
GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
AIR FORCE TEAM 

PURPOSE 

To recommend to the Commissioners whether or not the Air 
Force methodology supports the force-structure plan and the eight 
Department of Defense (DoD) criteria; whether the methodology was 
applied properly; whether the methodology was flawed and, if 
flawed, what course of action is appr0priat.e. 

PROCESS 

The Air Force developed a structured process founded on the - 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and subsequent 
guidance from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The 
oSD provided guidance to the sekvices through five 
procedure/policy memorandums, which pE6vided the basic framework 
for the servicesf closure and realignmeht process. The Secretary 
of the Air Force initiated the Air Force process by appointing a 
Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) of ten senior military 
(general officers) and civilian (senior Executive service) 
officials with a wide cross-section of expertise. 

The BCEG reviewed all Air Force bases, from the Active and 
Reserve Component, that have at least 300 full-time, DoD civilian 
authorizations. The BCEG based its analysis on data provided by 
the individual bases in response a standard questionnaire. The 
BCEG reviewed and approved the content of these questionnaires. 
This data was validated by the Major Commands, the Air Staff, and 
through direct challenge by the BCEG members. The Air Force 
Audit Agency validated the process through on-site consultation 
with the BCEG. 

The ~ i r  Force then categorized each base according to its 
predominant mission and analyzed each base and category for 
excess capacity according to the DoD force-;structure plan. Base 
categories and subcategories with no excess capacity were 
recommended to, and approved by, the Secretary of the Air Force 
for exclusion from further closure study. The BCEG then 
evaluated all remaining bases according to the first three 
criteria (military requirements). This analysis highlighted some 
'bases with unique missions and special geographic or military 
significance. The BCEG similarly recommended these bases to the 
Secretary of the Air Force for exclusion from further closure 
study. 

The BCEG examined all remaining Active Component bases 
according to the eight criteria established by OSD, and 
approximately 80 subelements developed by the Air Force. The Air 
Force developed subelements to provide specific data points for 
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each criterion. Each member of the BCEG color-coded every 
I subelement or approved cost estimates for each base. The group 

then assigned overall criteria color-code scores (by consensus or 
vote). The group assigned the relatively large Flying-Tactical 
and  lying-Strategic subcategory of bases to one of three groups 
in order of desirability to retain. These bases were further 
analyzed by assessing their relative value according to five or 
six military criteria options. The BCEG members continually 
assessed the potenial for intercommand and interservice 
utilization by meeting periodically with appropriate command and 
service representatives. 

The Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff and in consultation with the BCEG, selected bases 
for closure from the options developed by t.he BCEG. 

FINDINGS 

The Air Force assessed all instaltations in the United 
States, its territories and possessions'. The methodology 
involved a sequential application of decision points. Bases 
eliminated by early steps in the process were not subjected to 
further closure study, but were considered for possible 
realignment actions. The steps and decisioln points in the 
process were: 

- Determination of eligibility for closure consideration 
(the 113 00+11 civilian authorizatio'ns requirement) 

- Categorization of bases (force-structure plan) 
- Capacity analysis (force-structure plan) 
- Assessment of the first three criteria 
- Assessment of all eight criteria 

300 Civilian Threshhold: t he first decision point was the 
statutory requirement to consider all bases with at least 300 
full-time civilian DoD employees. Bases not exceeding the 
threshold were eliminated'from fukher consideration. The Air 
Force is responsible for 208 installations in the United States. 1 1 3 0 0 + 1 1 , % 4  
Only 108 of these bases exceed the "300+" threshold, and all but 
one of these was studied for closure or realignment. The one 
exception was an Air Force-owned, Defense Mapping Agency-operated 
facility (The DMA Aerospace Center) in St. Louis, Missouri. 
Because the DMA Aerospace Center is a Defense Mapping Agency 
facility, the Air Force did not include it in its analysis. 

Placement into Categories: The next two steps consisted of 
evaluating the remaining bases against the force-structure plan. 
In the base-categorization step, bases with similar missions or 
capabilities and attributes were grouped into categories and, 
when appropriate, subcategories. The result was five major 
categories; three of the major categories had subcategories. The 
12 categories/subcategories were consistent with the force- 
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/ structure plan and associated support requirements. The BCEG 

assigned each multimission base to a category based upon 
subjective judgment of which was the primary mission of the base. 
The assignment of bases to categories appears reasonable. 

capacity Analysis: The BCEG then used the force-structure plan 
as a baseline to analyze the capacity by category. It 
accomplished this with a wtop-downw methodology. The specific 
approach was based upon integration of hist:orical base loading, 
the effectiveness of current base loading, the force-structure 
Plan, projected base loading and reasoned military judgment. The 
Air Force began with the assumption that the current base 
structure-force structure match is correct. The Air Force then 
balanced the force structure drawdown, weighed against an optimal 
average base loading of 72 fighter or 40 lsheavytt (bomber, tanker,- 
transport) aircraft per base, to determine the approximate number 
of bases to close by category. The Air Force determined it had 
the following excess bases: five Tact$.cal, six Strategic, one 
Flying ~raining, and one Technical Training. The Mobility 
category was excluded since its force structure did not change 
significantly. Our analysis supports the conclusions of the Air 
Force's capacity analysis. 

To check the validity of the above process, the Air Force 
reviewed its force structure-base structke match by category to 
ensure that the remaining bases adequately supported the force 
structure. During this latter assessment, the Air Force factored 
in other specific requirements. This included the need to 
protect an excess capacity in tactical fighter wings of two to 
three to absorb units currently stationed overseas which may have 
to return to the CONUS. 

