in the closure or realignment o:f at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

Attachment 4 describes the reporting format;s for: (1) the 
anticipated DoD report to the Commission, and (2) Military 
Department and Defense Agency justifications for their March 15, 
1993, closure and realignment recommendations. 

Attachments 
1. Return on Investment Calculations 
2. Economic Impact Calculations 

CI 
3. Environmental Impact Considerations 
4. Report Format 



Return on Investment Calculations (COBRA Alternative) 

In those rare instances when use of the COBRA model is not 
possible, Return on Investment can be calculated as follows: 

1) Array a11 the calculated costs and savings by 
fiscal year for the closure or realignment option. I 

Costs and savings should be arrayed uninflated for 
20 years. 

2 )  Discount each year of the net costs or savings 
using a 10 percent discount rate. 

3)-  Determine the fiscal year the closure or 
realignment is completed. The year of the closure 
is defined as the year in which the majority of 
personnel have left, and the mission and functions 
cease to be performed at the installation. For 
these calculations, a closure or realignment can 
be considered complete even if the installation is 
in caretaker status. 

4) Count the nuxnber of years, after the year of 
completion, it takes for the net present value to 
reach zero or become negative. This number is the 
return on investment years. 

5) Sum the discounted net costs/savings for the 20- 
year period. This sum is the 20year net present 
value. 

OMB Circular A-94 applies to these calculations, in general, 
by specifying a 10 percent discount rate and zero percent 
inflation. 

Exceptions to the above guidance will be considered on a 
case by case basis by ASD(PCL) if warranted. 

Attachment 1 rr 



pconomic Im~act Calculations 

Economic impact on communities will be measured by the 
direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 
realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) will design and 
update computer spreadsheets with the appropriate multipliers to 
measure indirect economic impacts. 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies will be 
responsible for determining changes in military, civilian and 
contractor employment at each base. Only contractor personnel 
employed on the base, or in the immediate vicinit:~, which support 
on-base activities will be considered. This is the direct 
employment impact. The OEA spreadsheets have a place for entry 
of this data which will be a Military Department and Defense 
Agency responsibility. Once entered, the computerized 
spreadsheet will calculate the economic impact (the direct and 
indirect effect on employment) of the closure or realignment for 
each affected installation. The military and DoD civilian data 
used for calculating the economic impact pus* be the same as used 
in the COBRA model. 



SWQSRY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALICNHENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Locat ion 

(Provide a p m a r v  statement and status for the following 
environmental attributes at each installation affected by the 
closure/realignment action, including receiving installations. 
These key environmental attributes are not want to be a11 
inclusive. Others may be added as appropriate.) 

o Threatened or Endangered Species 

o wetlands 

o Historic or archeological sites 

o Pollution Control 

o Hazardous Materials/Wastes 

o Land Use and Airspace Implications 

o Programmed Environmental Costs/Cost Avoidances 

3 
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Department of Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment 
Report to the Cormaission 

Executive Sumnary (Volume I) 

1. 1993 Base Closure Procedures 
2. force Structure Summary - Unclassified 
3. Final Criteria 
4. Compilation of Recommcn&tions 
5. Implementation 

PCL 
Joint Staff 

PCL 
PCL 
PLL 

i. Public L a w  101-510 (as amended) 
ii. Section 2687, Title 10, US Code 

iii. DoD Policy Memoranda 
iv. Base Structure Summary 
v. History of Base Closures 
vi. Index of Affected Bases C Personnel Impacts 

PLL 
PCL 
PCL 
PCL 
PCL 
PLL 

Force Structure plan (classified) (Volrrme 11) Joint Staff 

Department of the Army Analyses and Recorrnaendations (Volume 111) Awy 

1. Executive S-ry 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Service Projected Force Structure 
4. Service Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Reconm~ndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified Appendices (if required) 

Department of the Navy Analyses and Recorrnaendations (Volume IV) Navy & Marine Corps 

Executive Sunrmary 
Statement of Purpose 
Service Projected Force Structure 
Service Process 
Description of Analyses 
Recormnendations (see attached format) 
Budget Impacts 
Classified Appendices (if required) 

Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations (Volume V) Air Force 

Executive Sununary 
Statement of Purpose 
Service Projected Force Structure 
Service Process 
Description of Analyses 
Reconmendations (see attached format) 
~udget Impacts 
Classified Appendices (if required) 

