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In all cases the nature of our response streamline our international programs. 
must depend on what best serves our own The U.S. government is responsible for 
long-term national interests. Those interests protecting the lives and personal safety of 
are ultimately defined by our security Americans, maintaining our political free- 
requirements. Such requirements start with dom and independence as a nation and 
our physical defense and economic well- providing for the well-being and prosperity 
being. They also include environmental of our nation. No matter how powerful we 
security as well as the security of values are as a nation, we cannot secure these basic 
achieved through expansion of the commu- goals unilaterally. Whether the problem is 
nity of democratic nations. nuclear proliferation, regional instability, 

Our national security strategy draws upon the reversal of reform in the former Soviet 
a range of political, military and economic empire or unfair trade practices, the threats 
instruments, and focuses on the primary and challenges we face demand cooperative, 
objectives that President Bill Clinton has multinational solutions. Therefore, the only 
stressed throughout his campaign and his responsible U.S. strategy is one that seeks to 
administration: ensure U.S. influence over and participation 
O Enhancing our security. Taking account in collective decision making in a wide and 

of the realities of the post-Cold War era and growing range of circumstances. 
the new threats, a military capability appro- 
priately sized and postured to meet the Durable Relationships Needed 
diverse needs of our strategy, including the An important element of our security 
ability, in concert with regional allies, to win preparedness depends on durable relation- 
two nearly simultaneous major regional ships with allies and other friendly nations. 
conflicts. We will continue to pursue arms Accordingly, a central thrust of our strategy 
control agreements to reduce the danger of of engagement is t o  sustain and adapt the 
nuclear conflict and promote stability. security relationships we have with key 
O Promoting prosperity a t  home. A nations around the world. These ties consti- 

vigorous and integrated economic policy tute an important part of an international 
designed to stimulate global environmentally framework that will be essential to ensuring 
sound economic growth and free trade and to cooperation across a broad range of issues. 
press for open and equal U.S. access to Within the realm of security issues, our 
foreign markets. 
O Promoting democracy. A framework of 3 ' 

democratic enlargement that increases our 4 7.. 
security by protecting, consolidating and 
enlarging the community of free market z 
democracies. Our efforts focus on preserving - 
democratic processes in key emerging 
democratic states, including Russia, Ukraine 
and other new states of the former Soviet 
Union. 

Re vie wing and Adjusting 
These basic objectives of our national 

security strategy will guide the allocation of 
our scarce national security resources. 
Because deficit reduction is also central to 
the long-term health and competitiveness of 
the American economy, we are striving for 
the most efficient and environmentally 
sound use of our resources. We have already 
begun the difficult process of making these 
adjustments by undertaking a fundamental 
review of our national defense requirements 
and of the means for promoting democracy. 
We have also submitted to the Congress 
major reform legislation to update and 
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cooperation with allies includes such activi- 
ties as conducting combined training and 
exercises, coordinating military plans and 
preparations, sharing intelligence, jointly 
developing new systems and controlling 
exports of sensitive technologies according to 
common standards. 

Integrated Approaches 
The post-Cold War era presents a differ- 

ent set of threats to our security. In this new 
period enhancing American security re- 
quires, first and foremost, developing and 
maintaining a strong defense capability of 
forces ready to fight. We are developing 
integrated approaches for dealing with 
threats arising from the development of 
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc- 
tion by other nations. Our security requires 
a vigorous arms control effort and a strong 
intelligence capability. We have imple- 
mented a strategy for multilateral peace 
operations. We need to rigorously apply 
clear guidelines for when to use military 
force in this era. 

We also face security risks that are not 
military in nature. Transnational phenom- 
ena such as  terrorism, narcotics trafficking 
and refugee flows also have security implica- 
tions both for present and long-term Ameri- 
can policy. An emerging class of 
transnational environmental issues are 
increasingly affecting international stability 
and consequently will present new chal- 
lenges to U.S. strategy. 

Strong Defense Capability 
U.S. military capabilities are critical to 

the success of our strategy. This nation has 
unparalleled military capabilities: The 
United States is the only nation capable of 
conducting large-scale and effective military 
operations far beyond its borders. This fact, 
coupled with our unique position as the 
security partner of choice in many regions, 
provides a foundation for regional stability 
through mutually beneficial security part- 
nerships. 

Our willingness and ability to play a 
leading role in defending common interests 
also help ensure the United States will 
remain an influential voice in international 
affairs - political, military and economic - 
that affect our well-being, so long as we 
retain the military wherewithal to under- 
write our commitments credibly. 

To protect and advance U.S. interests in 

the face of the dangers and opportunities 
outlined earlier. the United States must 
deploy robust aAd flexible military forces 
that can accomplish a variety of tasks: 
0 Dealing with major regional contingen- 

cies. Our forces must be able to h e l ~  offset 
the military power of regional states with 
interests opposed to those of the United 
States and its allies. To do this, we must be 
able to credibly deter and defeat aggression; 
by projecting and sustaining U.S. power in 
more than one region if necessary. 
0 Providing a credible overseas presence. 

U.S. forces must also be forward deployed or 
stationed in key overseas regions in peace- 
time to deter aggression. Such overseas 
presence demonstrates our commitment to 
allies and friends, underwrites regional 
stability, gains U.S. familiarity with over- 
seas operating environments, promotes 
combined training among the forces of 
friendly countries and provides timely initial 
response capabilities. 
0 Countering weapons of mass destruc- 

tion. We are devoting greater efforts to 
stemming the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction and their delivery means, 
but a t  the same time we must improve our 
capabilities to deter and prevent the use of 
such weapons and protect ourselves against 
their effects. (See related story on Page 30.) 
0 Contributing to multilateral peace 

operations. When our interests call for it, the 
United States must also be prepared to 
participate in multilateral efforts to broker 
settlements of internal conflicts and bolster 
new democratic governments when it is in 
our interest to do so. Thus, our forces must 
prepare to participate in peacekeeping, 
peace enforcement and other operations in 
support of these objectives. (See related 
story on Page 15.) 
O Supporting counterterrorism efforts 

and other national security objectives. A 
number of other tasks remain that U.S. 
forces have typically carried out with both 
general purpose and specialized units. These 
missions include counterterrorism and 
punitive attacks, noncombatant evacuation, 
counternarcotics operations, nation assis- 
tance, and humanitarian and disaster relief 
operations. 

To meet all of these requirements success- 
fully, our forces must be capable of respond- 
ing quickly and operating effectively. That 
is, they must be ready to fight and win. This 
imperative demands highly qualified and 



motivated people; modern, well-maintained 
equipment; realistic training; strategic 
mobility; and sufficient support and 
sustainment capabilities. 

Oaferring Aggression 
The focus of our planning for major 

theater conflict is on deterring and, if 
necessary, fighting and defeating aggression 
by potentially hostile regional powers such 
as North Korea, Iran or Iraq. Such states are 
capable of fielding sizable military forces 
that can cause serious imbalances in mili- 
tary power within regions important to the 
United States, with allied or friendly states 
often finding it difficult to match the power 
of a potentially aggressive neighbor. 

To deter aggression, prevent coercion of 
allied or friendly governments and ulti- 
mately defeat aggression should it occur, we 
must prepare our forces to confront this 
scale of threat, preferably in concert with 
our allies and friends, but unilaterally if 
necessary. To do this, we must have forces 
that can deploy quickly and supplement U.S. 
forward-based and forward-deployed forces, 
along with regional allies, in halting an 
invasion and defeating the aggressor. 
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With programed enhancements, the forces 
the administration is fielding will be suffi- 
cient to help defeat aggression in two nearly 
simultaneous major regional conflicts. As a 
nation with global interests, it is important 
that the United States maintain forces with 
aggregate capabilities on this scale. Obvi- 
ously, we seek to avoid a situation in which 
an aggressor in one region might be tempted 
to take advantage when U.S. forces are 
heavily committed elsewhere. More basically, 
maintaining a "two-war" force helps ensure 
that the United States will have sufficient 
military capabilities to deter or defeat 
aggression by a coalition of hostile powers or 
by a larger, more capable adversary than we 
foresee today. 

- -  

Members of the 1st Armored 
Division conduct light- 
intensity conflicttraining at 
the Combat Maneuver 
Training Center in Hohenfels, 

Germany. Soldiers learn to 
work with civilians on the 
battlefield, and to conduct 
convoy support and other 
peacekeeping-related 
duties. 

Contributions Will Vary 
We will never know with certainty how an 

enemy might fight or precisely what de- 
mands might be placed on our own forces in 
the future. The contributions of allies or 
coalition partners will vary from place to 
place and over time. Thus, balanced U.S. 
forces are needed in order to provide a wide 
range of complementary capabilities and to 
cope with the unpredictable and unexpected. 



e guided missile destroyer Overseas Presence of power vacuums and dangerous arms 
USS Barw~avolshe The need to deploy U.S. military forces races, thereby underwriting regional stabil- 

M b i a n  Gu ldunngh  Iraq- abroad in peacetime is also an important ity by precluding threats to regional secu- 
K"waitcrisK in October factor in determining our overall force rity; 

structure. We will maintain robust overseas LI Facilitate regional integration, since 
presence in several forms such as perma- nations that may not be willing to work 
nently stationed forces, deployments and together in our absence may be willing to 
combined exercises, port calls and other coalesce around us in a crisis; 
force visits, as well as military-to-military O Promote an international security 
contacts. These activities provide several environment of trust, cooperation, peace and 
benefits. Specifically, they: stability which is fundamental to the vitality 

0 Give form and substance to our bilat- of developing democracies and free market 
eral and multilateral security commitments; economies for America's own economic well- 
O Demonstrate our determination to being and security. 

defend U.S. and allied interests in critical Through training programs, combined 
regions, deterring hostile nations from exercises, military contacts, interoperability 
acting contrary to those interests; and shared defense with potential coalition 

O Provide forward elements for rapid partners, as well as security assistance 
response in crises as  well as the bases, ports programs that include judicious foreign 
and other infrastructure essential for military sales, we can strengthen the local 
deployment of US.-based forces by air, sea self-defense capabilities of our friends and 
and land; allies. Through active participation in 
O Enhance the effectiveness of coalition regional security dialogues we can reduce 

operations, including peace operations, by regional tensions, increase transparency in 
improving our ability to operate with other armaments and improve our bilateral and 
nations; multilateral cooperation. 

O Allow the United States to use its By improving the defense capabilities of 
position of trust to prevent the development our friends and demonstrating our commit- 
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ment to defend common interests, these 
activities enhance deterrence, encourage 
responsibility sharing on the part of friends 
and allies, decrease the likelihood that U.S. 
forces will be necessary if conflict arises and 
raise the odds that U.S. forces will find a 
relatively favorable situation should a U.S. 
response be required. 

While the missions outlined above will 
remain the primary determinants of our 
general purpose and nuclear force structure, 
U.S. military forces and assets will also be 
called upon to perform a wide range of other 
important missions. Some can be accom- 
plished by conventional forces fielded prima- 
rily for theater operations. Often, however, 
these missions call for specialized units and 
capabilities. 

, Combating Terrorism 
I As long as terrorist groups continue to 

target American citizens and interests, the 
United States will need to have specialized 
units available to defeat such groups. From 
time to time we might also find i t  necessary 
to strike terrorists at  their bases abroad or to 
attack assets valued by the governments 
that support them. 

Our policy in countering international 
terrorists is to make no concessions to 
terrorists, continue to pressure state spon- 
sors of terrorism, fully exploit all available 
legal mechanisms to punish international 
terrorists and help other governments 
improve their capabilities to combat terror- 
ism. 

Countering terrorism effectively requires 
close day-to-day coordination among Execu- 
tive Branch agencies. The departments of 
State, Justice and Defense, the FBI and CIA 
continue to cooperate closely in an  ongoing 
effort against international terrorists. 
Positive results will come from integration of 
intelligence, diplomatic and rule-of-law 
activities, and through close cooperation 
with other governments and international 
counterterrorist organizations. 

Improving U.S. intelligence capacities is a 
significant part of the U.S. response. Terror- 

, ists, whether from well-organized groups or 
the kind of more loosely organized group 
responsible for the World Trade Center 
bombing, have the advantage of being able to 
take the initiative in the timing and choice of 
targets. Terrorism involving weapons of 
mass destruction represents a particularly 
dangerous potential threat that must be 
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countered. 
The United States has made concerted 

efforts this past year to punish and deter 
terrorists. On June 26, 1993, following a 
determination that Iraq had plotted an 
assassination attempt against former 
President George Bush, President Clinton 
ordered a cruise missile attack against the 
headquarters of Iraq's intelligence service in 
order to send a firm response and deter 
further threats. Similarly, on March 4, 1994, 
the United States obtained convictions 
against the four defendants in the bombing 
of the World Trade Center. 

U.S. leadership and close coordination 
with other governments and international 
bodies will continue, as demonstrated by the 
U.N. Security Council sanctions against 
Libya for the Pan Am 103 and UTA 772 
bombings, a new international convention 
dealing with detecting and controlling 
plastic explosives, and two important 
counterterrorism treaties - the Protocol for 
the Suppression of Unlawful Acts of Vio- 
lence at Airports Serving International 
Aviation and the Convention for the Sup- 
pression of Unlawful Attacks Against the 
Safety of Maritime Navigation. 

Fighting Drug Trafficking 
The administration has undertaken a new 

approach to the global scourge of drug abuse 
and trafficking that will better integrate 
domestic and international activities to 
reduce both the demand and the supply of 
drugs. Ultimate success will depend on 
concerted efforts and partnerships by the 
public, all levels of government and the 
American private sector with other govern- 
ments, private groups and international 
bodies. 

The United States will shift its strategy 
from the past emphasis on transit interdic- 
tion to a more evenly balanced effort with 
source countries to build institutions, 
destroy trafficking organizations and stop 
supplies. We will support and strengthen 
democratic institutions abroad, denying 
narcotics traffickers a fragile political 
infrastructure in which to operate. We will 
also cooperate with governments that 
demonstrate the political will to confront the 
narcotics threat. 

A new comprehensive strategy has been 
developed to deal with the problem of 
cocaine, and another is being developed to 
address the growing threat from high-purity 



C-5 Galaxy crew from Dover 
Air Force Base. Del.. unloads 

baggage onto the flight line 
ramp at Moron Air Base. 

Spain. The crew was bound 
for Rwanda with supplies and 

personnel. 

heroin entering this country. We will engage 
more aggressively with international organi- 
zations, financial institutions and nongov- 
ernmental organizations in counternarcotics 
cooperation. 

At home and in the international arena, 
prevention, treatment and economic alterna- 
tives must work hand-in-hand with law 
enforcement and interdiction activities. 
Long-term efforts will be maintained to help 
nations develop healthy economies with 
fewer market incentives for producing 
narcotics. U.S. efforts will increase efforts 
abroad to foster public awareness and 
support for governmental cooperation on a 
broad range of activities to reduce the 
incidence of drug abuse. 

Public awareness of a demand problem in 
producing or trafficking countries can be 
converted into public support and increased 
governmental law enforcement to reduce 
trafficking and production. There has been a 
significant attitudinal change and awareness 
in Latin America and the Caribbean, par- 
ticularly as producer and transit nations 
themselves become plagued with the ill 
effects of consumption. 

The United States government is also 
responsible for protecting the lives and 
safety of Americans abroad. In order to 
carry out this responsibility, selected U.S. 
military forces are trained and equipped to 
evacuate Americans from such situations as 
the outbreak of civil or international conflict 
and natural or man-made disasters. 

For example, U.S. Marines evacuated 
Americans from Monrovia, Liberia, in 
August 1990 and from Mogadishu, Somalia, 
in December of that year. In 1991, U.S. 
forces evacuated nearly 20,000 Americans 
from the Philippines over a three-week 
period following the eruption of Mount 
Pinatubo. This year, U.S. Marines, coupled 
with U.S. airlift, helped ensure the safe 
evacuation of U.S. citizens from ethnic 
fighting in Rwanda. 

U.S. forces also provide invaluable train- 
ing and advice to friendly governments 
threatened by subversion, lawlessness or 
insurgency. At any given time we have small 
teams of military experts deployed in 
roughly 25 countries helping host govern- 
ments cope with such challenges. 

U.S. military forces and assets are fre- 
quently called upon to provide assistance to 



victims of floods, storms, drought and other 
disasters. Both a t  home and abroad, U.S. 
forces provide emergency food, shelter, 
medical care and security to those in need. 

Finally, the United States will continue 
as a world leader in space through its 
technical expertise and innovation. Over the 
past 30 years, as  more and more nations 
have ventured into space, the United States 
has steadfastly recognized space as an 
international region. Since all nations are 
immediately accessible from space, the 
maintenance of an international legal 
regime for space, similar to the concept of 
freedom of the high seas, is especially 
important. Numerous attempts have been 
made in the past to legally limit access to 
space by countries that are unable, either 
technologically or economically, to join 
spacefaring nations. As the commercial 
importance of space is developed, the United 
States can expect further pressure from 
nonparticipants to redefine the status of 
space, similar to what has been attempted 
with exclusive economic zones constraining 
the high seas. 

Retaining the current international 
character of space will remain critical to 
achieving U.S. national security goals. Our 
main objectives in this area include: 

O Continued freedom of access to and use 
of space; 

O Maintaining the U.S. position as the 
major economic, political, military and 
technological power in space; 

0 Deterring threats to U.S. interests in 
space and defeating aggression if deterrence 
fails; 

0 Preventing the spread of weapons of 
mass destruction to space; 

0 Enhancing global partnerships with 
other spacefaring nations across the spec- 
trum of economic, political and security 
issues. 

Use of Military Forces 
Our strategy calls for the development 

and deployment of American military forces 
in the United States and abroad to respond 
to key dangers - those posed by weapons of 
mass destruction, regional aggression and 
threats to the stability of states. 

Although there may be many demands for 
U.S. involvement, the need to husband 
scarce resources suggests that we must 
carefully select the means and level of our 
participation in particular military opera- 

tions. It  is unwise to specify in advance all 
the limitations we will place on our use of 
force, but it is appropriate to identify several 
basic principles that will guide our decisions 
on when to use force. 

First and foremost, our national interests 
will dictate the pace and extent of our 
engagement. In all cases the costs and risks 
of U.S. military involvement must be judged 
to be commensurate with the stakes in- 
volved. In those specific areas where our 
vital or survival interests - those of broad, 
overriding importance to the survival, 
security and vitality of our national entity - 
are a t  stake, our use of force will be decisive 
and, if necessary, unilateral. In other situa- 
tions posing a less immediate threat, our 
military engagement must be targeted 
selectively on those areas that most affect 
our national interests - for instance, areas 
where we have a sizable economic stake or 
commitments to allies, and areas where 
there is a potential to generate substantial 
refugee flows into our nation or our allies. 

Second, as much as possible we will seek 
the help of our allies or of relevant multilat- 
eral institutions. If our most important 
national interests are at  stake, we are 
prepared to act alone. But especially on 
those matters touching directly the interests 
of our allies, there should be a proportional 
commitment from them. 

Third, in every case we will consider 
several critical questions before committing 
military force: Have we considered nonmili- 
tary means that offer a reasonable chance of 
success? What types of U.S. military capa- 
bilities should be brought to bear, and is the 
use of military force carefully matched to our 
political objectives? Do we have reasonable 
assurance of support from the American 
people and their elected representatives? Do 
we have timelines and milestones that will 
reveal the extent of success or failure, and, 
in either case, do we have an exit strategy? 

Fourth, our engagement must meet 
reasonable cost and feasibility thresholds. 
We will be more inclined to act where there 
is reason to believe that our action will bring 
lasting improvement. On the other hand, our 
involvement will be more circumscribed 
when other regional or multilateral actors 
are better positioned to act than we are. 
Even in these cases, however, the United 
States will be actively engaged at the 
diplomatic level. V 
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-nuclear, biological and chemical -along with the 

missiles that deliver them, pose a major threat to our security and that of our allies and 

other friendly nations. Thus, a key part of our strategy is to seek to stem the proliferation 

of such weapons and to develop an effective capability to deal with these threats. We also 

need to maintain robust strategic nuclear forces while seeking to implement existing 

strategic arms agreements. 

A critical priority for the United States is to stem the proliferation of nuclear weapons 

and other weapons of mass destruction and their missile delivery systems. Countries' 

weapons programs and their levels of cooperation with our nonproliferation efforts wi l l  be 

among our most important criteria in judging the nature of our bilateral relations. 

As a key part of our effort to control nuclear proliferation we seek the indefinite 

extension of the Nonproliferation Treaty beyond 1995 and its universal application. 

Achieving a comprehensive test ban treaty as soon as possible, ending the unsafeguarded 

production of fissile materials for nuclear weapons purposes and strengthening the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group and the International Atomic Energy Agency are important goals. 

They complement our comprehensive efforts to discourage the accumulation of fissile 

materials, to seek to strengthen controls and constraints on those materials and over time, 

to reduce worldwide stocks. 
Front Pdrt  2 

"Advaclcrny Our TO combat missile proliferation the United States seeks prudently to broaden member- 
Interests Tllrough 
Efigagemert* and ship of the Missile Technology Control Regime. The administration supports the prompt 

Enlargement", 
A ~ a t r o n ~ t l  ratification and earliest possible entry in force of the Chemical Weapons Convention as 

Securrty StrdfPgY well as new measures to deter violations of and enhance compliance with the Biological 
of Engdgemenf 

~ n c ~ E n ~ a r g e f n @ n ~  Weapons Convention. We also support improved export controls for nonproliferation 
the White Hause 

Jury 7996 purposes both domestically and multilaterally. 
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The proliferation problem is global, but 
we must tailor our approaches to specific 
regional contexts. We are leading interna- 
tional efforts to bring North Korea into 
compliance with its nonproliferation obliga- 
tions, including the Nonproliferation Treaty, 
International Atomic Energy Agency safe- 
guards and the North-South denucleariza- 
tion accord. We will continue efforts to 
prevent Iran from advancing its weapons of 
mass destruction objectives and to thwart 
Iraq from reconstituting its previous pro- 
grams. The United States seeks to cap, 
reduce and ultimately eliminate the nuclear 
and missile capabilities of India and Paki- 
stan. In the Middle East and elsewhere we 
encourage regional arms control agreements 
that address the legitimate security concerns 
of all parties. These tasks are being pursued 
with other states that share our concern for 
the enormous challenge of stemming the 
proliferation of such weapons. 

The United States has signed bilateral 
agreements with Russia and Ukraine which 
commit both these countries to adhere to 
the guidelines of the Missile Technology 
Control Regime. Russia has agreed not to 
transfer space-launch vehicle technology 
with potential military applications to India. 
South Africa has joined the Nonproliferation 
Treaty and accepted full-scope safeguards. 
Argentina has joined the MTCR, and Brazil 
has committed itself publicly to adhere to 
the MTCR guidelines. Argentina, Brazil and 
Chile have brought the Treaty of Tlatelolco 
into force. We continue to push for the 
dismantlement of intercontinental ballistic 
missiles located in Ukraine and Kazakhstan 
and to press China to formalize its earlier 
MTCR undertakings. With the United States 
and Russia, Ukraine is pressing forward on 
implementation of the Trilateral Accord, 
which provides for the transfer of warheads 
from Ukraine to Russia in return for fair 
compensation for their value. 

U. S. Must Prepare 
Thus, the United States seeks to prevent 

additional countries from acquiring chemi- 
cal, biological and nuclear weapons and the 
means to deliver them. However, should 
such efforts fail, U.S. forces must be pre- 
pared to deter, prevent and defend against 
their use. 

The United States will retain the capacity 
to retaliate against those who might contem- 
plate the use of weapons of mass destruc- 

tion, so that the costs of such use will be 
seen as outweighing the gains. However, to 
minimize the impact of proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction on our inter- 
ests, we will need the capability not only to 
deter their use against either ourselves or 
our allies and friends, but also, where 
necessary and feasible, to prevent it. 

This will require improved defensive 
capabilities. To minimize the vulnerability of 
our forces abroad to weapons of mass de- 
struction, we are placing a high priority on 
improving our ability to locate, identify and 
disable arsenals of weapons of mass destruc- 
tion, production and storage facilities for 
such weapons and their delivery systems. 

Strategic Nuclear Forces 
We will retain strategic nuclear forces 

sufficient to deter any future hostile foreign 
leadership with access to strategic nuclear 

THE UNITED STATES SEEHS TO 
PREVENT ADDlTlONAl  COUNTRIES 
FROM ACOUlRlNG CHEMICAL, 
B lOlOGlCAL AND NUClEAR WEAPONS 
AND THE MEANS TO DE l lVER THEM. 

forces from acting against our vital interests 
and to convince it that seeking a nuclear 
advantage would be futile. Therefore we will 
continue to maintain nuclear forces of 
sufficient size and capability to hold at  risk a 
broad range of assets valued by such politi- 
cal and military leaders. We are engaged in 
a review to determine what nuclear posture 
is required in the current world situation. 

The strategic arms control process, with 
its prescribed reductions in strategic offen- 
sive arms and steady shift toward less 
destabilizing systems, remains indispens- 
able. The United States is committed to the 
ratification and entry into force of the 
Strategic Arms Reduction treaties I and 11. 
Although Ukraine has yet to accede to the 
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Nonproliferation Treaty, the Rada's action 
on Feb. 3,1994, to ratify the START I treaty 
and the Lisbon Protocol without reservations 
places Ukraine back on track toward becom- 
ing a nonnuclear weapons state. The United 
States is also reviewing whether future 
reductions in strategic forces below START 
I1 levels are advisable. We will also explore 
strategic confidence-building measures and 
mutual understandings that reduce the risk 
of accidental war. 

Arms Control 
Arms control is an integral part of our 

national security strategy. Arms control can 
help reduce incentives to initiate attack; 
enhance predictability regarding the size 
and structure of forces, thus reducing fear of 
aggressive intent; reduce the size of national 

THE UNITED STRTES I S  PREPARED TO 
. . . PARTICIPATE I N  REGIONAL RRMS CONTROl 
UNOERTAHINGS COMPATl l l lE  WITH AMERICAN 

NAT lONAl  SECURITY INTERESTS. 
defense industry establishments and thus 
permit the growth of more vital, nonmilitary 
industries; ensure confidence in compliance 
through effective monitoring and verifica- 
tion; and ultimately contribute to a more 
stable and calculable balance of power. 

As noted above, arms control is an inte- 
gral part of our strategy to limit the spread 
of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons 
and to limit the strategic nuclear forces 
which could still pose a direct threat to the 
United States. 

The full and faithful implementation of 
existing arms control agreements, including 
the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty, Biological 
Warfare Convention, Intermediate Nuclear 
Forces treaty, Conventional Forces in 
Europe treaty, several nuclear testing 
agreements, the 1992 Vienna Document, 
Open Skies, the Environmental Modification 
Convention, Incidents at  Sea and many 
others, will remain an important element of 

national security policy. The ongoing nego- 
tiation initiated by the United States to 
clarify lbe ABM Treaty by establishing an 
agreed demarcation between strategic and 
theater ballistic missiles and update the 
treaty to reflect the breakup of the Soviet 
Union reflects the administration's commit- 
ment to maintaining the integrity and 
effectiveness of crucial arms control agree- 
ments. 

Future arms control efforts may become 
more regional and multilateral. Regional 
arrangements can add predictability and 
openness to security relations, advance the 
rule of international law and promote 
cooperation among participants. They help 
maintain deterrence and a stable military 
balance at regional levels. The United States 
is prepared to promote, help negotiate, 
monitor and participate in regional arms 
control undertakings compatible with 
American national security interests. We 
will generally support such undertakings 
but will not seek to impose regional arms 
control accords against the wishes of affected 
states. 

As arms control, whether regional or 
global, becomes increasingly multilateral, 
the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva 
will play an even more important role. The 
United States will support measures to 
increase the effectiveness and relevance of 
the Conference on Disarmament. Arms 
control agreements can head off potential 
arms races in certain weapons categories or 
in some environments. We will continue to 
seek greater transparency, responsibility 
and, where appropriate, restraint in the 
transfer of conventional weapons and global 
military spending must increase. 

The U.N. register of conventional arms 
transfers is a start in promoting greater 
transparency of weapons transfers and 
buildups, but more needs to be done. The 
United States has proposed that the new 
regime to succeed the Coordinating Commit- 
tee focus on conventional arms sales and 
dual-use technologies. Where appropriate, 
the United States will continue to pursue 
such efforts vigorously. Measures to reduce 
oversized defense industrial establishments, 
especially those parts involved with weapons 
of mass destruction, will also contribute to ~ u l l i I l  

stability in the post-Cold War world. The 
administration also will pursue defense 
conversion agreements with former Soviet 
Union states and possibly Chinay 
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for major regional contingencies, we must 

prepare our forces for peace operations to support democracy or conflict resolution. 

The United States, along with others in the international community, wi l l  seek to 

prevent and contain localized conflicts before they require a military response. U.S. 

support capabilities such as airlift, intelligence and global communications have 

often contributed to the success of multilateral peace operations, and they wi l l  

continue to do so. 

U.S. combat units are less likely to be used for most peace operations, but in some 

cases their use wi l l  be necessary or desirable and justified by U.S. national interests 

as guided by the Presidential Decision Directive "U.S. Policy on Reforming Multilat- 

eral Peace Operations" and outlined below. 

Multilateral peace operations are an important component of our strategy. From 

traditional peacekeeping to peace enforcement, multilateral peace operations are 

sometimes the best way to prevent, contain or resolve conflicts that could otherwise 

be far more costly and deadly. 

Peace operations often have served, and continue to serve, important U.S. national 

interests. In some cases they have helped preserve peace between nations, as in 

Cyprus and the Golan Heights. In others, peacekeepers have provided breathing room 

for fledgling democracies, as in Cambodia, El Salvador and Namibia. 



At the same time, however, we must 
recognize that peace operations make 
demands on the United Nations that exceed 
the organization's current capabilities. The 
United States is working with the U.N. 
headquarters and other member states to 
ensure the United Nations embarks only on 
peace operations that make political and 
military sense and that the United Nations 
is able to manage effectively those peace 
operations it does undertake. We support 
the creation of a professional U.N. peace 
operations headquarters with a planning 
staff, access to timely intelligence, a logistics 
unit that can be rapidly deployed and a 
modern operations center with global com- 
munications. The United States is commit- 
ted to working with the United Nations to 
see that we pay our bills in full, while 
reducing our nation's proportional assess- 
ment for these missions. 

Fundamental Questions 
When deciding whether to support a 

I particular U.N. peace operation, the United 
A soldier keeps watch on his States will insist that fundamental questions 
Desert Storm convoy in 1991 be asked before new obligations are under- 

Although commanders taken. These include an assessment of the 
have led U S troops th reat to international peace and security, a 

temporar~ly throughout 
history, ~nclud~ng recent 

determination that the peace operation 

peacekeeping operations, the serves U.S. interests as well as assurance of 
president never surrenders an international community of interests for 

command authorlw over u s dealing with that threat on a multilateral 
forces basis, identification of clear objectives, 

availability of the necessary resources and 
identification of an operation's endpoint or 
criteria fbr completion. 

Evaluate the Risks 
Most U.N. peacekeeping operations do not 

involve 1J.S. forces. On those occasions when 
we consider contributing U.S. forces to a 
U.N. peace operation we will employ rigor- 
ous criteria, including the same principles 
that woilld guide any decision to employ 
U.S. forces. In addition, we will ensure the 
risks to U.S. personnel and the command 
and control arrangements governing the 
participation of American and foreign forces 
are acceptable to the United States. 

The question of command and control is 
particularly critical. There may be times 
when it is in our interest to place U.S. troops 
under the temporary operational control of a 
competent U.N. or allied commander. The 
United States has done so many times in the 
past - from the siege of Yorktown in the 
Revolutionary War to the battles of Desert 
Storm. However, under no circumstances 
will the president ever relinquish his com- 
mand authority over U.S. forces. 

Improving the ways the United States 
and the United Nations decide upon and 
conduct peace operations will not make the 
decision to engage any easier. The lesson we 
must take away from our first ventures in 
peace operations is not that we should 
foreswear such operations but that we 
should employ this tool selectively and more 
effectively. In short, the United States views 
peace operations as a means to support our 
national security strategy, not as a strategy 
unto itself. 

The president is firmly committed to 
securing the active support of Congress for 
U.S. participation in peace operations. The 
administration has set forth a detailed 
blueprint to guide consultations with Con- 
gress. With respect to particular operations, 
the administration will undertake such 
consultations on questions regarding com- 
mand and control of U.S. forces, the nature 1 
of expected U.S. military participation, the 
mission parameters of the operation, the 
expected duration and budgetary implica- 
tions. 

In addition to such operation-specific 
consultations, the administration has also 
conducted regular monthly briefings for 4 
congressional staff and will deliver an 
annual comprehensive report to Congress on I 
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peace operations. Congress is critical to the toward democracy. Since the success of Soldiers of the 555th Ml l l tav 
institutional development of a successful many of those experiments is by no means Pol~ce Company. Fort Lee, 
U.S. policy on peace operations. assured, our strategy of enlargement must Va .talk to HaltIan bystanders 

Two other points deserve emphasis. First, focus on the consolidation of those regimes durlns a w e a ~ ~ n s s e l z u r e  

the primary mission of our armed forces is and the broadening of their commitment to OperatlonIn Port-au-Prince, 

I not peace operations; i t  is to deter and, if democracy. At the same time, we seek to October 

necessary, to fight and win conflicts in which increase respect for fundamental human 
I our most important interests are threatened. rights in all states and encourage an evolu- 

Second, while the international community tion to democracy where that is possible. 
can create conditions for peace, the responsi- The enlargement of the community of 
bility for peace ultimately rests with the market democracies respecting human 
people of the country in question. rights and the environment is manifest in a 

number of ways: 
Promoting Democracy R More than 20 nations in Eastern 

All of America's strategic interests - Europe, the former Soviet Union, Latin 
from promoting prosperity a t  home to America and East Asia have, over the past 
checking global threats abroad before they 10 years, adopted the structures of a consti- 
threaten our territory - are served by tutional democracy and held free elections. 
enlarging the community of democratic and O The nations of the Western Hemisphere 
free market nations. Thus, working with have proclaimed their commitment to 
new democratic states to help preserve them democratic regimes and to the collective 

, as democracies committed to free markets responsibility of the nations of the Organiza- 
I and respect for human rights is a key part of tion of American States to respond to threats 

our national security strategy. to democracy. 
One of the most gratifying and encourag- O Only Cuba and Haiti are not democratic 

ing developments of the past 15 years is the states. ( explosion in the number of states moving O Nations as diverse as South Africa, 
away from repressive governance and Cambodia and El Salvador have resolved 
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bitter internal disputes with agreement on 
the creation of constitutional democracies. 

The first element of our democracy 
strategy is to work with the other democra- 
cies of the world and to improve our coopera- 
tion with them on security and economic 
issues. We also seek their support in enlarg- 
ing the realm of democratic nations. 

Pragmatic Commitment 
The core of our strategy is to help democ- 

racy and markets expand and survive in 
other places where we have the strongest 
security concerns and where we can make 
the greatest difference. This is not a demo- 
cratic crusade; it is a pragmatic commitment 
to see freedom take hold where that will 
help us most. Thus, we must target our 
effort to assist states that affect our strategic 
interests, such as those with large econo- 
mies, critical locations, nuclear weapons or 
the potential to generate refugee flows into 
our own nation or into key friends and allies. 
We must focus our efforts where we have the 
most leverage. And our efforts must be 
demand-driven - they must focus on 
nations whose people are pushing for reform 
or have already secured it. 

Russia is a key state in this regard. If we 
can support and help consolidate democratic 
and market reforms in Russia (and the other 
newly independent states), we can help turn 
a former threat into a region of valued 
diplomatic and economic partners. In addi- 
tion, our efforts in Russia, Ukraine and the 
other states raise the likelihood of continued 
reductions in nuclear arms and compliance 
with international nonproliferation accords. 

The new democracies in Central and 
Eastern Europe are another clear example, 
given their proximity to the great democratic 
powers of Western Europe, their importance 
to our security and their potential markets. 

Since our ties across the Pacific are no 
less important than those across the Atlan- 
tic, pursuing enlargement in the Asian 
Pacific is a third example. We will work to 
support the emerging democracies of the 
region and to encourage other states along 
the same path. 

Continuing the great strides toward 
democracy and markets in our emerging 
hemisphere is also a key concern and lies 
behind the president's decision to host the 
Summit of the Americas this December. As 
we continue such efforts, we should be on 
the lookout for states whose entry into the 

camp of market democracies may influence 
the future direction of an entire region. 
South Africa and Nigeria now hold that 
potential with regard to sub-Saharan Africa. 

How should the United States help 
consolidate and enlarge democracy and 
markets in these states? The answers are as 
varied as the nations involved, but there are 
common elements. We must continue to help 
lead the effort to mobilize international 
resources, as  we have with Russia and the 
other new states. We must be willing to take 
immediate public positions to help staunch 
democratic reversals, as we have in Haiti, 
Guatemala and Nigeria. 

We must give democratic nations the 
fullest benefits of integration into foreign 
markets, which is part of why North Ameri- 
can Free Trade Agreement and the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade rank so 
high on our agenda. And we must help these 
nations strengthen the pillars of civil society, 
improve their market institutions and fight 
corruption and political discontent through 
practices of good governance. 

At the same time as we work to ensure 
the success of emerging democracies we 
must also redouble our efforts to guarantee 
basic human rights on a global basis. At the 
1993 United Nations Conference on Human 
Rights, the United States forcefully and 
successfully argued for a reaffirmation of the 
universality of such rights and improved 
international mechanisms for their promo- 
tion. In the wake of this gathering, the 
United Nations has named a high commis- 
sioner for human rights, and the rights of 
women have been afforded a new interna- 
tional precedence. 

Protecting Human Rights 
The United States also continues to work 

for the protection of human rights on a 
bilateral basis. To demonstrate our own 
willingness to adhere to international 
human rights standards, the administration 
will seek Senate consent to U.S. ratification 
of international conventions prohibiting 
discrimination on the basis of race and 
against women. 

In all these efforts a policy of engagement 
and enlargement should take on a second 
meaning: We should pursue our goals 
through an enlarged circle not only of 
government officials but also of private and 
nongovernmental groups. Private firms are 
natural allies in our efforts to strengthen 



market economies. Similarly, our goal of 
strengthening democracy and civil society 
has a natural ally in labor unions, human 
rights groups, environmental advocates, 
chambers of commerce and election moni- 
tors. Just as we rely on force multipliers in 
defense, we should welcome these "diplo- 
macy multipliers" such as the National 
Endowment for Democracy. 

Supporting the global movement toward 
democracy requires a pragmatic and long- 
term effort focused on both values and 
institutions. The United States must build 
on the opportunities achieved through the 
successful conclusion of the Cold War. Our 
long-term goal is a world in which each of 
the major powers is democratic, with many 
other nations joining the community of 
market democracies as well. 

Humanitarian Assistance 
Our efforts to promote democracy and 

human rights are complemented by our 
humanitarian assistance programs, which 
are designed to alleviate human suffering 
and to pave the way for progress toward 
establishing democratic regimes with a 
commitment to respect for human rights 
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and appropriate strategies for economic Pfc. Dan Hammerling gives 

development. food to a Somali child in 

Through humanitarian assistance and Mogadishu during Operation 

policy initiatives aimed at the sources of 
disruption, we seek to mitigate the contem- 
porary migration and refugee crises, foster 
long-term global cooperation and strengthen 
involved international institutions. The 
United States will provide appropriate 
financial support and will work with other 
nations and international bodies, such as the 
International Red Cross and the U.N. high 
commissioner for refugees, in seeking 
voluntary repatriation of refugees - taking 
into full consideration human rights con- 
cerns as well as the economic conditions that 
may have driven them out in the first plate. 
Helping refugees return to their homes in 
Mozambique, Afghanistan, Eritrea, Somalia 
and Guatemala, for example, is a high 
priority. 

Relief efforts will continue for people 
displaced by the conflict in Bosnia and other 
republics of the former Yugoslavia. We will 
act in concert with other nations and the 
United Nations against the illegal smuggling 
of Chinese into this country. ... V 



@ a genuinely global power. QflJpolicy toward each of the 

world's regions reflects our overa gy ta~lored to their unique challenges and fl 
opportunities. 

This section hig . . n of our strategy to each of 

regions, our broad objectives and thrust rather than an exhaustive list of all our 

policies and interests. It illustrates how we integrate our commitment to the promo- 

tion of democracy and the enhancement of American prosperity with our security kq:q 
requirements to produce a mutually reinforcing policy m%a* 

ur strategy of enlargement and engagement is central to U.S. policy toward 

-Cold War Europe. European stability is vital to our own security, a lesson we 

have learned twice at great cost this century. Vibrant European economies mean 

more jobs for Americans at home and investment opportunities abroad. With the 

collapse of the Soviet empire and the emergence of new democracies in its wake, the 

United States has an unparalleled opportunity to coritribute toward a free and 

undivided Europe. Our goal is an integrated democratic Europe cooperating with the 

United States to keep the peace and promote prosperity. 

he first and most important element of our strategy in Europe 

through military strength and cooperation. 

The Cold War is over, but war itself is not over. As we know, i t  rages in the former 

From Parts, Yugoslavia. While that war does not pose an immediate threat to our security or 

warrant unilateral U.S. involvement. U.S. policy is focused on four goals: preventing 

; the spread of the fighting into a broader European war that could threaten both allies 

ecuritystrategv and the stability of new democratic states in Central and Eastern Europe; stemming 

argement, the destabilizing flow of refugees from the conflict; halting the slaughter of inno- 

juty 1 9 ~ -  cents; and helping to confirm NATO's central role in post-Cold War Europe. 

DEFENSE 



Our leadership paved the way to NATO's 
February ultimatum that ended the Serb 
shelling of Sarajevo and restored calm to 
Bosnia's capital. Our diplomatic leadership 
brought an end to the fighting between the 
Muslims and Croats in Bosnia and helped 
establish a bicommunal Bosnian-Croat 
Federation. We have played a leading role in 
the Contact Group, in tandem with the 
European Union and the Russian Federa- 
tion, in forging a plan for a comprehensive 
settlement to the Bosnian conflict. 

U.S. Led the Way 
I In addition, the United States, through 

the Sarajevo airlift and airdrops throughout 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, has provided the 
largest quantity of humanitarian aid of any 

; nation. We have led the way in NATO's 
decisions to enforce the no-fly zone, to 

, protect U.N. troops if they are attacked, to 
enforce the economic sanctions against 
Serbia on the Adriatic and, most recently, to 
end the Serbs' assault on Gorazde. And we 
have deployed peacekeeping troops to the ' former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to 
prevent the spillover of the conflict, as well 
as laying down a firm warning to Serbia 

/ against escalation of violence in Kosovo. 
I The murderous conflict in Yugoslavia 

reminds us that military forces remain 
: relevant in a post-Cold War world. It  also 

reveals the difficulties of applying military 
force to conflicts within as well as among 
states. And it teaches us that it is best to act 
early to prevent conflicts that we may later 
not be able to control. 

As we work to resolve that tragedy and 
ease the suffering of its victims, we also need 
to change our security institutions so they 
can better address such conflicts and ad- 
vance Europe's integration. Many institu- 
tions will play a role, including the Euro- 
pean Union, the Western European Union, 
the Council of Europe, the Conference for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe and the 
United Nations. But NATO, history's great- 
est political-military alliance, must be 
central to that process. 

Only NATO has the military forces, the 
integrated command structure, the broad 
legitimacy and the habits of cooperation that 
are essential to draw in new participants 
and respond to new challenges. One of the 
deepest transformations within the trans- 
Atlantic community over the past half 
century occurred because the armed forces of 
our respective nations trained, studied and 
marched through their careers together. It  is 
not only the compatibility of our weapons 
but the camaraderie of our warriors that 
provide the sinews behind our mutual 
security guarantees and our best hope for 
peace. 

Defense Secretary William J. 
Perry, left, escorts President 
Levon ter-Petrosian of 
Armenia into the Pentagon. 
The two met in August and 
signed a joint statement of 
future US.-Armenian military 
relations. 



U.S. 3rd Infantry Division 
UH-60 Black Hawk 

helicopters are poised at 
Camp Able Sentry I I  in 

Macedonia before a 
routine flight to deliver 

scouts to a border area 
observation pod. 

Reduced Troop Levels 
Since the end of the Cold War the United 

States has significantly reduced the level of 
U.S. military forces stationed in Europe. We 
have determined that a force of roughly 
100,000 U.S. military personnel assigned to 
U.S. European Command will preserve U.S. 
influence and leadership in NATO and 
provide a deterrent posture that is visible to 
both Western and Eastern Europeans. 

While we continue to examine the proper 
mix of forces, this level of permanent pres- 
ence, augmented by forward-deployed naval 
forces and reinforcements available from the 
United States, is sufficient to respond to 
plausible crises and contributes to stability 
in the region. Such a force level also pro- 
vides a sound basis for U.S. participation in 
multinational training and preserves the 
capability to deter or respond to larger 
threats in Europe and to support limited 
NATO operations "out of area." 

With the end of the Cold War, NATO's 
mission is evolving; today NATO plays a 
crucial role helping to manage ethnic and 
national conflict in Europe. With U.S. 

leadership, NATO has provided the muscle 
that is helping to bring about a peaceful 
settlement in the former Yugoslavia. NATO 
air power enforces the U.N.-mandated no-fly 
zone and provides support to U.N. peace- 
keepers. Our firm ultimatum in February 
1994 finally brought an end to the shelling of 
Sarajevo, and NATO's April decision ended 
the siege of Gorazde. NATO stands ready to 
help support the peace once the parties 
reach an agreement. 

Important to Strategy 
With the adoption of the U.S. initiative, 

Partnership for Peace, a t  the January 1994 
summit, NATO is playing an increasingly 
important role in our strategy of European 
integration, extending the scope of our 
security cooperation to the new democracies 
of Europe. Twenty-one nations, including 
Russia, have already joined the partnership, 
which will pave the way for a growing 
program of military cooperation and political 
consultation. Partner countries are sending 
representatives to NATO headquarters near 
Brussels and to a military coordination cell 



a t  Mons - the site of Supreme Headquar- 
ters Allied Powers Europe. 

Partnership Open 
In keeping with our strategy of enlarge- 

ment, Partnership for Peace is open to all 
former members of the Warsaw Pact as well 
as other European states. Each partner will 
set the scope and pace of its cooperation with 
NATO. During his trip to Europe in July the 
president reaffirmed his commitment to 
NATO's future expansion, with Partnership 
for Peace the best path toward NATO 
membership. The aim of NATO's future 
expansion, however, will not be to draw a 
new line in Europe further east, but to 
expand stability, democracy, prosperity and 
security cooperation to an ever-broader 
Europe. 

The second element of the new strategy 
for Europe is economic. The United States 
seeks to build on vibrant and open-market 
economies, the engines that have given the 
United States the greatest prosperity in 
human history. To this end we strongly 
support the process of European integration 
embodied in the European Union, seek to 
deepen our partnership with the European 
Union in support of our economic goals but 
also commit ourselves to the encouragement 
of bilateral trade and investment in coun- 
tries not part of the European Union. 

Economic Challenges Ahead 
The nations of the European Union face 

particularly severe economic challenges with 
nearly 20 million people unemployed and, in 
Germany's case, the extraordinarily high 
costs of unification. Among the Atlantic 
nations, economic stagnation has clearly 
eroded public support in finances for out- 
ward-looking foreign policies and for greater 
integration. We are working closely with our 
West European partners to expand employ- 
ment and promote long-term growth, build- 
ing on the results of the Detroit Jobs Confer- 
ence and the Naples G-7 Summit. 

As we work to strengthen our own econo- 
mies, we must know that we serve our own 
prosperity and our security by helping the 
new market reforms in the new democracies 
in Europe's East that will help to deflate the 
region's demagogues. It  will help ease ethnic 
tensions. It  will help new democracies take 
root. 

In Russia, the economic transformation 
undertaken will go down as one of the great 

historical events of this century. The Russian 
government has made remarkable progress 
toward privatizing the economy and reducing 
inflation, but much remains to be done to 
build on the reform momentum to assure 
durable economic recovery and social protec- 
tion. President Bill Clinton has given strong 
and consistent support to this unprecedented 
reform effort and has mobilized the interna- 
tional community to provide structural 
economic assistance. 

Tomorrow's Customers 
The short-term difficulties of taking 

Central and Eastern Europe into Western 
economic institutions will be more than 
rewarded if they succeed and if they are 
customers for America's and Western 
Europe's goods and services tomorrow. That 
is why this administration has been commit- 
ted to increase support substantially for 
market reforms in the new states of the 
former Soviet Union, and why we have 
continued our support for economic transi- 
tion in Central and Eastern Europe, while 
also paying attention to measures that can 
overcome the social dislocations which have 
resulted largely from the collapse of the 
Soviet-dominated regional trading system. 

Ultimately, the success of market reforms 
to the East will depend more on trade than 
aid. No one nation has enough money to 
markedly change the future of those coun- 
tries as they move to free market systems. 
One of our priorities, therefore, is to reduce 
trade barriers with the former communist 
states. 

The third and final imperative of this new 
security is to support the growth of democ- 
racy and individual freedoms that has begun 
in Russia, the nations of the former Soviet 
Union and Europe's former communist 
states. The success of these democratic 
reforms makes us all more secure; they are 
the best answer to the aggressive national- 
ism and ethnic hatreds unleashed by the end 
of the Cold War. Nowhere is democracy's 
success more important to us all than in 
these countries. 

Reversals Expected 
This will be the work of generations. 

There will be wrong turns and even rever- 
sals, as there have been in all countries 
throughout history. But as long as these 
states continue their progress toward democ- 
racy and respect the rights of their own and 
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other people, that they understand the 
rights of their minorities and their neigh- 
bors, we will support their progress with a 
steady patience. 

lia, Thailand and the Philippines and a 
continued, committed American military 
presence will serve as a bedrock for 
America's security role in the Asia-Pacific 
region. Currently our forces number nearly 
100,000 personnel in this critical region. In 
addition to performing the general forward- 
deployment functions outlined above, they 
contribute to deterring aggression and 
adventurism by the North Korean regime. 

As the first pillar of our new Pacific 
community, we are pursuing stronger efforts 
to combat the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction on the Korean Peninsula 
and in South Asia. We have instituted new 
regional dialogues on the full range of 
common security challenges. Our goal is to 
integrate, not isolate, the region's powers 
and to  find solutions, short of conflict, to the 
area's continuing security challenges. 

EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC 
East Asia is a region of growing impor- 

tance for U.S. security and prosperity; 
nowhere are the strands of our three- 
pronged strategy more intertwined nor is 
the need for continued U.S. engagement 
more evident. Now more than ever, security, 
open markets and democracy go hand in 
hand in our approach to this dynamic 
region. President Clinton envisions an 
integrated strategy - a new Pacific commu- 
nity - which links security requirements 
with economic realities and our concern for 
democracy and human rights. 

In thinking about Asia we must remem- 
F-16 fightersfrom Alaska, 

parked on an Air Force 
ber security comes first. The United States 

flightline in Guam, await their 
intends to  remain active in that region. We 

mission during Tandem are a Pacific nation. We have fought three 
Thruq a ioint exercisethat wars there in this century. To deter regional 
m e ~ e s  quick response to aggression and secure our own interests we 
crises and low-to-medium will maintain an active presence and we will 

intensity conflict in the Asia- continue to lead. Our deep bilateral ties with 
Pacific region. allies such as Japan, South Korea, Austra- 

Multiple Arrangements 
The second pillar of our new Pacific 

community and the challenge for the Asian 
Pacific region in this decade is to develop 
multiple new arrangements to meet multiple 
threats and opportunities. These arrange- 
ments can function like overlapping plates of 
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armor, individually providing protection and 
together covering the full body of our com- 
mon security concerns. 

Our strong commitment to the region and 
our active engagement are the foundation of 
our efforts to secure peace and stability on a 
nonnuclear Korean peninsula. We are 
prepared to engage in broad and thorough 
discussions with North Korea to resolve a 
variety of issues, provided that the North 
acts in good faith and while it keeps major 
elements of its nuclear program "frozen." But 
if North Korea pursues nuclear weapons 
development, we will do what it takes, in 
concert with allies and friends, to assure 
South Korea's security and maintain inter- 
national pressure on the Pyongyang regime. 
Our long-run objective continues to be a 
nonnuclear, peacefully reunified Korean 
peninsula. 

If security problems persist in Asia, so do 
new opportunities for economic progress. 
Just three decades ago Asia had only 8 
percent of the world's gross domestic prod- 
uct. Today it exceeds 25 percent. Asian 
economies are growing a t  three times the 
rate of the more established industrial 
nations. 

Asian Exports Increased 
The growth of Asia can and will benefit 

our nation. Over the past five years our 
exports to many Asian nations have in- 
creased by 50 percent or more. Much of what 
Asia needs to continue its growth are goods 
and services in which we are strong. Already 
Asia is our largest trading partner. Exports 
to Asia account for 2.5 million jobs. 

We are working with Japan to bring about 
the implementation of the 1993 Framework 
Agreement to ensure that the economic leg 
of that relationship is as healthy and vibrant 
as our political and security links. 

We are developing a broader engagement 
with the People's Republic of China that will 
encompass both our economic and strategic 
interests. That policy is best reflected in our 
decision to delink China's most-favored- 
nation status from its record on human 
rights. We are also working to facilitate 
China's development of a more open market 
economy that accepts international trade 
practices. Given its growing economic 
potential and already sizable military force, 
it is essential that China not become a 
security threat to the region. To that end we 
are strongly promoting China's participation 

in regional security mechanisms to reassure 
its neighbors and assuage its own security 
concerns. And we are seeking to gain further 
cooperation from China in controlling the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

We are also moving to take advantage of 
evolving multilateral mechanisms. The 
Organization of Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation summit, hosted by President 
Clinton last year, is vivid testimony to the 
possibilities of stimulating regional eco- 
nomic cooperation. 

Supporting Reform 
The third pillar of our policy in building a 

new Pacific community is to support the 
wave of democratic reform sweeping the 
region. The new democratic states of Asia 
will have our strong support as they move 
forward to consolidate and expand demo- 
cratic reforms. 

Some have argued that democracy is 
somehow unsuited for Asia or a t  least for 
some Asian nations - that human rights 
are relative and that they simply mask 
Western culturalism and imperialism. These 
voices are wrong. I t  is not Western imperial- 
ism but the aspirations of Asian peoples 
themselves that explain the growing num- 
ber of democracies and the growing strength 
of democracy movements everywhere in 
Asia. I t  is an insult to the spirit, the hopes 
and the dreams of the people who live and 
struggle in those countries to assert 
otherwise. 

Each nation must find its own form of 
democracy. But there is no cultural justifica- 
tion for torture or tyranny. We refuse to let 
repression cloak itself in moral relativism, 
for democracy and human rights are not 
occidental yearnings; they are universal 
yearnings and universal norms. We will 
continue to press for respect for human 
rights in countries as diverse as China and 
Burma. 

THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE 
The Western Hemisphere, too, is a fertile 

field for a strategy of engagement and 
enlargement. Sustained improvements in 
the security situation there, including the 
resolution of border tensions, control of 
insurgences and containment of pressures 
for arms proliferation, will be an essential 
underpinning of political and economic 
progress in the hemisphere. 

The unprecedented triumph of democracy 
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and market economies throughout the region 
offers an unparalleled opportunity to secure 
the benefits of peace and stability, and to 
promote economic growth and trade. Ratifi- 
cation of the North American Free Trade 
Agreement is one of our most important 
foreign policy achievements because it 
advances all three of our central objectives; 
not only does it mean new jobs and new 
opportunities for American workers and 
business, but it also represents an important 
step in solidifying the hemispheric commu- 
nity of democracies. Vice President Albert 
Gore has called the agreement "a starting 
point for dealing with the common chal- 
lenges of the Americas." 

Summit Plans 
At the Summit of the Americas this 

December, President Clinton will bring 
together the region's leaders to explore new 
ways to further this process of integration. 
The summit will address three broad themes: 
promoting democracy, increasing prosperity 
and trade ties, and achieving sustainable 
development. 

At the same time we remain committed to 
extending democracy to the handful of 
remaining outposts where the region's people 
are not free. Our overarching objective is to 
preserve the dominance of civilian elected 
governments and promote their evolution 
into functioning democratic societies respect- 
ful of human rights. In Haiti we are working 
with the international community to reverse 
the military coup and restore democracy. 
The Cuban Democracy Act remains the 
framework for our policy toward Cuba; our 
goal is the peaceful establishment of demo- 
cratic governance for the people of Cuba. 

We are working with our neighbors 
through the Organization of American States 
to invigorate regional cooperation. Both 
bilaterally and regionally we seek to elimi- 
nate the scourge of drug trafficking, which 
poses a serious threat to demodracy and 
security. We also seek to strengthen norms 
for defense establishments that are support- 
ive of democracy, respect for human rights 
and civilian control in defense matters. 
Finally, protecting the region's precious 
environmental resources is an important 
priority. 

MIDDLE EAST, SOUTHWEST AND SOUTH ASIA 
The United States has enduring interests 

in the Middle East, especially pursuing a 

comprehensive breakthrough to Middle East 
peace, assuring the security of Israel and our 
Arab friends, and maintaining the free flow 
of oil a t  reasonable prices. Our strategy is 
harnessed to the unique characteristics of 
the region and our vital interests there, as 
we work to extend the range of peace and 
stability while implementing a strategy of 
dual containment of Iraq and Iran as  long as 
those states pose a threat to U.S. interests, 
to other states in the region and to their own 
citizens. 

We have made solid progress in the past 
year. The president's efforts helped bring 
about a historic first - the handshake of 
peace between Israeli Prime Minister Itzhak 
Rabin and Palestine Liberation Organization 
Chairman Yassir Arafat on the White House 
lawn. The president will bring Prime Minis- 
ter Rabin and Jordan's King Hussein to 
Washington for a historic meeting to ad- 
vance the peace process further. But our 
efforts have not stopped there. On other 
bilateral tracks and through regional dia- 
logue we are working to foster a durable 
peace and a comprehensive settlement, 
while our support for economic development 
can bring hope to all the peoples of the 
region. 

U.S. Presence Continues 
In Southwest Asia the United States will 

maintain its longstanding presence, which 
has been centered on naval vessels in and 
near the Persian Gulf and pre-positioned 
combat equipment. Since Operation Desert 
Storm, temporary deployments of land-based 
aviation forces, ground forces and amphibi- 
ous units have supplemented our posture in 
the Gulf region. 

While we hold out the hand of cooperation 
and assistance to the nations of the region 
that choose peace, we are firm in our deter- 
mination to contain and resist those who 
foster conflict. We have instituted a new 
dual containment strategy aimed a t  both 
Iraq and Iran. 

We have made clear to Iraq i t  must 
comply with all the relevant U.N. Security 
Council resolutions, and we continue to 
support oppressed minorities in Iraq 
through operations Provide Comfort and 
Southern Watch. Our policy is directed not 
against the people of Iraq, but against its 
oppressive and dangerous leaders. 

Our policy toward Iran is aimed at chang- 
ing the behavior of the Iranian government 
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in several key areas, including Iran's efforts 
to obtain weapons of mass destruction and 
missiles, its support for terrorism and 
groups that oppose the peace process, its 
attempts to undermine friendly govern- 
ments in the region and its dismal human 
rights record. We remain willing to enter 
into an authoritative dialogue with Iran to 
discuss the differences between us. 

Resolving Conflict 
South Asia has seen the spread of democ- 

racy, and our strategy is designed to help 
the peoples of that region enjoy the fruits of 
democracy and greater stability through 
efforts aimed at resolving longstanding 
conflict and implementing confidence- 
building measures. This advances U.S. 
interests in halting nuclear and ballistic 
missile proliferation. The United States has 
engaged India and Pakistan in seeking 
agreement on steps to cap, reduce and 
ultimately eliminate their weapons of mass 
destruction and ballistic missile capabilities. 
Regional stability and improved bilateral 
ties are also important for America's eco- 
nomic interest in a region that contains a 

quarter of the world's population and one of 
its most important emerging markets. 

A key objective of our policy in the Per- 
sian Gulf is to reduce the chances that 
another aggressor will emerge that would 
threaten the independence of existing states. 
Therefore, we will continue to encourage 
members of the Gulf Cooperation Council to 
work closely on collective defense and 
security arrangements, help individual 
council states meet their appropriate de- 
fense requirements and maintain our 
bilateral defense agreements. 

In both the Middle East and South Asia 
the pressure of expanding populations on 
natural resources is enormous. Growing 
desertification in the Middle East has 
strained relations over arable land. Pollution 
of the coastal areas in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean, the Red Sea and the Gulf of Aqaba 
has degraded fish catches and hindered 
development. Water shortages stemming 
from overuse, contaminated water aquifers 
and riparian disputes threaten regional 
relations. 

In South Asia high population densities 
and rampant pollution have exacted a 
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tremendous toll on forests, biodiversit:~ and 
the local environment. 

AFRICA 
Africa is one of our greatest challenges for 

a strategy of engagement and enlargement. 
Throughout Africa the U.S. policy seeks to 
help support democracy, sustainable eco- 
nomic development and resolution of con- 
flicts through negotiation, diplomacy and 
peacekeeping. New policies will focus on 
efforts to strengthen civil societies and 
mechanisms for conflict resolution, particu- 
larly where ethnic, religious and political 
tensions are acute. In particular we intend 
to focus on identifying and addressing the 
root causes of conflicts and disasters before 
they erupt. 

The nexus of economic, political, social, 
ethnic and environmental challenges facing 
Africa can lead to a sense of "Afro-pessi- 
mism." We will instead seek to simulta-. 
neously address these challenges and create 
a synergy that can stimulate development, 
resurrect societies and build hope. Through- 
out the continent - in Rwanda, Burundi, 
Mozambique, Angola, Liberia, Sudan arid 
elsewhere - we encourage peaceful resolu- 
tion of internal disputes to promote long- 
term stability and development of the 
region. We also encourage democratic reform 
in nations like Nigeria and Zaire to allow the 
people of these countries to enjoy resporlsive 
government. 

Key Steps to Reform 
This year South Africa took key steps 

toward democratic reform with the holding 
of nonracial elections and creation of a 
Government of National Unity. We will 
remain committed to ensuring that democ- 
racy takes root in South Africa in order to 
foster a new era of prosperity and stability 
for all the peoples of the region. We must 
support the revolution of democracy sweep- 
ing the continent - on center stage in South 
Africa and in quieter but no less dramatic 
ways in countries like Malawi, Benin, Niger 
and Mali. We need to encourage the creation 
of cultures of tolerance, flowering of civil 
society and the protection of human rights 
and human dignity. 

Our humanitarian interventions, along 
with the international community, will 
require continued active participation to 
address the grave circumstances on the 
continent. This has been particularly true in 

Somalia. The global reach of U.S. forces in 
Somalia allowed us to break through the 
chaos that had prevented the introduction of 
relief supplies and U.N. peacekeepers. U.S. 
forces prevented the death of hundreds of 
thousands of Somalis, established a logistics 
system and then turned over the mission to 
more than 25,000 U.N. peacekeepers from 
over a score of nations. 

In the end, however, such efforts by the 
United States and the international commu- 
nity must be limited in duration and de- 
signed to give the peoples of a nation the 
means and opportunity to put their own 
house in order. In Somalia and elsewhere 
the responsibility for the fate of a nation 
rests finally with its own people. In Rwanda 
the United States has also taken an active 
role in providing relief to those displaced by 
ethnic violence. And the U.S. Agency for 
International Development is leading 
international efforts to get ahead of the 
curve on potential famines that threaten up 
to 20 million people on the continent. 

Addressing Urgent Issues 
The United States is also working with 

regional organizations, nongovernmental 
organizations and governments throughout 
Africa to address the urgent issues of popu- 
lation growth, spreading disease (including 
AIDS), environmental decline, enhancing 
the role of women in development, eliminat- 
ing support for terrorism, demobilization of 
bloated militaries, relieving burdensome 
debt, and expanding trade and investment 
ties to the countries of Africa. 

Central to all these efforts will be 
strengthening the American constituency for 
Africa, drawing on the knowledge, experi- 
ence and commitment of millions of Ameri- 
cans to enhance our nation's support for 
positive change in Africa. 

The White House Conference on Africa, 
the first such gathering of regional experts 
ever sponsored by the White House, drew 
together more than 200 Americans from the 
administration, Congress, business, labor, 
academia, religious groups, relief and 
development agencies, human rights groups 
and others to discuss Africa's future and the 
role that the United States can play in it. 
The president, vice president, secretary of 
state and national security adviser all 
participated in the conference, which pro- 
duced a wealth of new ideas and new com- 
mitment to Africa.V 





The Nunn-Lugar vision has become a 
framework for the U.S. relationship wi.th the 
former Soviet Union. The Clinton adminis- 
tration is committed to meeting congres- 
sional objectives and has given Cooperative 
Threat Reduction the highest-level attention 
and interest. 

Program Expanded 
Since its inception, the Nunn-Lugar 

Cooperative Threat Reduction program has 
expanded because of the complex, long-term 
tasks ahead. We have a powerful, robust 
economy and high technical and manufactur- 
ing capability compared to the Soviet succes- 
sor states - since even we will need years to 
dismantle our Cold War stockpile, it should 
be no surprise their effort to do the same is 
relatively far greater. 

It has taken about two years for the 
program to develop. As recently as a few 
months ago only 18 Cooperative Threat 
Reduction projects were under way in 
Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan. 
Today the program consists of 36 projects, all 
the result of negotiations and agreements 
between the United States and the four 
recipient countries. 

Congress proposed and approved the 
projects and addressed the following key 
thrusts: strategic offensive arms elimination, 
safety and security of nuclear weapons, 
chemical demilitarization in Russia, defense 
conversion, nonproliferation and Cooperative 
Threat Reduction support efforts. 

First Goals 
It is in everyone's best interests to reduce 

the number of nuclear weapons and nuclear 
powers. The Soviet Union had controllecl its 
arsenal rationally since 1949, when it 
became the second member of the nuclear 
club. With the breakup of the former Soviet 
Union, Soviet nuclear weapons were located 
in a number of newly independent states. 
Our first goals, then, were to assist Russia in 
the safe and secure removal of tactical 
nuclear weapons from these states and to 
assist Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan in 
transporting the strategic nuclear weapons 
on their soil to Russia for dismantlement. 

The second thrust helps the Russians 
establish a chain of custody of the critical 
nuclear components as they dismantle 
warheads pursuant to these commitments: 
first, to eliminate their entire tactical 
nuclear arsenal; and second, to meet the 

terms of the first strategic arms reduction 
talks treaty and, we hope, eventually the 
second. 

A third area concerns the tens of thou- 
sands of tons of chemical weapons in the 
Russian arsenal. Our comprehensive plan 
and approach address the chemical weapons 
life cycle from its current stage - storage - 
all the way to destruction or neutralization 
of the munitions and materials. 

Our direction is clear, and we defined end 
points in each programed area. An American 
contractor, picked by full and open competi- 
tion, will bring its skills in eliminating 
chemical weapons to bear on the Russian 
task. We also recently asked for congres- 
sional support to help the Russians build a 

pilot plant using our technology to destroy 
their most insidious air-delivered nerve gas. 

The fourth thrust, that of defense conver- 
sion, addresses a special interest of Defense 
Secretary William Perry. Its purpose is to 
assist the former Soviet Union in converting 
its excess production infrastructure from 
weapons of mass destruction to peaceful 
civilian goods through partnerships with 
American industries. 

Cooperative Threat Reduction promotes 
U.S. nonproliferation objectives through 
science and technology centers established 
in Moscow and Kiev to employ Russian and 
Ukrainian weapon scientists in productive 
civilian endeavors. These centers will help 
prevent a potential brain drain from contrib- 
uting to the global proliferation problem. At 
the same time they invest in a demilitarized 
future for former Soviet science. 

Major Role 
The Cooperative Threat Reduction sup- 

port effort also warrants mention. It  will 
provide a single in-country point of contact 
to integrate and coordinate program-related 
tasks, plan and monitor the transportation 
of program items to their point of use, and 
help obtain maintenance, spare parts and 
repairs for US.-provided equipment. The 
Defense Nuclear Agency, the program's 
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executing agency, has had a major role in 
setting up this initiative. The On-Site 
Inspection Agency, which has personnel 
within the recipient countries, will play a 
major part in implementing the program. 

The Department of Defense has been 
authorized more than $1 billion for Coopera- 
tive Threat Reduction since 1991; the DoD 
fiscal 1995 budget request for the program 
is $400 million. Far from being welfare for 
our former adversaries, the program re- 
quires American contractors be used to the 
greatest extent feasible. Thus, the program 
benefits Russia, Belarus, Ukraine and 
Kazakhstan and creates jobs for American 
workers and new markets for American 
corporations. 

Impressive Statistics 
By the end of the year 2000 Cooperative 

Threat Reduction will have supported or 
assisted in the elimination of more than 
7,900 strategic warheads, 896 ICBM silos, 33 
rail-mobile launchers, 552 submarine- 
launched ballistic missile launchers, 39 
strategic missile-carrying submarines and 
115 heavy bombers. The program also has 
helped convert 90 SS-18 ICBM silos to house 
small, single-warhead missiles instead of the 
destabilizing, multiwarhead systems cur- 
rently deployed. 

Cooperative Threat Reduction gave 
Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk an 
incentive to join President Bill Clinton and 
Russian President Boris Yeltsin in signing a 
tripartite agreement that calls for Ukraine's 
complete denuclearization. U.S. equipment 
is being used to remove all the warheads 
from the 46 SS-24 ICBMs on Ukrainian 
territory. We also are procuring and will 
soon ship equipment to eliminate 130 SS-19 
ICBMs on Ukrainian territory. The program 
will continue to provide necessary equip- 
ment to complete the project. 

Belarus, in which SS-25 road-mobile 
ICBMs are based, is another case in which 
Cooperative Threat Reduction-created 
incentives stimulated denuclearization. The 
Belarussians were attracted by the prospect 
of help in restoring SS-25 sites and trans- 
forming them to productive use, as well as 
housing and retraining for the associated 
military personnel. 

Similarly, all SS-18 ICBM silos and 
launch control facilities in Kazakhstan will 
be safely eliminated. As a model for future 
efforts of this type, we expect to use an 

integrating contractor to plan and imple- 
ment the many tasks that comprise the 
Kazakhstani silo dismantlement process. 

Russia has begun to dismantle its missile 
silos, using its own equipment in anticipa- 
tion of' receiving ours. We are supplying 
Russia with cranes, bulldozers and various 
tools to eliminate missile silos and strategic 
bombers; incinerators, intermodal tank 
containers, railroad flatcars and heavy 
equipment to eliminate rocket propellant; 
and cutting equipment t o  destroy submarine 
missile launchers. Ukraine is receiving 
similar equipment for dismantling ICBMs 
and silo launchers and for eliminating rocket 
propellant. Training in the use and mainte- 
nance of the equipment is part of the assis- 
tance. 

The nuclear-related areas of Cooperative 
Threat Reduction consider program objec- 
tives, treaty timetables and how we and the 
former Soviet states want things to look in 
the end. Our planning and vision consider 
the entire weapon life cycle, and measures 
for ensuring the chain of custody remains 
intact. Accordingly, warheads and materials 
must be guarded and their disposition 
accounted for. 

The Russians do not need our help to 
dismantle their nuclear warheads. They 
have rejected past offers of help. We have 
the means to monitor and audit warhead 
dismantlement and fissile materials disposi- 
tion without divulging weapon design 
information. For instance, the Energy 
Department agreed in January 1994 to show 
Russian observers some equipment we use 
that can nonintrusively confirm and esti- 
mate the amount of plutonium present in 
sealed containers. We continue to press for 
Russian acceptance and use of such mea- 
sures. 

Confident Assessments 
We are prepared to help the Russians 

institute nonintrusive measures to monitor 
the chain of custody of nuclear warheads 
and the fissile materials removed from them. 
Our admonishment has been to "follow the 
plutonium." This will permit even more 
confident assessments of progress. Such 
measures will not only alleviate our con- 
cerns but also provide the Russians better 
accounting and physical security over the 
weapons and materials. 

Plutonium is biologically toxic and par- 
ticularly nasty stuff. I t  is the critical compo- 



nent of nuclear weapon triggers. We fo'llow 
the plutonium in many ways. We assist the 
Russians in transporting their warheads by 
providing armored blankets, specially 
designed rail cars, and safety and monitor- 
ing equipment - all provided by American 
contractors. 

Our tracking does not end there. Each 
agreement also includes audit and examina- 
tion provisions the United States will exer- 
cise at  appropriate times to determine 
whether the equipment it supplies is being 
used as intended. 

Safety Reduces Threat 
Our efforts to ensure the safety and 

security of nuclear weapons transport and 
storage in Russia add to the threat reduction 
picture. The key bottleneck to progress, 
according to Russian officials, has been the 
lack of containers for safe transport and 
storage of fissile materials removed from 
warheads. We will supply Russia with 
10,000 containers - and perhaps more - 
under a bilateral agreement regarding the 
safe transport and long-term storage of the 
materials. Prototype containers have been 
made in the United States and shipped to 
Russia, and we will begin shipping actual 
models soon. We also are helping Russia to 
design and build a facility for storing the 
containers. Russian officials have said their 
eventual needs will exceed the help we 
agreed to provide. 

We are working with the Russians to 
design and equip appropriate storage facili- 
ties, and with the support of Congress we 
intend to assist directly in their construc- 
tion. Until recently U.S. terms prohibited 
such help unless the Russians certified they 
no longer planned to separate plutonium 
from their production reactors a t  Tomsk and 
Krasnoyarsk. Victor Mikhailov, Russian 
minister for atomic energy, announced in 
Washington in March the Russians would 
meet those conditions. Therefore, we can 
proceed with storage facility design, and we 
can expect no new plutonium will enter the 
Russian arsenal. 

The United States is purchasing from 
Russia, at  no cost to U.S. taxpayers, 500 
metric tons of highly enriched uranium from 
dismantled warheads for blending down to 
civil-grade power plant fuel. This purchase 
and the plutonium storage facility and 
container projects will account for a major 
portion of the materials removed from 

warheads dismantled in Russia. 
Mikhailov and U.S. Energy Secretary 

Hazel O'Leary also announced the intention 
of the two governments to host mutual 
inspections by the end of 1994 of present 
facilities containing plutonium triggers 
removed from nuclear weapons. American 
and Russian technical experts met in Mos- 
cow in May to define the inspection proce- 
dures. I envision they will be carried out 
under Cooperative Threat Reduction, DoD 
will lead the inspections during visits to 
Russian and American facilities and there 
will be substantial involvement of Energy 
Department personnel. 

In short, we may not dismantle Russian 
warheads, but ongoing arms elimination and 
warhead safety and security projects, as 

parts of our program, amount to dismantle- 
ment monitoring. Further, this program is 
designed to increase our confidence that the 
weapons' fissile material is neither recycled 
into new weapons nor allowed into the 
proliferation stream. 

Our plans look to a future in which Rus- 
sia, Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan 
transform their social and economic infra- 
structures into peaceful, stable entities. We 
are responding quickly to take advantage of 
opportunities in U.S. mutual relations with 
the recipient countries, relations among 
these countries, their various domestic 
political and economic situations and the 
timetables for treaty compliance. 

Overwhelming Challenge 
When the Soviet Union dissolved in 1991, 

defense work accounted for 40 percent of its 
economy and employed some of the country's 
best and brightest workers. As the Soviet 
successors attempted to convert to commer- 
cial economies, they found the challenge 
overwhelming. Through Cooperative Threat 
Reduction, we assist in transforming their 
defense-industrial complexes into enterprises 
that will produce civilian goods on a profit- 
able, self-sustaining and long-term basis. 
This contributes to both demilitarization and 

ISSUE 6 



Harold P. Smith Jr. 
Prior to becoming the 

assistant to the secretary of 
defense for atomic energy, 
Smith was the president of  

Palmer Smith Gorp., a 
management consulting 
firm specializing in high- 

technology programs. He 
also was a founding director 

of Swerling, Manasse and 
Smith, Inc., a Los Angeles 

firm that analyzes recent 
advances in radar systems. 

A native of  Greensburg, Pa., 
Smith earned his bachelor's, 
master's and doctorate from 

the Massachusetts Institute 
of  Technology and then 
from 1960 to 1976 was a 

faculty member of  the 
University of California. 

Since 1968, he has served 
as a national security 

consultant and adviser to 
the secretaries of Defense 
and the Air Force, and the 
Senate and House Armed 

Services committees. He has 
served as a member of the 

Air Force Scientific Advisory 
Board and the Defense 

Sciences Advisory Board for 
Lawrence Livermore 

National Laboratory and 
has chaired task forces for 

the Defense Science Board. 
Smith holds two Air Force 

Exceptional Civilian 
Service Awards. 

economic stability in these states. As a key 
aspect of our conversion projects, the engi- 
neering, managerial and work forces will 
learn new skills and orientations, thus 
giving Cooperative Threat Reduction's 
effects even greater constancy and value. 

Our modest allocation in this area could 
never fund all the needs of the four recipient 
countries, but that is not our intent. Rather, 
ours is seed money to foster further invest- 
ments, to create ripple effects in the econo- 
mies and to provide incentives for the 
recipient countries' continued path toward 
denuclearization. 

Allowing for Differences 
We also recognize the needs of the four 

countries differ. We allow for these differ- 
ences and the respective goals in the way we 
plan and implement defense conversion. We 
plan to fund incentives for private invest- 
ment and then let the private sector take 
over. Our conversion effort works in concert 
with the bilateral Defense Conversion 
Committees, chaired by Defense Secretary 
Perry. 

In general, our efforts are directed toward 
industry conversion to meet critical needs in 
these new countries, including infrastruc- 
ture needs and housing and retraining for 
demobilized former Soviet military person- 
nel. The response from U.S. industry to our 
requests for proposals has been enthusiastic, 
indicating U.S. firms' intense interest in 
these countries when given U.S. government 
support and the opportunity to work on 
clearly defined endeavors. 

In summing up our achievements I 
reiterate that our planning and assessments 
of the program's impact consider the comple- 
mentary nature of the projects in achieving 
threat reduction. The program began little 
more than two years ago, and already we 
are seeing results. The Clinton 
administration's positive and supportive 
attitude toward Cooperative Threat Reduc- 
tion appears to have a magnifying effect, 
giving the recipient countries the confidence 
to invest their own resources with ours to 
accomplish the necessary tasks - some- 
times in anticipation of our assistance. 
Additionally, program implementation has 
become more vigorous since I took office on 
June 1 last year, leading to a marked 
increase in ongoing projects and in the pace 
of progress. 

Implementation began slowly in some 

areas because we and our bilateral partners 
had difficulty agreeing on specific require- 
ments and then defining requirements so 
the U.S. government could solicit competi- 
tive bids from industry. The countries 
receiving assistance are still turbulent 
politically, and their respective bureaucra- 
cies have not yet completely sorted out the 
optimal divisions of labor or ways of operat- 
ing efficiently in a post-Soviet environment. 

For example, although the U.S. and 
Russian governments signed an agreement 
in September 1993 that provides U.S. 
equipment for the Russians' long-term 
storage facility for fissile materials, Russia 
did not deliver its list of required equipment 
until January 1994. As a result, we could not 
issue requests for proposals for U.S. busi- 
nesses to procure and ship the necessary 
items in time for a springlsummer construc- 
tion start on the facility. Our experience is 
contracts can take up to 120 days t o  award 
from the day a request for proposal is issued. 

We have begun to use integrating contrac- 
tors within projects, as in Kazakhstan. This 
will expedite the process of defining require- 
ments and procuring equipment and capital- 
izing on U.S. industrial expertise. In all, the 
process is moving smoothly under the 
program management and execution of the 
Defense Nuclear Agency and the assistance 
of the On-Site Inspection Agency and other 
DoD and federal components. 

Tremendous Strides 
The Cooperative Threat Reduction pro- 

gram has made tremendous strides in 
reducing the threats that attended the 
breakup of the Soviet Union and the break- 
down of economic, social and political stabil- 
ity in the successor states. The program is 
meeting objectives Congress established in 
1991. and reaffirmed repeatedly since. The 
administration is committed to Cooperative 
Threat Reduction and to the farther-reach- 
ing national security goals whose fulfillment 
depends on continuation of the program. 

Our planning is done with a clear vision of 
how the various projects fit together to fulfill 
the program's objectives and of how we will 
disengage when the objectives have been 
met at  the end of this century. When Coop- 
erative Threat Reduction is viewed as a 
whole, its impact on reducing warheads, 
delivery systems, proliferation risks and 
even future risks and threats is clearly 
evidenty 





The command's dependence on reserve 
components, even during peacetime opera- 
tions, was demonstrated during this rapid 
deployment when nine of the first 18 C-5 
missions were flown by reserve crews. This 
Total Force "tanker-air bridge," along with a 
fast-sealift ship that made the voyage in 
only 14 days, moved more than 5,700 sol- 
diers and their equipment from the 24th 
Infantry Division and the 10th Mountain 
Division to rapidly reinforce U.S. troops. 

Command support of U.S. and U.N. forces 
in Somalia gained considerable attention in 
the media; however, it represented only a 
small portion of U.S. Transportation Com- 
mand activities during the past year. In the 
former Yugoslavia we supported the U.N. 
Protection Force. Ships under charter to the 
Military Sealift Command delivered 5,000 
tons of cargo, while Air Mobility Command 
coordinated the airlift of more than 1,000 
personnel and 150 tons of cargo. 

Accelerated Tempo 
We also supported Provide Comfort in 

Turkey, Provide Transition in Angola and 
Provide Hope in the former Soviet Union; 
U.N. peacekeeping forces in Cambodia; 
counterdrug missions in Latin America; 
Joint Staff exercises including Team Spirit 
in South Korea, Cobra Gold in Thailand and 
Bright Star in Egypt; and domestic relief 
missions, including those in response to the 
1994 earthquake in Southern California. 
While there was no such thing as a typical 
week, it was not uncommon for the men and 
women of the command to manage 1,000 air 
mobility missions, 75 oceangoing ships and 
conduct military operations in 27 seaports 
during any given week. 

This high level of operations tempo was 
not unique to 1993, however. In fact, U.S. 
Transportation Command has had little rest 
since Operation Just Cause in Panama in 
1989. For many men and women, it has 
meant long days, harsh conditions in remote 
locations and extended separations from 
families and friends. This stress has been 
further compounded by the climate of 
uncertainty and insecurity that exists 
throughout the post-Cold War military. 

Aging equipment, particularly in the 
airlift fleet, has also been pushed to the 
limit. Due to structural problems and a 
depot backlog, the C-141 fleet daily-avail- 
ability rate was 35 percent lower in 1993 
than in 1992. More than 58 percent of our 

40,000-pound capacity aircraft loaders, the 
backbone of the materials handling equip- 
ment fleet, have developed serious structural 
cracks and are in their second overhaul 
cycle. Fiscal constraints limit the quantity of 
spares throughout the air mobility fleet, and 
the reduction in forward-deployed forces has 
reduced the en route infrastructure used to 
support major deployments. 

The bottom line on readiness is clear. The 
demands of continuing high operations 
tempo, combined with aging equipment and 
reduced budgets, create an environment that 
threatens the readiness of America's defense 
transportation system. The post-Cold War 
security environment provides many new 
challenges to USTRANSCOM. As a com- 
mand that depends on the commercial 
transportation sector for a significant portion 
of its total capability, the changes taking 
place in the domestic and international 
business communities also threaten the 
readiness of the defense transportation 
system. 

As we continue to examine the future 
security environment with various studies, 
including the Mobility Requirements Study 
and Bottom-up Review, it is clear that 
strategic mobility will increasingly become 
the linchpin in U.S. national security strat- 
egy. Just 10 years ago we had more than 
500,000 U.S. military personnel forward 
deployed in Europe and throughout the 
Asian theater. Before this decade is over, we 
are likely to see this figure cut by two-thirds. 
When America then chooses to respond 
militarily, the vast majority of its forces will 
have to be deployed and sustained from the 
continental United States. 

Smaller Infrastructure 
These major reductions in forward- 

deployed forces also reduce the en route 
infrastructure, air bases and military port 
facilities that support long-range deploy- 
ments. Lack of en route support facilities 
reduces rapid deployment capabilities and 
limits the options of the National Command 
Authorities during crises. 