In those categories that did not relate directly to force 
structure, the Air Force analyzed the capacity based on projected 
work load resulting from the force-structure plan. Categories 
without excess capacity were excluded from further consideration . 

for closure. 

Compliance with Criteria: The next step, assessing the first 
three criteria, was conducted in response to OSD policy to 
consider excluding bases because they are 
~militarily/geographically unique or mission essential." This 
step was based on the subjective judgement of the BCEG. Bases 
selected by this process passed both reasonableness and 
supportability tests (see attachments). This resulted in the 
exclusion of 12 additional bases from further closure 
consideration. 

The final step, full analysis of the eight criteria, was 
accomplished for the remaining 72 bases. The process was a 
combination of subjective and objective assessments. Where 
applicable, subelements were established for each criteria by 
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, category. These subelements accurately represented the criteria 
i' but were not all inclusive. The BCEG established standards to 

measure each subelement. The standards reasonably measured the 
base's ability to meet the criteria. The BCEG used these 
standards to rate each subelement. The BCEG then established 
criteria ratings by a consensus/voting process. Consistent with 
DoD direction, the Air Force used the COB- model to estimate 
costs. 

We have not found any significant flaws in the data used to 
feed the COBRA model. ~dditional details on unique aspects of 
criteria 5-8 are at attachment 2. Once ratings ana cost figures 
for each criteria had been established, overall groupings/ratings 
for the bases within the category were established by agreed-upon 
subjective weighing of criteria and a consensus vote of the BCEG: 
Accuracy and replicatability of this will be checked as part of 
specific compliance. , 

In this final step, the Air ~orce"used grouping instead of 
ranking as a means of showing the natural breaks in the larger 
categories. Similarly, the development of options for the 
Flying-Tactical and Flying-Strategic subcategories indicated to 
the senior Air Force leadership the impact of changing the weight 
of individual criteria. These two actions, along with the use of 
color ratings, enabled th6 Air Force leadership to exercise 
reasoned military judgement. 

(* The Air Reserve Component (ARC) review was significantly 
different, reflecting the unique considerations of recruiting and 
the ARC'S special relationship with state authorities and local 
communities. The BCEG then reviewed current ARC locations for 
opportunities to consolidate. Consolidations offering the most 
promise were studied in-depth for savings. In those cases 
offering the best savings, candidate actions were assessed 
against the eight criteria prior to submitting the base as a 
closure candidate. 

Consistent with both the DoD guidance and the legislation, 
all ~ i r  Force bases recommended for closure from both the Active 
Component and the ARC were from categories subject to full 
evaluation (evaluated against all eight criteria). 

CONCLUSION 

The Air Force methodology and process adequately considered 
both the Force-Structure Plan and the eight DoD Criteria. The 
process was consistent with DoD guidance. The process treated 
all bases equally in arriving at closure recommendations. 
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The sequence of the Air Force decision points did create the 
\ potential for a flawed recommendation. Specifically, 

eliminating bases with fewer than 300 civilians before conducting 
the capacity analysis could have provided an invalid conclusion. 
However, review of Air Force bases failed to reveal any under- 
threshhold bases which could have changed the capacity analysis. 
Also, the top-down capacity methodology would have negated the 
impact of any omitted base. 

In a similar vein, the use of the top-down capacity analysis 
complemented the exclusion portion of the Air Force methodology. 
Avoiding a bottom up assessment meant that excluding bases had no 
effect on the capacity analysis. 

The categorical exclusions are consistent with DoD guidance - 
and are reasonable and supportable. In fact, the Air Force 
decision to follow DoD guidance did not flaw the service 
methodology. 

The Air Force .also limited the potential for the omission of 
one data element to invalidate the process by using more than 
eighty subelements to represent the importa.nt characteristics of 
the criteria. 

1. That the Commission accept the Air Force methodology as 
meeting requirements of general compliance with the law and with 
the DoD Criteria. 

2. That the Commission request the Department of Defense to 
review all DoD agencies (Defense Mapping Agency, Defense . 
Logistics Agency, etc) for closure or realignment for the 1993 
Commission. 

3. The Commission note the potential flaw in the service 
process in addressing the'300 civilian factor in the final 
report. 
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/ "300+" VALIDATION 
( 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and 
Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, required the 
services to review all bases in the United States "at which at 
least 300 civilian personnel are authorized to be employed." 
This 1t300+tt criteria was critical in determining which bases had 
to be evaluated for closure or realignment. 

The methodology to verify the t1300+tg criteria was as 
follows: 

1. Identify all Air Force Bases in the United States, its 
territories, and possessions. 

2. Identify those bases with at least 300 authorized full- 
time DoD civilian employees. 

a. Check published DoD manpower' documents. 

b. Check updated manpower documents requested by and 
submitted to the BCEG. 

c. Check the Air Force's "Base Information Questionnaire 
for Closure and RealignmentH for manpower 
authorizations. 

d. Check other manpower documents as required. 

3. Cross-check result of above against Air Force bases 
listed in the OSD Base Closure and Realignment Report as 
studied for closure/realignment. 

FINDINGS 

The Air Force is responsible for 208 military bases in the 
united-States, its territories and'possessic~ns, according to the 
DoD Base Structure Report for Fiscal Year 1991 (Base Structure 
Report) . 

The Base Structure Report includes a listing of "Authorized 
Manpower, Full Time Permanently Assignedu (as of FY 1989). Of 
the 208 Air Force installations listed in the report, 149 had 300 . 
or more full time civilian employees. 