Defense Agencies Analyses and Recornnndations (Volume V I )  Defense Agencies 

1. Executive Sumnary 
2. Statement of Purpose 
3. Agency Projected Force Structure - 
4. Agency Process 
5. Description of Analyses 
6. Recomndations (see attached format) 
7. Budget Impacts 
8. Classified Appendices (if required) 

Attachment 4 



Mame of Recommen&tion 
(e g., John Q. Public Naval Air Facility, [State] ) 

Roc-on&tion: Describe what is to be closed and/or realigned; 
units, functions or organizations that will be eliminated or 
moved; identify the receiving installations, if applicable; and 
describe units functions or organizations that will remain on the 
base, if applicable. 

Jurtificrtion: Explain the reasons for the recommendation: i.e., 
force structure reductions, mission transfer, consolidation or 
elimination, excess capacity, etc., as applicable. I 

Impact: Describe the impact the recommendation will have on the 
local community's economy in terms of direct and indirect 
employment loss. Also include an estimate of the cost of 
implementing the recommendation and expected annual savings after 
implementation. I 

Attachment to Attachment 4 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -8000 
I December 9 ,  1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPAR'MENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF S'PAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EViRLUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Realignment and Closure (BRA(: 93) 
Recommendations 

The Secretaries of the Military Departments and other DoD 
Components shall submit their recommendations fo:r base 
realignments or closures under Public Law 101-518 to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) by 
8:OOam on February 22, 1993. 

ASD(PCL1 will process and forward the recomnendations to the 
Secretary of Defense for approval. Recommendations should be 
submitted in the format described in ASD(P6L) Base Closure Policy 
Memorandum Two. 

Colin McMillen 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

10 Decanber 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORt ADMINISTRATION MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Selection Criteria 

The attached 1993 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC 93) 
Selection Criteria, required by Section 2903(b) of P.L. 101-510t 
form the basis, along with the force structure plan, of the base 
closure and realignment process. DoD components shall use these 
criteria in the base structure analysis to nominate BRAC 93 
closure or realignment candidates. The criteria will also be 
used by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
in their review of the Department of Defense final 
recommendations. 

Attachment 



Department of Defense Final Criteria 
for 

Closing and Realigning 
Military Installations Inside the United States 

In selecting military installations for closure or rca.lipnent, the 
D e m e n t  of Defense, giving priority consideration to military value 
(the first four criteria below), will considec 

Military Value 

1. The cumnt and future mission requirements and the 
inpact on operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force. 

. . 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and . 
associated airspace at both the existing and potmtial 
receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, 
and future total force requirements a ~ t  both the existing 
and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, 
including the number of years, beginning with the date 
of completion of the closure or rcali,gnment, for the 
savings to exceed the costs. 

- Impacts 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7. The ability of both the existing and :potential receiving 
communities' h£rastructurc to support forces, missions 
and personnel. 

8. ' h e  environmental impact. 



ASSISTANT SECREtARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 2030 1 6 0 0 0  

December 2 4 ,  1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (INSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE N R  FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Base Closure Cumulative Economic Impact 

Base Closure Policy Memorandum Two included guidance on t h e  
ca l cu l a t i on  of economic impact a t  c losing,  r ea l ign ing  or 
receiv ing bases during the 1993 round of base c losures  (BRAC 93) .  
Spec i f i ca l ly ,  t h e  Mi l i t a ry  Departments and Defense Agencies are 
responsible f o r  determining changes i n  mi l i t a ry ,  c i v i l i a n  and 
con t rac to r  employment a t  each base recommended f o r  closure,  
realignment o r  a s  a receiv ing base, and en te r ing  th i s  da t a  i n t o  
t h e  economic impact spreadsheet suppl ied  by t h e  O f f i c e  of 
Economic Adjustment ' (OEA) . 

To ensure t h a t  t h e  impact of previous c losures  and 
realignments a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  cumulative economic impact 
cons idera t ions ,  da t a  must a l s o  be entered  f o r  closed, rea l igned 
or gaining bases  i d e n t i f i e d  during BRAC 88 and BRAC 91. T h i s  
information should be r ead i l y  ava i l ab le  i n  your BRAC 91 economic 
impact spreadsheet  p r i n tou t s .  Any adjustments t o  previous BRAC 
88 o r  BRAC 91 ac t i ons  necess i t a ted  by BRAC 93 reconunendations 
should a l s o  be made on t h e  spreadsheets (Lee., personnel  now 
going t o  Base i n s t ead  of Base etc).  