For instance, had we lost access to Lajes 
Field in the Azores during the Desert Shield 
deployment, U.S. airlift throughput would 
have been reduced by 3 percent. The loss of 
Lajes and Torrejon Air Base, Spain, would 
have reduced throughput 19 percent. Worse 
still, had we lost access to Lajes, Torrejon 
and Rhein-Main Air Base, Germany, 



throughput would have fallen 46 percent 
while force closure time in Southwest Asia 
would have increased 48 percent. 

To put this in perspective: U.S. presence 
a t  Torrejon has been reduced to a caretaker 
force of 10 people, and we will have signifi- 
cantly reduced U.S. presence a t  Rhein-Main 
by the end of 1994. Additionally, we no 
longer have routine peacetime access to 
Goose Bay, Canada; Zaragoza Air Base, 
Spain; Hellenikon Air Base, Greece; and 
Clark Air Base, the Philippines. Each of 
these bases has served as key en route 
facilities during previous deployments. 

With a strategy based on power projection 
and U.S.-based forces, we will need suffl- 
cient en route infrastructure. In some cases 
this means fully operating U.S. bases on 
foreign soil. In others it means access to 2 

"bare base" or commercial facilities a t  which 
we have limited presence or "ironclad" rights i 
of return agreements to those facilities we 
do close. L 

more than two weeks in Mogadishu or more 
Command Perspective than a month, depending on the weather, if 

As America continues to reduce the size of we used a Joint Logistics Over the Shore 
its military force, it is critical that those who beachhead operation. 
are charged with the responsibility to fight The restructuring and modernization of 
and win wars play the principal role in America's military forces, particularly the 
determining how forces are positioned and Army, is also providing us with new strate- 
structured. As future decisions are made on gic lift challenges. During the past decade, 
base closures and force realignments, both the U.S. Army significantly increased the 
here at  home and overseas, we must ensure lethality and the weight of its combat units. 
that these decisions are made from the The three Army division types usually 
perspective of the warfighter - the unified considered eligible for air deployment have 
combatant commanders. increased in weight between 36 and 55 

The lessons learned from Desert Shield percent - light infantry divisions, from 
and Desert Storm are another factor that 11,000 tons to 15,000; the 82nd Airborne 
will affect the future challenges to the Division, from 16,000 tons to 22,000; and the 
defense transportation system, in particular lOlst Airborne Division (Air Assault), 
the lessons learned by future adversaries. 22,000 tons to 34,000. 
With the ability to rapidly close a major Army equipment size has also increased 
force a key element in the new U.S. strategy, during this period. In the early 1980s a C- 
a future adversary may not allow us the 141 could carry 17 four-passenger M-151 
luxury of six months to deploy. The impor- jeeps. Today the Army uses the larger M- 
tance of early-surge capability - airlift, 998 high-mobility, multipurpose wheeled 
afloat pre-positioning and fast sealift - is vehicle; a C-141 can carry only five. 
likely to increase. From the Army's perspective the lift 

Another area that has changed since the capability of a C-141 decreased. From U.S. 
: Cold War, and even the gulf war, is access to Transportation Command's perspective lift 

, world-class air and sea ports. Lack of or loss requirements for C-141 equivalents in- 
of such facilities would significantly increase creased. These increases in bulk and total 
closure times. For instance, offloading an weight represent modernization and in- 

: armored division from eight fast-sealift ships creased combat effectiveness, but they also 
in a superport such as Ad Damman, Saudi increase all modes of lift requirements, most 

I. Arabia, could be accomplished in less than significantly, airlift. 
two days. This same operation would require The military challenges of the future are 

Soldiers unload relief supplies 
from a C-5 Galaxy jet transport at 
Kigali Airport, Rwanda, during 
Operation Support Hope in August. 
The transport is assigned to the 
New York Air National Guard. 
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Civil Reserve Air Fleet because their sur- 
vival could be threatened by an activation of 
this program. As a unified command that 
looks to the commercial sector for a signifi- 
cant portion of its capability, U.S. Transpor- 
tation Command finds this trend cause for 
concern. 

A recent Rand study highlighted another 
strategic factor that changed as  we moved 
from the industrial era into the information 
era. Throughout military history, transporta- 
tion has been relatively expensive while 
weapons and ammunition were relatively 
inexpensive. This paradigm is shifting. 

Cost vs. Transport 
In World War I1 it took hundreds, maybe 

thousands, of "dumb" bombs to destroy a 
hardened target. These weapons were cheap 
to build and stockpile but relatively expen- 
sive to transport by air to the European or 
Asian theaters. Today, an F-117 carrying one 
laser-guided 2,000-pound bomb can destroy a 
hardened target, or an Apache helicopter 
firing a laser-guided Hellfire missile can get 
a "first-shot kill" on a T-72 tank. 

The cost of these weapons has grown 
considerably, but the cost of transporting 

5 them has actually been reduced. It  is becom- 
~g more cost-effective to have fewer, but 

$ smarter weapons as long as we maintain the 
, me aeIense r;ransponacio~l capability to deliver them where and when 

vehicle from the uss system must also adapt to the rapidly they are needed. Previously DoD maintained 
~ubuque, in Sattahip, changing domestic and international busi- large stockpiles within each theater. Today 

Thailand. to deliver U.S. ness environments. One of my greatest the requirement to sustain two nearly 
Marines and equipment 'or concerns in this regard is the highly com- simultaneous regional conflicts and budget- 
Cobra Go'd90, a 'Ombined petitive international transportation envi- ary pressure to minimize the investment in 
joint exercise held in May. ronment, which is forcing all operators to war reserve inventory have required DoD to 

trim down and reduce excess capacity. cut inventories and distribute materials into 
common user stockpiles to support multiple 

No Down Time theaters. 
In the past we have relied on the robust There are many changes and paradigm 

availability of militarily useful aircraft and shifts to consider as  we re-engineer 
ships; however, tomorrow's surviving com- America's defense forces. Changes in the 
mercial carriers will have little or no excess international security environment, changes 
capacity to offer. At a recent meeting with in technology and changes in  doctrine re- 
chief executive officers from the maritime quire the defense transportation community 
industry, I was informed that container to re-examine its systems and doctrines. We 
ships are "in the system 365 days a year." To must look for ways to improve effectiveness 
compete and survive, ships must produce while reducing the cost. We must build a 
revenue every day - there is no scheduled better defense transportation system - one 
down time. Routine maintenance is con- that meets the needs of the combatant 
ducted while under way. commanders a t  the best value to the Ameri- 

This competitive environment also exists can taxpayer. 
in the airline industry, where many of To do this we must identify and under- 
America's carriers are operating on the edge. stand the changes that have occurred with 
Some are now reluctant to participate in the the end of the Cold War, the beginning of the 



information age, the migration to an  inter- 
dependent global economy and the continu- 
ing expansion of the international business 
community. All these factors will shape the 
defense transportation system of the future. 

We must also appreciate those factors 
that  will not change. America will remain an  
island nation, separated by great distances 
from many allies, adversaries and national 
security interests. Our response to crises, 
therefore, will be enhanced or limited by the 
capabilities of the defense transportation 
system. 

No technological revolutions are o'n the 
horizon that  will change the need for an  
integrated, balanced transportation system 
of sea, air and land assets. Large-scale 
deployments, such as Desert ShieldStorm 
or what is now called a major regional 
conflict, will continue to require three 
integrated yet distinct elements: surface, 
airlift and sealift. 

The first stage of a major operation is 
what we call "fort to port" operations, the 
movement of people, equipment and sup- 
plies to air and sea ports of embarkation. 
Airlift will then deliver the first units to the 
ports of debarkation in the theater of opera- 
tions. In many scenarios, such as  Jus t  Cause 
and Desert Shield, the only forces to arrive 
during the first week will be those delivered 
by airlift. In the smaller, rapidly unfolding 
contingencies, air mobility will provide the 
bulk of response forces. In larger contingen- 
cies, however, up to 95 percent of all ton- 
nage will come from the sea. 

Three Phases of Sealift 
The sealift operation can further be 

divided into three phases: afloat pre-posi- 
tioning, surge shipping and sustainment. 
During Desert ShieldStorm and Restore 
Hope the first heavy armored and artillery 
forces arrived on pre-positioned ships. Surge 
shipping, which is primarily composed of 
organic, government-owned ships, such as 
the fast-sealift ships operated by Military 
Sealift Command and the Ready Reserve 
Force ships maintained by the Maritime 
Administration, deliver the majority of unit 
equipment. The third phase, sustainment, 
begins early in the deployment timetable 
and carries the "beans and bullets" to the 
deployed forces. During Desert ShieldStorm 
the US.-flag liner industry played a key role 
in this sustainment lift. 

This complex lift scenario was best 

demonstrated during the Desert Shield 
deployment. The first forces to arrive in 
Southwest Asia, some arriving on the same 
day the deployment began - "C" day - 
were those delivered by airlift. On C+8 the 
first pre-positioned ship arrived from Diego 
Garcia in the Indian Ocean followed on C+20 
by a fast-sealift ship from the East Coast of 
the United States. The first Ready Reserve 
Force ship and the first commercial charter 
ship arrived on C+33. 

Timing Important 
The various elements of this complex 

scenario must be fully integrated to maxi- 
mize throughput. Airlift must deliver per- 
sonnel in time to marry up with heavy 
equipment as it is offloaded from sealift 
ships. If the troops do not arrive on time, the 
ports and staging areas will become 
gridlocked. However, if the troops arrive too 
soon, they will have no equipment or sup- 
plies. 

One common thread throughout these air, 
land and sealift modes of transportation is 
the command's dependence on the commer- 
cial sector. During the Desert Shield deploy- 
ment, the commercial sector conducted 
virtually all the stateside surface move- 
ments. In  the airlift mode, the commercial 
sector provided 64 percent of the passenger 
lift and 26 percent of the cargo tonnage. For 
sealift the U.S. commercial liner fleet 
carried 29 percent of all sealift tonnage, 
using a maximum of 30 percent of their slot 
capacity to meet sustainment sealift require- 
ments. This element of the defense transpor- 
tation system will not change in the post- 
Cold War era. Using America's commercial 
lift capability - air, land and sea - to the 
maximum extent possible will continue to be 
a cornerstone of the command's philosophy. 

Likewise, dependence on the reserve 
components will continue into the 21st 
century. Today more than half of the 
command's organic capability resides in the 
reserve components, and I do not expect this 
percentage to decrease. 

Problems Remain 
While these dependencies will remain 

cost-effective solutions, they create a prob- 
lem for active duty forces when we are asked 
to maintain a high, peacetime optempo for 
an  extended period, particularly in airlift 
forces. 

One measure of airlift capability is mil- 
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lions of ton-miles per day. The Air Mobility 
Command's current "advertised capability is 
49.2 million ton-miles per day; to reach this 
figure, however, we must completely activate 
the reserve component and the full Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet. By design, without these 
two extraordinary actions by the president, 
US. Transportation Command's 
nonmobilized capability is less than 17 
million ton-miles per day. Extended periods 
of high optempo during peacetime thus 
greatly strain active duty forces and limit 
the command's ability to respond to 
nonmobilized surge operations. 

One other factor will not change - when 
a crisis begins, when U.S. security interests 
are threatened, when disaster strikes, 
America's ability to respond will depend on 
the readiness and capabilities of the defense 
transportation system. Strategic mobility 
will remain "the first weapon of choice in 
peace and in war." 

U.S. Transportation Command is barely 
seven years old, but in that  time it has 
grown from a small peacetime planning staff 
to a major unified command with full respon- 
sibility for strategic transportation during 
both peace and war. As this command has 
grown and matured we have identified the 
key systems needed to provide quality 
service to its customers a t  the best value to 
the American taxpayers. 

Proper Management Imperative 
As the United States moved from the 

industrial age into the information age the 
importance of command and control systems 
for the defense transportation system has 
increased. The proper management of large- 
scale deployment and sustainment opera- 
tions increases the capabilities of America's 
combat forces. Ensuring the right forces 
arrive a t  the right location a t  the right time; 
integrating air, sea and surface assets; and 
enabling commanders to divert shipments 
while en route are the critical capabilities 
that  the defense transportation system must 
provide America's war-fighting combatant 
commanders. In the past U.S. Transporta- 
tion Command has focused its attention on 
moving people and cargo. Today the focus is 
on moving people, cargo and information 
with a stronger sense of synchronization. 

U.S. Transportation Command has a 
threefold implementation strategy aimed a t  
streamlining existing DoD transportation 
procedures, connecting military and commer- 

cial transportation tracking systems and 
establishing an  integrated network and 
centralized data base to share transporta- 
tion data among all users. The global trans- 
portation network will be the transportation 
module for the global command and control 
system. The network will satisfy intransit 
visibility and command and control informa- 
tion requirements by bringing together 
accurate, timely transportation data from 
airlift, traffic management and sealift 
command computer systems into a single 
integrated view of the defense transporta- 
tion system. 

Scheduled Enhancement 
The network is software, rather than 

hardware, intensive; instead of becoming 
obsolete, i t  will be enhanced routinely with 
software upgrades. Access will be available 
to any authorized user who has a laptop 
computer, modem and access to a phone 
line. Network information will be available 
to any registered user from the origination 
of a movement requirement until delivery a t  
points of debarkation. 

The location of critical warfighting 
personnel and material will be available to 
combatant commanders through the global 
command and control system or directly 
from the global transportation network. This 
will significantly improve the commanders' 
ability to respond to rapidly changing 
priorities, as experienced during the Desert 
Shield deployment. 

LJsing information from U.S. Transporta- 
tion Command's Joint Intelligence Center, 
the network will be able to disseminate 
collateral transportation intelligence. This 
information will include graphics and 
imagery and will focus on foreign transpor- 
tation resources such as seaports, airfields, 
shore facilities and intratheater transporta- 
tion. Intelligence support will also include 
capabilities to estimate transportation 
throughput. When fully matured, the 
network will provide planning support to 
enable my command to analyze transporta- 
tion options, forecast total DoD movement 
requirements, determine the best mix of lift 
modes and identify potential resource 
shortfalls. 

Contracting activities are now under way 
for i-i full and open competition to continue 
network development and fielding. Contract 
award is anticipated by the end of this fiscal 
year. The global transportation network is 



lead U.S. Transportation command into the 

decessor, Air Force Gen. 
, was asked what one 

thing he would like to have done differently 
during the Desert Shield deployment, he 
answered: "Activated the reserve forces on 
the day the deployment began." His com- 
ment remains valid for any future large-scale 
deployments. No unified command is more 
dependent on reserve component forces than 
U.S. Transportation Command. 

Today more than 55 percent of strategic 
airlift crews, 45 percent of air refueling 
crews and 66 percent of aerial port personnel 
are in the Air Reserve component. We have 
an even greater dependence in sealift and 
surface modes, where over 85 percent of the 
Military Sealift Command's shore support 
and 100 percent of the Military Traffic 
Management Command's transportation 
terminal, deployment control support, port 
security and railway service personnel come 
to us from the reserve component. These 
reserve forces augment active duty forces on 
a daily basis and provide more than 50 
percent of U.S. Transportation Command's 
organic capability during a mobilization. 

This dependence, however, can lead to 
readiness problems. When a major deploy- 
ment begins, the defense transportation 
system must be prepared to start moving the 
early-surge forces in a matter of hours. To 
support deployments, such as those included 
in the current Defense Planning Guidance, 
we must have responsive and assured access 
to a sufficient number of reserve forces. 

Approximately 10,500 reserve component 
personnel are needed to "prime the transpor- 
tation pipeline" - Air Mobility Command, 
8,000; Military Traffic Management Com- 
mand, 2,000; and Military Sealift Command, 

the Ready Mobility Force. 
ded in the DoD legislative 
ty to call as  many as 

sts to involuntary active duty 
residential selected 

mediate Access Mandatory 
To ensure the command's ability to meet 

the combatant commander's transportation 
requirements, we must have immediate and 

4 assured access to a sufficient number of 
reserve forces. The Ready Mobility Force will 
provide this capability. 

During the past year U.S. Transportation 
Command assumed single manager respon- 
sibility for worldwide intertheater medical 
regulation and aeromedical evacuation. 
Previously these missions were managed by 
separate organizations with different 
procedures for wartime and peacetime and 
no standardization or connectivity between 
theater commanders. These problems were 
identified in post-Desert Storm critiques. 

Single Manager 
To correct these deficiencies U.S. Trans- 

portation Command was designated the 
single manager for armed services medical 
regulating and was assigned four key 
responsibilities: control of the Armed Ser- 
vices Medical Regulating Office (continental 
United States movements), regulation of 
worldwide movement of patients, acquisition 
and training of deployable medical regula- 
tors (Category A reservists), and develop- 

The Air Force's new C-17 
Globemaster Il l  transport 
delivered 80.000 pounds of 
medical vehicles and other 
rolling stock after a 14-hour 
nonstop flight from the East 
Coast to Saudi Arabia. The 
October mission, the first for 
the C-17, was part of the U.S. 
response to Iraqi provoca- 
tions near the Kuwait border. 
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A trailer van rolls forth from 
the gaping maw of a C-5 

Galaxy transport at Entebbe 
Airport. Uganda, during 

Operation Support Hope in 
August Entebbe was a 
staging pointfor relief 

convoys into Rwanda. The 
C-5, from Dover Air Force 

Base, Del., held two of the 
vans, which had been 

converted into sleeping 
quarters for relief workers. 

riieilt of a centralized command and control 
system for global patient movement integrat- 
ing separate theaters and processes as  well 
as offering patient intransit visibility in 
peace and war. 

Working closely with the deputy assistant 
secretary of defense for information manage- 
ment and a joint services corporate informa- 
tion management business process improve- 
ment team, the command surgeon's office 
developed the TRANSCOM Regulating and 
Command and Control Evacuation System, 
or TRAC2ES. The system is entering an 
aggressive prototyping schedule and capital- 
izing on software already developed by the 
Army to track and distribute munitions. 

The system will provide three major 
categories of information: patient movement 
requirements, receiving hospital capability 
to provide treatment and transportation 
capability to move patients. I t  will also be 
used to monitor the worldwide status of 
stocks of patient movement items such as 
litters, portable ventilators and monitors. 
This information, processed through the 
global transportation network, will allow the 
command to monitor current operations and 
plan future patient movements. When fully 
matured, this system will consist of a global 
patient movement center at  Scott Air Force 
Base, Ill., theater patient movement centers 
at  geographic unified commands and 

deployable units to support disaster relief in 
the United States and locations not sup- 
ported by an established theater center. 

The success of this developmental pro- 
gram was recently highlighted when De- 
fense Department inspector general directed 
that TRAC2ES become the model for 
intratheater patient regulating and evacua- 
tion. This will mean that once a patient is 
admitted to a battlefield medical unit, the 
process of locating appropriate medical 
facilities in and outside that theater will 
begin. By the time the patient is prepared 
for further movement, appropriate destina- 
tion and lift assets will have been identified 
to efficiently balance capacity to critical 
demand. 

During the past 30 years, the commercial 
transportation sector has significantly 
increased capabilities and reduced costs 
through use of containerization and 
intermodal systems. Unfortunately, most of 
the transportation support structure on U.S. 
military bases and forts has changed little 
since World War 11. Warehouses were built 
with ramps to facilitate the loading of 
boxcars and trucks. This severely limits the 
use of today's highly efficient, worldwide 
intermodal network, which includes con- 
tainerization and roll-odroll-off stocks. We 
are, however, committed to making contain- 
erization the standard in DoD rather than 



exception for ammunition, sustainment and, 
in some limited cases, unit movements. 

Program Under Development 
In partnership with component com- 

mands, the services and the Department of 
Transportation, we are developing an 
intermodal installation program. We are 
reviewing service requirements and the 
various plans and programs aimed a t  im- 
proving the transportation infrastructure a t  
military facilities. We are also e$amining the 
design of intermodal facilities such as the 
North Carolina Global Transpark develop- 
ment and joint DoD and civil use facilities. 
Similarly, we are paying close attention to 
the application of information technology. 

The command's intermodal installation 
program will soon identify a major military 
facility to develop as a prototype for 
intermodal operations. This facility will 
demonstrate the integration of leading-edge 
design and information technologies and 
serve as a testbed for future applications to 
other military facilities. 

To help us prepare for the increased use 
of intermodal systems, we are increasing the 
use of containers in joint training exercises. 
During Team Spirit 93 we booked space on 
two U.S.-flag container ships to carry the 
equipment of an entire signal battalion. A 
total of 296 intermodal containers, including 
military flatracks, were used to move the 
29th Signal Battalion from Fort Lewis, 
Wash., to Camp Humphreys, Korea, and 
back. This successful exercise confirmed that 
containerization can be used for some unit 
deployments. However, the fact remains 
containerization is not well suited to the 
rapid deployment of heavy, oversize unit 
equipment. This will remain the primary 
mission of the organic and chartered sealift 
fleet. On the other hand, containerization 
will become the DoD standard for ammuni- 
tion and sustainment. 

' -1 Expanding Leverage 
The declining budgets of the post-Cold 

'-, War era require us to expand and leverage 
the partnership with the transportation 
industry. By focusing DoD organic capability 
on core military missions and relying on the 
commercial sector for noncore functions, we 
will best serve the warfighting commanders * and the American taxpayers. I t  is essential 
we continue to work with industry on a joint 
planning capability that will identify cus- 

tomer requirements and improve forecasts of 
support required from the commercial sector 
throughout a deployment. 

A continued information exchange be- 
tween U.S. Transportation Command and 
industry will promote a better understanding 
of military requirements and commercial 
capabilities, allowing maximum and efficient 
use of industry's extensive intermodal 
pipeline. We will also continue close contacts 
with the commercial transportation sector 
through the National Defense Transportation 
Association and the Contingency Response 
Program. These forums have proven to be of 
mutual benefit for the government and 
commercial transportation communities. 

Greatest Challenge 
Perhaps the greatest partnership chal- 

lenge with industry will be the dilemma of 
maintaining a robust Civil Reserve Air Fleet. 
This volunteer program depends on incen- 
tives in the form of peacetime governmenb 
business for which we receive the air carri- 
ers' support during war. As overseas basing 
declines, the peacetime business incentive 
diminishes, while the wartime airlift require- 
ment increases. As service transportation 
budgets shrink, the competitive demand for 
cheaper rates also makes government busi- 
ness less attractive. 

Increased disincentives have also come 
into play. Reserve fleet activation during 
Desert ShieldIStorm broke the threshold of 
many air carriers, who now view future 
activations more likely. This raises their 
concerns about lost market shares, inad- 
equate funding of the Title XI11 Insurance 
Program, currently only $56 million, and the 
relatively slow hull-loss indemnification 
process. 

If these concerns go unanswered, air 
carrier activation fears may increase. For 
example, the reserve fleet Stage I11 passen- 
ger requirement is currently 160 million 
passenger miles per day. Reserve fleet 
passenger capability in fiscal 1991 was 154 
million passenger miles per day. The current 
fiscal 1994 passenger capability is only 84 
million passenger miles per day, largely due 
to air carrier withdrawal from the program. 
Although the reserve fleet cargo capability is 
in better shape - only 3 percent short of the 
20 million ton-miles per day requirement 
indications are that some cargo carriers may 
dramatically reduce their participation next 
year. 

ISSUE 6 



We have taken strong corrective action to 
strengthen the Civil Reserve Air Fleet pro- 
gram and prevent continuing degradation of 
the program. The Office of the Secretary of 
Defense and the services are cooperating on a 
transportation policy that places new empha- 
sis on the use of reserve fleet carriers. 

In keeping with the spirit of the National 
Airlift Policy, for instance, we are linking 
award of the General Services Administration 
city pairs contract to reserve fleet participa- 
tion. We are increasing the DoD reserve fleet 
contract business to well over $500 million for 
fiscal 1995. We have changed the fiscal 1995 
contract language to raise the minimum 
participation level for passenger carriers to 
30 percent and to more fairly distribute Stage 
I activation risks. We urge congressional 
support for the provision in the DoD omnibus 
bill authorizing reserve fleet carrier access to 
military airfields for non-DoD commercial 
purposes. Perhaps most importantly, we need 
to explore options for improving DoD's ability 
to reimburse air carriers in a timely manner 
should they incur a loss while serving DoD 
under a reserve fleet contract. 

Rapid Response Necessary 
Maintaining a healthy Civil Reserve Air 

Fleet is essential to readiness. The combatant 
commanders need the rapid response that 
airlift brings during a crisis. Commercial air 
carriers account for 93 percent of the 
command's long-range passenger capability 
and 32 percent of its long-range cargo capa- 
bility. The reserve fleet program is the least 
costly way to augment the unique capabilities 
of organic military aircraft. We must keep 
U.S. commercial air carriers on the defense 
transportation team. 

Without a robust and long-term commit- 
ment to modernization, air mobility forces 
will rapidly become the weak link within the 
defense transportation system. U.S. Trans- 
portation Command's No. 1 priority is the 
acquisition of a core airlifter capable of 
intercontinental lift of troops and cargo, 
including outsized cargo, in-air refueling and 
austere airfield and airdrop operations. 
Without a new core airlifter, the command 
will not be able to meet the future transporta- 
tion demands of America's National Security 
Strategy. 

A core airlifter provides America's armed 
forces with more than just a wide range of 
capabilities. I t  is also essential for planning 
purposes. It  provides customers a primary 

aircraft on which they can develop their 
load plans. If we build an airlift fleet 
without a core airlifter, deploying units 
will have great difficulty preplanning their 
loads. Without a core airlifter America's 
most rapidly responding units, such as 
those assigned to the XVIII Airborne 
Corps, would have to build each load on an 
ad hoc basis. 

Today's core airlifter, the (3-141, is more 
than 28 years old and rapidly approaching 
the end of its useful service life. This 
service life could be extended, but the cost 
is prohibitive. However, the problems with 
the C-141 fleet go beyond age and cost. The 
C-141 was designed in the early 1960s to 
carry the Army equipment of that genera- 
tion. None of today's outsize cargo - M-l  
tanks, Patriot missile launchers, Apache 
helicopters - will fit into the (3-141. 

Other key pieces of Army equipment, 
such as the Bradley fighting vehicle, have 
to be partially disassembled prior to 
loading. This means it takes longer to load 
and unload a Bradley than i t  takes the 
C-141 to fly from Fort Hood, Texas, to 
Frankfurt, Germany. 

The percentage of outsize equipment in 
the Army inventory has significantly 
increased, and for more than a decade the 
Army has been designing and building 
equipment based on the specifications of 
the C-17 cargo compartment. The C-17 was 
designed to carry this outsize equipment. 
Consequently, driving a Bradley fighting 
vehicle on a C-17 is as  easy as driving the 
family car into the garage. 

Design Confinned 
All studies have validated the require- 

ment for a core military airlifter, and every 
cost and operational effectiveness analysis 
to date confirms the C-17 design as the 
best option. Deputy Defense Secretary 
John Deutch, while under secretary for 
acquisition last year, began a thorough 
review of the C-17 program, including a 
requirements assessment, an affordability 
assessment, program and contractual 
analyses, and a complete cost and opera- 
tional effectiveness analysis. Based on this 
review the secretary of defense decided 
earlier this year to put the C-17 program 
on probation - to commit the government 
to an interim buy of only 40 aircraft. 

The Mobility Requirements Study and 
Bottom-up Review update, scheduled for 



completion later this year, in concert with a 
strategic airlift force mix study, will validate 
the number of (2-17s or equivalent capability 
to meet the war-fighting commanders' 
transportation requirements. Procurement 
beyond 40 aircraft depends on contractor 
performance, as well the C-17's initial 
operations and performance during the 

, reliability, maintainability and availability 
evaluation. At the next C-17 Defense Acqui- 
sition Board, scheduled for late 1995, we 
should have data available to accurately 
assess the aircraft's actual performance and 
make an informed decision on further 
procurement. 

The Department of Defense is also consid- 
ering a wide-body commercial or military 
aircraft, a nondevelopmental airlift aircraft 
as a complement to a possible reduced buy of 

1 C-17s or as a supplement to the C-17 if the 
mobility study and Bottom-up Review 
update results require more airlift than 120 
C-17s can provide. A decision on the type 
and quantities of these other aircraft will be 
made not later than a t  a Defense Acquisition 
Board Milestone I11 Review early in fiscal 
1996. 

If the C-17 fails to meet expectations or if 

1 the other aircraft can meet part of the airlift 
requirements, we would buy a number of 

! nondevelopmental airlift aircraft. These 
, aircraft, however, would not be substitutes 
for all C-17 core airlifters. 

The bottom line is clear. America needs a 
new core airlifter to meet the requirements 
ofits National Security Strategy. It is U.S. 
Transportation Command's No. 1 priority. 

An airlift system is only as  efficient as its 
materials handling equipment. Unfortu- 
nately, the current aircraft K-loader and ' commercial wide-body loader inventory fall 
22 percent short of the capability required to 
support the Defense Planning Guidance 
scenarios. This aging fleet is in its second 
overhaul cycle and is eight years past its 
contracted life expectancy. The 40K fleet is 

intact. The 60,000-pound loader, which 
recently completed a competitive, 65-day 
operational assessment at  Dover Air Force 
Base, Del., will replace not only aging and 
increasingly unreliable 40,000-pound load- 
ers, but also the wide-body loaders used for 
commercial aircraft. The 60K loader, which 
has drive-onidrive-off capability on C-141s, 
C-5s and C-17s, will provide superb materi- 
als handling capability well into the 21st 
century. We awarded a production contract 
in April, with initial production delivery in 
January 1996. 

Re-engining of the KC-135 fleet is nearing 
completion. This modification has increased 
the viability of the system while improving 
air refueling capability. Preserving this 
capability is key to force projection. At the 
same time we are further enhancing the 
mobility role of the KC-135 to help ease the 
strain on our aging airlift fleet. 

KC- 135s Modified 
We are currently using KC-135s to fly 

routine cargo missions, even though it was 
not designed as a cargo carrier. It is not 
equipped with a cargo roller system, nor is it 
compatible with the command's standard 
463L pallet system. Without a roller-type 
system, loading and unloading is highly 
labor-intensive and time-consuming. There- 
fore, we tested and equipped some KC-135s 
with a rail-locking roller system from exist- 
ing airlifters. These aircraft are now capable 
of carrying six pallets plus a small number 
of passengers. 

Current plans call for the acquisition of 
150 roller and locking rail kits with the 
possible purchase of an additional 50. These 

A C-17 Globemaster Ill takes 
off from Langley Air Force 
Base, Va., on its way to the 
Persian Gulf. The new Air 
Force transport jet made its 
operational debut in October 
as part of the U.S. response to 
Iraqi provocations near the 
Kuwait border. 

1 expensive to maiitain a i d  has only a 10- 
hour mean-time-between-failure rate. The 
modernization of the materials handling 
fleet is the second highest priority for the air 

v 
mobility force. 

Prognosis Good 2 

1 Despite this current deficiency, the 5 
E 

prognosis for the near- and long-term 
readiness improvement for loader capability \ is quite good as long as the funding remains 
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Members of the 722nd 
Security Police Squadron, 

March Air Force Base, Calif., 
prepare to board a New York 

Aii National Guard C-5 
transport at Moron Air Base, 
Spain, bound for Mombasa, 
Kenya, and airport security 

duty during Operation 
Support Hope. 

dollars per hour while aircraft cost thou- 
sands - it will reduce the demands on 
aircraft fleets and extend the clock on their 
useful service life. 

Until recently, protecting airlifters from 
ground-based anti-aircraft threats was 
strictly a matter of tactics. With the prolif- 
eration of hand-held, infrared-guided, 
surface-to-air missiles and the wide avail- 
ability of radar-directed, anti-aircraft artil- 
lery and surface-to-air missiles, our need for 
airlift defensive systems has expanded. 

Our first effort to protect aircraft was a 
program called Snow Storm. It provided 
infrared defensive capability to 18 C-130s, 
three (2-141s and two C-5s. The Airlift 
Defensive System is a follow-on program to 
equip additional aircraft with Snow Storm 
equipment. 

When the first U.S. Transportation 
Command commander posture statement 

3 was submitted in 1988, sealift readiness was 
; described as the "most disturbing situation 
3 in the command." Much has improved since 

1988, and with continued support for 
P present programs the forecast for readiness 

kits can be easily and quickly transferred in organic sealift capability is good - but we 
from one aircraft to another. This will help must stay the course. 
ease the daily peacetime strain on the C-141 
fleet, but not add appreciably to overall Full Speed Ahead 
wartime airlift capacity since the KC-135s The Mobility Requirements Study recom- 
will be primarily employed in their air mended the addition of 5 million square feet 
refueling role during a major regional of capability to the surge sealift and pre- 
conflict. positioned fleet. This will include the addi- 

Delays in the C-17 program will require tion of 19 large, medium-speed roll-odroll- 
us to extend the life span of the existing off ships, or LMSRs, to the eight fast-sealift 
airlift fleet. By using increased levels of ships presently in the organic fleet. The 
commercial lift and expanding the use of acquisition program, funded through the 
tankers in airlift roles, we can reduce the National Defense Sealift Fund, is moving 
flight hours of the airlift fleet. However, the forward at full speed. 
assured readiness of airlift crews requires When completed in fiscal 2001, these 19 
continued, high-quality flight training. ships - five conversion and 14 new con- 

The use of "high fidelity" flight simulators struction - will provide an  additional 5 
similar to those used by the commercial million square feet of roll-odroll-off capabil- 
sector will allow us to further reduce the ity to the organic fleet. Eight of these ships 
demands on the airlift fleet by transferring will be maintained in full operating status as 
more of this training from the aircraft to the part of pre-positioned forces, adding 2 
simulators. This will not require an expen- million square feet to existing capability. 
sive acquisition program. I t  will require The remaining 11 ships will add 3 million 
only an upgrade to existing C-5, C-141 and square feet to surge capability from the 
KC-135 simulators with commercial, off-the- United States. 
shelf technology. This will allow us to Currently, two ships are being converted 
transfer many airlift and air refueling a t  the Newport News (Va.) Shipbuilding and 
training missions to the simulator with no Drydock Co., and three will be converted a t  
loss of productivity or aircrew readiness. Not the National Steel and Shipbuilding Co. of 
only will this program result in direct San Diego. We expect the first two conver- 
savings - simulators cost hundreds of sions to be completed in January and August 



1995, respectively. Additionally, Avondale 
Shipyard of New Orleans and NASSCO were 
each awarded contracts in September 1993 
for construction of one LMSR, with options 
for five more ships each. Contracts for the 
final two LMSRs have not yet been awarded. 

Our primary concerns in the strategic 
sealift program are twofold: maintaining 
ship acquisition profiles and ensuring 
adequate operations and maintenance 
funding for the organic fleet. Continued 
investment in these areas is critical to 
maintaining a responsive surge sealift 
capability. 

The Ready Reserve Force consists of 102 
ships managed by the Maritime Administra- 
tion. They are maintained in various readi- 
ness states. Some ships can be ready to sail 
in as little as four days while others require 
as many as 20 days. During the Desert 
Shield deployment, we activated 74 Ready 
Reserve Force ships that carried 20 percent 
of the overall sealift tonnage. These ships 
played a critical role during this deployment, 
and we learned valuable lessons that will 
enable us to operate this fleet more effec- 
tively and efficiently in the future. 

Readiness within the Ready Reserve 
Force continues to be a concern. Once 
activated, the 74 Ready Reserve Force ships 
used during the gulf war maintained a 
superb reliability rate and played a critical 
role during the deployment and sustainment 
phases. We used these ships because of their 
high military utility to carry unit equipment 
which could not be containerized and carried 
by liner service. 

On the other hand, we did experience 
some problems during activation. When we 
studied the successes and failures of these 
activations - approximately 40 percent on 
time, 40 percent seven days late, 20 percent 
30 or more days late - one factor emerged 
as the critical element for predicting reliabil- 
ity: A previous activation for a contingency, 
exercise or sea trial was the essential 
element of readiness. 

Because we spent significant maintenance 
I"--nd activation funds on ships during the 

- gulf war, the Ready Reserve Force is today 
in a relatively high state of readiness. To 
ensure that fiscal pressures do not degrade 
this readiness, we are currently examining 
options that will allow us to maintain the 
required readiness in the most needed ships. 
This study of readiness options is part of the 
Mobility Requirements StudyBottom-up 

Review update in which we are examining 
all aspects of the Ready Reserve Force 
including size, composition, siting, mainte- 
nance and readiness programs of the fleet. 

In terms of surge capability, the 13 
Marine Corps maritime pre-positioning ships 
and 12 service-assigned afloat pre-position- 
ing ships are the first sealift forces to arrive 
in theater. Since they are already loaded and 
strategically located, they will deliver the 
first heavy forces to a war-fighting com- 
mander. This was demonstrated in both 
Desert Shield and Restore Hope. 

Adjusting Expectations 
As recommended in the original mobility 

study, the current fleet of 12 afloat pre- 
positioned ships will be increased by eight 
large, medium-speed roll-onlroll-off ships 
and two container ships to support an Army 
heavy brigade with 30 days of sustainment 
and supplies. These ships will eventually 
provide the 2 million square feet needed to 
meet this requirement. Since the first one 
will not be delivered until fiscal 1995, we 
have implemented an interim afloat pre- 
positioned capability of 1 million square feet 
using seven roll-on/roll-off ships and one 
crane ship from the Ready Reserve Force. 
These ships will support an Army heavy 
brigade with 15 days of sustainment and 
supplies. All eight ships have been on station 
since June 1994. 

As we prepare for future contingencies, we 
cannot depend on always having the luxury 
of the world-class ports we used during 
Desert Shield. We must be prepared to  
operate through ports that have been dam- 
aged, lack modern facilities, have limited 
deep draft capability or, in some cases, we 
may have to operate without a port and 
move supplies across a "bare beach." To 
operate in these types of environments, we 
will use Joint Logistics Over the Shore. 

In addition to providing enhancements to 
existing fixed port facilities, Joint Logistics 
Over the Shore provides the capability to 
offload ocean-going cargo vessels without the 
benefit of a fixed port facility. Cargo such as 
unit equipment as heavy as M-1 tanks, 
sustainment supplies and ammunition can 
be offloaded from these sealift ships onto 
smaller watercraft. 

The smaller vessels, known as lighterage, 
then deliver the cargo to a port facility or to 
a "bare beach." Petroleum products can be 
delivered directly from ocean-going vessels 



A Marine M-1 tank rolls 
aboard a landing craft at 

Camp Lejeune, N.C., during 
Exercise Agile Provider 94. 

U.S. m i l i l y  planners expect 
that forces engaging in regional 

conflicts and other operations 
may have to establish major 

logistics beachheads starting 
with primitively equipped 

or bare shorelines. 

to the high water mark on the shore by hose 
or pipeline. The war-fighting commanders 
have incorporated Joint Logistics Over the 
Shore in their contingency war plans. 

To maintain this capability, training must 
be included in joint exercise programs. Joint 
Logistics Over the Shore expertise is highly 
perishable. At a minimum, we need one dry 
and one liquid cargo training exercise per 
year to maintain proficiency. Training, 
however, is constrained by overall funding. 

U.S. Transportation Command has been a 
proponent of maritime revitalization since 
its creation in 1987. Our motivation is 
obvious and was well demonstrated in the 
Desert Shield deployment when the U.S. 
commercial maritime industry carried 29 
percent of all sealift tonnage. The U.S.-flag 
merchant marine is a major source of 
manpower for the Ready Reserve Force 
fleet, and we need to preserve this most 
valuable asset. 

Teamwork Stressed 
To ensure that ships selected for the 

Maritime Security Program enhance the 
readiness of the defense transportation 
system, it will be essential that U.S. Trans- 
portation Command and the Maritime 
Administration work as a team to identify 
requirements for the Maritime Security 
Fleet. If they are to be useful, these ships 
must be selected to complement organic 
assets, and we must ensure availability to 

meet deployment timetables. We are work- 
ing closely with the Transportation Depart- 
ment and the industry to ensure the com- 
mercial sector can contribute to the full 
extent possible during times of national 
emergency. 

Surface Movements 
One critical element of the defense trans- 

portation system frequently overlooked by 
the media is surface movements. During the 
gulf war, there were many stories showing 
airlifters and sealift ships, but most over- 
looked the fact that virtually all of the 
personnel and cargo had to first be moved to 
an aerial or sea port. America's highway and 
rail system is the lifeline that connects 
military installations with the global, 
intermodal transportation system. 

We have worked with the Department of 
Transportation in developing the Strategic 
Highway System and continue to work with 
the services as they upgrade facilities 
needed to prepare and move equipment 
forward. The Army Strategic Mobility 
Program is providing the funding necessary 
to upgrade rail and road facilities, staging 
areas for unit equipment and military 
airfields. 

Equally important to deployment capabil- 
ity are the civilian airfields and seaports. We 
are working with the Department of Trans- 
portation to assist us in evaluating 
intermodal initiatives and their application 



fast-deploying units. Lease agreements are 
one of several options being considered to 
mitigate shortfalls that may arise for other 
type of rail cars. 

One of the more important lessons 
learned during the Desert Shield deploy- 
ment and sustainment operations was the 
value of containerization, particularly for 
the movement of ammunition. Several after- 
action reports stated we loaded ammunition 
onto break-bulk ships exactly as it had been 
done during World War I. This was no 
exaggeration. There have been few improve- 
ments in the slow, labor-intensive tech- 
niques used to load break-bulk ships. 

U.S. Transportation Command is leading 
the DoD effort on increased containerization 
and better use of intermodal capability. A 
West Coast ammunition port with outload 
capability similar to that of Sunny Point, 
N.C., on the East Coast is a key element in 
this effort. Without a West Coast facility, 
ammunition for a Northeast Asia conflict 
would have to be shipped from a depot to 
Sunny Point and loaded on a ship that 
would have to transit the Panama Canal 
and refuel on the West Coast before sailing 
to Asia. 

Situation Remedy 
This circuitous route through the East 

Coast ammo port would add 12 days' transit 
time. To remedy this situation the fiscal 
1995 budget includes funding for a $57 
million improvement to Naval Weapons 
Station, Concord, Calif., and a $1 million 
addition to the facilities in Port Hadlock, 
Wash. These upgrades will allow us to meet 
the containerized ammunition requirements 
of two early simultaneous major regional 
conflicts. 

While U.S. Transportation Command is 
only seven years old, the present defense 
transportation system has been evolving for 
several decades. Last year another major 
step was taken when the secretary of de- 
fense assigned USTRANSCOM combatant 
command over common-user transportation 
resources and designated it as the single 
manager for defense transportation in peace 
and in war. This action properly aligned 
authority with responsibility. Some saw this 
as the final step in unifying the defense 
transportation system in accordance with 
the principles of the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols 
Defense Department Reorganization Act. 
However, it was not the end; it was just the 

beginning. 
Now that U.S. Transportation Command 

has the authority, responsibility and ac- 
countability, it can begin to re-engineer the 
defense transportation system from the 
bottom up. Last year the senior leaders in 
U.S. Transportation Command and its 
components signed up to an ambitious plan 
for this re-engineering. 

System Developed 
Following the principles outlined in the 

vice president's National Performance 
Review, a team examined the present 
system, identified critical problem areas and 
developed an "ought to be" defense transpor- 
tation system. This initial design is not an 
inflexible blueprint, but an attempt to 
identify the most critical characteristics and 
concepts required in a future defense trans- 
portation system. 

This team spent six months talking to 
customers, key staff members a t  headquar- 
ters and component staffs, and military 
transporters in the field and a t  aerial and 
sea ports. They also spent time at the rail 
yards, flight lines, freight yards and control 
centers of America's leading commercial 
transportation companies to glean from 
them the trends for the future and the 
innovative ideas that have made them 
leaders in the international market place. 

By collecting extensive data on undesir- 
able effects of the present system, the team 
identified a critical systemic problem - 
traffic management in the system was 
fragmented along both service and modal 
lines. Interestingly, this was the same 
conclusion reached by various other groups. 

If you look back as far as the 1950s, 
nearly every study of America's defense 
transportation system indicated its biggest 
problem was fragmentation: stovepiped, 
service-oriented approaches without regard 
for the overall system performance. Despite 
the progress we have made in the past 
decade, we discovered fragmentation still 
exists - different approaches to contracting 
with industry, automated systems built to 
specifications for one service but not those of 
others, one set of operating procedures for 
peacetime and different processes used in 
wartime. 

While not detailing all the team's result- 
ing recommendations, I would like to discuss 
a few key concepts raised in the team's 
"ought to be" model. 
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First and foremost is a focused, joint effort 
on serving customers, from the unit com- 
manders who will deploy their forces to the 
war-fighting theater commanders who are 
receiving and employing them. This means 
educating and supporting a network of 
transportation agents at  every installation 
to see to the needs of that organization's 
commander and to ensure we provide 

Gen. Ronald R. Fogleman quality services a t  best value to the Ameri- 
The commander in chief can taxpayer. These agents, with automated 

of U.S. Transportation standard tools. will be em~owered to meet 
since August the vast majority of their Eustomers, require- 

1992, Fogleman is a 1963 
Air Force Academy orad- unassisted. 

uate and veteran \iie?narn 
combat fighter pilot. In Heart of the System 
other assign-ments, he At the heart of the "ought to be" system, 

served in command and 
staff positions in Thailand, and in my opinion the concept that has the 

G ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  the Nether- greatest potential for changing how we do 
lands, Washington, D.C., business, is the role of a Joint Mobility 

Florida, Arizona and Control Group. In the past unit transporta- 
Oklahoma; 'Ogleman tion officials coordinated movements by was an academ y history 
instructor from December dealing with multiple service agencies, 
1970 to April 1973. From especially if more than one mode of trans- 

July 1990 to August 1992, portation were involved, such as a unit 
he was No. U.S. deploying some equipment by surface and 

man in South Korea in 
his four hats there he has some equipment and personnel by air. 
commander of the 7th Air Our concept, One that is the standard 
Force, deputy commander throughout the commercial transportation 

of U.S. Forces Korea, sector, is one-stop shopping. Deploying units 
deputy 'Ommander In and war-fighting commanders in chief will 

chief of U.N. Command 
and air component have a single point of contact for all 
mander in the Combined intermodal operations - the same team 

Forces Command. His within the Joint Mobility Control Group 
decorations the they have worked daily during routine 
Defense Distinguished 

Service Medal, Disting- peacetime and training operations. These 
ujshed Service Medal, teams will be familiar with the unique 

Silver Star, two awards requirements of the specific units and 
of the Legion of Merit regional commanders they support. 
and two Of the Distin- Rather than focusing on transportation 
guished Flying Cross. 

mode performance in isolation, the control 
group will look across the entire transporta- 
tion system and recommend adjustments to 
optimize performance, ensuring that combat 
power or humanitarian relief can be deliv- 
ered on time, at  the right place, in the 
proper sequence. 

Another facet of the Joint Mobility Con- 
trol Group is real-time command and control 
of DoD-owned transportation assets and 
connectivity with the commercial transpor- 
tation industry. Again, not taking a service 
or modal approach, our vision of command 
and control will be similar to that of the 
theater commanders - regionally oriented, 
joint operations. Our joint transportation 
intelligence center and other operationally 

oriented functions will be postured to 
provide consistent, integrated support, 
regardless of mode, to all transportation 
forces operating worldwide. 

With the principles of the National 
Performance Review as our charter, com- 
bined with specific tools such as the recent 
designation of U.S. Transportation Com- 
mand as a "reinvention laboratory," we are 
moving forward a t  full speed to try new 
operating, business and financial practices 
ant1 to establish long-term partnerships that 
are mutually beneficial to the government 
and private industry. Even now, as outlined 
in the Government Performance Reform and 
Res~ilts Act, we are establishing measures of 
customer service as well as indicators of 
internal process performance so the deci- 
sions we make, whether operational or 
financial, are fact-based and performance- 
enhancing. 

Another element required to develop this 
"ought to be" transportation system is an 
improved process for developing a corps of 
highly qualified military transporters in the 
joint arena. After obtaining training and 
transportation credentials from their ser- 
vices, these officers will receive joint experi- 
ence and continuing education through a 
defense school and education-with-industry 
programs similar to those provided acquisi- 
tion officers. 

Command Is Committed 
1J.S. Transportation Command and its 

components are committed to the principles 
of Goldwater-Nichols - where America's 
unified combatant commanders are the key 
figures in fighting America's wars and 
conducting other missions as directed by the 
National Command Authorities. The best 
method of supporting these commanders is a 
strong U.S. Transportation Command 
leading the way to the "ought to be" defense 
transportation system. This integrated, 
joint, intermodal system will eliminate 
stovepipes and wasteful duplication, provide 
a single point of contact for customers and 
suppliers, create a seamless transition 
between peacetime and wartime operations, 
and provide America's war-fighting com- 
manders with the global defense transporta- 
tion system they will require in the 21st 
century.V 





enough for your banker? How long would you 
keep your money in that bank? First Union 
Bank would put the wrong amount or account 
number on 2,600 checks or deposits every day. 
And at the 99.9 percent rate, the U.S. Postal 
Service would lose 17,000 pieces of mail per 
hour. 

lt3 All Relative 
So while we might think of 99.9 percent 

accuracy as being good, it's all relative. There's 
a true story - it happened back in 1968 - of 
a pilot for Japan Airlines flying from Tokyo to 
San Francisco. As he was beginning his 
approach into San Francisco, he lost all 
communications with the control tower. As a 

represents the wise choice from among many 
alternatives. And quality begins with people. 
People with the potential to grow personally 
and professionally. People who share our core 
values of commitment, competence, candor 
and courage. People who adapt to change, and 
people who are excited by challenge. 

In this period of declining defense budgets 
and reshaping of our work force, we are 
challenged daily to maintain an environment 
conducive to attracting and retaining quality 
people. The fact is, people are what really 
make the difference. People empowered to 
make decisions within the rules and policies of 
the organization. 

Achieving excellence requires the total 

result, he brought his DC-8 down through the 
clouds three miles short of the runway and 
made a perfect water landing in San Francisco 
Bay. Luckily, no one was hurt - shaken up, 
but no serious injuries. Later, in discussing the 
incident with a reporter, the pilot explained 
the error in terms of a percentage of the total 
flight. He said, "Considering that I traveled all 
the way from Tokyo, I didn't miss by much." 

We have come to expect perfect service - 
100 percent of the time - from bankers, 
doctors, pilots and some other professions. 
After all, we don't want our checking account 
messed up. We don't want our surgery to go 
wrong. We don't want our plane to be the one 
that doesn't land safely. But do we apply that 
same rule to ourselves? If these professions 
can achieve near perfection - zero defects - 
why can't we? 

How committed are we to quality in the 
work we do? Our customers expect their 
things to be delivered on time. They expect 
their shipments to be delivered in good condi- 
tion. In short, they expect quality performance 
from us. How oRen do they get it? 

This is where the 99.9 percent rule comes 
in. We must apply that measure to everything 
we do. We must constantly ask ourselves, if I 
were my customer, would I be happy with 
quality service 99.9 percent of the time or 
would I expect more? And how do we go about 
achieving satisfied customers -how do we 
ensure quality? 

Quality is never an accident. It is always 
the result of high intentions, sincere effort, 
intelligent direction and skillful execution. It 

involvement of everyone. Improving organiza- 
tional performance requires excellence at all 
levels. This in turn depends upon the skills 
and dedication of the entire work force. The 
people we want and need are the ones who can 
identify what needs to be done and do it. We 
need people who can and will make decisions. 
We need people who take pride in their work. 
Peoplt? who respect themselves and others. 
People who feel good about what they are 
doing. 

Hard to Pin Down 
When we're trying to pin down exactly what 

quality is, one element that appears and 
reappears is the element of self-respect. 
Quality service flows naturally from people 
with a high level of confidence and feelings of 
self worth. When you are competent, you are 
confident - you have the skills and knowledge 
and desire. Again, we're talking about a very 
elusive attribute when we talk about self- 
respect. 

Author Whitney Griswold described self- 
respect this way: "(It) ... cannot be hunted. It 
cannot be purchased. It is never for sale. It 
cannot be fabricated out of public relations. It 
comes to us when we are alone, in quiet 
moments, in quiet places, when we suddenly 
realize that, knowing the good, we have done 
it; knowing the beautiful, we have served it; 
knowing the truth, we have spoken it." 

The simple fact is, when people take pride 
in themselves and their work, that pride 
manifests itself in a quality product. This is a 
lesson that has taken us many, many years to 



learn. I'm sure most of us can remember the 
time - not too many years past -when 
Americans were reluctant to buy products 
made in this country. 

Getting the Message 
American corporations responded - they 

had to, they were going out of business be- 
cause people weren't buying their products. 
They had to address quality to compete with 
the Japanese. Manufacturers went on a 
quality binge. Do you remember Ford's 
advertising slogan "Quality is Job I?" Or True 
Value Hardware? And what about Cadillac's 
slogan "creating a higher standard." Are you 
sensitive to advertising slogans being used 
today? What is their message? What is Pepsi- 
Cola saying about quality and freshness by 
putting dates on its soft drink cans? Even fast 
food restaurants like Burger King are getting 
into the picture with "Value Meals." These and 
many other advertisements all emphasize 
quality and value. 

We in government and the military are 
slowly following the lead of commercial 
industry. We are now beginning to reinvent 
government. We are examining our present 
systems, identifying critical problem areas and 
drawing blueprints for the future. The empha- 
sis is on providing the best value to the 
customer - in this case, the American tax- 
payer. 

One way to ensure we're on target is by 
applying the 99.9 percent rule to ourselves. If 

bad products!" We may say it costs a lot of 
money to provide bad service. 

As we face the reality of declining resources, 
we must commit ourselves to getting the best 
value for the defense dollar. That requires 
each of us to make a personal commitment to 
achieve and sustain excellence. Remember the 
99.9 percent rule. We must work to provide 
the kind of service we would want and expect 
if we were on the receiving end. Would you be 
proud enough of your work to buy what you 
build or contract for the service you provide? 

First to Know 
The early Romans had a philosophy very 

similar to the 99.9 percent rule. In ancient 
Rome, when the scaffolding was removed from 
a completed Roman arch, the engineer who 
built the arch was required by law to stand 
beneath it. The point was, if the arch came 
crashing down, the engineer would be the first 
to know. As a result, Roman engineers knew 
that the quality of his work would have a 
direct and personal impact on his life. That 
could be the reason there are still so many 
ancient Roman arches standing among Roman 
ruins today. Will you leave any arches stand- 
ing? 

It is incumbent upon each of you to improve 
the quality of day-to-day operations. You are 
the ones who know what the problems are - 
you are the ones who are now being given the 
responsibility to correct the problems. You are 
empowered to review the process, empowered 

Lt. Gen. Kenneth R.Hl)kle 
A 1963 graduate of West 
Virginia University, Wykle 
received his commission 
through ROTC. Prior to his 
current assignment as 
deputy commander in 
chief of the U.S. Trans- 
portation Command, Scott 
Air Force Base, Ill., Wykle 
had served as commander 
of the U.S. Army Trans- 
portation Center, Fort 
Eustis, Va.; commander of 
the 19th Support 
Command, Camp Henry, 
South Korea; and deputy 
commander, U.S. Army 
Japan/lX Corps, Camp 
Zama, Japan. In other 
assignments, he served in 
Vietnam, Germany, 
England, Washington and 
Fort Carson, Colo. His 
decorations include the 
Army Distinguished 
Service Medal, three 
awards of the Legion of 
Merit and two of the 
Bronze Star Medal. 

we were the customer, would our service be 
acceptable? 

One point I want to make here is, quality 
processes and quality services don't always 
mean going with the lowest bidder. We pay for 
quality, for best value. The cost is well worth it 
when we look at the benefits - better perfor- 
mance, less damage, fewer claims, longer time 
between maintenance, higher standards of 
service. 

The old cliche "good enough for government 
work" is no longer valid. We are demanding 
quality, our customers are demanding quality, 
and we're recognizing that quality sometimes 
costs more but we get the best value. We're 
also recognizing that, as Norman Augustine, 
the chief executive officer of Martin Marietta, 
pointed out, "It costs a lot of money to build 

to redesign it, empowered to change the way of 
doing business, re-engineer the process. Be 
bold, be innovative. 

A Personal Challenge 
Remember our vision: A partnership of 

people building on past performance providing 
the leadership to achieve excellence through- 
out the defense transportation system. 

What we do on a day-to-day basis has a 
direct and personal impact on not only our 
own lives, but it also affects the lives of mil- 
lions of people in this country and around the 
world. With that kind of responsibility, 99.9 
percent of the time is just not good enough. 

I challenge you to continually pursue 
excellence in all that you do - achieve quality 
and best value in your services. Just do it!V 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE 

The United States is closing and realigning military bases as part 
of its efforts to downsize and restructure its forces and reduce 
defense spending. To ensure that this process is fair, Congress 
enacted the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 
101-510). The act established an independent commission, the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, and specified 
procedures the President, the Department of Defense (DOD), General 
Accounting Office (GAO), and the Commission must follow, through 
1995, to close and realign bases. 

Under these procedures, the Secretary of Defense on March 12, 1993, 
recommended 165 closures, realignments, and other actions affecting 
bases within the United States. The act, as amended by Public Law 
102-484, requires that by April 15, 1993, GAO provide the 

-/ Commission and Congress a detailed analysis of the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations and selection process. 

BACKGROUND 

The 1993 round of closures and realignments is the second of three 
rounds required by the act. In 1991, DOD recommended the closure 
of 43 bases and the realignment of 28 others. The Commission made 
several adjustments to DOD's list and proposed 34 closures and 48 
realignments. The President and Congress accepted the Commission's 
recommendations. The final round is scheduled for 1995. 

For the current round, Congress retained basically the same 
requirements and procedures as in 1991. As before, the Secretary's 
recommendations were to be based on selection criteria established 
by DOD and on a 6-year force structure plan. However, Congress 
added a new requirement that DOD certify the data it presented to 
ensure its accuracy. 

The eight selection criteria, which remained unchanged from 1991, 
include four related to the military value of the installations and 
four that address the number of years needed to recover the costs 
of closure and realignment; the economic impact on communities; the 
ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel; and the 
environmental impact. DOD guidance to the military services and 
defense agencies directed that they give priority to the four 
military value criteria. 

The force structure plan is the "base force" for fiscal years 1994 
to 1999 developed under the Bush administration. Major elements of 
the plan include 12 active Army divisions, 12 Navy carriers, and 
1,098 active Air Force fighter aircraft. 



The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) relied on the military 
services and defense agencies to select bases for possible closure 
or realignment and established guidance concerning their selection 
processes. The components submitted their proposed closures and 
realignments to OSD in February 1993, and the Secretary of Defense 
made some revisions to these before transmitting his 
recommendations to the Commission. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 

The Secretary of Defense's March 12, 1993, recommendations and 
selection process for base closures and realignments were generally 
sound. GAO believes DOD estimates of savings are overstated, but 
still substantial. However, the recommendations and selection 
process were not without problems and, in some cases raise 
questions about the reasonableness of specific recommendations. 
For example, GAO found that (1) because the Navy's process stressed 
the reduction of excess capacity there were cases where a base was 
recommended for closure, even though its military value was rated 
higher than bases that remained open; (2) the Army chose not to 
recommend a base for closure in part because of environmental 
cleanup costs--a reason excluded from cost of closure calculations; 
(3) the Air Force's documentation of the basis for some of its 
final recommendations makes it difficult to understand the 
justification for some decisions, although Air Force officials1 
oral explanations seemed to justify the recommendations; and 
(4) the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) overstated estimated savings 
of its realignments. GAO provides these and other matters for the 
Commission's consideration. 

Further, OSD did not exercise strong leadership in providing 
oversight of the military services and defense agencies during the 
process. As a consequence, some technical problems occurred, and 
the opportunity to consider consolidation of maintenance facilities 
on a DOD-wide basis was lost. In addition, GAO found the standards 
used for DOD1s cumulative economic impact analysis were not 
supportable. 

GAO also found that DOD's practice of ignoring governmentwide cost 
implications remained unchanged, even though GAO had recommended 
otherwise. DOD believes its responsibility is to determine whether 
its recommendations will result in savings to DOD, without 
consideration of the effects on other federal agencies. These 
costs could be substantial when they involve moving from General 
Services Administration facilities into newly constructed DOD 
facilities. In addition, hospital closures could also increase 
government Medicare costs. 



PRINCIPAL FINDINGS 

Improvements Needed in OSD's 
Oversiqht and Review Processes 

OSD has overall responsibility for overseeing the processes the 
military services and defense agencies use to develop their closure 
and realignment recommendations. The office also reviews those 
recommendations and forwards them to the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. GAO's evaluation of OSD's role in 
overseeing the process shows that while OSD provided guidance, it 
was not actively involved in monitoring the process. Had OSD been 
more involved, certain problems could have been avoided. For 
example, the military services, at OSD's direction, were to 
consider opportunities for reducing excess depot maintenance 
capacity. However, the process quickly broke down because, in 
large part, OSD did not provide the leadership needed to overcome 
service parochialism. In the end, an opportunity was missed to 
look at depot maintenance closures on a cross-service basis. In 
another case, OSD did not review the applicat.ion of the cost model 
used by the various DOD components. DLA misapplied the model in a 
number of cases which caused the agency to si.gnificantly overstate 
its savings estimates. 

GAO also assessed OSD's review of the components' recommendations 
and related issues and generally agreed with the actions that were 
taken. However, GAO found that the standards OSD used to assess 
cumulative economic impact were subjectively developed and not 
supportable. Consequently, the Secretary's removal of McClellan 
Air Force Base from the Air Force's recommended closure list based 
on the cumulative economic analysis is not supported. 

DOD Components' Processes and 
Recommendations Were Generally 
Sound, but Some Problems Exist 

The Department of the Navy recommended by far the largest number of 
closures and realignments, affecting 28 major bases. The Navy's 
recommendations and selection process were generally sound and well 
documented. The data, with the exception of information gathered 
in the final phases of the selection process, was validated by the 
Naval Audit Service. GAO1s review showed the selections were 
driven by an overarching goal of reducing excess capacity among 
categories of bases--shipyards and air stations, for example--while 
considering military value. This process also relied heavily on 
the acceptance of certain assumptions and military judgments. For 
example, in the case of the Navy shipyards, an analysis of the 
Navy's data showed that because of the Navy's assumptions about the 
need for a certain amount of capacity to handle an estimated 
nuclear work load, Charleston shipyard was recommended for closure, 
even though it was rated as having a higher military value than 
other bases that remained open. 



Generally, the Navy developed a return on investment analysis only 
for configurations of bases that were selected for closure and 
realignment. Greater savings may have resulted from alternative 
scenarios, as was the case for the Naval Aviation Depot category 
where the Navy did consider an alternative scenario. 

The Army proposed closure and realignment actions that will affect 
seven bases. GAO found the recommendations and selection process 
were well documented, and the data was audited by the Army Audit 
Agency. However, the decision not to recommend closing Fort Monroe 
was not adequately justified. In particular, the use of 
environmental cleanup cost as a justification should not be a prime 
consideration because environmental restoration cost is not to be 
included as a basis for closure. DOD is responsible for these 
costs whether a base closes or not. In addition, the recommended 
realignment of the Defense Language Institute at the Presidio of 
Monterey was removed from the closure list by the Secretary of 
Defense because of intelligence community concerns. GAO found that 
there are conflicting points of view within DOD on this issue and 
that certain elements of the cost and savings projections raise 
questions. 

The Air Force recommended closures and realignments affecting seven 
bases. GAO's review shows the recommendations appear to be 
generally sound. However, the judgments that were made in the 
final stages of the selection process for certain categories of 
bases were not well documented. For example, in the case of K.I. 
Sawyer Air Force Base, Michigan, the Air Force documentation showed 
that the base's military value was rated medium; however, it was 
grouped with bases given the lowest rating and ultimately selected 
for closure. GAO could not validate the basis for placing the base 
in the lowest category until it had discussions with Air Force 
officials involved in the final stages of the selection process. 
Without additional information, the Commission will have difficulty 
understanding the basis for these and several other decisions. 

DLA recommended closures and realignments affecting 14 
installations. Cost, rather than military value was the primary 
determinant in these decisions. GAO found the selection process 
was well documented. However, some errors were made in applying 
the DOD cost and savings model. As a result, savings were 
overstated. 

The Defense Information Systems Agency recommended actions to 
consolidate existing facilities into 15 centers. GAO found the 
process was well documented. However, data accuracy problems 
exist. DOD is working to correct these and believes they should 
not affect the validity of the recommendations. 



Savinqs Are Substantial but Do Not 
Include Governmentwide Costs 

GAO found that DOD has made improvements to the model it uses to 
estimate the return on investment of its closure and realignment 
decisions. However, GAO found opportunities for improvements still 
exist. For example, DOD continues to restrict costs and savings 
solely to DOD, even though its actions have cost implications for 
other federal agencies. GAO has recommended in the past that DOD 
consider the governmentwide implications of its recommendations. 
In addition, DOD has not validated the accuracy of the basic 
formulas that are used in the model. GAO1s revised estimate of the 
savings shows a reduction of about $940 million from DOD's $12.8 
billion savings estimate for the major bases for the 20-year 
return-on-investment period. GAO's estimate does not include any 
governmentwide cost implications. 

Lastly, although not a cost attributable to cLosure decisions, the 
services' initial estimates for environmental cleanup costs at the 
recommended bases are currently estimated at about $725 million. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO makes a number of recommendations to the Secretary of Defense 
to improve the implementation of future DOD processes for selecting 
bases for closure and realignment. Included among them are actions 
to (1) improve OSD's oversight of the process, (2) establish 
procedures and milestones for considering the closure and 
realignments of similar military service acti-vities, (3) develop a 
supportable standard for measuring cumulative economic impact, 
(4) improve data documentation and accuracy, and (5) include 
governmentwide cost implications of closure and realignment 
decisions. 

GAO also recommends that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission consider taking a number of actions, including 
(1) analyzing Navy recommendations where the base recommended for 
closure had a higher rated military value than ones remaining open 
and where alternative scenarios produced generally the same excess 
capacity reductions but cost and savings estimates were not 
developed, (2) requesting supporting information from the Air Force 
in those cases where data does not adequately explain base category 
ratings, (3) considering the Army actions on Fort Monroe and the 
Defense Language Institute, and (4) analyzing DLA cost and savings 
estimates. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

GAO did not request official comments from t:he Department of 
Defense. However, it informally discussed i.ts findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations with DOD officials and included 
their comments where appropriate. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The United States is closing and realigning military bases as part 
of its efforts to downsize and restructure its forces and reduce 
defense spending. On March 12, 1993, the Department of Defense 
(DOD) recommended 165 closures, realignments, and other actions 
affecting bases within the United States. The recommendations were 
submitted to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 
which will consider them as it develops its list of proposed 
closures and realignments for the President and Congress. 

PAST BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFORTS 

In 1988, DOD and Congress initiated major efforts to reduce defense 
spending by closing and realigning military bases. The Secretary 
of Defense chartered a commission in May 1988 to recommend bases 
that could be closed or realigned, and Congress established 
legislative requirements for the commission. In December of that 
year, the DOD commission recommended the closure of 86 bases, the 
partial closure of 5 bases, and the realignment of 54 bases.' The 
Secretary of Defense and Congress accepted all the commission's 
recommendations. 

In January 1990, as a result of the shrinking defense budget, the 
Secretary of Defense unilaterally proposed the closure of 35 
additional bases and the realignment or reduction of forces at more 
than 20 other bases. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), 
however, did not provide specific written guidance to the military 
services and defense agencies2 on how to evaluate bases for 
possible closure or realignment. The services, consequently, used 
different processes, none of which was as comprehensive and well 
documented as the one followed by the DOD commission in 1988. 

Concerned about the Secretary's January 1990 proposals, the 
Congress passed the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (P.L. 101-510) halting any closures based on the January list 
and requiring new procedures for closing or realigning bases. The 
act created the independent Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission; established procedures for the President, DOD, General 
Accounting Office (GAO), and the Commission to follow; and required 
that all bases be compared equally against (1) selection criteria 

'See our report, Military Bases: An Analvsis of the Commission's 
Realianment and Closure Recommendations (GAO/NSIAD-90-42, Nov. 
29, 1989). 

'In this report, military services and defense agencies are 
referred to as components. 



to be developed by DOD and (2) a force structure plan for the 
following 6 fiscal years. 

Under the new procedures, DOD in April 1991 recommended the closure 
of 43 bases and the realignment of 28.3 The Commission made 
several adjustments to DOD's list and proposed 34 base closures and 
48 realignments. The President and Congress accepted the 
Commission's recommendations. 

DOD is in the process of carrying out the base closures and 
realignments approved in 1988 and 1991. 

CURRENT BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT EFFORTS 

For the current round of base closures and realignments, Congress 
retained essentially the same requirements and procedures as in 
1991. In December 1991, Congress amended the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act to require that the Secretary of Defense submit 
his recommended closures and realignments to the Commission by 
March 15, 1993. As before, the Secretary's recommendations were to 
be based on DOD's selection criteria and a 6-year force structure 
plan. A key amendment to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act was a requirement that DOD certify the data it presented to 
ensure its accuracy. 

Selection Criteria 

DOD used the same eight selection criteria as in 1991. These are 
shown in table 1.1. 

3 ~ e e  our report, Militarv Bases: Observations on the Analvses 
Supportins Proposed Closures and Realiqnments (GAO/NSIAD-91-224, 
May 15, 1991). 



Table 1.1: DOD Criteria for Selecting Bases for Closure or 
Realignment 

Force Structure Plan 

Category 

Military value 

Return on investment 

Impacts 

The 6-year force structure plan (fiscal years 1994 to 1999) used by 
DOD in evaluating bases for closure or realignment was the "base 
force" developed under the Bush administration. Major elements of 
the base force include 12 active Army divisions, 12 Navy carriers, 
and 1,098 active Air Force fighter aircraft. 

Criteria 

1. The current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of DOD's total 
force. 

2 .  The availability and condition of 
land, facilities, and associated 
airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving - locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both the existing and potential 
receiving 1ocat.ions. 

4. The cost and manpower implications. 

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 
realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

7 .  The ability of both the existing and 
potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, 
missions, and personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 

In his March 15, 1993, report to the Commission, the Secretary 
stated, 

"I am not recommending any base for cl-osure that would 
conceivably be kept open under a revised force structure 
plan .... Unless the force structure is increased above 



the 'base force,' we will have all the bases we need. I 
am confident, therefore, that future changes will 
decrease [the] force structure, and will require more, 
not fewer, base closures than those I will recommend at 
this time." 

Certification Requirement Added 

A 1991 amendment to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act 
requires that persons who submit information to the Secretary of 
Defense or the Commission "shall certify that such information is 
accurate and complete to the best of that person's knowledge and 
belief." This requirement applies to service secretaries, the 
heads of the defense agencies, and other officials with substantial 
involvement in the base closure and realignment process. The Act 
requires the Secretary of Defense to prescribe regulations for 
ensuring compliance with this provision. 

OSD Policy Guidance to the 
Services and Defense Asencies 

OSD relied on the military services, the Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA), and the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) to 
evaluate their bases for possible closure or realignment. In 
memoranda dated May 5, August 4, and December 4, 1992, OSD 
established requirements and guidelines concerning the processes 
the DOD components were to use in selecting candidates for base 
closure and realignment. These requirements superseded those that 
had been issued for the 1991 round of base closures. 

In the May 5 memorandum, the Deputy Secretary of Defense provided 
general policy guidance, record-keeping requirements, internal 
control guidelines, and responsibilities. It delegated authority 
to issue implementation instructions to the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Acquisition). The Under Secretary, in turn, delegated 
this authority to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production 
and Logistics). 

Among other instructions, the Assistant Secretary's August 4 and 
December 4 memoranda 

-- required that installations with like missions, capabilities, or 
attributes be grouped together for evaluation; 

-- stated that when a particular group of installations is found to 
have no excess capacity, the DOD component does not need to 
perform further analysis of that portion of the base structure; 

-- required DOD components to develop measures and factors for 
applying the DOD selection criteria and to describe the 
relationship between each measure and factor used with the 
criteria; 



-- encouraged DOD components to cooperate in looking for cross- 
cutting opportunities for base closures or realignments; 

-- required the use of the Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) 
cost model to calculate costs, savings, and return on 
investment; 

-- stipulated that DOD components establish procedures and criteria 
for certifying data; 

-- required that any service- or agency-specific cost factors used 
in the COBRA model be justified in the DOD components' 
documentation; 

-- provided instructions on calculating certain costs and savings 
for input into the COBRA model and clarified certain cost 
assumptions contained in the COBRA model; 

-- provided guidance on calculating the economic impact on 
communities affected by base closures and realignments; 

-- provided guidance on documenting the environmental impact of 
base closures and realignments; 

-- required DOD components to consider the impact of closures or 
realignments on guard and reserve units; and 

-- required DOD components to document the steps taken to give any 
communities special consideration in response to valid requests 
received under section 2924 of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment ~ct.' 

OSD did not issue base realignment and closure (BRAC) definitions 
in time for the DOD components to use in their closure and 
realignment process. As a result, several of the closure 
recommendations were not consistent with OSDts definition of 
closure. Appendix I contains OSD's BRAC definitions along with a 
listing of major base "closures" which were not consistent with 
OSD's definition. 

DOD's Recommended Base 
Closures and Realianments 

The DOD components submitted their recommendations to OSD by 
February 22, 1993. OSD reviewed these recommendations and made two 
substantive revisions to them. OSD deleted an Air Force 

'section 2924 mandates that the Department give special 
consideration to community proposals related to base closure and 
realignment. 



recommendation to close McClellan Air Force Base in California and 
deleted an Army recommendation to close the Presidio of Monterey, 
California, and relocate the Defense Language Institute to Arizona. 

With these changes, the Secretary of Defense transmitted his 
recommendations to the Commission on March 12, 1993. The Secretary 
recommended closures of 31 major bases, realignments of 12 major 
bases, and other actions (closures, realignments, 
disestablishments, and relocations) affecting 122 smaller bases. 
The bases affected by the recommended actions are listed in 
appendix 11. 

DOD stated that the recommendations, if approved, will result in a 
total net savings of $4 billion between fiscal years 1994 and 1999 
and recurring savings of $3.1 billion starting in the year 2000. 
According to DOD, the recommended base closures and realignments, 
combined with those approved in 1988 and 1991, will reduce the 
domestic base structure by about 15 percent, measured by the plant 
replacement value. DOD defines "plant replacement value" as what 
it would cost to replace all the buildings, pavements, and 
utilities at a base. The bases affected by the current 
recommendations represent about one-third of the 15-percent 
reduction. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, as amended, requires 
that we provide to the Commission and to Congress a detailed 
analysis of the Secretary of Defense's recommendations and 
selection process. The act specifically requires us to submit our 
report by April 15, 1993. 

From August 1992 to March 1993, we monitored the process as it was 
implemented by DOD components. Our analysis of the recommendations 
was conducted between March 15, 1993, and April 13, 1993. 

We performed our work at OSD, the military services' and defense 
agencies' headquarters, and various military commands and 
installations. We interviewed and obtained pertinent documentation 
from officials at these locations. 

At OSD, we obtained information about policy guidance provided to 
DOD components and OSD's oversight role in the base closure and 
realignment process. In our discussions with officials, we 
discussed cross-servicing opportunities, OSD's use of cumulative 
economic impact as a criterion for assessing potential closures and 
realignments, and OSD's review of the recommendations submitted by 
the DOD components. 

We also reviewed the processes the DOD components used to evaluate 
their bases and select candidates for closure and realignment. 
Because each of the components developed its own selection process 



our methodology differed somewhat for each. Generally, however, we 
reviewed documentation and interviewed officials to determine 
whether the processes complied with legislative requirements and 
OSD guidance, were adequately documented, and employed sound 
methodologies and techniques. 

For selected recommendations, we conducted more detailed analyses 
of the decision-making process. For instance, we reviewed the 
minutes of Navy meetings to track that service's deliberations. We 
generally relied on the service audit agencies to validate the data 
used in the selection processes. However, in varying degrees, we 
independently validated selected data, observed DOD component audit 
agency personnel as they performed their work, and in some cases 
examined their workpapers. 

We reviewed the COBRA cost model and the components' use of the 
model. We evaluated the changes made to the model since the 1991 
round of base closures and realignments, the model's formulas for 
making calculations, and the cost factors and data used as inputs 
into the model. We also conducted selected sensitivity analyses to 
determine the impact of data inaccuracies on cost and savings 
estimates. 

We performed our work in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 



CHAPTER 2 

OSD'S OVERSIGHT AND REVIEW OF 
PROCESS CAN BE IMPROVED 

The Office of the Secretary of Defense had responsibility for 
providing guidance and overseeing and reviewing the closure and 
realignment recommendations for the military services and defense 
agencies. We identified several areas where there are 
opportunities to improve the implementation of these 
responsibilities. Our review of the actions OSD took with regard 
to the components' recommendations shows that its cumulative 
economic impact analysis is not methodologically sound. 

OVERSIGHT RESPONSIBILITIES 

In addition to providing selection criteria and policy guidance 
(see ch. l), OSD's oversight efforts in the 1993 process included 
(1) seeking greater opportunities for cross-service consideration 
of recommendations related to maintenance depots, (2) determining 
the cumulative economic impact within defined geographic areas, and 
(3) reviewing the components' recommendations before the Secretary 
of Defense submitted DOD's final overall recommendations to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

In its August 4, 1992, policy memorandum, OSD required DOD 
components to continually look for cross-servicing opportunities. 
In a December 3, 1992, memorandum, OSD directed the services to 
prepare integrated proposals, with cross-service inputs, to 
streamline DOD depot maintenance activities and increase 
efficiency. These were to be considered for submission to the 1993 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Each service was to 
identify its excess maintenance capacity and each was assigned lead 
responsibility for a specific maintenance area. 

In its December 4, 1992, policy memorandum, OSD provided guidance 
for calculating the economic impact on closing, realigning, and 
receiving communities. In memoranda dated December 24, 1992, and 
January 28, 1993, OSD instructed the services to include personnel 
data developed in the 1988 and 1991 rounds on their 1993 economic 
impact spreadsheet so that OSD could determine the cumulative 
economic impact on communities. 

After receiving the components' proposed closure and realignment 
recommendations, OSD reviewed and analyzed the recommendations to 
ensure that they complied with law and DOD policies. The Secretary 
of Defense included the results of these reviews in his March 1993 
report. 



OSD'S OVERSIGHT ROLE COULD BE STRENGTHENED 

OSD established requirements and general guidelines concerning the 
processes that DOD components were to use in selecting candidates 
for base closure and realignment. However, it did not actively 
oversee the process. The lack of oversight and strong leadership 
resulted in several inconsistencies in the process. For example, 
the services used different estimating processes and some incorrect 
cost factors in their cost models.' Also, inconsistencies in the 
military services' measures of depot maintenance costs and 
management processes did not allow OSD the opportunity to consider 
elimination of duplication in DOD maintenance depots on other than 
a service-by-service basis. Further, OSD's cumulative economic 
impact standard was not adequately justified. 

Cross-service Opportunities Not 
Considered When Evaluatinq Maintenance 
D ~ D O ~ S  for Possible Closure 

The services recommended 9 of DOD's 30 maintenance depots for 
closure or realignment. However, little consideration was given 
during the development of the recommendations to the potential for 
cross-servicing among the  depot^.^ Achieving cross-service 
opportunities was hampered by (1) the lack of a common measure 
among the services' depots, (2) the lack of a strong leadership 
role by OSD, and (3) the short time period to implement cross- 
service proposals. 

A Joint Chiefs of Staff Executive Working Group's study of DOD 
maintenance depots concluded that the depots have excess capacity3 
of between 25 and 50 percent and that unnecessary duplication 

'see chapter 4 for a discussion on inconsistencies relating to 
the cost models. 

2Cross-servicing is intended to achieve cost savings by 
transferring work on comparable systems from one service to the 
depot of another service to take advantage of economies of scale 
and to avoid the cost of maintaining dual capabilities in a 
second service. 

%xcess capacity was identified by subtract.ing the planned fiscal 
year 1995 work load from the fiscal year 1987 capacity. Fiscal 
year 1987 was used because the study group believed it was a peak 
year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflected 
what work a depot facility could absorb during work load 
consolidation. 



exists throughout the service depots.' DOD's measure of depot 
capacity is the maximum number of work positions a depot can 
accommodate in a single 8-hour shift. In reality, when the 
workforce is reduced, many depots elect not to use equipment and/or 
change shop configuration, which results in reduced work positions 
and lower computed capacity levels. 

In response to the Working Group's conclusions, the Secretary of 
Defense, in December 1992, tasked the services with developing 
proposals that would streamline defense depot maintenance 
activities through cross-servicing. Recommendations resulting from 
this effort were to be included for consideration during the 1993 
base closure and realignment process. As part of the services' 
efforts, they identified excess maintenance capacity but did not 
address the issue of unnecessary duplication. 

In early February 1993, the services attempted to include some 
cross-servicing as part of the 1993 base closure and realignment 
process, with the Army taking the lead on ground systems and 
equipment maintenance and the Navy the lead on rotary-wing 
maintenance. Fixed-wing aviation and aviation systems and ship, 
watercraft, and ship systems were not considered. However, no 
recommendations resulted from these efforts. According to several 
service officials, the services had difficulty overcoming their 
narrow views of their own depots; thus, a general consensus could 
not be reached, especially on issues pertaining to estimating cost. 
Also, the short time frame within which the services had to 
complete their work impeded this cross-servicing effort. 

The services' attempt at considering cross-servicing opportunities 
for ground systems and equipment depot maintenance ended in 
disarray. Some of the problems brought to our attention included 
(1) the services' inability to agree on cost comparability measures 
for maintenance work that was similar but not identical and (2) the 
withdrawal of the Air Force's participation because of a possible 
compromise in the Air Force's competition with the Army for 
maintenance work resulting from the 1991 closure of the Army 
maintenance depot in Sacramento. Thus, the services made their 
decisions on ground systems and equipment depots independently 
based on each service's own excess capacity. 

For rotary-wing aviation maintenance depots, Army and Navy 
officials said that neither service could agree on common measures 
to evaluate these depots. Also, these officials said that there 
was insufficient time to gather and certify standard data. Thus, 
the Army and the Navy did not consider cross-servicing or 
duplication when looking at their rotary-wing maintenance depots. 

'we are currently reviewing the Working Group's methodology and 
analysis and plan to report on its study later in 1993. 



However, the Navy did use helicopter maintenance work-load data 
from all three services in concluding that the work load justified 
maintaining two of the three rotary-wing maintenance  depot^.^ 

Officials from the three services all stated that consideration of 
cross-servicing possibilities among the depots was impeded by the 
lack of strong leadership and direction. For example, an Air Force 
official said that the services will not make any significant 
progress dealing with cross-service options because of the 
uncertainty of the direction OSD will follow. Also, other 
officials said that until issues concerning the management 
structure of DOD maintenance depots are resolved, no progress will 
be made among the services covering cross-service and duplication. 

OSD's Economic Impact Standard 
Is Not Adequately Supported 

Although OSD issued guidelines to DOD components for calculating 
the economic impact on communities of their recommended actions, it 
did not instruct the components on how these economic impacts were 
to be considered. Also, OSDvs cumulative economic impact standard 
was not adequately justified. 

DOD Components' Analysis 

During their analyses of installations for closure or realignment, 
the components calculated the economic impact of their proposed 
actions on affected communities. Such calc.ulations reflected the 
change in direct and indirect employment in a community, county, or 
metropolitan statistical area6 that would result from closing or 
realigning bases, as a percentage of the employment in the area. 
While each component calculated the economic impacts of its 
proposed actions according to OSD instructions, these impacts did 
not affect the components' closure and realignment recommendations. 

The DOD components first determined changes in military, civilian, 
and contractor employment at each base (direct employment). They 
then entered this data into computerized spreadsheets developed by 
the Office of Economic Adjustment and the Logistics Management 
Institute. These spreadsheets contain multipliers to compute 
indirect loss of jobs off the base resulting from the lost spending 

5 ~ h e  Air Force has its helicopters maintained at the three 
existing rotary depots (Corpus Christi Army Depot and Cherry 
Point and Pensacola Navy Depots), 

6~enerally, the economic area is defined as the county where the 
installation is located. If the county is part of a metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA), as defined by the Bureau of the Census, 
then the economic area is the MSA. In a few cases, the economic 
area is defined as a multi-county, non-MSA area. 



power of base jobs. They also contain data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics on the total number of jobs in the economic areas. 
Thus, the spreadsheets can be used to estimate the total job 
impact, both direct and indirect, as a percentage of the number of 
jobs in the economic area. 

The indirect employment multipliers assigned to installations vary 
according to the economic size of the area and the function of the 
installations; multipliers are lower in rural areas because of 
fewer within-area purchases and are highest for installations such 
as repair facilities that require extensive purchases from the 
surrounding economic area. So that the impact of closures and 
realignments still pending from earlier base closure rounds would 
be reflected in the cumulative economic impact considerations, the 
services and defense agencies were also instructed to enter data on 
personnel moves remaining from the 1988 and 1991 rounds of base 
closures and realignments. 