The Air Force queried all major commands and field operating 
agencies (including the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve) 
by message and/or telephone to request the most current data on 
civilian employee authorizations. The messages (and, it is 
assumed,, phone requests) were very specific in requesting data 
for "...permanent, direct-hire DoD civilian authorizations.It 
(Sample message attached.) In addition, the Air Force directed 
that major commands include the authorizations for all non-Air 



- Force tenant units as well as any leased or: government-owned, 
( contractor-operated facilities. 

The Air Force reviewed and considered 107 bases in its "Base 
Closure and Realignment Recommendations, Detailed Analysis.l1 

The Cheyenne Mountain Complex, Colorado Springs, Colorado 
was authorized 349 civilians in FY 1989, according to the Base 
Structure Report. It is currently authorized less than 300 
civilians. 

The Air National Guard used "Funded Title 32 and Title 5" 
authorizations to determine the t8300+w criteria. 

The Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) Aerospace Center, St. 
Louis, Missouri is listed in the Base Structure Report as being 
authorized to hire more than 300 civilians. The Air Force owns 
the property, but it is wholly occupied and administered by the 
DMA. The DMA is a Department of Defense agency. Yet, because 
the Air Force has no authority to direct th.e 
relocation/realignment of any DMA activity, the Air Force chose 
to not study the Aerospace Center for closure or realignment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The 107 Air Force bases studied for closure or realignment 
all exceeded the "300+" threshold criteria of the Defense Base 

( Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The DMA Aerospace Center is 
the only installation which 1tbelongs8r to the Air Force, exceeds 
the "300+" criteria, and was not studied for closure or 
realignment. 



$ DEPOT EXCLUSION 
i 

The Air Force excluded the five major depots based on a 
capacity analysis. The depot structure has been studied 
extensively over the past year and the Air Force relied heavily on 
these studies in the capacity analysis for depots. The study 
results indicated a current excess capacity of about 15 percent, 
which would provide a prudent surge capacity to meet contingency 
requirements. The study results also indicate that the excess 
capacity could grow to 30 percent in the future. The service 
acknowledged that the 30 percent would appear to justify a depot 
closure. However, some of this excess capacity may.be required to 
absorb unprogrammed requirements resulting from Desert 
Shield/Storm. 

Service officials also state that th.e estimates of future 
excess capacity based on reductions in force structure is not. 
sufficiently reliable to be used for a decision to close a depot. 
Therefore, the Air Force excluded basqs in this subcategory from 
further consideration for closure at this time. The Air Force 
plans to continue study of the depot struct.ure and be prepared to 
address the capacity issue more precisely prior to the future base 
closure/realignment commissions in 1993 and 1995, In addition, the 
Air Force will continue its efforts to streamline the depot 
management and the operation of individual depots in order to* 
achieve maximum efficiency. 

FINDINGS 

utilization: 83% currently and 78% in FY-97 
Base Factors: 
-Oklahoma City:Cost to close- $1.2B 

Aircraft on Base- 33 E-3A, Navy E-6 and 
reconnaissance units 

Unique capabilities- 14 (facilities providing 
capabilities or technology not available 
elsewhere in ok outside the military) 

Cost to close- $1.1B 
Aircraft on base- 72 F-16, 24 F-16(ARC), 30 

Test aircraft 
Unique capabilities- 11 

-Kelly: Cost to close- $1.3B 
Aircraft on base- 14 C-5, 18 F-16 
Unique capabilities- 10 

-Robins : Cost to close- $1.2~ 
Aircraft on base- 27 KC-135 
Unique capabilities- 8 

-McClellan: Cost to close- $1.5B 
Aircraft on base- 5 WC-135, 10 KC-135 
Unique capqbilities- 12 



-Newark : Cost to close- $210M (recurring cost $14M) 
Unique capabilities-7 
Other Factors- seismic qualities, 265K sqft 

clean rooms 
DISCUSSIONS 

The cost to close one of the five major depots is cost 
prohibited (Air Force Logistics Command estimated 50-year pay- 
back) . It also fails to address the relocation of force structure. 
The force structure alone on all the depots, except.for McClellan, 
would justify their retention. Also not shown above are the 
administrative headquarters associated with the force structure 
which would also have to be relocated (McClellan-Air Rescue 
Service, ~elly-commissary service, Oklahoma City-AWACS Air 
~ivision). A decision to close one of the major depots would 
require identifying a base to aceept its force structure since none 
of the other depots could absorb this additional force structure. 
This would most likely result in the retention of an additional 
base from the tactical or strategic subcategory and would thereby 
defeat the purpose of closing an ALC. Even the 15 large aircraft 
at McClellan will be extremely difficult to relocate. 

- From a capacity analysis perspective, closing one of the five 
depots would potentially drive the other four to 100% loading. 
This could impact our ability to handle the, as yet, unquantified 
Desert shield backlog. Moreover, the capacity analysis is based on 
manhours of work without consideration of the facilities 
requirements to support the different elements of the force. This 
factor weakens the logic for making a drawdown decision. 

The closure of Newark would have a 15-year payback and would 
ignore the seismic location issue. 

Also, the Air Force did not cpnsider the review of depots by 
DoD and the reorganization' of the Air Force Depotsf Major Command. 
The service needs time to study the impact of this reorganization 
on the research and logistics infrastructure. 

Similarly, the Air Force decision to draw down the depot 
structure in place as the economic solution has not had time to 
impact the infrastructure. By1993 a better assessment of the Air . 
Force capability should be possible. 