We w i l l  combine Department/Agency spreadsheets  t o  de te rn ine  
DoD-wide cumulative economic impact within each def ined 
geographic area .  

If  you have any quest ions  p lease  contac t  M r .  Dom Miglionico 
a t  697-8050. I 

David 3. Berteau 
P r inc ipa l  Deputy 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301-8000 

JAN 2 8 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASS1 STANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (I:NSTALLATIONS, 
LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS AND 
ENVIRONMENT ) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(INSTALLATIONS) 

DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Base Closure and ~ealignment-Additiona.1 Guidance 

As we go through the final weeks of preparation before 
presenting a list of closure candidates to the Secretary, I want 
to review a few remaining details for your submissions which are 
due on February 22, 1993, 

o We will need 5 hard copies of your unclassified section 
and 5 copies of your classified submission (if 
required) of the final report (refer to ASD(PCL1 Base 
Closure Policy Memorandum Two, attachment 4). We will 
need additional copies in March for distribution to the 
Commission, Congress, the GAO, etc. 

o Your wRecommendationw pages need not necessarily be 
limited to one page. The importance your aone-pagen 
recommendations and justifications will play in this 
process cannot be over emphasized, especially the 
recommendations, which must be complete. Therefore, 
the ability to withstand public and Commission scrutiny 
overrides the desire for brevity. Although they are 
part of your final report, we will also need your 
wRecommendation" pages on a 5 1/4" or 3 1/2" floppy 
disk in Wordperfect 5.0 or 5.1. 

o We will need a copy of the COBRA Person.ne1Movement 
Report (refer to page 125, COBRA User's Manual) for 
each base in your closure/realignment scenarios. 



o W e  w i l l  need a p r i n t o u t  and computer d i s k  of your 
economic impact spreadsheets  f o r  your BRAC 93 
recommendations. w 

o We w i l l  a l s o  need the  number of m i l i t a r y ,  c i v i l i a n ,  and 
, e s t i m a t e d  Base Operating Support c o n t r a c t o r  eInpl0yees 
on board each of your BRAC 88 and BRAC 91 c l o s u r e s  and 
real ignments  as of June 30, 1991. Th i s  information 
w i l l  be used t o  c a l c u l a t e  DoD-wide cumulative impact by 
OASD (PcL) . Refer t o  ASD (PIL) memorandum of December ( 

24, 1992. 

o The above d a t a  and information i s  a11 due February 22, 
1993. 

Based on our review of t h e  new OMB C i r c u l a r  A994 (October 
29, 1992) t h e  discount  r a t e  f o r  COBRA Return on Investment 
Ca lcu la t ions  has  been changed t o  7 percen t  vice 10 percent .  
P l e a s e  make t h i s  change t o  t h e  COBRA s t andard  f a c t o r s  f i l e  and 
n o t e  t h e  change i n  your copy of Base Closure P o l i c y  Memorandum 
Two, da ted  December 4, 1992. Also, s i n c e  t h e  COBRA model is 
being c o n t i n u a l l y  r e f ined ,  p l e a s e  delete any re fe rences  t o  
"version 4.0" i n  the memorandum. 

F i n a l l y ,  I want t o  t a k e  t h i s  opportuni ty t o  thank you and 
your s t a f f s  f o r  a l l  your support  and hard work dur ing  t h i s  BRAC 
93 process .  

ul 

dH& 
David J. Berteau 
P r i n c i p a l  Deputy A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  

of Defense (Production and L o g i s t i c s )  



Appendix E 
"Yr f 

DoD Base Structure - Summary of 
Domestic and Overseas Reductions 

-- 

Table 1A - Major Domestic Closures 

U.S. Bases 
Bases BRAC 88 BRAC 91 BRAC 93 Remaining Reduction 

Air Force 206 -5 -13 -4 184 11% 

Defense Agencies & 0 0 - -2 3 17% 

Totals 495 -16 -26 -3 1 422 15% ' 

C' 
Table 1B - Mry'or Domestic Realignmt!nts 

Bases 
BRAC 88 PRAC 91 BRAC 93 Affected 

Air Force 0 2 3 5 

v Defense Agencies 1 0 1 0 

Totals 11 19 12 42 



Table 1C - Summary of Domestic Plant Replacement Value (PRV) Reductions 
($Billions) w 

PRV 
m!a BRAC 88191 lmw!i3 Remaining Reduction 

Air Force 160.5 -19.2 -7.6 L&z 17% 

TotaIs 483.0 -44.8 -29.1 409.1 15% 

Note: Plant replacement value is what it would cost to replace all the buildings. pavements. 
and utilities at a base. DoD measures progress in tcrms of plant replacement value because it 
is a better measure of the magnitude of ductions in infrastructur~ than simply counting lafge 
bases and small bases qually. 