OSD's Analysis 

During prior base closures and realignments, the components 
calculated the cumulative economic impact a closure or realignment 
had on the local region; however, there was no standard specifying 
how the components or OSD were to consider those impacts. 
According to an OSD official, the cumulative economic impact on 
regions during the 1991 base closures was not considered 
significant because of the more limited number of closures and 
realignments up to that point in time. With the increased 
recommendations being proposed for the 1993 base closures, OSD 
again reviewed the cumulative impact of closures and realignments 
on specific regions. 

During the 1993 process, however, OSD established a standard 
against which to evaluate cumulative impact. OSD compiled the 
information provided by the components into a master spreadsheet 
that calculated the cumulative effect on an economic area of 1988, 
1991, and recommended 1993 actions, across services and agencies. 
In developing standards to determine if any area might be suffering 
a significant negative cumulative economic impact, OSD established 
three principles: (1) the standard had to be quantifiable, while 
still allowing room for judgment; (2) the standard had to recognize 
the difference in economic recovery potential, since, according to 
OSD, the complexities of labor markets in large metropolitan areas 
make economic recovery more difficult than in smaller areas; and 
( 3 )  the standard had to allow for closure of bases. 

According to OSD, it considered a job loss of 3  percent to 
constitute a "normal change" in an area employment population. OSD 
then subjectively determined that a job loss of 5 percent, which it 
termed "substantially more than 3 percent," would be a part of the 
standard for unacceptable economic impact. According to OSD, all 
areas impacted by the 1993 closure recommendations with a 



cumulative economic area impact of 5 percent or greater fell into 
two groups: those with an employment population of at least 
750,000 and those with an employment population of about 300,000 or 
less. 

OSD subjectively chose a 500,000 employment population as the 
second part of its standard for unacceptable economic impact. 
Thus, OSD's cumulative economic impact standard was established--5 
percent cumulative job loss in areas with an employment population 
of 500,000 or more. 

When OSD applied this economic impact standard, only the Sacramento 
area (employment of over 750,000) met the criteria. On the basis 
of the components' proposed recommendations for 1993 closures in 
the Sacramento area, the cumulative economic impact on employment 
in the area would have been 5.6 percent. Therefore, the Secretary 
removed McClellan Air Force Base and the related DLA distribution 
depot from the 1993 closure recommendations. 

OSD's Analysis Is Not Adesuatelv Sup~orted 

It appears that OSD's standard of over 500,000 and over 5 percent 
is arbitrary. In discussions with officials from OSD, the 
Logistics Management Institute, the Office of Economic Adjustment, 
and the Department of Commerce, we were unable to validate the 
standard. For example, OSD officials could not provide us adequate 
justification for 5 percent as the appropriate job impact 
threshold. In addition, we found no evidence to support OSD's 
assumption that economic recovery would be more difficult in a 
larger metropolitan area than in a smaller area. Furthermore, if 
the measures were valid ones, consideration should have been given 
to the impact in areas which were very near one standard and 
greatly exceeded another. 

For example, OSD calculations of economic impact in Oakland, 
California, showed a cumulative economic impact of 4.9 percent and 
a workforce of over 1 million. OSD officials were unable to 
adequately explain to us why 5 percent was considered a significant 
economic impact but 4.9 percent was not. Also, the data showed 
that in addition to Sacramento, there were 23 communities with 
cumulative economic impacts over 5 percent. These impacts ranged 
from 6.3 percent to 72 percent7 and workforce populations ranging 
from 10,957 to 309,406. For example, the job loss calculated for 
Charleston, South Carolina, with an employment population of 
243,000, was 15.3 percent. 

- - 

7~ort Polk, Vernon Parish, Louisiana. 



Further, the considering of cumulative economic impact is late in 
the process making it difficult to assess alternative closures and 
realignments scenarios. 

CHANGES TO 1993 PROPOSED CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

After receiving the military services' and defense agencies' 
proposed closure and realignment recommendations on February 22, 
1993, OSD reviewed the recommendations and the underlying analyses 
to ensure that the law and DOD policies were followed. OSD 
identified and resolved issues which warranted attention, including 
subsequently changing several recommendations before submitting 
them to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

Observations on Recommended Chanqes 

The changes deleted from the recommended closure list include 
(1) the Air Force's maintenance depot and DLA's distribution depot 
at McClellan Air Force Base, California; (2) the Army's Presidio of 
Monterey, California; and (3) the Marine Corps' support activity in 
Kansas City, Missouri. The realignment of the O'Hare Air Reserve 
Station from O'Hare International Airport, Chicago, Illinois, was 
also added to the list. 

According to OSD officials, the proposed closure of McClellan Air 
Force Base was not recommended to the Commission because such an 
action, when combined with prior closures and realignments for the 
region, exceeded the cumulative economic impact standard 
established by OSD. These officials said that the proposed Army 
closure of the Presidio of Monterey, which required the relocation 
of the Defense Language Institute and the need to contract for 
language training, was deleted as a recommendation for closure 
because of concerns raised within DOD about the negative impact 
such actions would have on defense intelligence.' The proposed 
closure of the Marines' support activity in Kansas City was deleted 
because its closure was part of the DOD Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service's (DFAS) consolidation recommendation. The Air 
Force Reserve Station at O'Hare International Airport was added as 
a recommended closure because the city of Chicago exercised its 
right under section 2924 of Public Law 101-510 to propose the 
O'Hare Airport reserve station relocation to a site acceptable to 
DOD and at no cost to the federal government. The law mandates 
that DOD give special consideration to such a proposal. 

Other issues receiving attention by OSD included the following: 

 he Commission has added McClellan to the list for 
consideration. The Presidio of Monterey has also been added. 
Both recommendations are discussed in more detail in chapter 3. 



-- Defense Finance and Accountinq - Service consolidation: DOD's 
ongoing finance center consolidation plan was affected by the 
1991 Base Closure and Realignment Commission decision to close 
Fort Benjamin Harrison. The Commission directed DOD to submit 
its consolidation plan for DFAS in the 1993 round. However, 
because of concerns over the public policy implications of the 
"opportunity for economic growth" portion of the DFAS plan, the 
Secretary deleted the DFAS recommendation for 1993. Because the 
Secretary withdrew DFAS from the 1993 recommendations, we did 
not include our analysis of the DFAS consolidation plan in this 
report. (App. I1 provides a summary of the DFAS process.) 

-- Armv base structure: The Secretary reviewed the Army's 
recommendations to determine whether they were consistent with 
the approved force structure plan and the need to station the 
forces being brought home from overseas. The Secretary 
concluded that no additional closure recommendations are needed 
at this time. As discussed in chapter 3, we found no basis to 
question this decision. 

-- Undoinq previously approved recommendations: The Secretary 
established standards for when prior base closure 
recommendations approved by the Commission could be changed. 
OSD standards are (1) accept the change if it is required to 
implement a new base closure or realignment recommendation, (2) 
reject a change if it would reclaim ownership of any part of a 
base that was to be in excess due to prior closure actions, and 
(3) accept a change if DOD would significantly benefit either in 
cost savings or in military effectiveness. In our opinion, this 
position appears reasonable. 

-- Revisitinq previously rejected recommendations: OSD reviewed 
five current recommendations that were previously rejected by 
the 1991 Commission. OSD determined that the Commission's prior 
concerns were adequately addressed during the 1993 round and 
should be forwarded with revisions to the 1993 Commission. We 
reviewed these recommendations and believe there have been 
substantial revisions to the prior recommendations which merit 
reconsideration. 

-- Below-threshold recommendations: OSD reviewed service and 
agency recommendations that were below t.he 300 personnel 
threshold and concluded that they should be submitted to the 
1993 Commission. DOD is permitted to submit these 
recommendations under the Base Closure and Realignment Act. 

-- Chemical defense traininq: OSD evaluated the concern by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy that the Army's 
Chemical Defense Training Facility at Fort McClellan was vital 
to DOD's training, deterrence, and arms control mission. OSD 
agreed with the Army's recommendation to close Fort McClellan 



except for this training facility. We found no basis for 
questioning this decision. 

CONCLUSIONS 

OSD should exercise greater oversight and leadership over the base 
closure and realignment process to ensure consistency among the 
components' procedures for recommending closures and realignments. 
DOD was unable to consider the elimination of duplicative 
maintenance depot capacity across services because of the lack of 
common measures. In addition, OSD applied an arbitrary cumulative 
economic impact standard that is not well supported. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense 

-- Provide specific direction and supervision over the base closure 
and realignment process to ensure consistent data collection and 
analysis among the DOD components. (Specific recommendations in 
this area are contained in chapters 3 and 4). 

-- Provide detailed policies and procedures for future cross- 
service opportunities including setting common standards and 
measures; also, in order for these actions to be effective, they 
must be started soon and have established milestones that are 
compatible with the time frames for the 1995 base closure and 
realignment process. 

-- Establish a supportable standard for assessing cumulative 
economic impact and review its process to make sure there is 
sufficient time to consider the results of these assessments. 

We also recommend that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission consider providing guidance to DOD on assessing 
cumulative economic impact. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE DOD COMPONENTS' PROCESSES AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS WERE GENERALLY SOUND, 
BUT SOME PROBLEMS AND QUESTIQNS EXIST 

The military services and defense agencies each used different 
processes that emphasized different factors for developing their 
base closure and realignment recommendations. Each was based on 
the eight DOD selection criteria and gave emphasis to military 
value. (App. 111 summarizes the selection processes used by the 
DOD components.) The processes the military services and defense 
agencies used appear to be basically sound. However, in varying 
degrees we found a lack of documentation, data accuracy problems, 
and inaccurate cost and savings estimates. In addition, there was 
a reliance on assumptions about future military needs and military 
judgments which could affect specific recommendations. We 
identified several specific recommendations that should be 
reconsidered, and in other cases we present questions for the 
Commission's consideration. 

NAVY PROCESS AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE 
GENERALLY SOUND, BUT SOME OUESTIONS EXIST 

The Navy had 28 major closure or realignment recommendations. This 
was the largest number among the services and defense agencies. 
Based on our review of the process, we believe the Navy's 1993 base 
structure evaluation process complied with force structure and 
criteria requirements. In addition, the process was well 
documented; and using a statistical sample of Navy activities, the 
Naval Audit Service validated the accuracy of data submitted by the 
bases and checked the data submitted into the analytical process. 
Judgments and assumptions made by senior military and civilian 
officials were a substantial part of the process. Therefore, we 
identified several cases where reasonable questions can be raised 
about some of the final recommendations, and we present these for 
the Commission's consideration and to illustrate the difficulty and 
complexity of the process. 

Kev Features of the Process 

The overriding goal of the Navy's process was the elimination of as 
much excess base capacity as possible throughout the Navy. 
Implicit in this goal was the assumption that the results would 
represent savings to the Navy while retaining the base structure 
necessary to meet force structure needs. The Navy's approach was 



to review similar types of bases1 by category--for example, 
shipyards--and minimize the excess capacity in that category. 

The Navy's first step was to determine whether excess capacity 
existed in each category of bases. The capacity analysis compared 
the estimates of maximum existing capacity in each category to the 
anticipated requirement based on the January 19, 1993 force 
structure plan (Bush administration base force). Capacity was 
determined on a category-by-category basis but was generally an 
estimate based on current facilities and equipment. For example, 
the requirements for naval stations were determined using the 
number of ships projected to be in the force in 1999, the final 
year of the Bush base force structure plan. Determining the 
requirements for major support functions, such as shipyards and 
naval aviation depots, was more difficult and was based on 
anticipated work load.' 

Military value assessments on a category-by-category basis were 
made and evaluated along with capacity considerations in developing 
recommendations. When a category of bases was determined to have 
excess capacity, all bases in that category were evaluated against 
the four military value criteria. The military value score for 
each base in a category was generally derived from answers to as 
many as 151 questions. The questions were assigned point values 
based on the four military value criteria: readiness, facilities, 
mobilization, and cost/manpower. An average military value was 
then computed for each category. 

Critical to the Navy's process was a configuration analysis which 
was designed to eliminate as much excess capacity as possible in 
each category while retaining or improving the overall military 
value average. It is important to note, however, that in the 
Navy's configuration analysis the average military value for a 
category of bases was more important than individual military value 
scores for the bases in that category. This was due to the scope 
of the analysis, which was category-wide rather than on a base- 
versus-base level. In some cases, however, the individual military 

1 The Navy operates a variety of activities and functions, such as 
naval stations, aviation depots, training centers, etc. 
Throughout the Navy segment of this report, all Navy activities 
will be referred to as bases. 

 he amount of ship and aircraft maintenance work is dependent on 
several factors, including operational tempo, maintenance 
policies and procedures, and funding. The Navy used the 
programmed work-load requirements through 1997, which are the 
most accurate figures. 



value of a base was used when circumstances dictated a narrow 
choice between two bases. Deliberations on configurations were 
conducted by the Navy for the various categories, using total 
capacity of the category and the capacity of each base in the 
category. The 1999 force structure requirements were analyzed and 
applied in a manner designed to minimize excess capacity by 
category. The solutions, however, were not based solely on 
quantitative analysis, because assumptions based on military 
judgments were an important part of the process and its results. 
For example, the naval station analysis assumed that the split 
between ships located on the East and West coasts would remain 
consistent with current practice. 

When the Navy believed it had reached the best solution in terms of 
capacity reduction and resulting military value average in a 
category, a calculation of return-on-investment was run to confirm 
that the results of the configuration analysis would produce 
savings. In only a few cases was the return-on-investment analysis 
run on more than one scenario. This was done to test the 
feasibility of an alternative, not to determine which, of competing 
alternatives, produced the greatest savings. 

Once a closure scenario for a category was identified, evaluations 
were done based on the three remaining criteria: economic impact 
on locations near a closing base, environmental impact of a 
closure, and community impact on an area where functions may be 
located. However, the three impact criteria were not generally 
assessed for multiple possible scenarios. More specifically, the 
economic, environmental, and community impact assessments were 
generally done only for the final recommendations. 

Observations on the Methodoloqv Implementation 

Our review of the process and its implementation centered on 
several categories of bases. The recommendations in those 
categories require acceptance of the assumptions used. The 
recommendations based on the Navy process eliminate excess capacity 
and are projected to produce savings. However, because the Navy's 
objective was to reduce excess capacity to the greatest extent 
possible, it did not routinely seek alternative closure scenarios 
in order to assess relative cost savings. We identified one 
recommendation adopted by the Navy which was based on a second 
alternative that produced a greater savings. In this case, 
however, circumstances regarding military value rather than cost 
led the Navy to consider this particular alternative. This and our 
other observations are discussed below. 

Naval Audit Service Validated Most 
Data and Reviewed Analysis 

Based on our observations, the Naval Audit Service contributed 
substantially to the accuracy of the Navy base structure analysis 



process. It must be noted, however, that due to time constraints 
the Naval Audit Service did not validate the certified data 
collected from bases impacted by a closure/realignment decision 
during the final stage of the analytical process. This data was 
used in the return-on-investment calculations for closure 
scenarios. The Naval Audit Service did verify that information 
taken from the data calls was accurately used in the return-on- 
investment calculations. 

The Naval Audit Service was tasked to validate data used in the 
Navy's process and to review the accuracy of the analysis. On 
March 15, 1993, the Naval Audit Service issued its report on the 
implementation of the Navy's 1993 process. The report concluded 
that effective internal controls were established and that the data 
used in the process was reasonably accurate and complete. The 
report also stated that the Navy's process met statutory and DOD 
requirements. The Naval Audit Service conducted their review 
concurrently with the base closure and realignment process, and 
periodically reported findings to the Navy, which took immediate 
corrective action. 

We reviewed audit guidelines and audit work in several stages of 
the Naval Audit Service review. During the data validation phase, 
we accompanied Naval Audit Service management on supervisory visits 
to six East Coast Navy and Marine Corps sites. At these sites, we 
discussed with both management and field auditors their methodology 
and findings to date. We observed actual data validation tests 
which, in the case of building size, were done by physical 
verification using measuring wheels. We also observed much of the 
Naval Audit Service work during the closure and realignment 
evaluation phase, which included verifying the accuracy of input to 
military value, configuration, and cost and savings analyses. 

Shipyards 

The Navy first determined the maximum capacities of the various 
shipyards. This was based on the estimated maximum amount of work 
each shipyard could do through 1997 with existing facilities and 
eq~ipment.~ These figures were compared to requirements, as 
identified in future-year budget estimates through 1997; the 
difference was considered excess capacity. In identifying closure 
candidates, the goal was the maximum reduction of excess capacity 
with a constant or higher average military value. In doing this, 
the Navy paid particular attention to the shipyards' ability to do 
work on nuclear-powered ships and their components, since this 
represents a large and more specialized requirement. The Navy used 
the most accurate information available to them to determine 

3 ~ h e  measure of capacity was direct labor man-days based on 
single-shift, 8-hour days. 
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requirements (budget estimates through 1997); however, the accuracy 
of future requirements, both nuclear and non-nuclear, may be 
subject to question in light of possible future force reductions. 

In assessing the military value of the shipyards, the Navy 
developed a matrix of 151 questions after consultation with their 
technical experts, and then assigned values to each. The large 
number of questions considered appears to provide a reasonable 
sample of shipyard attributes. The answers to the questions were 
taken from the certified data calls provided by the shipyards. 

The configuration analysis was designed to reduce excess capacity 
to the maximum extent possible while meeting the Navy's nuclear and 
total shipyard work requirements. This analysis also sought to 
arrive at an average military value score which was at least as 
high as the original average for all bases in the category. The 
nuclear work-load requirements were the primary factor in 
developing shipyard closure recommendations. Minutes of Navy 
deliberations detail its decision to recommend the closure of 
Charleston and Mare Island Naval Shipyards. 

Three other naval shipyards were rated as having a lower military 
value than Charleston--Pearl Harbor, Hawaii; Mare Island, 
California; and Portsmouth, New Hampshire. The Navy's shipyard 
recommendations were one case where, after excess capacity 
reductions were achieved, a base with a higher military value was 
closed in place of one with a lower military value. 

Operational Air Stations 

The overall goal of reduction in excess capacity for this category 
involved two measures. The Navy determined that these would be: 
apron space (square yards) and hangar space (square feet) required 
for various types of aircraft based on established standards. Once 
again, the bases provided the information used to determine the 
maximum capacity at those facilities and to determine their 
relative military value scores. The 1999 force structure plan was 
used to derive future requirements. The variance between 
requirements and maximum capacities was identified as excess. 

The 95 questions which comprised the air station military value 
matrix were generated by the Navy in consu1,tation with technical 
experts. The average military value for the category was more 
important in the subsequent configuration analysis than were 
individual scores. 

We reviewed the configuration analysis and traced decisions 
regarding the rules for air stations to minutes of Navy 
deliberations. One of these rules, for example, was that a 67- 
percent active and 100-percent reserve aircraft basing requirement 
was to be preserved. Subject to military judgment, these rules 
guided the configuration analysis. Several configurations were 



assessed before a final decision was reached. The Navy recommended 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, and Naval Air Station Alameda for 
closure. This resulted in excess capacity being cut by at least 50 
percent while arriving at an average military value for the 
category that was higher than the original average for all bases in 
the category. 

Our review of the configuration analysis showed the importance the 
Navy placed on excess capacity reduction. It also illustrates that 
some bases recommended for closure had a higher individual military 
value score than air stations that were retained. 

Naval Stations 

The capacity analysis for this category involved two measures: 
berthing (in feet of space and depth of water) and intermediate 
ship maintena~ce (in direct labor man-days). Each naval station 
provided the above data as a basis for computing maximum berthing 
capacity and maximum intermediate maintenance capacity. A 
comparison of existing capacity to the requirements for the number 
and types of ships in the 1999 force structure was used to 
determine that excess capacity existed. 

We reviewed the 117 questions used to derive military value scores 
for naval stations. The questions were developed by the Navy in 
consultation with technical experts. There were special cases 
where military value questions relevant to naval stations were also 
applied to bases in other categories. An example of this is 
Alameda and North Island Naval Air Stations. Since both of these 
bases are air stations, they were assigned military values based on 
their responses to questions in the air station category. However, 
both bases are capable of berthing ships--specifically, aircraft 
carriers. As air stations, both received points for this 
capability. However, the number of points awarded was less than 
those received for bases assessed as naval stations because of the 
assumption that it is not as important from a military value 
standpoint for an air station to be able to berth a carrier. 

The naval station configuration analysis involved the use of 
"cruiser equivalencies" as a means of uniformly quantifying the 
berthing required by the 1999 force structure as a starting point 
for elimination of excess capacity. We reviewed the 
appropriateness of "cruiser equivalents" and found it to be 
reasonable. A set of rules guided the configuration analysis, and 
we traced these rules to records of Navy deliberations and 
determined that the rules were based on military judgment. Some 
examples of these rules were: that San Diego and Norfolk, because 
their capacity cannot be absorbed by the other naval stations of 
each coast, should be a part of any solution; and that there should 
be berths for 67 percent of all ships, except aircraft carriers. A 
100-percent requirement was set for carriers. These rules became 



important with respect to assigning a priority to carrier berthing, 
which drove the subsequent ship assignments to a large degree. 

In achieving the goal of reducing excess capacity, the Navy 
recommended Newport (ship berthing only), New London (ship berthing 
only), Staten Island, Charleston, Mobile, and San Francisco for 
closure. There was a close decision between whether to recommend 
Mobile or Pascagoula Naval Stations for closure--both have the same 
berthing capacity. This decision illustrates a case where 
individual military value scores were used as decisional factors by 
the Navy. Since the "cruiser equivalencies" of only one of these 
places were required, the Navy determined that. Pascagoula's higher 
military value score made its retention more desirable. 

In the case of North Island and Alameda, their individual military 
value scores were less important to the ultim.ate decision. Their 
scores as air stations were used to compute the average military 
value for the naval station category. However, the Navy's 
configuration analysis captured all berthing space, regardless of 
whether it was located at an air station or a naval station. The 
Navy determined that because the West Coast was to berth five 
carriers, the three carrier berths at North Island, the one at 
Everett, and the one at Puget Sound were requ.ired to meet future 
needs. This solution did not require the carrier berths at 
Alameda. In addition, the Navy determined that since the air 
station configuration resulted in the recommendation to close 
Alameda Naval Air Station, the Naval station recommendations made 
all the more sense. 

Naval Aviation Depots 

The measures the Navy used to determine the amount of capacity for 
naval aviation depots were maximum supportable direct labor man- 
hours in the following categories: airframes, engines, components, 
and other work. Each depot provided certified information 
concerning their capacities in the four areas with existing 
facilities. Comparison of the fiscal year 1997 requirements to 
existing capacity indicated that almost 50 percent excess capacity 
existed in this category. 

We reviewed the 79 questions used to compute the relative military 
value scores for each depot. These questions were developed by the 
Navy with the assistance of technical experts. The questions 
focused on the work performed in each of the four primary areas of 
depot work, such as in airframe repair, and on related factors such 
as quality of life and the environment. 

We examined the results of the Navy's configuration analysis. The 
Navy developed an initial scenario which would have closed the 
depots at Alameda, Pensacola, and Cherry Point. This configuration 
would retain the Norfolk depot. Subsequently, the Navy recognized 
that its configuration analysis of operational air stations 



included a recommendation to close Cecil Field, which would create 
a large Navy/Marine Corps aviation concentration at Cherry Point in 
addition to Norfolk. The Navy decided that having a depot near an 
aviation fleet aircraft concentration was desirable. Both Norfolk 
and Cherry Point satisfy this requirement. Therefore, the Navy 
reran its configuration analysis to cost out the closure of the 
Norfolk depot in place of Cherry Point. This second configuration 
allowed slightly less capacity in one category of depot work than 
work-load projections require. The Navy judged this to be an 
acceptable risk. In addition, this configuration provided greater 
savings. The resulting recommendation was for the closure of 
Alameda, Pensacola, and Norfolk. This overall recommendation 
further reduced excess capacity and raised the average military 
value of the naval aviation depot category. 

This case illustrates that, though the Navy clearly considered 
alternative configurations based on operational reasons in this 
case, the development of alternative scenarios could result in 
greater savings. The final NADEP recommendation resulted in 
substantially higher estimated savings. However, the scenario 
requires the Navy to accept some risk that it will not need the 
small amount of capacity indicated as lacking. 

Traininq Centers 

The capacity analysis for naval training centers focused on the 
numbers of personnel that could be trained using training, messing, 
and berthing facilities as indicators. Each training center 
provided data on maximum capacity for the indicators, and after 
comparing it to 1999 requirements, the Navy determined that excess 
capacity existed. The Navy developed 72 questions to derive 
military value scores. The questions were developed by the Navy in 
consultation with technical experts. 

We reviewed the Navy's configuration analysis which resulted in the 
recommendation to close the Naval Training Centers at San Diego; 
California; and Orlando, Florida, and retain the Naval Training 
Center at Great Lakes, Illinois. The Great Lakes facility had the 
most capacity of any training center, particularly for trainers. 
In addition, the Navy indicated that the unique training equipment 
and facilities located at Great Lakes would be most difficult and 
costly to relocate or replicate at another training center. When 
reviewing the cost and savings data supporting this decision, we 
noted that the per-capita overhead costs are much higher at Great 
Lakes than at the other two facilities. In this case the Navy did 
not run alternative cost scenarios involving Great Lakes. 

Inventory Control Points 

In determining the amount of excess capacity in its inventory 
control points, the Navy used several measures. These measures 
include: requisition volume, staff days spent on weapons system 



support, staff days spent on security assistance, and budgeted work 
years. Based on the certified data provided by the two inventory 
control points, the Navy determined that their capacity exceeded 
the projected 1999 requirement by 42 percent. 

The Navy determined the relative military value of its two 
inventory control points by analyzing their responses to 64 
questions. The questions, which were developed with the assistance 
of Navy experts, focused on the support services provided to 
customers, their equipment and facilities, and quality of life 
issues. 

We examined the configuration analysis the Navy used to determine 
how to best reduce its excess capacity. Based on this 
configuration analysis, neither inventory cant-rol point had enough 
capacity to meet the requirement. However, since there was excess 
capacity in this category, the Navy decided to consolidate its two 
inventory control points at one location. The Navy chose to close 
the Aviation Supply Office in Philadelphia and relocate the 
necessary personnel, equipment, and support to the Ships Parts 
Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania. This realignment was 
considered as part of a larger group of moves, including relocating 
the Naval Supply Systems Command, the Defense Printing Systems 
Management Office, and Food Systems Office also to Mechanicsburg. 
One of the Navy's goals in consolidating its operations was the 
reduction of overhead cost. In this case, we noted that the Navy 
expects to eliminate 255 jobs by closing the Aviation Supply 
Office. These jobs are a combination of base operations and 
general or administrative positions. In using its cost and savings 
model to determine if this closure was economically feasible, the 
Navy considered all of the above moves as a group and did not cost 
them separately. 

While we did not have sufficient time to fully analyze this 
proposed realignment, we believe that because of its relationship 
to several DLA and other Navy moves, the cost and savings of this 
realignment should be carefully considered. 

ARMY PROCESS AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE 
GENERALLY SOUND, BUT SOME OUESTIONS EXIST 

The Army has proposed closure and realignment actions that will 
affect seven installations. We found that t h e  Army's decision 
process for evaluating and recommending installations for closure 
or realignment complied with legislation, was well documented, was 
supported by generally accurate data, and appears reasonable. With 
one exception we have no reason to question the Army's 
recommendations. The exception is the decision by the Acting 
Secretary of the Army not to recommend Fort Monroe for closure. We 
believe the Acting Secretary's rationale was not well supported. 



Process Methodoloqy Key Features 

The Army's two-phase process included an evaluation of the military 
value and ranking of the installations in phase I. In phase 11, 
study candidates were selected and then put through an evaluation 
process which ultimately ended up in closure or realignment 
recommendations. Of the 95 bases which were assessed for military 
value, the Army selected 35 study candidates. 

One key feature used in selecting the study candidates was a 
capacity analysis of the Army installations. This was done by 
comparing existing installations to the force structure plan, which 
is a key element in determining future basing needs. However, 
because the need for all installations do not lend themselves to a 
direct correlation with the force structure, the Army used other 
studies and inputs such as military value assessments, major 
command visions, and the Army's basing strategy in its base closure 
candidate selection process. The Army's philosophy is that each 
major command must articulate its vision (how it will organize and 
operate) for the future before optimal basing decisions can be 
made. This is especially true for the installation-intensive major 
commands, such as those requiring maneuver areas. 

Candidate Analysis 

Once the study candidates examined by the Total Army Basing Study 
(TABS) Groups were approved by the Under Secretary of the Army and 
Vice Chief of Staff, alternative approaches to addressing the 
candidates were developed. These alternatives were then analyzed 
based upon feasibility, affordability, economic impacts, and 
environmental impacts. The alternatives were also examined for 
consistency with the force structure, the Army basing strategy, the 
major commands' reshaping proposal (visions), and the DOD selection 
criteria. Portions of the analysis were performed using the 
following: 

-- COBRA model to calculate the affordability of each 
recommendation. 

-- DOD's Office of Economic Adjustment model to calculate the 
socioeconomic impacts. 

-- Impact assessments prepared by the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers to evaluate environmental impacts. 

-- Installation military value assessments. 
The TABS Group used these assessments as a basis for developing 
recommendations to be presented for approval by the Army 
leadership. The standard Army approval process--Program and Budget 
Committee, Select Committee, and the Secretary of the Army--was 
used to obtain final decisions. 



The Army Audit Agency (AAA) evaluated all aspects of phase I1 of 
the process. This evaluation included reviewing the return on 
investment calculations to include a verification of all data input 
into the cost model. The AAA review consisted of evaluating the 
appropriateness of the data sources, the approaches used, and the 
reasonableness of the assumptions made in the calculations. 

Observations on Methodoloqv Implementation 

In our analysis of the process we evaluated both phases, which 
included the military value assessment and resulting rankings, the 
selection of candidates and the analysis of them, and the resulting 
recommendations. We relied heavily on the scope and results of the 
work done by AAA. We found that the Army followed its process and 
that the key features used in selecting study candidates, which 
included the force structure and other selection criteria 
established, were appropriate. We found no reason to question the 
resulting recommendations with the exception of the Acting 
Secretary's decision not to recommend Fort Monroe for closure. 

Phase I 

In the initial phase of the process the Army identified and 
categorized the installations to be reviewed and then evaluated 
their military value. In general, military value was based on 
measures of merit and related measurable installation attributes 
which were related to the DOD established selection criteria. 

AAA performed a detailed analysis of this phase of the process. 
AAA performed its audit at each of the major commands--Forces 
Command, Training and Doctrine Command, and the Army Materiel 
Command--and also verified data accumulated at six installations 
which were randomly selected in a multi-stage statistical sample. 
We accompanied AAA to one of the installations it visited as well 
as each of the major commands, and to a limited extent validated 
its verification efforts. We also noted that the TABS Group did 
some independent verification of the major commands' submissions. 

AAA found that the Army's assessment of installation military 
values was generally consistent with guidance that the TABS Group 
issued and was reliable for further use in the 1993 basing study. 
While AAA did find some errors, they were not. material and did not 
cause the rankings of the installations to change. Based on AAA's 
review and our limited verifications of its work, we found no 
reason to question the data used to determine the military value or 
the resulting rankings of the installations. 

Phase II--Candidate Selection 

In determining the need for bases, the force structure was a key 
element. This requires assumptions relating to the number of 
divisions there will be in the structure and how many divisions 



will be based in the United States versus overseas. Future 
decisions will be made by the administration which will address 
these questions. However, because the force structure was such a 
key element in base closing and realignment decisions, we believe 
that the Army's approach of using the Bush base force structure is 
reasonable given the uncertainty about future changes. In 
addition, because the need for many Army bases is not related, 
either directly or indirectly, to the number of divisions in the 
force structure, the other measures used for making basing 
decisions such as major command visions and the basing strategy, 
are also a reasonable approach. 

The number of candidate bases selected for study as closure 
candidates in each of the installation categories and the number 
available and are shown in table 3.1. 

Table 3.1: Army Installations and Number Selected as Study 
Candidates 

The following summarizes our review of the process, with emphasis 
on how key features were used in selecting candidates in each of 
the categories. 

Installation 
categories 

Command and control 

Professional schools 

Depots 

Maneuver 

Major training areas 

Branch schools 

Commodity oriented 

Production 

Proving grounds 

Ports 

Medical centers 

Total 

Command and Control 

The Command and Control installations such as Forts Belvoir, 
McPherson, and Monroe house primarily, but not exclusively, non- 

Number of 
installations 

11 

5 

11 

11 

10 

13 

12 

13 

4 

3 

2 

95 

Number of study 
candidates 

7 

1 

8 

4 

6 

3 

4 

0 

1 

0 

1 

35 



deployable headquarters and activities which oversee the day-to-day 
functions that control the manning, equipping, training, and 
sustaining of the Army. There is no direct connection between the 
need for these types of installations and the force structure. The 
primary decision factors for these installations are the military 
value assessments and the major command vision statements as 
appropriate. In addition, the basing strategy states that 
functions should be consolidated and small, single-purpose bases 
should be closed where feasible. All but four of these bases were 
study candidates. The four that were not studied--Forts Meade, 
Myer, Ritchie, and Schafter--were deferred from study because there 
were no restructuring or reshaping initiatives in the vision 
statements that affected them. We are not aware of any evidence to 
question this decision. 

The remaining bases were studied for closure or realignment. After 
varying degrees of analysis, they were all deferred from further 
study. For example, Forts McPherson and Monroe were study 
candidates because they are single-purpose bases. In both cases 
the study was deferred for operational reasons. In addition, Fort 
McPherson was deferred because of high costs and an extended return 
on investment. 

The TABS Group had proposed that Fort Monroe be closed and that the 
headquarters of the Training and Doctrine Command be moved to a 
base about 20 miles away. The return on investment of this closure 
was calculated to be $28 million annually beginning in 1998. The 
Acting Secretary of the Army, however, rejected this proposal, 
citing (1) the "turbulence" within the Training and Doctrine 
Command and (2) the installation's high environmental cleanup 
costs, estimated to exceed $600 million. 

We cannot support the reasons given for not considering this 
recommendation. First, the downsizing and restructuring of U.S. 
military forces have caused turbulence throughout DOD. Second, OSD 
has stated that restoration environmental costs are not to be a 
consideration in determining the return on investment. And third, 
the projected savings are sizeable. 

Army Professional Schools 

Army professional schools such as West Point and Carlisle Barracks 
are not related to the force structure and are considered unique in 
the missions they perform. The only mention in the Training and 
Doctrine Command's vision statement that pertained to a 
Professional school was the relocation of defense language training 
to a follow-on training location. On this basis, the Army selected 
the Presidio of Monterey, home of the Defense Language Institute, 
as a candidate for study. Following its anal.ysis, the Army 
recommended the Presidio be closed and the Institute's mission be 
moved to Fort Huachuca, Arizona. The Army anticipated contracting 
with a university to provide language training. 



The Secretary of Defense, however, deleted this recommendation from 
the list transmitted to the Commission. The Secretary cited 
concerns by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, 
Control, Communications, and Intelligence that moving the Institute 
would severely disrupt the flow of linguists to national security 
missions. Among his concerns were the Army's plans to contract 
with a private university. In rebuttal, the Army cited other cases 
in which it has cooperated successfully with universities--the 
Judge Advocate School at the University of Virginia and the 
Comptroller School at Syracuse University. Further, the Army also 
pointed out that it has had considerable experience with 
realignments and that these have not resulted in significant 
disruptions. 

We noted that base operating costs associated with the move 
appeared to be high; however, we did not have sufficient time to 
investigate the reasons. Also, the cost of the contract to provide 
the language training services, which is a key factor in 
determining the costs, has not been finalized. These final 
contracting costs are not known. 

Depots 

The major missions of Army depots (such as Anniston, Red River, 
Letterkenny, and Tooele) are to receive, store, issue, and maintain 
equipment and ammunition and to operate depot maintenance 
facilities for Army ammunition and equipment. There is an indirect 
relationship between the current depot capacity needed and the 
force structure. A study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1992 
identified a significant amount of excess depot capacity and 
widespread duplication among the services. The annual excess 
capacity identified at Army maintenance depots exceeded 8 million 
direct labor hours. 

In analyzing the excess capacity and how to downsize, the Army 
considered, among other things, the following factors: the 
relative military value of all depots; the workforce skills; the 
excess capacity; the ability of the depots to accommodate new work- 
load levels; the proximity of the depots to heavy forces; and the 
resulting savings. As a result, the Army is recommending that 
Letterkenny and Tooele be downsized and realigned to depot 
activities. While the Services were asked to streamline depot 
maintenance across service lines and eliminate duplication, as 
discussed in chapter 2, this was not done. 

Maneuver 

The Army currently has 14 divisions, 11 of which are stationed in 
the United States at installations such as Forts Hood and Carson. 
The Army force structure plans call for 12 divisions in the future, 
with 9 based in the United States. The Army recommended no bases 
for closure or realignment in this category. The Army believes it 



would be premature to take these actions given the uncertain nature 
of the future U.S. force structure, the disposition of overseas 
forces, and the mix of forces. The Army also cited its fiscal year 
1993 basing strategy, which states that the Army must maintain the 
capability to station up to 10 divisions in the United States. In 
addition, the Army determined that its maneuver bases are currently 
overcrowded. Each base has shortfalls in at least two of the four 
critical facility categories (barracks, family housing, 
maintenance, and operational/command and control). 

The Army needs firm decisions on the future of the base force, 
disposition of forces overseas, and the mix of forces before 
closing a base capable of supporting a division. We found no 
evidence to cause us to question the reasonableness of this 
position. 

Major Traininq Areas 

These bases (for example, Forts Irwin, A.P. Hill and Greely) 
provide facilities for both the active and reserve components for 
large unit training exercises. With the exception of Fort Irwin 
(home of the National Training Center) and Fort Polk (home of the 
Joint Readiness Training Center), there are no active component 
tactical units stationed at these installations. 

The need for these installations is indirectly related to the force 
structure. This is because there is a need for geographically 
dispersed large unit training areas that forces can use on a 
rotational basis. The primary user of these installations is the 
reserve components. All plans and indicators show that reserve 
components will not be reduced in large numbers. Also, because of 
demographics (the components need to be close to where they train), 
there appears to be is no basis for closing or realigning any of 
these bases at the present time. 

Initial Entrv/Branch Schools 

Initial entry training/branch schools (such as Forts Benning, 
Bliss, and Jackson) have the mission of providing the Army with 
trained individual soldiers, developing the doctrine that describes 
how the Army will fight, defining the Army's material requirements, 
designing the Army's organizations and developing the Army's 
leaders. 

The need for initial entry training/branch schools and how many are 
indirectly related to the force structure. However, these schools 
are directly related to the various branches of the Army--such as 
the Infantry school located at Fort Benning and the Armor school 
located at Fort Knox. The Training and Doctrine Command, which is 
the proponent for schools, stated in its vision statement that 
branch schools are necessary unless there is a change in Army 
doctrine or the battlefield. In other words, as long as the Army 



plans to use infantry in future battles there will be a need for an 
infantry school. Therefore, the Command's approach is to find ways 
of operating the schools more efficiently through actions such as 
collocating or consolidating the schools to the extent possible. 

The current recommendation to close Fort McClellan fits into this 
approach. If approved, there will be three schools located at Fort 
Leonard Wood--Engineers, Chemical, and Military Police. The 
Training and Doctrine Command is also looking at consolidating the 
combat service support schools--Transportation, Ordnance, and 
Quartermaster. According to Army officials, this action, if 
accomplished, does not meet the BRAC threshold of involving more 
than 300 authorized civilian personnel. Another initiative being 
looked at by the Command is the reduction of schools doing basic 
combat training. Currently, there are four schools--Forts Jackson, 
Leonard Wood, Knox, and Sill--doing basic combat training. All of 
them but Jackson have more than one type of training mission. 
According to an Army official the current thinking is to close down 
basic training at two of these bases that have other missions. If 
accomplished in this way, the action will not meet the BRAC 
threshold. 

Commodity Oriented 

Commodity-oriented installations such as Fort Monmouth, Rock Island 
Arsenal, and Fort Detrick are industrial facilities that include 
laboratories, engineering and logistical management centers, and 
national inventory control points. Military value was the most 
important factor in the analysis of this category. The need for 
these installations is related to performance of their mission and 
not the force structure. While not specifically mentioned in the 
Army Materiel Command's vision, the need to relocate from leased to 
government-owned facilities was a vision objective that affected 
some of these facilities. Two recommendations were made related to 
installations in this category--closure of Vint Hill Farms and the 
move of the Communications and Electronics Command from a leased 
building in New Jersey to Rock Island Arsenal. The closure of Vint 
Hill Farms, which had a low military value, supports the basing 
strategy to consolidate similar functions and close small 
installations when feasible to do so. The Communications and 
Electronics Command move is based on reduced operations cost. 

Other Cateaories 

Installations in the remaining Army categories (production, proving 
grounds, ports, and medical centers) were deferred from further 
study primarily because of their unique military value. For 
example, White Sands Missile Range, a proving ground, is one of the 
only sites in the United States that is large enough to fire all 
organic missile and artillery systems, and the Military Ocean 
Terminal in Oakland, California, provides the only secure water 
terminal facility in support of the Pacific and Far East theaters 



of operation. We have no evidence to indicate that these 
exclusions were inappropriate. 

AIR FORCE PROCESS APPEARS 
REASONABLE BUT DIFFICULT TO VERIFY 

The Air Force has proposed closures and realignments affecting 
seven bases. Our review shows that these recammendations will 
reduce both costs and excess capacity, and that the data used was 
generally accurate. The Air Force selection process complied with 
force structure and criteria requirements. The judgments of the 
Base Closure Executive Group and the Secretary of the Air Force 
played a major role in the process. However, these judgments were 
not clearly documented. As a result, in some cases the Air Force 
process does not lend itself to independent verification of the 
decisions from existing documentation. 

Key Factors of the Process 

The principal elements of the Air Force process included: (1) 
DOD's future years' force structure plan; (2) a base capacity 
analysis; (3) a depot analysis; (4) detailed .information gathered 
for each base; and ( 5 )  the eight DOD selection criteria. 

In determining excess capacity, the Air Force performed a base 
capacity analysis (including on-site surveys at 48 bases) to 
determine the maximum number of aircraft or missions that could be 
accommodated at existing bases. The Air Force compared this 
capacity data to the future years' force structure plan to project 
the amount of excess capacity. This analysis resulted in the 
identification of four large aircraft bases and one small aircraft 
base as being excess to the Air Force's future needs. 
Additionally, the Air Force led a joint analysis of fixed-wing and 
rotary-wing aviation at the direction of OSD and determined that it 
had excess depot capacity of about 8.7 million direct labor hours. 

Bases were analyzed against all eight DOD selection criteria with 
priority given to military value and with emphasis on readiness and 
training, future mission, and cost. A color coding system--red 
(low), yellow (medium), and green (high)--were used to distinguish 
between the military value attributes given to each of the bases. 
This analysis was based on detailed information on each base 
gathered through a structured questionnaire. In addition, each 
base was subject to a cost and savings analysis that assumed 
closure of the base. 

Observations on Implementation of the Process 

We found that the data used to support the process was generally 
accurate, but we could not always independently verify the process 
decisions without extensive interpretation and discussion with Air 
Force officials. We found no evidence that would lead us to 



challenge the decisions. However, the decisions require acceptance 
of OSD and Air Force assumptions regarding future operations. The 
Air Force Audit Agency validated data used in the process; however, 
its validation did not include validating the rating of bases and 
the selection process at the Air Force headquarters. 

The following sections provide our observations, by installation 
category, on each recommended closure and realignment. 

Flvinq Cateqory 

The flying category included 38 bases that support flying 
operations. This category was divided into three subcategories-- 
operations, pilot training, and special operations. The operations 
subcategory was further divided into missile, large aircraft, and 
small aircraft mission areas. The Air Force recommended actions 
affecting large and small aircraft bases. Our review of the 
recommendations illustrates the difficulty we had in tracking the 
decision-making process and also shows the emphasis the Air Force 
placed on costs and savings considerations in its decisions. 

Larae Aircraft 

The large aircraft subcategory included 21 bases that support 
bomber, tanker, airlift, and mobility missions. The bases were 
evaluated in terms of their capability to support these missions, 
and some bases were evaluated more than once. The bases were rated 
and arrayed in three groups from most to least desirable. A 
discussion on each large aircraft base recommended for closure or 
realignment follow. 

Closure of K.I. Sawyer Air 
Force Base, Gwinn, Michiqan 

Our analysis indicates that closing this base will likely result in 
savings and reduce large aircraft base capacity. According to the 
Air Force's documentation, K.I. Sawyer did not appear to rate lower 
than other rated bases when measured against the DOD selection 
criteria, even though the Air Force reported it did. However, on 
the basis of its rating, it was grouped in the least desirable 
category and selected for closure. 

In reviewing the Air Force data, we were unable to independently 
determine the basis for the grouping. We had to rely on Air Force 
officials for an explanation to understand the decision. The Air 
Force said that the low cost to close the base and quick payback 
period were major factors in its grouping and recommendation for 
closure. We noted that this base's primary mission currently has 
one bomber unit with 14 B-52s. On the basis of the information 
provided and our review of the cost and savings data, we have no 
reason to disagree with the Air Force's explanation. 



We noted, and the Air Force concurred, that because of an error in 
the Air Force COBRA analysis for recurring costs, the payback 
period for the closure will be 3 years instead of 1 year. However, 
this payback period was still among the quickest of the large 
aircraft bases. 

Realiunment of Griffiss Air 
Force Base, Rome, New York 

Based on our review of Air Force data, we were unable to 
independently determine the basis for the Griffiss grouping, and we 
had to rely on Air Force officials to explain the grouping. 

Our analysis indicates that realigning the base will likely result 
in base operation savings and reduce aircraft base capacity. Air 
Force documentation indicates that Griffiss, like K.I. Sawyer, did 
not appear to rate lower than the other rated bases when measured 
against the DOD selection criteria, even though the Air Force 
reported it as being in the least desirable category. The Air 
Force explained that Griffiss was first selected as a closure 
candidate, but upon further analyses it proved more economical to 
leave the Rome Laboratory at Griffiss and Griffiss became a 
realignment action. We have no reason to disagree with the Air 
Force decision. 

Griffiss was also considered and evaluated as a potential site for 
the Air Force's mobility mission on the East Coast. However, when 
compared to other East Coast large aircraft bases for the principal 
mobility attributes considered important by the Air Force, 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York, was found to be best suited 
for this mission. 

Realiqnment of McGuire Air Force 
Base, Wriqhtstown, New Jersey 

Our review of this recommendation shows that realigning the base to 
an Air Force reserve facility will likely result in overall savings 
once the realignment is accomplished. However, realigning the base 
to a reserve facility does not eliminate the entire base capacity 
from the Air Force base structure. Under this realignment, the Air 
Force plans to reduce the number of aircraft at McGuire from 70 to 
42. When measured against the DOD selection. criteria, McGuire did 
appear to rank low compared to other large a.ircraft bases, 
according to Air Force documentation. 

McGuire was also considered and evaluated for the Air Force's 
mobility mission on the East Coast. When compared to other East 
Coast aircraft bases for the principal mobility attributes 
considered important by the Air Force, and airspace congestion in 
the New York/Philadelphia area, Plattsburgh Air Force Base was 
found to be best suited for this mission. The Air Force told us 
that consideration had been given to potential fuel supply 



shortages and other operational considerations in reaching its 
decision. However, these considerations were based on assumptions 
related to mobility issues which we did not review. 

Realiqnment of March Air Force 
Base, Sunny Meade, California 

Our review of this recommendation shows that realigning March Air 
Force Base to an Air Force reserve facility will likely result in 
overall savings. However, realigning the base to a reserve 
facility does not eliminate the entire base capacity from the Air 
Force base structure. Under this realignment the Air Force plans 
to reduce the number of aircraft at March from 60 to 43. Air Force 
documentation shows that when March was measured against the DOD 
selection criteria it did rank low when compared to other large 
aircraft bases. 

March Air Force Base was also considered for the Air Force's 
mobility mission on the West Coast. When compared to other West 
Coast aircraft bases for the principal mobility attributes, Travis 
Air Force Base, California, was found by the Air Force to be best 
suited for this mission. 

Small Aircraft 

There were 11 bases included in the small aircraft subcategory that 
provide trained combat ready aircrews, aircraft, and support 
personnel for deployment in support of theater work plans and 
contingency operations. The bases were evaluated in terms of their 
capability to support a fighter wing. The bases were rated and 
arrayed in three groups from most to least desirable. 

Closure of Homestead Air 
Force Base, Homestead, Florida 

Our analysis shows that closing Homestead Air Force Base will 
result in savings and reduce small aircraft base capacity. 
Homestead's low rating when measured against the selection criteria 
and the high cost to rebuild the base justify the Air Force's 
recommendation. Overall, Homestead rated lowest in three of the 
eight criteria, and it showed a fast payback and low closing costs. 

Industrial/Technical Support Cateaory 

The industrial/technical support category included 10 bases that 
provide technical support for depot-level maintenance, research, 
development, test and acquisition. This category was divided into 
three subcategories--depots, product centers and laboratories, and 
test facilities. Only the depot bases were evaluated against the 
DOD criteria. Two of the six depots were recommended by the Air 
Force for closure to reduce depot capacity. The recommendations 
were driven by the amount of excess depot capacity and costs and 



savings considerations. As with the flying category aircraft, we 
had difficulty tracking the decision-making process. 

Closure of McClellan Air Force 
Base, Sacramento, California 

The Air Force recommended McClellan for closure to reduce excess 
depot capacity by 6.3 million direct labor hours. DOD deleted the 
base from the list transmitted to the Commission. (See ch 2. for a 
more detailed discussion of this action.) Our analysis indicates 
that closing this base will likely reduce excess capacity. Our 
review of Air Force documentation indicates that McClellan has the 
lowest one-time closure costs ($635 million) and quickest payback 
periods of the six depots. According to Air Force officials, 
McClellan rated low compared to the other depots, although Newark 
was the lowest. 

Closure of Newark Air 
Force Base, Heath, Ohio 

Our analysis shows that the closure of Newark would likely reduce 
overall Air Force depot capacity by 1.7 million hours. The Air 
Force rated Newark lower than the other depots against the 
selection criteria. Air Force opinion is that privatization of the 
facility could result in additional reduced costs to the Air Force. 
We noted that the Air Force in its costs and savings analysis 
included a $68 million recurring contractor cost, which 
approximately equals the reduced personnel savings. However, the 
Air Force data indicates a slight savings from reduced operating 
costs. The Air Force is uncertain whether a buyer can be found to 
purchase the facility or whether it will operate as a government- 
owned, contractor-operated facility. 

Excluded Bases 

On the basis of its capacity analysis, the Ai.r Force excluded 19 
bases in categories and subcategories having no excess capacity, 
some excess capacity, or high costs to relocate and replicate the 
mission. The categories and subcategories included: the 
flying/pilot training, flying/special operation forces, industrial 
technical support/technical training centers, and other/major 
headquarters. Also, there were 16 bases exc:luded from the process 
because they were considered geographically or mission essential. 
For example, Elemendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, was considered a 
key port of entry into the United States, c~:ucial to reinforcement 
in the Pacific, and critical to the defense of Alaska. We found no 
reason to question the exclusions. 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY'S BASE CLOSURE AND 
REALIGNMENT PROCESS WERE GENERALLY SOUND, 
BUT SAVINGS ARE QUESTIONABLE 

DLA recommended closure or realignment actions affecting 14 
 installation^.^ Our review found that DLA's selection process for 
identifying potential closure or realignment candidates was 
reasonable. The process followed force structure and criteria 
requirements and DOD policy guidance. However, we also found that 
due to problems in DOD's cost and savings model, the savings 
resulting from the DLA recommendations were overstated. 

Key Features of the Process 

DLA did not participate in the 1991 round of closures and 
realignments. At that time, the agency was involved in a major 
reorganization as a result of DOD's decision to transfer the 
distribution mission and related facilities, as well as the 
contract management missions and plant representative offices, from 
the military services to the DLA. The agency currently occupies 
many old, outdated facilities with high operating, maintenance, and 
overhead costs. DLA viewed the 1993 base closure and realignment 
process as an opportunity to consolidate bases and achieve 
significant efficiencies. 

DLArs mission, unlike those of the military services, is not 
specified in the DOD force structure plan, even though DLA is a 
combat support agency. The agency based its closures and 
realignment analysis on the eight DOD selection criteria and the 
agency's concepts of operation, with reduction in cost as a key 
objective. The concepts of operations played a key role because 
they serve as long-term strategic planning documents for DLA's 
major business areas. Through application of the force structure 
plan to the concepts of operations, DLA assessed its current and 
future operations to identify organizational needs and base 
structure requirements. 

To assess its installations for closure or realignment, DLA first 
classified its bases into four categories that reflect its 
operations: (1) inventory control points, (2) service and support 
activities, (3) distribution depots, and (4) regional headquarters. 

Each base in these categories was evaluated for excess capacity and 
military value. DLA performed the military value analysis using 
the first four DOD selection criteria, along with considerations of 

4 ~ h e  DLA distribution depot at McClellan Air Force Base, 
California, is not included in this total. This depot was 
removed from DOD's recommended list of closures as part of the 
Secretary of Defense's decisions not to close McClellan Air Force 
Base. 



the seventh and eighth criteria. The agency developed more 
specific measures of merit, related to the criteria, to assess the 
military value of its bases. 

Observations on Implementation of the Process 

DLA's selection process complied with force structure and criteria 
requirements; however, some of its cost savings appear 
questionable. The data used in the selection process was certified 
as to its accuracy and completeness by the commanders at each of 
the bases. Most of the data used in the process was reviewed and 
favorably reported on by the DLA Office of Internal Review. We 
selectively reviewed the Office of Internal Review's workpapers and 
performed our own independent analysis of certain aspects of the 
process and resulting recommendations for each category of 
activities. Our analysis indicates that DLA's recommendations were 
driven by cost and savings implications. 

Inventorv Control Points 

DLA manages six inventory control points whose responsibilities are 
to acquire supply items and manage inventories. By September 1994, 
the inventory control points are expected to manage approximately 
90 percent of DOD's consumable items. The inventory control points 
are the Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Virginia; the 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio; the Defense 
Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio; the Defense Personnel 
Supply Center and the Defense Industrial Supply Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and the Defense Fuel Supply Center, 
Cameron Station, Alexandria, Virginia. The Defense Fuel Supply 
Center was excluded from the process because it was affected by a 
1988 decision to close Cameron Station. 

DLA considered excess capacity at the inventory control points to 
be the amount of space not currently utilized and the capability to 
assume more work load. The revised requirements were derived from 
the implications of the DOD force structure plan and from the DLA 
concepts of operations for inventory control points. Four 
inventory control points--the Defense Construction Supply Center, 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Defense Industrial Supply 
Center, and Defense General Supply Center--were evaluated for 
excess capacity as a group because they manage similar hardware 
items. The Defense Personnel Supply Center was considered 
separately, as it handles personnel items (including clothing, 
medical supplies, and food) which are not comparable to hardware 
items. The results of the military value analysis were used as a 
starting point in reconfiguring inventory control points and 
determining which should be evaluated for closure or realignment. 

Our analysis indicates that DLAfs evaluation of the inventory 
control points was primarily designed to identify the potential for 
reductions in overhead costs. DLA used DOD's cost and savings 



model to evaluate the potential costs and savings of closing or 
realigning the inventory control points. However, several of DLA's 
realignment cost saving assumptions are not compatible with the 
basic cost model assumptions. As a result, DLA's closures and 
realignments savings were overstated. 

Service and Support Activity Bases 

When DLA began its selection process, it had four service and 
support activity bases--the Defense Logistics Services Center, 
Battle Creek, Michigan; the Defense Reutilization and Marketing 
Service, Battle Creek, Michigan; the Defense Logistics Agency 
Systems Automation Center, Columbus, Ohio; and the Defense 
Logistics Agency Clothing Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. The 
assets and resources of the DLA Systems Automation Center were 
subsequently transferred to the Defense Information Systems Agency, 
and it was excluded from the selection process. DLA determined 
that its remaining service and support activities have unique 
missions, functions, and work load. As a result, DLA evaluated 
these bases individually rather than as a group. We agree that 
this was an appropriate approach. 

The Defense Logistics Service Center is responsible for 
implementing the legislative requirements for a federal catalog of 
items used by the U.S. government, providing support relating to 
item intelligence, and managing data development and dissemination. 
The Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office is responsible for 
property disposal (including hazardous items) and reutilization and 
marketing of excess personal property within DOD. Both of the 
activities, located in General Services Administration-owned space, 
were determined to have excess capacity as a result of changes in 
mission requirements. The reduction in their space requirements is 
projected to result from decreased personnel, increased workload 
activities, and consolidated missions/activities. DLA recommended 
that these activities be realigned to the Defense Construction 
Supply Center as a means of reducing DLA overhead cost. While this 
may be cost-effective from DOD's perspective, it may not be from an 
overall government perspective. Because of the problems in the 
cost model, we believe the projected savings from the consolidation 
will not be as large as projected. Since the move is from one 
government-owned facility to another, the overall cost and savings 
implications for the federal government should be considered in the 
Commission's decision. 

The DLA Clothing Factory, part of the Defense Personnel Supply 
Center, produces approximately 3 percent of DOD's clothing 
requirements. Based on a study by the Defense Personnel Supply 
Center, DLA concluded that the work performed by the factory could 
be done at less cost by commercial sources. We reviewed the study 
and believe its overall conclusions are reasonable. 



Distribution Depots 

Following the lead of the military services, DLA has recommended 
closing five of its distribution depots that are collocated with 
military service maintenance depots also recommended for closure. 
These five depots have a total of 56 million cubic feet of storage 
space. In addition, DLA reviewed all distribution facilities and 
identified additional storage space reduction opportunities 
totaling 105 million cubic feet. However, no recommendations were 
made to close additional depots. Officials stated that this area 
will be looked at in the future. 

Excess capacity for distribution depots was based on current 
storage space and production capability that exceeds current 
requirements, projected decreases in demand for material through 
1999, increases in workload efficiencies, and reductions in 
inventory. Over the next several years, reducing defense operating 
forces in accordance with the DOD force structure plan reductions 
will result in a similar reduction in the DOD logistics support 
infrastructure. Additionally, based on the recently completed DOD 
supply depot consolidation, DLA projects that. it will achieve 
efficiencies and economies of scale in distribution operations. 
DLA believes that its distribution initiatives will (1) redefine 
the distribution spectrum to include the full process cycle from 
vendor to customer, (2) improve the direct vendor delivery process, 
and (3) use a single location stockage policy that will reduce 
operating costs and storage requirements. The result will be a 
supply depot structure that is more streamlined from the current 
configuration, with fewer depots and less annual workload, and that 
operates more efficiently to support the DOD mission. 

The elimination of excess capacity was a major factor in DLA's 
distribution depot recommendations, with some consideration given 
to the military services' closure and realignment recommendations. 
DLA was conservative in making its estimates of the excess capacity 
that would result from reduction of the supplies it stores for the 
military services. It assumed that the services would focus their 
inventory reduction efforts on high value items and not on those 
that are taking up large amounts of storage space. Accordingly, 
DLA translated the 42-percent inventory value reduction goal into a 
30-percent space reduction estimate. DLA officials say this 
estimate also considers supplies returned to their depot system 
from reductions in force structure. A large portion of supplies 
stored by DLA is owned by the military services and decisions about 
when to buy, store, and dispose of those items is made by the 
services, not DLA. An estimate of how much DOD inventory will need 
to be stored in the future is clearly critical to determining DLA's 
capacity needs. 

In addition, as discussed in chapter 2, the Commission has decided 
to consider the closure of McClellan Air Force Base. The DLA 



distribution depot located there should be included in that 
consideration. 

Reuional Headauarters 

The Regional Headquarters category consists of the Defense 
Distribution Region headquarters locations and the various 
headquarters sites of the Defense Contract Management Districts. 
The Defense Distribution Region headquarters mission is to provide 
overall administrative support, including resourcing and budgeting, 
operational support, and distribution management for all the depots 
located within their respective boundaries. The Defense Contract 
Management Districts perform worldwide contract administration 
services for DOD organizations, U.S. government agencies, foreign 
governments, and international agencies. According to DLA, the 
Defense Distribution Region headquarters involve less than 300 
authorized civilian personnel each and were excluded because they 
did not meet these criteria for submission under the act. 

Capacity for the Defense Contract Management Districts may be 
viewed in terms of the number of Defense Contract Management Area 
Operations and Defense Plant Representative Offices for which 
operational support and management oversight is performed. Excess 
capacity was measured by administrative space, span of control, 
space available to accommodate additional personnel, the type of 
space available, and efficiencies for the category through 1999. 
The evaluation of excess capacity was based on assumptions derived 
in part from implications and trends related to the DOD force 
structure plan, such as: (1) reduced procurement funding; (2) 
fewer major weapon systems in full-scale production; (3) more 
research and development contracts; (4) more maintenance, overhaul, 
and repair work; (5) additional reimbursable workload for the 
Defense Logistics Agency to provide support to civilian agencies; 
and (6) additional workload for the Defense Logistics Agency as 
military services and DOD agencies delegate more to the Defense 
Contract Management Command. 

Since Defense Contract Management Command international field 
activity bases are located outside of continental United States, 
the command was evaluated independently. For the determination of 
military value, the Defense Contract Management Districts were 
evaluated within their peer group based on several critical areas 
such as essentially of mission, suitability of location, 
operational efficiency and expendability of mission. The results 
of military value analysis were used as a starting point in 
reconfiguring the Defense Contract Management Districts and 
determined which districts should first be evaluated for closure 
and mission realignment. Reducing the number of districts, with a 
corresponding reduction in overhead cost, appeared to be the basis 
for these recommended realignments. 



In assessing DLA's recommendations for realignment or closure of 
the Defense Contract Management Districts, we found that the 
Internal Review staff for Defense Contract Management District 
Northcentral was unable to verify the base operating cost figures 
that were submitted to DLA. The cost and savings model runs 
submitted to us by DLA had major differences in the base operating 
cost of Northcentral Defense Contract Management District when 
compared to the other four Defense Contract Management Districts. 
Although we question the accuracy of the base operating costs 
figures for Defense Contract Management District Northcentral, our 
analysis shows that there are still cost savings associated with 
the closure of Defense Contract Management District Northcentral 
and Defense Contract Management District Midat-lantic and the 
realignment of their workloads to the remaining districts. 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY PROCESS 
AND IMPLEMENTATION WERE GENERALLY SOUND 

DOD is reorganizing its data processing facilities. In its current 
phase, DOD plans to merge some existing facilities into 15 
consolidated "megacenters." DOD estimates this consolidation 
will save $599 million from fiscal years 1994 to 1999. Although 
none of the affected facilities exceeds the BRAC thresholds, DOD 
has submitted these proposed consolidations for Commission 
consideration because DOD believes (1) that their combined effect 
is significant in that 636 civilian positions will be realigned and 
2,804 military and civilian positions will be eliminated and (2) 
that based on past experience, legislation may be passed that would 
delay the implementation (such as P.L. 102-396). 

K e y  Features of the Process 

In November 1989, DOD initiated plans to consolidate data 
processing facilities as a means of achieving budget reductions. 
This effort, described and directed by Defense Management Review 
Decision (DMRD) 924, called for each DOD component to obtain 
approval of a plan detailing its proposed consolidation actions. 
The Army's and DLA's actions under this decision are largely 
completed, whereas Air Force actions are still underway. 
Legislative restrictions have inhibited the Navy's attempts to 
activate its plan. DMRD 924 was followed by DMRD 918, which 
mandated a DOD-wide approach to consolidation and required the 
transfer of data processing facilities, personnel, and equipment 
to DISA. 

In January 1993, DISA chartered a team to develop a consolidation 
proposal for submission to the Commission. The DISA approach is to 
close excess data processing facilities by moving their work loads 
to a selected number of megacenters located in existing facilities. 

The DISA team used the most current consolidation plans developed 
by the Defense components under DMRD 924 as a basis for identifying 



megacenter candidates. The DOD components had initially identified 
a total of 192 candidate sites for consolidation; the DOD 
components, and then the DISA team, applied certain selection 
criteria and reduced this number to 36. After ranking the 36 
sites, the team projected the total work load and distributed it to 
the ranked megacenter candidates, one by one, until all work load 
requirements were satisfied. This exercise determined that 15 
megacenters would be necessary; the remaining 21 candidate sites 
would be disestablished. Other sites initially identified by the 
component agencies have been or are being disestablished under 
those agencies' DMRD 924 processes, except for 23 of the Navy's 
sites. 

Observation on Implementation of the Process 

There are two processes that led to DOD's recommended list of 15 
megacenters: the process used by the individual components to 
arrive at candidate sites and the process used by the DISA team to 
eventually select 15 of those sites. 

We did not evaluate the components' processes during this review. 
However, in a December 1992 reportI5 we stated that the Navy used 
verifiable data and a conceptually sound analytical rationale to 
ensure that its consolidation plan met applicable requirements. 

DISA team members told us that they have concerns about the 
accuracy and completeness of some of the work load data contained 
in the Air Force's DMRD 924 plan. They said the Air Force plan was 
outdated, piecemeal, and not as complete as the other components' 
plans. Moreover, the Air Force Audit Agency reported in January 
1993 that the Air Force's planned consolidation could actually lose 
rather than save money. 

Regarding the DISA process used to select the 15 megacenter sites, 
we believe the approach DISA used and the proposals that resulted 
were reasonable. DISA, however, used data that was not validated 
for the 36 megacenter candidate sites. Recognizing this flaw, the 
DISA team sent members to visit the sites and validate the data. 
DISA officials told us that these visits, which were completed by 
March 15, 1993, still had not resulted in consistent and uniform 
data on the sites. Additional visits are to be scheduled. 
However, DISA officials told us that this data problem, as well as 
the concerns with the Air Force work-load data, are not significant 
enough to change the list of 15 megacenters. 

- -- -- 

5~nformation Technoloqv: Comments on Navy Facility Consolidation 
Plan (GAO/NSIAD-93-87, Dec. 3, 1993). 



CONCLUSIONS 

The military services' and defense agencies' base closure and 
realignment processes produced recommendations to close 32 major 
bases and realign 12 others. In addition they included 
recommendations for closure, realignment, and disestablishment of 
122 small bases. We found the processes and resulting 
recommendations to be generally sound. However, we did find 
problems concerning the adequacy of documentation and accuracy of 
technical data and cost and savings estimates. This occurred in 
varying degrees among the services and defense agencies. In most 
cases, these problems were not severe enough to question the 
recommendations. In some cases, accepting the recommendation 
requires acceptance of certain key judgments and assumptions. Our 
service- and defense agency-specific conclusions follow. 

Navy 

The Navy's closure and realignment recommendations represent a 
substantial portion of DOD's overall recommendations. We found the 
process used as the basis for developing the recommendations to be 
generally sound. We did note that the Navy's process had an 
overall goal of reducing excess capacity and there are situations 
where recommendations were made to close a base with a higher 
absolute military value than other bases in t.he same category that 
were not closed. Further, as a general rule the Navy did not 
attempt to optimize costs and savings; it only ensured that 
reasonable savings resulted from the scenarios that were selected. 
We did note in one case where selection of an alternative scenario 
resulted in larger savings. 

The Army's closure and realignment recommendations affected seven 
installations. The process and recommendations were generally well 
supported and documented. The Army's actions were principally 
based on force structure considerations. Given the uncertainty 
about future force structure changes, the Army's approach was 
reasonable. However, we did identify two specific concerns. 
First, it is unclear whether the movement of the DL1 would have a 
negative impact on intelligence capabilities, and there are 
potentially significant unresolved cost and savings issues 
associated with the move. Second, the reasons the Army gave for 
not recommending Fort Monroe for closure are not well supported. 

Air Force 

The Air Force recommendations affected seven bases. The data used 
to support the selection process was generally accurate. However, 
in several cases, understanding the conclusi.on reached using the 
data required interpretation and discussion with Air Force 
officials. While we have no basis to question the decision, they 



do require the acceptance of Air Force assumptions. In addition 
the Air Force Audit Agency was not involved in verifying data 
during the final stages of the process. 

Defense Loaistics Auencv 

DLA recommended closure and realignment actions involving 14 
installations. Because DLA operations are not directly related to 
changes in the force structure, DLA focused on reducing excess 
capacity and optimizing savings. DLA's process was well 
documented, and it used generally accurate data. However, savings 
estimates were overstated in a number of cases. In addition, 
military service inventory reduction plans were not fully 
considered in assessing depot capacity needs. 

Defense Information Systems Aaencv 

DISA is recommending the merging of its existing facilities into 15 
consolidated centers. We did not independently verify the data 
used in this process; however, it appears that data accuracy 
problems exist. The extent of these problems has not been 
determined by DOD. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend for the 1995 round of base closure and realignments 
that the Secretary of Defense direct: 

-- the Air Force to establish procedures to fully describe all 
decision justifications and expand the Air Force Audit Agency 
involvement to include validating the military value grading and 

-- the Director of DLA to consider future reductions in the 
military services' inventory when assessing capacity needs. 

We recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
consider taking the following actions: 

-- Closely analyze those Navy recommendations where (1) the base 
recommended for closure had a higher military value than ones 
that are remaining open; (2) judgments and assumptions about the 
future were critical to the recommendations; and (3) an 
alternative scenario would have produced approximately the same 
amount of excess capacity reduction and military value, but cost 
and savings were not analyzed. 

-- Closely analyze the Army recommendations relating to the 
realignment cost of DL1 and reexamine the Army's justification 
for not including Fort Monroe on the closure list. 



-- Request the Air Force to provide additional information where 
necessary to support the basis for its reco:mmendations, in those 
cases where it is not evident from existing documentation. 

-- Closely analyze the Defense Logistics Agency's cost and savings 
estimates and include DLA's McClellan Air Force Base 
distribution depot in its considerations. 

-- Request DOD to provide its most current work--load data 
projections on the DISA consolidation in order to better 
consider the DISA recommendations. 



CHAPTER 4 

SAVINGS ARE SUBSTANTIAL, BUT IMPROVEMENTS 
CAN BE MADE TO THE ESTIMATES 

DOD has corrected many of the limitations and weaknesses of the 
COBRA cost model used to calculate costs and savings; however, 
problems still exist. Further, DOD continues to exclude costs that 
may be incurred by other federal agencies as a result of its 
actions. These could be substantial, particularly where 
realignment recommendations involve moving from federally owned 
facilities and building to new DOD facilities. 

Further, because of problems associated with the model, DLA 
miscalculated the overhead costs and savings of its proposed 
closures and realignments. We also have some concerns about the 
impact of differing assumptions used by each of the DOD components 
in performing their calculations. We estimate that, after 
correction for these problems, DOD's proposed base closures and 
realignments will result in savings of about $940 million less than 
the $12.8 billion in savings it estimated for major bases over the 
20-year period. 

We agree with DOD's position that environmental restoration costs 
are a liability to DOD regardless of its base closure 
recommendations, and that DOD should not consider those costs in 
developing its cost and savings estimates as a basis for closure 
recommendations. However, the cleanup costs are substantial. For 
the bases on the closure list, environmental restoration costs are 
estimated to be about $725 million. The past experience has been 
that DOD's preliminary estimates tend to be conservative. 

HOW THE COBRA COST MODEL WORKS 

The cost model consists of a set of formulas, or algorithms, that 
use standard factors and base-specific data in its calculations. 
Each DOD component had its own set of standard cost factors derived 
from readily available information.' For example, the Air Force 
used a cost factor of $42,986 as the average civilian salary of its 
personnel. This factor was derived from prior-year Air Force 
budgets. The Army, on the basis of engineering planning factors, 
used a cost factor of $102 per square foot as the construction cost 
for administrative buildings. The DOD components obtained base- 
specific data from each installation and from centralized data 
bases. This data, for instance, might specify that 100 civilian 
positions would be eliminated if certain activities at a base are 
eliminated. 

'some cost factors are identical for each component because they 
are mandated by regulation or law. 
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With these standard cost factors and base-specific data, the cost 
model can be used to calculate the estimated c:osts and savings of 
closure and realignment actions for both closing and receiving 
installations. The model can also be used to compare various 
closure and realignment scenarios to determine the most cost- 
effective one, The model also estimates both the number of years 
until the return on investment (ROI) of these actions is achieved 
and the net present value (NPV) of each action over a 20-year 
period. The return-on-investment year occurs when the savings 
generated by a closure or realignment equals the costs incurred. 
The net present value is the current total value of a closure or 
realignment over the 20-year period given certain assumptions about 
future inflation and interest rates. 

FURTHER IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED TO THE COST MODEL 

DOD has improved the cost model since it was first developed and 
used in 1988. However, it still does not include governmentwide 
cost implications, and the model's formulas have not been 
validated. 

Im~rovements to the Model 

The 1993 version of the cost model is the product of a number of 
improvements incorporated into the model since the 1988 round of 
closures and realignments. For the first round, the model was a 
complex spreadsheet, and we found a number of errors in it. By 
1991, DOD had converted the model into a formal computer language 
and had corrected a number of problems. However, we identified 
several additional weaknesses and limitations in the 1991 model. 

Prior to the 1993 BRAC round, representatives from each of the 
services and OSD participated in working groups that incorporated 
improvements to the model that addressed many of the weaknesses and 
limitations we previously identified. These improvements are shown 
in table 4.1. 



Table 4.1: Improvements to the COBRA Cost Model 

Governmentwide Cost Not Included 

Weaknesses and limitations 
found in 1988 and 1991 

Formulas: Users may alter 
algorithms. 

Military construction: Actual 
known costs of military 
construction projects cannot be 
entered. 

Data entry: Data entry format 
is limited and net result is 
inaccurate data. 

Health care costs: Percentage 
of retirees liable for Medicare 
at each installation should be 
entered into model. 

Multibasing capability: Model 
needs an expanded capacity to 
include more losing and gaining 
facilities. 

Family housing: Operational 
cost of family housing not 
fully considered. 

Force structure: Overhead 
savings due to force structure 
reductions should not be 
included in the model. 

Homeowners Assistance Program: 
Methodology is not standardized 
for all DOD components. 

Land sales: Revenues from land 
sales are difficult to 
estimate. 

Documentation: Models have not 
been documented. 

1993 cost model features 

Users cannot alter formulas. 

Military construction costs can 
be entered. 

Data entry format problems are 
eliminated. 

Percentage of retirees eligible 
for Medicare can be entered 
into the model for each 
installation analyzed. 

Model allows up to 15 bases to 
be included in the scenario as 
either gainers, losers, or 
both. 

Model includes estimates of 
family housing operation 
savings at losing bases and 
cost increases at gaining 
bases. 

Overhead savings due to force 
structure reductions are 
excluded. 

Methodology has been 
standardized. 

Analyses rarely include land 
sales. 

Model is documented in a users 
manual, algorithm manual, and 
programmers' manual. 



DOD did not act on our recommendation in the 1989 and 1991 reports 
that Medicare costs be included in the cost model. When hospitals 
close, some military retirees over age 65 who previously used these 
facilities will be required to use Medicare, increasing the cost of 
this program to the federal government. DOD, however, continued to 
exclude Medicare costs from the 1993 cost model. DOD believes only 
direct DOD costs should be included. The 1993 list of recommended 
closures and realignments includes a number of hospitals. The 
associated Medicare costs will increase the total cost of these 
actions to the federal government, but data was not readily 
available to estimate these costs. 

In addition, and potentially significant in terms of the 
acceptability of closure and realignment recommendations, is the 
treatment of costs when DOD moves from space it is renting from the 
General Services Administration. DOD counts the reductions in rent 
as savings even when the buildings are federa.11~ owned facilities. 
In some cases, the moves require construction. of new DOD facilities 
and the rental savings are used to offset and justify the 
construction costs. In actuality, this may n.ot represent an 
overall savings to the government. 

Model Not Validated 

In a June 1992 letter to the Assistant Secret.ary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics), we recommended that the cost model's 
algorithms and programming be independently validated. We noted 
that formulas for computing costs and savings are complex and have 
in past base closure and realignment efforts contained errors that 
have produced inaccurate estimates. DOD, however, has not 
independently validated the model. 

PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED IN USING THE COST 
MODEL RESULTED IN OVERSTATED SAVINGS 

Generally, the military services accurately applied the cost model 
in developing the return on investment for their recommendations. 
However, this was not the case for DLA. DLA did not adjust 
overhead rates to reflect weaknesses in the model. Other DOD 
components were aware of this problem from prior use of the model 
and made adjustments accordingly. In recalculating DLA's 
estimates, we found that in most cases overall estimated savings 
decreased significantly. 

DLA Experienced Problems Usinq the Model 

If shortcomings in the model are not compensated for, the model 
generates excessive savings when an installation's functions are 
moved to a base with a lower overhead rate. For example, DLA 
recommended that the functions of the Defense Logistics Service 
Center in Battle Creek, Michigan, be moved to the Defense 
Construction Supply Center in Columbus, Ohio. DLA calculated an 



overhead savings of $30.2 million annually by moving from the 
Battle Creek facility, based on that installation's per person 
overhead rate of $71,243. In calculating the costs and savings for 
this move, DLA used the existing overhead rate at the Columbus 
facility. DLA calculated that existing overhead costs at Columbus 
would increase by just $2,250 per person after this move. The 
Columbus facility communications costs are only 30 percent of the 
Battle Creek facility cost. While the consolidation should produce 
some cost efficiencies in existing communications, much of the 
communications costs at Battle Creek will be transferred to 
Columbus along with the functions being realigned and should be 
reflected in the operations cost. 

In addition to the above problem, DLA realized after its 
recommendations had been submitted to the Commission, that it had 
entered erroneous information on the communications costs into the 
model for each base it analyzed. DLA is planning to submit revised 
calculations to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

Another problem in DLA's methodology as it related to overhead 
costs was its use of some Army standard cost factors, including a 
factor that is critical to calculating overhead costs and savings. 
The factor is based on the relationship of assigned personnel and 
existing square footage to overhead costs. DLA used the Army cost 
factors because it lacked previous experience in the base closure 
and realignment process and deferred to the Army's experience. 
DLA, however, has primarily industrial- or commercial-type 
facilities that are not comparable to Army installations. Using 
this overhead cost factor in the model may have overstated the 
cost-effectiveness of recommended closures and realignments. 

Revised Estimates Show Reduced Savinqs 

When overhead costs and savings of DLA's recommended closures and 
realignments are recalculated to correct the previously discussed 
problems, the overall savings estimates decrease significantly. 

To obtain a more accurate estimate of overhead costs and savings, 
we adjusted the overhead calculation when it appeared that (1) the 
savings estimate for an action was significantly overstated due to 
the model's overhead computation methodology and (2) costs we 
believe will continue at the receiving installation were claimed as 
savings. In place of the Army standard cost factor used by DLA, we 
used a more conservative cost factor--one that was similar to that 
used by the Navy, which is more in line with DLA-type 
installations. When appropriate, we adjusted the communications 
cost of the realigning function to the new installation and revised 
other overhead costs at realigning installations to reflect the 
possible impact of functions they are to receive. Our numbers are 
based on DOD figures and do not reflect the impact of non-DOD 
costs. 



Table 4.2 shows the impact of these overhead adjustments on the 
overall savings and the net present value of these actions over 20 
years. Although reduced, DLA's proposed closures and realignments 
should result in savings. As previously noted these estimates do 
not include governmentwide cost implications. 

Table 4.2: Impact of GAO Adjustments on Savings Calculations 

Service Center/Defenss 

190,736,000 

Support Center and 
Defense Industrial 

Defense Distribution 
Depots, Oakland, 

"These two bases are considered as a package because of the 
interrelated nature of their moves. 

Problems Noted in the Components' Use of the Model 

We have two other concerns about the cost and savings estimatys 
generated by the DOD components. First, the components used cost 
factors in some cases that led to significantly different 
calculations of the specific costs and savings associated with 
closure and realignment actions. Second, the components decided 
unilaterally that they did not need to calculate some costs and 
savings because they believed the costs and savings would not occur 
or would be insignificant. 



Different Cost Factors Were Used 

The DOD components used different cost factors to calculate (1) the 
percentage of civilian salary to be paid to employees who are 
subject to a reduction in force, and (2) the cost increases due to 
the administrative support of base closure and realignment actions. 
We do not believe the use of different cost factors was justified. 
While it appears the use of these different cost factors is not 
significant enough to alter a closure decision, their use affects 
the accuracy of cost and savings estimates. 

When a base is closed, DOD compensates the civilians who lose their 
jobs in a reduction in force. The compensation is a percentage of 
their salary based on their age and their years of service. The 
older the employee and the longer the time in service, the higher 
the percentage. In calculating cost and savings estimates, the 
Army and the Navy used a much lower percentage than that used by 
the Air Force and DLA. The Army and the Navy assumed they will pay 
11.2 percent and 15 percent, respectively. The Air Force assumed 
it would pay 31 percent, and DLA assumed it would pay 42.69 
percent. 

The Army and the Navy based their figures on previous reductions in 
force. An Air Force official, however, told us that historical 
experience was not a sound guideline. The official stated that 
when future closures occur, there will be limits on the ability of 
DOD personnel to transfer to other positions within DOD or other 
federal agencies. As a result, the Air Force estimates that a 
significantly larger number of individuals with more time in 
federal service would be subject to reductions in force, which 
increase compensation costs. In addition, all services assumed 
that 30 percent of individuals affected by these reductions would 
find other positions in DOD or with other federal agencies under 
the Priority Placement program and could not be subject to 
reductions in force. This does not seem to be a reasonable 
assumption. 

The Army deviated from the other DOD components in calculating the 
administrative costs to support closure and realignment actions. 
The standard factor for this cost used by all DOD components, 
except the Army, was 10 percent. The Army decided that this factor 
overstated the administrative support costs for these moves, 
particularly when a small percentage of individuals is realigned 
from a large base. The Army subsequently changed this cost factor 
to .1 percent. Although there was no analytical basis for the 10- 
percent factor, the Army's use of the low factor may understate 
these costs. 

Certain Costs and Savinus Were Excluded 

The services decided that certain costs would not occur. The Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force did not think that hiring new personnel 



resulting from realignments would generate any costs. Also, the 
Army did not include factors for costs and savings for military 
health care at closing or realigning bases. 

The Army, the Air Force, and the Navy assumed that if the base 
receiving additional personnel must hire new employees to meet 
personnel requirements, this would not result in added costs to 
DOD. In 1991, the Army used a standard factor for new hire costs 
of $5,000 per new employee. While this cost is difficult to 
calculate, hiring new employees generates a cost. The Defense 
Logistic Agency used a standard factor of $1,056 in its costs 
estimates for each new employee hired. 

The Army did not calculate the costs or savings of realignment and 
closure actions for the military health insurance program; however, 
the other services did. Army officials stated that closing bases 
such as Fort McClellan would have increased ctosts for military 
health insurance because retirees who had used its medical facility 
would be required to use the military health insurance program. 
These officials also stated that offsetting this cost at the 
closing installation are medical program cost savings at receiving 
bases that increase their capacity to care for retirees. The Army 
said these costs and savings would be roughly equal and did analyze 
them further. In contrast, the Navy and the Air Force calculated 
these costs and, since these services transferred medical personnel 
to areas that had higher military health insurance costs than were 
incurred at the closing facility, they claimed savings. 

REVISED SAVINGS ESTIMATES ARE 
LESS, BUT STILL SUBSTANTIAL 

Taking into consideration the problems previously discussed, we 
developed revised cost and savings estimates for all base 
realignments and closures having major cost and savings 
implications. Table 4.3 shows DOD's estimates on a service basis 
and our revised estimates. We calculated the net present value and 
the return on investment over a 20-year period, the one-time costs 
incurred, for major base closure and realignment recommendations. 
(See app. IV for estimates for each major base.) As we noted 
earlier, this estimate is for DOD savings only and does not reflect 
governmentwide cost implications. 



Table 4.3: Recalculation of Components' Savings for Major Closure 
Recommendations 

Note: To estimate the one-time costs of these actions, we assumed 
that all civilian employees would receive 50 percent of their 
salary if subject to a reduction in force, that none of these 
employees would find positions in DOD or other federal agencies, 
and that any civilian hired due to a realignment would cost $1,056. 