CONCLUSIONS 

~xclusion of depots, while justifiable on the basis of 
capacity analysis and uncertainties, becomes compelling when other 
factors are considered. 



TEST CENTERS EXCLUSIOIE 

FINDINGS 

The Air Force Structure Plan and discussions with Air Force 
Systems Command indicate that there are no significant reductions 
in testing capacity requirements in the near future. Because 
testing is at the cutting edge of development, recent reductions in 
force structure do not affect programs in progress at the test 

The Arnold Ensineerins Development Center located in 
Tennessee possesses: 

, 5 Rocket Engine Test Cells 
4  Ballistic Ranges 
7 Space Test Chambers 
1 2  Wind Tunnels 
9 Jet Engine Test Cells A '  

The center is located in a remote area because the activities 
require special isolation, water and power needs. Approximately 
44,000 acres of land are available for expansion. The replacement 
cost alone prohibit closure of this activity ( $ 4 . 2 8  i lion). 

- The Air Force Flisht Test Center located at E @ Air Force Base is the primary landing site for supporting th ce shuttle. 
The climate, terrain, weather, visibility, and sparse population 
along with 20,000 square miles of restricted military airspace make 
this facility one of a kind in the world. The 1988 Carlucci 
 omm mission Base Closure Study reviewed Edwards for possible closure 
but concludedthere was no potential for consolidation possible due 
to the natural geographical attributes needed for flight testing. 
The physical plant-replacement costs are estimated at $2 .54  
billion. 

The Air Force Development Center located at Tyndall Air Force 
Base is home to the largest climatic facility in the world. It 
also possesses 725 square miles of land range and 86,500 square 
miles of water range. The facilities are uniquely equipped with 
test precision instrumentation and centralized equipment. The 
physical plant replacement value is estimated at $ 2 . 8  billion. 
Duplicating the land area and controlled water ranges is not 
realistic anywhere else in the country. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Concur with the Air Force that test centers are national 
assets that cannot be duplicated anywhere in the Western Hemisphere 
without exorbitant expenditures and should .be excluded from base 
closure .consideration. 
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AF CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION - HUItLBURT AFB, FLORIDA 

Hurlburt AFB is the home for Headquarters, AF Special 
Operations Command. It is the only base in the Air Force dedicated 
to Special operations and is the Air Component supporting the 
Unified Special Operations Command. 

CURRENT STATUS 

- Hurlburt AFB formally satellite base of Eglin.Air Force Base 
(Eglin Auxiliary Field Number 9) 

- Supports approximately 50 unique Special Operations Aircraft, 
both fixed wing and rotary wing 

- Military Construction (MILCON) funding to support Special 
Operations Forces (SOF) mission b,&ddown near completion 

-- MILCON appropriated to date (through FY 91) totals $58.2 
million 

-- FY 92/93 MILCON programmed at $14.8 million 
. . 

-- FY 89/90 Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding $ . 7  
million 

I 

HURLBURT'S ADVANTAGES 

- Assets in place for SOF operations 

-- Located adjacent to the Eglin range i.e., immediate access 
for training 

-- Close to water operations 
-- Rural location makes it easier to train for covert 

operations 

- Host Air Force Command-and Control-Exercises 

-- Extensive communications facilities 
-- Annual Blue Flag Exercise 

REOUIREMENTS TO MOVE HURLBURT MISSIONS 

- Operations requirements 

-- 300,000 square yards of apron for parking 50 aircraft 
(fixed and rotary wing) 

-- Range access (training) 



-- Access to water operations 
-- Ability to train and launch for covert operations 

- Unique facilities requirements 

-- Tempest shielding for training simulators 
-- shielding for operations planning 
-- Special security required in maintenance shops 

- Normal base operating support 

RECOMMENDATION 

- Concur with the Air Force assessment that Hurlburt AFB should 
be excluded from closure consideration since: 

2 .  

-- No known installation exists that can support SOF mission 
as easily as Hurlburt without significant costs 



PRODUCT DIVISIONS AND LABORATORIES EXCLUSIONS 

The Air Force operates four 1aboratori.e~ whose mission is to 
acquire technologically superior warfighting capability for the 
U.S. Air Force by developing new technology to yield affordable 
systems that meet the user's needs. The Philli~s Laboratorv 
located at Kirtland AFB, Hanscom AFB, and Edwards AFB specializes 
in space and missiles activities. The Armstrons Laboratorv 
located at Brooks AFB and Wright-Patterson AFB specializes in 
human factors. The Wrisht Laboratorv has activities at Wright- 
Patterson AFB and Eglin AFB and performs research on air 
vehicles. The Rome Laboratorv located at Griffiss AFB and 
Hanscom AFB concentrates on command-and-control functions. 

FINDINGS 

Although the Product Divisions/Labs manpower will be reduced 
from 30,421 to 24,738 (19%) across the' FYDP, the reductions are 
evenly spread across all divisions and labs. The level of effort 
planned in the FYDP at Air Force Labs does not decrease 
significantly. There is some capacity excess, however; during 
the same period that manpower reductions occur the lab budget 
increases. The plan is to consolidate lab activities that do not 
exceed the Title 10 Code 2687 threshold. 

The Phillips Laboratory Consolidation moves rocket 
propulsion and geophysics directorates from Edwards AFB and 
Hanscom AFB to Kirtland AFB. The realignment costs are estimated 
at $250 million. This consolidation is the AFSCIAFLC (Air Force 
Materiel Command) top priority and is planned for gradual. 
migration expected through 1999. This evolutionary move concept 
is preferred instead of the revolutionary move concept because it 
limits interruption to on-going research. Air Force Systems 
Command projects that a revolutionary move could cost five years 
in rec~vering to the prior level or expertise. 