Table 2A - Base Structure - Summary of Actions i:o End or Reduce 
Operations Overseas 

(Number of Sites) 

Announced 
FY 91 to Date Remaining Reduction 

Europe 
Army 847 440 417 52% 
NavylUSMC 85 24 6; 1 28% 
Air Force 470 185 285 39% 

Pacm/East Asia 
&Y 112 18 94 16% 
NavylUSMC 26 11 15 42% 
Air Forcc 79 8 71 1096 

Westcm Hemisphere/ 
Mk. Locations 

Army 15 13 2 87% 
Navy/USMC 9 3 6 33% wt Air Force 26 2 -- 214 8% 

Totals 1,669 704 965 42% 

Table 2B - Base Structure - Summary of Overseas Reductions by 
Plant Replacement Value (PRV) 

Planned 
Announced Thru Total 

n3l to Date FY 96 Reduction Reduction 

&Y 53.9 17.9 6.0 23.9 44% 
NavyKJSMC 26.4 6.4 1 .O 7.4 28% 
Air Force 60.2 19.2 3 -- 22.2 37% 

Totals 140.5 435 10.0 53 .5 38% 





Appendix F 
mt 

History of Base Closures 

Background 

In the early 1960s. under the direction of President Kennedy, Secretary of 
Defense McNamara developed and subsequently implemented the most extensive base 
realignment and closure program in the history of the United States. Hundreds of base 
closures and realignments took place during this period, and more than 60 major bases 
were closed. Criteria governing bases selected for closure wen: established primarily 
within the Office of the Smtiuy of Defense, with minimal co~nsultation with the 
Milimy Dqmtments or the Congress. 

The Congress had not anticipated the broad extent of these actions, and their 
cumulative political impact was substantial. With very few exceptions, the closure 
actions wese viewed negatively by the Congress. 

Legislative History of Section 2687 

QII In 1965, the Congress passed legislation setting up reporting requirements 
designed to involve itself in any DoD base closure program. The legislation was 
vetoed by Resident Johnson and the confrontation between the Executive and 
Legislative branches of government grew. Despite this situatio~i, the Department of 
Defense was able to complete base realignments and closures routinely throughout the 
1960s. 

During the early 1970s, the Department found it increasingly difficult to rcalign 
or close instaUations due to rcpcatcd attempts by the Congress to regulate the base 
closure process and to limit or deny base closure funding. In 1976, the Milita~~ 
Construction Authorization Bill contained a provision prohibiting any base closure or 
reduction of more than 250 civilian employees until the Department had noWied 
Congress of the proposed actions, assessed the personnel and economic impacts, 
followed the study provisions of the National Environmental Pallicy Act (NEPA), and 
waited nine months. This bill was vetoed by President Ford anld the Congressional 
veto override effort failed. 



In 1977, however, President Carter approved legislation requiring the 
Deparamnt to noti@ Congress that a base is a candidate for reduction or closure; 
prepare I d  economic, environmental, and strategic consquencc reports; and wait 60 3 
days far Congress' response. The legislation was as Section 2687, Title 10, 
U.S. Code and is at Appendix B. Section 2687, coupled with the requirements of 
NEPA, effectively brought base closures to a halt. 

The Next Decade 

For the n u t  decade Pha passage of Section 2687, all attempts at closing major 
installations met with failure, and even proposed movements of small military units 
W a c  fils- 

Given that situation, President Reagan's Administration began discussing with 
the Congress thc &velopmcnt of a comprehensive proposal recommending basc 
closures to Congrcss. 'Ike Resident's Rivate Sector Slwey on Cost Control ('k 
Grace Commission) included in its 1983 rcport a finding that economies could be 
made in the basc structure. 'Ibey recommended that a non-partisan, independent 
commission be established to study the bast closure issue in a less constrained process 
and submit a list of closmcs Nothing came of these early efforts. 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission 

In 1988, Secretary of Defense Cariucci recognized that the stalemate between 
the Executive Branch and Legislative Branch had to be broken. Tbe Defense budget 
by 1988 had declined far three straight years from the 1985 pealr of the Reagan 
Adminisfration buildup and was predicted to decline Mcf. 