Service 

Army 
NPV 

Air Force 
NPV 

Navy 
NPV 

DLA 
NPV 

Total 
NPV 

CERTAIN SAVINGS ESTIMATES ARE VERY SENSITIVE 
TO CHANGES IN CONSTRUCTION PROJECTIONS 

We also tested the sensitivity of closure and realignment costs and 
savings to increases in military construction by reviewing the 
effect on estimates if construction costs were increased 100 
percent. We found that while most estimates were not sensitive to 
this increase, a few were. Table 4.4 lists the closure and 
realignment estimates that were sensitive to the cost increase. 

DOD estimate 

$996,393,000 

2,043,602,000 

8,214,044,000 

1,570,290,000 

$12,824,329,000 

GAO estimate 

$967,751,000 

1,854,401,000 

8,122,440,000 

941,407,000 

$11,885,999,000 



Table 4.4: Estimates That Are Sensitive to Military Construction 
Costs 

aNaval Air Station. 

b~aval Training Center. 

Estimate with 100- 
percent increase in 
construction 

$105,776,000 
361,837,000 

10 

24,688,000 
516,262,000 

14 

90,447,000 
589,383,000 

9 

68,316,000 
314,732,000 

8 

Service/base 

Air Force/McGuire 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Navy/NASa Cecil 
Field 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

N ~ V ~ / N T C ~  
Orlando/San Diego 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Navy/consolidation 
of naval aviation 
functions at NAWCC 
Patuxent 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

'Naval Air Warfare Center. 

DOD estimate 

$255,132,000 
197,477,000 

4 

200,926,000 
312,338,000 

6 

323,910,000 
327,928,000 

2 

169,365,000 
197,990,000 

3 

In addition, we noted military construction costs associated with 
the recommendations are a substantial portion of the one-time cost 
of the recommendations. The Navy will require an estimated $2 
billion in military construction costs to accomplish its 
recommendations. 



ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP COSTS ARE NOT 
CONSIDERED IN MAKING CLOSURE DECISIONS, 
BUT ARE SUBSTANTIAL 

The costs of environmental restoration were not, with one 
exception, a factor in the DOD base closure decision-making 
process, and we concur that they should not be. The Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(P.L. 96-510) and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 (P.L. 99-499) require the Department to restore 
contaminated sites on military bases, whether the bases are closing 
or not. Environmental cleanup costs, however, are likely to have a 
significant budgetary impact since pressure for rapid conversion 
and reutilization of closed bases will not allow these costs to be 
spread over many years. 

Estimated Cleanup Costs 

The services' estimated cleanup costs for 32 bases affected by the 
1988 and 1991 closure actions exceed $2 billion, and their 
preliminary estimates for the bases recommended for closure in the 
current round are about $725 million. 

Service officials indicated that the 1993 B M C  estimates are 
preliminary because detailed environmental surveys have not been 
done. Past preliminary estimates have proven to be very low. For 
instance, when Pease Air Force Base was recommended for closure in 
1988, the Air Force's initial estimated cleanup cost was $11 
million. The estimated restoration cost increased to $63.6 million 
in fiscal year 1992 and $102.1 million in fiscal year 1993. Most 
recently, the estimate had reached $114 million. 

It is too early to assess what impact environmental cleanup will 
have on the timely disposal of properties since most bases are not 
expected to close until the last quarter of fiscal year 1993 or 
later. As of December 31, 1992, DOD had sold $15.5 million worth 
of base closure property. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Despite problems we noted concerning the accuracy of certain cost 
factors, DOD's 1993 recommendations for base closures and 
realignments should yield a substantial savings to the Department 
of Defense. However, DOD did not consider the governmentwide costs 
and savings associated with its recommendations. Although we did 
not have sufficient time to estimate the costs and savings, they 
involve such areas as the impact of hospital closures on Medicare 
costs and the loss of rental fees paid to the General Services 
Administration. Consequently, the ultimate governmentwide budgetary 
impact of the recommendations is not known. 



The cost model used to generate the costs and savings of closure 
and realignments actions, while an effective instrument for 
generating the cost and savings of most actions, is not as 
effective when calculating the costs and savi.ngs of certain 
realignment actions. The impact of these 1imi.tations most 
significantly impacted DLA's cost and savings estimates. 

Additionally, certain of the major recommended closure and 
realignment cost and savings estimates are very sensitive to 
changes in military construction cost estimates. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

To improve DOD's cost and savings estimates, we recommend that the 
Secretary of Defense direct the following actions be taken: 

-- Identify the governmentwide implications of the 1995 base 
closures and realignment recommendations. 

-- Form working groups similar to those that previously addressed 
the limitations of the cost model and address problems 
experienced during the 1993 round. At a minimum, the group 
should focus on those problems t-hat affect estimating overhead 
costs for realigning activities. 

We also recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
have (1) DOD identify those closures and realignments that have 
cost and savings implications that affect other federal agencies 
and (2) closely examine those recommendations that could be 
affected by the weaknesses in the cost model and that are sensitive 
to changes in military construction costs. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DEFINITIONS 

The following definitions were provided by OSD to the Department of 
Defense components for use in the base closure and realignment 
process. Following the definitions is a list of major closures 
which we identified as not consistent with the "close" definition. 

CLOSE 

All missions of the base will cease or be relocated. All personnel 
(military, civilian and contractor) will either be eliminated or 
relocated. The entire base will be excessed and the property 
disposed. 

Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to bridge between base 
closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and property disposal, 
which are separate actions under Public Law 101-510. 

CLOSE, EXCEPT 

The vast majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. Over 
95 percent of the military, civilian, and contractor personnel will 
either be eliminated or relocated. All but a small portion of the 
base will be excessed and the property disposed. The small portion 
retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by the 
reserve component. Generally, active component management of the 
base will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
retained for reserve component use do not count against the "small 
portion retained." Again, closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
and property disposal are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
510. 

REALIGN 

Some missions of the base will cease or be relocated, but others 
will remain. The active component will still be most of the 
remaining portion of the base. Only a portion of the base will be 
excessed and the property disposed, with realignment (mission 
ceasing or relocation) and property disposal being separate actions 
under Public Law 101-510. In cases where the base is both gaining 
and losing missions, the base is being realisned if it will 
experience a net reduction of DOD civilian personnel. In such 
situations, it is possible that no property will be excessed. 
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RELOCATE 

The term used to describe the movement of missions, units, or 
activities from a closing or realignment base to another base. 
Units do not realign from a closing or a realigning base to another 
base, they relocate. 

RECEIVING BASE 

A base which receives missions, units, or activities relocating 
from a closing or realigning base. In cases where the base is both 
gaining and losing missions, the base is a rc~ceivinq base if it 
will experience a net increase of DOD civilian personnel. 

MOTHBALL, LAYAWAY 

Terms used when retention of facilities and real estate at a 
closing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
or contingency needs of DOD. Bases or portions of bases 
"mothballed" will not be excessed and disposed. It is possible 
they could be leased for interim economic uses. 

INACTIVATE, DISESTABLISH 

Terms used to describe planned actions which directly affect 
missions, units, or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated, 
bases are closed. 

MAJOR BASES IDENTIFIED AS "CLOSURES" 
THAT ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH OSD'S DEFINITIOU, 

Army 

Fort Georqe B. McClellan, Alabama 

Close Fort McClellan, . . . Retain an enclave for the U.S. Army 
Reserves. Retain the capability for live-agent training at Fort 
McClellan. 

Navy 

Mare Island Naval Shi~yard, Valleio, California 

Close the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). . . . Family housing 
located at Mare Island NSY will be retained as necessary to support 
Naval Weapons Station Concord. 
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Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Close Naval Air Station (NAS), Alameda, California . . . . Ship 
Intermediate Maintenance Department disestablishes. 

Naval Traininq Center, Orlando, Florida 

Close the Naval Training Center (NTC), Orlando . . . . Naval 
Education and Training Program Management Support Activity 
disestablishes. 

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 

Close Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP) . . . . The dynamic 
components and rotor blade repair will remain in place. 

Naval Air Station Barbers Points, Hawaii 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS) Barbers Point . . . . Retain the 
family housing as needed for multi-service use. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Illinois 

Close the Naval Air Station (NAS), Glenview . . . . Family housing 
located at NAS Glenview will be retained to meet existing and new 
requirements of the nearby Naval Training Center (NTC), Great 
Lakes. 

Naval Electronics Centers 

Close Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center (NESEC) St. 
Inigoes, Maryland . . . . The ATC/ACLS facility at St. Inigoes and 
the Aegis Radio Room Laboratory will remain in place and will be 
transferred to Naval Air Systems Command. 

Naval Station, Staten Island, New York 

Close Naval Station Staten Island . . . . Recruiting District, New 
York, disestablishes; Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair (SUPSHIP), Brooklyn Detachment disestablishes. 

Naval Station Charleston, South Carolina 

Close Naval Station (NS), Charleston . . . . Family housing located 
within the Charleston Navy complex will be retained as necessary to 
support the nearby Naval Weapons Station Charleston. 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Air Force 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

Close Homestead Air Force Base (AFB), Florida . . . . All essential 
cleanup and restoration activities associated. with Hurricane Andrew 
will continue until completed. If Homestead AFB resumes operations 
as a civilian airport, the NORAD alert facility may be rebuilt in a 
cantonment area. 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 

Close Newark AFB, Ohio . . . . some workload will move to other 
depot maintenance activities including the private sector. We 
anticipate that most will be privatized in place. 

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

Close O'Hare Air Reserve Station (ARS) . . . . The City desires to 
acquire the property for aviation-related commercial use. . . Close 
O'Hare ARS as proposed by the City of Chicago. . . . If these 
conditions are not met, the units should remain at O'Hare 
International Airport. 
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BASES AFFECTED BY DOD's MARCH 1993 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

This appendix shows, by military service and DOD agency, the bases 
and activities that would be affected by the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations. Table 11.1 shows the major bases that were 
recommended for closure, table 11.2 shows the major bases that are 
affected by realignment recommendations, and table 11.3 lists the 
smaller bases and activities that would be affected by closures and 
realignments. 

Table 11.1: Major Bases Recommended for Closure 

Armya Ft. McClellan, Anniston, Alabama 

Vint Hill Farms, Warrenton, Virginia 

Navy Naval Station Mobil, Alabama 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, 
California 

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, 
Iroine California 

Naval Air Station Alameda, California 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, 
California 

Naval Hospital Oakland, California 

Naval Station Treasure Island, San 
Francisco, California 

Naval Supply Center Oakland, 
California 

Naval Training Center San Diego, 
California 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, 
Florida 

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, 
Florida 

Naval Training Center Orlando, 
Florida 



APPENDIX I1 APPENDIX I1 

'The Army base closure and recommendations listed are only those 
included in the Secretary of Defense's report. 

n 

Air Force 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, 
Hawaii 

Naval Air Station Glenview, Illinois 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, St. Inigoes, Maryland 

Naval Air Station Meridian, 
Mississippi 

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts 

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 

Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 

K.I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Gwinn, 
Michigan 

Newark Air Force Base, Heath ,Ohio 

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

Defense Electronics Supply Center, 
Dayton, Ohio 

Defense Personnel Support Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
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Table 11.2: Major Bases Recommended for Realignment 

Service 

Army 

Navy 

Air Force 

Base/installation 

Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey 

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

Tooele Army Depot, Utah 

Ft. Belvoir, Alexandria, Virginia 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, 
Connecticut 

Naval Surface Warfare Center 
(Dahlgren) White Oak Detachment, 
White Oak, Maryland 

1st Marine Corps District, Garden 
City, New York 

Naval Education and Training Center, 
Newport, Rhode Island 

Naval Air Station Memphis, Tennessee 

March Air Force Base, California 

McGuire Air Force Base, New Jersey 

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
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Table 11.3: Smaller Bases and Activities Recommended for Closure 
and Realignment 

Y Y 

Navy 

Base/activity 

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, 
Port Hueneme, California - 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Western Enginee.ring Field Division, 
San Bruno, California 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Pacific, San 
Francisco, California 

Public Works Center San Francisco, 
California 

Naval Electronic Security Systems 
Engineering Center, Washington, D.C. 

Naval Hospital Orlando, Florida 

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, 
Florida 

Naval Surface Warfare Center- 
Carderock, 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, Engineering, 
Planning and Procurement, Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft 
Division, Trenton, New Jersey 

DOD Family Housing Office, Niagara 
Falls, New York 
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.I 

Navy National Capital 
Region activities 

Naval Air Technical Services 
Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Atlantic (HQ), 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, Charleston, South Carolina 

Naval Hospital Charleston, South 
Carolina 

Naval Supply Center Charleston, South 
Carolina 

Naval Surface Warfare Center-Port 
Hueneme, Virginia Beach Detachment, 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, 
Driver, Virginia 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Norfolk Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations (Surface) Atlantic, 
Norfolk, Virginia 

Planning, Estimating, Repair and 
Alternations, Bremerton, Washington 

Security Group Command, Security 
Group Station, and Security Group 
Detachment, Potomac, Washington, D.C. 

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Arlington, 
Virginia (including the Office of 
Military Manpower Management, 
Arlington, Virginia) 

Naval Air Systems Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Alexandria, Virginia 

Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, 
Virginia * 
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Naval Supply Systems Command, 
Arlington, Virginia (including 
Defense Printing Office, Alexandria, 
Virginia, and Food Systems Office, 
Arlington Virginia 

Naval Recruiting Command, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Tactical Support Office, Arlington, 
Virginia 

Gadsden, Alabama 

Montgomery, Alabama 

Fayetteville, 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 

Jamestown, New York 

Poughkeepsie, New York 
" 

Navy/Marine Reserve 
activities 

Naval Reserve 
activities 
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Naval Reserve 
facilities 

Navy/Marine Corps 
Reserve Centers 

Readiness Command 
regions 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Altoona, Pennsylvania 

Kingsport, Tennessee 

Memphis, Tennessee 

Ogden, Utah 

Staunton, Virginia 

Parkersburg, West Virginia 

Alexandria, Louisiana 

Midland, Texas 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 

Billings, Montana 

Abilene, Texas 

Olathe, Kansas (Region 18) 

Scotia, New York (Region 2) 

Ravenna, Ohio (Region 5 )  

Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, 
California 

Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, 
Florida 

Defense Contract Management District 
Northcentral, Chicago, Illinois 

Defense Logistics Service Center, 
Battle Creek, Michigan 

Defense Contract Management District 
Midatlantic, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Defense Distribution Depot 
Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Defense Logistics Agency Clothing 
Factory, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania ., 
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nse Distribution Depot Tooele, 

ms Office, Port 

Naval Command Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, San Diego, 
California 
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Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, 
Georgia 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Area Master Station, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii 

Enlisted Personnel Management Center, 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications 
Station, New Orleans, Louisiana 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine 

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Patuxent River, Maryland 

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, 
South Carolina 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia 

Naval Computer and 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, Whidbey Island, 
Washington 

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, 
Washington 

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, 
Washington - 



APPENDIX I1 APPENDIX I1 

Marine Corps 

Air Force 

Defense Logistics 
Agency 

Defense Information 
Systems Agency 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, 
California 

Regional Automated Services Center, 
Camp Pendleton, California 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry 
Point, North Carolina 

Regional Automated Services Center, 
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 

Regional Processing Center, McClellan 
Air Force Base, California 

Air Force Military Personnel Center, 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas 

Computer Service Center, San Antonio, 
Texas 

7th Communications Group, Pentagon, 
Arlington, Virginia 

Information Processing Center, Battle 
Creek, Michigan 

Information Processing Center, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Information Processing Center, Ogden, 
Utah 

Information Processing Center, 
Richmond, Virginia 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Indianapolis 
Information Processing Center, 
Indiana 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Kansas City 
Information Processing Center, Kansas 

Defense Information Technology 
Service Organization, Columbus Annex 
(Dayton), Ohio 
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SUMMARY OF SELECTION PROCESSES 
USED BY DOD COMPONENTS 

APPENDIX I11 

This appendix summarizes the processes used by the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (DISA), and the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) to evaluate and select bases for closure 
or realignment. Each DOD component developed its own selection 
process, so terms and definitions are not always consistent. 

ARMY 

The Army followed a two-phase process to select bases for closure 
and realignment. In the first phase, the Army identified its U.S. 
installations, categorized them by function, and evaluated their 
military value. In the second phase, the Army used the base force 
structure, along with the military value assessments and other 
information, to identify candidates for closure or realignment and 
then performed a more detailed analysis of the candidates. The 
Army followed basically the same process in making its 1991 base 
closure and realignments proposals. 

The Army's process was directed by the Total Army Basing Study 
(TABS) Group, which the Army established on August 1, 1992. The 
TABS Group was responsible for developing, evaluating, and 
documenting base closure and realignment alternatives and 
recommending alternatives to the Secretary of the Army. 

Determininq Military Value 

The Army identified 95 installations, which included all 
installations meeting the criteria for consideration by BRAC within 
the United States, and grouped them into 11 major installation 
categories related to Army functions such as training. Each 
category was assigned to an Army major component, which would be 
responsible for evaluating the bases' military value. Table 111.1 
shows the five Army functions and related installation categories 
and the evaluating components. 
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Table 111.1: Army Installation Categories and Evaluating 
Components 

To assess the military value of the installations and rank them 
within their category, the Army developed t.he following five broad 
measures--termed "measures of merit": 

-- Mission essentialitv: The ability of an installation to 
generate, project, and sustain combat power in support of 
national military goals. 

Evaluating component 

Army Forces Command 

Army Training and 
Doctrine Command 

Army Materiel Command 

Army Health Services 
Command 

TABS Group 

Installation category 

Fighting 

Maneuver 

Major training area 

Subtotal 

Training 

Initial entry/branch schools 

Professional schools 

Subtotal 

Industrial 

Depots 

Commodity-oriented 

Proving grounds 

Production 

Ports 

Subtotal 

Medical centers 

Command and control 

-- Mission suitability: The ability of an installation to support 
the operational requirements of its assigned units. 

Number 

11 

10 

2 1 

13 

5 

18 

11 

12 

4 

13 

3 

43 

2 

11 
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-- Operational efficiencies: The cost of operating and maintaining 
the installation. 

-- Expandability: The ability of an installation to increase 
current mission activities and accept other functions at the 
same location. 

-- Quality of life: The ability of an installation to support 
soldiers and their families. 

The relationship between the Army's measures of merit and DOD's 
criteria for military value is shown in table 111.2. 

Table 111.2: DOD Military Value Criteria and the Army's 
Corresponding Measures of Merit 

r 
DOD criteria for military value 

1. The current and future mission 
requirements and the impact on 
operational readiness of DOD's 
total force. 

2. The availability and condition of 
land, facilities, and associated 
airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate 
contingency, mobilization, and 
future total force requirements at 
both the existing and potential 
receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower 
implications. 

Army measures of merit 

Mission essentiality 
Mission suitability 

Mission suitability 
Expandability 
Quality of life 

Mission suitability 

Operational efficiencies 
Expandability 
Quality of life 

The measures of merit were weighted numerically to reflect their 
relative importance, with the weights varying for each category. 
However, the mission essentiality and mission suitability measures 
received the strongest emphasis for all categories. Specific 
installation attributes were established for each measure of merit 
to enable comparison among installations and help provide an 
overall assessment of an installations's military value. The 
attributes, like the measures of merit, were weighted. 
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The Army component responsible for evaluating each installation 
category gathered the necessary data and assessed the military 
value of the individual installations. The components followed 
guidance issued by the TABS Group that defined the attributes, 
described their purpose, identified the methodology for measuring 
the attributes, identified the reference or source where data 
should be obtained, determined the unit of measure, and provided 
criteria for scoring the weighted values of the attributes among 
competing installations. 

The components calculated military value using a decision support 
software package called Decision Pad (D-Pad). D-Pad allows the 
decision maker to evaluate a set of alternatives or courses of 
action (in this case, the installations) by weighing a given set of 
criteria (attributes). The output of D-Pad was a rating, ranked 
from best to worst relative to the criteria, for each installation. 
Army officials stressed that this quantitative assessment provided 
the starting point in the evaluation of the Army's base structure; 
it did not produce recommendations for closing or realigning bases. 

Identifvins and Assessina Alternatives 

In the second phase of the Army's selection process, the TABS Group 
developed a list of study candidates for possible closure or 
realignment. The basis for selecting these candidates included the 
force structure plan for fiscal years 1993 t.o 1999 developed under 
President Bush. This was used to identify excess capacity. In 
addition, because the need for all installations do not lend 
themselves to a direct correlation with the force structure, the 
following information was also used: 

-- The military value assessments produced in the first phase; 

-- The Army's fiscal year 1993 basing strategy, which discusses (1) 
the Army's force structure; (2) opportunities to eliminate, 
collocate, or consolidate branch, school, center, and industrial 
base functions; and (3) the closure of small, single-purpose 
installations where feasible. 

-- The major commands' vision statements of how they saw themselves 
organizing and operating in the future. These vision statements 
were prepared specifically for the Army's base closure and 
realignment process and were approved by the Secretary of the 
Army and the Army Chief of Staff. 

After considering the TABS Groups recommendations, the Under 
Secretary of the Army and the Army Vice Chief of Staff made the 
final decisions on which installations would be candidates for 
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further study. Of the 95 installations within the United States, 
35 were approved as candidates. These are listed in table 111.3 by 
installation category. No ports or production facilities were 
selected for further study. 

" 

Table 111.3: Candidates for Closure or Realignment 

Installation category 

Fighting 

Maneuver 

Major training area 

Training 

Initial entry/branch schools 

Professional schools 

Industrial 

Depots 

- 

Base 

Ft. Drum, New York 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii 

Ft. Richardson, Arkansas 

Ft. Wainwright, Arkansas 

Ft. McCoy, Wisconsin 

Ft. Chaffee, Arkansas 

Ft. A.P. Hill, Virginia 

Ft. Dix, New Jersey 

Ft. Pickett, Virginia 

Ft. Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 

Ft. McClellan, Alabama 

Ft. Eustis/Ft. Story, Virginia 

Ft. Lee, Virginia 

Presidio of Monterey, California 

Tobyhanna, Pennsylvania 

Anniston, Alabama 

Red River, Texas 

Tooele, Utah 

Letterkenny, Pennsylvania 

Seneca, New York - 
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Once the candidates were approved, the TABS Group assessed the 
return on investment (payback period in terms of years), the 
feasibility that the proposed actions could be completed within 
prescribed time frames, and the economic and environmental impacts. 
The group performed these assessments using (1) the COBRA cost 
model, (2) internal feasibility studies, (3) the Office of Economic 
Adjustment's economic impact model, and (4) environmental impact 
statements prepared by the Office of the Chief of Engineers. The 
TABS group provided its final list of candidates for closure and 
realignment to the Secretary of the Army. 

NAVY 

The Department of the Navy selected bases for closure and 
realignment using a four-step process. First, the Department of 
the Navy identified its U.S. installations, grouped the 
installations into categories and subcategories, and developed a 
comprehensive data base. Second, the Department of the Navy 
analyzed the total capacity of each subcategory and assessed the 
relative military value of similar bases. Third, the Department of 

88 

Commodity-oriented 

Proving grounds 

Medical centers 

Command and control 

1 

Sierra, California 

Savannah, Illinois 

Rock Island, Illinois 

Ft. Monmouth, New Jersey 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia 

St. Louis Federal Center, 
Missouri 

Dugway, Utah 

Fitzsimons, Colorado 

Ft. Belvoir, Virginia 

Ft. McPherson, Georgia 

Ft. Monroe, Virginia 

Ft. Gillern, Georgia 

Ft. Buchanan, Pennsylvania 

Ft. Hamilton, New York 

Ft. Totten, New York 
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the Navy developed closure scenarios for reducing excess capacity 
in each subcategory while accommodating future force requirements. 
Finally, after developing options, the Department of the Navy 
estimated the costs and savings of the potential closure and 
realignment actions and analyzed their economic, community, and 
environmental impacts. With this information, the Department of 
the Navy finalized its list of recommended closures and 
realignments. 

The Secretary of the Navy established the Base Structure Evaluation 
Committee to direct the selection process and recommend 
installations for possible closure and realignment. The Evaluation 
Committee consisted of six flag/general level officers, of which 
three were from the Navy and three were from the Marine Corps, and 
was chaired by a senior civilian. A team of technical experts and 
analysts was also formed to provide assistance. 

Cateaorizina Installations and Developina a Data Base 

The Department of the Navy identified a total of 1,027 
installations within the United States without regard to whether 
they had fewer than 300 civilian personnel. To facilitate its 
analysis of these bases, the Evaluation Committee divided them into 
three major categories and 30 subcategories, as follows: 

-- Military Personnel Support: Administrative Activities, National 
Capital Region Activities, Recruit Training Centers, Marine 
Corps Recruit Depots, Training/Education Activities, Reserve 
Centers, Medical/Dental Activities. 

-- Weapon System and Material Support: Technical Centers; 
Inventory Control Points; Weapon Stations; Naval Aviation 
Depots; Shipyards/Ship Repair Facilities; Supervisors of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair; Marine Corps Logistics 
Bases; Public Works Centers; Reserve Maintenance Facilities; 
Industrial Reserve Plants. 

-- Shore Support of Operatins Forces: Operational Air Stations, 
Reserve Air Stations, Training Air Stations, Naval Bases, Marine 
Corps Bases, Supply Centers, Construction Battalion Centers, 
Naval Facilities, Naval Satellite Operations Centers, Security 
Activities, Surveillance Activities, Telecommunications 
Activities, Miscellaneous Other Support Activities. 

The Department of the Navy developed a data base of information-- 
the Base Structure Data Base--for use in its analysis. Some of the 
information in the data base came from existing Department of the 
Navy data bases, but most of it was gathered through a series of 



APPENDIX I11 APPENDIX 111 

questions or requests for specific data sent to the installations. 
In accordance with the Department for the Navy's implementation of 
the certification requirements in the law, the responses to the 
data calls were certified as accurate and complete by the 
originator (the installation) and by each level of the chain of 
command up to the Evaluation Committee. 

Assessina Capacity 

Using the information in the Base Structure Data Base, the 
Department of the Navy analyzed the capacity of installations. 
Capacity measures varied by installation type. For example, the 
capacity of a naval air station was the maximum number of aircraft 
squadrons that could be accommodated by existing facilities; the 
capacity of a naval station was based on its ability to perform 
intermediate-level maintenance and the amount of berthing space it 
had, etc. 

The Department of the Navy compared this capacity data against the 
requirements anticipated under the Bush Base force fiscal year 1999 
force structure plan to determine the amount of projected excess 
capacity. Certain subcategories, such as medical/dental activities 
were found to have no or minimal excess capacity and were excluded 
from further consideration. The Department of the Navy also 
determined that it would be inappropriate to consider industrial 
reserve plants, which are operated by contractors. 

When a subcategory was projected to have excess capacity, the 
Department of the Navy analyzed the military value of the 
individual installations within that subcategory. The Evaluation 
Committee utilized a series of questions relating to military value 
developed from the data calls that could be answered yes/no or 
true/false from the information in the data base. The questions 
were ranked on their importance, given a numerical value, and 
aligned with one or more of the four DOD selection criteria for 
military value. 

Determininu Closure and Realianment Options 

The Department of the Navy developed a computer model as a tool to 
consider alternative base structure configurations for the more 
complex subcategories. The capacity and military value data 
developed in the second phase of the process provided the basic 
inputs for the model. The model's algorithm was constructed to 
produce a solution in each base category that minimized excess 
capacity, and to the extent possible, produced an average military 
value at least as high as the average for each category. 
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Additional constraints were entered into the model for each 
subcategory as the Evaluation Committee believed appropriate to 
consider operational realities. Thus, for example, the model was 
designed to require that there be at least one fleet concentration 
on the Atlantic Coast and one on the Pacific Coast. 

The configuration options produced by the model were then 
evaluated. In some cases, the Evaluation Committee made changes to 
the configurations on the basis of military judgment. For 
instance, the model determined that closing the naval station and 
submarine base at Pearl Harbor would maximize the reduction of 
excess capacity, but the Evaluation Committee believed it was 
important to retain these bases in order to preserve a naval 
presence in the Pacific theater. In addition, the Department of 
the Navy stated that, while the Marine Corps' two training bases, 
two logistics bases, and two recruit depots were projected to have 
excess capacity, it was not possible to close any of them because 
the remaining base in each subcategory could not handle the 1999 
force structure requirements. 

Analvzina Costs and Savinss and 
Economic and Environmental Impacts 

As its final step, the Department of the Navy calculated the cost 
and savings, economic, and environmental impacts of the closure and 
realignment actions contained in the final configurations. The 
Department of the Navy used the COBRA cost model to analyze costs 
and savings and used the Office of Economic Adjustment's economic 
impact model to determine how the closures and realignments would 
affect the local area. 

For installations that would receive more personnel as a result of 
other bases' being closed or realigned, the Department of the Navy 
determined the impact on local and regional infrastructure, 
including housing, schools, public utilities, public 
transportation, and recreational facilities. Two installations 
indicated a need to expand the local infrastructure, according to 
the Department of the Navy, and these costs were factored into the 
COBRA cost model. 

AIR FORCE 

The Air Force followed essentially the same selection process as it 
did in 1991. It first identified bases within the United States 
and sent them a questionnaire to collect relevant data. It then 
analyzed the capacity of the bases and determined base structure 
requirements for future years. After excluding some bases from 
further consideration because they are mission essential, the Air 



APPENDIX I11 APPENDIX 111 

Force performed a more detailed analysis of .the remaining 
installations to develop its final recommendations. 

Key Players in the Air Force Process 

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed the Base Closure Executive 
Group to direct the selection process and provide him with 
recommended base closure and realignment actions. Staff support 
was provided by a working group. 

The Executive Group and working group continued to function without 
interruption following the 1991 process. This decision allowed the 
retention of expertise and the ability to improve the 1993 process. 
The Executive Group approved an internal con.tro1 plan and milestone 
dates for the 1993 process, and involved the Air Force Audit Agency 
to assist the bases and commands to validate the data collection 
for the questionnaire. This action resulted in additional guidance 
to the bases and major commands to improve t.he data gathering 
process. The audit agency reviewed the base closure questionnaire 
data and provided the Executive Group reasonable assurance that 
data used to compare active bases were materially accurate and 
questions asked treated all bases objectively. We monitored the 
Audit Agency's involvement in the process. Guidance to the major 
commands also established a responsible person in each command to 
ensure primary responsibility for certifying the accuracy of the 
data. 

Bases Included in the Process 

The Air Force identified 100 bases (75 active and 25 reserve) that 
met the criteria for consideration under the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Act. The Executive Group sent a detailed 
questionnaire to these bases to gather the necessary data for its 
analysis. The Executive Group also directed an analysis to 
determine each base's excess capacity by comparing the fiscal year 
1992 force structure requirement (for example, the number of 
aircraft it could accommodate) with the requirement projected for 
fiscal year 1999. The results of the capacity analysis were used 
in conjunction with the force structure plan for fiscal years 1993 
to 1999 to determine the Air Force's base structure requirements. 
In addition, the Air Force determined the costs of relocating or 
replicating the facilities of a given base if it were closed or 
realigned. 

At this point, the Air Force excluded 16 in.stallations from further 
consideration because they were deemed either to be essential to 
the Air Force's mission, or to be located geographically 
important areas. For instance, Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, 
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was considered a key base for providing airlift support to the 
President and Congress. The remaining bases--84--were grouped into 
five major categories and subcategories, as shown in table 111.4. 
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Table 111.4: Air Force Installation Categories 

"This subcategory was further divided into missile bases, large 
aircraft bases, and small aircraft (fighter-type aircraft) bases. 
The missile bases were also considered under the large aircraft 
category. 

Installation category 

Flying 

Operationsa 

Pilot trainingb 

Special operations forces 

Industrial/technical support 

Depots 

Product centers and laboratories 

Test facilities 

Training 

Technical trainingb 

Education 

Other 

Major headquarters 

Space operations 

Cantonments 

Air Reserve component 

Air National Guard 

base was considered under both the pilot training and 
technical training subcategories. 

Number 

32 

5 

1 

6 

3 

1 

4 
C 

6 
C 

2 

14 

'The bases in this subcategory were deemed "mission essential" and 
excluded from further consideration. 

Air Force Reserve 11 
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The Air Force evaluated the remaining bases by subcategory, 
eliminating from further analysis those that were projected to have 
no excess capacity or unreasonably high relocation or replication 
costs. Six subcategories with a total of 19 installations were 
eliminated. These subcategories (and the number of bases) were 

-- industrial/technical support--test facilities (1 base), 

-- industrial/technical support--product centers and laboratories 
(3 bases), 

-- training--technical training (4 bases), 
-- flying--special operations forces (1 base), 
-- flying--pilot training (5 bases), and 

-- other--major headquarters (6 bases).' 

Color Codinu and Rankina the Bases 

The remaining bases (40 active and 25 reserve) were subjected 
individually to a more detailed analysis, The Air Force evaluated 
the active bases against DOD's eight selection criteria (listed in 
ch. 1). To do this, the Air Force developed sub-elements for each 
criterion. The information for the sub-elements was gathered by 
the working group primarily from the bases through a standard 
questionnaire. The bases were evaluated under common sub-elements 
for seven of the eight criteria. For the first criterion--current 
and future mission requirements and impact on operational readiness 
of DOD's total force--different sub-elements were developed to 
reflect the different missions of the various categories of bases. 

The Air Force scored bases on a color-coded rating system: A 
"green" rating meant that for a particular characteristic, the base 
was more desirable for retention; "redu meant least desirable; and 
a "yelloww rating fell in between. Each color could also have a 
plus or minus designation. After scoring the bases for individual 
sub-elements, the Air Force gave an overall color rating for six of 
the eight DOD selection criteria for each base. The COBRA cost 
model was used in the Air Force's analysis to provide quantitative 
data for the other two DOD criteria. 

lone installation, Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, was listed in 
two subcategories: training--technical training and flying-- 
pilot training. 
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The Acting Secretary of the Air Force made the final selections of 
the active bases to be recommended for closure and realignment. 
The Air Force stated that these selections were based on the force 
structure plan and the selection criteria, with consideration given 
to excess capacity, efficiencies in base use, and evolving concepts 
of basing the force. 

Air Reserve and Air National Guard 

The 25 Air Reserve components, including Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve bases, were considered separately from active Air 
Force bases for two reasons. First, these bases have special 
relationships with their respective states, and moving units across 
state boundaries was believed to be impractical. Second, the force 
structure plan does not call for a reduction in reserve components, 
and the Air Force found no excess capacity. Consequently, the Air 
Force considered cost-effective realignments, but not closures, in 
evaluating reserve component bases. 

Some potential realignments were analyzed, but none proved to be 
cost-effective. However, during this review the Executive Group 
identified a cost-effective air reserve realignment that did not 
meet the base closure threshold (300 civilians) and included it in 
the Air Force recommendations. The recommendation moves the 
Springfield, Ohio, air reserve to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Ohio. 

The Air Force also considered that, as proposed by the city of 
Chicago, its air reserve base at the O'Hare International Airport, 
Illinois, be relocated to the Greater Rockford, Illinois, airport. 
This recommendation is contingent on the city of Chicago's 
financing the full cost of the transfer without any cost to the 
federal government. Such proposals are allowed under section 2924 
of Public Law 101-510. This provision mandates the Department to 
give special consideration to the proposal. 

Chanues to 1988 and 1991 Base 
Closure Commission Recommendations 

The Air Force recommended changes to six active bases and one guard 
base that were recommended for closure and realignment in 1988 and 
1991 because of force and base structure changes and Air Force 
evaluations that redirected missions and functions. The changes 
will result in military construction cost avoidances. For example, 
the Air Force recommends that the 1991 Commission recommendation to 
close Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, Ohio, and relocate it to Wright 
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, be rescinded. The Air Force wants 
to retain certain functions at Rickenbacker in an cantonment area 
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and operate as a tenant at the Rickenbacker Port Authority airport. 
According to the Air Force the State of Ohio is willing pay for 
much of the cost associated with the operations of the airfield. 
The Air Force projected a savings of $11.7 million for military 
construction cost avoidances at Wright Patterson. 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

To select bases for possible closure or realignment, DLA first 
categorized them by function and collected pertinent data. The 
agency then determined whether the bases had excess capacity and 
evaluated their military value. Using this information, it 
eliminated certain bases from further consideration. For the 
remaining bases, DLA developed various closure and realignment 
scenarios and analyzed these scenarios in more detail to determine 
its final list of recommendations. 

This effort was directed by the DLA Base Realignment and Closure 
Executive Group, which was assisted by a working group. 

Cateuorizinq Bases and Collectinu Data 

DLA identified 49 bases in the United States and arou~ed these into 
four categories by their function. These categories ire listed in 
table 111.5. 

Table 111.5: DLA Installation Categories 

To gather data for its analysis, the Executive Group sent 
questionnaires to the bases (DLA uses the term "primary level field 
activities"). The questionnaires were tailored to each category. 
Other data sources included DLA headquarters, OSD, and the military 
services. 

Category 

Regional headquarters 

Distribution depots 

Inventory control points 

Service/support activities 

Number 

9 

30 

6 

4 
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Evaluatina Capacity and Military Value 

DLA analyzed how much physical space was available at each base and 
how much space was currently used, determined what work load 
changes were anticipated and whether the base had space to 
accommodate these changes, and evaluated whether the base had room 
to expand its facilities. This data was used to quantify the 
extent to which an installation could be constrained by physical 
space, production capability, and other limitations. In performing 
this analysis, DLA considered 

-- the future yearsf force structure plan, 

-- projected changes in the military services' basing and 
operations, and 

-- DLA initiatives to improve operational efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

DLA next analyzed the military value of its bases. This analysis 
resulted in a ranking of each installation relative to others in 
its category. To perform this analysis, DLA developed four 
measures of merit, each of which had applicability to one or more 
of the DOD selection criteria. These were as follows: 

-- Mission essentiality: The mission assigned to an installation 
plays an essential role within DOD and also benefits non-DOD 
customers. The functions performed in accomplishing the mission 
may be unique. The strategic location of the facility and the 
span of control are important to effectively accomplishing the 
mission. 

-- Mission suitability: The installation supports assigned 
missions. This criterion also includes such issues as the age 
and condition of facilities, the quality of life, location, and 
proximity to transportation links. 

-- Operational efficiencies: The installation's mission is 
performed economically. Operational costs include 
transportation, mechanical systems, use of space, personnel 
costs, and facility operating costs. 

-- Expandability: The installation can accommodate new missions 
and increased work loads, including sustained contingencies. 
Considerations include requirements for space and 
infrastructure, community encroachment, and increased work load. 
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These measures were refined by category and assigned numerical 
weights to reflect their relative importance within the category. 
More specific sub-elements were also developed for each measure, 
and these were weighted as well. Each base received a final score 
on its military value, and the results were assigned one of three 
color scores: green for the highest rated bases, yellow for the 
next highest rated group, and red for the lowest rated group. 

When the working group presented the results of its analysis to the 
Executive Group, the names of the individual installations were 
coded to preclude subjectivity regarding their scores. The 
Executive Group approved a final ranked stacking of the bases in 
each category. 

Develo~inu and Evaluatinu Scenarios 

DLA began this stage in the process by eliminating certain bases 
from further consideration on the basis of their capacity and 
military value rankings. According to DLA, the bases that remained 
candidates for closure or realignment were those that were ranked 
"significantly lower" than similar bases within their category. 

With these prospects, DLA developed alternative scenarios. A 
number of factors were considered, including the implications of 
the DOD force structure plan and projected work load estimates. 
DLA stated that coordination with the military services and other 
agencies was vital in developing scenarios that were viable. DLA 
evaluated the return on investment of the scenarios using the COBRA 
cost model. The Office of Economic Adjustment's economic impact 
model was used to assess community impact. DLA also reviewed the 
infrastructure and environmental impacts of the scenarios. 

The DLA Director reviewed the Executive Group's recommended base 
closure and realignment actions and forwarded his recommendations 
to OSD. 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY 

DISA's objective in the base closure and realignment process was to 
select data processing centers for disestablishment, consolidating 
their work loads at new "megacenters." Using plans developed by 
the DOD components, the agency selected candidates for 
consideration as megacenters. DISA established criteria for 
ranking the sites, scored each site against the criteria, and 
developed a rank ordering of the sites. To determine the number of 
megacenters needed, the agency determined data processing work load 
requirements and distributed this work load to the sites, starting 
with the top-ranked site, until the requirements were satisfied. 



APPENDIX I11 APPENDIX I11 

On the basis of its analysis, DISA recommended that 44 data 
processing centers be disestablished and their work loads 
transferred to 15 megacenters. 

This analysis was performed by the DOD Data Center Consolidation 
Planning Team, which the Director of the Defense Technology 
Services Office established in January 1993. 

Selectinu Candidate Sites 

The 1989 Defense Management Review called for the consolidation of 
data processing centers as a way to streamline administrative 
support systems. Following the review, OSD directed DOD components 
to prepare a plan for consolidating their data processing centers. 
The plans submitted by the Army, the Air Force, the Navy, and DLA 
identified a total of 158 data processing centers that were to be 
disestablished, their work loads transferred to consolidated 
centers operated by the individual DOD components. 

OSD subsequently changed its approach to the management of data 
processing centers. In September 1992, OSD directed that a central 
agency--DISA--be responsible for DOD's information support 
capability and required that data processing facilities, 
technology, personnel, and other related assets be transferred to 
DISA. OSD also mandated that future conso:lidations be undertaken 
DOD-wide. Beginning in January 1993, DISA piggybacked its 
consolidation efforts onto DOD's base closure and realignment 
process. 

The DISA team that performed the analysis is the same team that had 
developed the Navy's site selection methodology and consolidation 
plan. The team applied this methodology to DOD's megacenter 
planning. DISA's first step was to identify data processing 
centers that could be considered candidates for megacenters. The 
consolidation plans developed by the DOD components served as the 
basis for identifying candidates. DISA believed this was the most 
expedient approach given its 3-month deadline. The agency 
identified 36 candidates. 

Rankinu the Candidates 

DISA next established criteria for ranking the candidate sites. It 
defined 15 selection criteria grouped into three broad categories: 
facilities, security, and operations and cost. The team weighted 
these criteria in accordance with their relative importance, as 
shown in table 111.6. 
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Table 111.6: DISA Selection Criteria and Their Weights 

Weights in percentages 

Using information obtained through data calls and site visits, the 
team scored each candidate against the 15 criteria and weighted and 

Criteria 

Facilities criteria 

Total space 

Conditioned space 

Convertible space 

Contiguous space 

Air conditioning 

Chilled water 

Electrical power 

Building condition 

Subtotal 

Security criteria 

Back-up power 

Communications diversity 

Security perimeters 

Survivability 

Subtotal 

Operations criteria 

Proximity to fiber optic hub 

Communications bandwidth 

Regional operations costs 

Subtotal 

Total 

Weight 

2 

18 

2 

2 

6 

2 

8 

10 

50 

10 

5 

15 

5 

35 

2 

3 

10 

15 

100 
& 
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summed the results. This provided the rank order of the 36 
candidate sites. 

Determininu the Number of Meuacenters Needed 

DISA determined the required number of megacenters based on data 
processing work loads. The agency determined the total megacenter 
work load by totaling the installed processing capacity of all 
sites to be consolidated, then adding a factor of 50 percent. 
According to DISA officials, the 50-percent factor was used to 
allow for a contingency of unspecified future work load increases. 

This work load was then distributed to the candidate sites 
beginning with the top-ranked site. When that site's maximum 
capacity was reached, the work load was distributed to the next 
site on the list. DISA worked its way down the list until all the 
work load requirements were met. The results showed that DOD 
required 15 megacenters, and the cut-off point on the list of 
candidates was set accordingly. The proposed megacenters are 

-- Resource Management Business Activity, Columbus, Ohio; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Ogden, Utah; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Dayton, Ohio; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, San Antonio, Texas; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, St. Louis, 
Missouri ; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Rock Island, 
Illinois; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Gunter Annex, 
Montgomery, Alabama; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Jacksonville, 
Florida; 
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-- Resource Management Business Activity, Denver, Colorado; 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Chambersburg, 
Pennsylvania; 

-- Logistics Systems Business Activity--Information Processing 
Center, Warner-Robins, Georgia; 

-- Resource Management Business Activity, Cleveland, Ohio; and 

-- Multi-functional Information Processing Activity, Huntsville, 
Alabama. 

The DISA team determined the return on investment of the 
consolidations using the COBRA cost model. The team also reviewed 
the DOD selection criteria and determined that the proposed 
consolidations (1) met the criteria regarding military value; (2) 
would yield a return on investment of 247 percent; and (3) would 
have minimal to no economic, community, and environmental impact. 
Consolidations of the data processing centers are expected to 
achieve a net savings of $599 million from fiscal years 1994 to 
1999. Annual savings are estimated at $290 million, with an 
immediate return on the one-time investment of $408 million. 

DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
recommended that DOD submit a plan to the 1993 Commission for 
consolidation DFAS's finance and accounting operations. DFAS 
subsequently developed a plan for (1) consolidating its work force 
and (2) selecting sites for the consolidated finance and accounting 
centers, a process it refers to as the "Opportunity for Economic 
Growth." The Secretary of Defense, however, rejected the site 
selection process, citing concerns about its public policy 
implications. Instead, the Secretary directed that the DFAS 
consolidation continue, for the time being, at the existing 
centers. OSD plans to review options for a permanent consolidation 
and make a final decision later. If this review indicates that any 
part of the consolidation plan requires review by the Commission, 
the Secretary will submit recommendations as appropriate in 1995. 

Consolidatins Finance and Accountins Personnel 

DFAS was established in January 1991 to consolidate all of the 
finance and accounting activities of the military services and 
defense agencies, with the aim of improving service and saving 
money. The agency had begun formulating its strategic plans and 
related consolidation initiatives when the Commission recommended 



APPENDIX I11 APPENDIX I11 

that these efforts be included in the base closure and realignment 
process. 

In 1992, DFAS identified about 45,000 personnel working in the DOD 
finance and accounting network. About 10,000 of these are located 
at the five existing DFAS centers. The remaining personnel are 
scattered at more than 360 field offices operated by the military 
services and defense agencies. DFAS expects many of these 
personnel to eventually transfer to DFAS centers. 

Initiatina the Site Selection Process 

When the Commission recommended that the consolidation be part of 
the base closure and realignment process, DFAS's initial response 
was to determine whether existing DOD facilities could satisfy its 
anticipated consolidation requirements. The Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Production and Logistics) said that the existing 
facilities would be insufficient without considerable cost to DOD. 

Subsequently, DFAS initiated a nationwide site selection process-- 
the "Opportunity for Economic Growth." This process, modeled after 
a similar process used by the Bureau of Engraving and Printing in 
1985, was designed to provide DFAS with modern, low-cost facilities 
in exchange for jobs and ancillary employment opportunities. DFAS 
believes this process would allow it take advantage of incentives 
offered by local communities hoping to attract these jobs and 
thereby reduce the cost to the federal government. 

Solicitins Pro~osals 

In its solicitation, DFAS requests that interested communities 
submit proposals for 4,000- or 7,000-employee future centers (or 
both). DFAS required that each proposal address specific 
requirements in three major categories: (1) cost to DOD, (2) site 
and office characteristics, and (3) community characteristics. 
DFAS also encouraged communities to offer special features and 
incentives such as transitional office space, employee benefits, 
training programs and facilities, and other support that would 
reduce costs to DOD and its employees. Since DFAS's mission does 
not dictate that its facilities be specially configured or located 
in specific geographical location, the site selection process had 
few restrictions. 

DFAS announced the site selection process on March 2, 1992, and 
published it in the Commerce Business Daily on March 3, 1992. To 
ensure widespread publicity, DFAS also delivered the announcement 
to each Member of Congress and to the National Governors 
Association. 
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Evaluatinu the Proposals 

DFAS received a total of 216 proposals from 112 communities in 33 
states by the due date of June 1, 1992. To evaluate the proposals 
the agency developed about 50 criteria prior to receiving community 
proposals, Using these criteria, DFAS chose 20 communities, 
including a total of 44 specific sites, as finalists. 

The finalists were notified on December 1, 1992, and DFAS, GAO, and 
DOD Inspector General officials visited each community during 
December to discuss each community's proposals, address questions, 
explain the final proposal requirements, and inspect the proposal 
sites. DFAS received final proposals that were limited to no more 
than one 4,000-employee site and one 7,000-employee site per 
community by the January 4, 1993, due date. 

DFAS considered five existing centers equally with the community 
proposals because it did not consider them existing centers as 
having special military value related to its mission requirements, 
operational readiness, physical location, facilities, labor force, 
or mobilization support capabilities. DFAS officials reasoned that 
the agency is primarily an administrative support organization that 
can carry out its mission in any geographic location. Therefore, 
DFAS used the same criteria to evaluate the new proposed sites and 
the current center sites. 

As the site selection process proceeded, DFAS needed to determine 
its future personnel requirements. The agency projected an 
increase to about 33,000 personnel by 1996 and then a decrease to 
about 21,000 personnel by 2012. The projected decrease beginning 
in 1996 is based on several key assumptions involving the 
downsizing of U.S. military forces, the increase in productivity, 
and the implementation of standard systems. 

DFAS evaluated the final proposals and ranked them to employ 21,000 
personnel. DFAS selected a facility structure of five 4,000- 
employee finance centers. 

Costs and Savinqs 

Each of the above alternatives were evaluated for costs and savings 
(including relocation costs). Costs during the period 1993-1999 
varied from a low of about $173 million for alternative four to a 
high of about $360 million for alternative two. Annual outyear 
savings varied from a high of about $47 million per year for 
alternative four to a low of about $4 million for alternative two. 
Using DFAS's calculations, alternative four was the most 
advantageous to the agency. On the basis of DFAS's cost analysis, 
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the rate at which DFAS consolidates and transitions to a future 
structure is the single largest cost determinate. 

These cost estimates, however, do not include salary cost savings 
that DFAS expects to realize from its consol.idation plan. The 
consolidation plan will reduce the number of finance and accounting 
personnel from its current total of about 45,000 to 21,000 by the 
year 2012. If DFAS is able to carry out this plan, it projects 
that it will save about $870 million per year in salary costs after 
the consolidation is complete. 
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RECALCULATION OF SERVICES COSTS AND SAVINGS 

Table IV.l: Recalculation of Army Costs and Savings 

- 

Base 

McClellan 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Vint Hill Farms 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Monmouth 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Letterkenny 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Tooele 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Fort Belvior 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Totals 
NPV 
One-time cost 

DOD estimate 

$135,433,000 
110,316,000 

3 

92,707,000 
72,421,000 

3 

95,995,000 
92,863,000 

3 

166,970,000 
105,696,000 
Immediate 

387,204,000 
73,730,000 
Immediate 

118,084,000 
11,304,000 
Immediate 

$996,393,000 
$466,330,000 

GAO estimate 

$129,945,000 
117,270,000 

4 

91,846,000 
73,511,000 

3 

92,989,000 
96,592,000 

3 

161,071,000 
112,629,000 
Immediate 

377,100,000 
85,472,000 
Immediate 

114,800,000 
14,967,000 
Immediate 

$967,751,000 
$500,441,000 
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'The difference between the DOD and GAO estimates was caused by an 
error made concerning recurring costs for this action (see ch. 3). 
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Table IV.3: Recalculation of Navy Costs and Savings 

- 

Base 

NSYa Mare Island 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

MCAS~ El Toro/NAS 
Barbers Point 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NASc Alameda 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NADEP~ Alameda 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NAS Cecil 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NADEP Pensacola 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NTCe Orlando/San 
Diego 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

N S ~  Charleston 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NSY Charleston 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

DOD estimate 

$1,112,028,000 
279,922,000 
Immediate 

1,374,169,000 
898,543,000 
Immediate 

197,100,000 
193,964,000 

4 

538,881,000 
126,808,000 
Immediate 

200,926,000 
312,338,000 

6 

341,203,000 
165,391,000 

2 

323,910,000 
327,928,000 

2 

748,105,000 
184,981,000 
Immediate 

385,356,000 
246,700,000 

1 

GAO estimate 

$1,103,464,000 
290,019,000 
Immediate 

1,368,850,000 
904,697,000 
Immediate 

193,208,000 
198,604,000 

4 

535,313,000 
130,868,000 
Immediate 

198,596,000 
315,290,000 

6 

335,745,000 
171,339,000 

2 

318,093,000 
334,532,000 

2 

739,955,000 
193,978,000 
Immediate 

375,797,000 
258,127,000 

1 
m 
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.. 

738 ,558 ,000  
184 ,113 ,000  
Immediate - 

255 ,666 ,000  
124 ,945 ,000  
Immediate 

2 8 2 , 0 6 5 , 0 0 0  
63 ,102 ,000  
Immediate 

19 ,929 ,000  
53 ,699 ,000  

6  

498 ,064 ,000  
265 ,769 ,000  
Immediate 

4 7 9 , 3 2 5 , 0 0 0  
276 ,194 ,000  

2  

164 ,607 ,000  
203 ,514 ,000  

3  

122 ,407 ,000  
149 ,092 ,000  3 

748 ,546 ,000  
172,506,000 
Immediate 

259 ,963 ,000  
119 ,420 ,000  
Immediate 

286 ,367 ,000  
57 ,551 ,000  
Immediate 

21,831,000 
51 ,248 ,000  

6  

502 ,959 ,000  
258 ,873 ,000  
Immediate 

481 ,101 ,000  
274 ,092 ,000  

2  

169 ,365 ,000  
197 ,990 ,000  

3  

123,817,000 
147 ,329 ,000  

3 

C 

NADEP Norfolk 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NSCg Oakland 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Naval Hospital 
Oakland 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Naval Hospital 
Orlando 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Sub Base New London 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NAS Meridian/Memphis 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Naval aviation 
functions to Paxutent 
River 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NESEC~ St. Inigoes, 
Charleston, 
Washington, D.C. 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

i 
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%Iarine Corps Air Station. 

Bureau of Navy 
Personnel 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NSWC~ Whiteoak 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

NAWC~ Trenton 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Naval supply 
functions consolidate 
to Mechanicsburg, Pa. 
NPV 
One-time cost 
ROI (years) 

Totals 
NPV 
One-time cost 

'Naval Air Station. 

*~aval Aviation Depot. 

*Naval Shipyard. 

118,172,000 
59,252,000 

4 

103,319,000 
74,577,000 

2 

74,111,000 
97,020,000 

5 

102,815,000 
88,947,000 

1 

$8,214,044,000 
$4,335,110,000 

eNaval Training Center. 

'~aval Station. 

117,802,000 
60,610,000 

4 

102,892,000 
75,119,000 

2 

71,781,000 
99,916,000 

5 

100,323,000 
91,860,000 

1 

$8,122,440,000 
$4,445,387,000 

gNaval Supply Center. 

2 

"~aval Electronic Systems Engineering Center. 

i~aval Surface Warfare Center. 

j~aval Air Warfare Center. 
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APPENDIX B 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

FOR 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

L BACKGROUND. 

a. The demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact promulgated a major shift in the 
focus of our national military strategy from global conflict to regional contingencies. 
Consistent with this shift in strategy, the Base Force concept was adopted which provides 
for a reduced force structure that is capable of meeting challenges to our regional interests. 
This downsizing, however, has not been limited exclusively to combatants. In recent years 
the Services have taken unilateral as well as collaborative measures to improve combat 
support efficiency to include their respective depot systems. Most recent measures were 
initiated in response to Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRD) 908 and 908C, 
both titled Consolidating Depot Maintenance, dated 17 November 1990, and 12 January 
1991, respectively. While successful in achieving their objectives, they have not kept pace 
with the changes that have taken place in the world or the impact of these changes on our 
national military strategy. Accordingly, the Department of Defense (DOD) and the 
Services must consider further consolidation of our military depot maintenance systems. 
Each Service maintains its own depot maintenance system that includes management 
structures, overhead, and facilities to plan, program, and perform assigned missions. As 
force structure and equipment densities shrink, so must the depot level maintenance 
infrastructure required to maintain them. 

b. On 17 August 1992, the Director, Joint Staff, issued a tasker, with guidance, for the 
development of an issue paper on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. Suspense for 
completion of the issue paper was 4 September 1992. 

c. Additionally, the US Coast Guard, which is a component of the Department of 
Transportation and maintains a depot maintenance complex similar to the Services, albeit 
smaller, was invited to participate in this study and share in its benefits. 

IL -. These terms of reference establish the mission, organization, operation and 
duration of the Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

IIL m. To review the existing depot maintenance structure in each of the DOD 
Services and the Coast Guard; identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, 
overlap and overall depot maintenance capacity; recommend cost effective altemative(s) to 
existing maintenance structures that will continue to support peacetime readiness, sustainrnent 



of force during crisis response and contingency operations, and immediately return equipment 
to established readiness standards upon redeployment. 

7 
I 

IV. -. b 

a. The Directorate for Logistics (J-4), will serve as the Joint Staff lead agency for the 
Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 5-4 representatives will be responsible for v 

administrative support functions of the study group including the consolidation and 
ordering of input when required. I I 

b. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study will be composed of an Executive 
t 

Working Group, a staff group, staff group facilitators and a support staff. 

c. The Executive Working Group will be formed from retired gener-ag officers and 
one private sector industry executive of commensurate stature. The Executive Working 
Group will include retired general/flag officers from each of the following Services: 
b y ,  Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. One member will be designed as the Director, 
Executive Working Group. 

d. The staff group will be formed and consist of the representatives from each of the 
Services and the Coast Guard. The staff group will be assigned representatives from 5-4 
who will serve as the group facilitators. There will be a separate facilitator for each of the 
alternatives under consideration. The facilitators will meet with the staff group in turn to 
lead analysis of their respective alternative. A 5-4 Division Chief will serve as the 
coordinator for the staff group, however, each Service representative is responsible for 
keeping their respective Service Chiefs appraised of the findings and conclusions of the 
Executive Working Group. 

e. Each Service representative is responsible for informing the study executives of past or 
current actions or thoughts that they deem important to the study effort. In addition, 
Service representatives will advise 5-4 of their input to facilitate record keeping. 

a. Staff group facilitators will meet periodically with the J-4 Division Chief Coordinator 
on an as required basis for workloading, coordinating issues, etc., with respect to tasking 
issued by the study executives or collectively determined essential by the Service leaders. 

b. The staff group will meet as requited to formulate, analyze, and discuss separate 
alternatives. 

c. The staff group facilitators will then brief the results of staff group findings to the J-4 
Division Chief and other staff group facilitators. The initial product of the staff group will 



be an issue paper with a set of alternatives for changing the existing depot maintenance 
structure. The paper will be provided to the Executive Working Group for evaluation. 
This does not preclude Service leaders/facilitators from direct communications with the 
study executives. 

d. The Executive Working Group will receive briefings from the staff group 
representatives, review and analyze alternatives, and present their assessment and 
recommendations for cost effective depot maintenance consolidation to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. The Executive Working Group is not limited to the specific set of alternatives 
developed by the staff group. 

VL m. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study Group will brief the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by 9 November 1992. These t e r n  of reference will remain in effect for a 
period of 1 year to d o w  for additional taskings as required unless specific action is taken 
sooner to negate them. 

Enclosure 



DEFINITION 

Depot Maintenance. 

The maintenance performed on materiel requiring major overhaul or a complete rebuild of 
parts, assemblies, subassemblies, and end items, including manufacturing, modification, 
modernization, repair, testing, and reclamation as required. Depot maintenance provides 
stocks of serviceable equipment by using a combination of special skills, equipment, and 
facilities for repairs that are not available in lower level maintenance activities. 

"o Enclosure I 

Enclosure to Terms of Reference, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study 

B-4 



APPENDIX C 

CONCEPT PAPER 
- 

L DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE 

With the demise of the Soviet ~nion'and the Warsaw Pact, our military strategy has changed 
from global to regional scenarios and has moved away from prolonged conflict to shorter, 
decisive conflicts. In this environment, the focus of maintenance depots must be to support, in a 
cost effective manner: peacetime readiness, buildup of forces in response to contingencies, 
sustainrnent of forces during conflict, and the immediate return of equipment to established 
readiness standards. In a regional contingency environment, decreases in stockage levels require 
a highly responsive depot maintenance capability for both major end item equipment and 
components. 

The Base Force goal for FY95 represents a DOD decrease of up to 25 percent of the FY91 force 
levels in both the active duty and reserve components. As weapon system inventories are 
decreased, so too must the depot level maintenance infrastructure needed to support them. Each 
Service maintains a separate depot maintenance capability as well as a separate management 
structure to plan, program and perform separate Service depot work. In many instances, more 
than one Service is performirig depot maintenance on the same or similar equipment. As force 
structure and total depot maintenance requirements decrease, overhead costs become a larger 
percentage of the cost unless action is taken to restructure depot maintenance. 

There are a number of alternatives for restructuring the Services' current depot maintenance 
organizations and workloading methodology. These alternatives provide a spectrum of possible 
solutions to align the depot structure with future Service requirements. 

IL ALTERNATIVES 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 
908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot operation, reduce management staffs at 
all levels, increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, 
etc. Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide limited oversight. 
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1) I. Contract out a l l  depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service level or by a single organization external to the Services. The ultimate goal 

~r would be to include contract maintenance as part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new 
systems throughout their life cycle. 

Footnotes: 1. Components: hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, 
inertial navigation systems, etc. 

2. Non-Weapon System Equipment: automatic test equipment, ground support 
equipment, general purpose vehicles, etc. 





APPENDIX D 

STUDY PLAN 

Approve Terms of Reference. 

Receive baseline briefings on Service depot maintenance programs, and historical 
items. 

Review concept paper to establish a common understanding of problems and 
altematives; agree on baseline alternatives to be analyzed. 

Define current business environment; how we perform depot maintenance now? How 
the world situation, collapse of communism, Base Force and shift to a regional focus 
have changed the volume and timing of what depots must produce. Collect data on: 

- Financial Aspect (Appendix F) 

- Facility Characteristics (Appendix F) 

- Depot Commodity Workload (Appendix F) 

Evaluatelassess current business environment; how can we better perform depot 
maintenance? 

- Identify the following: 

-- Excess capacity 

-- Duplicative capability 

-- Overhead cost 

Assess each alternative in concept paper IAW Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, 
J-5, guidelines (Appendix C). Develop estimates of cost savings for each alternative 
(Appendix E). Criteria for selection of alternatives should include both military and 
business considerations: 

- Military considerations. Any recommended change must preserve or enhance 
military capability and readiness by: 

-- Preserving or enhancing Service Chiefs' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
priorities of primary weapon system depot level maintenance. 



-- Decreasing rather than increasing downtime of equipment. 

-- Improving or sustaining (rather than degrading) the quality of the repair 
process. 

-- Enhancing rather than degrading peacetime, contingency response, regional 
war, mobilization, and reconstitution capabilities. 

- Business considerations. Any recommended change must result in significant net 
savings and: 

-- Justify turbulence associated with change (judgment call). 

-- Ensure that near tern investment costs are not prohibitive. 

VII. Reach conclusions. 

VIII. Develop recommendations. 



APPENDIX E 

Workload Consolidation Calculation 

1. Umh&n. The procedures used to determine potential cost savings resulting from 
migrating workloads among the depots were taken from established references and 
previously accepted methodologies. Recurring and non-recurring costs associated with a 
movement of work were identified. The transition of work from one depot to another was 
spread over a 2 year period. The following primary references were used during this 
effort: 

a. DOD Depot Maintenance and Maintenance Support Cost Accounting Handbook, 
DOD 7220.29-H, Table 18 computer runs. 

b. DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY 1992-1997, October 1992 (N 1993 data). 

c. JDMAG Depot Profiles 1991, May 1991, Depot Profile Size Attribute. 

d. National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1993, OSD(C) March 1992. 

e. Service POM 94 MILCON Submissions data. 

f. DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, January 1991. 

g. Marine Corps Option Paper, 11 April 1990. 

h. DDMC DOD Tactical Missile Study, 18 January 1991. 

i. Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation Savings 
and Cost Analysis, 1 August 1992 (rev. 26 August 1992). 

j. Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) Air Logistics Center (ALC) Closure and 
Relocation Model, 2 March 1992. 

k. Service Commodity Matrix-Appendix F, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

1. Service Budget Estimate Submissions, FY 1994/1995. 

m. Analysis of Depot Maintenance Consolidation Proposals (Green Book), Naval 
Aviation Depot Corporate Board, 22 February 1990. 
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requirement (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the requirement (all MILCON 
costs transferred to the gaining depot). The study team utilized data from References 
lb, le, lk  and 11. No projects listed as "unfunded requirements" were used. 

b. Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) Avoidance. This area includes the cost of 
approved and scheduled IPE from Reference lk, that would no longer be required as a 
depot closes. Costs are computed in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of 
the equipment (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the plant equipment 
requirements (all cost transferred to gaining depot). Where partial workload transfers, 
a proportional amount (based on relative DLHs) of future equipment purchases is 
costed in a like manner. Future, more detailed studies might more closely tie specific 
equipment purchases directly to commodities. 

c. Severance Pay. 

(1) The ratio of involuntary-to-voluntary separations will vary with many factors, 
most notably the availability of other government activities in the area. Fifteen 
and 55 percent (References If and lg) of the total depot employment was used to 
estimate the low and high range of involuntary separations respectively. 

(2) Severance pay costs are derived by taking the range of personnel that would 
be involuntarily separated multiplied by the average direct labor rate multiplied by 
640 hours. (Based upon an average Federal Service time of 13.4 years, with one 
week's pay for up to 10 years of service and 2 weeks pay for every year after 
ten.) 

d. Early-Out Retirement. This cost is based on data used in Reference lj. The 
calculation uses 10 percent of the work force multiplied by 17,604 dollars, the annual 
annuity, multiplied by 5.9 years which represents the number of years the annuity is 
paid because of early-out retirement. 

e. Unemployment Compensation. Unemployment compensation is based on a 
reemployment percent of 25. The computation was based on 212 dollars per week for 
39 weeks multiplied by the number of unemployed as a result of workload movement. 
The cost is based on data used in Reference lj. 

f. Relocation Costs. Based on data used in the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study 
(Reference If), relocation costs were estimated as 31,600 dollars multiplied by 15 
percent of the civilian personnel originally dedicated to that workload. Where military 
personnel are direct workers at the losing depot, it is assumed that they were replaced 
on a one-for-one basis at the gaining depot by civilian labor. Where partial depot 
transfer (work/cornmodity) occurs, special Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) 



Table 18 (Reference la) reports were generated allocating appropriate cost categories - 
and DLHs to the work/commodities selected for transfer. Direct labor personnel 
assigned to each commodity were assumed to equal the ratio of the commodity DLH to 
depot total DLH. 

g. TDY Costs. Cost of TDY associated with a smooth and orderly transfer of the 
workload was estimated to be 150,000 dollars to cover travel and expenses for each 
gaining depot. 

h. Movement of Equipment. This area measures the cost associated with the 
removal, shipment, and installation of equipment necessary to perform maintenance on 
the migrated workload. Based on the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, Reference 
If, the total transfer cost is estimated as 22 percent of the total book value of the plant 
equipment at the transferring depot. The factor of 22 percent is the sum of 2 percent 
to de-install, 6 percent for packing, crating, and handling, 4 percent for transportation 
and 10 percent for unpacking, uncrating, and installation. The book value of the 
equipment is obtained from Reference lc. 

i. Recruitment Cost. The number of new hires was based on References If and lj. 
The methodology assumes 85 percent of the civilian workers dedicated to the migrating 
workload would be recruited at the new facility. The recruitment cost is this number 
of people times 200 dollars. 

j. Training Costs. The cost associated with the training of new hires is determined 
by multiplying the number of new hires times 33 percent times the direct labor rate 
times 5.6 months (References If and lj). 

k. Facility/Equipment/Equipment Shutdown Costs. This item includes costs for 
closing buildings and other production facilities because of closure or reposture of 
single site workload. The current recognized value for this is 1.13 dollars per square 
foot. This value was used per OSD direction in BRAC-91 and represents only the cost 
to mothball the facility. Source is Reference lm. 

1. Productivity Loss. Loss of productivity results from the realignment of work to 
new activities. Two sources were used to provide a high and low estimate. Based on 
the Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Study (Reference li) a 3 year effect 
was used with the first year productivity loss being 26 percent of the direct labor cost, 
the second being 12 percent and the third year 5 percent (High). Based on Reference 
If, the team took a 1 year loss in productivity of 10 percent of the direct labor cost v 

(Low). 



m. Cost of Disruption (Losing Depot~Workload). Completion of work-in-process will 
become increasingly inefficient at a closing or losing facility because of low morale, 
supply and material shortages, tear down of equipment, etc. Based on Reference lm, 
disruption cost was determined based on the following formula; (0.25 multiplied by 
the hours transferred multiplied by the losing depot's labor rate) multiplied by 2. This 
cost was based on a 2 year transition. 

5 .  M-. Additional MILCON and equipment, above that currently programmed 
for a losing or gaining depot, may be required but were not priced. 





APPENDIX F 

DEPOT COMMODITY MATRIX 

L A depot commodity matrix was created for this study to provide a quick reference of each 
maintenance depot's mission by commodity, financial data and facility characteristics. These 
factors are oriented vertically. Depots, which are listed horizontally, are grouped into three 

6 categories: Aviation, Shipyards and Ground Equipment depots. An "x" was placed in the 

commodity section for a depot only if that commodity represented 5 percent or more of that 
depot's workload. As a result, all the work performed at a depot may not be reflected in the 

.r matrix. 

IL The matrix consists of 27 pages. When properly arranged, it will form a 3 x 9 page 
document. Individual pages should be oriented as indicated in Table F-1. 

Table F-1 Commodity Matrix Orientation Scheme 

IIL The information contained in the matrix was provided by OSD, JDMAG and the Services. 
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s&uiGiji!v j 1 3 3 ! l C  
saueJy!v 3!6ale~&- 

- -- 
el!ss!Ml 

s a p ! q e / \ o q o u r a r  
39V13SO -- 
s~olelnw!~ 

--- l e p e r  
sung/pJo-- -- 

su~aisA~~le3!ueq~a~ -- -- - - 
sluawnJlsu1 

luZidjnbj ABNIUILUO=)~ 

aUrGp!v 
lee9 - 6u!pu% - 

- - 
@P'48 

au!6u3- 
6 u ! ~  fieioi- 'u~J~J~v- 

3E)tiasG- 
-- 

s ~ o l e l i w ! ~  - - -- -- - - - 

JePetl 
~ ~ ~ C I ~ P J O  -- - 

swelsAs 1e3!ueq3ay~ -- -- 
sjuewn~lsul 

- - - 
luawd!nba ~ e ~ / w w o 3  

(sau!6ue Z<) a6lei7 
(sau!6ua z=>) l l e w s - -  

sp au.ie~y!v -- - 
JCC~ - 6u!puq 

__L  alla ad old 
au!6ua - 

~ U ! M  pax!j - 'Uel3J!V . --  

- 

---- -- 

- _ 

X 

X * 

-- 
S 
S 
S 
s 

- .  S 
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S .- 
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S 
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S 
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S 
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3epot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F I --- 
\viation ~ : [ ~ m y  ~ s p o t  ' USCG -- -- 

Corpus Christi Elizabeth City 
jnanciai 
~udget  - (91 -- actual192 budget) S 328.5/358.2 -- 42.7/43.8"" 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) - 31 37 301 
Direct J i945- 251/83.& 
indirect J 1192 5011 6.6% - - .- 

Military -. - Personnel (# peopleI0/~) 2 .- 53 
Direct -- J 0 - 36167.9% . 

- indirect J 2 17/32.1% 
Utilization (74) 
. - - - - +- - 

1 Shift IS I 95.00% 1 83.00% - -- 
2 Shifts --- - 
3 Shifts - - - - - -- - - - - -- - -- 3.00% -- 
5 Day Workweek - 

7 Dav Workweek IS 1 
Overtime IS [ 15.30%1 5.00% 

lnterservicina f$PlO) FY91 
Army -- J NIA 0 

2 % ~  J 16803 0 
Air Force J 8713 0 
Marine - - -  Corps J -- pp 

0 0 
Coast Guard S - NIA 

~ ~ 9 1  workload Value ($K) 0 4 1 7565 4 3 1  5 

BFllitv 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) - - -- - -- J 2.2M 283)~' 
Acreage J 186~ 39. 
storage Space 
covered J 51 .7K4 - -  -- - 
uncovered /J 1- 1 . 5 ~ 7 4 . 8 ~ " l  -- 

~ g u i k n t  - Value($M) - J - 93- 
Facility -. -- Value($M) J 362 25.4' 
4ccess - -- I I 
Ai-tance to airport) - -. Y 
Rail (y/n)- Yl12mi Y 

r fvln) Yl15mi N 
- - --- 

Road (miles to Interstate) IS / 1-3711 r 
LCON (~as t  10 vrs.  rod relatedMK) IS 1 34.000 1 TBD 1 ... 

MILCON - - - - - (sYDP)($K); - - - - -- - ------<' 

>lant - -- Eguipment (past 10 - 
'lant Equipment (SY DP)($K) - - - . - - - - .- - 

Norkload - -- - . . (DLH) -- . 4,042 499' ' J 
>a@y - (DLH) J ... 5T155 

Service vice JDMAG provided -- - - - - - - -- - - - - . 

Figures reflect 3 years (93-95) --  * ~efle&P(92%ual/F~93 Budget -- - - 
1 19/92 9:20 





-- 

Elizabeth City 
I 

- 

Aircraft - -- 
Aircraft, Fixed Win X - 
Engine - 
Propeller 

. 
S 
.- 

S - 
X -- 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X -- 
X 
x 

-- 

Landing Gear - - - - - - - 
Airframe - - -- 

Small (<=2 engines) -- -- - 
-- Large (>2 engines) 

CommINav -- Equipment 
Instruments - -- 

- Mechanical - Systems - .- 

.Sc 
S 
S - 

S 
S 
S 
S 

- 

X 

X 

OrdfGuns 
Radar 
Simulators 

G S E I A G E  - -- - - - - 
Aircraft, -- Rotary Wing -- 

S 
S 
S 
s - 
. S 

Engine -- 
Blade 

 andin in^ Gear 
Airframe 
cornm/~av Equiyment - - - - - - - -- 
Instruments -- - 
~echanical Systems - - - - - - - 
Ord/Guns - 

Radar 
Simulators 

- GSEI~GE 
  emote Piloted Vehicles -- - - - - - 

Missile - - -- 
Strategic - Airframes 
Tactical ~irframes -- -- 
~ropuls ion~a~load~~x~los ive  - - - - - - - - 

-- Support & Launch E + ~  
~uidance & Control 

Ship 
Camer - 
Nuclear Propulsion -- -- 

Conventional ~ro~"1sion -- - 
Radar -- - - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - -- 
Fire Control System - - - - - - - - - - 
WeaponsIGuns 

Surf ace -- -- 
Nuclear Propulsion -- 

Conventional - Propulsion 
Radar - -- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - - --- - - 

S X 

Fire conk01 System 
WeaponsIGuns 

1 1/9/92 920 

S 
S 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S -- 

S - 
S 
S 

sl - 
S 
s 
S 
s 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 
s- 
s- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S . 
S 

F-4-B 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

.- 





I 
I 

USCG 

Submarine 

. 

1 

-- - - -  

Nuclear Propulsion - -- - -- - - - - 
Conventional Propulsion - 
Radar - - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics 
Fire Control System -- -- 
WeaponsIGuns -- -- - - 

Service Craft -- - -  
Vehicles -- - 
Armored Vehicles - -  - 

Chassis 
Powertrain - - -- - -- 
Fire Control System - - - - - - - - 

WeaponlGun -- 
Wheeled - -- vehicles 

Chassis - 

Powertrain 
~ e a p o n l ~ i n  -- - 

A I I ~ I I ~ ~ ~  
Towed -- - 

Chassis - 
Powertrain - 

Fire Control System 
Weapon 

~ e l f - p r o ~ i e d  -- -- 
- Chassis 

powertrain - - - - - - - 

- 

- 

S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S - 
S 

.-  S- 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Fire Control - System 
Weapon -- 

- ~onstru&n Vehicles 
~ o w e r ~ n  - 
Chassis 

General - 
Powertrain - 
Chassis -- 

Rail 
~ommunicatlons-~lectronic 

Ground - 
- Satt 
Ordnance/WeaponslMunitions - 

TorpedosIMines - - 
Chemical -- 

Small ~ r m s  - 

Conv. munitions 
Alletrology - -- - -- 
Automatic Test Equipment 
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Z 

. 

-i 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
- -  - - --  - -. 

Ships 

+ i n a m  -. 

Budget (91 actua1/92 budget) 
Civilian -- Personnel (# ~ 0 ~ 1 e / o / ~ )  
Direct - -- - 

- Indirect - -- 
Military Personnel (# people/%) 

T ~ i r e c t  - - 

lndirect -- . 

Utilization (%) -- - -- 
1 Shift _-_ - -  
2 Shifts 

3 S h i f t s  -- 

5 Day Workweek - 
7 Day Workweek -. 
Overtime - -. 

Interser~icin~$P/~) -- - 
Army 

Navy _ -- 
Air Force - 
Marine Corps 
Coast Guard -- . - 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 

Bcilit)! 
D l o t  size (sqft) (covered) - 
Acreage 
Storage Space -- - 

covered -- 
uncovered 

~ u i p m e ~  - - -  ~ a l u e ( $ ~ )  -- - 
Facility Value($M) 
Access -- 

A i r  (distance to airport) 
R a i l  (y/n) 

~ater - (~ /n)  
Road (miles to Interstate) 
P - - - - - - -- - 

MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 
-MILCON (SYDP) 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years) - - - -- - - - - - - 
Plant Equipment (SYDP) 
Drydock utilization(%) 

-- 

workload (DLH~ - - - - - - - 
Capacity -- (DLH) - --a- - - 

S= Service provided, 0= OSD provided, J= 
Service vi& JDMAG provided 

S 

J 

J - 

J 
J 

S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 

J 
J 
J 
J 
s 
0 

J 
- J 

J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
s 
S 
S 
S 

S - 
S 
S 
J 
J- 
J 

** -- Reflects past 7 years vice 10 
*'* Apparent reporting &or 
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F-5-A 

JDMAG provided -- 

-- 

--- - - - - - - 

NSY - -- I NSY - 

Norfolk 
NSY 1 NSY 

Charleston Portsmouth 

41 2.31382.2M -- - 

6027 - 
3301 

273.- - 
105 

0 
105 

100.00% 

100.00% 

9.70% 

0 
N/A 

0 
0 

- 
94453'"" 

3.9M 
2 9 8  

388.1 - - -  
1,123" 

- 4M .. 
YIO --- 

-- Y/1 
1-95 

52.2~"' - -- - 
14.9M 

107.4~ 
3 4 ~  - 

36% 
ell30 

i- 

~hiladelphia 

51 8.81452.4M 
- -- 
61 99 
3903 

2296 
42 

14- - 
28 

100.00% - 

100.00% 

14.00% 

0 
NIA 

0 
1 

-- 
8177l'** 

7M 
904 

189' - 
2,371 ' 

3~ 
Y 
- Y . . 

1-70,l-95 - -- -. 

25.1 M*' 
0 

1 16.3M 
6.3M 
90% 

8,308 

676.0168C);~~ 485.21'423.22 

"";" 3998, 
1 03 

0 
103 

- 
1 00.00% 

100.00%~ 

4.90% 

0 
N/A .- 

0 
35 

- - - - 
1 02941 5 

3.6M 
1275 - 

21 6.3' 
2,497' 

Y 
Y 

- Y ~ 

1-64 
36.3M" - -  

36.4M 
207.4~ 

--- 3 5 . 2 ~  
103%~ 

12,755 

. 

34" 
- 231 1 

59 

-. 
0 

59 

~. 

100.00% -- 

- 100.00% 

12.10% 

0 
NIA 

0 
420 

- - - - 
44731 8 

590 

220.5' 
- 1 702' 

5~ 
Y 

-- 

Y 
1-26 

1 % ~ "  
2.8M 

121.5M 
3 7 . 6 ~  - 

84% 
7365 

- - - .- - - 

-- 





' 

I 

NSY ! - NSY 
I I 

NSY 
1 
I NSY 

* 

@ 

Commoditv - (at least 5% of workload) - - -- -- - - 
Aircraft -- -- 

Aircraft, Fixed Wing -- 
S 

S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s- 
S 

- .  
S 
s 
S 
S - 
S 
s 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

S -- 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S- 
S 
S 
-. 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s -- 

S . 
S 

- s 
S 
S 
S 

Engine - 
- Propeller 

Landing ~ e a r  
p- -. 

Airframe 
-- Small (c-2 engines) 

- Large (>2 engines) - . 
CommINav Equ@ment - -. - - 
Instruments - - -  
~echanical Systems -- 
Ord/Guns - - 
Radar - -  
Simulators 
GSUAGE - -. 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing 
-- ~ A g i n e  -- 
-- Blade 

Landing Gear ---- - - 
-- Airframe 

~ o m m l ~ a v  Equipment -- - - - -  
Instruments - -- 
~echanical - Systems 
OrdIGuns 

I a d a r  -- 

simulators -. 

GSEIAGE - 
Remote Piloted . - Vehicles 

Missile - 
Strategic Airframes - - - - - - - - 
Tactical Airframes 

~ r o ~ u l s i o n l ~ a ~ l o a d l ~ x ~ l o s i v e  - - - - -- - - 

Support A & - Launch - - -- - Equip 
Guidance -- - - & Control 

ship 
Carrier - -  

~ u c l e ~ ~ r o ~ u l s i o n  - -  

Conventional Propulsion 
~ a d a r  -- -- 
CommlNavlElectronics -- 
Fire control system - -- - - - - - -- - 

- -  WeaponsIGuns - -- 

Surface - 
~uclear - Propulsion 
conventional - -- . -- Propulsion . 

Radar 
~ ~ o m m / ~ a v / ~ l e c t r o n i c s  - . - - -. - - - - - 

Fire Control System 
- ~ e a ~ n s / ~ u n s  
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S 

- 

I 

F-5-B 

S 
S 

Portsmouth 

-- 

I 
1 
I 

j 
I 

~hiladelphia Norfolk 1 Charleston 

( I 

- - -  

-- 

-- 

- 

X 
i 

I X 
I X 
I I 

1 X 
I 

I 

1 
I X 
I 

I 

- 

-- 

X 
- 

- 

X 
X 

X 





-- 

- 

- 

- -- 

X 

- 

uolsaliaq3 --Ip 
ASN 

I I 

-- 

t 

x 
X 1 

I 
I 

I 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

1 
I 

j 

1 
I 

I s 
I 

I 

I 

-- 

, 

X 

YloYoN I e!~dla~el!4d - 4lnOluSlJOd - - ; 
ASN - -7 ASN I ASN 

S - 
S 
S 
S 
-s 
S - 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s 
s 
s 
s 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S - 
S 
S 
s 

S 
s 
S 

. S 

s_ 
S 
S 
s 
s 
s 
S 

- - - 

-- -- .. punoJ9 
a ~ u o ~ w a ~ ~ s u o ~ ~ e a ~ ~ n u r u r o ~  

--. - 
IPtl 

sisseq3 - 
U!eJ&laMOd 

j 6 ~ a u a r  - 
s!sseq3 

-- u@l&le~od- 
sap!qeA uo !pn~puoy  

uodea~-- -- - - -  - 
weasXs jo~luo=) ~ J U  

u!e~l.la~od 
sisseq3 

p8llado~d-jle~- 
uodeaMP 

~e)sr(S ( O J ~ U O ~  . -- - - eJL--- . - 
U!eJ&leMOd 

s!siiiq3 - - - 
POMOl 
fi%iIJV 

ung/uodea~ 
- U!I?J&leMOd --- 

- - -- 
s!sseq3 

sep!qeA pa(eaq~- 
ung/uodee~- 

~a lsr (S ~OJ~UO 5 a l ! j  -- 

U!leJuaMOd 
- -- 

s!sseq=) -- - - -- 
SalD!qe/\ p8JOlUv -- 

seplller -- - 
1 1 ~ ~ 3  aqmas - 

sun9/suodeahl( - 
ualsr(s (o~\uoa al!j: - -  -- 

s a ! u o i p a l ~ ~ l e ~ / u ~  
J l e p l e V  
- -  - 

U O ! S ~ ~ ~ O J ~  puo!~ua~uo3 
~6!Gildo~d -- J I % ~ ( D E N ~  

au!~eurqns-- 
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I 

Service vice JDMAG provided 
. - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - 
** Reflects past 7 years vice 10 - - - - - -- - -- 
*** A~~a ren t  re~ortino error 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
-- - 

'-_ 
Budget (91 actual192 budget) - - -. - - - - .- -- - 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) - - - 
Direct - -. - lndirei- 

- - - - - -- - 
Military Personnel (# peopleto&) - 

- Direct -- - 

Indirect 
Utilization (Yo) 
1 Shift -_ 
2 Shifts 
3 Shifts - -- 
5 ~ a y  workweek -- - - - - - - - 

Z D a y  Workweek -- 

Overtime - - -  . 