The Armstrong Laboratory is responsible for research efforts 
involving aircrew performance, safety, environmental, and health 
factors, and support technologies. It is primarily located at 
Brooks Air Force Base. It cooperates regularly with the School 
of Medicine, Wilford Hall and the Air Force Induction Center. 
The Aeromedical Research Directorate from Wright-Patterson AFB is 
being reviewed for possible consolidation at Brooks. The cost 
estimate to realign this activity has not been determined. 

The Rome Laboratory possesses facilities at Hanscom AFB and 
Griffiss AFB. The Rome Lab is responsible for research efforts 
involving command, control, communications, and intelligence 
technologies. There is potential to consolidate this function at 
Griffiss AFB. The details are now being worked out. 



t The Wright Laboratory is responsible for research efforts 
I involving aircraft propulsion materials, avionics, electronics, 

and conventional munitions. There is potential to consolidate 
the Eglin AFB Armament Directorate with sister activities at 
Wright-Patt. ~stimated cost to realign these functions has not 
yet been determined. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Air Force recognized that there is limited excess 
capacity at some product divisions and labs. However, there does 
not appear to be enough excess capacity to close one of the 
Product Divisions/Labs completely and realign activities at this 
time. All the activities performed by the product divisions and 
laboratories will definitely continue. The Air Force is 
reviewing the possibility of consolidating these activities. 
Recently the service announced it was combining Air Force Systems 
Command and the Air Force Logistics Command. It is recommended 
that the Commission accept the Air Force position that product 
divisions and laboratories be excluded from base closure 
consideration. 



' REASONS FOR GEOGRAPHICALLY EXCLUDING KEY BASES 

Anderson AFB, Guam 

1. Key staging area for SAC and MAC in the pacific. 
2. Nearest strategic bases - Beale and March, CA.; Fairchild, WA. 

Nearest mobility bases - Hickam, HI; Travis, CA; McChord, WA; 
Osan, Korea; Kadena and Yakota, Japan. 

Nearest tactical bases - Clark, the ~hilippines; Kunsan, 
Korea; Luke, AZ; Kadena, Japan; Eielson and Elmendorf, 
AK . 

Andrews AFB, MD 

1. Key base for ~residential/Congressional support. 

Bollina AFB, MD 

1. Key base for support (primarily low,.cost housing) of Air Force 
and joint activities in Washington metkopolitan area. 
2. Newly constructed DIA facility. 

Elmendorf AFB, AK 

1. Key port of entry into Alaska. 
2. Crucial to reinforcement to of pacific. 
3. crucial to Air Defense of Alaska. 
4. Nearest strategic base - Fairchild, WA; Malmstrom, MT; drand 

Forks and ~inot. ND: , - -  

Nearest mobility base - ~cbhord, WA 
Nearest tactical base - Eielson, AK; Mountain Home, ID 
Hickam AFB, HI 

1. Key port of entry into Hawaiian Islands. 
2. Crucial to reinforcement of Pacific. 
3. Defense of Hawaiian Islands. 
4. ~eadquarters Pacific Air Forces. 
5. Nearest mobility base - Travis, CA; McChord, WA 

Nearest strategic base - Beale and March, CA. 
Nearest tactical base - Luke, AZ. 

CONCLUSION 

our analysis of the Air Forcefs procedures for excluding 
these bases because of geographic importance shows that in four 
of five cases it was clear that this was a logical conclusion. 
In the remaining case, Elmendorf, a better justification for 
excluding it from full review and analysis should have been its 
essential military mission reinforced by its location. 



FLYING-MOBILITY EXCLUSION 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 required the 
Secretary of Defense to base recommendations for 
closure/realignment on a force-structure plan and approved 
criteria. The Mobility force structu:re does not decline 
appreciably during the FY 92-97 Future Years1 Defense Plan (FYDP). 
The Air Force, following DOD guidance, therefore excluded the 
Flying-Mobility category from further closure study. 

FINDINGS 

The bases in the Flying-Mobility category include: 

Altus Andrews Charleston Dover Hickam 
McChord McGuire Little Rock Pope Travis 

The force-structure plan s'hows a 1 percent reduction in the 
~obility force structure. This include$'strategic airlift (C-5, C- 
141, and C-17) and tactical airlift (C-130) aircraft. 

The current and projected Flying-Mobility base utilization is 
very high, requiring 82 to 99% of available capacity (see below): 

. 
Base 

Altus 
Andrews 
Charleston 
Dover 
Hickam 
Little Rock 
McChord 
McGuire 
Pope 
Travis 

Apron Apron 
Required Required Percent 

Hickam is geographically key for Pacific airlift throughput 
and reinforcement. It was excluded as a Flying-Mobility base, but 
also qualified for exclusion as a geographically key base. 

There is insufficient capacity at any Mobility (or other . 
  lying Category) base to absorb the remaining force structure 
following the closure of any one Mobility base. 

The operational~obility bases are ideally located to support 
both wartime and peacetime mobility and Special Forces 
requirements. 

CONCLUSION 

The Air Force's exclusion of the Flying-Mobility category is 
valid. , 



MISSION-ESSENTIAL 
EXCLUSION 

In accordance with DOD Guidance, the Air Force exempted bases 
that supported missions that remained unchanged and were so 
tailored that relocation would be neither cost effective nor 
reasonable. 