On May 3,1988, Secretary Caulucci c b t a c d  the Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure to recommend military basm within the 
United States for realignment md closure. Legislation subsequently passed by the 
Congms anC enactad by the Resident (Public Law 1W526) e n d d  this approach 
and provided relief h m  certain statutory provisions which wcre impediments to thc 
completion of base closures. 

Enactment of this legislation constitutes an agreement between the Legislative 
and the Executive Branches that improvement in the military basing structure could be 
a means of nrlizing savings in the defense budge?, while not impairing the ability of 
the armad f m  to carry out their missions. 



The 1988 Commission's Recommendati.ons 

The 1988 Base Closure Commission issued its report in December of 1988. It 
recommended closing 86 military installations and realigning 13 installations. An 
additional 46 installations were designated for increases as units and activities relocated 
as a result of the nxommended closures and realignments. A :recap of the major 1988 
base closures and realignments is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 

The 1988 Commission was required to base its recommr:ndations on the force 
structure anticipated in 1988, which was stable. Even so, they recommended the 
closure of about 3 percent of the domestic base structure. 

Implementing the 1988 Commission's Recomn~endations 

Secretary Carlucci was required by Public Law 100-526 to accept or reject the 
1988 Commission's recommendations in their entirety. In January of 1989, he 
accepted a of the recommendations. The law provided Congress with the same 
opportuuity and by May of 1989, the Congressional review period expired without the 
enactment of a joint fesolution of disapproval. Consequently, the recommendations of 
the 1988 Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 1988 recommendations is 
'It on track The closures and realignments were required to btgirl by January of 1990 

and must be completed by October of 1995. DoD's compreher~sive financial plan for 
these closures indicates that DoD will realize a net savings during implementation (FY 
89-95) of over $300 million and annual savings of $700 milliorr each year thereafter. 
These savings could be fixrther enhanced if expected land sale proceeds of $1.1 billion 
l i~ t rdzcd.  

The January 1990 List of Candidates 

Thc world situation was changing fast at the end of 1989 as DoD was preparing 
to send its revised FY 1991 Budget to the Congress. The Berlin wall had fallen, the 
Warsaw Pact was weakening, democracy was spreading throughout the region, and 
Soviet-U.S. relationships wen imgroving worldwide. 

It became clear that DoD's force structure and budget could decline dramatically 
over the next several years, in response to reduced tensions and threats worldwide. 
Base closures and realignments, therefore, became a part of each Military Depment's 
budget strategy for balancing their base structure with their declining force structure. 



The 1988 Commission, however, was a one-time Commission and without other 
changes to the public laws, closing basts meant using the very same Section 2687 
procedures that had stopped basc closures for over a decade. 'crl 

Since it cduld take 1-2 ycslp to complete the required base closure and 
environmental impact studies, the Sumtay of Defense decided he had to get started. 
In this way, DoD could have some studies completed in time to submit to Congress 
with DoD's FV 1992/1993 Budget in January of 1991. I 

In January 1990, the Secretary announced a kt of candidates for closures and 
rcalignmtnts which began the 1-2 year required study process. 

Public Law 101-510 

Most of the January 1990 studies were never completed, for in November of 
1990 Congress passed and the President signed Public Law 101-510 (see Appendix A). 
Tbc law requid that DaD begin its review of the base structure anew, without regard 
to the January 1990 list of candidates except when the study was below the numerical 
thresholds established by Public Law 101-5 10. The law established independent 
Residential Commissions in 1991, 1993 and 1995 to review the Secretary of Defense's 
~ccomrnendations far base closures and realignments in those years. 

The 1991 Base Closure Process 

The first of the three Commissions to operate under the new law (P.L. 101-510) 
received Secretary of Defense Cheney's recommendations for base closures and 
nalignrnents on Apil 12,1991. Tbost recommendations w m  based on approved 
final selection criteria and a &year force stmcturc plan as required by the law. - By 
1991, the Warsaw Pact had disintegrated and, therefore, DoD was planning on further 
forcc drawdowns. 