Interservicing ($PA) - 
Army - 

~ a v  
Air Force .---- - 
Marine Corps -- 
Coast Guard-- -- -- - 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 
- -  - 

Facility 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 
Acreage 
Storage Space - 
covered - 

uncovered - - 
Equipment - Value($M) 
Facility Value($M) - 

~ c c e s s  -- 

Air (distance to airport) -- 

Rail (y/n) 
Water (y/n)- - -- -. - 
Road (miles to Interstate) - - - - -  .- 

MILCON 10 yrs, prod related) -- 
MILCON (SYDP) - -  - -- -- - - -- 
Plant Equipment (past 10 years) - - -  - -  
Plant Equipment (SYDP) - -- 
Drydock utilization(%) - - - - - - . - 
Workload (DLH) - 
Capacity (DLH) 

-I 

I 

... 

.. - 

S. 

J 
J 

J 
J 

s 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 

J 
J 
J 
J 
S 
0 

- 

J 
J 

J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
J 
J 
J 

I .  I I 
-pi-- 

I 

NSY NSY -- + k i n l  -- NSY 
Mare Island Long Beach 

- 
483.81497.2M 288.7131 - GM -- 

6033 4292 
3742 23% 
2291 1 i g i  3 
106 26 

0 1 0 
1061 26 

I 

1 oo.oo?'o 100.00"/0 
I 

I 

100.00%, 100.00% 

1 Pearl Harbor puget sound 

7.90% -- - 

0 
NIA 

0 
1 

P - 

531 932 

10.7M' -- 
5548 

331.8' 
2,253" 

36M - 
Y 
Y 

CA37,l-80 
32,19~"' 

10.8M 
1 46.4~ 
38.1 M 
142% 
7,153 

385.71363.2M 
4541 
2366- 

' 21 75 
52 
0 

52 

100.00% 

100.00% 

6.00% - 

0 - 
NIA 

0 
52 

298006 

. 

3.6M' 
160 

222.6' 
1 ,I 95.5' 

Y 
Y 
Y 

H-1 
2.66M" 

2 . 9 ~  
- -  9 7 5 ~  . - 

45.1M - - 

76% - .. 

4,569 

9.20% 

0 
N/A 
712 

0 
- 

287528 

2.5M" 
214 

28 1.4' 
2,235.6' 

2 3 ~  
Y 
Y 

1-71 0 
1 0 . 8 ~ * *  

4.OM - . 
66.1M 
17.4M 

38% 
4,389 

+.-- -- 

754.01759.2M 
I i n 1  
6863 
4708 -- 

1 34 -- 

0 
134 

100.00% 

100.00% 

-- -- - 11 .lo% 

0 
N/A 

0 
0 

598696 

- -- - - - 

5% 
1 367 

3.9M 
302.4* 

2,01 fi ' -- 

- 
30M 

Y -- - 
Y 

US3,l-5 
167.1 5 ~ "  - 

57.58M 
2 0 3 3 ~  -- 

71.3M 
203% 

13,917 





--, iMI 
I Pea 0 0 %S iseel 18) AllPOUJUJ03 
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-- 

- - -- 

- .  
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S - 
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-- -- 

-- 

- --- 

- 

X -- - - i 

----- 

l$leaa 6uo7 j 

I!Btl -- 

s!sseq=) 
iife~Gamo2- 

-- 
I€?J~U*- 

-- s!sseq?jj- - -- 
U!leJpaMOd 

sep !qa iuo !p ru~suo~ 
~ 0 d e 8 ~  

~els&--(oJiuo3 . . -  ~JI-J- 

U!leJ&laMOd 

- -- s!sseq3 

X 

I 
PUnOS la6nd 1 JOqJeH IJead 

ASN ASK I ASN ~ A S N  
- 7 7  I I ,-t I 

-- 

X 

--I- 
PUqSl aJBm,. 

pa( (ado~d- j le -~ 
uod~al(l\- 

u r e l s A ~ l u o ~  - a~!j- - 
U!leJ$JaMOd 

s!sseq3- 
-- -- 

PaMol 
hell!lJ~- 

-- u n ~ / u o & c i ~  
U!€?JcleMOd -- 

-- -. 

s!sseq=) 
s ~ I ~ ! L ( ~ A  p e ( e e q T  

un$luodee~--- 
wards ~ O J ~ U O ~  a~!j-- 

--  
u!e~)rS~od 

s!ss~c(=) - 
sals!qaA - - p a ~ o u i i i  

s a ~ l u a i i  
~ je i5  - a q ~ a s  - 

- sun9lsuodee~- - - - - - - - - 
urelsAs IOJ)UO~ a ~ !  j7 

w ! u o ~ ~ a i ~ ~ e ~ / l u t . u 0 3 ~  A - 

JePetl 
u o ! s ( n ~ ~ e T o ~ u a ~ u o ~ ~  

U O ! S ( ~ ~ O J ~  ~eapn~- -  

-- au!~eurqns- - 

S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S - 
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S 
s 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S - 
S 

S- 
S 
S 
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s 
S 
S - 
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a -. 

Commod ltv (at least 5% of workload) 
Aircraft 
~ircraft, Fixed Wing 

- ~ n ~ i n e  -- 
propeiier -- 
Landing Gear -- 

~ i r f  ram% -- - 
Small ----  (c=2 engines) - - 

Large (>2 engines) - - - - - -- 
.- Comm/Nav - Equipment . 

instruments 
Mechanical Systems -- - - - ---- 
OrdIGuns -- - - 
Radar 
Simulators - ----- 
GSEIAGE 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing -- --- - 
Engine - -- --- 
Blade 
~ a n d i k  Gear -- 
Airframe - - -  
CommINav Equipment -- - . 

instruments 
-- Mechanical Systems 

0rd l~uns  -- -- 
Radar - - - -  
Simulators - 
GSEIAGE -- -- - 

Remote Piloted Vehicles 
~ is~ i le  - -- 

Strategic Airframes - - - - - - 
Tactical Airframes - - - .. - 

- ~ r o ~ u l s i o n ~ ~ a ~ l o a d / ~ x ~ l o s i v e  
Support & ~&nch Equip - - -- -- -- -- - - 
Guidance & Control 

ship - 
Carrier -- 
Nuclear Propulsion -- 

Conventional Propulsion 
Radar - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- 

Fire Control System - - - - -. - 
WeaponsIGuns - . -- 

Surface - - 
Nuclear Propulsion - - - - - 

- Conventional Propulsion 
Radar - 

Comm/Nav/Electronics -- - -- 
Fire Control System 

-- ~eaions/Guns -- 
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NESEC NESEC -- 
Portsmouth I San Diego - 

-t-- 

- --C 
c h i s  Bay 
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APPENDIX G 

ANALYSLS OF ALTERNATIVE A 

1. Qverview. Alternative A assumes that each Service will retain its own separate depot 
maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 908. DMRD 908 directs the Services to 

f increase interservicing, streamline depot operations, reduce management staffs at all levels, 
increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council 

* (DDMC) will provide management oversight. 

2. C o m o a B u s i n e s s m .  The DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP), FY92-97, October 
1992 (draft) is the source document for the analysis of Alternative A in Chapter IV. 
Savings/projected savings are presented in this draft plan that describe the joint Service 
strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial base during the remainder of 
the 1990s and beyond. The main focus is on achieving the 6.36 billion dollar savings during 
FY91 through FY97 called for in DMRD 908 and DMRD 908C. The plan details savings 
attributable to both near-and long-term Service actions. Near-term savings are downsizing of 
both the direct and indirect work force at depot installations, closure of facilities, cancellation 
of facility projects, and internal Service workload consolidations. Long-range actions are 
interservicing, competition, and capacity utilization. In addition to describing the strategy for 
achieving DMRD 908 savings, this plan also provides the joint Service Depot Maintenance 
Vision Statement of the Future for FY95 and Beyond, (CBP, Appendix A). 

a. Cost savings. Table G-1 provides the details of Services' projected savings. 

Table G-1 Service Rojected Savings FY91-FY97 
($ Millions) 

Near-term 
Interservicing 
Competition 
Capacity Utilization 

Total 

ARMY 

339.2 
8.9 

138.7 
579.0 

1065.8 

NAVAIR 

448.8 
52.6 

555.9 
391.5 

1448.8 

NAVSEA 

1755.2 
0.7 

69.8 
282.3 

2108.0 

AIR FORCE 

664.4 
70.0 

943.3 
30.6 

1708.3 

MARINES 

0.0 
2.5 

25.8 
0.4 

28.6 



Alternative A establishes a standard against which to measure the other alternatives, 
except for cost savings. The other alternatives provide cost savings projections relative 
to each other only. 

b. Capacity Reduction. The CBP facility consolidations maintain the current inventory of 
depots, other than the previously scheduled closings of Sacramento Army Depot and 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. After these closings, the DOD capacity utilization rate will 

b 

be 64 percent, the baseline for all other alternatives. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. Even after all initiatives of DMRD 908 are complete, 
substantial unnecessary duplication and excess capacity will exist within each Service as v 

well as among all Services. This provides for the highest level of unnecessary duplication 
of all the alternatives. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE B 

1. Ovelview . Alternative B consolidates within Service boundaries. As a result, 
consolidation computations will be treated sequentially for each Service, beginning with the 

'5 Army. It should be noted that FY87 capacity figures were used in the analysis of Alternatives 
B through F since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. The FY87 
capacity figures were used to determine excess capacity and utilization rates for Army, Air 

* Force, and NAVAIR depots. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between N 9 1  and FY97. Capacity of 
depots earmarked for closure was not considered in this study. 

2. m. 
a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-2, the six Army depots are projected by JCIMAG to have a 
workload of 16,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of Army depots was 26,700 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
10,200 KDLH over the N95  workload projection. Based on this capacity, Army 
depot utilization would be 62 percent. The Army has concentrated most technologies 
into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the 
cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the 
remaining life of the system. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy 
combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. CCAD performs Army and Air Force 
helicopter depot maintenance. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, 
RRAD for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive ;md rail, and 
TOAD for a l l  Army electronics. 



Table G-2 Comparison of Army Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess Army depot capacity was reduced by consolidating 
automotive and other relatively low-tech commodities maintained at four Army depots into 
three of the above facilities. 

c. Summary. 

EXCESS 

2600 

400 

1 100 

2100 

2100 

1900 

10200 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Army depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 142 to 548 million dollars during 
FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-3. An in-depth study of Army munitions 
depots may yield additional savings through consolidation. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4600 

4800 

3800 

4800 

3200 

5500 

26700 

DEPOT 

ANAD 

CCAD 

LEAD 

RRAD 

TEAD 

TOAD 
Total 

Table G-3 Alternative B (Amy) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

FY95 'WORK 

2000 

4400 

2700 

2700 

1 100 

3600 

16500 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (35) 3 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(35) 3 
95 (27) 9 
96 23 69 
97 26 68 
98 26 68 
99 26 67 
00 26 66 
0 1 26 66 
02 25 66 
03 26 66 

Total 142 548 

(62) 12 
(39) 8 1 
(13) 149 
13 217 
39 284 
65 350 
9 1 416 

116 482 
142 548 



(2). Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of one depot is absorbed by three 
others, projected utilization will increase by 8 percent from 62 percent to 70 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Army is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence" for each commodity. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-4, the six Naval aviation depots are projected to have a 
workload of 14,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The capacity of these depots in FY87 was 26,400 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
11,700 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, NAVATR 
depot utilization would be 56 percent. 

(3) NADEP-PNCLA provides specialized support to Navy and Air Force helicopters. 
The others primarily support fixed-wing aircraft. NADEP-CHYPT primarily supports 
Marine Corps aviation platforms. The Navy maintains two other depots for the depot 
maintenance of Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) electronics. 
These depots are not considered NAVAIR depots but do have a combined projected 
FY95 electronics depot maintenance workload of 1,200 KDLH and N 8 7  capacity of 
1,100 KDLH. A portion of this work is avionics depot maintenance. 

Table G-4 Comparison of NAVAIR Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

- - 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVAlR depot capacity at six facilities was reduced 
by consolidating the workload at four remaining facilities along the following lines: 

DEPOT 

NADEP-ALMD 

NADEP-CHYPT 

NADEFJ-JAX 

NADEP-NORVA 

NADEP-NORIS 

NADEP-PNUA 
Total 

(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components. 

FY95 WORK 

2400 

2000 

2200 

2800 

2500 

2800 

14700 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4800 

3000 

3400 

5800 

5800 

3600 

26400 

EXCESS 

2400 

1000 

1200 

3000 

3300 

800 

11700 
A 



(a) NADEP-PNCLA has large fixed facilities required for helicopter dynamic 
components and rotor blades. It is also located in close physical proximity to high 
priority Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) operational units and is well 
suited to continue to provide Air Force and Navy helicopter support. 

(b) The fmed-wing airframe and airframe accessories/components workload of 
five depots was consolidated into three depots. 

(2) Engines and engine accessories/components. The engines and engine 
accessories/components workload of NADEP-ALMD, NADEP-JAX, NADEP-CHYPT, 
NADEP-NORVA and NADEP-NORIS was consolidated into three depots. 

(3) Avionics. The avionics workload of a l l  NAVAIR depots was also consolidated 
into three depots. Additionally, the SPAWAR electronics depot maintenance workload 
should be reviewed with a goal of transferring the avionics workload from these 
NAVAIR depots to the SPAWAR depots, or consolidating the SPAWAR depot 
maintenance workload at NAVAIR depots. If the latter alternative were considered, 
further SPAWAR consolidation would be possible. Additional study is required in this 
area. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six NAVAIR depots into four has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 343 to 1,747 million dollars from 
IT94 through -03, as shown in Table G-5. Consolidation of SPAWAR electronics 
depots may yield additional savings. 

Table G-5 Alternative B (NAVAIR) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant N 9 3  $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

1 Annual Cumulative 

I 
95 (142) (32) 
96 75 227 
97 8 1 228 
98 82 228 
99 8 1 228 
00 82 228 
0 1 8 1 226 
02 8 1 227 
03 81 227 

Total 343 1,747 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (159) (40) 

(301) (72) 
(226) 155 
(145) 383 
(63) 61 1 
18 839 

100 1,067 
181 1,293 
262 1,520 
343 1,747 

Minimum Maximum 

(159) (40) 



(2) Capacity Reduction. With work from two depots absorbed by the others, 
projected utilization increases by 25 percent from 56 percent to 81 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVAIR is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence." 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

- (1) A long-term shipyard capacity limitation is its physical limitation expressed in 
drydock-equivalents. A drydock-equivalent is the number of drydocks at a facility 
multiplied by the drydock utilization index for that shipyard. The drydock utilization 
index used is the annual index provided by OPNAV N-431 to JDMAG, which includes 
annual days for ship docking/undocking and drydock maintenance. When the total of 
drydock-equivalents for all Navy shipyards is divided by the number of Navy 
drydocks, a Navy drydock utilization rate results. As shown in Table G-6, the seven 
NAVSEA shipyards are projected by JDMAG to have an average drydock utilization 
rate of 71 percent in FY95. A check of projected utilization through N 9 7  shows this 

\ 

rate to be relatively constant as older, maintenance-intensive ships are retired and the 
naval force is restructured. A conservative goal for drydock utilization would be a 
factor of 1.0 or (100 percent), representing one ship-year for each drydock. 
Contingency capacity is available by acknowledging that more than one small ship can 
be docked in each drydock when required. This may reduce schedule flexibility as 
both ships must be docked and undocked at the same time. Floating drydocks 
available at shipyards offer further contingency capacity. Subjective limitations on 
shipyard capacity in addition to the facilities include the skills of the work force, 
complexity of the work, and the maximum concurrent work a shipyard can manage. 
Some of these factors can be overcome in the long-term by expanding work forces and 
management staffs. Because a measure of the limit imposed by these factors over the 
long-term was not available, drydock utilization was the only factor used in this 
analysis. 

(2) Puget Sound and Norfolk are considered essential shipyards for their nuclear 
carrier drydocking capabilities. Because other nuclear capable sites can service 
submarines, they offer a more flexible capability, although much of the projected 
workload reduction is due to the retirement of nuclear powered cruisers and attack 
submarines. Long Beach is not staffed with nuclear capable personnel but has one 
large, modem drydock located near major southern California homeports that is 
capable of docking nuclear carriers. There are three other Navy drydocks not included 
in this analysis (two at Norfolk and one at Pearl Harbor) that are no longer in use. 



Table G-6 Comparison of NAVSEA FY95 Drydock Utilization Rates 

b. Potential Consolidations. The utilization rate of 71 percent indicates that almost one of 
every three drydocks is unused, on the average, at all times. Acknowledging the priority 
of nuclear capable and carrier capable shipyards on each coast, the work of at least two 
shipyards, one on each coast, was consolidated into the other five shipyards to improve 
this utilization rate by 21 percent to a projected 92 percent. Excess capacity in the two 
remaining east coast shipyards would still remain above 45 percent. Further consolidation 
or reduction of a shipyard capability to a Ship Repair Facility could be made if the 
remaining facility is adequate for all nuclear work projected. 

A 

SHIPYARD 

Portsmouth 

Norfolk 

Charleston 

Puget Sound 

Mare Island 

Long beach 

Pearl Harbor 

Total 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
FY94 through NO3 as shown in Table G-7. 

DRYDOCKS 

3 

4 

3 

6 

4 

3 

3 

26 

UTILIZATION 

INDEX (Ti) 

20 

28 

67 

156 

58 

42 

56 

71 

DRYDOCK- 
EQUIVALENTS 

0.60 

1.12 

2.00 

9.36 

2.32 

1.26 

1.68 

- 18.34 



Table G-7 Alternative B (NAVSEA) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

I Annual Cumulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (350) (130) 
95 (302) (95) 
96 174 386 
97 169 363 
98 169 363 
99 168 363 
00 169 363 
01 168 363 
02 169 362 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected FY95 drydock utilization rate will increase by 21 percent from 
71 percent to 92 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(350) (1 30) 
(652) (225) 
(478) 161 
(309) 524 
(140) 887 

28 1,250 
197 1,613 
365 1,976 
534 2,338 

03 168 363 
Total 702 2,701 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

702 2.7 0 1 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-8, the six Air Force depots are projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 34,000 KDLH in EY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of Air Force depots was 53,100 KDLH, an excess capacity of 
19,100 KDLH over the FY95 workload. Based on this capacity, Air Force depot 
utilization is 64 percent. 

(3) The Air Force has concentrated many technologies into Technical Repair Centers 
(TRC), similar to the Army's "Centers of Excellence" concept. Nonetheless, many 
redundant sources of repair are retained at other facilities. AGMC's highly accurate 
Type I precision measuring equipment capability, made possible by its geographic 



location, provides a capability to repair precision inertial navigation systems that does 
not exist elsewhere in DOD. 

Table G-8 Comparison of Air Force Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) I 

b. Potential Consolidations. The maintenance workload of o n e ' ~ ~ C  was consolidated at 

DEPOT 

OC-ALC 

00-ALC 

S A- ALC 

SM-ALC 

WR-ALC 

AGMC 

Total 

the remaining facilities along the following guidelines: ' .\" +,,- 
(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components. Airframe and akfiame 
accessories/components depot maintenance conducted at 00-ALC, OC-ALC, SA-ALC, 
SM-ALC and WR-ALC was consolidated into four of these five depots. Source of 
Repair (SOR) responsibilities for specific aircraft was transferred to depots with excess 
capacity that are currently SOR for other aircraft of the same or similar size, mission 
and technology. 

FY95 WORK 

6800 

6300. 

7200 

6000 

6600 

1100 

34000 

(2) Engines and Engine Accessories/Components. Engine accessories/components 
depot maintenance was consolidated at two depots where engine maintenance is 
conducted to extend the initiative already undertaken by the Air Force for engines. 

(3) Avionics and Ground Electronics. Electronics and technologies related to 
maintenance of sensors and communications were consolidated at one electronics 
maintenance TRC. This required consolidation of many widely varying technologies 
(infrared, microwave, flight instruments, etc.), in addition to electronics used in several 
environments (air, land, space). 

F?@7F@AClTY 

\ ^ I  ' 12400 

9900 

12900 1 
8500 

8100 1 
1300 

53109 

(4) Instruments and Metrology. These commodities were consolidated at the one 
small specialized, non-airframe depot. 

EXCESS 

5600 

3600 

5700 

2500 ' 
1500 

200 a 
19100 



(5) General Purpose Equipment. Support of Air Force electronic general 
purpose equipment was consolidated at one depot. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Air Force depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 368 to 1,317 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-9. 

Table G-9 Alternative B (Air Force) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. When the work of one large ALC is absorbed by the 
projected excess capacity of the other depots, the utilization will increase by 12 percent 
from 64 percent to 76 percent. 

Annual 
s FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (164) (41) 
95 (147) (41) 
96 127 230 
97 79 175 
98 79 174 
99 79 174 
00 78 161 
01 80 162 
02 78 162 
03 79 161 

Total 368 1,317 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Like Army "Centers of Excellence", the Air Force TRC 
concept provides a framework for eliminating duplication. Consolidation of six depot 
maintenance activities into five and a concurrent review of workload assignments at 
those five will reduce duplication within the Air Force. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(164) (41) 
(311) (82) 
(184) 148 
(105) 323 
(26) 497 
53 67 1 

131 832 
21 1 994 
289 1,156 
368 1,317 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-10, the two Marine Corps depots are projected by JDMAG 
to have a workload of 2,400 KDLH in FY95. 



(2) The FY87 capacity of Marine Corps depots was over 2,400 KDLH, exactly the 
workload of FY95. No excess capacity results in a computed utilization rate of 100 
percent. 

(3) Both depots have sunilar, redundant capabilities, although restrictive environmental 
laws may make one site preferable to the other. MCLBA directly supports the 
Maritime Pre-positioning Force through its Blount Island facility in Jacksonville, @ 

Florida. 

Table G-10 Comparison of Marine Corps Depots 
4. 

b. Potential Consolidations. The projected post-Operation DESERT STORM workload 
for each Marine Corps depot is 1,700 KDLH in FY93. This demonstrates an ability to 
expand capability more than 35 percent above computed capacity figures. Following the 
completion of Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, the FY96 workload of the two 
depots declines to a total of 2,200 KDLH. This figure is 35 percent greater than the 
workload of FY90, the last year unaffected by Operation DESERT STORM requirements. 
Considering Base Force reductions, this projection of future workload may be high due to 
the inclusion of other-than-depot-level maintenance. Taking advantage of the additional 
capacity demonstrated during Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, and expanding 
capacity by transfer of production equipment from one depot to the other, all projected 
Marine Corps depot maintenance was consolidated at one "Center of Excellence". 

c. Summary. 

EXCESS 

None 

100 

None 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of two Marine Corps depots into one has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 33 to 170 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-11. 

FY87 CAPAClTY 

1 100 

1300 

2400 

DEPOT 

MCLBA 

MCLBB 

Total 

FY95 WORK 

1200 

1200 

2400 



Table G-11 Alternative B (Marine Corps) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. If one depot assumes the entire Marine Corps workload of 
2,200 KDLH, excess capacity will remain zero. 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Marine Corps is 
eliminated by having one "Center of Excellence." 

4 

4 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-12, NAVORD has Naval Surface Weapons Centers, 
Naval Underwater Weapons Centers, and Naval Weapons Stations at nine 
separate sites. The nine sites are projected by JDMAG to have a workload of 
4,550 KDLH in FY95. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (21) (7) 
95 (18) ( 5 )  
96 8 23 
97 10 23 
98 9 23 
99 9 23 
00 9 23 
01 10 22 
02 8 22 
03 9 23 

Total 33 170 

(2) The FY87 depot maintenance capacity of NAVORD facilities was 27,925 KDLH. 
This capacity has been significantly reduced by the effects of the transfer of much of 
the ordnance maintenance workload to the Army, reduced requirements for depot 
maintenance on new weapon systems, and the smaller fleet size. Computation of 
utilization based on this FY87 capacity would yield a utilization rate of 15 percent, an 
inaccurate representation of capabilities of depots which have been permanently 
downsized. A more accurate reflection of capacity of NAVORD facilities is the 
maximum recent capacity demonstrated since FY91 and in projections through FY97. 
This capacity is projected to be 5,590 KDLH, 1,330 KDLH over the FY95 workload 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(21) (7) 
(39) (12) 
(31) 11 
(21) 34 
(12) 57 
(3) 80 
6 103 

16 1 25 
24 147 
33 170 



projection. Based on this capacity, NAVORD depot utilization is 81 percent. 

(3) NSWC Louisville supports Navy surface gunnery. NUWC Keyport is the sole site 
for support of the Navy's underwater weapons. NWS Yorktown is the sole site for 
support of Navy mines. NSWC Crane is resident on a Army facility and primarily an 
electronics depot. Depot maintenance work is a relatively minor function of NAVORD 
facilities. They primarily perform research, development, intermediate maintenance, 
and ordnance storage/issue. The equipment used for depot maintenance is a very 
small fraction of NAVORD facilities, and no cost of consolidating this equipment was 
included in this analysis. 

Table G-12 Comparison of NAVORD Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVORD capacity was used to consolidate the 
ordnance depot workload into three depots along the following lines. 

DEPOT 
r 

NSWC-Indian Head 

NS WC-Louisville 

NUWC-Keyport 

NWS -Charles ton 

NWS-Concord 
NWS-Earle 

NWS-Seal Beach 

NWS -Yorktown 

NSWC-Crane 

(1) The NUWC is a unique facility required to support the development, test and 
maintenance of naval underwater weapons. 

(2) One NSWC absorbed the workload of the other two. 

FY95 WORK 

210 

1440 

1840 

30 

10 

30 

230 

70 

690 
- - 

(3) The depot maintenance workload of the five NWS's was consolidated at one NWS 
with additional support provided by NUWC and the remaining NSWC. 

Total 4550 

(4) The ordnance electronics depot maintenance of all NAVORD depots was 
consolidated into other depots supporting Navy electronics, NADEP-NORVA and 

MAX CAPACITY 

200 

1170 

2600 

50 

150 

50 

460 

60 

850 

EXCESS 

None 

None 

760 

20 

140 

20 

230 

None 

160 
5590 1330 



NADEP-NORIS, and the two SPAWAR depots at Portsmouth, VA, and San Diego, 
CA. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-13. 

Table G-13 Aiternative B (NAVORD) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant N 9 3  $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (23) (5) 
95 (18) (2) 
96 4 24 
97 5 24 
98 6 24 
99 5 24 
00 5 22 
01 6 22 
02 5 23 
03 6 22 

Total 1 178 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is eliminated 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(23) (5)  
(41) 0) 
(37) 17 
(32) 41 
(26) 65 
(21) 89 
(16) 111  
(10) 133 
(5) 156 
1 178 

a. Cost Savings. Aggregating the above Service cost reductions, for comparison to 
Alternatives C through F, Alternative B consolidations have the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 1,589 to 6,661 million dollars during FY94 
through FY03, as shown in Table G-14. 



Table G-14 Alternative B (DOD) -- Rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY 93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative B rises from 64 percent to 82 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (752) (220) 

03 369 863 
Total 1,589 6,661 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. The "Centers of Excellence" concept reduces or eliminates 
unnecessary duplication within each Service, but significant duplication will exist among 
the Services after the consolidations recommended in this alternative. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 

1,589 6,661 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSLS OF ALTERNATIVE C 

1. Overview. 

a. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each major type of 
weapon system platform (fixed/rotary wing aircraft, ships/underwater ordnance, ground 
vehicles/equipment, missiles) under an Executive Service. The using Service of each 
weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of depot-level reparables 
@LR)/components of the weapon system platforms. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-15. 

Table G-15 Alternative C Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the N 8 7  capacities. If an airfrarne/hull/ 
body/fiame commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

< 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
FixedJRotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft Components/DLRs 

Ships/UnderwaterOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
Vehicles Hull/Body/Frame 
Artillery/Vehicles Armament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronic s 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance - 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Air Force 
Using Service 

Navy 

-Y 
Army 

Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 

Air Force 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table (3-16, fixed wing/rotary wing aircraft depots were 
projected by JDMAG to have an airframe workload of 19,700 KDLH in N95 .  

(2) The N 8 7  capacity of the aviation airframe depots was 29,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 9,900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on 
this capacity, depot airframe utilization would be 67 percent. As stated above, 
the Air Force would be the Executive Service for all aviation airframe depot 
maintenance while the using Services would retain DLR/component 
maintenance in their depots. Since the total N 9 5  airframe depot maintenance 
workload is projected to exceed the FY87 capacity of the existing Air Force 
depots, airframe work was transferred to appropriate Air Force depots until it 
reached FY87 capacity limits. The remainding workload was left at using 
Service depots. 

Table G-16 Comparison of Aviation Depot Airframe Capacity and Workload 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible since the 
Army requires its only aviation depot for DWcomponent repairs. 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 

Total 

FY87 CAPACJTY 
4400 
4300 
3100 
3700 
3100 
lo00 
1400 
1 100 
1900 
2400 
1500 
1700 
29600 

-95 WORK 
2900 
2200 
2000 
3300 
2400 
500 
600 
800 
1300 
1200 
1200 
1300 
19700 

EXCESS 
1500 
2100 
1 100 
400 
700 
500 
800 
300 
600 
1200 
300 
400 
9900 



(2) Navy. To obtain a range of potential savings, three analyses of potential 
consolidations were conducted. They compared consolidation of residual 
airframe work and Navy DLRIcomponent work into: 

(a) two large NADEPs; 

(b) three mid-size NADEPs; and 

(c) four small NADEPs. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation airframe depot maintenance into all existing Air Force depots 
to the maximum extent possible, with consolidation of aircraft DLR/components within 
depots of the using Service has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions ranging from 35 1 to 1,5 11 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as 
shown in Table G-17. The maximum savings were obtained by consolidating the six 
NADEPs into four. 

Table G-17 Alternative C (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $M) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

I Annual I Cumulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 

I 

94 (197) (380) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Air Force depots is 
maximized for airframes, CCAD is retained after migrating aviation airframe work, and 
six NADEPs are consolidated into four, the projected total Air Force depot capacity 
utilization will increase from 64 to 76 percent and Navy depot capacity utilization from 
56 to 76 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(197) (380) 
95 (181) (53) 
96 88 248 
97 9 1 243 
98 92 242 
99 92 242 
00 9 1 242 
0 1 92 242 
02 91 243 
03 92 242 

Total 35 1 1,511 

(378) (433) 
(290) (185) 
(199) 58 
(107) 300 
(15) 542 
76 784 

168 1,026 
259 1,269 
35 1 1,511 



(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Reduced duplication in the aircraft airframe commodity 
is eliminated although substantial duplication still remains within and among the 
Services for depot maintenance of aviation DLRs/components. 

3. ShiDs/Underwater W e a ~ w .  The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D, and E 
differs from Alternative B in that Alternative B's capacity analysis was based on drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, . 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A summary of those conclusions follows. % 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-18, shipyards were projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 50,200 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the shipyards was 75,500 KDLH, a capacity excess of over 
25,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, shipyard 
capacity utilization would be 67 percent. 

Table G-18 Comparison of Shipyard Capacity and Workload 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. In addition to the Philadelphia shipyard which will be 
closed by FT96, the workload at two additional shipyards was consolidated into the 
remaining five. 

EXCESS 
3800 
6200 
5200 
2400 
600 
2100 
2600 
2400 
25300 

DEPOT 
r 

Portsmouth 
Philadelphia 
Norfolk 
Charleston 
Puget Sound 
Mare Island 
Long Beach 
Pearl Harbor 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
4000 
4000 
9100 
6400 
12000 
6800 
3600 
4300 
50200 

EY87 CAPACITY 
7800 
10200 
14300 
8800 
12600 
8900 
6200 
6700 
75500 



c. Shipyard Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of 
seven shipyards into five is the same for Alternatives B, C, D, and E, and has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of from 702 to 2,701 
million dollars from FY94 through N03 .  A summary chart of these reductions 
is shown in Table G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

d. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from N 9 4  through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates the 
N 9 5  capacity excess and brings them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-19, and as broken down in Table G-15, the depots 
performing ground equipment platform maintenance were projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 1,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity for ground vehiclelequipment platforms was 2,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehiclelequipment platform capacity utilization would be 65 percent. 
As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment while the using Services maintain responsibility for vehicle 
DLRs/components. The A m y  has concentrated most technologies into "Centers of 
Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the cost of moving 



specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the remaining life of the 
systems. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and 
all Services' small arms. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD 
for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for 
all electronics. Marine Corps depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance 
capabilities to provide independent support to operating forces based on geographic 
location. 

Table G-19 Comparison of Ground Vehicles/Equipment (Platform) Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
ANAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 

Total 

(1) Army. The five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

(2) Air Force. No Air Force depots were consolidated due to their support of 
aviation commodities. 

FY95 WORK 
200 
100 
200 
200 
100 
500 
400 

1700 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Corps has 
projected the workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in FY93. 
This figure exceeds the FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of 
the Marine Corps, the EY93 workload projection figure was used as the baseline 
for depot capacity. Taking advantage of this additional capacity and with the 
migration of 37 percent of the Marine Corps workload to the Army, a l l  the 
Marine Corps' workload was consolidated into a single depot. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

FY87 CAPACITY 
600 
200 
300 
400 
100 
500 
500 

2600 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land hull/body/fiames, and artilleryfvehicle armament into 

EXCESS 
400 
100 
100 
200 

0 
0 

100 
900 



Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 240 to 751 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown 
in Table G-20. 

Table G-20 Alternative C (Ground) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

03 44 94 
Total 240 75 1 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Consolidating the Army ground equipment 
maintenance depots from five to four, the projected capacity utilization will 
increase by 5 percent from 62 percent to 67 percent. Marine Corps capacity 
utilization will drop from 100 percent to 88 percent. 

- 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in ground 
vehicle/equipment platform maintenance is eliminated although some duplication 
still remains among the Services for depot maintenance of DLRs/components 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical 
missile work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots above, the transfer of this tactical missile 
work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. Cost 
reductions from this transfer were negligible although the consolidation would decrease 
the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 



a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative C 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,294 to 5,141 million dollars during FY94 through N03 ,  as shown in Table G-21. 

Table G-21 Alternative C FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total capacity utilization of DOD depots after the 
consolidations recommended under Alternative C rises from 64 percent to 88 percent. 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
C reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms. By requiring each Service to provide its own support for 
DLRs/components of those platforms, duplication among the Services remains for these 
commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the total duplication, but total elimination is not possible under this alternative for 
the DLRs/components. 

Annual 
N Minimum Maximum 

94 (63 1) (527) 
95 (546) (145) 
96 306 756 
97 309 724 
98 3 10 725 
99 309 724 
00 309 721 
0 1 309 721 
02 310 721 
03 309 721 

Total 1.294 5,141 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(631) (527) 
(1,177) (672) 

(87 1) 84 
(562) 808 
(252) 1533 

57 2,257 
366 2,978 
675 3,699 
985 4,420 

1,294 5,141 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE D 

II a. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for depot-level reparables 
(DLRs)/components of weapon system platforms along similar technology lines under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually the 
Service with the largest inventory of the DWcomponent. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-22. 

Table G-22 Alternative D Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. N91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The N91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the EY87 capacities. If a DLR/component 
commodity generated less than eight KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft ComponentsPLRs 

Ships/UnderwaterOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
Vehicles Hull/Body/Frame 
Artillery/Vehicles Annament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Using Service 
Air Force 

Navy 

Using Service 
Using Service 

Army 
Army 

h y  

-Y 
Air Force 



2.  Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-23, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aircraft DLR/component workload of 28,900 KDLH in FY95. 

* 
(2) The N 8 7  capacity of the aircraft DLR/component depots was 53,900 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 25,500 KDLH over the N 9 5  workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, depot aircraft DLR/component utilization would be 54 percent. As stated 
above, the Air Force would be the Executive Service for all aircraft DLR/component 4 

depot maintenance while the using Services would retain airframe maintenance In their 
depots. After all aircraft DLR/component work was consolidated to Air Force depots, 
the other Service depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using FY87 
capacities. 

Table G-23 Comparison of Depot Aircraft DLR/Component 
Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NAPED-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 

Totals 

FY95 WORK 
3900 
3000 
4400 
3200 
1800 
1900 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1 200 
1700 
3100 
200 
100 
200 

28900 

FY87 CAPACITY 
8100 
5500 
9800 
4400 
5500 
3800 
1600 
2300 
4000 
3400 
2100 
3400 
None 
None 
None 
53900 

EXCESS 
1 

I 

4200 
2500 
5400 
1200 
3700 
1900 
200 
900 
2600 
2200 
400 
300 

None 
None 
None 
25500 



b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible as the 
Army required its sole source of airframe repair. 

(2) Navy. The work of six NADEPs was consolidated into three for airframe repair, 
and one other NADEP, performing only helicopter maintenance. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aircraft DLRIcomponent depot maintenance into existing Air Force 
depots and consolidation of the airfiarne commodity within depots of the using Service 
has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 420 
million dollars to 3,641 million dollars during FY94 through FT03, as shown in Table 
G-24. 

Table G-24 Alternative D (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 1 Cumulative 

EY Minimum Maximum 
94 (318) (63) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. The fixed-wing ahframe workload of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into three. The projected aviation depot aircraft DLR/component capacity 
utilization rate increased by 8 percent from 54 percent to 62 percent. Total Navy 
aviation depot capacity utilization increased from 56 to 82 percent and Air Force depot 
capacity utilization will increase from 64 to 80 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(318) (63) 

03 1 29 463 
Total 420 3,641 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the aircraft DLR/component 
commodities is reduced although substantial duplication still remains within and among 

420 3,641 



the Services for depot maintenance of airframes. 

3. Ships/Underwater W e a ~ w .  The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D, and E 
differs from Alternative B in that Alternative B's capacity analysis was based upon drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 

+ 
using Service--the Navy. A summary of those conclusions follows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. a 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of seven 
shipyards into five is the same for Alternatives B, C, D, and E, and has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. A summary of these cost reductions is shown in Table 
G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through N03 .  

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates N 9 5  
capacity excess, bringing them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. GroundVehicleslEauiDment- 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-25, ground vehiclefequipment DLRJcomponents depots were , 



projected by JDMAG to have workload of 15,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehicle/equipment DLR/components depots was 
26,900 KDLH, a capacity excess of 11,500 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. 
Based on this capacity, ground vehiclelequipment depot utilization would be 58 
percent. As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for a l l  vehicle and 
equipment DLRs/components. Anny depots would also assume Executive Service 
responsibilities for general purpose equipment and ordnance while the using Service 
would retain depot maintenance of vehicle hull/body/frame. The Army has 
concentrated most technologies into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a 
few specific systems where the cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the 
savings potential over the remaining life of the systems. Anniston is the sole Army 
facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and a l l  Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-25 Comparison for Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
(DLRI Components) Depots 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
I 

ANAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Total 

(1) Army. The workload of the five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

FV95 WORK 
1700 
2400 
2500 
3200 
1000 
700 
800 
500 
800 
1800 
100 

15500 

FY87 CAPACITY 
4000 
3600 
4500 
5100 
3100 
600 
900 
500 
1700 
2800 
100 

26900 

EXCESS 
2300 
1200 
2000 
1900 
2100 
None 
100 

None 
900 
1000 
None 
11500 



(2) Air Force. Although ground communications-electronics and general purpose 
equipment are consolidated at Army depots, no Air Force depots could be consolidated 
due to their support of aviation commodities. 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Corps has projected the 
workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in FY93. This figure exceeds the 
FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of the Marine Corps, the FY93 c 
workload projection figure was used as the baseline for depot capacity. Taking 
advantage of this additional capacity and with the migration of 37 percent of the 
Marine Corps workload to the Army, all the Marine Corps workload was consolidated 
into a single depot. .- 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicle DLR/components, ground communications-electronics, 
and general purpose equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 366 to 1,628 million dollars during FY94 
through FY03. The cumulative annual distribution of these potential reductions is 
shown in Table G-26. 

Table G-26 Alternative D (Ground) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Ii Annual I Cumulative 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (182) (58) 
95 (154) (41) 
96 8 1 222 
97 89 221 
98 88 220 
99 89 220 
00 89 21 1 
01 89 21 1 
02 89 21 1 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Army depots are consolidated 
from five to four and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into one, the projected 
ground Army depot utilization will increase by five percent from 82 percent to 87 
percent. Since the work remaining at the one Marine Corps depot was a small portion b 

Minimum Maximum 
(1 82) (58) 
(336) (99) 
(255) 123 
(166) 344 
(78) 564 
11 784 

100 995 
189 1,206 
278 1,417 

03 88 21 1 
Total 366 1,628 

366 1,628 



of their overall workload requirement, the Marine Corps depot utilization dropped from 
100 percent to 53 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehicle/equipment commodity is reduced although some duplication still remains 
among the Services for depot maintenance of commodities common to land vehicles 
and artillery. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots discussed in sub paragraph 3.b., above, the 
transfer of this tactical missile work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of 
NAVORD depots. Cost reductions from this transfer were negligible although the 
consolidation would decrease the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative D 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,490 to 8,148 million dollars during FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-27. 

Table G-27 Alternative D FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant N 9 3  $Million) 

Total 1,490 8,148 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 
Cumulative 

Minimum Maximum 



b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative D rises by 23 percent from 64 percent to 87 percent. . 
c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
D reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platform DLRfcomponents. By requiring each Service to provide its own support 
for the hull/body/frame of similar weapon system platforms, duplication among the 

CI 

Services remains for these commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept 
by every Service will help reduce the duplication. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE E 

1. Overview. 

4 a. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility for similar 
weapon system platforms and their depot-level reparables (DLRs)/components under an 
Executive Service. The Executive Service is usually the Service that has the largest 
inventory of the DLR/component. Work distributions among depots were made using the 

4 best information on commodities and depot capabilities available to the analyst. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-28. Metrology was 
added as a commodity because consolidation of metrology support would be a logical 
extension of this alternative that consolidates al l  types of depot maintenance under a 
minimum number of Executive Services. 

Table 6-28 Alternative E Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. N 9 1  workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the W87 capacities. If a DLRIcomponent 
commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
considered. 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Strategic Missiles 
Metrology 

Tactical Missiles 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction Equipment 
Ground Communication and Electronics 
Ordnance, Weapons & Munition 
General Purpose Equipment 

Ships 
Underwater Ordnance 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Air Force 
Air Force 
Air Force 

Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 

Navy - 
Navy 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload 

(1) As shown in Table G-29, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aviation workload of 47,200 KDLH in FY95. AGMC was not a candidate for 
consolidation in the aircraft analysis but was considered separately under metrology. 

7rS L ( 6 ,  
(2) The FY87 capacity of the aviation depots was 7&00 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
28,200 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, depot 
aircraft DLR/component utilization would be 62 percent. As stated above, the Air 
Force would be the Executive Service for all aviation depot maintenance. After all 
aircraft DLR/component work was consolidated to Air Force depots, the other Service 
depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using N 8 7  capacities. 
Unique capabilities of depots were considered and retained such as SA-ALC large 
aircraft hangars, 'Technology Repair Centers" (TRCs), and CCAD/NADEP-PNCLA 
and CHYPT rotary wing facilities. 

Table G-29 Comparison of Depot Aviation 
Capacity and Wolkload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP- ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
6800- 
5100 
6400 
6500 
4200 . 
2400 
2000 
2200 
2800 
2400 
2800 
3100 
200 
100 
200 

47200 

FY87 CAPAClTY 
12400 
8000 
11200 
8000 
6000 
4800 
3000 
3400 
5800 
5800 
3600 
3400 
None 
None 
None 
75400 

EXCESS 
5600 
2900 
4800 
1500 
1800 
2400 
1000 
1200 
3000 
3400 
800 
300 

None 
None 
None 
28200 



b. Potential Consolidations. Analysis was conducted on consolidation of workloads from 
large depots into small depots, consolidation of a large depot and several small depots, and 
consolidation of all small depots into the large depots. The analysis concluded that 
consolidation of a number of small depots and one large depot was the most feasible. 
This consolidation took advantage of the Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) resident in 
larger depots and the unique capabilities of three smaller depots. The consolidation 
includes the following. 

(1) Army. Army's aviation depot activities consisted solely of rotary wing airframe 
and dynamic components. The Air Force acquired this depot as part of the Executive 
Service for all aviation. 

(2) Navy. The workload requirement of four NADEPs was consolidated into the 
remaining depots. 

(3) Air Force. The aviation workload from one depot is consolidated into the 
remaining depots. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(I)  Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation depot maintenance into four existing Air Force depots, two 
NADEPs, and CCAD has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 776 to 4,700 during FY94 through FY03. The cumulative annual 
distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-30. Note that the break 
even point for the low savings exreme is seven years. 

Table G-30 Alternative E (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (512) (143) 
95 (493) (135) 
96 258 699 
97 221 620 
98 220 619 
99 220 619 
00 215 605 
0 1 216 605 
02 215 606 
03 216 605 

Total 776 4,700 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(5 12) (143) 
(1.005) (278) 

(747) 421 
(526) 1,041 
(306) 1,660 
(86) 2,279 
129 2,884 
345 3,489 
560 4,095 
776 4,700 



(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of four NADEPs and one ALC are 
consolidated, the projected utilization will increase from 62 to 94 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Duplication in the aviation commodities is significantly 
reduced. 

3. -1Undemater m. The analysis of ships/underwater weapons for this 
Alternative were identical to that of Alternatives C and D as ship and underwater weapons C 

commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service, the Navy. A summary of those conclusions is as follows. 

b 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through G, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
N 9 4  through N03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected FY95 utilization rate will increase from 67 to 100 percent based 
on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is reduced 
by the consolidation of rrine depots into three. 



a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-31, ground vehicle/equipment depots were projected by 
JDMAG to have workload of 17,300 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehiclelequiprnent depots was 29,500 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 12,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehiclelequipment depot utilization would be 58 percent. As shown 
in Table G-26, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment. Army depots would also assume Executive Service responsibilities for 
general purpose equipment, artillery, and ordnance. ANAD is the sole Army facility 
configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-31 Comparison of Ground Vehicles/Equipment Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
I 

ANAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TE AD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
S A-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Total 
L 

(1) Army. The work of five Army depots were consolidated into four. 

(2) Air Force. Ground communications-electronics and general purpose equipment 
depot maintenance was consolidated at Army depots. Since this work was conducted 
at the same depot which was consolidated under aviation, no further depots were 
consolidated. 

EXCESS 
2600 
1300 
2100 
2100 
2100 
None 
200 

None 
900 
1000 
None 
12300 

IT95 WORK 
2000 
2500 
2700 
3400 
1100 
1200 
1200 
500 
800 
1800 
100 

17300 

FY87 CAPACITY 
4600 
3800 
4800 
5500 
3200 
1100 
1400 
500 
1700 
2800 
100 

29500 



(3) Marine Corps. The work of two depots was consolidated into the Army depots to 
take advantage of the "Centers of Excellence" concept. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicles, ground cornmunicationselectronics, and general purpose 
equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions from 28 1 to 1,600 million dollars during N 9 4  through N03. The 
cumulative m u d  distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-32. 
Note that the break even point for the low savings extreme occurs after seven years. a 

Table G-32 Alternative E (Ground Vehicles/Equipment) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
11 Annual I Cumulative 

FY Miairnun1 Maximum 

94 (201) (68) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of five Axmy depots is consolidated 
into four, and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into the Army, the projected 
utilization will increase from 58 to 92 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(201) (68) 

03 82 209 
Total 28 1 1,600 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehicle/equipment commodity is eliminated. 

28 1 1,600 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots, the transfer of this tactical missile work to 



LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated within the Air 
Force at 00-ALC. 

a. Capacity vs Workload. There are three metrology laboratories. The Air Force lab is at 
AGMC, the Navy lab is being consolidated at NADEP-NORIS, and the Army lab is at 
Redstone Arsenal, AL. Specific capacity and workload statistics were not available for all 
locations. 

b. Potential Consolidations. A 29 January 1991, JLC/DDMC rkport titled "A Study of the 
Services' Primary Standards Laboratories for the Joint Logistics Commanders and the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council", was reviewed to obtain costs for consolidation 
analyses. The most cost effective consolidation was to establish the Air Force as the 
Executive Service and consolidate metrology support at AGMC. 

c. Metrology Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. After a consolidation cost of 8 million dollars, annual savings of 
1.54 million dollars would begin accruing in the sixth year. Cummulative savings 
through FY03 are 8 million dollars. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. AGMC metrology capacity would be expanded during 
consolidation. The facility would operate very close to 100 percent capacity. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. All unnecessary metrology duplication within and 
among the Services would be eliminated. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative E 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,761 to 9,180 million dollars during FY94 through FY03 as shown in table G-33. 



Table G-33 Alternative E FY94-FY03 -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
1 Annual I Cumulative 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consoIidations 
recommended under Alternative E rises from 61 percent to 95 percent. 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (1,085) (346) 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
E reduces virtually all duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms and DLR/components. 

Minimum Maximum 
(1.085) (346) 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE F 

1. Qverview. Alternative F considers the creation of a single manager to control all depot 
maintenance within DOD. Two different and distinct options are examined. One is a 

a Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA) reporting to OSD and the other is a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command (JDMC), a unified command, reporting to the National Command 
Authority (NCA) through the CJCS. The basic difference between Alternative E and 
Alternatives F(DMA) and F(JDMC) is who is in charge. In Alternative E, there are three 

a separate Service Executives in charge of depot maintenance. In Alternative F(DMA), there is 
a central agency is charge of all depot activities. In Alternative F(JDMC), there is a unified 
commander in charge of four separate Service components. It is assumed for the purpose of 
this analysis that both options under Alternative F would result in no less consolidation and 
elimination of duplication than is possible in Alternative E. Therefore, the analysis developed 
for Alternative E is also applied to both options in Alternative F. 

2. m. A DMA involves the creation of a central authority that is superimposed over the 
existing depot maintenance system with full responsibility and authority to change, manage, 
and operate the depot maintenance effort DOD-wide. A DMA implies removing the 
responsibility for depot maintenance from the Services and placing it in the hands of a central 
authority. Basically, the Services would purchase depot level maintenance from the DMA. A 
DMA would: 

a. Directly own, control, and operate applicable depot level maintenance facilities, other 
than theater assigned depot assets. 

b. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. 

c. .Work to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Negotiate with the Services on time schedules and costs. 

e. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

f. Submit and defend depot budget requirements. The Services would control the funds 
authorized for depot level maintenance. 

g. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



3. JDMC. A JDMC would be the central authority for depot maintenance with full 
responsibility and authority to change, manage, and operate the depot maintenance effort. In 
this case, however, the Services would have a fully participating role through their Service 
components, including ownership and operation of those depots that remain active after 
consolidation decisions are made by the Joint Commander. A JDMC would: 

a. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
n 

investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. The ownership and day-to-day control of 
the individual depot facilities would remain with the appropriate Services. 

0 

b. Negotiate time standards and costs with the users. 

c. Work to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

e. Coordinate consolidated submission of depot budget requirements. The Services would 
control the funds authorized for depot level maintenance. 

f. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE G 

1. O v e ~ v i e ~ .  Alternative G considers contracting the entire depot maintenance workload to 
private industry either through industry facilities or government-owned/contractor-operated 
(GOCO) facilities. Depot maintenance management and contract coordination would be 
provided by a new OSD-level organization or Service organizations. In either case, the 
contracting agency would: 

a. Assess contractor capabilities before awarding a contract. 
b. Provide pricing and negotiation support. 
c. Support source selection. 
d. Manage the contract after award. 
e. Provide technical support. 
f. Accept the contractor's work and assure payment. 

2. E f f e c t m c o m ~ e h h w  
. . . Competition is one of the principal strategies of DMRD 908. 

Public-private and public-public competition improves efficiency by stimulating overhead cost 
reduction and improved productivity. 

a. Competition Pilot Program Results. In response to the FY91 congressional authority 
for a competition pilot program described in Chapter 11, each Service opened selected 
depot maintenance work to competition. Some competition involved private bidders, as 
well as public bidders from more than one Service. Of the 18 workloads awarded with an 
annual value of 87 million dollars, organic depots won 14 awards. Table G-34 displays 
the results of FY91 competition, including projected savings resulting from the awards. In 
FY92, of fourteen workloads awarded, organic depots won eight. The projected savings 
from competition for FY91 through FY97 are 22.76 million dollars. 

b. Competition Without Public Depots. The public-private pilot program demonstrated 
that- organic depots are competitive with private industry and probably provide an incentive 
for private industry to improve efficiency and submit competitive bids. This alternative 
eliminates organic public depots and leaves only private-private competition. Without the 
competition of the depots to drive industry to cut costs commercialized maintenance would 
probably result in much lower savings than those resulting from public-private savings 
realized in N 9 1 .  The competitive environment that produces savings today could evolve 
into a sole-source environment with significantly greater costs. 



TabIe G-34 Depot hlaintenance Competition FY91 Pilot Program Results 

Previous A ward EY91-97 
Service Workload Work Site Winner Savings ($M) 

Army T63-700 Engine CCAD CCAD 3.13 
PATRIOT Launch Station LXAD LEAD -0.09 
MI1 3 Engine RRAD Detroit Diesel 0.42 
M44 1 - 112 Ton Engine TE AD TEAD 0.36 
=VANS ANAD Genco -0.03 
ANfI'PQ-36/37 SAAD SAAD -0.38 
RT-524 TOAD TOAD 1.49 

4.90 

Air Force G-5615 Gearbox SA-ALC Standard Aero 6.40 
F-16 Software IV&V 00-ALC Logicon 0.70 
TF33 Vanes & Shrouds Contract Chromalloy 1.30 
ANmC-97A SM-ALC SM-ALC 0.70 
ANJARC- 186-UHF WR-ALC WR-ALC 1.70 

10.80 

Marine Corps M923 5-Ton Truck MCLBB TE AD 6.89 
AN/"IFB- 1D MCLBA Loral 0.17 

7.06 

DOD Total 22.76 

Soum: DDMC CBP (FY92-97) 

3. U p f C o n t r a c t o r  -. This alternative will create several new limitations that 
are discussed in the following subparagraphs. 

a. Old Technology Maintenance. Service depots maintain many weapon systems built 
with older technology. Such systems often require reverse engineering to produce parts no 
longer available from commercial vendors. This situation will become even more 
prevalent as lower defense procurement budgets necessitate extending weapon system life 
cycles. Work on older systems is often too small in volume or too difficult to be 
attractive to private industry. It is also very difficult to predict the scope and details of 
work required on older systems before the actual effort is begun, thereby resulting in 
costly, non-competitive contract revisions. After the attractive and high profit work is 
awarded to private industry, the Services can be expected to be left with essential work on 
older weapon systems that has traditionally been performed by the organic depots. For 
this reason, some GOCO facilities on cost-plus contracts will probably be essential. 



b. Capacity Expansion. Commercial industries can be expected to size their capacity to 
peacetime requirements. It would be expensive to maintain excess capacity for short-term 
surges in output which are critical to meeting military contingencies. 

c. Weapon System Management. Unlimited competition would substantially complicate 
weapon system management. Instead of dealing with one or a small number of military 
commands for depot maintenance of a weapon system platform, a manager may have to 
balance the efforts of a large number of contractors throughout the country, each of which 
has been awarded the maintenance of components of the platform. 

d. Exposure to Unplanned Interruptions. Service depots are seldom, if ever, exposed 
to work stoppages caused by problems with labor, such as strikes or job actions. They 
are also virtually immune to bankruptcies and corporate reorganizations which can 
bring output of private industry to a complete and unexpected halt. At most, Service 
depots experience these problems when their vendor suppliers have unplanned 
interruptions. The depots counter these temporary delays with alternate sources of 
supplies or internal reconfigurations to produce components organically. Complete 
contractor depot maintenance exposes the entire maintenance function to these 
problems which can interrupt output for long periods and severely degrade readiness 
and warfighting abilities in a very short order. 

e. Contract Flexibility. Service depots experience frequent changes to programmed output 
and system maintenance requirements. Modifications to contracts to support program 
changes could be costly and time consuming. 

a. Cost Savings. Cost savings for Alternative G were not computed. The cost savings 
from competition using the current system of public-private competition are highly 
variable depending on the source used. Eliminating the public element from competition 
will result in even greater variability which is not predictable. Contract maintenance may 
yield initial cost savings, but actually become more expensive as duplicate capabilities are 
discontinued and contracts tend to become sole-source. No dollar comparison of 
Alternative G can be made relative to Alternatives B thru F. 

b. Capacity Reduction. Since a l l  Service depots are closed or become GOCO, any 
unnecessary capacity within the Services is eliminated. Service capacity will be zero. 

c. Duplication. As with capacity reduction, all Service depots are eliminated along with 
all duplication. 





DALO - SMM 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0500 

2 6 OCT 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE STUDY GROUP 

1 SUBJECT: Army's Input to the JCS Depot Maintenance 
Study--Information Memorandum 

5 t L  - 
4 1. This is in response to your request that each service 

evaluate the seven alternatives proposed to achieve even greater 
depot maintenance efficiencies and prepare an issue paper on the 
role of Army depots at reduced service levels (Tabs A & B). 

2 .  As you well know, we submitted an alternative to the study 
group, which in essence provides for single service management of 
a weapon system, all its components, and depot level reparables. 
We think this alternative creates a logical management strategy 
and supports the system management approach to depot maintenance. 
It also maximizes cost savings while maintaining responsiveness 
to contingency requirements, peacetime readiness, sustainment and 
reconstitution of our forces. 

2 Encl 

3 .  We are looking forward to the outcome of your study. 

% KLL 
LEON E. SALOMON 
Lieutenant General, GS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Logistics 

CF : 
AMCCG 
DAMO- ZA 
ASA (I,L&E) 
DALO-PLZ-A 
JCS (54) 



APPENDIX H 

ARMY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

. . Am- 
Effectiveness: What a~ the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your - 
Services' maintentenance process? 

PRO: Proven capability to support life cycle management of materiel, peacetime readiness, 
sustainrnent and reconstitution of redeployed forces. Fully integrated approach to integrated 
logistics system support (ILS) management to include requirements, specifications and 
configuration control being centralized under a single materiel manager. Integrated with a l l  
aspects of the Army's logistics structure. Depot maintenance is a vital element of the Army's 
maintenance policy and doctrine, facilitating coordination between requirements, development, 
engineering, maintenance and financial management for improving/upgrading equipment 
which will be increasingly important in the future budgetary environment. Facilitates program 
execution with work specifications, production standards and depots centralized under a 
single industrial manager, Depot Systems Command, where end items and depot level 
reparables are rebuilt/rcmanufactured/ modified at Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX) 
providing a integrated weapon systems approach to maintenance. 

CON: Does not allow for maximum technology transfer between services, adoption of best 
industrial processes across DOD or attain best depot maintenance costs for end items and 
DL&. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

It is reasonable to expect some savings can be made without jeopardizing peacetime readiness, 
sustainrnent and reconstitution which are three critical factors in the depot maintenance 
military effectiveness equation. It is essential those factors be weighed carefully against any 
cost savhgs that will clearly reduce military effectiveness in evaluating every alternative. 

Efficiencies: Maintenance Council (DDMC) and Army Management Review Decisions 
(AMRD) have initiated a wide range of actions to improve efficiency of depot maintenance 
and are producing positive results. It is recognized additional actions can be taken to further 
reduce costs, excess capacity and duplication under this alternative; however, it will not 
achieve maximum savings potential without degrading military effectiveness. 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

PRO: No clear contribution and it is not an improvement over Alternative A where owning 
I service is depot maintenance manager for weapon and non weapon systems and their 

associated depot level reparables (DLR). 

CON: Breaks weapons systems management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance on 
a systems basis. This advocates consolidating the hull/chassis/a.irfkame of weapons under a 
single service but leaving weapon system DLRs with the owning service and also leaves non- 
weapon systems and their &sociated DLRs with the owning service, Unnecessarily 
complicates depot maintenance and its management for weapon systems and their associated 
DLRs. Will likely increase costs to maintain a given level of military effectiveness. The 
service operating the depot responsible for removable and reinstallation of DLRs has no 
control over anything that happens to the DLRs in between when the end item is owned by 
another service. This requires the service owning that end item to purchase DLRs from 
supply or establish repair and return DLR programs at DLR repair depots run by the other 
services.The results include: additional supply transactions, longer repair cycle times, 
increased inventory levels, and higher end item repair costs. No one in charge of weapon 
system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized fmm this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

There are no clear benefits to be gained from this altemative since it would complicate the 
management of depot maintenance and would likely increase costs while creating additional 
problems in configuration control, engineering and other linkages between the field, 
developer, service management and depot maintenance. In the absence of clear benefits and 
given obvious adverse impacts, this alternative is not considered realistic. 



If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 'C 

for a number of years in joint staffiig of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffiing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 

a 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm this managefl 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repairtpreparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personnellequipment 
operating under Amy control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Amy Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the (CON) paragraph. The 
efficiencies from weapon system end item consolidations would increase capacity utilization 
of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots since owning 
services would still maintain weapon system DLRs, non weapon systems and their associated 

s DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot where the DLRs were 
removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic depot or shipped to a 
contractor facility. Repairing those DL& and then returning them to the original depot for 
reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airframe would ~ i ~ c a n t l y  increase repair cycle 

t times and probably end item rebuild costs. If DLRs are requisitioned from the supply system 
to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require more supply 
transactions, management overhead and procurement of additional DLRs to support the depot 
maintenance cycle. 



Effectiveness: What the impact of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Limited impact on effectiveness for weapon and non-weapon systems when end items 
and associated DLRs are maintained by the same service via "Centers of Excellence Concept". 

CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 4 

systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, particularly for weapon systems, and 
breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management for weapon systems 
and DLRs when split between multiple services and would likely increase end items rebuild 
costs. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this 
approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectivness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis as this does will adversely impact many elements of life cycle 
management, peacetime readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution, etc. There is no compelling 
case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the overall process in order to optimize some 
pieces. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint stang of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate s 



levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

# 

If your Service becamse a customer of an Executive AgentfSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that managef! 

b The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainrnent to include providing personnel/equipment 
operating under Axmy control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and dqosal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the above CON paragraph. 
The efficiencies from weapon system and end item consolidations would increase capacity 
utilization of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots 
since owning services would still maintain weapon system DLRs and non-weapon systems 
and their associated DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot 
where the DLRs were removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic 
depot or shipped to a contractor facility. Repairing these DLRs and then returning them the 
original depot for reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airframe will ~ i ~ c a n t l y  increase 
repair cycle times and probably end item rebuild cost. If DLRs are requisitioned from the 
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Effectiveness: What art the impacts of this alternative on the military effectivness of your 
Services1 maintenance process? 

PRO: Impact on effectiveness would be dependent on Executive Agent assignments. 
Assuming assignment based on dominant user for ships, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing 
aircraft, ground vehicles, ground command and electronics etc there should be limited impact 
when depot maintenance of systems and associated DLRs are managed by the same service. 

& CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, and particularly for weapon systems, 
and breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
develuping, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management from every aspect 
when split between multiple services and would likely increase end item rebuild costs for 
those systems. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to 
this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon systems management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis breaks the weapon systems approach to management and will adversely 
impact many elements of life cycle management, peacetime readiness, sustainrnent, 
reconstitution etc. There is no compelling case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the 
overall process in an effort to optimize some portions (limited purely business approach). 

If your Service wene selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special nequirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
lTop-up pmjects,ll etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Amy, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staffimg of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 



(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this altemative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out * 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainrnent to include providing personneVequipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

When end items and DLRs are managed by the same service there are s i e i c a n t  cost savings 
because this management approach facilitates closing depots to reduce excess capacity, 
duplication etc. When end items and DLRs are managed by separate services, there are 
numerous negative impacts to systems management, plus end item rebuild programs are 
greatly complicated. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: It is difficult to rationalize how removing depot maintenance from the services will 
enhance effectiveness of Army maintenance either within depots or the overall maintenance 
process from developer to user to depot. 

CON: Major impact on Title 10 responsibilities and would likely require changes to existing 
federal statues. Would place either a DOD staff element or the JCS in charge of an 
organization directly impacting readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution. This would break the 
weapon system management approach by disrupting the linkages between field, developer, 
service maintenance/resource management and the depot. It would be extremely Wicult for 
service managers to reach through the DOD or JCS to the depots and' work the life cycle 
management process on a weapon system management basis. This would be particularly 

when engineering, configuration management and specifications are involved which 
require close coordination over sustained periods of time to support new system development, 
fielding of new equipment, and modification of fielded end items and DLRs. It would also 
complicate the overall maintenance management process of services developing maintenance 
doctrine and policy. DOD or JCS involvement would add several additional organizational 
layers (DOD or JCS, some type depot command headquarters, some number of subordinates 
command elements, e.g., land, air and sea or regional) between service managers and 
supporting depots and would make the depot virtually unreachable from the field level. 
Centralization of critical operational functions at the very top levels of large organizations is 
not the most effective or efficient management methodology as Sears and Roebuck, General 
Motors and many other organizations have learned the hard way. Staffs at the top of such 
organizations tend to be overly bureaucratic, lack the proper sense of urgency, are far 
removed from the impact of their poor decisions and in general lack the operational level 
experience required. Not at all clear what the value added would be from DOD or JCS 
operating depots that cannot be achieved from Alternative B with far less adverse impacts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative has potential for savings but also for signScantly adversely impacting 
military effectiveness. Greater benefits are achievable under Alternative B with less adverse 
impacts; therefore, this alternative is not supportable. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No, this would break the systems management approach by removing the service role in depot 
maintenance, adding additional organizational layers to the process, centralizing and calling it 
increased efficiency. Implementation would be a lengthy, complex process due the 



requirement to "stand up" a new command with subordinate elements, etc. and the learning 
curve those organizations would undergo. Any closure and realignment decisions would 
likely be delayed until the BRAC 95 window resulting in no sigruficant savings or closure 
until the year 2000 or beyond. The objective can be achieved with far less disruption and 
adverse consequences, e.g., Alternative B. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgenctfSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable. rr 

Efficiencies: Are them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, however, they do not offset the numerous adverse impacts or achieve the efficiencies and 
saving potential of Alternative B. This alternative creates another massive bureaucracy that 
further isolates the field, developer and service manager from supporting depots. Will take 
longer to implement than Alternative B thereby delaying attainment of signifkant savings. 



- Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

PRO: Theoretically at least, this type competition would result in reduced costs of depot 
maintenance and support peacetime readiness at lower costs; however, this has not been 

a proven. 

CON: Commerical industry would size capacity based solely on peacetime requirements and 
paying them to maintain excess capacity would be cost prohibitive. Difficulty and cost of 

& competing and awarding depot maintenance contracts would be greatly exacerbated; for 
example, last year the Amy had some 6,000 program changes in it's organic depot workload. 
Modifying, renegotiating contracts to support changes of this magnitude would be a crushing 
administrative/overhead cost and it would be impossible to maintain reasonable control over 
costs with quantities, condition of assets, etc. continually changing. 

Industry is primarily interested in high volume and high dollar contracts. The Army has 
relatively few programs with an annual value of over $1M and industry is just not interested 
in bidding on small programs. For example, of 10 ea FY92 competition items awarded to 
date, there were no industry bids on three items. It should be noted Amy organic depots 
won 5 each of 7 each programs competed in FY91 and 8 ea of 10 ea competed to date in 
FY92. 

Unlimited contracting out would break the wapon system management approach for all 
currently fielded systems since unlimited competition would result in depot maintenace for 
end items and associated DLRs scattered across private industry. 

Contracting for maintenance as part of weapon system acquisition costs for new systems 
would result in services not buying technical data packages leaving them at the mercy of 
original equipment contractors in regards to costs in the future. This is an extremely short- 
sighted and dangerous concept given that systems may be in the inventory 30-40 years or 
longer, especially in the current budget environment. In that period companies would go 
bankrupt, merge, sell off some units, be bought by foreign companies, discontinue operations 
in certain equuipment areas, etc., etc. 

Total commercialization of depot maintenance would likely encounter strong congressional 
opposition and generate prohibitive legislation. 

Worker strikes at commercial contractor facilities could have devastating impacts on 
readiness, sustainment and reconstitution. Organic depots, the "Core" maintenance workload 
concept and reasonable competition levels offer clear advantages over unrestricted 
competition. 
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If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Army would expect: 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repairlpreparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainrnent to include providing personnel/equipment 

fl operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitutuion of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
C depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status report. 

Support Anny Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Manager (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle managmenet process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritzation. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and scheudle. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, it is expected the near and long term implications of totally commercializing maintenance 
would be increased overall costs. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECUTIVE GROUP, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

1. In response to the request from Executive Group Director, General Went, Tab A is 
forwarded as Navy's response to the alternatives under study. Specifically, Alternative I is 
clearly the preferred choice because it maintains the vital command and control linkage 
through the life cycle between Navy depots and the operating forces they support; and retains 
the vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must be available to meet 
fleet safety and readiness objectives. This alternative preserves Service oversight to ensure 
maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. 

2. A second alternative is derived from a combination of Alternative I and IV. In addition 
to maintaining command accountability for the mission of the Service, the establishment of 
Centers of Excellence for a specific commodity would offer significant opportunity for 
productivity improvements. 

3. There is no clear consensus to other altematives beyond I and N. 

S. F. L O F T U S  
Vice Admiral, U . S .  Navy 
D e p u t y  C h i e f  of Naval 
O p e r a t i o n s  (Logistics) 



APPENDIX I 

NAVY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

. . 
-Indlvldual- 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
8 

Services' maintenance pmcess? 

Continued effectiveness of the Navy's maintenance process was planned into the Navy's 
response to DOD's "Defense Management Review Decision-908" (DMRD-908). This 4 

alternative directs continuation of the efforts begun in response to DMRD-908. Current co- 
location of depot level and production facilities allows efficient utilization of expensive unique 
test equipment, engineering synergism, access to design and production experts, and reduced 
repair costs. Costs avoidance is achieved by not having to pay for retraininglresystemization 
costs associated with changing to a new alternative. Any impact attendant to this DMRD has 
been subsequently identified and resolved to the satisfaction of the Navy. 

The Services' control over mission readiness requirements would be maintained as a counter 
balance to maintenance process sub-optimization. This alternative preserves Service, oversight 
to ensure maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. The Seven Step Process 
ensures cost effectiveness of interservicing decisions, and competition or the potential for 
competition will provide incentive for savings over the pre-DRMD 908 budgets. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Alternative A retains service control over total logistics support of the weapon systems and 
components thereby causing the least decrement. An existing plan, the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan", outlines initiatives and presupposes that each service has factored in and has 
developed appropriate contingencies for potential military effectiveness impacts. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This is considered the best alternative given the savings goals already included in DRMD 908. 
Cost savings goals and objectives have already been identified and implemented under DRMD 
908, and their impact have not yet been fully assessed. Current operations attest to the 
realistic nature of this alternative. 



If your Service werr selected as an ~xecutive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

An Executive Agent for this altemative would be in an administrative role, coordinating the 
operation of such joint oversight organizations as the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, the 
meetings of the Joint Logistics Commanders and the supporting organizations. The 
infrastructure to support this alternative is already in place. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

See above. 

I Efficiencies: Am them near o r  long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The efficiencies to be gained by this alternative are defined within the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan". Each Service would use their existing expertise in performing DOD 
maintenance, and fine-tune existing operations. 

Comments: Alternative A continues the progress made through the efforts of the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council and demands steady and consistent business planning discipline 
be applied and maintained across all of the DOD depot industrial base. It maintains the link 
between acquisition and life cycle management within the Services for engineering, 
maintenance, integrated logistics support, and modernization; and provides for graceful 
emergency depot surge capability. It focuses Services' management attention on individual 
Service-unique product-line efficiency; and maintains the customertprovider, 
operatorlmaintainer direct relationship. 
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For ships, the Navy is the sole ~ervlce customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and quality agreements, visibility 
in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary, repair priorities maintained 
equally across Services and a responsive point of contact. 

L Efficiencies: Am them near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

None foreseen. Near-term benefits from consolidation would be overcome by cost to 
implement and maintain. Long-term forecast is dependent upon unstated efficiencies by the 
executive agency which would have a virtual monopoly on the managed platform/commodity. 

Comments: There appears to be no "Business Imperative" to improve or no compelling 
interest toward productivity. This alternative alters the commodity mix between the Services, 
but does nothing to alter the fundamental business precepts of the Services. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Selvices' maintenance process? 

This alternative mandates a break in the synergy between the "weapon" and the "system" and 
a division of repair focus such that Service mission responsibilities would be secondary to the 
maintenance process and, thus, could be impaired. For example, under the alternative the Air 
Force maintains all missiles but does not have the knowledge of nor experience with, the 
unique ship-missile system integration nor with the marine environment which faces Navy 

1 
equipment. The default position would be one which does not recognize the different 
employment of the Service systems. Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation costs 
would be significantly affected. The total logistics support integration would increase the size 
of the logistics "layin" in support of pipeline and thereby necessitate either reduction in 
military effectiveness or increased total cost of operations. 

This alternative breaks the synergy between weapons and the maintenance system. It would 
create a division between the repair function and the overall mission responsibility of each 
Service. Layering between the operator and the maintainer would ensure that operational 
problems and needs would seldom be heard. It would be a tremendous if not expensive 
undertaking to maintain rnission/asset readiness when systems maintenance and management 
are consolidated for their physical generic similarities rather than the performance and 
employment requirements which the individual systems must meet and which set them apart 
from each other. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in m i i i m  effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

This alternative will not provide substantial savings. Any savings potential must first be 
viewed within the overall context of mission performance by the Services. It is possible to 
set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance program or 
organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding level. The 
Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current maintenance 
guidance. This will ensure ship and operator safety in a highly risky operational environment. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment., 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. 

b 

The Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As such, it 
would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience little 
change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. A joint service charter defining roles and responsibilities of all 
involved parties, prioritization, cost sharing, etc. should be established. The establishment of 
Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition as a baseline. 

For ships, the Navy would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, 
and experience little change in its present role. 

Efficiencies: Are them near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretical long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the extent of 
"Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkenny effective N93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air-launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 



Comments: There is a moderate potential for increased savings - mostly aircraft. There is 
excess capacity at all ALCs. Efficiency would improve due to activities doing like jobs, one 
location (series of location) for shipment of materials and stability of workforce in a central 
area. However, this altemative breaks some customer/provider, operator/maintainer direct 
links through the life cycle. This alternative also presents conflicting priorities as well as a 
significant investment cost to relocate workload which may not be offset by lower recurring 
costs. Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for reduced 

8 
repair turn-around time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for components. 
This alternative may require additional turn-around time for platform because of the need to 
ship, open, and inspect components. Fate of non-industrial support services provided by Navy 
depots (e.g., in-Service engineering, ILS support to Headquarters, battle damage repair teams, 

J 
etc.) is in question. This altemative would eliminate concurrent repair platform sites. Site 
selection for the lead maintenance activity would be a "political football". 



. . 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The creation of Center of Excellence for system components could produce economies of 
scale, but the savings would have to offset additional facilitization, transportation/handling, 
scheduling, training, and associated costs. The separation of accountability is present; 
however, responsibility for the integrity of the platform is retained within the parent Service 
and therefore the command linkage to accountability for the mission of the Service is 
maintained. Conflicting priorities, relocation and transportation would be significantly 
affected. 

Am you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Service management of the platform may preclude any siWcant decrease in military 
effectiveness. Adjustments within the logistics support posture of the platform manager 
would offset any effectiveness decrement attendant to this alternative. The little adjustments 
which might be made necessary would be more than offset by the cost savings potential. 

Remarks under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative combined with the initiatives already identified in Alternative A could provide 
the most realistic chance of success. By selecting the most labor intensive functions to be 
performed at COE's, the individual Services would still maintain the necessary ownership over 
the weapon systems/platforms. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer significant opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, by 
concentrating management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased 
depth of like and similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This 
would allow for a more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliability1 
Maintainability Centered analysis and response. 



If pour Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Customer would expect performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and 
quality agreements, visibility in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary. 
Repair priorities must be maintained equally across Services and a responsive point of contact 
that could meet critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators would all be expected from a 
single manager. The Service providing the support of components would have to provide q 

equal or better scheduling and quality from present practice. This support includes scheduling 
to meet the critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators as required. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 1 

It is presumed that selection of "DOD Centers of Excellence" would be made utilizing 
competitive analysis. Therefore, the costs attendant to initial establishment of this alternative 
would potentially be absorbed by productivity returns. Near-term efficiencies would 
therefore be possible or, at very least, break even. By selecting appropriate components to be 
accomplished at COE's, long-term savings could be achieved, but initial investment cost will 
be required in the short term. There is a business advantage in reducing the range of different 
types of products and increasing the specialization and depth of product operations. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkenny effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army;  TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

Comments: Alternatives A and D offer the best opportunity to enhance the depot industrial 
business ente'prise of the Joint Services by accelerating the tempo of the initiatives outlined in 
the "DDMC Corporate Business Plan". 



. . ve E C o n s w n  of ~ i l a r / C o m ~ g l a t f o m s .  DJdR1s. Cw~onen t s  md Non- 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Navy's ability to support sustained periods of operations at sea is dependent on the 
rn interactions of three levels of ~nainte~iance operating as one. This alternative builds a 

disjointed process to achieve depot maintenance. It separates total and integrated logistics 
support. In doing so, accountability for the mission of the service is diffused. The resultant 
responsibility for the commodity is no substitute for the direct linkage between operations and 

w integrated logistics which is the underpinning of the Services' mission accountability. It 
would increase the scheduling/logistics by an order of magnitude at a significant cost and risk. 
Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation would be significantly affected. 

The same remarks as under Alternative C (same question) apply here. However, Alternative 
E would create an even more disjointed approach to the task of effectively managing DOD 
maintenance requirements. This one would probably be too difficult and too risky. 

Are you willing to accept some dec~ment  in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative deals with consolidation at the component level. The resultant cost would be 
enormous. Again, see Alternative C remarks, same question. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. There is no clear benefit set 
forth for centralization other than centralization, itself. 

I f  your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. The Navy would solicit weapon system support information from user 
activities, then develop suppon requirements. A structure capable of being responsive to 
requirement documents would be developed as well as an implementation plan. 



For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that managex? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 9 

Theoretically, some long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the 
extent of "Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-retuning" attendant costs. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 

Comments: Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for 
reduced repair turnaround time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for 
components. See comments under Alternative C. 



Effectiveness: What an? the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Establishing a new Service for depot maintenance would create a new bureaucracy and 
additional layer of management. It would eliminate current Service responsibilityhride of 
ownership, and the associated technical synergisdcost efficiency of co-located 
production/depot facilities. It will ultimately reduce quality by attempting to achieve cost 
savings and facility consolidations as a priority over logistics support of the operating forces. 
Separating the operator from the support organization may degrade military effectiveness and 
would require several layers of staffing to breakdown major systems to depot working levels. 
This alternative also disables the Navy's interdependent O/UD (three level) maintenance 
program. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Potential for savings is somewhat unclear in this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic; however, it would destroy the DOD material management 
structure for the goal of consolidation. It would be difficult to implement. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, selvice unique equipments, 
''Pop-up projects," etc? 

Individual Service as "Executive Agent" is not proposed in this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that managel? 

The "Executive Agent" (presumably DOD) would coordinate commodity production without 
regard to inter-conflicting and independent Service priorities. This solution eliminates Service 
partiality. 

For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or iong-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Many of the near-tern efficiencies might be overcome by costs to implement; however, there 
are some long-tern business efficiencies and potential savings across a l l  of the Services. 

Comments: If platform management responsibility is removed from the parent Services, then 
Alternative F would be the viable way to, at least partially, preserve the critical linkage 
between operator, the logistics pipeline, and the depot maintenance support structure. 

L 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

This alternative proposes to separate the logistics support from military operations and place 
contract officers in line with the command and control function and between the product 
necessary to perform the mission. It would require a larger contracting bureaucracy to 
manage the private sector contracting and oversight. Contracts cannot sustain continued 
surge/mobilization responsibility. The alternative would reduce military effectiveness due to 
total reliance on the private sector and loss of expertise and capability in the Navy. 
I 
The primary issue of this alternative is the definition and qudcation of what it will take to 
keep the private sector "in the business" during periods of low workload, so that necessary 
repair capability is preserved and available when needed. The focus of the corporate Board 
Room is profit, whereas the focus of the public sector facilities is readiness. Once public 
sector capability is closed, it is essentially lost. When the private sector decides to leave the 
market place for economic or profitability reasons, there is no alternative of last resort except 
extremely high premium payments of exorbitant re-capitalization costs. The current public 
sector organic activities provide facilities and expertise not available in the private sector (e.g., 
submarine refueling, large dry docks, propeller shop, recycling, etc.). This alternative would 
not provide the necessary surge capability required for mobilization. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

It is possible to set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance 
program or organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding 
level. The Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current 
maintenance guidance. 

It must be pointed out, that this alternative would most likely not produce substantial savings 
in the long run. The fact that there would always be the threat of a lack of competition, if 
not the actual disappearance of competition, would make substantial savings elusive, and 
higher costs than experienced at present, a more likely outcome. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is not realistic. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not Applicable 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
4 

expect from that manager? 

Not Applicable 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative. 

If the same contractor wins after two or more competitions, his competitors could very easily be 
driven out of the business, thereby creating a sole source situation. (In fact, in periods of low 
workload, there would not be any certainty of sufficient competition.) This would almost 
invariably lead to excessive profits which would offset possible savings gained from elimination 
of civil service personnel. 

Any potential near or long-term gain would be more than offset by cost of establishing extensive 
Corps of Contract Officers, Negotiators, DPRO personnel, etc. There is a potential of higher 
overall costs without a check/balance system and higher lifecycle costs are probable. Total 
reliance on private sector is not acceptable. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADOUAFITERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380-0001 IN REPLY REFER TD 

5000 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR EXECUTIVE WORKING GROUP FOR DEPOT 
MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Encl: (1) Information Papers 
(2) Marine Corps Assessment of Alternatives I - VII 

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded. 

2. While efforts to reduce costs and eliminate excess depot 
maintenance capacity are supported, I am convinced that it is 
vital to retain an adequate capability within the Marine Corps 
to satisfy the National Military Strategy and to provide the 
Commandant w i t h  t h e  a b i l i t y  to effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities (ie; maintenance and repair of equipment in 
support of amphibious missions). 

3 .  The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are 
small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the operational 
commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of 
Fleet Marine Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 
readiness commitments, devote more than 80% of their direct labor 
hours to a maintenance/repair workload that is an extension of 
FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps 
maintenance centers conduct only one percent of the total annual 
Department of Defense depot maintenance workload. Of this effort 
54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapons systems. 
The remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, 
low dollar value items which if distributed to other maintenance 
facilities would neither increase their utilization percentage 
nor decrease their overhead costs. 

4 .  I support increased levels of competition, other productivity 
enhancing programs and stronger utilization of the JPCG-DM 
organization; however, the Marine Corps must retain the 
capability to satisfy our statutory "force-in-readiness" mission 
and be able to surge in compliance with the National Military 
Strategy and the Defense Planning Guidance. 



APPENDIX J 

MARINE CORPS ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

PREFACE 

The two Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Centers (located at Marine Corps 
I 

Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, and Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California) are 
uniquely different from the depot maintenance facilities of the other services. They are an 
extension of the Fleet Marine Force (FMF) operational maintenance capabilities. As depicted * 
below, our maintenance centers support various customers; however, 98 percent of their 
workload is in support of Marine Corps programs: 

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION CHART 

CUSTOMER 

FMF END ITEMS* 
FMF SDR'S 
OTHER DOD 
OTHER FMF SUPPORT 
SHIPMENTS 
CARE-IN-STORE 
OTHER CUSTOMERS 
TECH ASSISTANCE 
FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 
SPECIAL PROJECI'S 

TOTAL 

PERCENT 

* Includes an FMF repair and return program. 

The maintenance centers are small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
provide responsive maintenance (repair) support to active FMF components, the Marine 
Reserve forces, and the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). The maintenance centers are 
geographically positioned and uniquely configured to reduce costs and optimize responsive 
support to operational commanders. They are considered an integral part of our overall 
logistics process and are key components in the Marine Corps ability to fulfd its global 
commitments. 