FINDINGS 

Falcon AFB: A unique base that supports the consolidated Space 
Operations Center, which represents the single Air.Force node for 
Space Operations, a significant investment, and a facility whose 
support is essential. 

Maxwell AFB: A base which over many years Has been built into a 
unique educational complex providing all levels of officer 
professional training. By locating all professional military 
education at one base, .the Air Force claims economies of co- 
location and a synergism of educational talent. This allows the 
Air Force to develop a vital education program. The base provides 
academic, research, computer, and support facilities for the 
transient student population. 

Nellis AFB: Supports an unique range complex providing one-of-a- 
kind training capabilities for aircrews. Base provides support 
facilities for the ranges and for personnel using the ranges as 
well as control facilities for real-time range management and post- 
operation documentation. Because of its capabilities, it is the 
logical place for the Air Force Fighter Weapons School and Air 
Warrior program. 

Patrick AFB: Supports Cape Canaveral (hunches to equitorial 
orbits). 

Vandenberg AFB: Only polar orbit launch site. 

FE warren: Peacekeeper base. Cost prohibitive to move. 

AF Academy: Unique base and primary officer commissioning source. 

CONCLUSION 

The decisions the Air Force made to exclude these 
installations because they are mission essential are supportable. 



GEOGRAPHICAL EXCLUSIONS 

After the Air Force's Base Closure ~xecutive Group 
determined which bases were subject to the base closure review 
and analysis (at least 300 civilians on base), the Executive 
Group proposed several exclusion categories to the Secretary of 
the Air Force. The exclusion for geographical reasons was one of 
those approved by the Secretary. 

FINDINGS 

The ~ i r  Force excluded the following five bases from the 
detailed base closure review and analysis because it considered 
that the bases1 locations were of prime importance to the 
Department of Defense mission: 

Anderson Air Force Base, Guam 
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland 
~olling Air Force Base, Maryland 
Elmendorf Air Force Base, Al'aska 
Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii 

In our analysis of the Air Force's procedure for excluding 
Anderson, Andrews, and ~ickam Air Force Bases, we found that the 
exclusion of these bases had a,clear justification based on 
location. Anderson and Hickam are far from any other base and 
are clearly the only ones that can reasonably fulfill mission 
requirements in the area. Andrew's primary justification for a 
geographic exclusion is its proximity to the National Capital 
Region and service to the Chief Executive and Congress. 

Although Bolling AFB is close to Andrews AFB, the Air. 
Force's geographical exclusion was based on the base's proximity 
to the Pentagon. In line with this, the Air Force uses as the 
primary base to provide housing for Air Force personnel working 
at the Pentagon. The housing could possibly be located at 
Andrews AFB or Fort Belvoir, but the cost to do so would be very 
high.  nothe her factor for keeping Bolling open is that the 
headquarters of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) has 
recently been established at Bolling. 

Elmendorf probably should have been excluded for mission 
essential reasons rather than geographic ones. In performing its 
mission it is (1) the key port of entry into Alaska, (2) crucial 
to the air defense of Alaska, and (3) crucial to reinforcement of 
pacific activities. Eielson AFB could have performed the 
missions assigned Elmendorf, but it would have been at a great 
cost. In addition, weather affects yearround access to Eielson 
to a greater degree than Elmendorf. 
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SUBJECT: GENERAL COMPLIANCE OF AIR FORCE METHODOLOGY 
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-- SUPPORT DOD CRITERIA? 
-- APPLIED CORRECTLY? -- ARE THERE ANY FLAWS? 

PROCESS : 
- AIR FORCE PROCESS -- STRUCTURED 

-- BASED ON ACT AND DOD CRITERIA 
- TEN MAN EXECUTIVE GROUP 
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-- 12 BASES SUPPORTABLE AND REASONABLE 

- ALL EIGHT CRITERIA -- SUBELEMENTS (REPRESENTATIVE) 
--- SUBJECTIVE/OBJECTIVE 
--- STANDARDS (REASONABLE) 

-- CRITERIA RATING CONSENSUS/VOTE -- COBRA (NO SIGNIFICANT FLAWS\ -- GROUPING/RANKINGS SUBJECTIV~ RATING CONSENSUS 
-- OPTIONS PROVIDE INDICATOR 

CONCLUSIONS: 

- CONSIDERED BOTH FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN AND DOD CRITERIA 
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REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

AIR FORCE TEAM 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

TO provide a recommendation to the Commissioners on whether 
or not the Air Force methodology supports the Force Structure 
Plan and the eight Department of Defense (DoD) Criteria; whether 
the methodology was applied properly; whether the methodology was 
flawed and, if flawed, what course of action is appropriate. 

Discussion of Process 

The Air Force developed a structured process founded on the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and subsequent 
guidance from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The 
OSD provided guidance to the services through five 
procedure/policy memorandums, which provided the basic framework 
for the services1 closure and realignment process. The Secretary 
of the Air Force initiated the Air Force process by appointing a 
Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) of ten senior military 
(general officers) and civilian (Senior Executive Service) 
officials with a wide cross-section of expertise. 

The BCEG reviewed all Air Force bases, from the Active and 
Reserve Component, that have at least 300 full-time, DoD civilian 
authorizations. The ~xecutive Groupls analysis was based on data 
provided by the individual bases in response a standard 
questionnaire. The BCEG reviewed and approved the content of 
these questionnaires. This data was validated by the Major 
Commands, the Air Staff, and through direct challenge by the BCEG 
members. The Air Force Audit Agency validated the process 
through on-site consultation with the BCEG. 