Consequently, the secretary of Def- recommended a significant base 
structure drawdown involving 31 major base closures and 48 realignments. The 
Commission accepted ~ ~ l y  90 pcrccnt of those recommendations and in its 
report to the Rcsidcnt of July 1991, rccommendcd the closure of 27 major bases and 
the realignment of 48 others. A recap of the major 1991 basc closures and 
dgnmcnts  is at Table 1 of this Appendix. 



Implementing the 1991 Commission's Recomrnendations 

The President accepted all of the Commission's recornn~endations on July 11, 
1991, and forwarded the Commission's report with his approval to the Congress. The 
~ o n ~ s s i o n a l  review period established by PL. 101-5 10 expired without enactment of 
a joint resolution of disapproval. Consequently, the recommerrdations of the 1991 
Commission now have the force of law. 

DoD's planning, budgeting and implementation of the 199 1 recommendations 
are on track. The closures and realignments are required to begin by July of 1993 and 
must be completed by July of 1997. DoD's comprehensive fulancial plan for these 
closures indicates that DoD will realize a net savings during innplementation (FY 92- 
97) of over $1.4 billion and annual savings of $1.4 million each year thereafter. These 
savings could be further enhanced if expected land sale proceeds of $1.7 billion are 
realized. 

The 1993 Base Closure Process 

The 1993 base closure process is described in detail in the body of this report. 
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Areas of Commission Special Interest 

'Ibc 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of Defense propose for 
consideration in the FY 1992 or FY 1993 Defense Authorization Bill a fair-market 
exchange of land and facilities (at MCAS Tustin) for construction of military facilities 
at Twentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton. The Department sul~mitted such language 
but the Congress did not pass it. The Secretary of Defense has made an additional 
recommendation for the 1993 Commission's consideration regiuding MCAS Tustin. 

The 1991 Commission recommended that the Secretary of Defense distribute the 
workload from the closing Sacramento Army Depot by compe~tition, to ensure the most 
cost-effective distribution of w o k  Tht Army took the lead in a joint-se~ce effort to 
develop the implementation plan, selection criteria and logical groupings of the 
thousands of items. Tht Army is conducting nine workload competitions. The first 
competition was completed in January 1993, with the last competition expected to be 
completed in December 1993 (two and one-half years after the 1991 Commission's 
recommendation). These competitions are expected to cost DolD $15 million, not 

'CC' including increased base operating support costs, because Smmento  Army Depot 
must remain in operation longer than planned. Results of the first competition have 
c o n f ~  the Department's orighd conclusion that Tobyhama Army Depot's rates 
arc significantly lower than other depots. 

Competition is an excellent tool, used judiciously, to spur innovation and allow 
managers to apply lessons learned from competition to their steady workload. 
Competition cannot achieve efficiencies in a depot maintenam: system that may have 
up to 50 percent excess capacity. 

The Commission recommended that DoD confer with Congress regarding DoD 
health care policies. It is DoD policy: to operate military hospitals primarily to support 
active-duty military personnel; to care for the needs of beneficj~aries not served by 
military hospitals through the Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed 
Services (CHAMPUS); to close military hospitals if the active-duty population served 
will reduce dramatically due to a base closure. The Departmerrt worked with the 
Congress on this issue as Congress considered passing Section 722 of the DoD 



Authorization Act for FY 1993. This section establishes a joint services working 
group on the provision of military health cart at bases beiig closed or realigned. The 
working group is required to report on alternative means for continuing to provide 3 
accessible health care with r c s p t  to each closure and realignment. Congress did not 
restrict DoD's ability to close military hospitals. 

The Commission recommended that DoD submit its consolidation plan for the 
I,- 

Defense F i  and Accounting Savict WAS). DFAS developed a plan for 
Iocating the c o n s o l i ~  workforce based on a site sclectibm process d e d  
"Opportdty for Economic Growth (OEG)". The Secretary of Defense decided to 
reject the OEG pocess because he was not convinced that OEG is sound public policy. 
Instead, the Sccittaxy direct4 that the DFAS consolidation continue to occur, for the 
time being, at the existing five large centers. At the same time, the Stcrctary will be 
reviewing options for a permanent consolidation of DFAS and will make a final 
decision in the months ahead. If the review indicates any put of a consolidation plan 
would require Base Closure Commission review, the Secretary will submit a 
xwommcndation to the 1995 Commission. 
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