The continuous reconstitution of the MPF is an example of the unique support provided by 
our maintenance centers. Responsiveness is the key to maintaining this capability. Based on 
the recent employment of MPF in Southwest Asia and the massive regeneration effort 



currently underway (which will contihue through April 1994), the maintenance centers are 
critical to supporting this global capability. It is a 60-day cycle from the moment an MPF 
ship docks at the leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, to the time that ship sails. Fifteen 
of these days are dedicated to offload and backload of equipment and supplies. The 
remaining days allow for the equipment and supplies to be inspected, reworked as needed, 
and repaired. Without the direct support and priority given to MPF at the maintenance 
centers, meeting the ship's schedule would be virtually impossible. MPF has "head of the 
line" privilege at the maintenance centers as the Marine Corps has determined that MPF is the 
number one priority of our total logistics support system. All equipment removed from MPF 
ships can be worked at our maintenance centers except ammunition. If consolidated depots 
were adopted, the equipment removed from MPF ships would be parceled to various locations 
and, in turn, would be returned from these locations at varying times. The Marine Corps 
currently has sole management control over this vital program. This is extremely important; 

it must be emphasized that Blount Island is not merely a customer of the maintenance 
centers (primarily the one at Albany), but an integral part of the Marine Corps "force in 
readiness" mission. This direct link enables immediate support and responsiveness to 
changing priorities as each of the 13 MPF ships is on a 30-month maintenance cycle. This 
process is one that will continue indefinitely beyond the surge augmentation effort required as 
a result of Desert Shield/Storm. 

As demonstrated in Desert Shield/Storm, MPF provided a new dimension in mobility, 
readiness, and global responsiveness. 
Three squadrons of maritime prepositioning ships are deployed strategically, prepared to 
immediately provide Marine forces with the equipment necessary to respond to regional 
contingencies around the globe. Provisioning and maintaining the equipment embarked 
aboard these ships are vital to the overall mission of these forces. At our modern and 
uniquely capable leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, our maintenance centers extend 
their reach by providing highly trained maintenance personnel to conduct maintenance cycles 
that modify, rotate, and service embarked equipment. 

The following capabilities and facilities of our maintenance centers insure quality support of 
not only unique Marine Corps equipment but also service common items: 

- Capability to repair night vision devices (one of only two facilities in DoD) 
- Capability in areas of fiber optics and electro-optics 4 axle chassis dynamometer unique 
for LAV rebuild 
- 3.75 million gallon test pond for speed testing amphibious vehicles 
- 1 mile oval paved test track for wheeled and tracked vehicles 
- Cross drive transmission dynamometer that is capable of testing M109/M110 Self- 
Propelled Howitzers, M60A1 Tanks, M88Al/M578 Retrievers, and the AAV7A1 family of 
vehicle transmissions 
- Taylor 2000 hp computer-controlled engine dynamometers 
- Class 100 and class 1000 clean rooms 
- Nondestructive testing capabilities 



420 kV X-ray facilities 
Magnetic particle 
Dye penetrant 
Hardness 
Profdometer 

- Large scale uninterrupted power capabilities 
- Laser capabilities 

Indoor laser safe facility for the repair, test, and calibration of class 3 and 4 lasers and 
laser systems 
Outdoor laser safe boresight range for testing of class 3 and 4 lasers and laser systems 

- Laser dimensional measurement capability 
- Full range metrology and radiac capabilities 
- Flexible computer integrated manufacturing technology 
- Engineering laboratory capabilities 

Wet scanning electron microscope 
X-ray fluorescence 
Gas chromatograph 
Spectrometer 
Spectrophotometer 

- High degree of expertise in the repair and rebuild of surveying and astronomic 
theodolites 
- Automated and manual calibration of dc to 18 GHz equipment 
- Alpha, Beta, Gamma test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment repair and calibration 
to include liquid scintillation measurements 
- Semiautomated linearity rail used for test and calibration of various infrared and laser- 
based electronic distance measuring devices 
- Special Projects Section chartered to provide design, development, prototyping, and 
manufacturing of ground equipment requirements when no other ready source of supply is 
available 
- Highly skilled technicians and engineers who are experts in automated test equipment. 
MCLB Albany is designated as the Marine Corps central point for design/development of 
automatic test equipment and test program sets to test weapon systems and equipment. 
- Horizontal external honing and lapping machine, a horizontal internal honing and 
lapping machine, mechanical gymnasticators, a vertical honing and lapping machine, and a 
vapor honing machine for rebuild of gun mounts for self-propelled and towed artillery 
- Horizontal magnetic particle inspection machine for testing gun tubes up to 8 inches and 
beyond 



Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with accelerated DMRD 
908 actions, to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reduced depot 
management staffs at higher headquarters, increased competition, teaming with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of the direct labor work 
force, etc. Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the 
base realignment and closure process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council will provide 
management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would retain the Marine Corps proven capability. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be rralized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in materiel readiness may be acceptable, the ability to support 
two major regional contingencies requiring total Marine Corps commitment must be retained. 

This alternative will allow the Marine Corps to maintain command and control of the 
maintenance centers, satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements, and provide the 
Commandant the capability to exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This alternative is realistic and preferred by the Marine Corps. It will allow us to realize or 
exceed our current DMRD 908 targets in all categories by increasing public/private 
competition interservicing, and total quality leadership (TQL) improvements which will ensure 
efficiency and the capabilty to satisfy a surge wartime environment in support of the National 
Military Strategy. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentfSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc.? 

Although not applicable to this alternative, the Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized 
logistics command structure that provides the flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy 
the National Military Strategy. Our weapon systernJequipment management concept 
centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate redundancy while providing a single point 
of contact for operational commanders. 



We would apply our management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus continues to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for any * 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
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in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingIe Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Although not applicable in this option, the Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or 
better responsiveness from any maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own 
organization. A single manager must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the 
Marine Corps mobilization and MPF requirements. A single manager would be required to 
provide rapid turnaround to continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the 
Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require 
the single manager to concurrently support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment in 
small quantities with short turnaround times and at the same time continue to provide the 
assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to accept reprioritization of 
requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing environments is mandatory. 
Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include areas such as repair, 
transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. The Marine Corps has exceeded DMRD 908 targets in a l l  categories and continues to 
realize significant savings as TQL principles are implemented. Increased 
publicfprivate competition, interservicing, and TQL improvements will ensure that we are 
militarily effective and operationally efficient. 

PROS 

- Allows the Commandant to fulfill his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Ensures a Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 



- Retains organic surge capabilities as utilized during Desert Shield/Storm as well as 
continuously supporting the MPF 
- Retahls reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/ Storm 
- Accelerates and increases savings 
- Necessitates increased competition and interservicing 
- No loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Realistic implementation without increased cost 

b - Allows tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- No degradation to readiness 
- No additional investment in inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Minimal transportation costs 

4 - Minimizes equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Supports Marine Corps Base Force 
- Supports National Military Strategy 
- Least disruptive to the work force 
- Minimizes overhead costs 

CONS 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Slight personnel increases in support of competition 



In conjunction with single service maintenance management of weapon systems platforms 
(Alternative C), depot maintenarice of depot level reparables (DLRs) and components installed 
in these weapon system platforms would be managed by the same service that manages the 
weapon system. This provides single service management of a weapon system platform and 
all its conlponents. Maintenance facilities for weapon system platforms and DLRs and 
components as well as for nonweapon system equipment would be consolidated into "centers P 

of excellence" within the managing service to the maximum extent possible but could be also 
performed at a contractor's plant or, in exceptional cases, in other services' facilities. 

Effectiveness: What arp the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Semice's maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance. Any reduction to this 
maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could also potentially jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Materiel readiness is a responsibility'of command, and this alternative does not allow the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements or effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative walistic? 

This alternative may be realistic for the other Services; however, if the Marine Corps had to 
e depend entirely on exteral maintenance support, the program would be cost prohibitive, 

ineffective, and unmanageable due to the large number of low density multicommodity items 
which would require interservicing. 

& If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special I-equirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-Up pmjects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive 
agent management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored 
vehicles, SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/rPB- ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on 
optitnizitlg the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager . 
must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to 
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SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEARCLOSED 
ELEMENTS N - 9 1  N - 9 2  N - 9 3  FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
MoveISever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS FY-91 N - 9 2  FY-9_3 FY-94 EY-95 TOTAC 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 L648 1.697 uill Lz!!2 8.491 

Totals 7,510 1,648 ' 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1 .  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Consolidates workload 

CONS 
- Would not satisfy the Defense Planning Guidance 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling Title 10 requirements 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could eliminate competition 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Could inhibit tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager was not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retailinventories to fill pipeline 
- Environmental regulations at center of excellence sites would result in increased 
turnaround times 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in total DoD loss of capability 
- Increased production costs 
- Increased transportation costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Saving resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the Service and wiU not be available for utilization to increase Service 
readiness 



ve C C-e Wwons  '-worms into .Joint Service "Centers pf 

Maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms (e.g., ships, large 
missiles, fixed wing aircraft, and rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by a single 
service. depot level reparables (DLRs) and components (e.g., hydraulic actuators, gas turbine 
engines, aircraft landing gear, and inertial navigation systems), depot maintenance 

4 responsibilities, as well as depot maintenance of nonweapon system equipment (e.g., 
automatic test equipment, ground support equipment, and general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be individual using services' responsibilities. 

6 Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction 
to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the total overhaul focus of traditional depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach could 
jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control 'of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be inefficient, ineffective, and unmanageable. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special rpquirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? * 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipmnent management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/rPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storrn. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

w Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than one percent of the total N - 9 1  DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoD-depot maintenance capacity utilization or significantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 

d negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5-year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparables, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED 
ELEMENTS EY-91. FY-92 

Move IPE 
MoveISever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt . Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS : 

Z 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 Lz!u u%? 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could elininate competition for major end items 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 60 percent of the total current workload 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 



Service -ent of W w n  Svstem Platforms ~n CW?IS of I1 

LR's. C- and Non-Wea~on S v s t w  con so^ 
SineleService"CenterspfExcellence I1 

In conjunction with individual using services depot maintenance management of weapon system 
platforms (as in Alternative A), depot level reparables (DLRs) and components and nonweapon . 
system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept, in most cases in a 
single service. c 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

& 

After Alternative A, this alternative has the least disruptive impact on the Marine Corps 
maintenance process. Our maintenance centers provide total weapon system repair of the 
principal end items and their associated components. The maintenance centers support not only 
depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort 
by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance 
(ovefflow). Any reduction to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of 
our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground 
combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to 
be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small 
numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as 
necessary maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. 
To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to rapidly 
realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the t h e ,  place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not sustain any savings by moving workload out 
of Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control' of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Although not the most desirable altemative for the Marine Corps, this is a viable altemative. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top 
Up projects," etc.? 

4 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
smdl in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and A.NmB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 

' 

overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If pour Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-coX~gured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the &sembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload (4.5 percent secondary depot level # 

reparables) performed at the maintenance centers would not have a substantial impact on overall 
DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or signifkantly reduce the overhead within the 
Marine Corps. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two * 
Marine Corps maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 

PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Mows the Commandant to fulfd his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Marine Corps retains depot maintenance "core" capability for principal end items 
- Retains organic surge capabilities as demonstrated during Desert Shield/Storm and in 
continuous support of MPF 
- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/Storm 
- Retains competition for principal end items 
- Least disruptive to work force 

CONS 

- Reduces direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Some additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fa the pipeline 
- Some increased transportation costs 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will be available for utilization to increase readiness 
- Loss of a center of excellence would result in the total loss of total DoD capabilty 
- Enviromental regulations at center of excellence sites could result in increased maintenance 
turn around time 



. . . . ve E C m o n  of Slmllar/Common Platforms. DLR1s. CpmDonents Non- 
WeaDonSvstemComDonentsYnderSineleExecutiveService 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
system platforms (as in Alternative C ), depot level reparable (DLRs) and components and 
nonweapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept, In most 
cases, this will be a single service but not necessarily the same single service that manages the 

a weapon system. 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance pmcess? 

4 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels of maintenance by 
segregating the maintenance management of principal end items and secondary depot reparable 
(see Marine Corps issue paper on maintenance policy and procedures). Our maintenance centers 
provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated components. 
The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine 
Corps intermediate level maintenance by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity 
of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction to maintenance capability will 
directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the 
majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific 
commodities. This has proven to be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of 
weapon systems and the small numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced 
the inspect and repair only as necessary (IROAN) maintenance concept vice the traditional total 
overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center 
personnel are cross-trained to work on a variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross- 
training provides the flexibility to rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF 
requirements. 

Am you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicthlg the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in are recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach of 
the Marine Corps jeopardize our military effectiveness. 
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same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than 1 percent of the total FY 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or sigmficantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparable, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED * 

li.m&mE m=!u FY-92 F-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
Move/Sever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 Fll-95 TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 L!&! L!%! 8.491 

Totals 7,510 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1 .  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and depot level reparable 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- Increases production costs 
- Increases facilities costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Environmental regulations at "center of excellence" facilities will result in increased 
maintenance turnaround time for customers 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in the loss of a total DoD capability 



Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. This 
alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual weapon systems, 
DLRs and components, and non weapon system equipment could be maintained organically, 
contracted out, or a combination of both. Individual depots could be organic or government 
owned, contractor operated (GOCO). ,, 
Effectiveness: What an the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance pmcess? 

* The measurement of effectiveness for the Marine Corps cannot be determined without defining 
the organizational structure of the DoD controlled depot maintenance agency and their vision of 
the future of maintenance within the Marine Corps. 

Are you willing to accept some dec~ment  in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative may be realistic from a centralized management point of view; but, in fact, with 
the distinctive missions of each service, it becomes unrealistic to implement. It adds layering and 
decreases the ability of service chiefs to maintain control of their resources as well as to and 
influence their services' readiness. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up pmjects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systern/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 

'I 



small in comparison to the other se&ces, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/rpB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
ShieldJStorm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

From a purely business perspective, this appears to be an efficiency based on centralized 
management concepts. But, from a user's perspective, this is creating additional management 
layers which will cause inefficiencies through layering. Any savings which may be realized 
through the reduction in individual service headquarters management overhead will, in fact, 
increase costs in other overhead areas such as materiel management. It is questionable that the 
Marine Corps would realize a reduction in headquarters management overhead due to the fact that 
we are extremely streamlined in the management of our maintenance facilities. 

PROS 



- Centralizes DoD management ' 

- On the DoD level it may produce savings at the headquarters organizational level for some 
services 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from f u l f i i g  his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Could jeopardize Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Could increase overhead costs 



Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service or DoD level. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

Reliance on private industry to support the Marine Corps total maintenance workload would 
jeopardize our ability to retain readiness at the level which must be maintained to support the 
"force-in-readiness" mission. The uncertainties of private industry to support our dynamic 
workload changes, as we are able to do today, will drastically affect our mission and readiness. 
We see only the decrease in military effectiveness with this alternative. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the Commandant 
to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements and effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Implementation of this alternative is not realistic. Private industry has neither the industrial base 
nor the desire to support maintenance for the Marine Corps. Our small portion of the total DoD 
workload requirement consists of small quantities of low dollar value items. Contracting out 
costs would be excessive as compared to the current organic costs. Also, contracting of workload 
does not accommodate the frequent instantaneous requirement changes required to support our 
mission. Any amendment to the contract would increase the cost. This alternative is totally 
unacceptable due to cost and nonavailability of the industrial base capability. 
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Efficiencies: Am there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The Marine Corps does not see any near or long term business efficiencies to be gained from 
the implementation of this alternative. 

PROS 

- Increases contracting out of workload to private industry 

CONS 

- Industrial base is not sufficient to support the DoD mahtenance requirements 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Eliminates Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Would lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Materiel readiness would probably decrease 
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A l t e r n a t i v e s  
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If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 

Are them near or long tern efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from competition, and the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Fro. 

This alternative retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (WSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed core workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff 
reductions resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: A.o. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which reduces 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots may improve processes and become more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occur. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workloads and personnel realignments will occur. 
Workload that is contracted will result in continued government vulnerability to labor disputes 
and contractors' demonstrated difficulty in responding to surge requirements-as was seen in 
Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance capabilities is expensive. 
Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time consuming, and do not guarantee any F 

return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 



Under individual using Service management, weapon systems/platforrns, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system equipment would be consolidated into "Centers of Excellence" within 
the using Service to the maximum extent possible, but could be also performed by a 
contractor or, in exceptional cases, in an other Service's facility. 

3 Effectiveness: What am the impacts on the military effectiveness of your Services1 
maintenance process? 

This alternative results in few significant improvements to the effectiveness of the Air Force's 
& 

maintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and facilities 
remain within the current maintenance management structure. However, using Service- 
controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary improvements 
and constant turbulence across the spectrum of activities. This alternative continues current 
depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated Weapons System 
Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative is essentially a modified status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
"Pop-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 



Am them near or long tern efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from the competition, the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro. 
i 

This alternative appropriately retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, 
and reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique h 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Ekcellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff reductions 
resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
bankingg and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which can reduce 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots improve processes--thereby becoming more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occurs. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workload and personnel movement and 
realignment will occur. Workload that is contracted will result in increased government 
vulnerability to labor disputes and contractors' demonstrated difficultly in responding to surge 
requirements--= was seen in Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance 





Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms, (e.g., ships, 
large missiles, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by single 
Services. Depot maintenance responsibility for Depot Level Reparables (DLR) and 
components (e.g. hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, inertial 
navigation systems) as well as depot maintenance of non-weapon system equipment (e.g. i 
automatic test equipment (ATE), ground support equipment, general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be the individual using Services' responsibilities. 

t 
Effectiveness: What a~ the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of pour 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative has no clear military advantage. The potential of dividing the responsibility 
for the maintenance of weapon systems/platforrns and exchangeables between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at component repair depot maintenance activities. $ 
However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the weapon systemtplatform areas. c 
Since sustainrnent of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this alternative 
has minimal military value. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be ~ a l i z e d  by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability , and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No. The implementation of this alternative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fiscal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service wem selected as the Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 



facilitated through clear work specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 
needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison officers at 
weapon systern/platform depot repair facilities. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
h expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
v 
4 

ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, lifecycle data, 
and product quality. 

Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating weapon 
system/platform depot maintenance activities. However, such gains would be offset by the 
continued existence of redundant Service component depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Fro. 

This alternative promotes a single focal point for weapon system/platfoxm maintenance to 
customers while it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their 
exchangeables. The retention of critical depot maintenance skills at weapon system/platform 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated 
component repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories, remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion initiatives (capability enhancements) are 
reduced at the non-consolidated component depot maintenance facilities. Thus, overall 
implementation is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 
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In conjunction with individual using Services' depot maintenance management of weapon 
system/platforms (as in Alternative B), Depot Level Reparables (DLR), components, and 
non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept, in 

b most cases a single Service. 

Effectiveness: What m the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 

5 Service's maintenance pmcess? 

This alternative has no clear military advantage. The potential of dividing responsibility for 
the maintenance of weapon systems/platfonns and exchangeables between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at weapon system/platform depot maintenance 
activities. However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the component repair 
areas. Since sustainment of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this 
altemative has minimal military value. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in m i l i m  effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be malized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No. The implementation of this altemative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fiscal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service wem selected as the Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customer's missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 
facilitated through clear work specifications/packages that are agreed upon by all parties, and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 



needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison offices at 
TRCICOE repair facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle 
data, and product quality. 

t 

Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating component depot 
maintenance at TRC/COE locations. However, such gains would be offset by the continued 
existence of redundant Service weapon systernlplatform depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro.  

This alternative promotes a single focal point for component maintenance to customers while 
it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their weapon 
systems/platform. The retention of critical maintenance skills at component TRCICOE 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated weapon 
systemtplatform repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion (capability enhancement) initiatives are 
reduced at the non-consolidated weapon systemtplatform depot maintenance facilities. Thus, 
overall implementation is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 

Business Efficiency: Ro. 

Consolidation of component repair under an Executive/Single Service reduces the management - 
structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing the latter's overhead expenses. 
Duplication of personnel skills for component depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, 



thereby reducing direct labor required. Additionally, consolidation minimizes the duplication 
of ATE and support equipment required at component TRCsICOEs. Capital investments 
necessary for component depot maintenance facilities and equipment are reduced due to the 
elimination of redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consolidation does not 
totally eliminate duplicate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same 
rationale applies to facilities and equipment maintenance at the losing sites. These factors 
promote increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining component TRCfCOE 
facilities, thereby reducing customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

'Irhis alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility is not considered effective from a business perspective. This is true since such 
an approach does not confer a uniform level of responsibility with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, duplicative equipment purchases between Services for weapon 
systems/platforms maintained by using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 



. . v e E  C~~~UW~~pf~CommonPlatforms.DLR's.ComDonentsIIIbb~ 
Wea~onSvstemComDonentsYnderSineleWcutive Service 

In conjunction with single Service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
systems/platforms (as in Alternative "C"), Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept. 
In most cases, this will be a single Service, but not necessarily the same single Service that 
manages the weapon system. Total weapon system management will continue to be the b 

responsibility of the using Service. 

Effectivness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Selvices' maintenance process? 

i 

This alternative has clear military advantage. It unites responsibility for the maintenance of 
weapon systems/platfom~s and exchangeables under a &ed management structure. This 
significantly enhances the readiness, sustainment, and reconstitution of the Base Force on a l l  
levels. This approach preserves a proven Service capability to organically support its 
combatant forces in peace and in war. This alternative also maintains the basic tenets of 
command and control, with responsibility and execution authority for depot level maintenance 
vested in a single manager. Just as today's interservicing does not alter or restrict a supported 
Service's maintenance process or philosophy, neither will this alternative. Rather, work 
specifications/packages will continue to be used regularly by supported and supporting 
Services. For the same reason, this alternative does not place at risk any critical mission item 
for the customer Service--since the single manager functions only as a provider of a depot 
maintenance service (product). 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, as this alternative combines the best elements of military effectiveness enhancements and 
public sector business efficiencies. Since it does not include the unnecessarily extreme, 
conservative, or incomplete constructs found in several of the other alternatives under 
consideration, it is easier to understand, implement, and support from public (uniformed) and 
private (contractor) sector perspectives. This alternative also has rapid implementation 
potential with the greatest probability for near and long term savings. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up, projects," etc.? 

The Air Force (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management principles and continuous 
process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These philosophies focus on total 
and complete customer satisfaction. Our practice of Air Force weapon system single siting 

Q and commodity repair at TRC's duplicate elements of this approach in our system now. 
Selected applications of our existing management relationship between weapon 
systerns/platforms and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. 

$ 
This customer Service relationship would be facilitated through clear work 
specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and detailed customer knowledge as 
demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the needs associated with special 
projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported by well-defined work 
packages, memoranda of agreement, dominant syp~orted-Service re~resentation in  selected 
command and kev st@ billets pro-vortionate $0 thut Service's workload, and customer liaison 
officers at weapon systemlplatform and component depot maintenance facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm the manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Am them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Yes. This alternative best support current and anticipated DMRD initiatives. It also reduces 
investments in duplicate facilities and equipment, maximizes Executive/Single Service 
flexibility in using existing resources, and reduces facility and equipment maintenance through 
consolidation. Moreover, it reduces overhead and direct labor cosy, and it reduces customer 
costs based on centralized weapon systemfplatform maintenance, consolidation of like 
workloads under a Technology Repair Center (TRC)/Center of Excellence (COE) focus, and 
workload volume. Additionally, this alternative facilitates seamless technology insertions and 
integrations within the Services. It also reduces costs by providing a larger workload base 
over which to distribute expenses. This altemative promotes economies and efficiencies by 
mf j ing  command by commodity and centralizing maintenance management to the component 
level--thus easing integration. Moreover, this altemative standardizes aviation depot 
maintenance production metrics, and promotes harmonized depot maintenance support of 

. several Services' aircraft. Finally, it reduces the workforce yet retains an expert skills base. 



Military Effectiveness: Ro. 

This alternative appropriately retains support of combatant forces within and by the Services 
vice relinquishing the key Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution to non- 
Service staff or contractor activities, or rather t h y  piecemealing such responsibilities to 
disparate organizations. This alternative promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer, thereby reducing support response times--an especially critical benefit during 
contingencies or war. As important, it reduces Service parochialism because representatives I 

from the supported Services are assigned t co-manage the Executive/Single Service structure P as outlined above. This structure maximizes the flexibility of resources while enhancing 
process control. It also satisfies unique Service requirements for quality by keeping 
workloads aligned with expertise within TRCsICOEs. During production/surge scenarios, it 

t 
allows more flexibility in workload response, it retains a vital surge capability, and it 
increases throughput of under-utilized facilities. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

Initially, a Service may fear &it it may lose control over workloading and priorities. A 
Service may also fear that another Service cannot meet its "unique" depot 
maintenan~e/m~cation needs, and that another Service will end up "managing" its total 
weapon system/platform, Finally, a Service may be concerned that its optempo and 
maintenance philosophy will be unacceptably altered, and that it will lose command billets. 

Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This alternative meets the test of current and likely DMRDs. From a national objective 
perspective, this alternative clearly maximizes DOD flexibility in using its resources. It also 
provides a single, uniformed customer focal point, Iowers overhead cost, and minimizes 
proliferation of support equipment and facilities. From an economic perspective, it reduces 
customer costs based on volurne/economies of scale, reduces expenditures for duplicate 
equipment, maximizes cost-benefits from technology insertion, and it lowers 
facilitieslequipment maintenance cost. While achieving infrastructure-related benefits, it also 
retains critical skills, reduces the overhead to direct labor ratio, provides more opportunities 
for productivity and efficiency initiatives, and increases throughput to meet surge and 
mobilization requirements of customers. It also provides a W ~ e d  source of depot 
maintenance support by major weapons system/platfom, DLRs, etc. In doing so, it 
centralizes weapons system management of maintenance production to the component level, 
thereby improving the DOD's ability to deal with integration issues. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Divestiture of DOD industrial installations may be Wlcult (a Base Realignment And Closure 
task). Moreover, morale and productivity problems result from Reductions in Force (RIF), 
which follow from workload consolidation and transfer. 



Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. 
This alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual 
weapons systems, Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, and non-weapon system 
equipment could be maintained organically, contracted out, or a combination of both. 
Individual depots could be organic or government-owned/ contractor-operated (GOCO). 

Effectivness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainrnent or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Signifkantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be ~ a l i z e d  by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability , and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this alternative can be implemented, it is not realistic in that this approach inhibits the 
Services' from organically supporting their own combatant forces' logistics requirements. This 
alternative puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy by separating the 
responsibility for executing the mission from the responsibility (capability) to sustain forces 
supporting the mission. 

If your Service wen! selected as the Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", etc.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduce 
operating costs, and comply with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must support a 
customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, and 
product quality. 6 

AIP them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots as per 
Z 

Alternatives D or E. Actually, it decrements any efficiencies due to the likely vertical nature 
of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead labor that would result from 
its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used as a model. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro. 

This alternative promotes single focal point for the customer. It potentially can result in the 
standardization of processes and data management systems which, in turn, can result in 
expedited support of fielded forces. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. The addition of a depot maintenance 
management agency external to the Services creates an overhead function that further 
complicates an already complex OSD-JCS-DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This 
unnecessary overhead layer could prompt bureaucratic responses to Service priority changes 
and directly impact (impair) readiness. Further, while economic considerations are key, this 
alternative presupposes that they should consistently prevail over military effectiveness and 
support of the Base Force. 

Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots 
as per Alternative E. In fact, this alternative decrements any economies and efficiencies due 
,o the likely vertical nature of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead 
labor that would result from its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used 
as a model. In the management area, oversight of this central agency is ambiguous. Potential 

4 increases in contract oversight requirements would occur if GOCO/contractors were selected 
as the consolidated facilities. This altemative in no way reflects the ledflat  business 
organization concepts that have proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare a 

? 
General Motors with a far leaner and more profitable Ford Motor Company. 



Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be 
maintained at either the Service or DOD level. The ultimate goal would be to include 
contract maintenance as part of the weapon system/platform acquisition costs of new systems 
throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What ~ I V  the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your Y 

Services' maintenance process? 

Implementation of this altemative puts at risk the military effectiveness of the United States. 
This alternative offers no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or 

4 
reconstitution of military forces. Similarly, this approach removes the Services' ability to 
organically support their combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an 
external, non-military agency. As is the case with Alternative F, this concept violates basic 
tenets of command and control, and inappropriately divides responsibility and execution 
authority. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sust ainability , and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this alternative can be implemented, it further distances the Services' combatant forces 
from its combat service support. This untenable military support structure is not realistic in 
that it inhibits the Services' from organically supporting combatant forces' logistics 
requirements. This alternative clearly puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy 
by separating the responsibility for executing the mission (Services) from the responsibility 
(capability) to sustain forces supporting the mission (disparate commercial activities). 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
"Pop-up projects", etc.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
AgentISingle Manager for this altemative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that managefl 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long tenn.business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are anticipated. In fact, efficiency decrements are likely due to the 
public-private contractual ("arms length") relationship, increased organizational distance 
between the contractor(s) and the customers (supported Services), and the likely dramatic 
increases in overhead labor that would result from requirements preparation, proposal 
evaluation, contract oversight, and potential litigation. 

Militaq Effectiveness: Pro. 

This altemative does not enhance military effectiveness. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This altemative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Department of Defense's ability to organically 
support its combatant forces and instead solely vests this core Service role to private sector 
contractors. The structure implied by this altemative is less flexible in response to dynamic 
mission requirements and is not responsive to mobilization. There is significant potential for 
mission impact if the overhaul contractor(s) is owned or purchased by foreign interests. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. In addition, it is not axiomatic that solely by 
transferring individual organic depot maintenance capability to contractors, DOD/Service 
effectiveness and USAF efficiency will be increased. Moreover, the addition of a contractor 
management agency external to the Services creates an additional overhead function largely 
responsible for contract "monitorship" further complicating an already complex OSD-JCS- 
DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This unnecessary overhead layer could prompt a 
bureaucratic response to Service priority changes and directly impact (impair) readiness. 
Further, while economic considerations are key, this alternative is based on the notion that 
private sector depot maintenance activities are more cost effective than are their organic 
Service counterparts--witness recent aviation depot maintenance contracts won by Service 
depots over their private sector competitors. 



Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved. In fact, this alternative decrements b 

any economies and efficiencies due to the likely convoluted organizational structure of the 
resulting oversight ("monitorship") organization. Moreover, dramatic increases in overhead 
labor would potentially result from its implementation. This alternative in no way reflects the 
ledflat  business organization concepts proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare 

t 
General Motors with a leaner and profitable Ford Motor Company. Additionally, if this 
approach were to fail, the expense necessary to reconstitute the DOD depot maintenance 
infrastructure would be prohibitively expensive, and the schedule to accomplish the same 
would extend far beyond any potential conflict-driven response time. 



United States 

Commandant 
US Coast Guard 

21 00 Second Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20593 
Staff Symbol: G-ere  
Phone: ( 2 0 2 )  2 6 7 - 0 1 6 4  

0 3 NOV 15'32 

From: Commandant 
To: Chairman, Executive Working Group, JCS Depot Maintenance 

Consolidation Study 

Subj: COAST GUARD ANALYSIS OF THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVES 

1. Provided as enclosure (1) is the Executive Summary of the 
Coast Guard's position on the seven alternatives for 
consolidating service depot maintenance. Enclosure (2) is our 
detailed analysis of each alternative. 

2. Our role in a future shared maintenance scheme is driven by 
two basic realities. First, we want to continue and possibly :to 
expand our interservice role. Second, because we are small it is 
virtually impossible for us to absorb large portions of selected 
depot level maintenance along single platform or component lines. 
The danger of becoming overextended would threaten quality and 
our ability to meet interservice commitments on time and within 
budget. 

3. I see the Coast Guard's part in the resultant alignment as a 
willing participant but measured by our capabilities. I also 
believe that the resultant structure will ultimately reflect the 
special expertise resident in the various services. There are 
three areas where I believe the Coast Guard can make a 
comfortable and realistic fit. As a customer, we would like to 
see more aviation components interserviced and believe that the 
Navy shipyards have the capacity to provide depot level repair of 
our 378 High Endurance Cutters and our Polar Class Icebreakers. 
As a provider, the Coast Guard Yard can provide depot level 
repairs for a community of interservice watercraft under 3000 
tons and 200 feet LOA in the range from Hatteras to New York. In 
all three the advantage of price must be demonstrated. 

4. The Coast Guard looks forward a successful outcome of this 
most important effort. 

Chief, Office of Engineering, 
Logistics and Development 

Encl: (1) Executive Summary 
(2) Analysis of Seven Alternatives 
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APPENDIX L 

COAST GUARD ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

k 
Effectiveness: What a~ the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative assumes an accelerated DMRD 908 process. The Coast Guard, an agency ? 
within the Department of Transportation, is not within the scope of DMRD 908. 
Conceptually, the Coast Guard has long relied upon actions that DMRD 908 directs DOD 
services to implement. Coast Guard depot maintenance is dependent upon commercial and 
DOD activities. Coast Guard organic depot maintenance cannot meet the needs of our service 
without commercial and DOD support. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Any attempt to increase the Coast Guard depot infrastructure to meet all Coast Guard depot 
maintenance requirements would reduce our operational effectiveness. The total Coast Guard 
depot maintenance requirements are not large enough to justify the capital investment 
necessary for total organic depot repair. This investment would suboptimize resource 
allocation within the Coast Guard. 

Implementation: Is this alternative tealistic? 

Yes, but greater savings are possible if Centers of Excellence among the services were 
created, and if DOD cost competitiveness and pricing models for agencies external to DOD 
were improved. 

If your service was selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

Not applicable to this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgenVSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that managefi 

Not applicable to this alternative. 



Efficiencies: Are them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but more economies and responsive support to the Coast Guard are possible under other 
alternatives. 

Comment 
1 

The Coast Guard has moved beyond internal depot maintenance. A large percentage of our 
workload, including HC-130H aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance, most of our aviation 
component depot level repair, most of our boat depot level repair and major cutter shipyard 

? availabilities, is conduced in DOD and commercial activities. We seek improvements that 
make DOD depots a more competitive source of depot repair. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The Coast Guard's operational effectiveness would be greatly reduced if this alternative was 
implemented. While the Coast Guard already has consolidated depots, one for aviation 
maintenance and one for vessel maintenance, we rely upon external commercial and DOD cZ 

sources for most of our depot maintenance. Coast Guard facilities are optimized for the 
workload that they can best execute, and to mesh with our heavy use of external depot 
maintenance. Production that requires heavy capital investment or high levels of throughput 

? 
is outsourced. 

Am you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard cannot afford the investment necessary for this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or  long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, this alternative does not allow the Coast Guard to optimize what we do best, and 
consolidate our workload with external sources where appropriate. 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative, if fully implemented, would degrade Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 
Full implementation would require Navy support of our High Endurance Cutters and +. 

Icebreakers, Air Force support of our fixed wing aircraft, Army support of our rotary wing 
aircraft, and possible Coast Guard support of all ?mall (less than 3000 tons) vessels for all 
services. The Coast Guard workload gained from DOD would dominate our internal vessel 
workload and overwhelm our shipyard and infrastructure. The result would be an improper ? 
focus of our maintenance community on service to DOD rather than supporting Coast Guard 
operations. The Coast Guard HC-130H fleet is already supported by the Air Force. Coast 
Guard HU-25A/B/Cs and HH-65As, which comprise most of Coast Guard aviation, are 
commercial derivative, foreign sourced aircraft unique to the Coast Guard. We have built a 
depot system to support these two platforms that has progressed upon the learning curve for 
these midlife systems. HH-60J support via a Center of Excellence is possible, but a recent 
Coast Guard study concluded that component and airframe crash repair should be conducted 
in DOD facilities, while the labor intensive basic airframe depot maintenance is most 
economically conducted organically. Our experience in seeking DOD depot maintenance for 
our platforms is that we cannot afford to pay DOD depot costs. 

A partial implementation of this alternative may be desired. The Coast Guard would continue 
to seek the lowest cost source of depot maintenance for our platforms (High Endurance 
Cutters, Icebreakers and aircraft) from all sources including DOD Center of Excellence. 
Vessel depot maintenance would need to be consistent with the Coast Guard's Homeport 
Policy. The Coast Guard could become the Center of Excellence for repair of DOD 
watercraft under 3000 tons and 200 feet LOA at the Coast Guard Yard. Repair candidates 
would be limited to those within the geographic range from Hatteras north to New York. The 
vessel owning service would continue to provide program oversight, planning, specification 
and work package development, etc. The Coast Guard Yard would provide repair services 
under an interservice agreement with the service customer as part of the Yard's normal depot 
maintenance support for the Coast Guard fleet. The total combined interservice repair and 
Coast Guard fleet depot level maintenance support would be constrained by the capacity of 
the Coast Guard Yard. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard is willing to accept the decrement inherent in the partial inlplementation 
described above. We are not willing to accept the large decrement inherent in full 
implementation. 



Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Only for the partial implementation described above. Full implementation of a Coast Guard 
Center of Excellence for small vessels would overwhelm our Naval Engineering program. 
Coast Guard platforms should only receive platform depot maintenance at DOD Centers of 
Excellence when these facilities are cost competitive. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Workload for the Coast Guard Yard is scheduled at capacity through 1995. After that, 
interservice workload could be phased in. Total workload mix of Coast Guard and 
interservice repairs would be negotiated and set in advance. The Yard plans its workload in 
detail in the near term (12 months) based on long term customer commitments. A five year 
long term workload plan assures individual project flow, prioritization and preparation. 
Overall platform management would remain with the customer service. The Yard would 
work with al l  its customers to assure that total needs are met within its facility and st&mg 
constraints. 

The Yard has a good record in managing emergencies and special requirements both within 
the Coast Guard and with other government agencies. These are addressed on an individual 
basis; and if there is a fit with existing workload, workforce, trade mix, and facilities, the 
work is accepted. 

There are several limitations on the Yard. First, the capacity of its two floating drydocks is 
fixed. Although they came from the Navy, these WWII vintage assets are no longer Navy 
certified. Technically, they cannot handle Navy vessels without a waiver. The Yard plans to 
replace both drydocks in 1996 with a shiplift which will transfer ships ashore to an upland 
area close to the industrial ship complex. Since repair work will not have to compete for 
available floating drydock space, emergencies will be more readily accommodated. Capacity 
at the Yard would then be constrained only by workforce unless the Coast Guard can obtain 
relief from existing personnel ceilings. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

More than any other element, the Coast Guard is sensitive to cost. Budget constraints would 
make it difficult for the Coast Guard to participate in support that is more expensive than our 
current system of organic, commercial and interservice depot maintenance. Coast Guard 
cutters and aircraft do not need, nor can we afford, the expensive technical infrastructure 
necessary to support nuclear ships and high performance tactical aircraft. If Coast Guard 
platforms were transferred to DOD Centers of Excellence for depot maintenance, processes 
would need to be established to ensure appropriate resource allocation, especially during 



mobilization. The Coast Guard, and other customers, should have the opportunity to place 
joint staff at the facilities conducting their work. These positions should have management, 
rather than liaison, responsibilities over joint workload. Overall platform management should 
remain with the Coast Guard and other customers. 

Coast Guard High Endurance Cutters and Icebreakers currently receive commercial shipyard 
support. Except for two High Endurance Cutters, all operate on the U.S. West Coast. 
However, all cutters are subject to the Coast Guard's geographic restrictions which could limit h 

the Naval shipyards under consideration for support. There are 12 High Endurance Cutters 
and 2 Icebreakers. In terms of each class' depot maintenance cycle, the number of cutters 
undergoing repairs annually averages about five. As with Navy ships, schedules are set well r 
in advance. Because all work is performed commercially, the windows of opportunity for 
docking becomes part of the bid criteria in our selection process. As a customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration in scheduling repairs for these cutters as Navy 
vessels. Since we are dealing with a small number of Naval shipyards and five ships per 
year, the scheduling process should be better than commercial sources. This would however, 
require close coordination with the Navy in setting our priorities. Except for the Icebreakers 
which are Coast Guard unique, the needs for special or peculiar technical support are largely 
non existent. Emergencies always present problems, but as a steady customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration and concern in fitting such a need into existing 
schedules as would occur in the private sector or for a Navy vessel. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but significant disruptions of all parties' business practices would occur in transition. 

Comments 

The Coast Guard believes that our mix of platform and component workload is better served 
by Alternative D. 
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Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would maximize Coast Guard operational effectiveness for a given level of 
resources. The most opportune target for increased interservice support of Coast Guard 
requirements is in increasing DOD depot level repair of Coast Guard aviation reparable 
components. Coast Guard aviation platforms consist of rotary wing and maritime patrol 
aircraft. These type aircraft generate most of their depot maintenance workload in component 
repair versus the greater expense of performing depot level maintenance on the exotic, highly 
stressed structures of tactical jet aircraft. Component rework is most efficiently accomplished 
in facilities with high throughput and capital investment. The Coast Guard's total component 
repair requirements do not justify such facilities. In FY92, DOD facilities accomplished 
$14.5M of Coast Guard aviation component maintenance, another $75.6M was accomplished 
at commercial facilities. A consolidated depot maintenance system, with efficient, full 
capacity Centers of Excellence that specialize in classes of components, could capture and 
execute Coast Guard component workload at a savings compared to current commercial costs. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Properly implemented, this alternative will increase Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes. The Coast Guard would shift aviation component depot level repair from commercial to 
DOD facilities as the DOD facilities became competitive with the commercial sector in terms 
of cost, quality and reliability of supply. 

If your service were selected as an Executive AgentfSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

The Coast Guard would not become a provider under this alternative, we would be a 
customer. 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingIe Manager, what would you 
expect from that managel? 

The Coast Guard needs a process to insure that our workload can compete for a proper 
allocation of depot resources. Based on our experience interservice support functions well in 
peacetime, but during mobilization executive agents tend to allocate resources towards their 
own requirements. We would expect that a properly functioning consolidated system would 
have an established process to both allocate resources and address appeals from customers. 2. 

Centers of Excellence should have staffillg in sigdicant managerial roles from all customers. 
Liaison officers do not have the ability to effect proper resource allocation, joint managers do. 

7 

Eff~ciencies: Am them near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

This alternative offers the greatest long term improvement in efficiency for the Coast Guard. 
Our depots would focus on what they do best, execution of basic labor intensive depot 
maintenance on airframes and vessels. Our costs and quality of performing platform 
maintenance are competitive. Capital investment component repair would migrate to DOD 
Centers of Excellence as these activities prove competitive with the private sector. 

Comments 

DOD depot labor rates, as billed to the Coast Guard on FY93 Depot Maintenance Interservice 
Support Agreements (DMISAs), range from $66.49/hr to $107.25/hr with a median of $85/hr. 
Commercial rates are typically $60+/hr. The internal Coast Guard rate at our aviation depot 
is $43/hr, although our depot is not well suited for component repair. Removing excess depot 
capacity and concentrating component workload should make DOD depots the provider of 
choice for aviation component rework. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this altemative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Coast Guard position on consolidation by platforms is discussed in our analysis of 
Alternative C. Our position on consolidation by components is discussed in our analysis of 
Altemative D. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard believes that consolidation of components, subject to cost of repair, will 
improve operational effectiveness. Consolidation of platforms, as proposed in Alternative C, 
may degrade operational effectiveness by an unacceptable decrement. Our position is 
discussed in detail in our analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~ a l i s t i c ?  

Not for the Coast Guard. A detailed discussion is available in our analysis of Alternatives C 
and D. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that managel? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern  business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard believes that our platforms, with their mix of platform and component 
workload, are best served by Altemative D. 



B v e  F DOD Cvnsolidatiqg 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militarg effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The two Coast Guard depots fall under the Department of Transportation. This makes it 
impractical, and probably unlikely, that they would be consolidated into a civilian Department 
of Defense agency. Our analysis assumes that this alternative would require the Coast Guard \ 

to interact with a Defense Depot Maintenance Agency built from the individual DOD services' 
depot infrastructure. Our comments regarding consolidation at a platform and component 
level as expressed in our analysis of the other alternatives apply to this alternative as well. In 
general, the Coast Guard favors consolidating component depot repair, but not platform depot _r 
repair. This alternative offers different organizational opportunities and challenges. A new 
organization might be free of individual service bias tend thus more likely to conduct 
appropriate asset allocation, but a civilian defense agency would likely present another layer 
of management over existing organizational structures. The new management would also, by 
concept, be farther removed from operations and mission requirements. The issue seems to 
be whether a defense agency is necessary to implement consolidation. If not, why create 
additional management overhead that is farther removed from its customers? 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

If this alternative was the necessary means to implement DOD depot maintenance 
consolidation, the Coast Guard would seek support for aviation components and selected 
platforms when, and if, the organization was competitive in terms of cost and reliability of 
supply. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but only if depot consolidation cannot occur within and between the services. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this altemative, how 
would you handle special ~.equimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up ptwjects," etc? 

This altemative assumes than an executive agent other than the Coast Guard is created. The 
Coast Guard would be a customer. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Coast Guard comments from Alternative D apply. 



Efficiencies: Am them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Production efficiencies should result from depot consolidation. Management would be farther 
removed from its customers, possibly with additional layers relative to other alternatives. 

Comments 
1 
- - This alternative should be reserved for use only if depot consolidation is not possible within 

the services. 

f 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

Total commercial depot maintenance of all Coast Guard platforms and components would be 
difficult to execute with enough economy and responsiveness to meet our operational 
requirements. Most of the Coast Guard's current depot maintenance is conducted at - b 
colllrnercial activities including over 80% of our shipyard availabilities. Our HC-130H fleet - 
receives aircraft depot maintenance at a commercial facility under an Air Force contract, and 
most of our aviation components get commercial depot level repair. Commercial support 
works well when workload is steady state or has an ample planning horizon, it does not 1 
respond well, nor is it economical, for emergent requirements. A large portion of the Coast 
Guard aviation inventory is commercial derivative and foreign sourced. These aircraft, the 
HH-65A and the HU-25A/B/C, do not have a mature domestic support infrastructure, 
especially the HH-6SA. Thus, the Coast Guard has been forced to create an organic 
infrastructure, and act as the catalyst for the creation of commercial infrastructure to support 
these aircraft. Without organic Coast Guard support, these aircraft would not receive 
adequate support. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Despite the Coast Guard's heavy use of commercial depot maintenance, total commercial 
support is not advisable. The decrement to Coast Guard operational effectiveness would be 
where we cannot afford it, to economic and responsible changes in support for changes in 
missions or operational requirements. This has restricted the Coast Guard from an even 
greater use of commercial depot maintenance. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. Where responsive commercial support exists, it tends to be less expensive than DOD 
support for a non-DOD agency. Some DOD pricing models for Coast Guard support have - resulted in our use of commercial depot maintenance. High throughput that justify heavy 
capital investment in plant and process are common among the best sources of commercial 

4 (and DOD) support. But a l l  workload is not capital intensive, and barriers to responsive 
r commercial support exist. 

Comment 

Excellent alternative for supplementary use. Small production run, specialized platforms 
should be acquired with system lifecycle commercial support. 





APPENDIX M 

CONUS Facilities With Weapons and Munitions Depot Maintenance Missions 

Armv CONUS Facilities With a M-Depot Maintenance Mission 
&a Acronym Location 
Seneca Army Depot SEAD Romulus, NY 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot LBAD Lexington, KY 
Savanna Army Depot SVAD Savanna, IL 
Sierra Army Depot SIAD Herlong, CA 
Crane Army Ammunition Plant CAAP Crane, IN 
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant MCAAP McAlester, OK 
Pine Bluff Arsenal PBA Pine Bluff, AR 
Pueblo Depot Activity PDA Pueblo, CO 
Navajo Depot Activity NDA Flagstaff, AZ 
Fort Wingate Depot Activity FWDA Gallup, NM 
Umatilla Depot Activity UDA Umatilla, OR 
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant IAAP Burlington, IA 
Milan Anny Ammunition Plant MAAP Milan, TN 
Hawthorne Army Ammuntion Plant HAAP Hawthorne, NJ 
Newport Army Ammuntion Plant NAAP Newport, IN 
Aberdeen Proving Ground APG Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 

Armv CONUS Mdtivurpose Dmots With a Munitions ,De~ot Maintenance Mission 
DeDot Location 
Anniston Army Depot ANAD Anniston, AL 
Letterkenny Army Depot LEAD Chambersburg, PA 
Red River Army Depot RRAD Texarkana, TX 
Tooele Army Depot TEAD Tooele, UT 

Navy CONUS Facilities With a Weavons or Munitions Demt Maintenance Mission 
DeDot: Location 
Naval Weapons Station Earle NWSEL Earle, NJ 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown NWSYK Yorktown, VA 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston NWSCH Charleston, SC 
Naval Weapons Station Concord NWSCO Concord, CA 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach NWSSB Seal Beach, CA 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport NUWCK Keyport, WA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville NSWCL Louisville, KY 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane NSWCC Crane, IN 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head NSWCIH Indian Head, MD 
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Open Meeting Attendees 

1300, 26 January 1993 
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Name' " ' ' ' " "  " "  " " '  

N-1 

Gen J. J. Went. USMC(Ret) 

Gen B. Poe 11, USAF(Ret) 

Gen L.J. Wagner, USA(Ret) 

,VADM E.A. Grinstead, SC, USN(Ret) 

Mr. J. McCarthy 

Col T.B. Slade, USAF 

COL J.T. Burton, USA 

CDR J. Fink, USN 

Lt Col T. Wegemer, USAF 

CDR J. Barrett, SC, USN 

Mr. Enemencio Sanchez 

Mr. Larry Junek 

Mr. Al Barbero 

Mr. Alex Yellin 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 

Mr. Bill Egen 

Mr. Bill Carrier 

" " '  Organization " .  " '  " '  " ' " '  ":'" " '  " '  Phone " ' ' ' Number ""  ' " ' " 

Depot Consolidation Study 

Depot Consolidation Study 

Depot Consolidation Study 

Depot Consolidation Study 

Depot Consolidation Study 

Joint StaffIJ-4BCAD 

OJCSILegal Counsel 

Joint StafflJ-4lSCAD 

Joint StafflJ-4ISCAD 

Joint StafflJ-4ISCAD 

GAO 

GAO 

SondstranoIAIA 

Defense Base Closure Commission(A1F) 

Defense Base Closure Commission(USN) 

McDonnell Douglas 

McDonnell Douglas 

1-703-695-921 2 

1-703-697-1 137 

1-703-695-9234 

1-703-695-9234 

1-703-695-9234 

1-21 0-521 -7960 

1-21 0-521 -7960 

1-703-276-1 626 

1-703-696-0504 

1-703-696-0504 

1-703-41 2-3877 

1-31 4-234-6549 



Open Meeting Attendees 

Phone Number 

1-703-697-7980 

1-703-697-5507 

1-703-696-1 05718 

1 -703-697-8775 

1 -703-61 4-6752 

1-202-371 -6392 

1-70341 3-5750 

1-703-61 4-0862 

1-703-697-8630 

1-703-876-3337 

1 -301 -604-2243 

1 -703-696-1 059 

Name 

Mr. Bob Mason 

Capt Tom Hancock, USN 

Ms. Pat Dalton 

Cot Mark Roddy, USAF 

LTCOL Clarence Newby, USA 

Mr. Barry Steinberg 

Mr. Henry Schultz 

Mr. Wimpy Pybus 

Ms. Genevieve Meyer 

Ms. Linda Peter 

Mr. JoNathan Tyson 

Lt Col Ron Coleman 

Organization 

OASD(P&L) UMD 

OPNAV Aviation Maint Policy 

U.S. Marine Corps (LPP) 

HQ, USAFILGMM 

HQ, DA(DAL0-SMM) 

Jordan, Coyne, Savits & Lopata 

Lockheed 

OASD(P&L) MD 

DoD Comptroller (MSIDMI) 

General Dynamics 

General Dynamics (consultant) 

Capt L. C. Mitchell, SC, USN 

Mr. Jeffrey Dodson 

Mr. Jack Nunn 

Mr. Joel Marsh 

Mr. Robert Earl 

Mr. Michael Mitchell 

OPNAV (N-43) 

being 

Office of Technological Affairs 

United Technology Corporation 

General Dynamics 

Lockheed 

1 -703-695-6256 

1 -703-558-9648 

1 -202-228-6446 

1 -202-336-7406 

1-703-876-3485 

1 -703-41 3-561 3 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET. N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON. 0.  C .  20006-1601 
202.653-0823 JIM C O U l r C l .  C I A l l Y A N  

C O u M l s S ~ E I s  

July 1, 1991 WJUY L ULL. ut Lol lno I U L L L w A r  
GCN W A N C  I CASSlOr USIC f I C T #  
AlTMU* LCVIIT. J l  
JAMCS SMITW #I. C 

The President noacnr o ~ t u ~ n r .  JI 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

On behalf of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, we 
are pleased to submit a report containing both a review of the Defense 
Secretary's April 12 list and our recommendations for the closure or 
realignment of U.S. military installations. 

In preparing this report, the Commission reviewed thousands of pages 
of oral testimony and written documentation. All of our work was subject 
to public scrutiny. We held 28 hearings across the United States, 
visited 47 military installations and met face-to-face with hundreds of 
representatives in surrounding communities. Among the many people who 
presented expert testimony were members of Congress and officials 
representing the Pentagon, the General Accounting Office and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Ultimately, this report reflects the independent judgment of the 
Commissionts seven members. Not one of our decisions was easy. ~ach'of 
the installations recommended for closure enjoys a proud history of 
service to the United States. Moreover, we recognize that base closure 
creates economic hardship that only time and initiative can overcome. 
Nevertheless, budget constraints, coupled with changing national security 
requirements, compel the United States to reduce its military overhead 
costs. I am convinced that our recommendations will strengthen this 
countryts ability to meet its international responsibilities. 

A 

hainnan 

Commissioner 
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CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

1. Naval Station Puget Sound 24. Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, 
(Sand Point), Washington Missouri 

2. Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho 25. ASCmoop Support Command, Missouri 

3. Beale Air Force Base, California 26. Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois 

4. Mather Air Force Base, Calfornia 27. Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Michigan 

5. Sacramento Army Depot, California 28. Grissom Air Force Base, Indiana 

6. Naval Station Treasure Island 29. Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana 
(Hunters Point Annex), California 

30. Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, Ohio 
7. Naval Air Station Moffett Field, 

California 31. Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 

8. Castle Air Force Base, California 32. Philadelphia Naval Station, 
Pennsylvania 

9. Fort Ord, California 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 

10. Naval Station Long Beach, California Pennsylvania 

11. Naval Air Facility Midway Island, 33. Loring Air Force Base, Maine 
Midway 

34. Fort Devens, Massac'husetts 
12. Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, 

California 35. Construction Battalion Center 
Davisville, Rhode Island 

13. March Air Force Base, C a l i t d a  
36. Fort Dix, New Jersey 

14. Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 
37. Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, 

15. Lowq Air Force Base, Colorado South Carolina 

16. Goodfellow Air Force Base, Texas 38. MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

17. Camwell Air Force Base, Texas NOT PICTURED ON MAP 
18. Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas - 17 Realignments and 7 Closures of 
19. Naval Air Station Chase Field, Texas Naval Research, Development, 

Testing & Engineering, 
20. Fort Polk, Louisiana Engineering & Fleet Support 

Activities 
21. England Air Force Base, Louisiana - Realignment of Combat Materiel 
22. Fort Chaffee, k h r m s  Research Lab and Medical Lab 21 

23. Eaker Air Force Base, Arkansas - Realignment of the Army Corps of 
Engineers 

iii 





Ezecutiw Summary 

Executive 
Summary 

On November 5, 1990, President George 
Bush signed Public Law 101-510, Title XXIX 
(the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 19901, establishing the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission to 
ensure a timely, independent, and fair process 
for closing and realigning U.S. military 
installations. 

This statute required the Secretary of 
Defense to submit a list of proposed military 
base closures and realignments to the  
Commission by April 15,1991. In accordance 
with the statute, these recommendations were 
to be based upon a force-structure plan 
submitted to Congress with the Department of 
Defense (DoD) budget request for fiscal year 
(FY) 1992 and eight selection criteria 
developed by DoD with public comment. 
Anticipated levels of defense funding in the FY 
1992-97 period and a reassessment of the 
probable threats to the United States drove the 
force-structure plan.  The present  
Administration viewed the changing world 
order a s  a n  opportunity to implement 
measured defense reductions. However, 
Congress has seized upon the reduced threat to 
our national security and mandated a sharp 
decline in defense funding. The graph on the 
next page showing DoD's budget authority 
depicts this dramatic decline in funding since 
the mid-1980s. 

The Commission's purpose was to ensure 
that the proposals submitted by DoD did not 
deviate substantially from the force-structure 
plan and the eight selection criteria. Where it 
identified such deviations, the Commission 
was authorized to add or delete bases. The 
Commission's founding legislation calls for 
this process to be repeated in 1993 and 1995. 

The end of the Cold War, evidenced by the 
fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the formal 
dissolution of the Warsaw Pact in 1991, 
fundamentally altered the military threat 
posed by the Soviet Union and its allies. These 
events had dramatic impacts on U.S. military 
requirements. In addition, the growing U.S. 
budget deficit provided an impetus to cut U.S. 
military spending. Therefore, DoD is planning 
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DOD BUDGET AUTHORITY 
(CONSTANT DOLLARS IN BILLIONS) 

APRIL 1989 PLAN 

FY 91 DOD BUDGET 
Average Real Decline = 2% per 

\ \. year 

-. - 
- 

Cumulative Real Decline: \ ' 
1990-1992 = 12% FY 92 DOD BUDGET ' \ 
1985-1992 = 24% Average Real Decline = 3% per year ' \ 
1985-1996 = 34% after FY 91 %- 

to decrease the U.S. military by approxbately 
25 percent over the next five years. 

Clearly, fewer forces require fewer bases. 
By eliminating unnecessary facilities, limited 
dollars can go to vital military needs. 
Balancing the base structure with the new 
force-structure plan will make DoD more 
efficient, streamline t h e  defense infra- 
structure, and enhance national m t y .  

This Commission differs from previous 
base-closure efforts; it8 purpose was to d e  
independent  recommendations t o  the 
Resident based on its review of the Secretary 
of Defense's April 1991 proposal to close 
43 bases and realign 29. The 1988 DoD 
Commission, on the other hand, developed its 
own list of proposed closures, which it 
presented to the Secretary of Defense and 
Congress. 

The U.S. General Accounting Otrrce (GAO) 
was involved closely in the process. It acquired 
data from DoD and prepared a review of DoD's 
proposals, which was forwarded to  Congress 
and the Commission on May 16,1991. It also 
assisted the Commission in its own review of 
data by detailing staffers to the Commission 
and providing assistance from field staff. 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission's recommendations 
emerged from a uniquely open process, in  
which testimony and viewpoints were heard 
from community and congressional leaders. 
This process insulated the Commission from 
partisan politics. All meetings were open to 
the public. hutscripts of hearings and data 
received by the Commission were available for 
public review. Furthermore, every major site 
proposed for closure was visited by a t  least one 
commissioner. These visits enabled the 
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commissioners to gain a fmthand look a t  the 
installations. Commissioners also heard from 
members of the public about the effect that 
closure would have on local communities. 

The Commission also received public 
testimony in Washington, D.C., from members 
of Congress, DoD officials, and other expert 
witnesses. Public hearings, providing 
community leaders  a n  opportunity to  
comment, were held a t  14 other locations 
across the country. 

The Commission recognizes tha t  some 
communities depend great ly  on these  
installations. It notes, however, in  the long 
te rm,  a n d  with effort and in i t i a t i ve ,  
communities can overcome the hardships 
caused by base closures. In fact, history has 
shown many post-closure economies a r e  
stronger and more stable. 

According to a survey by DoD's Oftice of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA), between 
1961 and 1990 approximately 158,000 new jobs 
had been created to replace nearly 93,000 jobs 
lost as a result of base closures. The OEA has 
also been working with 21  communities 
located near bases recommended for closure by 
the  1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission and has provided $1.6 million in 
grants to help develop reuse plans. 

Since the Commission wanted to devote its 
entire effort to considering the bases under 
study for closure or realignment, an  after- 
action report will be prepared and forwarded to  
the Resident and Congress. The r e p r t  will 
offer the Commission's guidance for improving 
the base-closing process. 

Based on the Commission's review-and- 
analysis and deliberations process, i t  i s  
recommending to the Resident that 34 bases 
be closed and 48 bases be realigned. These 
actions will result in FY 1992-97 net savings of 
$2.3 billion after one-time costs of $4.1 billion. 
The savings from these actions will total 
$1.5 billion annually. The following list 
summarizes closure and realignment actions of 
the 1991 Commis8ion. 

RECOMMENDED FOR 
CLOSURE 

Department of the Army 
Fort Benjamin Hamson, IN 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Ord, CA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 

Department of the Navy 
Construction Battalion Center, Davisville, RI 
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station 

Treasure Island, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Puget Sound, Sand Point, WA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
7 RDT & E Engineering and Fleet Support 

Activities 

Department of the 
Air Force 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Aii Force Base, ME: 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO 
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

vii 
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RECOMMENDED 
RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

TO STAY OPEN 

Department of the Army 
Department of the Army ~ ~ r t  McClellan, AL 
Army Corps of Engineers 
Aviation Svstems Commandmoop Support - - - -  

Command, St. Louis, MO 
Fort CMee ,  AR 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort Polk, LA 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
10 RDT&E Laboratories 
7 Medical Laboratories 

Department of the Navy 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA 

Department of the 
Air Force 

Department of the Navy M O O ~ Y  ~ i r  Force Base, GA 

Midway Island Naval Air Facility 
17 RDT&E Engineering and Fleet Support 

Activities 

Department o f  the 
Air Force 
Beale Air Farce Base, CA 
Goodtellow Air Force Base, TX 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
March Air Farce Base, CA 
Mather Air Force Base, CA 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID 

viii 
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Hlstoly of Base Closures 

Chapter 1 

History 

Base 
Closures 

I n  the early 19tiOs, then-Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara closed many 
bases to reduce military overhead. Secretary 
McNamara created w~thin DoD the Office of 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) to ease the 
economic impacts of' closures on affected 
communities and to allow the reuse of former 
bases. In the early 1970s, and in response to 
the end of the Vietnam War, hundreds of 
military facilities across the country closed. 

In the 1960s and, again in the 19705, 
accusations were widespread that  base 
closures were being used by the executive 
branch to punish uncooperative legislators. 
This sentiment prompted Congress in 1977 to 
pass Section 2687 of Title 10, United States 
Code, which required DoD to notify Congress if 
an installation became a closure candidate, 
and it also applied the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act to  base-closure 
recommendations. These stipulations, 
combined with Congress' reluctance to close 
military bases, effectively prevented DoD from 
closing any major militaxy installation. 

The 1980s saw a rapid military expansion 
as a result of a dramatic increase in defense 
spending. In 1985, Senator Barry Goldwater 
recognized the need for DoD to rid itself of 
excess base capacity. He asked Secretary of 
Defense Caspar Weinberger to submit an  
"illustrative" list of military bases for closure. 
A hearing was held to discuss the 22 bases on 
Secretary Weinberger's list, but no further 
action was taken. 

1988 COMMISSION 
By 1988, while the structure of the U.S. 

armed forces had changed, the base structure 
remained unal tered .  Therefore,  on 
May 3,1988, Secre tary  of Defense 
Frank Carlucci chartered the Defense 
Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment 
and Closure, ordering it to conduct a n  
independent study of t.he domestic military 
base structure and to recommend installations 
for realignment and closure. In October 1988, 
Congress passed and Resident Reagan signed 
Public Law 100-526, t h e  Defense 
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Authorization Amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act. 

The 1988 Commission, chaired by former 
Senator Abraham Ribicoff and former 
Congressman Jack Edwards, recommended 
that 86 bases be closed fully and 59 others be 
closed partially or realigned. These changes 
would, according to Commission estimates, 
generate an annual savings of $693.6 million. 

1990 DoD PROPOSALS 
In an effort to reshape and reduce the 

military hfhstructure, Secretary of Defense 
Cheney in January 1990 proposed closing 
36  bases i n  t h e  Uni ted  S ta t e s .  The  
congressional response was reminiscent of the 
base-closing rounds of the 1960s and 1970s. 
Congressional critics claimed that the list 
unfairly targeted districts represented by 
Democrats. Others charged that Congress 
again was institutionally incapable of making 
decisions that were good for the country but 
painful far some congressional districts. 

The list was not acted upon by Congress, 
but the groundwork was laid for a second base- 
closing commission. 

1991 BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

The Defense Base Closure a n d  
Realignment Act of 1990 (see Appendix A) 
intende, as the law says, "to provide a fair 
process that will result in the timely closure 
and realignment of military installations 
inside the United States." 

The process was built around the following 
stan- 

The force-structure plan submitted to 
Congress with the I)oD budget request 
for Fiscal Year 1992 (see Appendix B) 

Eight selection criteria finalized by 
DoD after public comment (see 
Appendix C) 

Of the eight criteria, the  first four 
concerned military value and were to receive 
preference. 

Current  and f u t u r e  mission 
requirements 

Availability and condition of land, 
facilities, and air space 

Contingency a n d  mobil izat ion 
requirements 

Cost and manpower implications 

The remaining criteria were 

Return on investment 

Local economic impact 

Impact on community infrastructure 

Environmental impact 

The Commission received DoD's proposed 
list of closures and realignments after the 
following process: First, the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force analyzed their own base structures, 
comparing them against the force-structure 
plan and the selection criteria. The semices 
then submitted their proposals to Secretary 
Cheney, who on April 12, 1991, sent DoD's 
recommendations to the Commission. The 
Commission was required to  send i t s  
recommendations t o  t h e  Pres ident  by 
July 1,1991. 

The statutory test to be applied by the 
Commission in justifying modifications to 
DoD's recommended list involves "substantial 
deviation" from the force-structure plan and 
selection criteria. The Commiseion could 
recommend changes for those bases where a 
substantial deviation was established. 



History of Base Closures 

Approval by the 
President and Congress 

The law requires the President to approve 
or disapprove the Commission's recommen- 
dations by July 15,1991. An approved report 
will be sent to Congress. If the President 
rejects the report, it will be returned to' the 
Commission for revision. The Commission 
must submit to the Resident by August 15 a 
revised report. The Resident then has 15 days 
to approve or disapprove the revised report. 
The President must send an approved report to 
Congress by September 1,1991. If he does not 
approve the report, the closure process for 1991 
comes to an end with no action. 

Once the Commission's recommendations 
are approved by the President, Congress has 
45 legislative days, or until it adjourns for the 
session, to consider them. Changes to the 
approved recommendations are not allowed. 
Unless Congress enacts a joint resolution 
disapproving the Commission's p r o w ,  the 
Secretary must begin to close or realign those 
installations listed i n  the report within 
two years and complete the action within 
six years. 

Differences Between 
the 1988 and 1991 
Commissions 

Both Commissions were set up to overcome 
the political paralysis that had prevented the 
closure of bases during the previous decade. 
The recommendations of the 1988 Commission 
were driven largely by the need to size a 
bloated base infrastructure to a reduced threat 
and force structure. The 1991 Commission was 
driven by further reductions in DoD budgets 
and dramatic changes in Eastern Europe. 

Structurally, the differences beween these 
two Commissions are sigmcant. The 1988 
Commission was chartered by and reported to 
the Secretary of Defense. Congress codified 
the authority of that  Commission when it 
passed Public Law 100-526. The 1991 
Commission, on  t h e  o the r  hand ,  w a s  

established by law from the outset. I t s  
members were appointed by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate. 

Other differences between these two 
Commissions resulted primarily from the 
lessons learned in the congressional debate 
that  followed the 1988 base closure and  
realignment recommendations. 

After publication of the 1988 list, affected 
members of Congress leveled three major 
charges against the Commission process. 
First, they contended the process had been 
secretive. In fact, hearings had been closed 
and information on the ranking of facilities 
and transcripts of Commission meetings were 
hard to obtain. Second, Congress noted many 
of the affected facilities had not been visited by 
commissioners. Such visits, believed the 
legislators,  migh t  have  helped t h e  
commissioners verifg information included in 
the staff reports. Finally, they complained 
that faulty data had teen used to reach the 
final closure recomm.endations. Congress 
believed the General Accounting M ~ c e  (GAO) 
or another independent organization should 
have reviewed the information and data for 
accuracy. 

Commission members and legislators also 
said that the panel's mandate to recover the 
cost within six years was too restrictive and 
had prevented the closing of several obsolete 
installations. 

Congress, through Title XXIX of Public 
Law 101-510, established the 1991 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
redress these issues. The process is open, 
commissioners have visited all major affected 
bases, and GAO has been an integral part of 
the process. 

Composition of the 1991 
Commission 

The commissioners were chosen for their 
distinguished legislative, business, military, 
and diplomatic backgrounds. Six were 
appointed by President Bush - four  i n  
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consultation with House and Senate majority 
leaders and two with the advice of House and 
Senate  minori ty  leaders .  The  o the r  
appointments were made independently by the 
Resident. 

The staff was drawn from backgrounds 
encompassing government, law, journalism, 
academia, and the military. Some were hired 
directly by the Commission, while others were 
detailed from DoD, GAO, the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency. Under the 
Commission's founding legislation, no more 
than one-third of the staff could be detailed 
from DoD. Divisional directors (including the 
staff director) were civilians hired directly by 
the Commission. The Commission also hired 
independent consultants from the Logistics 
Management Institute, who helped design and 
then participated in the review and analysis of 
the semices' recommendations. 
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Chapter 2 

Department 
of Defense 
Procedures 
t o  Develop 
Recorn- 
mended List 

On April 12, 1991, Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney presented to Congress and the 
Defense Base Closure and  Realignment 
Commission a list of military installations 
proposed for realignment or closure. The list 
recommended 43 base closures and 29 realign- 
ments and was the product of an extensive DoD 
review of military bases. 

DoD began i t s  review of bases  on 
December 10, 1990, by establishing policy 
guidance for all services to follow. A DoD 
steering committee developed the final eight 
base-evaluation criteria and issued several 
implementing memoranda. Within th i s  
general framework, each service was allowed 
the flexibility to design an analysis plan 
around its unique missions and structure. 

Four additional memoranda were issued to 
clarify the DoD review process. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 

In November 1990, the Secretary of the 
Army established the Total Army Basing 
Study and tasked th is  s tudy  group t o  
recommend poten t ia l  c losures  a n d  
realignments. 

The Army divided its installations into 
seven main categories and analyzed each 
category quantitatively using five existing 
measures of merit, which were then defined in 
terms of DoD's selection criteria 1-4 (military 
value) and criterion 7 (community infra- 
structure). Each measure was weighted to 
reflect the Army's view of its importance. The 
measures of merit and attributes were used to 
determine t h e  mi l i t a ry  v a l u e  of t h e  
installations. These rankings served as a point 
of departure from which the analysts applied 
their military judgments to recommend 
closures and realignments. 

The Army applied t h e  r e tu rn -on -  
investment and impact criteria to bases that 
ranked low in military value. 
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Senior Army staff reviewed the Army's 
final proposals and recommended the list for 
approval. The Secretary of the Army and the 
Army Chief of Staff approved this list. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
NAVY 

The Secretary of the Navy established a 
six-member Base Structure Committee in 
December 1990 to determine the Navy's 
closure and realignment candidates. 

The Base Structure Committee grouped all 
of its installations into categories and 
determined which categories contained excess 
capacity; there, it searched for closure and 
realignment options. 

The Base Structure Committee used 
information as the VCNO (Vice Chief of Naval 
Operations) study. It was later called the 
OpNav Study because it was initiated in 
February 1990 by the Mice of the Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

The Base Structure Committee had 
intended to  urse the study prepared by the 
OpNav group, but the committee members 
were not satisfied with the total utility of the 
data or weights used in the OpNav Study. The 
Base Structure Committee used the data from 
the OpNav Study as a starting point and began 
a series of hearings, in which senior Navy 
officials briefed the committee on their 
respective activities. 

The committee members combined their 
professional military judgment with the data 
gleaned from these interviews and existing 
data from the OpNav Study to arrive a t  their 
base-closure recommendations. As a result, 
these judgments sometimes differed from the 
assessments one might make using the raw 
empirical data. 

codes were assigned to a base by assuming that 
it could be closed and assessing what impact its 
closure would have on the Navy's mission. 
Like the  Army, the Navy considered 
community support (criterion 7) in its analysis 
of the military value of bases. 

Once the Base Structure Committee had 
selected bases for possible closure or 
realignment, it evaluated criteria 5, 6, and 
8 for these proposals. 

The Base Structure Committee presented 
its nominations to the Secretary of the Navy, 
who recommended to the Secretary of Defense 
naval installations for closure or realignment. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE 
AIR FORCE 

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed a 
Base Closure Executive Group of five general 
officers and five senior-executive-service 
officials. 

The Air  Force collected d a t a  by 
distributing standard questionnaires - 
general, environmental, and air space - to 
each Air Force base. The executive group 
sorted the Air Force bases into five categories 
and ten subcategories, and examined each to 
identify excess capacity. 

Unlike the Army and Navy, the Air Force 
analyzed all bases according to all eight 
selection criteria. The executive group 
developed up to 83 subelements per category to 
provide specific data points. 

The Aii Force prepared color ratings for 
the subelements and used these ratings to rank 
and group bases. The Secretary of the Air 
Force selected bases for closure from the 
options developed by the executive group. 

The Navy assigned color codes to bases in 
the categories with excess capacity. The colur 
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Chapter 3 

The Role 
of the 
General 
Accounting 
Office 

The General Accounting Office did not 
become involved in the 1988 process until after 
that Commission published its report. Then 
Congress called upon GAO to examine the 
Commission's methodology, findings, and 
recommendations. 

GAO's recommendations addressed ways 
to ensure data accuracy, which cost tactors and 
economic impacts should be considered, how to 
develop specific criteria, and how to measure 
employment impacts. 

To ensure GAO's role during the 1991 
Commission's analysis, Congress gave GAO a 
clear role in the 1991 process. 

Under Section 2903 (d)(5) of Title XXIX, 
Public Law 101-510, Congress called on the 
Comptroller General to do two things: assist 
the Commission in its review of the Secretary 
of Defense's recommendations and transmit an 
independent report to  Congress and  t h e  
Commission containing GAO's analysis of 
DoD's proposals and processes. 

ASSISTANCE TO THE 
COMMlSSION 

At least one GAO professional served on 
each of the Commission's Army, Navy, and Air 
Force review-and-analysis teams. These 
individuals were fully integrated into al l  
review-and-analysis efforts. 

GAO also helped t h e  Commission's 
researchers verify the  da t a  used by t h e  
services. GAO field personnel visited some 
39 bases to gather fmthand information and 
verify data selected by the Commission. 

THE GAO REPORT 
GAO released i t s  r epo r t ,  t i t l e d  

Observations on the A.nalyses Supporting 
Proposed Closures a n d  Realignments, on 
May 16, 1991. The Assistant Comptroller 
General testified before the Commission on 
May 17. GAO's fmdings paralleled much of 
the Commission staffs work up to that time, 



-area4 001 
oq p morj qasq6sd 103 s l ~ a d  30 raqmnu 
aqq m a a q  p p o a  -03 auqq-aao q as-* 
quaarad 0s 8 alaqfi s18sodord qnad! I sa r  
20 arnsola amos ataA arayq 'atqqg pairaqa 
suo~q~paammosar s,aoa jo L m  roj spouad 
1p8qABd aq? al!w -%sea aqq-aao sas-q 
maaxad 001 p w  qaaazad 09 SypaCoad pal!qua 
s!q& .sqsoa %u!sola laaoaar oq a q q  plnofi 
q! sr8aL JO zaqmnu aqq jo uo!qsuqpa s,aoa 
ao ,qaaq3 &!aypaas, B pawnpum O V ~  

-4p- m w q - d y s  =- q==tm!s 
1117s PFOM ~ B N  arl? 'OVD PaPnP-a 'Pas013 
arle s a s ~ q  papaammow a w  Xpo JI *)aau 
ST? poddns g spaaa &BN ap sao!qqs ~ A B I I  
K a ~ m  a o q  appap o!$ @asdoa %a!q~aq-dys 
s&qq ap? O V ~  'm0!1qnamm- 
LAWN a!j!aads Su!?an18~a mor j  0v3 
%a!qaaaaJd '8uaq.m w p I a s  ap? PUB a m p n q s  
aaroj a q  paaoI[oj ssamrd ~ 7 1  qou U) rawaqa 
aaord o-$ no!qe$uamrwop qirnoaa lago qou p!p 
LBN aqq 7897 papnpwa 0 ~ 9  'rad-0~ 

;palroddns ~ 1 a 7 ~ b a p ~ ,  
alas sarod qv pus 6mrv aq? Xq SUopBp 
-aammoaar ap? 'vodat s?! a! ppnpao3 0 V 3  
'alojaaaqj ..)usag@!m! araA saauarasp 
asaq? ' s S a ! ~ s r  a n 1 s ~ - b s ~ ~ ~ ! m  pado~aaap 
saayas  aql LB& a q  samaragp ataa aaqq 
a l g f i  - s u a q F  a n ~ s ~ - m r p  aq? p w  a q d  
axnpnqs-wloj aqq JO am qaq? qaamrwop ppoa 
aalod JW Pm aW 1W PmO3 OV3 

.sirups 
pa8 sqso:, ao L~~spadsa  - I!qap pappard qnq 



The Work of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Chapter 4 

The Work 
of the 
Defense 
Base Closure 
and 
Realignment 

The Commission was empowered to ensure 
that the DoD recommendations did not deviate 
substantially from Title XXM of Public Law 
101-510. The law also requi red  t h e  
Commission to conduct its proceedings in 
public and open its records and deliberations to 
public scrutiny. 

Four concurrent activities provided the 
Commission with information. First, the 
Commission held 15 hearings in Washington, 
D.C., to receive information from DoD, 
legislators, and other experts. Second, the 
Commission encouraged public comments by 
holding 14 regional and site hearings, where it 
received testimony on bases being considered 
for closure or realignment. Third, the  
commissioners visited the major facilities 
proposed for closure. Finally, the Commis- 
sion's research staff reviewed the services' 
processes and data to help commissioners 
arrive at their recommendations and to ensure 
that they had adhered to t he  statutory 
standards. 

The inputs from communities potentially 
affected by base closures were tremendous. 
Community and elected leaders were tireless 
advocates for their military installations. In 
the twsand-a-half mo~iths the Commission 
conducted its business, it received more than 
143,000 letters and more than 100 phone calls 
a day. This level of input uncovered for 
commissioners every possible argument tha t  
could be proffered on behalf of potentially 
impacted bases. 

The Commission set up review-and- 
analysis teams - Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Special -to evaluate the services' processes. 
The Commission's teams focused on the process 
each service used to adhere to legislative 
requirements. 

The Army team's review paralleled the 
Army's process. The team determined whether 
the Army considered all bases and whether its 
categorization of bases and use of attributes 
were sound. The Com.mission did this by 
comparing the major activities on Army bases 
with the "measures of merit" and attributes 
developed by the Army to ensure that all eight 
criteria were addressed. 'The Commission then 
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looked at  the Army's proposals in terms of the 
capacity needed to house its forces in 1995 as 
envisioned by the force-structure plan. 

The Navy presented a special challenge to 
the Commission. Its selection process was 
more subjective and less documented than that 
of either the Army or the Air Force. To 
determine whether the Navy complied with 
the law, the Commission's staff held a series of 
meetings with members of the Navy's Base 
Stnacture Committee and other high-ranking 
naval officers - including the heads of naval 
aviation, surface warfare and personnel, and 
training. These individuals responded to 
questions and supplied information to the 
Commission. The Commission studied these 
da ta  to  determine whether the  Navy's 
compliance with selection criteria and the 
force-structure plan was adequate. 

The Navy provided additional explanation 
for its decisions. The Commission, with GAOs 
help, obtained and analyzed several hundred 
items of data tram some 29 naval installations 
across the country. Moreover, the Commission 
examined the Navy's berthing capacity in 
detail. 

its facilities by identifying all Air Force bases 
and checking updated manpower documents. 
Second, the team examined the categories and 
subcategories used by the Air Force to compare 
bases. Third, the team checked the Air Force's 
analysis of capacity within categories and for 
individual facilities. The team also reviewed 
decisions to exclude certain categories from 
further consideration due to a lack of excess 
capacity. Then, the team checked the Air 
Force application of the eight criteria to the 
remaining bases. In this step, the team fvst 
examined the individual bases tha t  were 
excluded as "militarily or geographically 
unique or mission essential." Finally, the 
team considered the application of the eight 
selection criteria to the remaining 72 bases. 

These activities provided the Commission 
with the information it needed to arrive at its 
recommendations in accordance with the 
standards mandated i n  the law. The 
commissioners used it to develop a "menu of 
optionsw - potential  addi t ions  a n d  
substitutions to the DoD proposals (see 
Appendix H). The Commission's final 
recommendations are presented in Chapter 5. 

The Commission's Air Force team first 
checked to see that the Air Force! had studied 
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Chapter 5 

Closure and 
Realignment 
Recommen- 
dations 
of the 
Commission 

The Defense Base Closure and Realign- 
ment Commission has completed its review 
and analysis of the Department of Defense 
recommendations for base closures and 
real ignments ,  a s  t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  t h e  
Commission on April  12 ,  1991, by the  
Secretary of Defense. This chapter contains 
t he  recommendat ions made  by t h i s  
Commission. 

In recommending to the services where to 
move their units, missions, or forces, the 
Commission recognizes that the military must 
retain some flexibility. The force-structure 
plan itself is not a rigid document because it 
reflects a world that is changing rapidly. 

Aside from recommendations on the status 
of particular bases, the Commission also made 
two general recommendations. 

First, the Commission observed, it is DoD 
policy to operate military hospitals primarily 
to support active-duty military personnel. 
Congress established the Civilian Health and 
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services 
(CHAMPUS) to care for the medical needs of 
non-active-duty beneficiaries. Closures of 
military hospitals normally follow closures of 
bases with activeduty populations served by 
those hospitals, with CHAMPUS covering the 
beneficiaries i n  tha t  area. In  addition, 
assignments of active-duty heal th-care 
specialists are tied directly to support of active- 
duty forces. The Commission recommends 
that DoD confer with Congress regarding these 
policies and report to the Commission in time 
for the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to consider the issue of hospital 
closures. 

Second, with the closure of bases bearing 
the  names of American heroes such a s  
President Benjamin Harrison; General Ira C. 
Eaker, astronaut Virgil "Gus" Grissom; and 
World War I pilot, Eddie Rickenbacker, the 
Commission urges the Resident to find some 
other means to honor the contributions of these 
great Americans. 

Detailed information on each of t he  
Commission's base-closure-and-realignment 
decisions is presented below, including the 
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rat ionale for each  recommendation. 
Substantial deviations from the application of 
the force-stmctue plan and the final criteria 
have been identified where applicable. 

DEPARTMENT 
OF THE ARMY 

U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers 
Category.. Corps ofEngineers 
Mission: Militrr y and Civil Works 
Cost to C&M: $266 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $238 million; 

Annuat: $1 12 million 
Payback: 2years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Consider -tion of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers under legislation separate 
from t h a t  which established the  Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission (Public 
Law 101-510). The Corps of Engineers 
conducted a reorganization study and 
submitted it as a part of the Department of the 
Army's recommendation to  DoD. The 
Secretary of Defense removed the Corps of 
Engineers from his submission to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The communities argued that the study 

h a d  not  been properly reviewed by 
congressional committees charged with 
oversight of the Corps of Engineers. They also 
argued that reducing the number of divisions 
from ten to six had no rational foundation and 
that the boundaries that describe these new 
divisions and districts were not determined in 
a consistent manner. The communities stated 
that the p a t  distances between these new 
divisions and district headquarters and their 

respective field offices would c rea te  
inefficiencies. 

Finally, the communities argued that the 
proposed realignment would have a significant 
impact on the local economies and regions. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the Corps of 

Engineers reorganization plan is based on a 
business-like approach. I t  combines like 
functions a t  the division level where area 
coverage can be provided, thus relieving the 
districts of some of their administrative 
functions. The number of divisions selected 
was based on four options. Each option 
considered command-and-control factors and 
balanced the workload. The boundaries for the 
new divisions were based on watershed 
locations and optimizing customer support. 
The selection of division headquarters was 
based solely on t h e  ranking of existing 
headquarters. The number of districts and 
their headquarters were based primarily on 
their military ranking and their civil works 
rankings. In some cases, selections did not 
follow the rankings to account for needed 
geographic dispersion and unique capabilities. 