The Air Force then categorized each base according to its 
predominant mission, and analyzed each base and category for 
excess capacity according to the DoD Force Structure Plan. Base 
categories and sub-categories with no excess capacity were 
recommended to, and approved by, the Secretary of the Air Force 
for exclusion from further closure study. The BCEG then 
evaluated all remaining bases according to the first three 
criteria (military requirements). This analysis highlighted some 
bases with unique missions and special geographicjmilitary 
significance. The BCEG similarly recommended these bases to the 
Secretary of the Air Force for exclusion from further closure 
study. 

The BCEG examined all remaining Active Component bases 



according to the eight criteria established by OSD, and 
approximately 80 sub-elements developed by the Air Force. The 
Air Force developed sub-elements to provide specific data points 
for each criterion. Each member of the BCEG color-coded every 
sub-element or approved cost estimates for each base. The group 
then assigned overall criteria color-code scores (by consensus or 
vote). The group assigned the relatively large Flying-Tactical 
and Flying-Strategic sub-category of bases to one of three groups 
in order of desirability to retain. These bases were further 
analyzed by assessing their relative value according to five or 
six military criteria options. The BCEG members continually 
assessed inter-command and inter-service utilization potential by 
meeting periodically with appropriate command and service 
representatives. 

The Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff, and in consultation with the BCEG, selected bases 
for closure from the closure and realignment options developed by 
the BCEG. 

The Air Force methodology included assessment of all 
installations in the United States, its territories and 
possessions, The methodology involved a sequential application 
of decision points. Bases eliminated by early steps in the 
process were not subjected to further closure study, but were 
considered for possible realignment actions. The steps/decision 
points in the process were: 

- Determining eligibility for closure consideration (the 
"300+" civilian authorizations requirement) - categorization of bases (Force Structure Plan) - Capacity analysis (Force Structure Plan) - Assessment of the first three Criteria 

- Assessment of all eight Criteria 

The first decision point was the statutory requirement to 
consider all bases with at least 300 full-time civilian DoD 
employees, Bases not exceeding the "300+" threshold were 
eliminated from further consideration. The Air Force is 
responsible for 208 installations in the Uni'ted States. Only 108 
of these bases exceed the "300+" threshold, and all but one of 
these was studied for closure or realignment. The one exception 
was an Air Force-owned, Defense Mapping Agency-operated facility 
(The DMA Aerospace Center) in St Louis, Missouri. Because the 
DMA Aerospace Center is a Defense Mapping Agency facility, the 
Air Force did not include it in its analysis. 

The next two steps consisted of evaluating the remaining 
bases against the Force Structure Plan. In the base 
categorization step, bases with similar missions or 



capabilities/attributes were grouped into categories and, when 
appropriate, sub-categories. The end result was five major 
categories with sub-categories under three of the major 
categories. The 12 categories/sub-categories were consistent 
with the force structure plan and associated support 
requirements. The BCEG assigned each multi-mission base to a 
category based upon subjective judgement of which was the primary 
mission of the base, The assignment of bases to categories 
appeared reasonable. 

The BCEG then used the Force Structure Plan as a baseline to 
conduct a capacity analysis by category. They accomplished this 
with a wtop-downw methodology. The specific approach was based 
upon integration of historical base loading, the effectiveness of 
current base loading, the Force Structure Plan, projected base 
loading and reasoned military judgement. The Air Force began 
with the assumption that the current base structure-force 

structure drawdown, weighed against an optimal average base 
loading of 72 fighter or 40 "heavyn (bomber, tanker, transport) 

structure match is correct. The Air Force then balanced the force 

aircraft p determine the approximate number of bases 
to close b . T h s r  ForcefJermined it ad the 
following . 5 actical, 6 trategic,QFlying 
Training, ical Training. The ~ o b u i t v  cateyory was 
excluded as e 1s no significant change in its force 
structure. Our analysis supported the conclusions of the Air 
Force's capacity analysis. 

To check the validity of the above process, the Air Force 
reviewed their Force Structure-Base Structure match by category 
to ensure that the remaining bases adequately supported the force 
structure. During this latter assessment, the Air Force factored 
in other specific requirements. This included the need to 
protect a two to three tactical fighter wing excess capacity to 
absorb units currently stationed overseas which may have to 
return to the US. 

In those categories that did not relate directly to force 
structure, the Air Force conducted a capacity analysis based on 
projected work load resulting from the Force Structure Plan. 
Categories without excess capacity were excluded from further 
consideration for closure. . 

The next step, the assessment of the first three criteria, 
was conducted in response to OSD policy to consider excluding 
bases because they are ~militarily/geographically unique or 
mission essential.I1 This step was based on the subjective 
judgement of the members of the Base Closure Executive Group. 
Bases selected by this process passed both reasonableness and 
supportability tests *e attachments). This resulted in the 
exclusion of 12 additional bases from further closure 
consideration. 