The Commission found t h a t  t h e  
unemployment impacts would increase by no 
more than two percentage points in any one 
area; however, these rates are independent of 
any other action that may be occurring in the 
respective areas. The implementation costs 
may be overstated because it is not known 
exactly how many personnel will elect to &tire 
or quit as opposed to relocating. 

The Commission a l so  found t h a t  
6,600 authorized positions would be 
transferred and an additional 2,600 authorized 
positions would be eliminated. This represents 
approximately 22 percent of the Corps of 
Engineers total work force and 47percent of 
the work force available for reorganization. 

These transfers and eliminations occur at  
the district and division levels. Four division 



Closure and Realignment Recommendations of the Commission 

and fourteen district  headquarters a r e  
eliminated to reduce the span of control and 
increase operational efficiencies. However, 
project and construction offices in support of 
t he  dis t r ic ts  a r e  not affected by t h e  
reorganization. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission recommends t h e  

realignment of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
We find t h a t  t he  Secre ta ry  devia ted  

do<,? ,47d0[ 
substantially from criterion 1 (current and 
future mission requirements) and txiterion 4 pi, (cost and manpower implications). Such 
realignment will be accomplished primarily 
through the elimination of a number of Corps 
of Engineers division and district management 
headquarters located in the United States. 
The realignment will not be initiated until 
J u l y  1 ,  1992, and  will conform t o  t h e  
1991 Corps of Engineers Reorganization Study 
unless legislation is enacted by Congress 
providing an alternative realignment by 
July 1,1992, in which event the Secretary will 
initiate the realignment as determined by the 
legislation. 

Aviation Systems 
Command and Troop 
Support Command, 
St. Louis, Missouri 
Category: Industrial-Commodity Oriented 

Installations 
Mission: Logistics Support 
Costa to Recrlign: $6.4 million 
Scwinga: 1992-97: $33.5 million; 

Annwl: $22.5 million 
Payback: Immediute 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

the Defense Management Report Decision to 
consolidate the inventory control point. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
There were no formal expressions from the 

community. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the consolidation of 

inventory control points a n d  r e su l t an t  
elimination of an inventory control point were 
rat ional  approaches t o  managemen t  
efficiencies. The cost efficiencies of merging 
AVSCOM and TROSCOM support the DoD 
proposal. 

RECOMMENDA TIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. The Commission recom- 
mends the  merge r  of AVSCOM w i t h  
TROSCOM as proposed. Also, the Commission 
recommends tha t  the Army evaluate t he  
relocation of those activities from leased space 
to government-owned facilities and provide 
appropriate recommendations t o  t h e  
1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commis 
sion. 

Merge Aviat ion Systems Command 
(AVSCOM) and Troop Support Command 
(TROSCOMI in St. Louis, Missouri, as part of 



Defense Base Closure a n d  Realignment Commission 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, functions currently in leased space t o  
Building 1. - 

Indiana 
Wgoly: Inifial Entry TminiWBranch 

School 
Mission: Army Soldier Support Center; 

Defense Finance and Accounting Service 
Cost to Close: $206 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$123.8 million; 

Annual: $36.9 million 
Payback: 4 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Fort Benjamin Harrison and realign 
the Soldier Support Center from Fort 
Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, to Fort Jackson, 
South Carolina, to initiate the Soldier Support 
Wdighting Center. Relocate U.S. Army 
Recruiting Command from Fort Sheridan to 
Fort Knox rather than Fort Benjamin 
Harrison. This part of the proposal is a 
revision to the 1988 Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
recommendations. Retain Building 1 for the 
continued use by the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service (DFAS) and retain part of 
Fort Benjamin Harrison for the Army reserves. 

Fort Benjamin Harrison was rated lowest 
in its category. It has limited expansion 
capability, high operating costs, and high real- 
property-maintenance costs. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Army 

Soldier Suppart Warfighting Center would be 
more suitable a t  Fort Benjamin Harrison. 
Moving the two branch schools from Fort 
Jackson to Fort Benjamin Harrison would be 
easier than sending six schools from Fort 
Benjamin Hamson to Fort Jackson. The 
community also claimed that closing Fort 
Benjamin Harrison would cause simcant job 
loss. Fort Benjamin Harrison has been a major 
source of employment for the handicapped and 
minorities and serves thousands of retirees. 
The community also argued that Building 1 is 
currently underused, thus DoD should relocate 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that Fort Jackson 

is a more economical location for the Army 
Soldier Support Warfighting Center than Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. It found that the missions 
at  Fort Benjamin Harrison do not require 
extensive facilities and thus can be easily 
realigned a t  minimal costs. 

The Commission found that Building 1 is 
underused. Building 1 is the current home of 
the branch of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service that is responsible for the 
Department of the Army finances. The 
Commission is aware of an ongoing Defense 
Management Review initiative to consolidate 
and streamline DoD's Finance and Accounting 
M c e s .  DoD should look closely a t  using 
adequate excess government-owned facilities 
when evaluating i t s  overall facility 
requirements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission recommends to the  

President the closure of Fort Benjamin 
Harrison; the realignment of the Soldier 
Support Center to Fort Jackson, South 
Carolins, and the retention of the Department 
of Defense Finance and Accounting Service, 
Indianapolis Center. We also recommend the 
revision of t h e  Defense Secretary's 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
1988 recommendation relocating the U.S. 
Axmy M t i n g  Command (USAREC) from 
Fort Sheridan to Fort Knox rather than Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. The Commission also 
recommends a n  adjustment in the DoD 
recommendation. We find that the Secretary $T 
deviated substantially from criterion 2, the 
availability and condition of land and facilities &' 
a t  both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. Because of this, the Commission 
recommends to the President the closure of 
Building 1. 
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The Commission further recommends that 
DoD submit i ts  consolidation plan of the 
Defense Finance and Accounting Service to the 
1993 Base Closure and  Real ignment  
Commission. 

Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 
Category: Major TrainingAreas 
Mission: Major Maneuver and Training 
Cost to Close: Fort ChaffedFort Polk 

$303 million 
Savings: 1992-97: 434.2 million; 

Annul:  $22.9 million 
Payback: 5 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort ChaEee, retaining the facilities 
and training area to support the Reserve 
Component. Station the current Active 
Component tenant ,  the  Joint  Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC), permanently a t  Fort 
Polk,  Louisiana (out l ined i n  DoD's 
recommendation for Fort Polk). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  economic 

impacts will extend further than DoD stated. 

Additionally, the community claimed that 
Fort Chaffee provides a more challenging, 
versatile training environment than Fort Polk 
and that Fort Polk was never considered as a 
candidate for the JRTC. The local citizens also 
argued that DoD overstated costs for facilities 
to support the JRTC. For example, a hospital 
and housing are available in the community 
and need not be constructed. Finally, the 
community argued that World War I1 facilities 
can be rehabilitated to meet the needs of JRTC 
at a cost of $79million rather than the DoD 
estimate of $224 million. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

sites for the JRTC. The selection of Fort Polk 
as the site for the JRTC is the result of an  
Army stationing s tudy t h a t  evaluated 
alternative locations. 

The Commission a l so  found t h a t  
unemployment wil l  increase  by four  
percentage points. The counties of Sebastian, 
Crawford, and  F r a n k l i n ,  which  a r e  
immediately adjacent to Fort Chaffee, will 
incur 90 percent of the increase. The 
Commission also finds there are no permanent 
facilities at  Fort Chaffee and the Army would 
incur substantial military construction costs in 
preparing Fort Chaffee to be the permanent 
home of the JRTC. 

The Commission found that Fort Chaffee 
currently has an  Active Component garrison 
and that the garrison will continue to exist a t  
Fort Chaffee after JRTC is moved to Fort Polk 
and  Fort Chaffee rever t s  t o  pr imari ly  
supporting Reserve Component training. This 
has been conf'irmed with DoD. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dation did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the selection criteria. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends that 
Fort Chaffee be returned to its semiactive 
status with an Active Component garrison to 
be used in support of Reserve Component 
training and that a permanent Joint Readiness 
Training Center be established a t  Fort Polk, 
Louisiana. 

The Commission found that both Forts 
Chaf'fee and Polk were evaluated as  potential 
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Fort Devens, 
Massachusetts 
Catego y: Command and Control 
Mission: 10th Special Foxes Gmup 
Cost to Close: $160.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $30.8 million; 

Annual: $55.2 million 
Payback: . 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Fort Devens, retaining only those 
facilities to support Reserve Component 
training. Create a small Reserve enclave on 
Fort Devens's main post and re ta in  
approximately 3,000 acres for use as a regional 
training center. Retain the Headquarters, 
Information Systems Command (ISC) and 
supporting elements a t  Fort Huachuca, 
Arizona, and Fort Monmouth, New Jersey; and 
relocate selected ISC elements from Fort 
Belvoir, Virginia, to Fort Ritchie, Maryland, or 
another location in the National Capital 
Region (a change to  t he  1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission 
recommendations). Relocate the 10th Special 
Forces Group (SFG) from Fort Devens to Fort 
Camon, Colorado. 

The Army will soon need fewer command- 
and-control installations. Fort Devens ranked 
ninth out of eleven installations in its category 
and is not critical to either the midterm 
management of the Army's build down or the 
long-term strategic requirements of the 
Army's command-and-control installation 
structure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the DoD 

recommendation violates the law because it 
changes the 1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's recommendation, which 
never was enacted. It also claimed that the 
Army would be better served by having the 
Headquartem, ISC, located nearer to a "center 
of high technology." The community argued 
that closing Fort Devens will remove the active 

Army presence in New England. The 
community also claimed that the training 
ranges were adequate to support the 10th SFG. 
Finally, the community argued that  the 
proposed closure will have a significant impact 
on the local economy and that the Army 
overstated the expected land value of the 
properties to be sold. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

installations in this category were treated 
fairly. It also found that the change to the 
1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission's recommendation to leave the 
ISC at  Fort Huachuca, Fort Monmouth, and 
the National Capital Region does not violate 
the law. Additionally, a 1989 GAO report 
revised the 1988 Commission's findings 
regarding recurring savings from $21 million 
to $8.1 million and the payback periods from 
Oyears to a range of 43 to 200 years. The 
Commission also found that because the 
Headquarters, ISC, had not left For t  
Huachuca, the mission may best be continued 
there,  avoiding construction costs of 
approximately $74 million a t  Fort Devens. 

The Commission found that the training 
area at Fort Devens could not adequately 
support the 10th SFG training. I t  has 
~ i c i e n t  maneuver space, a small drop zone, 
l i i t s  on demolition training, and limits on 
weapon firing. The proximity to a civilian 
airport also affects high-altitude, low-opening 
operations. Army presence will remain in New 
England for Reserve Component support, 
recruiting, and other activities. 

The Commission also found that the Army 
will retain 4,600, not 3,000 acres for Reseme 
Component training. This has been codinned 
with the Department of the Army. The 
Commission found that Fort Devens has newly 
constructed facilities and that DoD should 
make maximum use of these facilities in future 
stationing decisions. The Commission 
estimates civilian unemployment would 
increase by two percentage points. The 
Commission did not include any proposed land 
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sale in its calculations and found that this did 
not change the Army's decision. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f inds  t h a t  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. The Commission, therefore, 
recommends the closure of Fort Devens and the 
retention of 4,600 acres and those facilities 
essential to support Reserve Component 
Training requirements; and realignment of the 
10th SFG to Fort Carson. Instead of moving 
Headquarters, ISC, and supporting elements to 
Fort Devens from Forts Huachuca, Monmouth, 
and Belvoir and leased space in the National 
Capital Region as  recommended by the  
1988 Base Real ignment  and  Closure  
Commission, retain Headquarters, ISC, a t  Fort 
Huachuca and support elements at Fort 
Momouth, and relocate selected ISC elements 
from Fort Belvoir to Fort Ritchie or another 
location in the National Capital Region. 

Fort Dix, New Jersey 
Category: Fighting (Major Training Areas) 
Mission: Reserve Component Training 
Cost to Close: $302 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $605 million; 

Annual: $25.3 million 
Payback: 0 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close For t  Dix, re loca t ing  ac t ive  
organizations that do not directly support the 
Resem Component (except those that cannot 
be relocated elsewhere). Retain only those 
facilities and training areas necessary to 
support Reserve Component training. This 
proposal changes the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission's recommendation to 
maintain Fort Dix in a semiactive status. It is 
driven by a desire to reduce base operations 
and real-property-maintenance costs by 
eliminating excess facilities and relocating 

tenants that do not support the Reserve 
Component. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the land value 

included in DoD's recommendat ion  
($82.6 million) w a s  overs ta ted .  The  
community also argued that Fort Dix could be 
used for many alternative purposes, including 
t h e  U.S. Army Reserve Command 
headquarters, a Reserve Center of Excellence 
for training, or the site of other DoD activities 
t h a t  a r e  now i n  leased space i n  t h e  
Washington, D.C., area. 

The community a s se r t ed  that  t h e  
unemployment impact would be large and that 
the word "close" in DoD's recommendation was 
not clear. The community was concerned that 
the word "closure" would preclude Fort Dix 
from being available as a potential receiver of 
other Resexve Component training missions or 
as a potential receiver of other DoD activities. 
The community further argued that Fort Dix, 
while raniring second in its category based on 
military-value calculations, was selected for 
closure because of potential savings. 

The community asserted that Fort Dix was 
not given full credit for its quality-of-life 
attributes, such as family housing. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD did not 

treat all installations in this category equally. 
Four other lower-ranked bases were deferred 
from fur ther  consideration because of 
uncertainty in the Reserve Component force 
structure and because the results of a study 
addressing the Reserve Component training 
strategies and management of major training 
areas were not known. 

The Commission found that, while the land 
value may have been overstated, i t  had no 
impact on the fml decision. 
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Moving certain active missions off Fort Dix 
to better align its role as a Reserve Component 
training center is reasonable, but the Army 
should not declare facilities excess without 
determining what role Fort Dix will play in the 
future Reserve Component force structure. 

The Commission further encourages DoD 
to study the benefits of the collocation of Fort 
Dix a n d  McGuire Air  Force Base fo r  
mobilization. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Category: Initial Entry TraininglBranch 

School 
Mission: Army Military Police School; 

Army Chemical School; and Defense 
Polygraph Institute 

Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: 1992-97: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission f inds  DoD's Close Fort McClellan and realign chemical 
recommendation. deviates substantially from and military police schools to Fort Leonard 
the force-structure plan by not allowing for the Wood, Missouri, to  create the Maneuver 
uncertainties in the future reorganization of Support Warfighting Center. Move the 
Reserve Component division forces. The Defense Polygraph School from Fort McClellan 
recommendation also deviates substantially to Fort Huachuca, Arizona, to be collocated 
from selection criterion 1. with the Intelligence School. 

The Commission recommends that Fort 
Dix be realigned to support t he  Reserve 
Component farce structure through retention 
of an Active Component garrison and essential 
facilities (which include essential portions of 
Walson Army Hospital and housing facilities), 
ranges, and training areas to support Reserve 
and  Active Component t ra in ing .  The  
Commiesion also recommends that the Defense 
Medical Facilities Office (DMFO) determine 
the medical facilities requirement to support 
the Fort Dix and McGuire Air Force Base areas 
and ensure implementation of the  most 
effective solution. 

Retain the Pelham Range for use by the 
Alabama National Guard. Retain the Special 
Operations Test Site and a reserve enclave. 
Put the Chemical Decontamination 'haining 
Facility (CDTF) in caretaker status. 

Fort McClellan was recommended for 
closure because it is the home of the smallest 
Army training center and most of its missions 
and faci l i ty  requi rements  can  be met  
elsewhere. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The local community contended that DoD 

did not accurately assess the military value of 
live-agent training a t  Fort McClellan. The 
decision to place the CDTF in caretaker status 
was not predicated upon military value, but 
rather on budgetary constraints. The loss of 
use of the CDTF could be detrimental to the 
services' chemical readiness and national 
security. The CDTF is the only known live- 
agent training facility in the free world. 

Local officials claimed that environmental 
impediments and resulting costs will prevent 
the CDTF from being replicated a t  another 
installation. 

Finally, closure of Fort McClellan could 
result in  a CHAMPUS cost of $278 million by 
the year 2007. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission questioned maintaining 

the CDTF in caretaker status because it could 
contribute little if any to chemical defense 
preparedness. The CDTF could not be 
reactivated quickly. Moreover, the Army 
would have to obtain environmental permits 
for reactivation if the facility is shut down for 
more than one year, and start-up costs could 
range  from $4 mil l ion t o  $7 mil l ion.  
Furthermore,  depending  upon t h e  
environmental and regulatory standards, the 
permitting process is currently estimated to 
require three to five years. 

The Commission basically agreed with 
experts in the chemical field that the CDTF 
has high military value. The Commission also 
agreed that if a new CDTF cannot be built at 
the receiving base, then  relocating the  
chemical school should not be implemented. 

The Commission has not received any 
indication that another CDTF can be dupli- 
cated at any other installation. Duplicating 
the CDTF would require compliance with 
stringent environmental laws. 

The Commission recognized the value of 
live-agent training in chemical defense. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission found a substantial  

deviation from criterion 1 (the current and 
future mission requirements and the impact of 
operational readiness of the Department of 
Defense's total force) and criterion 2 (the 
availability and condition of land, facilities, 
and associated air space) a t  both the existing 
and potential receiving locations. Thus, the 
Commission recommends that Fort McClellan 
remain open. 

Fort Ord, California 
Category: Fighting (Maneuver) 
Mission: 7th Infantry Division 
Cost to Close: $1 50.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$38.8 million; 

Anntral: $70.4 million 
Payback: Byears 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close For t  Ord a n d  re loca te  t h e  
7th infantry Division (Light) from Fort Ord to 
Fort Lewis, Washugon. 

The Army currently can house 13 divisions 
in the United States, but in  1995 will have 
12 divisions. Fort Ord ranks relatively low in 
its category. Moving the 7th Infantry Di6sion 
from Fort Ord to Fort Lewis reduces excess 
capacity, maintains flexibility, and capitalizes 
on the operational deployability and security 
attributes a t  Fort Lewis. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community asserted that Fort Ord was 

penalized in  the Army's ranking for being 
small, but that it is perfectly suited to train a 
light division. The community argued that the 
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Army could build (or enhance) an airfield at 
Fort Ord for approximately $60 million- 
$120 million. The community stated that 
closing Fort Ord would increase unemploy- 
ment by 25 percent. The community also 
argued that the land value included in DoD's 
recommendation was overstated. Finally, the 
community asserted that adequate family 
housing existed a t  Fort Ord for all of the 
soldiers assigned to the installation. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

installations in this category were treated 
fairly. I t  also found that moving the  
7thInfantry Division from Fort Ord to Fort 
Lewis optimizes the use of Fort Lewis. The 
Commission also found that there will be an 
excess capacity of two installations in the 
category at the end of 1995. The Commission 
finds tha t  the community assertion for 
deployability has some merit; however, 
stationing the division a t  Fort Lewis does 
enable the division to use nearby McChord Air 
Force Base for its deployment. Currently, the 
7th Infantry Division uses a civilian airport or 
travels 150 miles to  Travis Air Force Base. 
The Commission found that building a n  
aXield at Fort Ord (or enhancing the existing 
airfield) will cost approximately $97 million; 
however, environmental concerns may prevent 
the construction. 

The Commission agreed that the land 
value was overstated, but the issue was not a 
factor in the Army's recommendation. The 
Commission found that  family housing is 
limited and expensive. There are currently 
1,365 families inadequately housed a t  Fort 
Ord. The Commission also found that training 
for the division, while readily available, is split 
among three different installations - Fort Ord 
proper, Fort Hunter-Liggett, and Camp 
Roberts. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commircaion finds DoDs recommenda- 

tion did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the selection criteria. 
The Commission, therefore, recommends the 

closure of Fort Ord, California, and the  
movement of the 7th Infantry Division from 
Fort Ord to  Fort Lewis, Washington. This 
recommendation does not impact on the status 
of Fort Hunter-Liggett. Fort Hunter-Liggett 
therefore remains open and is still recognized 
as a valuable asset to the Army and DoD. 

Fort Polk, Louisiana 
Category: Fighting (Maneuver) 
Mission: 5th Infantry Division (5 MX) 
Cost to Close: Fort PolklFort Chuffee 

$303 million 
Savings: 1992-97: 4 3 4 2  million; 
Annual: $22.9 million 

Payback: 5 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign 5 th  Infant ry  Division 
(Mechanized) to Fort Hood, Te-, from Fort 
Polk, Louisiana; move the Joint Readiness 
T r a i i  Center (JRTC) from Fort Chaffee, 
Arkansas, to Fort Polk; realign the 199th 
Separate Motorized Brigade (SMB) from Fort 
Lewis, Washington, to Fort Polk. 

This realignment allows the Army to 
station the JRTC at  the installation best suited 
to its requirements (Fort Polk) and to house 
two divisions at its finest fighting installation 
(Fort Hood). Realignment of the 199th SMB 
from Fort Lewis to Fort Polk to serve as the 
opposing force for units training at  the JRTC 
enhances the JRTC capabilities and opens 
space a t  Fort Lewis for the 7th Infantry 
Division (Light). 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the DoD 

recommendation would create excess capacity 
at  F a t  Polk. It also stated that unemployment 
would increase six to eight percentage points 
as a result of the combination of the Fort Polk 
recommendation and the Air Force's proposal 
to close England Air Force Base. 
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COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  excess 

capacity wil l  exis t  a t  Fo r t  Polk a f te r  
completion of the recommended realignment. 
However, i t  also found that the Army will 
likely use this excess capacity to house forces 
that may return from overseas or to station 
other Army or DoD activities. Additionally, 
the Commission fmds that Fort Polk does not 
have enough training facilities or maneuver 
acreage to support both a division and the 
JRTC at Fort Polk. The Commission estimates 
that the unemployment impact will be severe. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds tha t  the DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the selection 
criteria.  The Commission, therefore,  
recommends t h e  r ea l ignmen t  of t h e  
5th Infantry Division (Mechanized) from Fort 
Polk to Fort Hood, the JRTC from Fort Chaffee 
to Fort Polk, and the 199th SMB from Fort 
Lewis to Fort Polk. 

Letterkenny Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania 
Categoty: Industrial Depot 
Mission: Depot Maintenance 
Costa to Realign: $36.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $27.0 million; 

Annual: $1 7.7 million 
Payback: Immediate 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the Headquarters, Depot Systems 
Command, including the Systems Integration 
Management  Act iv i ty  (SIMA), f rom 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, to 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, and merge it 
with the Armaments, Munitions and Chemical 
Command to form the Industrial Operations 
Command. Realign the Materiel Readiness 
Support Activity from Lexington-Blue Grass 
Army Depot, Kentucky, and the Logistics 

Control Activity from the Presidio of San 
Francisco, California, to Redstone Arsenal, 
Alabama. The latter proposal is a revision to 
the  recommendations of the  1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission, which 
relocated the Materiel Readiness Support 
Activity to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Depot 

Systems Command need not be relocated in 
order to form the Industrial  Operations 
Command. The new command could operate 
effectively i n  a s p l i t  configurat ion.  
Additionally, the community believed that the 
SlMA was a separate entity that supported a 
variety of customers. Relocating that activity 
would result in an unwarranted upfront cost 
and an additional operational cost to support 
the entire customer base. The community was 
also concerned that the realignments would 
degrade the mission because experienced 
personnel would not move. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the depots 

were treated equally. The formation of the 
Industrial Operations Command and resultant 
reduction of the  number of subordinate 
commands were rational approaches t o  
management efficiencies. 

The Commission did consider altemative 
ways to form the Industrial  Operations 
Command and to realign each of the activities 
designated for relocation. The Commission 
determined t h a t  t h e  formation of t h e  
Industrial Operations Command in a single 
location was operationally more effective. The 
realignments of Depot Systems Command, the 
Materiel Readiness Support Activity, and the 
Logistics Control Agency were also determined 
to be economical. The relocation of SIMA was 
operationally expedient in the long term and 
beneficial to the economy a t  the receiving 
location (Rock Island Arsenal), which is losing 
a large number of employees because of other 
base realignment and closure actions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f inds  t h e  DoD 

recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from the  force-structure plan and  final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that DoD realign Depot Systems 
Command with the Systems Integration 
Management Activity to Rock Island and form 
t h e  Indus t r ia l  Opera t ions  Command. 
Additionally, it recommends that the Materiel 
Readiness Support Activity and the Logistics 
Control Agency be realigned a t  Redstone 
Arsenal a s  proposed. This proposal is a 
revision to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Closure Commission, which directed the 
Materiel Readiness Support Activity to  
relocate &om Lexington-Blue Grass Army 
Depot to Letterkenny. 

Realign Army 
Laboratories 
(Lab 21 Study), Adelphi 
and A berdeen, Maryland 
Category: Industrial-Commodi Oriented 

Znstcrlhtions 
Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Cost to Redign: $281.8 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$lOli.O million; 

AnncraI: $44.7 million 
Payback: 4 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Establish the Combat Materiel Research 
Laboratory (CMRL) a t  Adelphi, Maryland. 
The Army Materiel Technology Laboratory 
(AMTL), now in Watertown, Massachusetts, 
should not be split among Detroit Arsenal, 
Michigan; Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey; and 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia. Instead, realign the 
AMTL to Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), 
Maryland. Collocate the Structures Element 
at NASA-Langley Research Center, Hampton, 
Virginia. This proposal is a revision to the 

recommendations of the 1988 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued the Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission should wait for 
the recommendations on laboratory realign- 
ments from the  Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories. The 
latter Commission is a n  advisory group 
established by law to provide recommenda- 
tions t o  the Secretary of Defense on how to 
effectively reorganize the  research and 
development structure. The community also 
argued portions of the realignment were not 
cost-effective and would adversely impact 
readiness. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found the industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally. The Commission found that the DoD 
studies and Defense Management Report 
Decision regarding laboratory realignments 
were credible a n d  rational. The  Army 
reviewed ten scenarios for the realignment of 
the laboratories and this proposal was cost- 
effective. The realignment of t he  Army 
Materiel Technology Laboratory functions to a 
single site was determined to have operational 
and cost advantages over the triple-site option 
recommended by the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission fmds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the criteria. The 
Commission recommends the closure of Harry 
Diamond Laboratory in Woodbridge, Virginia, 
and realignment of the  laboratories to  
establish the Combat Materiel Technology 



Closure and Realignment Recommendations of the Commission 

Laboratory at Adelphi and  APG. The They will form the Army Propulsion 
following specific realignments are included: Directorate. 

Move the Army Research Institute Move the Hany Diamond Laboratories 
MANPRINT funct ion from Woodbridge Research Facility Element 
Alexandria, Virginia, to APG. to CMRI, in Adelphi and closefdispose 

of the Woodbridge, Virginia, facility. 
Move the  6.1 and 6.2 mater iels  
elements from the Belvoir Research 
and Development Center, Virginia, to 
APG. 

Move the  AMTL (less Structures 
Element)  from Water town,  
Massachusetts, to APG (change to the 
recommendations of the 1988 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commis- 
sion). 

Move the AMTL Structures Element to 
the Army Aviation Aerostructures 
Directorate collocated a t  NASA- 
Langley Research Center and expand 
the mission a t  that site to form a n  
Army Structures Directorate (change 
to the recommendations of the 1988 
Base Realignment a n d  Closure 
Commission). 

Move the Directed Energy and Sensors 
Basic and Applied Research Element of 
the Center for Night Vision and 
Electro-Optics from Fort Belvoir to 
Adelphi. 

Move the Electronic Technology Device 
Laboratory from Fort Monmouth, New 
Jersey, to Adelphi. 

Move the Battlefield Environment 
Effects Element of the Atmospheric 
Science Laboratory from White Sands 

Move the Fuze Development and 
Production Mission (a rmament-  
related) f rom H a r r y  Diamond 
Laboratories in Adelphi to Picatinny 
Arsenal. 

Move the  Fuze Development and 
Production Mission (missile-related) 
from Harry Diamond Laboratories in 
Adelphi t o  Redstone Arsena l ,  
Alabama. 

The Secretary of Defense must  defer 
implementation until January 1, 1992, i n  
order to consider the recommendations and 
findings of the Advisory Commission on 
Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories and 
consult with the appropriate congressional 
committees thereon. 

Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois 
Category: Industrk1-Commodity Oriented 

Installat~ns 
Mission: Production 
Cost to Realign: $65.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$I89 million; 

A n n d :  $38.8 million 
Paybask: 1 year 

Missile Range, New Mexico, t o  
Adelphi. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

RECOMMENDATION 
Collocate t h e  Ground Vehicle  Realign the Armament, Munitions, and 
Propulsion Basic and Applied Research Chemical Command from Rock Island Arsenal, 
Activity from Warren, Michigan, with Illinois, to Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, as part 
t he  Army Aviat ion Propuls ion  of t he  Defense Management  Review's 
Directorate a t  t h e  NASA-Lewis inventory control point consolidations. 
Research Center in Cleveland, Ohio. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  the Army 

miscategorized Rock Island Arsenal a s  a 
production installation. The community also 
noted that Rock Island Arsenal had excess 
administrative space and consolidation could 
occur a t  Rock Island instead of Redstone 
Arsenal. The community also noted that the 
workforce at Rock Island had a higher skill- 
level base and private-sector pay rates were 
lower. 

COMMlSSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the industrial- 

commodity oriented installations were treated 
equally.  The Commission found t h e  
consolidation of inventory control points would 
yield cod efficiencies that support the DoD 
realignment proposal. 

The Commission found categorization of 
Rock Island Arsenal was debatable but did not 
aEe& the proposed realignment. ROCIS Island 
Arsenal does have excess capacity, but it i s  
ipefficient to consolidate the inventory control 
point at Rock Island. Redstone Arsenal has a 
slightly higher skill-level base and lower 
government pay rate. 

The Commission did consider alternatives 
such as splitting the inventory control point or 
separating the inventory control point from its 
parent command. However, it determined the 
DoD realignment to be more operationally 
sound and cost4ective. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f i n d s  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection c r i te r ia .  T h e  Commission 
recommends tha t  t he  Army realign t h e  
Armaments ,  Munitions,  and  Chemical 
Command as proposed and form a single 
inventory control point a t  Redstone Arsenal. 

Sacramento Army Depot, 
California 
Category: Industrial Depot 
Mission: Logistics Support 
Cost to Close: $84.9 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $33.4 million; 

Annwl: $55.8 million 
Payback: Immediate 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Sacramento Army Depot. Transfer 
the ground communications electronic mainte- 
nance workload from Sacramento Army Depot, 
California, to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania;  Anniston Army Depot ,  
Alabama; Red River Army Depot, Texas; 
Letterkemy Army Depot, Pennsylvania; and 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, Texas. Retain 
50 acres for Reseme Component use. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community a p e d  with the closure of 

Sacramento Army Depot but disagreed with 
the  transfer of all workload outside the 
Sacramento area. The community argued 
about the personnel disruption following 
closure and said that the DoD proposal did not 
contain a sufficient degree- of DoD-wide 
in te rsehce  consolidation. It proposed a n  
alternative plan that consolidated all ground 
comrnunicationa electronics in  two centers: 
T o b y h a  Army Depot on the East Coast and 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center a t  McClellan 
Air Farce Base, Sacramento, California, on the 
West Coast. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that all industrial 

depots were treated equally. There was excess 
maintenance capac i ty  for ground 
communications electronics, and Sacramento 
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Army Depot ranked the lowest of t he  
installations with communications electronics 
maintenance capability. 

DoD did consider the alternative proposal 
of consolidation of the ground communications 
electronics a t  Tobyhanna Army Depot and 
McClellan Air Force Base. The Commission 
found that the DoD decision not to use 
McClellan Air Force Base was due to the high 
man-hour rates that resulted in higher costs 
for depot-level maintenance work. 

The Commission found that both the DoD 
proposal and the community counterproposal 
were rational approaches to the distribution of 
the  ground communications electronics 
maintenance workload after closure of the 
Sacramento Army Depot. The Commission 
also developed modifications of the community 
plan. The DoD approach provided the larger 
savings, and the Commission's modification of 
the community proposal required fewer people 
to relocate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission f& that DoD deviated 

substantially from criterion 5. Therefore the 
Commission recommends t h e  closure of 
Sacramento Army Depot and the realignment 
of its workload by competition to ensure the 
most costeffective distribution of work. The 
Secretary of Defense will develop statements of 
work and a plan to conduct a public-public 
competition. This competition will determine 
how best to distribute the workload currently 
performed a t  Sacramento Army Depot, among 
those depots in  the DoD plan (Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Anniston Army Depot, Corpus 
Chxisti A m y  Depot, Red River Army Depot, 
Letterkenny Army Depot) and the Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center a t  McClellan Air Force 
Base. The implementation plan will include 
the logical groups of items to be competed, a 
time-phased schedule, and source selection 
criteria. The competition will begin as soon as 
possible. The Communications Systems Test 
Activity from Sacramento Army Depot will be 
realigned to Fort Lewis, Washington. As much 
as  50 acres of Sacramento Army Depot may be 
retained for Reserve Component use. The 

residual supply mission at Sacramento Army 
Depot will be transferred to the Defense Depot 
West a t  Sharpe Depot or Tracy Depot. 

Tri-Service Project 
Reliance Study, Various 
Locations 
Category: commodity-oriented ~nstalhtion 
Mission: Research, Development and Testing 
Costs to Realign: $24.3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $71.0 million; 

Annual: $6.9 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Execute the Tri-Service Project Reliance 
medical research study by reducing the 
number of Army medical research labs from 
nine to six. 

Disestablish the Letterman Army Institute 
of Research (LAIR), Presidio of San Francisco, 
California (change to the 1988 Base Realign- 
ment and Closure Commission recommen- 
dation); disestablish the US. Army Institute of 
Dental Research, Washington, D.C.; and 
disestablish the U.S. Army Biomedical 
Research Development Laboratory, Fort 
Detrick, Maryland. Consolidate the Army's 
trauma-research and rnedical-materiel- 
development with existing Army medical 
research, development, test and evaluation 
facilities. The proposal also recommends the 
collocation of seven Tri-Service medical 
research programs a t  existing Army, Navy, 
and Air Force medical laboratories as follows: 
the Army blood research with the Navy; the 
Army combat dentistry with the Navy; Army 
directed energy (laser a n d  microwave) 
bioeffeds with the Air Force; elements of the 
Army and Navy biodynamics with the Air 
Force; Navy a n d  Army toxicology 
(environmental quality and occupational 
health) with the Air Force; and  Navy 
infectious disease research and Air Force 
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environmental medicine (heat physiology) 
with the Army. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The various communities argued that the 

Commission should wait  to recommend 
laboratory realignments until the Federal 
Advisory Commission on the Consolidation 
and Conversion of Defense Research and 
Development Laboratories has finished i ts  
study. The latter Commission is an advisory 
group established by law to recommend to the 
Secretary of Defense how to reorganize the 
research and development structure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h e  

disestablishment of LAIR and realignment of 
its residual functions ofllers more operational 
a n d  cost advantages t h a n  t h e  opt ion 
recommended by the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Clo~ure Commission. 

The Commission determined t h a t  i t s  
jur isdict ion did inc lude  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
recommend realignment and closure of 
laboratories without the input of the Federal 
Advisory Commission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds DoD's recommen- 

dations did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the f-1 selection 
criteria. The Commission recommends the 
d ises tab l i shment  of t h e  LAIR a n d  
realignment, as explained under "Department 
of Defense Recommendations," of t h e  
associated medical functions to the locations 
specified below. Specific act ions and  
realignments are as  follow^: 

Disestablish LAIR as part of the closure of 
the Residio of San Francisco. Cancel the 
design and construction of the replacement 
laboratory at Fort Detrick, Maryland. Realign 
LAIR'S research programs in  the following 
manner (change to recommendations of the 

1988 Base Real ignment  a n d  Closure  
Commission): 

Move trauma research to the U.S. 
Army Institute of Surgical Research, 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 

Collocate blood research with the  
Naval Medical Research Inst i tute  
(NMRI), Bethesda, Maryland. 

Collocate laser bioeffects research with 
the Armstrong Laboratory, Brooks Air 
Force Base, Texas. 

Disestablish the U.S. Army Biomedical 
Research Development Laboratory a t  Fort 
Detrick and transfer medical materiel research 
to the U.S. Army Medical Materiel and  
Development Activity a t  Fort  Detrick. 
Collocate environmental and occupational 
toxicology research with the  Armstrong 
Laboratory a t  Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, Ohio. 

Disestablish the U.S. Army Institute of 
Dental Research, Washington, D.C., and  
collocate combat dentistry research with the 
Naval Dental Research Institute a t  Great 
Lakes Naval Base, Illinois. 

Move microwave bioeffects research from 
Walter Reed Army Institute of Research 
(WRAIR), Washington, D.C., and collocate it 
with the Armstrong Laboratory, Brooks Air 
Farce Base. 

Collocate infectious disease research at 
NMRI with WRAIR. 

Move biodynamics research from the U.S. 
Army Aeromedical Research Labmtory, Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, and collocate it with the 
Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base. 

Move heat physiology research from the 
United States Air Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine (USAE'SAM) [now called Armstrong 
Laboratory a t  Brooks Air Force Base] and 
collocate it with the U.S. Army Research 
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Institute of Environmental Medicine, Natick, 
Massachusetts. 

DEPARTMENT OF 
THE NAVY 

Construction Battalion 
Center Davisville, R hode 
Island 
Category: Construction Battalion Center 
Mission: Mobilization and Logistics Support 

to Reserve Seabees 
Cost to Close: $36.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$12.8 million; 
Annual: $5.5 million 

Payback: 10 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Davisville and relocate three sets of 
equipment and tools for Reserve Naval Mobile 
Construction Battalions (RNMCB) and other 
pre-positioned war reseme material stock to 
the other Construction Battalion Centers at 
Gulfport, Mississippi, and Port Hueneme, 
California. 

The projected reduction of RNMCBs and 
the ability of the other construction battalion 
centers to provide required mobilization 
support enable reduction in  t h e  Naval  
Construction Force support infrastructure. 
The personnel support facilities a t  Davisville 
are deteriorated and the facility will no longer 
be designated a s  a site for mobilizing Reserve 
personnel. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Davisville had 

historically been critical for support of the 
Seabees and that the support is still needed, 
particularly for storage space and equipment 
repair. The community questioned the need to 
build new warehouse space when existing 

Davisville buildings could continue to be used. 
The community also was concerned about the 
loss ofjobs in an economically depressed area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that many of the 

facilities a t  Davisville are deteriorated and 
unusable. The ability of the other two 
construction battalion centers to support the 
major Naval Construction Force effort during 
Desert ShieldBtorm demonstrated the ability 
of these bases to provide required support 
without Davisville. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation on Construction Battalion 
Center Davisville did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Construction 
Battalion Center Davisville. 

Hunters Point Annex 
to Naval Station 
Treasure Island, 
Sun Francisco, 
California 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Tenant Activities 
Cost to Close: 0 
Savings: 1992-97: $325,000; 
Annual: $31 9,000 

Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Hunters Point Annex. Outlease the 
entire property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space by the Supervisor of Ship  
building, Conversion, and Repair; Planning, 
Engineering, Repair, and Alterations 
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Detachment; and a contractor-operated test 
facility. This is a change to the 1988 Base 

Marine Corps Air 
Realignment and Closure Commission Station 
recommendation. Tustin, California 

Hunters Point Annex has low military 
value because of signifkant encroachment that 
will result from congressionally mandated 
outleasing to the city of San Francisco. The 
infrastructure a t  the base is deficient. 
Moreover, this closure will have little impact 
on the economy or environment of the San 
Francisco area. Implementation costs will be 
minimal. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community is anxious to gain use of 

the land that Hunters Point occupies and thus 
did not argue against closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commissim found that few tenants 

use the facilities and that the piers are not in 
use. Closure removes 15,900 feet of excess 
berthing capacity. The outlease obligation 
renders the large Dry Dock 4 unusable for 
emergent repairs. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds the DoD proposal 

did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends 
closing the Hunters Point Annex to Naval 
Station Treasure Island. Outlease the entire 
property, with provisions for continued 
occupancy of space by the Supervisor of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair; 
Planning, Engineering, Repair,  and  
Alterations Detachment; and a contractor- 
operated test facility. This is a change to the 
1988 Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission recommendation. 

Category: Marine Corps Air Station 
Mission: Support Marine Corps Aviation 
Cost to Close: $590.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $56.8 million; 

Annual: $0.4 million 
Payback: 100 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
%tin, retaining family housing and related 
personnel facilities to support MCAS El Toro, 
California. Combine Marine Aircraft Group 
(MAG) 16 with MAG 39 from Camp Pendleton 
and transfer the combined MAG, along with 
the Tustin's headquarters components and 
related units, to a new air station to be built at  
the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 
at  Twentpine Palms, California. 

Before relocation, MAG 16 and MAG 39 a t  
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California, will be 
combined. Projected requirements necessitate 
restructuring aviation support to complement 
combined-arms training. Only MCAS Yuma, 
Arizona, which has a unique mission, ranked 
lower than Tustin in military value. The air 
station and its air space are being encroached. 
The aging facilities have many deficiencies. 
Moving helicopter support to Twentynine 
Palms integrates it more closely with training 
for Camp Pendleton ground forces. Helicopter 
facilities at Camp Pendleton are located too far 
from training areas a t  Twen-e Palms to 
permit MAG-39 to play an integral role in 
ground-force training. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community supports closure of MCAS 

Tustin so the property can be commercially 
developed, thereby increasing the community 
tax base. The community also supports 
eliminating helicopter noise pollution. There 
is a minor economic impact of 0.1 percent to 
0.3 percent. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that there was not 

a significant force-structure reduction 
dictating the closure of an  MCAS; however, 
MCAS Tustin has only a slight excess capacity. 
There is significant community encroachment 
and there are increasing limitations on air 
space used by low-flying helicopters. The same 
factors that limit the base's military value 
provide MCAS Tustin with an unusually high 
redevelopment value. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission fmds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on MCAS Tustin deviated 
substantially from criterion 2 (availability and 
condition of land and facilities at receiving 
locations) and criterion 4 (cost implications). 

Therefore, the Commission recommends 
the closure of MCAS Tustin and the retention 
of the family housing and related personnel 
support facilities in support of MCAS El Toro. 
It further recommends MAG 16 be composited 
with MAG 39 and relocated to Marine Air 
Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms or 
Camp Pendleton or both and with MAG 39 
continued tenancy a t  Marine Corps Air Station 
Camp Pendleton. 

Further, the Secretary of Defense shall 
propose for consideration in the Fiscal Year 
1992 or 1993 Defense Authorization Bill a fair- 
market exchange of land and facilities for 
construction of m i l i t a r y  fac i l i t i es  a t  
Twentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton. If a 
fair exchange is not authorized in Fiscal Year 
1992 or 1993, then the Secretary of Defense 
should proceed wi th  t h e  relocation t o  

Twentynine Palms or Camp Pendleton or both, 
utilizing the Defense Base Closure Account. 

Naval Air  Facility 
Midway Island 
Category: Naval Air Stationlother - Unique 
Mission: Logistic Support 
Cost to Close: $7.2 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $33.8 million; 

Annual: $6.9 million 
Pay back: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign Naval Air Facility Midway Island. 
Eliminate the mission. Retain caretaker 
presence to support intermittent joint special 
operations. 

Naval Air Facility Midway Island was a 
likely candidate for realignment because the 
site-specific mission requirements  a r e  
reducing and the degradations to  joint 
operations are acceptable. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Naval Air Facility Midway Island's 

civilian population comprises 230 contract 
personnel. The community expressed no 
concerns with regard to the realignment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds that the Secretary's 
recommendation did not deviate from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria.  Therefore, t h e  Commission 
recommends realigning Naval Air Facility 
Midway Island. Eliminate the mission and 
operate under a caretaker status. 
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a level that does not require retention of the 
Chase Field as an OLF. 

The Commission also found that the DoD 
substantially deviated from criterion 6 in that 
realignment to retain a n  OLF imposes 
significantly greater adverse economic impact 
on the local community than closure of the 
entire air  station. 

The Commission therefore recommends 
the complete closure of Naval Air Station 
Chase Field, including the OLF. 

Naval Air Station 
Moffett Field, California 
Category: Naval Air StationAUaritime Patrol 

Airrrcrft 
Mission: Maritime Patrol Aircrcrft Support 
Cost to Close: $1 12 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $1 04.8 million; 

Annual: $72.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Moffett Field, decommission three 
activeduty maritime patrol squadrons, and 
redistribute the remaining squadrons among 
Naval Air Stations Jacksonville, Florida; 
Barbers Point, Hawaii; and Brunswick, Maine. 
Consolidate the P-3 Fleet Replacement 
Squadron operations a t  Naval Air Station 
Jacksonville, Florida. 

Moffett Field ranked low among all naval 
air stations and lowest among the four bases in 
the maritime patrol aircraft subcategory. The 
base suffers from severe ground and air space 
encroachment. There is no potential for 
increased aircraft operations. Moffett Field is 
located in a high-cost area. Finally, a force- 
structure reduction of 25 percent results in an  
excess of one base in this subcategory. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the benefits 

afforded by Moffett Field are essential to the 
San Francisco Bay Area economy and to the 
nation. The long-term coexistence between 
businesses and the  naval a ir  station i s  
profitable to the federal government. If the 
naval air station were to close, the base should 
remain federally operated and maintained w 
that defense contractors can continue to use 
the air facilities. While Moffett Field may no 
longer meet national military needs, i t  
remains a crucial part of the high-technology 
and aerospace industries. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD's closure 

recommendations were consistent wi th  
projected force-structure reductions. They 
were also consistent with the  aircraft-  
relocation plan proposed by DoD and with 
recent military construction tha t  supports 
them. Under that plan, the maritime patrol 
force will move h m  its traditional 50-50 split 
between fleets to a new deployment strategy 
with 40 percent of the force in the Pacific Fleet 
and 60 percent in the Atlantic Fleet. The 
Commission found that ground and air space 
encroachment a t  Naval Air Station Moffett 
Field and quality of life problems for Navy 
p e r m e l  in the San Francisco Bay Area are 
significant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Seaetary's 

recommendations on Naval Air Station Moffett 
Field did not; deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends closing Naval Air Station Moffett Field; 
t r a m i f e m  assigned P-3 aircraft to Naval Air 
Stations Jacksonville, Brunswick, and Barbers 
Point; and consolidating P-3 Fleet Replace- 
ment Squadron operations a t  Naval Air  
Station Jacksonville. Additionally, the 
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Commission suggests that the base remain in Whidbey actually has two runways, 
federal custody in support of non-DoD agencies optimized for variable winds, and the base 
and industry. The Secretary should consult offers flexible training with its outlying field. 
with NASA on possible use. 

Moreover, the EA-6B will be unable to 
perform its electronic warfare mission a t  

Naval Air Station Lemoore, which lacks the ranges. The air 
space a t  Lemoore is too limited for receipt of all 

Whidbey Island, Whidbey's aircraft. Further, DoD under- 

Washington estimated the construction costs a move to 
Lemoore would entail. 

Category: Carrier Aiming Support 
Mission: A-6 Attack and EA-6B Electronic Finally, the closure of Whidbey Island 

Warfare Aircmft would leave a demographic void with regard to 
Cost to Close: N/A the Naval Reserves. 
Savings: N/A 
Payback: N/A 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the A-6 force 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE stmcture reduces a t  a rate no greater than that 
RECOMMENDATIONS associated with projected carrier-air-wing 

force-structure reductions. While the A-6 
Close Whidbey Island and the supporting aircraEt is reaching the end of its operating Naval Hospital Oak Harbor. Transfer aviation service life, major aircraft modifications are activities to Naval Air Station Lemoore, being incorporated that extend its wing life California. Retain the ranges in Navy custody. until 2005, when a replacement aircraft should 

become available. 
Force-structure reductions in  aircraft 

carriers and  car r ie r  a i rwings and  t h e  
imminent departure of the A-6 Intruder 
medium-attack aircraft from the Navy's 
inventory argued for the closure of Whidbey 
Island. Lemoore, where the Navy wants to 
consolidate all West Coast attack squadrons, 
has available capacity. Whidbey's single- 
runway configuration limits operational 
flexibility and future growth. Whidbey's 
outlying field is encroached. 

The economic consequences will be the 
most severe of any proposed closure, a 
58.3 percent loss in jobs. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island operates 
from two runways with only one being 
operational at  a time. This affects operational 
flexibility and growth in that i t  limits the 
abi l ie  to conduct field carrier landing practice. 
'RE functional wing commander conducts this 
training through use of the Outlying Field 
Coupeville. While this optimizes training and 
enhances the single runway operations, noted 
in the DoD recommendation, it exacerbates the 
encroachment at the outlying field. The 
encroachment i ssue  a t  Out ly ing  Field 
Coupeville is significant. The A-6 and EA-6B 
aircraft are two of the loudest aircraft in  the 
Navy inventory. The local community has not 
passed any zoning ordinances tha t  preclude 

The community argued that the economic development near the airfield. The community 
has  organized a n  aggressive campaign impact would be devastating - almost 84 focusing on a b a t i n g  t h e  noise .  T h e  

percent unemployment after closure. The 
communie argued that the base's mission is Commission found t h a t  t h e  noise and  

not diminishing since the  A-6E is  being encroachment issues are moderate relative to 
other Navy bases. Expansion of the base is 

rewinged. 
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possible. With the exception of Naval Air 
Station Lemoore, all carrier support naval air 
stations rate worse than Naval Air Station 
Whidbey Island with respect to encroachment 
on air  installation compatible use zone 
management. This issue can be resolved 
without closing the base. 

The Spectrum Aviation Division of the 
Federal Aviation Administration documented 
projected impacts to operating and training the 
EA-6B aircraft in California. The interference 
to national air space system will degrade air 
safety and efficiency. 

The Commission found that while excess 
capacity exists a t  training ranges in California 
and Nevada, no coordination was conducted 
with DoD, other federal agencies, and local 
governments toward facilitating the 100 
percent growth in tactical aircraft in  the 
Central California operating areas. The need 
to perform this coordination was recommended 
in the Navy analysis, An Analysis of  Naval 
Airspace Utilization a d  Requirements (Project 
Blue Air Update), of November 2,  1987. The 
report documented the traffic-flow problems 
through choke-point comdors between the 
California and Nevada operating areas. The 
congestion imposes severe limits on the 
number of aircraft that can be handled as well 
a s  significant traffic-flow management 
problem8 for t h e  Federa l  Aviat ion 
Admbbhtion.  

The Commission found excess capacity a t  
Naval Air Station Lemoore, the relocating 
base for the Whidbey Island aviation tenants. 
However, not enough capacity exists to  
preclude DoD's est imate of more t h a n  
$300 million in  military construction to 
accommodate the aircraft from Whidbey 
Island. Based on varying accounts of the 
construction r equ i r emen t s  by Navy 
organizations, the Commission found the 
estimate could well grow. The Commission 
found the return on investment to be high. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that DoD deviated 

substantially from the forcestructure plan and 

from criteria 1 and 3 by not accurately focusing 
on the current and future mission require- 
ments of the carrier medium-attack mission; it 
also inaccurately assessed the availability of 
land, facilities, and air space a t  the current 
location and the full impacts on facilities and 
air  space a t  Naval Air Station Lemoore. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends that 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island and the 
supporting Naval Hospital Oak Harbor remain 
open. 

Naval Station 
Long Beach, California 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Homeported Ships 

and Shipyard 
Cost to Close: $118.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $201.8 million; 

A n n u l :  $852 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Long Beach and the 
supporting Naval Hospital Long Beach. 
Transfer shipsupport functions and a parcel of 
land to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
Reassign sh ips  to o ther  Pacific F l ee t  
homeports. 

The Navy has considerable excess pier 
capacity on the West Coast and will be able to 
accommodate its 1997 force structure a t  the 
more essential ports of San Diego and Everett. 
Long Beach rated low i n  military value 
because its facilities are deficient and require 
mi l i ta ry  construction, t he  location i s  
expensive, and, unlike San Diego, it lacks 
capacity to homeport all Southern California 
ships. Finally, the closure would produce 
significant savings. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the Navy's 

Base Structure Committee overturned an 
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earlier recommendation by the OpNav 
working group not to close Long Beach. The 
community claimed the Base Structure 
Committee was intent on protecting new 
strategic homeports, specifically Naval Station 
Everett, Washington, currently under 
construction. The community maintained that 
a draft GAO report on strategic homeports, 
now released, advocated deleting Everett and 
keeping Long Beach open. The community 
claimed that the Navy overstated excess 
berthing capacity. 

The community also asserted that the 
station supports a large regional reserve 
presence, has excellent access to open sea and 
Southern California training areas, can 
homeport a nuclear-powered carrier, and 
provides critical support for the shipyard. 

The community stated that the economic 
impact of closure would be high, claiming that 
Navy ships constitute 97 percent of local 
private repair work. Finally, the community 
believed the Navy underestimated the military 
construction required at  receiving locations, 
thus understating the actual payback period. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the OpNav 

group recommendation was not definitive, the 
Navy did in fact evaluate its homeports, and 
the GAO report did not compare the homeports 
against other naval stations as the community 
alleged. Halting construction at  Everett would 
remove too little of the Navy's excess berthing 
capacity. 

The declining force structure enables San 
Diego and Everett to provide all the West 
Caast naval station berthing required in 1997. 
The declining number of Naval Reserve ships 
enables the Navy to relinquish the support 
provided by Long Beach. 

inadequate until funds become available to 
meet its stated requirement to replace them. 

While most piers a r e  classified a s  
substandard, only $17 million would be 
required to make them adequate. Currently, 
Long Beach piers do not serve a nuclear 
carrier. Upgrading one of its pier's to 
homeport a nuclear carrier would cost 
$75 million. 

The Commission found that the potential 
savings from closure are high. The Navy 
should expand the San Diego homeport area to 
include private repair facilities now in the 
Long Beach area in order to ameliorate local 
job loss, which is projected to be only 
mo-tenths of one percentage point. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds the  DoD 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Naval Station Long 
Beach and the supporting Naval Hospital Long 
Beach. Ship support functions and a parcel of 
land will be transferred to the naval shipyard. 
Ships assigned to the naval station will be 
reassigned to other Pacific Fleet homeports. 
Alternative use ofthe hospital facilities should 
be explored with the Department of Veterans 
Maim, Public Health Service, state and local 
governments and the community. 

The Comminnion found that closing Long 
Beach would eliminate more than two-thirds of 
the Navy's excess berthing capacity on the 
West Coast. However, the Navy will have to 
continue to use San Diego piers classified as 
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Naval Station 
Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania 
Category: Naval Station 
Mission: Support Shipyard and Assigned 

Ships 
Cost to Close: $53.5 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $55.9 million; 

Annwl: $40.4 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Naval Station Philadelphia. 
Reassign ships to other Atlantic Fleet 
homePo-&, close the naval base, and mwe the 
Naval Damage Control Training Center to the 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois. 
Transfer remaining tenants to other bases or 
retain them in leased space. Retain the 
regional brig. 

Naval Station Philadelphia was graded 
low in military value because of significant 
facility deficiencies tha t  would require 
const ru~on to correct, its high-cost location, 
and the elimination of the requirement to 
support the naval shipyard, which DoD is also 
recommending for closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The Philadelphia community believes the 

naval shipyard should remain open, and 
theref- the naval station must also remain 
open to support it. The community further 
believes that the Navy failed to consider costs 
a t  receiving bases, t h e  h igh  cost of 
environmental cleanup aRer closure, and the 
ability of assigned Naval Reserve ships to tap 
the large local Reserve pool. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The naval station has no piers. Assigned 

ships are berthed at the shipyard, which the 
station supports. Closing the shipyard will 

remove the station's primary mission. 
Assigned ships must steam a relatively long 
distance to reach the open ocean, which can 
lengthen Reserve drill weekends and affect 
retention. Closure will account for a relatively 
small fraction of the overall local job loss 
resulting from closing the entire naval 
complex. Closure will produce significant 
savings. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f inds t h a t  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Naval Station 
Philadelphia. 

Ships assigned to the Naval Station will be 
reassigned to other Atlantic Fleet homeports. 
The office of Commander, Naval Base 
Philadelphia will close. The Naval Damage 
Control Training Center, a major tenant, will 
move to the Naval Trainine Center at Great 
Lakes, Illinois. Other ten& will transfer to 
other bases or remain in leased space. The 
regional brig will remain. 

Naval Station Puget 
Sound (Sand Point), 
Washington 
Categoly: Naval Stcrtion 
Mission. Support S w a n d  Tenant Activities 
Cost to Close: $28.4 m i f i n  
Savings: 1992-97: 422.9 million; 

Annual: $1.6 million 
Payback: 100 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand 
Point). Relocate most f d o n s  and activities 
to Everett, Washington. Retain the regional 
brig and a small surrounding parcel of land. 
Dispose of the rest of the property. This 
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changes the 1988 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission's recommendation to 
partially close this base. 

Sand Point received a low grade for 
military value because previous functions and 
missions had been reduced, culminating in the 
loss of almost one-half of the property. 
Commander, Naval Base Seattle, the Navy's 
Pacific Northwest regional coordinator, will 
move to Submarine Base Bangor, consistent 
with h is  concurrent responsibilities a s  
Commander S u b m a r i n e  Group Nine.  
Commanding Officer, Naval Station Puget 
Sound, will move to Naval Station Everett 
when construction there is completed. Since 
most existing Sand Point billets will remain in 
the area and since new billets will be added a t  
Everett, economic impacts will be slight. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community did not argue against the 

closure of Sand Point. The local government 
plans to use the land for park expansion and 
has proposed additional community uses. The 
main community concerns were expeditious 
cleanup of the site and the incompatibility of 
the remaining Navy brig with planned park 
use. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
Naval Station Sand Point has no mission, 

its facilities are poor, and it cannot contribute 
significantly to meeting surge requirements. 
The major tenants are relocating. The current 
small overhead explains the long payback 
period. 

RECOMMENDATION 
T h e  Commission f i n d s  t h a t  DoD's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Puget Sound Naval 
Station (Sand Point). A majority of t he  
functions will be relocated to  Evere t t ,  
Washington. The regional brig and a small 
surrounding parcel of land may be retained by 

the Secretary after study. The Navy will 
dispose of the remainder of the property. This 
i s  a change to  the 1988 Base Closure 
Commission recommendation to partially close 
the installation. 

Naval Training Center 
Orlando, Florida 
Category: Training 
Mission: Recruit Training; Service School 

Command; Nuclear Power Schools 
Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close Naval Training Center (NTC) 
Orlando and the supporting Naval Hospital 
Orlando. The renuit  training will be absorbed 
by NTC Great Lakes, Illinois, and NTC San 
Diego, California. The nuclear training 
function and all "A" schools will be relocated. 

Force-structure reductions decrease 
requirements for basic recruit and follow-on 
training. As a result, slightly over two Recruit 
Training Commands (RTCs) can accommodate 
future requirements, leaving a n  excess 
capacity of approximately one RTC. Major 
savings can only be realized by closure of a 
complete NTC. 

NTC Orlando was graded lowest i n  
military value for the following key reasons: 
First. the N a w  wants to retain the NTC in San 
~ i e &  becau& of i ts collocation with major 
fleet concentrations. Second, significant 
capital is invested in complex, sophisticated, 
and expensive training devices, systems, and 
buildmgs a t  NTC Great Lakes. Third, NTC 
Great  Lakes has  expansion and  su rge  
capability; NTC Orlando does not. And 
finally, Naval Hospital Orlando was identxied 
for closure as  a "followern because of i ts  
reduced support to the active-duty population 
in the area. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that the Navy 

improperly rated NTC Orlando lowest in  
expansion capability. The community also 
argued that one of the reasons for excluding 
NTC Great Lakes from consideration for 
closure was the estimated cost to relocate its 
extensive training devices but  t ha t  the  
training devices are not recruit related. 

The community argued that the major 
reason for not proposing the closure of San 
Diego was its collocation with the fleet, which 
is not recruit related. Also, the Navy omitted 
the infrastructure costs a t  Great Lakes to 
accommodate the Orlando move. The 
community also noted t h a t  ex tens ive  
pharmacy costs had been omitted from the 
hospital COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions) computations. And finally, the 
community claimed that failure to consider 
Orlando's mobilization capacity adversely 
affected its overall ranking. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD based its 

closure recommendation of NTC Orlando on 
the basis of excess capacity in the recruit 
training assets. The Commission found that 
although NTC Orlando has excess capacity in 
recruit training, this excess does not carry over 
to the other training schools. The Commission 
also found t h a t  DoD based i t s  closure 
recommendation of Orlando on an overall low 
military rating and tha t  this rating was 
signif~cantly influenced by a low rating for 
criterion 3, Further, the Commission found 
that NTC Orlando had more surge capacity 
than NTC San Diego which received a high 
rating for criterion 3. The Commission also 
found that Orlando has much more land than 
NTC San Diego, on which to develop additional 
facilities in  t he  event  of mobilization 
requirements. 

The Commission found that the Navy's 
analysis was very sensitive to one-time costs 
due to the sizable military construction 
(MILCOM required to relocate the Orlando 
schools to NTC Great Lakes. The original 
COBRA submitted by the Navy yielded a 

12-year payback and a $57.1 million annual 
savings. An updated COBRA submitted by the 
Navy indicates a 20-year payback and a 
$35.5 million annual savings after six years. 
The Commission's COBRA run  on NTC 
Orlando yielded a cost to close of $423.2 million 
and a payback period of 100 years. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that with regard to 

the DoD recommendation to close NTC 
Orlando, the Secretary deviated substantially 
from criteria 3 and 5 by not considering the 
significant surge capacity a s  required for 
mobilization and by overestimating return on 
investment. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends that the Naval Training Center 
and the Naval Hospital Orlando remain open. 

Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, Pennsylvania 
Category: Naval Shipyard 
Mission: Repair, Maintelrcmce, and Overhaul 

of Navy Ships 
Cost to Close: $1 02 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $38.1 million; 

Annual: $36 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and 
preserve for emergent requirements. Retain 
the propeller facility (shops and foundry), 
Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, 
and Naval Ship System Engineering Station in 
active status on shipyard property. 

Changes in the force structure will reduce 
shiprepair requirements and terminate the 
carrier service life extension program 
(CV-SLEP). Closure of a naval shipyard is 
necessary to balance the Navy's industrial 
infrastructure with this reduced workload. 
Maintaining the shipyard in mothball status 
will allow its use for unplanned requirements 
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or its reconstitution if future needs are greater 
than now anticipated. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that Philadelphia 

provides the skilled workforce and facilities 
that the Navy will need to repair its large 
conventional ships in the future. It believes 
that the shipyard is particularly well suited to 
repair Aegis-equipped ships because of 
specialized public and private industrial 
facilities in the area. The community also 
claimed that Philadelphia is the most cost- 
effective and efficient public shipyard, with the 
lowest man-day rate and highest productive 
ratio. This, along with its facilities for 
repairing large ships, justifies keeping the 
facility open during the 1990s. even a t  a 
reduced workload level, until the conventional 
ship workload increases. 

The community pointed to the recent 
congressional decision to require the aircraft 
carrier John F. Kennedy to undergo a CV- 
SLEP in Philadelphia, as  a reason not to 
consider the  shipyard for closure - the  
planned schedule nrns too close to the end of 
the required closure milestone date. 

The impact on the city of Philadelphia 
would be severe, particularly when added to 
proposed closures of other Philadelphia-area 
bases. The community believes that this is too 
large an impact for any single region to bear. 
If Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is closed and 
mothballed, the community stated that  it 
would vigorously pursue legislative relief to 
force reversion or outleasing of shipyard 
property to the city. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The largest portion of Philadelphia's recent 
workload has been CV-SLEP, which the Navy 
desires to terminate. However, Congress has 
passed legislation that requires a CV- SLEP at 
Philadelphia. The Commission found that this 
CV-SLEP should be completed in mid-1996, 
about a year before the required closure date. 

Workload i s  available t h a t  could be 
diverted from public and private East Coast 
shipyards to Philadelphia to bring its activity 
up to levels that  justify keeping it open. 
However, this would limit the Navy's ability to 
meet its target of putting 30 percent of its 
repair work in private yards. It may increase 
costs a t  public shipyards, such as Norfolk, 
which would lose workload. The Commission 
found that retaining Philadelphia active a t  a 
low employment level,  such  a s  t h e  
1,200-person option considered by the Navy, 
would increase the cost for work performed at 
Philadelphia over the cost for the same work 
performed a t  a public shipyard wi th  a 
traditional staffing level. 

The Commission found t h a t  t h e  
combination of carrier-capable drydocks a t  
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Newport News 
Shipbuilding, and the mothballed drydocks at 
Philadelphia provide capacity for unplanned 
requirements. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure and preservation of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard for emergent 
requirements. The propeller facility, Naval 
Inactive Ships Maintenance Facility, and 
Naval Ship System Engineering Station will 
remain in active status on shipyard property. 

The Commission found that the overall 
public shipyard workload i s  fa l l ing  
significantly because of force reductions and 
budget limitations. The projected workload in 
nuclear shipyards during the 1990s was found 
to limit the potential for closing any nuclear 
shipyard until the late 1990s. 
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Navy Research, COMMISSION FINDINGS 

~eve lo~rnen t ,  Test and The Commission found that the DOD did 
not adequately examine the availability of 

Evaluation, Engineering, alternative facilities for the location of the 

and Fleet Support East  Coast In-Service Eng inee r ing  
Directorate, which the DoD proposed to be 

Activities 
Category: Research, Development, Testing, 

and Evaluution 
Mission: Research and Engineering Facilities 
Cost to Consolidate: $51 3 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$I19 million; 

Annwl: $1 07 million 
Payback: 2-10 years (varies by wa$are 

center) 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close 10 and  real ign 16 Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E), 
Engineering and Fleet Support Facilities a s  
part of a facility consolidation plan. Create 
four centers: Naval Air Warfare Center, Naval 
Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 
Center, Naval Surface Warfare Center; and 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The communities argued tha t  imple- 

menting the consolidation plan would disrupt 
the RDT&E, engineering, and fleet-support 
functions these activities perform. Much of 
this disruption, they claimed, would result 
from the loss of key scientists and engineers 
who would be unwilling to relocate. 

Communities expressed concern that the 
Navy underestimated the  costs of t h e  
consolidation, that i t  failed to evaluate all 
alternatives, and that the new warfare centers 
would no t  emphasize research  a n d  
development sufficiently. The communities 
requested the Commission to wait for the 
completion of the DoD Advisory Commission 
on Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories study 
before making any recommendations. 

located in Portsmouth, virginia. Existing 
facilities may be available in  Charleston, 
South Carolina, elsewhere in  the Norfolk 
metropolitan area, or a t  other locations. 
Additionally, the Committee found tha t  
development in the Portsmouth area could 
affect the Navy's ability to conduct tests on 
radars and communications equipment. While 
the Commission found inaccuracies in the DoD 
cost and savings estimates, these errors were 
insignificant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that,  with one 

exception, the Secretary's proposal for closure 
and realignment of RDT&E, Engineering, and 
Fleet Support Activities did not deviate 
substantially from the force structure plan and 
the selection criteria. 

In  its recommended establishment of 
Naval Command, Control  a n d  Ocean 
Surveillance Center's East Coast In-Service 
Engineering Directorate in Portsmouth, the 
Commission finds that the Secretary deviated 
substantially from criteria 2 and 4 by not 
examining fully all available alternatives for 
location of the Directorate. 

The Commission recommends t h e  
following closures and realignments. 

Closures 
Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility, 

San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center, San Diego, CA 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center, 
'Vallejo, CA 
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Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity, Trident Command and Control Systems 
Yorktown, VA Maintenance Activity, Newport, RI 

Naval Space Systems Activity, 
Los Angeles, CA 

Naval Sea Combat Systems Engineering 
Station, Norfolk, VA 

Naval Ocean Systems Center Detachment, Fleet Combat Direction Systems Support 
Kaneohe, HT Activity, San Diego, CA 

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, 
Albuquerque, NM 

Realignments 
David Taylor Research Center Detachment, 

Annapolb, MD 

Naval Air Development Center, 
Warminster, PA 

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, NJ 

Naval Air Propulsion Center, Trenton, NJ 

Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis, IN 

Naval Coastal Systems Center, 
Panama City, F'L 

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, MI) 

Naval Ordnance Station, Lauiwille, KY 

Naval Surface Weapons Center Detachmant, 
White Oak, MD 

Naval Underwater Systems Center 
Detachment, New London, CT 

Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station, 
Keyport, WA 

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, CA 

Naval Weapons Support Center, Crane, IN 

Additionally, the Commission recommends 
to the President tha t  the Secretary defer 
implementation of this consolidation plan until 
January 1,1992, in order to give the Secretary 
t ime t o  consider t h e  f ind ings  a n d  
recommendations of t he  DoD Advisory 
Commission on Consolidation and Conversion 
of Defense Research and Development 
Laboratories a n d  to  consult  wi th  t h e  
appropriate committees of Congress. 

The Commission also believes there is a 
clear role for the Advisory Commission to 
advise the Secretary of how best to implement 
this consolidation plan m as  to minimize the 
impact of the turbulence it could create, 
including the loss of key personnel. Clearly, 
t h e  challenge of u n d e r t a k i n g  s u c h  a 
comprehensive reorganization will require the 
careful  development and  execution of 
personnel management plans to minimize the 
k p t i o n  of critical research and development 
activities in the Navy laboratory system. 

Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, CA 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
THE AIR FORCE 

Bergstrom Air Force 
Base, Texas 
Category: FlyinglTactical 

Beale Air Force Base, ~ i s s i o n i  ~act ical  Reconnuissance, RF-4 
Cost to Close: $39.8 million 

California Savings: 1992-97: $128 million; 
Annual: $36.3 million 

Category: Flying/Stmtegic Payback: 2 years 
Mission: Strategic Reconnaissance 

and Air Refueling, U-2, TR-1, and KC-135 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Undergraduate  Naviga tor  
Training and the 323rd Flying Training Wing 
from Mather Air Force Base, California, to 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, instead of 
realigning to Beale Air Force Base a s  
recommended by the 1988 Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The economic impact will harm an already 

depressed area. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds tha t  the DoD 
recommendation on realignment of Beale Air 
Force Base did not deviate substantially from 
the force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. The economic impact will not be 
severe. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends as part of the closure of Mather Air 
Force Base, the realignment of these activities 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Close Bergstrom and retire the assigned 

RF-4 a i rc raf t .  T h e  6 7 t h  Tac t ica l  
Reconnaissance Wing will be inactivated. 
Maintain the existing Air Force Reserve units 
in an enclosed area if the base is converted to a 
civil airport. Relocate the 12th Air Force 
Headquarters, 12th Tactical Intelligence 
Squadron, and 602nd Tactical Air Control 
Center Squadron to Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base, Arizona. The 41st Electronic Combat 
Squadron will remain in  place a t  Davis- 
Monthan Aii Force Base rather than move to 
Bergstrom Air Force Base as recommended by 
the 1988 Commission. Finally, move the 712th 
Air Support Operations Center Squadron to 
Fort Hood, Texas. 

-, Bergstrom ranked relatively low in the 
flyingitactical category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in  
the category. The base suffers from ground 
and regional air space encroachment. The 
regional air space is increasingly stressed by 
growth in air -c. There are insufficient 
suitable air-to-ground or electronic combat 
ranges nearby for flight training. Finally, the 
capacity of on-base family housing is below 

to Randolph Air Force Base. 
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average compared with that at other bases in economically viable entity by the end of 1996, 
the category. these units would also be redistributed. The 

12th Air Force Headquarters 12th TAC 
Intelligence Squadron and the 602nd Tactical 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Bergstrom 

simply needs a new mission. It declared that 
the base is strategically located to support Fort 
Hood, Texas, with close air support operations 
and airlift for operational or exercise 
deployments. The community also was 
concerned that the closure recommendation 
was based upon the impression that the base 
would definitely be converted to a commercial 
airport. The community minimized the 
severity of ground and air space encroachment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that DoD's closure 

recommendation was not tied to the conversion 
of the airfield to a civil airport. However, there 
is an option to maintain the Air Force Reserve 
unit if the -eld is converted to commercial 
use. The lack of adequate ranges and 
increasing encroachment limit the base's 
overall military value. Other tactical units 
such as the 149th Tactical Fighter Group a t  
Kelly Air Force Base, Texas, can adequately 
support Fort Hood. Finally, Fort Hood uses its 
awn Grey Army Airfield for airlift operations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds tha t  the DoD 

recommendation on Bergstrom Air Force Base 
did not deviate substaitially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Comminnion recommends that 
Bergstrom Air Force Base close and that the 
assigned RF-4 a i rcraf t  re t i re .  The 
67th Tactical Reconnaissance Wing will be 
inactivated. The Regional Corrosion Control 
Facility will remain if it continues to be 
economical for the Air Force to operate it there. 
The Air Force Reserve units shall remain in a 
cantonment area if the base is converted t o  a 
civilian airport. If no decision on a civilian 
airport is reached by June 1993, the Reserve 
units will be redistributed. If the Reserve 
units stay but  the a i rpor t  is  not  a n  

Air control center Squadron will relocate to 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona. The 
712th Air Support Operations Center 
Squadron will relocate to Fort Hood, Texas. 
The 41st Electronic Combat Squadron will 
remain in place a t  Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base. 

Carswell Air Force Base, 
Texas 
Category: Flying/Strategic 
Mission: Stmtegic Bombardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 curd KC-135 
Cost to Close: $45.6 miUion 
Savings: 1992-97: $156 million; 

Annwl: $45.5 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Carswell Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52H aircraft to Barksdale AFB, 
Louisiana. The assigned KC-135 aircraft will 
be transferred to the Air Reseme Component, 
and the 7th Bombardment Wing will be 
inactivated. The 436th Strategic Training 
Squadron will be relocated to Dyess AFB, 
Texas. Maintain the existing Air Force 
Reserve units in a cantonment area. 

Carswell AFB ranked low based on its 
long-term military value compared with other 
bases in its category. The base is poorly 
located for wartime bomber or tanker  
employment. The base has the worst ground 
and regional air space encroachment in its 
category. The regional air space will continue 
to be stressed by aggressive aviation growth in 
the area. 
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed t h a t  many 

subelement scores were incorrect and that the 
"corrected" scores would change the overall 
rating for the base. The community minimized 
the  impact and  severity of a i r  space 
encroachment, citing excellent procedures and 
equipment used to control aircraft in the 
DalladFort Worth Airport area. Similarly, it 
declared t h a t  t h e  ex is t ing  ground 
encroachment in both the clear and accident 
zones will decrease. The community was also 
concerned about the disposition of the base 
hospital. The hospital serves the active-duty 
military members and their dependents as well 
as  many retirees. The community was also 
concerned about the economic impact on a 
region already hard hit by other cuts in the 
defense industry. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found very few errors in 

the subelement scores, and the full Air Force 
process was validated by the GAO. Carswe11 
AFFl is in an area of continued aviation growth 
and strong pressure on regional air space. 
Additionally, there  i s  commercial and 
residential encroachment in  the protected 
zones off either end of the runway. The poor 
location for wartime employment and ground 
and air space encroachment limit the base's 
future military value. 

Much of the on-base housing is unusable 
because it is under renovation and the 
contractor has defaulted. The Air Force 
projects this housing to be unusable for the 
extended future. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on Carswell Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Carswell AFB and the transfer of the 
assigned B-52 aircraft to Barksdale AFB, 
Louisiana. The assigned KC-135 aircraft 
should transfer to the Air Reserve Component. 

The 436th Strategic Training Squadron will 
relocate to m e s s  AFB. The existing Air Force 
Reserve units will remain in  a cantonment 
area. 

Castle Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: FLyinglStrategic 
Mission: Strategic Bombardment, 

Air Refueling, and Combat Crew Training 
School; B-52 and KC- 135 

Cost to Close: $992 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $63.0 million; 

Annual: $52.7 million 
Payback: 2 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Castle Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52G conventional aircraft to 
K.I. Sawyer AFB, Michigan. Transfer the 
assigned KC-135 a imaf t  to other Active or 
Reserve Component units. Transfer the B-52 
and KC-135 Combat Crew Training mission to 
Fairchild AFB, Washington. The 93rd 
Bombardment Wing will be inactivated. 

Castle AFB ranked relatively low based on 
its long-term military value compared with 
other bases in the category. The base is in a 
relatively poor location for wartime bomber 
employment. Its ranking also d e r e d  because 
of its relatively poor location for wartime and 
peacetime air-refueling operations. The base 
endures local ground and regional a ir  space 
encroachment. The regional air space is being 
increasingly stressed by growth in air traffic. 
Finally, the condition of the facilities at Castle 
AFB is below the average of other bases in the 
same category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Castle AFB 

was incorrectly categorized a s  a flying1 
strategic base when, in its opinion, the primary 
mission of the base is initial training of B-52 
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and KC- 135 aircrews. I t  declared Castle AFB 
has unique attributes to perform this training 
mission, including its many aircrew-training 
devices, access to numerous airfields, and 
transient student quarters. Finally, it believes 
that moving the training mission would be 
short-sighted because the longevity of the B-52 
is in question. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly categorized along with other  
flying/strategic bases. It  is in a poor location 
for wartime bomber and tanker employment. 
Regional air space and local ground encroach- 
ment also degrade its overall militaxy value. 
The DoD force-structure plan includes the 
B-52 aircraft until past the turn of the century. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission f d s  that the Secretary's 

recommendation on Castle Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the  Commission recommends 
closing Castle AFB and transferring the  
assigned B-52 aircraft to  K.I. Sawyer AFB. 
Transfer the assigned KG135 ahraft t o  other 
Active or Reserve Component units. Transfer 

Reserve Component units. Retire the assigned 
B-52G Air Launched Cruise Missile aircraft. 
The  97th Bombardment Wing will be 
inactivated. 

Eaker AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyinglstrategic category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in 
the category. The base is in a relatively poor 
location t o  support  war t ime  bomber 
employment. Its ranking also suffered because 
of the limited opportunity for peacetime use of 
tanker assets and access to bombing ranges. 
The base experiences some current restrictions 
on access to bombing ranges and expects future 
restrictions as  well. Finally, the capacity of 
the facilities is below the average of other 
bases in the same category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The communiQ claimed that Eaker AFB is 

close to many air-refueling t racks a n d  
removing assigned KC-135s will exacerbate a 
regional peacetime air-refueling t anke r  
shortfall. It also stated that Eaker AFB has 
better weather than many northern strategic 
bases. The community was especially 
concerned with the economic impact of the 
closure. 

the B-52 and KC-135 combat Crew Training 
missions to Fairchild AFB, Washington. COMMISSION FINDLNGS 

The Commission found that,  although 

Eaker Air Force Base, 
Arkansas 
Category: FlyingLStmteegic 
Mission: Stmtegic Bombardment and Air 

RefLeling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $1 8.5 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $221.0 million; 

A n n d :  $52.9 million 
Payback: Less than 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Eaker AFB is close to many designated air 
refueling tracks, it is still relatively distant 
from a n  a rea  of h i g h  a i r - r e fue l ing  
requirements. Eaker AFB is in a relatively 
poor location for wartime bomber and tanker 
employment. The cost to close Eaker AFB is 
low, and the payback is achieved in less than 
one year. The economic impact on t h e  
community from the closing of Eaker AFB will 
be among the most significant in the Air Force. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendations on Eaker Air Force Base did 
Close Eaker Air Force Base and transfer not deviate substantially from the  force- 

the assigned KC-135 aircraft to  other Active or structure plan and the fiaal selection criteria. 
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Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Eaker  AFB. The assigned 
B-52 a i m f t  will be retired, and the assigned 
KC-135 aircraft will be transferred to other 
Active or Reserve Component units. 

England Air Force Base, 
Louisiana 
Categov: Flying/Tacticd 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-1 0 
Cost to Close: $40.3 million 
Swings: 1992-97: $1 76 million; 

Annual: $47.2 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Close England Air Force Base (Am) and 
retire or redistribute all aircraft  among 
remaining Active and Reserve Component 
units. Inactivate the 23rd Tactical Fighter 
Wing. Realign one AIOA-10 squadron to Eglin 
AFB, Florida, and one to  McChord AFB, 
Washington. 

England AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyingltactical category. The long-term 
military value of England AFB is limited by 
available airspace for training and by weather, 
for which England AFB ranked lowest in its 
category. The Air Force acknowledged the 
advantage of England AFB's proximity to Fort 
Polk, but stated that other bases could support 
the Army. Also, the cost to close is low while 
the savings are high 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued tha t  England 

AFB's mix of weather was good for training. It  
stated that the local air space, low-altitude 
military operating areas, and availability of 
higher altitude air space were not adequately 
considered. It questioned whether the Air 
Force could meet the Army's needs a t  Fort Polk 
if England AFB was closed. The community 
also stated that DoD understated the combined 

economic impact of England AFB's closure and 
Fort Polk's realignment. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the air space 

and weather can impact the military value of 
the base. With its surrounding a i r  space 
England AFB can meet current  mission 
requirements but will not be able to  support 
future missions. Concerns that the current 
mission degraded the base rankings were 
unfounded. Air Force proposals to provide 
support to the Army were reasonable and 
formally endorsed by the Army. Finally, the 
combined economic impact of t h e  two 
adjustments was substantially higher than for 
a single base. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds t h a t  the  DoD 

recommendation on England Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of England AFB and the redistribution 
of one squadron to Eglin AFB, one squadron to 
McChord AFB, and the retirement of other 
remaining assigned aircraft, including the 
231-13 Tactical Fighter Wing. 

Goodfellow Air Force 
Base, Texas 
Category: Tmining 
Mission: Technical Tmining 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

As part of the closure of Chanute Air Force 
Base, Illinois, realign the fuels training to 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas, and realign 
the technical training fire course to Goodfellow 
Aii Force Base unless a satisfactory and cost- 
effective contract can be arranged. The 1988 
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure 
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recommended tha t  both of these courses be expansion capability is unlimited around the 
realigned to Goodfellow AFB. base. The community also highlighted that, 

because of its distance to the coast, the base's 
survivability is enhanced due to i ts  mid- 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Co.mmission finds t h a t  the DoD 
recommendation on realignment of Goodfellow 
Air Force Base did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the  realignment of the fuels 
training from Goodfellow AFB to Sheppard 
AFB and the realignment of the technical 
training fm course to Goodfellow AFB unless 
a satisfactory and cost-effective contract can be 
arranged. 

Grissom Air Force Base, 
Indiana 

western location. Also, the existing ramp can 
accommodate additional aircraft and the  
quality of life a t  Grissom AFB is better than at 
several bases not recommended for closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly graded. The base has no flying 
restrictions and can expand. However, the 
distance to air-refueling receivers and primary 
ranges diminishes the base's military value. 
Grissom AFB is the fourth lowest cost to close 
in the category and offers a signs~cant annual 
savings. Closing the base will have a negative 
economic impact on the local community. 
Finally, the condition of facilities a t  Grissom 
AFB graded lower than the category average. 

Category: FlyinglStrategic 
Mission: Strategic Air Refueling, KC-135 RECOMMENDATION 
Cost to Close: 624.9 milZion 
Savings: 1992-97: $1 57 million; 

A n d :  $48.3 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds that the Secretary's 
recommendation on Grissom Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the f d  selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Grissom AFB, the retirement of 
assigned EC-135 aircraft, the inactivation of 
the 305th Air Refueling Wing, and the transfer 

Close G h o m  Air Force Base and transfer of KC-135 aircraft t o  t h e  Ai r  Reserve 

the  assigned KC-135 aircraft to  the Air Component. 
Reserve Compomnt. The EG135 aircraft will 
be retired and the 305th Air Refueling Wing 
will be inactivated. Grissom AFB ranked 
below average in the flyinglstrategic category 
based on its long-term overall military value 
compared with other bases in the category. 
T h e  base's locat ion provides l imi t ed  
opportunity for peacetime use of tankers and 
access to bombing ranges. Finally, Grissom 
AFB costs the fourth least to close in the 
category and the  savings generated after 
closure are substantial. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Grissom AFB 

has  no a i r  space restrictions and  t h a t  
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Category: Flyinglstrategic 
Mission: Conventionnl Bombardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $46.6 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $182 million; 

Annual: $61.8 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDA TIONS 

Close Loring Air Force Base and transfer 
the assigned B-52 aircraft to K.I. Sawyer AFB 
and disperse KC-135 aircraft to Active and 
Reserve Component units. 

Lofing AFB ranked relatively low in the 
flyinglstrategic category based on its long-term 
military value compared with other bases in  
the category. The base's location provides 
limited opportunity for peacetime use of 
tankers and access to bombing ranges. The 
condition of base facilities is below the average 
of other bases in the category. The cost to close 
Loring AFB is low and the savings are among 
the highest of the bases in this subcategory. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community claimed that Loring AFB 

is the closest base to conventional and strategic 
targets east of the United States. It also 
pointed out that Loring AFB has two fully 
operational nuways. Further, it stated that 
the base is near air-refueling routes, base 
facilities are adequate to meet current mission 
requirements, not enough credit was given for 
improvements to  facilities, dis tance t o  
bombing ranges is not a significant factor, and 
the Air Force did not adequately consider the 
economic impact. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that,  although 

Loring AFB is the closest base to potential 
targets east  of t h e  United States ,  t h e  

advantage is relative when the total mission is 
considered. Loring AFB is rated lower in 
military value because of t h e  l imited 
opportunity for peacetime use of tankers and 
access to bombing ranges. The condition of the 
facilities is below the command's average and 
the cost of required upgrades to meet the 
current and future missions is high. Loring 
AFB has only one fully operational runway 
and one prelaunch survivability runway. The 
annual savings will be one of the highest of the 
bases closed in the flyinglstrategic category. 
The economic -impact on the Loring AFB 
community will be severe. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that the Secretaqy's 

recommendation on Loring Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Loring AFB, the transfer of the 
assigned B-52 aircraft to K.I. Sawyer AFB, and 
the dispersal of the KC-135 aircraft to Active 
and Air Reserve Component units. 

Lowry Air  Force Base, 
Colorado 
Category: Training 
Mission: Technical Training Center 
Cost to Close: S222.5 million 
Savings: 1992-97: 4 4 4 . 5  million; 

Annual: $42.2 million 
Payback: 5 years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Lowry Air  Force Base  a n d  
redistribute al l  technical training to  the 
remaining technical training centers. The 
lOOlst Space Systems Squadron Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service and Air Force 
Reserve Personnel Center remain a t  Lowry. 
The Lowry Technical Training Center will be 
inactivated. 
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Lowry's long-term military value was low using the excess facilities created by this 
compared with other bases in its category. Its closure when evaluating the Department's 
ranking suffered because base facilities ranked overall facility requirements such as the 
below the category average and the lack of a consolidation of the Defense Finance and 
runway limits its ability to accept additional Accounting Service. 
missions. Additionally, it is the second-least- 
expensive base to close in this category. 

RECOMMENDATION 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that Lowry was 

penalized too severely for the lack of a m a y  
and that the DoD criteria placed too much 
emphasis on runway operations. The 
community also noted that the base has a 
favorable cost-per-student-trained ratio when 
compared with the other technical training 
centers. It also argued that the closure of 
Lowry would reduce too much infrastmctve in 
light of the Fiscal Year 1988 decision to close 
Chanute Air Force Base. The elimination of 
two large training centers does not allow 
enough inbstmcture to handle a quick surge 
in training that might be required. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that all training 

bases were treated fairly and Lowry did rank 
low in its category. The lack of a runway was 
considered correctly since it does limit future 
mission capabilities. However, the lack of a 
runway did not  penalize Lowry when 
evaluated for supporting the current mission. 
Three training bases lacking active runway 
operations were all downgraded equally with 
regard to future mission capabilities. Lowry's 
base facilities rated lower than the category 
average. The Commission found that the cost 
of training per student is a function of the type 
of training conducted at Lowry and not a 
function of the physical properties of Lowry Air 
Force Base. Concerning the remaining 
technical training capacity, the closure of 
Chanute and Lowry removes 33 percent of the 
training infrastructure. The Air Force's 
projected accessions are 50 percent of what 
they were in the 1980s when there were six 
training centers. Therefore, the one-third 
reduction in facilities allows for surge 
capability if and when it is required. The 
Department of Defense should look closely at  

The Commission finds tha t  the DoD 
recommendation on Lowry Air Force Base did 
not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Lowry Air Force Base and that all 
technical training be redistributed to the 
remaining technical training centers or 
relocated to other locations. The lOOlst Space 
Systems Squadron, Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service, and the Air Force Reserve 
Personnel Center remain open, in cantonment 
areas as proposed by the Secretary of Defense. 

MacDill Air Force Base, 
Florida 
Category: Flyinflactieal 
Mission: Tactical Fighter Trcrining and Joint 

Headquarters, F-16 
Cost to Realign. $31.0 million 
Swings: 1992-97: $53 miUion; 

Annuai: $20.4 maion 
Paybock: 2yeanr 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign and partially close MacDill Air 
Force Base. The aircraR realign to Luke AFB, 
Arbmq the Joint Communications Support 
Element moves to Charleston AFB, South 
Carolina, the airfield closes; and the remainder 
of BAacDii AFB becomes an administrative 
base. 

The long-tenn military value of MacDill 
AFB is limited by pressure on air space, 
training areas, and low-level routes. MacDill 
AFB is not located near Army units that would 
offer joint-training opportunities. MacDill 
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AFB also has ground encroachment .  
Drawdown in the force structure results in the 
need for one less F-16 training wing. DoD did 
not recommend full closure because of the high 
cost to relocate two large joint headquarters. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that the reduction 

in the base's hospital staff associated with the 
population drawdown will reduce support to a 
large re t i red  population and  increase 
CHAMPUS costs. While it acknowledged air 
space congestion, the community argued that 
air space problems and accident potential in 
the Phoenix area are significantly worse. Loss 
of the airfield was also presented as degrading 
the ability of the joint headquarters to wll 
their missions. In particular, the community 
argued that a classified mission a t  MacDill 
AFB required a dedicated airfield. The 
community also expressed the concern that 
realignment was the fvst step toward closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that MacDill AFB 

was located in  a n  a rea  with increasing 
pressure on air space and therefore restricted 
t r a in ing  capabilities. The  increased 
CHAMPUS costs associated with base closures 
were factored into the Air Force analysis. The 
CHAMPUS program was developed to address 
medical needs of a l l  nonact ive du ty  
beneficiaries since DoD policy precludes 
manning a hospital solely to meet the needs of 
a retired population. In this case the increased 
cost was due to the large number of retirees. 

The Commission examined the  broad 
comparisons between Phoeoix and Tampa 
raised by the community. Detailed review 
revealed that resulting force structure was 
below historic highs and tha t  a i r  traffic 
procedures were workable. The Commission 
also noted that Luke AFB has exceptional 
training a i r  space to the south, which is 
connected to Luke AFB by established routing. 

Arguments that the missions DoD plans to 
retain (both unclassified and classified) a t  
MacDill AFB require a military airfield were 

found wanting. The Commission also noted 
the high cost of total closure and the low cost 
and reasonable savings of realignment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendations on MacDill Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan or the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
realignment and partial closure of MacDill 
AFB; the realignment of the aircraft to Luke 
AFB, Arizona; t h e  movement  of t h e  
Communications Suppor t  E lemen t  t o  
Charleston AFB, South Carolina; and the 
closure of the airfield. The remainder of 
MacDill AFB becomes an administrative base. 

March Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: Flyinglstrategic 
Mission: Air Refueling, KC-10 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Realign 45 Air  Force Audit  Agency 
manpower authorizations from Norton Air 
Force Base, California, to the National Capital 
Region instead of March Air Force Base as 
recommended by the 1988 Commission on Base 
Realignment and Closure. The remaining 
139 manpower au tho r i za t ions  wi l l  be 
transferred to March Air Force Base a s  
directed by the 1988 Commission. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 
recommendation on realignment of these 
limited manpower authorizations did not 
deviate substantially from the force-structure 
p lan  a n d  t h e  f ina l  selection c r i t e r i a .  
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
realignment of the 45 Air Force Audit Agency 
manpower authorizations from Norton AFB to 
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the National Capital Region and the transfer 
of 139 manpower authorizations from Norton 
AFB to March AFB. 

Mather Air Force Base, 
California 
Category: Flying Training 
Mission: Navigator Training, T-43 and T-37 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the 940th Air Refueling Group 
from Mather Air Force Base to McClellan Air 
Force Base. Leave the 323rd Flying Training 
Wing Hospital open as an annex to McClellan 
Air Force Base instead of lea* the 940th Air 
Rebeling Group at Mather Air Force Base and 
closing the 323rd Flying Training Wing 
Hospital ,  a s  recommended by t h e  
1988 Commission on Base Realignment and 
Closure. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 
recommendations did not deviate substantially 
from t h e  force-structure plan and f inal  
selection critexia. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the realignment of the 940th Air 
Refueling Group from Mather Air Force Base 
to McClellan Air Farce Base and the retention 
of the 323rd Flying Training Wing Hospital as 
a n  annex to McClellan Air Force Base. 

Moody Air Force Base, 
Georgia 
Category: FlyinglTactical 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, F-16 
Cost to Close: NIA 
Savings: NIA 
Payback: NIA 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Moody Ai r  Force Base a n d  
redistribute all aircraft to modernize other 
Active and Reserve Component units. The 
347th Tactical F igh te r  Wing wi l l  be 
inactivated. 

Moody AFB's long-term military value 
compared unfavorably with other bases in  its 
category. Its ranking suffered because of 
weather and its location in  a region where 
special-use air space is being s t ressed 
increasingly by growth in  a i r  traffic.  
Additionally, it is the least costly base in its 
category to close. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued that Moody AFB 

was incorrectly downgraded for air space and 
that the weather does not downgrade the base's 
ability to meet its mission. The community 
also noted that the base was recently identsied 
as the best in the Air Force and has g~owth  
potential for a composite wing, potential that 
was not considered by the Air Force. It also 
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argued that the closure of Moody AFB was an 
example of the Air Force's failure to consider 
support to the Army. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that Moody AFB's 

minor training limitations are successfully 
managed and the wing can meet its training 
needs. While an  increase in commercial 
aviation is evident, the routing around Moody 
AFB's air space and repeated examples of the 
Federal Aviation Administration providing 
additional air space to Moody AFB argue 
against training capability decreasing in the 
future. Sorties have been lost to weather, but 
the Air Force has successfully overcome this 
problem in the past and should be able to do so 
in the future. The closure of Moody AFB 
provides only small savings, and that justifies 
leaving open what has been recognized as one 
of t h e  best bases i n  the Air Force for  
installation excellence. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The  Commission f inds  t h a t  DoD 

substantially deviated from selection criteria 
1, 2, and 3 in recommending the closure of 
Moody Air Force Base. Specifically, DoD did 
not adequately consider the military value of 
Moody AFB in its assessment of the extent of 
the impact of weather and air space problems. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends 
Moody AFB remain open. 

Mountain Home 
Air Force Base, Idaho 
Category: FZyinflacticd 
Mission: Tactical Fighter and Electronic 

Wa Mare, F-1 11 and EF- 11 1 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Realign the remaining F-4G airaaft to the 
Idaho and Nevada Air National Guard; 
inactivate the 35th Tactical Training Wing; 

main ta in  the  41st  Electronic Combat  
Squadron at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, 
Arizona; realign the EF-111 aircraft assigned 
from Mountain Home Air Force Base to 
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. 
Establish a composite wing a t  Mountain Home 
AFB . 

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 
recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the  following: Realign the  
remaining F-4G aircraft to the Idaho and 
Nevada Air National Guard; inactivate the 
35th Tactical Training Wing; maintain the 
41st Electronic Combat Squadron a t  Davis- 
Monthan AFB, Arizona; realign the EF-111 
aircraft assigned from Mountain Home AFB to 
Cannon AFB, New Mexico. Establish a 
composite wing a t  Mountain Home AFB. 

Myrtle Beach Air Force 
Base, South Carolina 
Category: Flyinflacticd 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-1 0 
Cost to Close.: $54.4 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $76.0 million; 

Annual: $30.2 million 
Payback: 2 ymrs 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Myrtle Beach Air Force Base and 
redistribute all aircraft to modernize other 
Active and Reserve Component un i t s .  
Inactivate the 354th Tactical Fighter Wing. 
The DoD recommendation also states tha t  
there be one active squadron each a t  Shaw 
AFB and Pope AFB. 

Myrtle Beach AF'B's long-term military 
value was low compared with other bases in its 
category. Its ranking suffered because of 
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weather, ground encroachment, and i t s  
location in a region where special use air space 

Richards-Gebaur Air 
is being stressed increasingly by growth in air Reserve Station, 
traffic. Additionally, the cost to close is low 
while the savings are high. Missouri 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

Category: Air Reserve Component Base 
Mission: Tactical Fighters, A-1 0 
Cost to Close: $47.6 million 

The community argued that Myrtle Beach Savings: 1992-97: -&I million; 

AFB was incorrectly downgraded for ground Annual: $12.9 million 

encroachment and that the weather does not Payback: 5 years 

downgrade the base's ability to meet i t s  
mission. The community also noted that the 
base was recently identified as one of the best 
in the Air Force and has the potential to house 
a composite wing, which was not considered by 
the Air Force. It also argued that the closure of 
Myrtle Beach AFB was an example of the Air 
Force's failure to consider providing close-air 
support to the Army. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  all 

flying/tactical bases were treated fairly and 
Myrtle Beach AFB did rank low in its category. 
It does have  t r a i n i n g  l imitat ions a n d  
projections indicate increasing pressure on air 
space. Weather and air space do degrade 
Myrtle Beach AFB's militaxy value and justify 
its low ranking. The base has low closure cost 
and favorable savings. 

Regarding support t o  the  Army, t he  
Commission found tha t  Shaw AFB, North 
Carolina, provides the needed support to Army 
units in the area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation on Mprtle Beach Air Force 
Base did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
cr i ter ia .  Therefore,  t h e  Commission 
recommends the closure of Myrtle Beach AFB 
and the dis t r ibut ion of all assigned aircraft 
to other Active and Reserve Component units, 
and that one active AJOA-10 squadron be 
realigned to Shaw AFB and Pope AFB. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Richards-Gebaur Air  Reserve 
Station and transfer the 442nd Tactical 
Fighter Wing to Whiteman Air Force Base, 
Missouri. The 36th Aeromedical Evacuation 
Squadron and the 77th and 78th Aerial Port 
Squadrons will transfer to Peterson AFB, 

Since the joint-use plan with the Kansas 
City Department of Aviation, which was 
envisioned 12 years ago, has not materialiid, 
the Air Force Reserve has borne a substantial 
portion of the operating costs of this airf~eld. 
The economically viable airport that the Air 
Force anticipated and the expected reduction 
in costs have not materialized. Therefore, 
relocating the Reserve activities to an  Active 
Air Force base would achieve ~ i g ~ c a n t  cost 
savings. Consideration was given to the  
recruiting needs of these units to ensure that 
the realignment meets military requirements 
and is cost-effective. The long-term effect on 
training is minimal since Whiteman AFB has 
similar access to  training ranges, low-level 
routes, and Army exercise areas. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community stated that the units would 

not be able to use current training ranges and 
could not support Fort Riley and Fort Sill. I t  
also stated tha t  the move would adversely 
affect recruitment, retention, and training 
because of the reduced population available for 
reauitment. In addition, it stated that the cost 
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to move was understated because the missile 
wing would not move as soon as anticipated. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the Air Force 

and community's cost estimates for relocating 
to Whiteman AFB were incorrect. There will 
be some additional rehabilitation costs for 
temporary facilities, but the relocation costs 
would not be as much as envisioned for new 
construction. The Air Force's payback period 
would be seven years, not five years. The 
recruitment area and the travel distance 
required is within the Air Force guidance. The 
move will enable the unit to use additional 
training ranges and support Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri. Fort Riley, Kansas, and Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma, will get their support from 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma. 

RECOMMENDATION 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan or the final 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Richards-Gebaur 
Air Reserve Station, the transfer of the 
442nd Tactical Fighter Wing to Whiteman 
AFB, and the transfer of the 36th Aeromedical 
Evacuation Squadron and the 77th and 78th 
Aerial Port Squadrons to Peterson AFB. 

Rickenbacker Air Guard 
Base, Ohio 
Category: Air Reserve Component Base 
Mission: Tactical Fighters and Air Refueling, 

A-7, and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $1 06.1 million 
Savings: 1992-97: -$I6 million; 

Annual: $22.7 million 
Payback: 5years 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

the 907th Tactical Airlift Group to Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. The 4950th 
Test Wing will consolidate with the Air Force 
Flight Test Center a t  Edwards Air Force Base, 
California. 

Since the Air Reserve Component units 
located a t  Rickenbacker Air Guard Base are 
the predominant users of the airfield, the 
support costs for these activities are high and 
the relocation of the units could bring about 
significant savings. Transferring the units to 
Wright-Patterson AFB keeps the Air National 
Guard units in Ohio and reduces the costs to 
move since the 4950th would vacate usable 
facilities. Also, moving the Guard and Reserve 
units to Dayton would increase the overall 
recruiting area population. In  addition, 
collocation with Active forces will improve 
operations. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community questioned the costing 

methodology and claimed that the costs to 
move the Air Reserve Component units were 
understated. It also said that the eight criteria 
were not consistently applied. In addition, it 
claimed that moving three more flying units to 
Dayton would cause air space congestion. It 
also claimed that because Dayton's population 
is one-half the size of the population of 
Columbus, recruiting will be hurt. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  t h e  

c o m m u n i ~ ' ~  cost estimate was for building all 
new facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB. The 
community did not recognize tha t  the Air 
Force was going to use vacated facilities. 
Small additional increases in air traffic will be 
manageable. Using the Air Force's recruiting 
guidelines, locating the units in Dayton does 
not degrade the recruiting base. The Air Force 
modSed its selection criteria for Air Reserve 
Component bases fvst by determining if there 
was a significant cost savings and then by 
applying the eight criteria. An underlying 
concern was the moving of Air National Guard 

Close Rickenbacker Air Guard Base and 
transfer the 160th Air Refueling Group and 
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units across state lines. This did not adversely 
affect the selection process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission fmds that the Secretary's 

recommendation on Rickenbacker Air Guard 
Base did not deviate substantially from the 
force-structure plan and the final selection 
criteria. Therefore, the Commission recom- 
mends the closure of Rickenbacker Air Guard 
Base, the transfer of the 160th Air Refueling 
Group and the 907th Tactical Airla Group to 
Wright-Patterson AFB, and the consolidation 
of t h e  4950th Test Wing from Wright- 
Patterson AFB with the Air Force Flight Test 
Center at Edwards AFB. 

Williams Air Force Base, 
Arizona 
Category: FlyidTraining 
Mission: FlyinglTnzining, T-37 and T-38 
Cost to Close: $26.7 million 
Swings: 1992-97: $222 million; 
Annual: $54.1 million 

Paybuck: I year 

incorrectly rated its facilities. The community 
believed that DoD placed too much emphasis 
on air space without recognizing adjustments 
made in the region to alleviate encroachment 
problems. In addition, the community claimed 
the closure and movement of the Aircrew 
Training Research Facility will be too costly. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found t h a t  a l l  

flying/training bases were treated fairly and 
Williams AFB ranked lowest in  its category. It 
has the most severe air space problems - a  
situation that  is projected only to worsen. 
Projected air traffic growth of 65 percent by 
2005, civilian traffic cutting into instrument 
training, and the potential of a new regional 
airport are a few of the problems. 

The Air Force did consider a recent 
agreement  w i th  t h e  Federal  Aviation 
Administration to  improve the utility of one of 
Williams AFB's Military Operating Areas. 
However, this adjustment fails to address the 
more pressing problem of minimum air space. 
Williams AFB has the minimum air space per 
sortie considered safe and the least of any 
flyingttraining base. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Williams AFB did rate  highest i n  the 
RECOMMENDATIONS category for weather. However, even with 

added emphasis, t h i s  r a t i ng  could not  
Close Williams Air Force Base and retire overcome deficiencies in other areas. 

or redistribute all aircraft. Inactivate the 
82nd Flyingmaining Wing. Move the Airnew 
Training Research Facility to Orlando, 
Florida. 

Williams AFB ranked low in the flying1 
training category and lowest for a i r  space 
encroachment - a problem that is expected to 
worsen. The condition of its facilities also 
ranked lowest. Williams AFB's closure will 
have the least severe impact on i t s  local 
community of any of the bases in its category. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community argued principally that 

the Air Force did not give Williams AFB 
enough credit for its excellent weather and 

Finally, Orlando, in addition to being the 
least expensive alternative for the relocation of 
the lab, also provides synergism by collocating 
Air Force and Navy elements working in the 
same area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds that the Secretary's 

recommendation did not deviate substantially 
from the force-structure plan and the fmal 
selection criteria. Therefore, the Commission 
recommends the closure of Williams Air Force 
Base, the transfer of the Aircrew Training 
Research Facility to Orlando, Florida, and the 
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deactivation of the 82nd FlyingITraining 
Wing. 

Wurtsmith Air Force 
Base, Michigan 
Category: Flyinglstrategic 
Mission: Strategic Bombardment and Air 

Refueling, B-52 and KC-135 
Cost to Close: $29.1 million 
Savings: 1992-97: $256 million; 

Annual: $63.3 million 
Payback: 1 year 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Close Wurtsmith Air Force Base and 
transfer the assigned KC-135 aircraft to the 
Air Reserve Component. The B-52G Air 
Launched Cruise Missile aircraft will be 
retired, and the 379th Bombardment Wing will 
be inactivated. 

Wurtsmith AFB ranked below average in 
the flying/strategic category based on its long- 
term overall military value compared with 
other bases in the category. The low ranking 
results h m  the base's distance to primary low- 
altitude training routes and peacetime air- 
refueling training requirements. Finally, 
Wurtsmith AFB costs the third least to close in 
the category and the savings generated after 
closure are high. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 
The community dnimed tha t  Wurtsmith 

AFB has no air space restrictions and that all 

operational requirements for the assigned 
aircraft can be met without interference. The 
community also stated that closing Wurtsmith 
AFB would have a significant negative 
economic impact on northern Michigan. It 
directly challenged individual ratings of the 
Air Force Base Closure Executive Group. In 
addition, it argued for keeping Wurtsmith 
AFB open and closing K.I. Sawyer AFB, 
Michigan. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The Commission found that the base was 

properly graded. The base has no flying 
restrictions and can perform all operations 
required to sustain the mission. However, the 
distance to scored training routes is significant 
and lowers the efficiency of the missions at 
Wurtsmith AFB. Also, tankers must travel a 
significant distance to air-refueling receivers. 
Wurtsmith AFB costs the third least to close in 
the category and offers the highest annual 
savings of any Air Force base closure. Closing 
the base will have a severe economic impact on 
the local community. Finally, K.1. Sawyer 
AFB graded higher overall in military value 
than Wurtsmith AFB. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Commission finds t h a t  the DoD 

recommendation on Wurtsmith Air Force Base 
did not deviate substantially from the force- 
structure plan and the final selection criteria. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the 
closure of Wurtsmith AFB, the transfer of 
KG135 aircraft to the Air Reserve Component, 
and the retirement of the assigned B-52G 
aircraft and the inactivation of the 379th 
Bombardment Wing. 
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and 
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Reuse 

Communities will have a wide range of 
experiences in developing reuse proposals. 
Even as the Commission conducted its review, 
a few communities were already developing 
plans for reusing base facilities. While short- 
term economic impacts from base closures are 
unavoidable, communities can take steps to 
mitigate these impacts and use the former base 
to stimulate new economic growth. 

Full economic recovery from base closure is 
dependent upon timely disposition of the 
facilities and land vacated by the services. The 
Secretary of Defense should do everything in 
his power to ensure a timely transfer of these 
valuable assets ta the local communities. 

MOBILIZING 
FOR REUSE 

Reusing former military base property 
offers communities the best opportunities to 
rebuild their economies. The buildings and 
facilities can fill residential, commercial, and 
industrial needs and thus can replace jobs and 
lost  income. Airfields a r e  especially 
marketable because of the national shortage of 
available hangar space. Several communities 
that lost bases as a result of the 1988 Base 
Closure Commission have taken advantage of 
t h i s  opportunity for a quick economic 
turJlarOUPd. 

Attracting permanent tenants for the 
property, once disposal occurs, is an  integral 
part of a community's strategy for economic 
recovery. 

Successes can result from two things: early 
creation of a n  organization t o  plan and 
implement a suitable base reuse strategy, and 
aggressive marketing of base assets and 
available facilities. 

DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment 
(OEA) surveyed reuse of closed military 
installations between 1961 and 1990 and 
concluded that 158,000 new jobs had been 
created to replace 93,000 jobs lost as a result of 
base closures. 



Ddenae Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Communities can take six steps i n  experience of communities affected by earlier 
preparing a strategy for reusing a closed base closures clearly indicates communities 
installation: can adjust successfully. 

Form a reuse committee More recently, OEA has been working with 
21 communities t h a t  a re  near bases 

Work with federal and s t a t e  recommended for closure by the 1988 Base 
representatives Realignment and Closure Commission. OEA 

has ~rovided $1.6 million in grants to the 

Maintain close relations with DoD affected communities to help develop reuse 
plans and is working through the EAC to help 
these communities implement their reuse 

Be active in the planning process plans. 

Use federal and state programs 

Hire experts to fill any gaps in their Environmental 
professional staffs. Restoration at Closing 

~ a c h  community will have unique Bases 
opportunities and constraints. The successful 
implementation of any base-reuse strategy DoD is obligated under the Defense 

hinges upon harnessing the energy and Environmental Restoration Program and the 

creativity present in a community. Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act to restore 
c o n h t e d  sites on military bases. 

ECONOMIC 
ADJUSTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

Within the capabilities of technology and 
the availability of funds, DoD is committed to 
restoring closing bases to safe condition. The 
Department of Defense Base Closure 
Account 1990 can be used to fund th i s  

DoD created the Economic Adjustment environmental restoration. 
Program for this purpose in May 1961. Since 
1970, DoD has rendered adjustment assistance DoD also has several initiatives under way 
through the President's Economic Adjustment to expedite the environmental restoration 
Committee (EAC), which is composed of process and thereby speed local economic 
18 federal departments and agencies and recovery. 
chaired by the Secretary of Defense. 

EAC works with representatives of local, 
state and federal agencies to develop strategies 
and coordinate action plans that will generate 
new job opportunities and to alleviate the 
social and economic impacts resulting from 
DoD program changes. To assist communities, 
the Secretary of Defense can make grants to 
qualified local government entities for 
development of community-adjustment plans. 

The transition period (often three to 
five years) in securing new civilian uses can be 
difficult for many communities. But the 

DoD has convened a task force to report 
on ways to improve interagency coordi- 
nation of environmental-response 
actions; streamline and consolidate 
practices and policies; and improve 
environmental restoration a t  closing 
bases. 

DoD has established a model program 
that will test ways of expediting 
cleanup and accelerat ing t h e  
contracting process. The program will 
also probe alternatives that will help 
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avoid disputes, provide concurrent 
regulatory review, and offer options for 
local reuse while cleanup is in 
progress. 

DoD is reemphasizing ongoing efforts, 
including expanded use of interagency 
agreements that detail restorations at  
National Priority List s i tes  and 
memorandums of agreement between 
DoD and states for resolving technical 
disputes a t  National Priority List sites. 

Homeowners Assistance 
Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program, in 
operation since 1966, assists DoD military and 
civilian employees who are forced to move as a 
result of a base closure. 

The government helps eligible employees 
who cannot sell  t he i r  homes within a 
reasonable amount of time by either buying 
their homes for 75 percent of the preclosure- 
announcement value or reimbursing them for 
most of the lost equity should the homemers  
sell the house for less than the value before the 
closure was announced. The program also 
pmvides relief for displaced employees facing 
foreclosure. 

The program is initially funded with 
appropriated funds., however, proceeds from 

the sale or rental of government-purchased 
houses replenish the fund. 

Civilian Employee 
Assistance 

The DoD Priority Placement Program is 
another  program t h a t  was  o r ig ina l ly  
established to help DoD civilian employees 
adjust to the base closures of the 1960s. 

A state-of-the-art automated referral is 
currently in operation. In the years since its 
inception, the referral system has helped more 
than 98,000 employees f d  new assignments. 
This cost-effective system supports the Priority 
Placement Program. 

The Displaced Employee Program provides 
for priority placement referral of eeparated 
employees to other federal agencies. I n  
addition, DoD and the Office of Personnel 
Management have initiated a project to link 
data systems. Upon completion, the linked 
systems will support a significantly expanded 
Defense Referral System. 

The communities that will lose bases as a 
result of the 1991 closure and realignment 
process face a n  uncertain future. Local 
leaders, with the assistance of federal and state 
agencies, can steer a path from economic 
dislocation to economic growth. 
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President. 

Public 
information. 

TITLE XXIX-DEFENSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE Ah'D PURPOSE 

(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 closure and realignment of military 
installations inside the United States. 
SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION 

(a) EST-~BLISHMENT.-T~~~~ is established an independent commis- 
sion to be knomn as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission". 
(b) Dm=.-The Commission shall carry out the duties specified 

for it in this part. 
(c) APPOINTMENT.-(IXA) The Commission shall be composed of 

eight members appointed by the President, by and with the advise 
and consent of the Senate. 
(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the nominations for 

appointment to the Commission- 
(i) by no later than January 3,1991, in the case of members of 

the Commission whose terms will expire at the end of the first 
session of the 102nd Congress; 

(ii) by no later than January 25,1993, in the case of members 
of the Commission whose terms mill expire at the end of the 
first session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the case of members 
of the Commission whose terms will expire a t  the end of the 
fvst session of the 104th Congress. 

(2) In selecting individuals for n.ominations for appointments to 
the Commission, the President should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning 
the appointment of two members; 

(33) the majority leader of the Senate concerning the appoint- 
ment of two members; 
(C) the minority leader of the House of Representatives 

concerning the appointment of one member; and 
(Dl the minority leader of the Senate concerning the appoint- 

ment of one member. 
(3) At the time the President nominates individuals for appoint- 

ment to the Cornmission for each session of Congress referred to in 
paragraph (I)@), the President shall designate one such individual 
who shall serve as Chairman of the Commission. 

(dl TERMs.+~) Except as provided in paragraph (21, each member 
of the Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress 
sine die for the session during which the member was appointed to 
the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the Commission shall serve until the con- 
firmation of a successor. 

(el MEETINGS.-(I) The Commission shall meet only during cal- 
endar years 1991,1993, and 1995. 

(2XA) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in 
which classified information is to be discussed, shall be open to the 
public. 
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(B) All the proceedings, information, and deliberations of the 
Commission shall be open, upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of 
the Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability, and Support of 
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, or such other 
members of the Subcommittee designated by such Chairman or 
ranking minority party member. 

(ii) The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of 
the Subcommittee on Military Installations and Facilities of the 
Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives, 
or such other members of the Subcommittee designated by such 
Chairman or ranking minority party member. 

(iii) The Chairmen and ranking minority party members of 
the Subcommittees on Military Construction of the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of Represent- 
atives, or such other members of the Subcommittees designated 
by such Chairmen or ranking minority party members. 

(0 VACANCIES.-A vacancy in the Commission shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original appointment, but the individual a p  
pointed to fill the vacancy shall serve only for the unexpired portion 
of the term for which the individual's predecessor was appointed. 

(g) PAY AND TRAVEL EXPENSES.---(~XA) Each member, other than 
the Chairman, shall be paid a t  a rate equal to the daily equivalent of 
the minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, 
for each day (including travel time) during which the member is 
engaged in the actual performance of duties vested in the Commis- 
sion. 
(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day referred to in 

subparagraph (A) at  a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the 
minimum annual rate of basic pay payable for level III of the 
Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, including per diem h 
lieu of subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(h) DIREC~OR OF STAFF.-41) The Commission shall, without regard 
to section 5311(b) of title 5, United States Code, appoint a Director 
who has not served on active duty in the Armed 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 
level IV of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(i) STAFF.---(I) Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the Director, with 
the approval of the Commission, may appoint and fus the pay of 
additional personnel. 

(2) The Director may make such appointments without regard to 
the provisions of title 5, United States W e ,  governing appoint- 
ments in the competitive 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 excess of the annual rate of basic pay 
payable for GS-18 of the General Schedule. 

(3) Not more than one-third of the personnel employed by or 
detailed to the Commission may be on detail from the Department 
of Defense. 
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(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of any Federal depart- 
ment or agency may detail any of the personnel of that department 
or agency to the Comrnission to assist the Commission in carrying 
out its duties under this part. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall provide 
assistance, including the detailing of employees, to the Commission 
in accordance with an agreement entered into with the Commission. 

0) OTHER AUTHORITY.-(1) The Commission may procure by con- 
tract, to the extent funds are available, the temporary or intermit- 
tent services of experts or consultants pursuant to section 3109 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire personal prop 
erty to the extent funds are available. 

(k) Ft-!JDING.-(1) There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Commission such funds as are necessary to carry out its duties 
under this part. Such funds shall remain available until expended. 

(2) If no funds are appropriated to the Commission by the end of 
the second session of the lOlst Congress, the Secretary of Defense 
may transfer, for f ~ c a l  year 1991, to the Commission funds from the 
Department of Defense Base Closure Account established by section 
207 of Public Law 100-526. Such funds shall remain available until 
expended. 

(1) TERMINATIoN.-T~~ COmmission shall terminate on December 
31, 1995. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE 
note. CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS 

(a) FORCE-STRUCTURE PLAN.-(1) AS part of the budget justification 
documents submitted to Congress in support of the budget for the 
Department of Defense for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 
1996, the Secretary shall include a force-structure plan for the 
Armed Forces based on an assessment by the Secretary of the 
probable threats to the national security during the six-year period 
beginning with the f ~ c a l  year for which the budget request is made 
and of the anticipated levels of funding that will be available for 
national defense purposes during such period. 

(2) Such plan shall include, without any reference (directly or 
indirectly) to military installations inside the United States that 
may be closed or realigned under such plan- 

(A) a description of the assessment referred to in paragraph 
(1); 
(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force structure during 

and at the end of each such period for each military department 
(with specifications of the number and type of units in the 
active and reserve forces of each such department), and (ii) of 
the units that will need to be forward based (with a justification 
thereof) during and a t  the end of each such period; and 

(C) a description of the anticipated implementation of such 
force-structure plan. 

(3) The Secretary shall also transmit a copy of each such force- 
structure plan to the Commission. 

Federal 
Register, 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.--(1) The Secretary shall, by no later than 
publication. December 31, 1990, publish in the Federal Register and transmit to 

the congressional defense committees the criteria proposed to be 
used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for 
the closure or realignment of military installations inside the 
United States under this part. The Secretary shall provide an 
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opportunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period 
of at least 30 days and shall include notice of that opportunity in the 
publication required under the preceding sentence. 

(2)(A) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, 
publish in the Federal Register and transmit to the congressional 
defense committees the final criteria to be used in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of military installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), such criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, 
along with the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolu- 
tion of Congress enacted on or before March 15,1991. 
(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments 

may not become effective 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 committees in final 
form by no later than February 16 of the year concerned. Such 
amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with 
the force-structure plan referred to in subsection (a), in making such 
recommendations unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Con- 
gress enacted on or before March 15 of the year concerned. 

(c) DOD RECOMMENDATIONS.-(1) The Secretary may, by no later 
than April 15, 1991, April 15, 1993, and April 15, 1995, publish in the 
Federal Register and transmit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees and to the Commission a list of the military installations inside 
the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or 
realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan and the final 
criteria referred to in subsection (w2) that are applicable tc the 
year concerned. 

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the list of recommendations 
published and transmitted pursuant to paragraph (11, a summary of 
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation 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 installation 
has been previously considered or proposed for closure or realign- 
ment by the Department. 

(4) The Secretary shall make available to the Commission and the 
Comptroller General of the United States all information used by 
the Department in making its recommendations to the Commission 
for closures and realignments. 

(d) REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE  COMMISSION.^^) 
receiving the recommendations from the Secretary pursuant to 
subsection (c) for any year, the Commission shall conduct public 
hearings on the recommendations. 

(2)(A) The Commission shall, by no later than July 1 of each year 
in which the Secretary transmits recommendations to it pursuant to 
subsection (c), transmit to the President a report containing the 
Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review and analy- 
sis of the recommendations made by the Secretary, together with 
the Commission's recommendations for closures and realignments of 
military installations inside the United States. 
(B) In making its recommendations, the Commission may make 

changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secretary deviated substantially 

Federal 
Register. 
publication. 

Federal 
Register, 
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Public 
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from the force-structure plan and fir,al criteria referred to in subsec- 
tion (c)(l) in making recommendations. 

(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in its report submit- 
ted to the President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation 
made by the Commission that is different from the recommenda- 
tions made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). The Commis- 
sion shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressional 
defense ccimmittees on the same date on which it transmits its 
recommendations to the President under paragraph (2). 

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Commission transmits 
recommendations to the President under this subsection, the 
Commission shall promptly provide, upon request, to any Member of 
Congress information used by the Commission in making its rec- 
ommendations. 

(5) The Comptroller General of the United States shall- 
(A) ass& the Commission, to the extent reauested, in the 

comAissidn7s review and analysis of the reiommendations 
made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c); and 
(B) by no later than May 15 of each year in which the 

Secretary m&es such recommendations, transmit to the Con- 
gress and to the Commission a report containing a detailed 
analysis of the Secretary's recommendations and selection 
process. 

(el REVIEW BY THE PRESIDENT.-(1) The President shall, by no later 
than July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes rec- 
ommendations under subsection (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 President approves all the recommendations of the 
Commission, the President shall transmit a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a certificatioil of such 
approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recoinmendations of the 
Commission, in whole or in part, the President shall transmit to the 
Commission and the Congress the reasons for that disapproval. The 
Commission shall then transmit to the President, by no later than 
August 15 of the year concerned, a revised list of recommendations 
for the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recommendations of 
the Commission transmitted to the President under paragraph (31, 
the President shall transmit a copy of such revised recommenda- 
tions to the Congress, together with a certxication of such approval. 

(5)  If the President does not transmit to the Congress an approval 
and certification described in paragraph (2) or (4) by September 1 of 
any year in which the Commission has transmitted recommenda- 
tions to the President under this part, the process by which military 
installations may be selected for closure or realignment under this 
part with respect to that year shall be terminated. 

SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 3F MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection (b), the Secretary shall- 
(1) close all military installations recommended for closure by 

the Commission in each report transmitted to the Congress by 
the President pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all military installations recommended for realign- 
ment by such Commission in each such report; 
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(3) initiate all such closures and realignments no later than 
two years after the date on which the President transmits a 
report to the Congress pursuant to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete all such closures and realignments no later than 
the end of the six-year period beginning on the date on which 
the President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) 
containing the recommendations for such closures or 
realignments. 

b) CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL.T'~) The Secretary may not . - , - - -~ - 

carry out any closure or realignment recommended by the Commis- 
sion in a report transmitted from the President pursuant to section 
2903(e) if a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of 
the Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 4May period beginning on the date on 
which the President transmits such report; or 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine die for the session 
during which such report is transmitted. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this subsection and subsections 
(a) and (c) of section 2908, the days 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 computation of a 
period. 

SEC. 2905. IMPLEMENTATION 10 USC 2687 
note. 

(a) IN G-41) I11 closing or realigning any military installa- 
tion under this part, the Secretary may- 

(A) take such actions as may be necessary to close or realign 
any military installation, including the acquisition of such land, 
the construction of such replacement facilities, the performance 
of such activities, and the conduct of such advance planning and 
design as may be required to transfer functions from a military 
installation being closed or realigned to another military 
installation, and may use for such purpose funds in the Account 
or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for use in 
planning and design, minor construction, or operation and 
maintenance; 

03) provide- Community 
(i) economic adjustment asshtance to any community prw-. 

located near a military installation being closed or re- 
aligned, and 

(ii) community planning assistance to any community 
located near a military installation to which functions will 
be transferred as a result of the closure or realignment of a 
military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial re- 
sources available to the community (by grant or otherwise) for 
such purposes are inadequate, and may use for such purposes 
funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for economic adjustment assistance or community 
planning assistance; 

(C) carry out activities for the purposes of environmental Environmental 
restoration and mitigation at any such installation, and may protectiJn. 
use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appro. 
priated to the Department of Defense for environmental res- 
toration and mitigation; 
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(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees 
employed by the Department of Defense at military installa- 
tions being closed or realigned, and may use for such purpose 
funds in the Account or funds appropriated to the Department 
of Defense for outplacement assistance to employees; and 
(E) 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 funds in the Ac- 
count or funds appropriated to the Department of Defense and 
available for such purpose. 

Environmental (2) In carrying out any closure or realignment under this part, the 
protection. Secretary shall ensure that environmental restoration of any prop 

erty made excess to the needs of the Department of Defense as a 
result of such closure or realignment be carried out as soon as 
possible with funds available for such purpose. 
(b) MANAGEMENT AND DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.-(I) The Adminis- 

trator of General Services shall delegate to the Secretary of Defense, 
with respect to excess and surplus real property and facilities 
located at a military installation closed or realigned under this 
part- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess prop 
erty under section 202 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 483); 
(B) the authority of the Administrator to dispose of surplus 

property under section 203 of that Act (40 U.S.C. 484); 
(C) the authority of the Administrator to grant approvals and 

make determinations under section 13@) of the Surplus Prop 
erty Act of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)); and 
(Dl the authority of the Administrator to determine the avail- 

ability of excess or surplus real property for wildlife conserva- 
tion purposes in accordance with the Act of May 19, 1948 (16 
U.S.C. 667b). 

(2XA) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary of Defense shall 
exercise the authority delegated to the Secretary pursuant to para- 
graph (1) in accordance with- 

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act governing the utilization of excess property and the disposal 
of surplus property under the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Services Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act governing the conveyance and disposal of property 
under section 13@) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 
U.S.C. App. 1622(g)). 

CB) The Secretary, after consulting with the Administrator of 
General Services, may issue regulations that are necessary to cany 
out the delegation of authority required by paragraph (1). 

(C) The authority required to be delegated by paragraph (1) to the 
Secretary by the Administrator of General Services shall not in- 
clude the authority to prescribe general policies and methods for 
utilizing excess property and disposing of surplus property. 
(Dl Tfie Secretary of Defense may transfer real property or facili- 

ties located a t  a military installation to be closed or realigned under 
this part, with or without reimbursement, to a military department 
or other entity (including a nonappropriated fund instrumentality) 
within the Department of Defense or the Coast.Guard. 
(El Before any action may be taken with respect to the disposal of 

any surplus real property or facility located at any military installa- 
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tion to be closed or realigned under this part, the Secretary of 
Defense shall consult with the Governor of the State and the heads 
of the local governments concerned for the purpose of considering 
any plan fo r  the use of such property by the local community 
concerned. 

(c) A P P L J C A B ~  OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY Am OF 
1969.-41) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) shall not apply to the actions of the 
President, the Commission, and, except as provided in paragraph (21, 
the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2KA) The provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 shall apply to actions of the Department of Defense under this 
part (i) during the process of property disposal, and (ii) during the 
process of relocating functions from a military installation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiv- 
ing installation has been selected but before the functions are 
relocated. 
(B) In applying the provisions of the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 to the processes referred to in subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the military depart- 
ments concerned shall not have to consider- 

(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation 
which has been recommended for closure or realignment by the 
Commission; 

(ii) the need for transferring functions to any military 
installation which has been selected as the receiving installa- 
tion; or 

(iii) military installations alternative to those recommended 
or selected. 

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect to any require- 
ment of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to the extent 
such Act is applicable under paragraph (21, of any act or failure to 
act by the Department of Defense during the closing, realigning, or 
relocating of functions referred to in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(2XA1, may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such 
act or failure to act. 

(dl Wmmt.-The Secretary of Defense may close or realign mili- 
tary installations under this part without regard to- 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing 
or realigning military imtalhtions included in any appropria- 
tions or authorization Act; and 
(2) sections 2662 and 2683 of title 10, United States Code. 

SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 10 USC 2687 
note. 

(a) IN GENERAL---(I) There is hereby established on the books of 
the Treasury an account to be known as the "Department of Defense 
Base Closure Account 1990" which 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 approval in 

an appropriation Act, transfer to the Account from funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, except 
that such funds may be transferred only after the date on which 
the Secretary transmits written notice of, and justification for, 
such transfer to the congressional defense committees; and 
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(C) proceeds received from the transfer or disposal of any 
property a t  a military installation closed or realigned under this 
part. 

(b) USE OF F'UNDS.--(~) 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 Account to carry 
out a construction project under section 2905(a) and the cost of the 
project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law for a 
minor military construction project, the Secretary shall notify in 
writing the congressional defense committees of the nature of, and 
justification for, the project and the amount of expenditures for such 
project. Any such construction project may be carried out without 
regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) REPORTS.-(1) NO later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, 
the Secretary shall transmit a report to the congressional defense 
committees of the amount and nature of the deposits into, and the 
expenditures from, the Account during such fiscal year and of the 
amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to section 
2905(a) during such fscal year. 

(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the Account after the 
termination of the Commission shall be held in the Account until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense committees re- 
ceive the report transmitted under paragraph (3). 

(3) No later than 60 days after the termination of the Commission, 
the Secretary shall transmit to the congressional defense commit- 
tees a report containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended from the AC- 
count or otherwise expended under this part; and 
(B) any amount remaining in the Account. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2907. REPORTS 
note. 

As part of the budget request for fiscal year 1993 and for each 
fiscal year thereafter for the Department of Defense, the Secre- 
tary shall transmit to the congressional defense committees of 
Congress- 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be 
camed out under this part in the f h  year for which the 
request is made and an estimate of the total expenditures 
required and cost savings to be achieved by each such closure 
and realignment and of the time period in which these savings 
are to be achieved in each case, together with the Secretary's 
assessment of the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those 
under construction and those planned for construction, to which 
functions are to be transferred as a result of such closures and 
realignments, together with the Secretary's assessment of the 
environmental effects of such transfers. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMMISSION REPORT 
note. 

(a) TERMS OF THE RESOLUTION.-For purposes of section 2904(b), 
the term "joint resolution" means only a joint resolution which is 
introduced within the l M a y  period beginning on the date on which 
the President transmits the report to the Congress under section 
2903(e), and- 

(1) which does not have a preamble; 
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(2) the matter after the resolving clause of which is as follows: 
"That Congress disapproves the recommendations of the De- 
fense Base Closure and Realignment Commission as submitted 
by the President on - ", the blank space being filled in with 
the appropriate date; and 

(3) the title of which is as follows: "Joint resolution disapprov- 
ing the recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission.". 

(b) REFERRAL.-A resolution described in subsection (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 described in subsection (a) introduced in the Senate shall 
be referred to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate. 

(c) DISCHARGE.-If the committee to which a resolution described 
in subsection (a) is referred has not reported such resolution (or an 
identical resolution) by the end of the 20day period beginning on 
the date on which the President transmits the report to the Con- 
gress under section 2903(e), such committee shall be, a t  the end of 
such period, discharged from further consideration of such resolu- 
tion, and such resolution shall be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House involved. 

(dl CONSIDERATION.-(1) On or after the third day after the date on 
which the committee to which such a resolution is referred has 
reported, or has been discharged (under subsection (c)) from further 
consideration of, such a resolution, it is in order (even though a 
previous motion to the same effect has been disagreed to) for any 
Member of the respective House to move to proceed to the consider- 
ation of the resolution (but only on the day after the calendar day on 
which such Member announces to the House concerned the Mem- 
ber's intention to do so). All points of order against the resolution 
(and against consideration of the resolution) are waived. The motion 
is highly privileged in the House of Re resentatives and is privi- 
leged in the Senate and is not debatable. f h  e motion is not subject to 
amendment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a motion to proceed to 
the consideration of other business. A motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consideration of the resolution is 
agreed to, the respective House shall immediately proceed to consid- 
eration of the joint resolution without intervening motion, order, or 
other business, and the resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the respective House until disposed of. 

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debatable motions and 
appeals in connection therewith, shall be limited to not more than 2 
hours, which shall be divided equally between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the resolution is 
not in order. A motion M h e r  to limit debate is in order and not 
debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business, or a motion to recommit the resolu- 
tion is not in order. A motion to reconsider the vote by which the 
resolution is agreed to or disag~eed to is not in order. 

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the debate on a resolu- 
tion described in subsection (a) and a single quorum call at  the 
conclusion of the debate if requested in accordance with the rules of 
the appropriate House, the vote on final passage of the resolution 
shall occur. 

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating to the applica- 
tion of the rules of the Senate or the House of Representatives, as 
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the case may be, to the procedure relating to a resolution described 
in subsection (a) shall be decided without debate. 

(e) CONSIDERAT'ION BY OTHER HOUSE.-(1) If, before the passage by 
one House of a resolution of that House described in subsection (a), 
that House receives from the other House a resolution described in 
subsection (a), then the following procedures shall apply: 

(A) The resolution of the other House shall not be referred to 
a committee and may not be considered in the House receiving 
it except in the case of final passage as provided in subpara- 
graph (B)(ii). 

(B) With res~ect  to a resolution described in subsection (a) of 
t h e ~ o u s e  rec2ving the resolution- 

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the same as if no 
resolution had been received from the other House; but 

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on the resolution of 
the other House. 

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received from the other 
House, it shall no longer be in order to consider the resolution that 
originated in the receiving House. 

(f' RULES OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE.-This section is enacted by 
Congress- 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the Senate and 
House of Representatives, respectively, and as such it is deemed 
a r art of the rules of each House. respectively, but applicable 
o d y  with respect to the procedur&to & followed in that House 
in the case of a resolution described in subsection (a), and it 
supersedes other rules only to the extent that it is inconsistent 
with such rules; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of either 
House to change the rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same manner, and to the same 
extent as in the case of any other rule of that House. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2909. RESTRICX'ION ON OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY 
note. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-EXC~~~ as provided in subsection (c), during the 
period beginning on the date of the enactment of this Act and 
ending on December 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive 
authority for selecting for closure or realignment, or for carrying 
out any closure or realignment of, a military installation inside the 
United States. 
(b) RES~ICMON.-Except as provided in subsection (c), none of the 

funds available to the Department of Defense may be used, other 
than under this part, during the period specified in subsection (a)- 

(1) to identify, through any transmittal to the Congress or 
through any other public announcement or notification, any 
military installation inside the United States as an installation 
to be closed or realigned or as an installation under consider- 
ation for closure or realignment; or 

(2) to carry out any closure or realignment of a military 
installation inside the United States. 

(c) E X C E P T I O N . - N O ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  in this part affects the authority of the 
Secretary to cany out- 

(1) closures and realignments under title I .  of Public Law 100- - 
526; and 

(2) closures and realignments to which section 2687 of title 10, 
United States Code, is not applicable, including closures and 
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realignments camed out for reasons of national security or a 
military emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 

SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS 10 USC 2687 
ngte. 

As used in this part: 
(1) The term "Account" means the Department of Defense 

Base Closure Account 1990 established by section 2906(a)(1). 
(2) The term "congressional defense committees" means the 

Committees on Armed Services and the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and of the House of Representatives. 

(3) The term "Commission" means the Commission estab- 
lished by section 2902. 

(4) The term "military installation" means a base, camp, post, 
station, yard, center, homeport facility for any ship, or other 
activity under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, 
including any leased facility. 

(5) The term "realignment" includes any action which both 
reduces and relocates functions and civilian personnel positions 
but does not include a reduction in force resulting from work- 
load adjustments, reduced personnel or funding levels, or skill 
imbalaices. 

(6) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Defense. 
C7) The term "United States" means 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. 

SEC. 2911. CLARIFYING AMENDMENT 
Section 2687(eX1) of title 10, United States Code, is amended- 

. . (1) by- inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after 
"center,"; and 

(2) by striking out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of a 
military department" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, including any leased 
facility,". 

Part B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base 
Closures ,and Realignments 

SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 10 USC 2687 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-I~ is the sense of the Congress that- note. 

(1) the termination of military operations by the United 
States at military installations outside the United States should 
be accomplished at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at 
the earliest opportunity; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense 
should take steps to ensure that the United States receives, 
through direct payment or otherwise, consideration equal to the 
fair market value of the improvements made by the United 
States at facilities that will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military 
component commands or the sub-unified commands to the 
combatant commands, should be the lead official in negotiations 
relating to determining and receiving such consideration; m d  

(4) the determination of the fair market value of such 
improvements released to host countries in whole or in part by 
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the United States should be handled on a facility-by-facility 
basis. 

(b) RESIDUAL VALUE.--(1) For each installation outside the United 
States a t  which military operations were being carried out by the 
United States on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense shall 
transmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate of the fair 
market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements made by 
the United States a t  facilities a t  each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of this section: 
(A) The term "fair market value of the improvements" means 

the value of improvements determined by the Secretary on the 
basis of their highest use. 

03) The term "improvements" includes new construction of 
facilities and all additions, improvements, m ~ ~ c a t i o n s ,  or ren- 
ovations made to existing facilities or to real property, without 
regard to whether they were camed out with appropriated or 
nonappropriated funds. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL ACCOUNT.-(I) There is established 
on the books of the Treasury a special account to be known as the 
"Department of Defense Overseas Military Facility Investment 
Recovery Account". Any amounts paid to the United States, pursu- 
ant to any treaty, status of forces agreement, or other international 
agreement to which the United States is a party, for the residual 
value of real property or improvements to real property used by 
civilian or military personnel of the Department of Defense shall be 
deposited into such account. 

(2) Money deposited in the Department of Defense Overseas Mili- 
tary Facility 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 
facility maintenance and repair and environmental restoration a t  
military installations in the United States. Funds in the Account 
shall remain available until expended. 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BIANNUAL REPORT OF 
THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE UTILIZATION OF MILI- 
TARY FACILITIES 

(a) USES OF FACILITIES.--S~C~~O~ 2819(b) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Stat. 
2119; 10 U.S.C. 2391 note) is amended- 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking out "minimum security facili- 
ties for nonviolent prisoners" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"Fecieral confinement or correctional facilities including shock 
incarceration facilities"; 

(2) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (3); 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph (5); and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the following new para- 

graph (4): 
"(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facilities, that could be 

effectively utilized or renovated to meet the needs of States and 
local jurisdictions for confinement or correctional facilities; 
and". 

10 USC 2391 (b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-T~~ amendments made by subsection (a) 
note. shall take effect with respect to the first report required to be 

submitted under section 2819 the National Defense Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Year 1989, after September 30,1990. 
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SEC. 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE 
UXITED STATES 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-T~~~~ is hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated to the Department of Defense Base 
Closure Account for f ~ c a l  year 1991, in addition to any other funds 
authorized to be appropriated to that account for that f~cal year, 
the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account 
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be avaiJable only for 
activities for the purpose of environmental restoration a t  military 
installations closed or realigned under title 11 of Public Law 100-526, 
as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

(b) EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF FUNDING.-(1) Section 207 of Public Law 
100-526 is amended by adding a t  the end the following: 10 USC 2687 
"(b) BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT TO BE EXCLUSIVE SOURCE OF F'UNIIS note. 

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROJECTS.-NO funds appro- 
priated to the Department of Defense may be used for purposes 
described in section 204(aX3) except funds that have been authorized 
for and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preced- 
ing sentence expires upon the termination of the authority of the 
Secretary to cany out a closure or realignment under this title.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with 
respect to the availability of funds appropriated before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) TASK FORCE  REPORT.--(^) Not later than 12 months &r the 10 USc 2687 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to Congress a report containing the findings and rec- 
ommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) 
concerning- 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing 
laws, regulations, and administrative policies, of environmental 
response actions a t  military installations (or portions of installa- 
tions) that are being closed, or are scheduled to be closed, 
pursuant to title 11 of the Defense Authorization Amendments 
and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-5261; 
and 

(B) ways to cmsolidate and streamline, within existing laws 
and regulations, the practices, policies, and administrative 
procedures of relevant Federal and State agencies with respect 
to such environmental response actions so as to enable those 
actions to be carried out more expeditiously. 

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task 
force to make the findings and recommendations, and to prepare the 
report, required by paragraph (1). The task force shall consist of the 
following (or their designees): 

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the 
task force. 
(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administra- 

tion. 
(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection 

Agency. 
(El The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection 

agency, appointed by the head of the National Governors 
Association. 
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(G) A representative of a State attorney general's office, 
appointed by the head of the National Association of Attorney 
Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental 

organization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep 
resentatives. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDERATION IN CLOSURE AND 
note. REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 

In any process of selecting any military installation inside the 
United States for closure or realignment, the Secretary of Defense 
shall take such steps as are necessary to assure that special consid- 
eration and emphasis is given to any official statement from a unit 
of general local government adjacent to or within a military 
installation requesting the closure or realignment of such installa- 
tion. 

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
(a) NORTON Am FORCE BASE.-(1) Consistent with the rec- 

ommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, 
the Secretary of the Air Force may not relocate, until after 
September 30,1995, any of the functions that were being camed out 
at the ballistics missile office at Norton Air Force Base, California, 
on the date on which the Secretary of Defense transmitted a report 
to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives as described in section 202(aX1) of Public Law 100- 
526. 

(2) This subsection shall take effect as of the date on which the 
report referred to in subsection (a) was transmitted to such Commit- 
tees. 

(b) GENERAL D ~ ~ ~ c m . - - C O n s i s t e n t  with the requirements of sec- 
tion 201 of Public Law 100-526, the Secretary of Defense shall direct 
each of the Secretaries of the military departments to take all 
actions necessary to carry out the recommendations of the Commis- 
sion on Base Realignment and Closure and to take no action that is 
inconsistent with such recommendations. 

10 USC 2687 SEC. 2926. CONTRACIS FOR CERTAlh' ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
note. ACTIVITIES 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF MODEL PROGRAM.-Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 
shall establish a model program to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the base closure environmental restoration program. 

(b) AD-TOR OF P ~ r n m . - T h e  Secretary shall designate 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Environment as the 
Administrator of the model program referred to in subsection (a). 

Reports. The Deputy Assistant Secretary shall report to the Secretary of 
Defense through the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. 

(c) A P P L I C A B ~ . - T ~ ~ ~  section shall apply to environmental res- 
toration activities at installations selected by the Secretary pursu- 
ant to the provisions of subsection (dX1). 

(dl PROCRAM REQUIREMENTS.-In carrying out the model program, 
the Secretary of Defense shall: 

(1) Designate for the model program two installations under 
his jurisdiction that have been designated for closure pursuant 
to the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure 
and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526) and for which 
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preliminary assessments, site inspections, and Environmental 
Impact Statements required by law or regulation have been 
completed. The Secretary shall designate only those installa- 
tions which have satisfied the requirements of section 204 of the 
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Re- 
alignment Act (Public Law 100-526). 

(2) Compile a prequalification list of prospective contractors 
for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the proce- 
dures set forth in title IX of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq., as 
amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory 
and regulatory requirements. In addition, the contractor se 
lected for one of the two installations under this program shall 
indemnify the Federal Government against all liabilities, 
claims, penalties, costs, and damages caused by (A) the contrac- 
tor's breach of any term or provision of the contract; and (B) any 
negligent or willful act or omission of the contractor, its employ- 
ees, or its subcontractors in the performance of the contract. 

(3) Within 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
solicit proposals from qualified contractors for response action 
(as defined under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601)) a t  the installations designated under paragraph 
(1). Such solicitations and proposals shall include the following: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals 
shall include provisions for receiving the necessary 
authorizations or approvals of the response action by appro- 
priate Federal, State, or local agencies. 

(B) To the maximum extent possible, provisions offered 
by single prime contractors to perform all phases of the 
response action, using performance specifications supplied 
by the Secretary of Defense and including any safeguards 
the Secretary deems essential to avoid conflict of interest. 

(4) Evaluate bids on the basis of price and other evaluation 
criteria. 

(5) Subject to the availability of authorized and appropriated 
funds to the Department of Defense, make contract awards for 
response action within 120 days after the solicitation of propos- 
als pursuant to paragraph (3) for the response action, or within 
120 days after receipt of the necessary authorizations or approv- 
als of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local 
agencies, whichever is later. 

(el APPLICATION OF SECTION 120 OF CERCLA.-Activities of the 
model program shall be carried out subject to, and in a manner 
consistent with, section 120 (relating to Federal facilities) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil- 
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620). 

(f) EXPEDITED AGREEMENTS.-T~~ Secretary shall, with the concur- 
rence of the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, 
assure compliance with all applicable Federal statutes and regula- 
tions and, in addition, take all reasonable and appropriate measures 
to expedite all necessary administrative decisions, agreements, and 
concurrences. 
(g) REPORT.-T~~ Secretary of Defense shall include a description 

of the progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implement- 
ing and accomplishing the goals of this section within the annual 
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report to Congress required by section 2706 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF EXISTING LAW.-Nothing in this section af- 
fects or modifies, in any way, the obligations or liability of any 
person under other Federal or State law, including common law, 
with respect to the disposal or release of hazardous substances or 
pollutants or contaminants as defined under section 101 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil- 
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 
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Appendix B 

Force 
Structure 
Summary * 

BACKGROUND 
Public Law 101-510 required the Secretary 

of Defense to submit to the Congress and to the 
Commission a force structure plan for fiscal 
years (FY) 1992 through 1997. The Secretary 
submit ted t h e  p l an  t o  Congress  on 
March 19,1991, and to the Commission on 
March 23,1991. 

The force-structure plan incorporates an 
assessment by the Secretary of the probable 
threats to the national security during the 
FY92-97 period and takes account of the 
anticipated levels of funding for this period. 
The plan comprises three sections: 

The military threat assessment, 

The need for overseas basing, and 

The force structure, including the 
implementation plan. 

The force-structure plan i s  classified 
SECRET. What follows is an unclassified 
summary of the plan. 

MILITARY THREAT 
ASSESSMENT 

For 40 years, the Soviet Union and its 
surrogates posed the principal threat to U.S. 
interests and objectives. However, America's 
security agenda is being rewritten because of 
the collapse of East European communism, the 
demise of the Warsaw Pact, ongoing changes 
within the Soviet Union, the reshaping of the 
U.S.-Soviet relationship, and a reduction in  
Soviet conventional military power. This 
redefinition of our threat perception has been 
accelerated by t h e  emergence a n d  
intensification of both new and historical 
regional quarrels; one of which has already 

*This appendix is taken verbatim from 
Department of Defense Base Closure and  
Realignment Report, April 1991. 
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brought the United States into armed conflict 
in the Persian Gulf. Threats to U.S. interests 
range from the enmity of nations like North 
Korea and Cuba, to pressures from friend and 
foe alike to reduce US. presence around the 
world. In addition, our efforts to promote 
regional stability and to enhance the spread of 
democracy will continue to be challenged by 
insurgencies and terrorism. 

THREATS 
Even with the promise of a greatly reduced 

Soviet force posture in Eastern Europe, certain 
crucial constants endure in our long-term 
assessment of Soviet military capability and 
global threats. 

The Nuclear Threat. The most 
enduring concern for U.S. leadership is 
that the Soviet Union remains the one 
country in the world capable of 
destroykg the United States with a 
single, devastating attack. However, 
the rationale for such an attack is 
difficult to construe. Nevertheless, 
until and unless the Soviet strategic 
nuclear arsenal is vastly modified, the 
cornerstone of US. military strategy 
must continue to be a modern, credible, 
flexible, and survivable nuclear 
deterrent force. 

The Conventional Threat. Even 
though Soviet military power is 
reducing and changing in form and 
purpose, the Soviet state still wi l l  have 
millions of well armed men in uniiorm 
and will remain the strongest military 
force on the Eurasian landmass. As 
leader of the F'ree World, the United 
States must maintain, in conjunction 
with our allies, the conventional 

from Western Europe to the defense of both 
Europe and the Persian Gulf. With respect to 
Europe, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, Soviet 
retrenchment within its borders, German 
unification, and the prospect of economic 
integration embody the success of collective 
defense, as well as the imperatives for new 
approaches to collective security. Although 
the prospect of a concerted military threat to 
Western Europe from the east has faded 
dramatically, continuing political and 
economic instability in Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union presents new concerns. 
Consequently, we and our North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO) partners are 
conducting a thorough review of alliance 
strategy. The broad outlines of a new force 
posture are already emerging and include 
highly mobile units, some of which will be 
restructured into multinational formations. 
The number of active units will be scaled back, 
and increasing reliance will be placed on 
mobilization and reconstitution. 

Looking across the Mediterranean to the 
Middle East and Persian Gulf, regional threats 
to U.S. vital interests and enduring obligations 
will place continuing demands on our Armed 
Forces. Escort operations in the Persian Gulf, 
conducted for over two years, established the 
precedent of U.S. military intervention to 
protect the h e  flow of oil. Then, just as the 
Soviets and the Iran-Iraq war receded as 
threats to regional stability, Iraq emerged 
from eight years of war with a fanatic zeal, a 
large arsenal, a shattered economy, over- 
whelming foreign debts, and a trumped-up 
quarrel with Kuwait. Even though Iraq has 
been ejected from Kuwait by the United 
Nations-sponsored and US.-led international 
coalition, the region still faces an uncertain 
future. We will maintain our commitment and 
expect to significantly reduce, but not entirely 
eliminate, our forces in this region. 

capability to co&terbalance the might 
of the  Soviet Union's huge Immediate security concerns for many 

conventional forces. nations in Southwest Asia will be 
lessened because of the resounding 
defeat of the Iraqi military during 
Operation Desert Storm. Over the 

Across the Atlantic longer term, however, a number of 
problems including the prospect of 

Looking eastward from our Atlantic shore, Iraqi rearmament, the Arab-Israeli 
the focus of U.S. security concern has shift4 
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peace process, and subsequent  
reconfiguration of regional security 
arrangement, and relationships will 
complicate defense planning and shape 
strategic choices for all parties in the 
region. 

While Iraq will require perhaps a 
decade to  rebui ld i t s  mi l i t a ry  
capabilities to prehostilities levels, 
Baghdad wil l  l ikely r ema in  a 
disruptive political force in the region. 
The calculus of regional security will 
shift as Western coalition forces draw 
down and  political l eaders  a r e  
challenged to construct a more stable 
and predictable regional environment. 
The prospect of regional instability will 
likely remain the chief cause of concern 
among most political and military 
decision makers for at  least the next 
fmo or three years. 

Across the Pacific 
The divided Korean peninsula stands in  

stark contrast to the dissipating Cold War in  
Europe. However, the U.S. security burden is 
being eased by the continuing surge of 
democracy, economic growth, and military 
capacity in South Korea. Our reassessment of 
regional security concerns concluded that the 
United States could undertake a prudent 
phased series of steps to reduce i ts  force 
presence in  Korea modestly - as well as Japan 
and elsewhere in  the Pacific - and could 
in i t ia te  a gradual t ransi t ion toward a 
partnership in which Republic of Korea armed 
forces assume the leading role. Should 
deterrence fail, however, in-place a n d  
reinforcing U.S. forces would still be required. 
For the region as a whole, a modest level of 
U.S. mi l i ta ry  presence - pr inc ipa l ly  
maritime - will be essential to preserve 
stability, encourage democracy, and deter 
aggression. 

The Rest of the World 
This broad characterization is not intended 

to either diminish or denigrate the importance 

of U.S. interests, friends, and allies in regions 
beyond Europe, the Middle East, and the 
Pacific. Rather, the nature and urgency of 
threats beyond those especially compelling 
locales are such that the threats can be dealt 
with by a judicious mix of active forces 
adequate to protect t h e  most vi ta l  U.S. 
interests and by units with specialized 
capabilities and mobility for crises a t  the lower 
end of the conflict spectrum. The more 
important point is that many regional disputes 
are becoming increasingly lethal with the 
proliferation of advancing technological 
weapons. 

THE NEED 
FOR OVERSEAS 
BASING 

In August 1990, the President, while 
speaking of our changing defense strategy, 
said: "Our new strategy must provide the 
framework to guide our deliberate reductions 
to no more forces than we need to guard our 
enduring interests--the forces to exercise 
forward presence in key areas, to respond 
effectively to crises, to retain the national 
capacity to rebuild our forces should this be 
needed . . . and to . . . maintain an  effective 
deterrent." This  s t ra tegy  necessi ta tes  
maintaining a balance between Continental 
United States (CONUS) basing cind overseas 
basing. To provide the foundation for any 
national military strategy, the military must 
maintain facilities in CONUS for active and 
reserve forces for such purposes as strategic 
offense, tactical warning and assessment of an  
attack on the United States, training, research 
and development, mobilization, maintenance 
and  supply, homeporting, counterdrug  
operations, contingency planning, and day-tp 
day management of the various components of 
the military. 

Balancing the need for CONUS facilities is 
the  continuing need for robust, though 
reduced, forward presence. Overseas basing 
remains important to  t he  execution of 
peacetime forward presence and to regional 
contingency operations during crises. Foreign 
bases enhance deterrence, contribute to 
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regional stability, and facilitate rapid response 
by U.S. forces in meeting threats. 

In both Europe and Asia, a continuing 
forward-deployed presence will be maintained 
in sacient strength to deter aggression and 
fulfill mutual security treaty obligations. 
However, the rapidly changing security 
environment has dictated changes to the 
overseas deployments of American forces. 

Europe 
These changes will be most noticeable in 

Europe where a dramatic reduction in U.S. 
forward-based forces will occur. The United 
Sta tes  will continue t o  maintain a n  
appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear 
forces, modernized where necessary, to serve as 
the keystone to deterrence. The continuing 
U.S. presence there signifies our commitment 
to deter aggression and is vital to regional 
stability in an uncertain era of shifting 
military balances and political relationships. 
Similarly, our ability to reinforce Ewope in a 
crisis and maintain the necessary and scaled- 
back but ready reception and basing facilities 
there becomes increasingly important as our 
f o d  presence is reduced. 

Middle East 
and Persian Gulf 

In the Middle East and Persian Gulf, the 
United States and its allies will be best served 
by a continued, modest military presence 
within the region. We have an  enduring 
commitment to this region requiring us to 
restore and preserve regional stability. It has 
become increasingly dear that the traditional 
terms of American presence in the Gulf region 
have been forever transformed, and future 
events in this region will shape the nature of 
U.S. presence. 

Asia 

threat to stability than has superpower 
competition, some reductions will occur. A 
10 to 12 percent reduction by the end of 1992 in 
the 135,000 personnel currently forward- 
deployed in Asia is already underway. The 
U.S. presence at  bases in Japan, Korea, and 
the Philippines has historically been accepted 
and generally welcomed as  a significant 
contribution to regional stability. Even if the 
U.S. basing structure in the region experiences 
changes in the years to come, continuing U.S. 
presence and access to the region will remain 
important to preserve strategic interests and 
regional stability. 

THE FORCE 
STRUCTURE 

Reflecting the reduced chance of global 
conflicts, the President's FY 1992-1993 budget 
[and its accompanying Future Years Defense 
Program (FYDP)] includes reductions in the 
U.S. force structure that continues a prudently 
phased plan for reaching the force targets 
established for the new strategy and threat 
projections. By the end of 1995, U.S. forces will 
approximate those targets and be well below 
FY 1990 levels. The FY 1995 farce will also be 
substantially restructured so as to support the 
new strategy most effectively and efficiently. 

Strategic forces are programmed to be 
scaled back in accordance with expectations 
regardmg arms reductions agreements and to 
enable the Department of Defense to maintain 
credible strategic deterrence at the least cod. 
Retirement of the MINUTEMEN II fore will 
begin in 1992. Retirements of submarines 
with the  POSEIDON missile will be  
accelerated. During the 19906, the current mix 
of 34 POSEIDON and TRIDENT submarines 
will be reduced to a force of 18 TRIDENT 
submarines. Air Force strategic bombers will 
decrease from 268 in 1990 to 181 in 1995. 

Conventional forces will be restructured to 
include significant air l i f t  and sealif t  
capabilities, substantial and highly effective 
maritime and amphibious forces, a 

In  Asia, where potential regional sophisticated array of combat aircraft, special 

aggressors have long presented a more likely 
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operations forces, Marine Corps divisions, and divisions; the Navy will have 94 fewer battle 
heavy and light A m y  divisions. force ships, 1 less aircraft carrier and 2 fewer 

carrier air wings; and the Air Force will have 
Compared to 1990 force levels, by the end 10 fewer tactical fighter wings. 

of FY 1995 the Army will have 6 fewer active 
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Appendix C 

Selection 
Criteria 

MILITARY VALUE 
(given priority consideration) 

1. Current and future mission requirements 
and the impact of 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 potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, 
mobilization, and future total force require- 
ments 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 
closure or realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. 

IMPACTS 
6. The economic impact on local communities. 

7. The ability of both the  existing and 
potential receiving communities' infra- 
structures to support forces, missions, and 
personnel. 

8. The environmental impact. 
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Appendix D RECOMMENDED 
CLOSURES 

Department of the Army 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Chaffee, AR De~artment  of FortDevens,, 

A Fort Dix. NJ 

Defense's 
Closure 
and 
Realignment 
Recommen- 
dations 

Fort ~ c ~ l e l l a n ,  A L  
Fort Ord, CA 
Harry Diamond Lab Woodbridge 

Research Facility, VA 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 

Department of the Navy 
Chase Field Naval Air Station, TX 
Davisville Construction Battalion 

Center. RI 
Hunters point Annex, CA 
Long Beach Naval Station, CA 
Moffett Field Naval Air Station, CA 
Orlando Naval Training Center, FL 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 
Philadelphia Naval Station, PA 
10 RDT&E, Engineering and Fleet 

Support Activities 
Sand Point (Puget Sound) Naval 

Station, WA 
Tustin Marine Corps Air Station, CA 
Whidbey Island Naval Air Station, WA 

Department of the 
Air Force 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
Moody Air Force Base, GA 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO 
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Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 
Williams Air Force Base, AZ 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

RECOMMENDED 
REALIGNMENTS 

Department of the Army 
Army Research Institute, Alexandria, VA 
Aviation Systems Commandmoop 

Support Command, St. Louis, MO 
Fort Belvoir, VA 
Fort Detrick, MD 
Fort Monmouth, NJ 
Fort Polk, LA 
Harry Diamond Laboratories, MD 

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
White Sands Missile Range, NM 

Department of the Navy 
Midway Island Naval Air Facility, 

Midway 
16 RDT&E Engineering and Fleet 

Support Activities 

Department of  the 
Air Force 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
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Jim C o u r t e r ,  chairman, represented 
12th district of New Jersey in the U.S. 
se of Representatives from 1978 until 
1. While in Congress, he chaired the House 
tary Reform Caucus and served on the 
wing subcommittees of the House Armed 
ices Committee: Military Installations 
Facilities, Procurement and Military 
l ea r  Systems,  a n d  Research a n d  
elopment. In  1983 he wrote a n d  
,herded through Congress a law that  
,ted the Office of Defense Test and  
iuation, an ombudsman and advisory office 
ensures weapons are properly field-tested 
re they are mass-produced. Mr. Courter is 
.y senior partner of the law firm he 
ded, Courter, Robert, Laufer, Purcell and 
m, in Hackettstown, New Jersey. 

William L. Ball 111 has been Secretary 
be Navy, assistant to the President for 
slative affairs,  and administrat ive 
stant to Senator John Tower. He has 
eed on the  Senate  Armed Services 
mittee staff and in the U.S. Navy. Today, 
Ball is president of the National Soft Drink 
ciation in Washington, D.C. 

Howard H. (Bo) Callaway was a 
iber of Congress from Georgia prior to 
ing as Secretary of the Army. He was the 
.ager of President Gerald Ford's 1976 
paign, and he is now chairman of GOPAC 
Irashington, D.C. He is also the chief 
utive officer and principal owner of the 
ked Butte Mountain Resort. He served in 
J.S. Army in Korea. 

General Duane H. Cassidy, U.S. 
Force (Re t i r ed )  was commander-in- 

f of the U.S. Transportation Command and 
le Military Airlift Command. He served in 
Air Force for more than 30 years. During 
time, he served in Vietnam, commanded 
Military Airlift Commands 21st Air Force, 
was deputy chief of staff for manpower and 
ionnel. General Cassidy is now vice 
)ident for logistics technology a t  CSX 
>oration in Richmond, Virginia. 
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Arthur Levitt, Jr., is chairman of the 
board a t  Levitt Media Company. He founded 
the American Business Conference, was a 
director of the President's Private Sector 
Survey on Cost Control, chairman of the 
1980 White House Small Business Conference, 
and chairman and chief executive officer of the 
American Stock Exchange. Mr. Levit. served 
in the U.S. Air Force and is on the board of the 
Rockefeller Foundation. 

James C. Smith 11, P.E., was a 
member of the Secretary of Defense's 1988 
Commission on Base Real ignment  and 
Closure. For many years he was a staff 
member of the U.S. Senate Armed Services 
Committee. Dr. Smith is an engineer by 

training and served in the U.S. Army, time 
that included two tours in Vietnam. Today, he 
is a vice president of Brown & Root U.S.A., 
Inc., an engineering and construction company 
located in Houston, Texas. 

Robert D. Stuart, Jr., was U.S. 
ambassador to Norway from 1984 to 1989, 
after serving as president, chief executive 
officer, and then chairman of the board of The 
Quaker Oats Company. Ambassador Stuart is 
president  of t h e  Council of American 
Ambassadors, vice chairman of the Illinois 
Commission on the Future of Public Service, 
and president of North Star Investments. He 
served in the U.S. Army in Europe during 
World War 11. 



Commission Staff 
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Staff PROFESSIONAL AND 
ADMINISTRA TIVE 
STAFF 
David Anderson 
Rodell Anderson2 
Follin Armfield 
Jill Bates 
Jacqueline Nguyen Bossart 
Steven A. Bowers 
Roderick M. Bricksin1 
LtCol. Randle K. Bunner, USAFl 
LtCol. Michael Burchett, USA1 
Marvin Casterline2 
Elizabeth Combs 
Robert L. Crosslin3 
Michael T. Damgard 
Capt. Tim Fletcher, USAFl 
Glenn E. Flood1 
Kenlyn Foster 
Kim Fuller 
James P. Gallagher 
James S. G r i W  
David Hadwiger 
Cdr. John Hart, USNl 
LtCol. John Hertel, USMCl 
William James3 
Patricia Keller 
Kevin Kenneth Kirk 
Steven N. Kleimanl 
Col. Warren Lamont, USAFl 
Jill Fredricks Lehtonen 
Stacey Lukens 
Margaret McCarthy 
Erin McElroy 
Grant W. McGuire 
Tobias G. Messitt 
Stephen R. Moffltt 
William B. Moore3 

AClay Nettles 

* Matthew P. Behrmann, Director of Staff 
Paul J. Hirsch, Director of Review and Analysis 

&enton L. Borden, Deputy Director of Review 
and Analysis 

Cary Walker, Director of Communications 
and Public Affairs 

Caroline Cimons, Director of Administration 
Robert J. Moore, General Counsel 
Col. Wayne Purser, USAF, Senior Military 
Executive1 
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Trevor L. Neve3 
John J. Patrick 
Suzanne J. Petrie 
Wendi Lou Petsinger 
James K. Phillips 
Kristina E. Potts 
J. Robert Reale 
Barry D. Rhoads 
Alonzo Robertson 
Timothy R. Rupli 
Robert W. Salthouse3 

.. Lynn M. Schmidt 

Paul Sheridan 
Maj. Thomas L. Snyder, USA1 
Beverly A. Spaggs 
Maj. Glenn F. Spears, USAFl 
Jacob Sprouse2 
Priscilla W. Stegenga 
Alexandra B. Stephenson 
Richard A. Tendler 
Capt. Jerry Vernon, CEC, USNl 
S. Alexander Yellin 
David Yentzerl 
Vic Zangla2 

IDetailee from Department of Defense. 
ZDetailee from General Accounting Wice. 
3Consultant from Logistics Management Institute. 
4Detailee from Federal Emergency Management Agency. 
5 Detailee from Environmental Protection Agency. 
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REGIONAL HEARINGS 
6-7 May 1991 
San Francisco Regionul Hearing 
California Palace of the Legion of Honor 

8 May 1991 
Los Angeles Regional Hearing 
California Museum of Science and History, 

Kinsey Auditorium 

13 May 1991 
Denver Regional Hearing 
Denver Auditorium 

14 May 1991 
Fort Worth, Teurs, R e g i o d  Hearing 
Will Rogers Memorial Center 

23 May 1991 
Jacksonville, Florida, Regional Hearing 
Prime F. Osbmn Convention Center 

24 May 1991 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Regional Hearing 
Philadelphia Civic Center 

28 May 1991 
Boston, Massochwetts, R e g i o d  Rearing 
State House, Gardner Auditorium 

30 May 1991 
zndianapolis Regional Hearing 
Indianapolis Convention Center 

17 June 1991 
Regionul Hearing, Marine Corps Recruit Depot 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego 

17 June 1991 
Regional Hearing, Washington, D.C. 
334 Cannon House Wice Building 

18 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Goodfellow Air Force Base 
San Angelo Civic Auditorium 

20 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Plattsburgh Air Force 

Base 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New York 

21 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Naval Air Station 

Meridian 
Temple Theatre, Meridian, Mississippi 

21 June 1991 
Regional Hearing - Naval Air Station 

Kingsville 
Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX 
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Appendix H 

Military 
Installations 
Visited 

ARMY 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 
Fort Chaffee, AR 
Fort Devens, MA 
Fort Dix, NJ 
Fort McClellan, AL 
Fort Ord, CA 
Rock Island Arsenal, IL 
Sacramento Army Depot, CA 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA 

Hunters Point Annex, CA 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, CA 
Naval Air Development Center, 

Warminster, PA 
Naval Air Station Chase Field, TX 
Naval Air Station Kingsville, TX 
Naval Air Station Lemoore, CA 
Naval Air Station Meridian, MS 
Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, WA 
Naval Electronic Systems 

Engineering Center, Charleston, SC 
Naval Station Long Beach, CA 
Naval Station Philadelphia, PA 
Naval Station Sand Point, WA 
Naval Station Staten Island, NY 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, 

New London, CT 
Naval Training Center Orlando, FL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA 

AIR FORCE 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 
Carswell Air Force Base, TX 
Castle Air Force Base, CA 
Eaker Air Force Base, AR 
England Air Force Base, LA 
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX 
Grissom Air Force Base, IN 
Loring Air Force Base, ME 
Lowry Air Force Base, CO 
MacDill Air Force Base, FL 
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Appendix I 

Menu of Options 

Indicater Commkaion continuedto consider bane for clmure or realignment &r June 7. 

Study for  

Close/Realign 
Close 
Close 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
To Reserves 
Close/Realign 
CloseIRealign 

Close 
CloselRealign 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Realign 
Realign 

Realign 
Realign 

Realign 
Realign 
Close 
Close 
Close 

Base 

ARMY 
Army Corps of Engineers* 
Fort Richardson, AK 
Fort Drum, NY 
Fort McCoy, WI* 
Fort Pickett,VA* 
Fort A.P. Hill, VA* 
Fort Indiantown Gap, PA* 
Fort Buchanan, PR* 
Fort Hamilton, NY * 
Fort Totten, NY* 

NAVY 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA* 
NAVSTA Treasure Island, CA* 
NAVSTA Staten Island, NY* 
NAVSTA Pascagoula, MS 
NAVSTA Mobile, AL 
NAVSTA Everett, WA 
NAVSTA Ingleside, TX 
Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, CA 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 

Center, San Diego, CA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, FL 
U.S. Marine Corps Logistics Base, 

Albany, GA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk, VA 
Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL 
NAS Meridian, MS* 
NAS Kingsville, TX* 
NAS Agana, Guam 

Category 

Fightinmaneuver 
FightingIManeuver 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Major Training 
Command and Control 
Command and Control 

Shipyard 
Naval Station 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
Homeport 
IndustriaVDepot 
Indus-pot 

IndustriaVDepot 
IndustriaVDepot 

IndustriaYDepot 
IndustriaVDepot 
Naval Air Station 
Naval Air Station 
Naval Air Station 
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indicatee Commieaion continued to conrider hre for doam or realignment after June 7. 

Study fo r  

CloselRealign 
Close/Realign 
Close~Realign 

Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 
Close 

Base 

NAVY (Continued) 
Naval Training Center Great Lakes, IL 
Naval Training Center San Diego, CA* 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, 

San Diego, CA* 

AIR FORCE 
Goodfellow, TX* 
Plattsburgh, NY* 
Griffiss, NY 
Homestead, FL 
Mountain Home, ID 
MacDill, FL* 

Category 

Training Center 
Training Center 
Training Center 

Training 
Flying/Strategic 
FlyingIStrategic 
FlyingtTactical 
Flyinflactical 
Flyinflactical 
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