The final step, full analysis of the eight criteria was 
accomplished for the remaining 72 bases. The process was a 
combination of subjective and objective assessments. Where 
applicable, sub-elements were established for each criteria by 
category. These sub-elements accurately represented the criteria 
while not being all inclusive. The BCEG established standards to 
measure each sub-element. The standards were a reasonable 
measure of the base's ability to meet the criteria. The BCEG 
used these standards to establish the rating for each sub- 
element. Criteria ratings were then established by a 
consensus/voting process by the BCEG. Consistent with DoD 
direction, the Air Force used the COBRA model to estimate costs. 
We have not found any significant flaws in the data used to feed 
the COBRA model. Once ratings/cost figures for each criteria had 
been established, overall groupings/ratings for the bases within 
the category was established by agreed subjective weighing of 
criteria and a consensus vote of the BCEG., 

In this final step, the Air Force used grouping instead of 
ranking as a means of showing the natural breaks in the larger 
categories. Similarly, the development of options for the 
 lying-Tactical and   lying-strategic sub-categories offered the 
senior Air Force leadership an indication of the impact of 
changing the weighing of individual criteria. These two actions, 
along with the use of color ratings, provi.ded the Air Force 
leadership with the opportunity to exercise reasoned military 
judgement. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) review was significantly 
different, reflecting the unique considerations of recruiting and 
the ARC1s special relationship with state authorities and local 
communities. The BCEG then reviewed current ARC beddown for 
consolidation opportunity. Consolidations offering the most 
promise were studied in-depth for savings. In those cases where 
the best cost savings were achievable, candidate actions were 
assessed against the eight criteria prior to submitting the base 
as a closure candidate. 

Consistent with both the DoD guidance and the legislation, 
all Air Force bases recommended for closure from both the Active 
Component and the ARC were from categories subject to full 
evaluation. 

. 
Conclusion 

The Air Force methodology and process adequately considered 
both the Force Structure Plan and the eight DoD Criteria. The 
process was also consistent with DoD guidance. The process also 
treated all bases equally in arriving at closure recommendations. 

The Air Force also limited the potential for one data 
element's omission to invalidate the process by, where 



appropriate, using over eighty sub- element,^ to represent the 
important characteristics of the criteria. 

1. That the  omm mission accept the Air Force methodology as 
meeting requirements of general compliance with the law and with 
the DoD criteria. 

2 .  That the Commission request the Department to review all 
DoD agencies (Defense Mapping Agency, Defense Logistics Agency, 
etc) for closure or realignment for the 1993  omm mission. 

(revised 9 May 91/0815) 
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5 .  F ly ing /o the t -  (1; H u r l b u r t  AFE) 
Unique miss ion  

'The t-emaininq c a t e g o r i e s  are :  
6.  Bas ic  and technical t r a i n i n q  ( 7 )  
7. F l y i n q i s t r a t e q i c  ( 2 5 )  
8. F l y i n g i T a c t i c a l  118) 
9.  F l v i n g i - r r a i n i n q  i 5 )  
10. Qther (3) 
11. A i r  N a t i o n a l  Guard i l l )  
.I?, GF Reserve (1 .G)  

A number a f  o t h e r  i n d i v i d u a l  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  were e;rcluded fur 
iFei:+c,ons 2, :3 ,  and 4 above. Those reasons appear t o  b*e v a l i d  .- 

& + ~ $ T ~ C Y ~ ~ L U C * ~ ~ ~ ~ +  8 -* 
/ .  

The reasons f o r  excluding t h e  depots .  p roduc t  d i v i s i o n s ,  and 
l a b s  a r e  n o t  suppor tab le /  There i s  c l e a r l y ,  bv t h e  AF 's  own 
adinit.tance, e:.:cess c a p a c i t y  i n  those areas.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  A F  
i s  on t h i n  i c s  exc lud ing  whole c a t e g o r i e s  o f  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  and 
%hen " s tove -p ip ing "  the  r e s t  i n  i t s  a n a l y s i s .  I n  t h e u r y ,  the A F  
.:;huuld have cons idered c l a s l n g  m i l i a r y  a i r l i f t  ( M A C )  bases as 
51-tb-sti tcttes f o r  s t r a t e g i c  i SAC j bases, fnr e:.:ampl~?, then 
c o n v e r t i n g  t h e  e:.:cess SAC base t o  a  MAC base. Whi le  i n  p r a c t i c e ,  
i t  would p robab ly  be t o o  c a s t l y  t o  c o n v e r t  a SAC base i n t o  a  MAC 
base, t he  methi:!dology shoi-tld a t  l e a s t  have a l lowed f o r  such 
.:;itbsti t u t i n n s .  

? 
.-. 
.. :' a \ >  .,- 

7 k.=, E?lrct2pt f o r  et.tc l ~ t d i n g  bases w i t h  fewer than 3(3i:) 
. . . 
j :L? 1  1 3.n . 

. A .  The methn i jo l i~qv s ~ t p p o r t e d  t h e  c u r r e n t  FSF'. 

4 .  The PIF assumed t h a t  bases were f u l l y  u t i l i z e d  C u r r e n t l y  and 
then c a p a c i t i e s  were reduced accord ing  t o  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  the FSF'. 
The A F  used "wings"  as a (.!.nit uf measure ( i t  i s  n o t  C l e a r  how 
they analyzed c a p a c i t y  f o r  t h e  n o n - f l y i n g  bases!.  A wing 
i x o n s t i t u t e d  40 " l a r g e "  p1.anes o r  72 " sma l l  " p lanes.  

C ...I. Y e s .  

CONCLUSIONS: 

1. The  A F  ave ei.:clu bases h i t h  l e s s  than Ti:)i:i 
author ized '  

. - . . .  - - - - .. - 
1.... ~c 

ca tegory  i n s t a l  l a t i a n s  i n  t h e  ana to compare them a g a i n s t  
base5 chosen f o r  c l o s u r e .  

5 5 ,  -the 4F t.ised a l l  8 c r - . i t e r i a ,  b u t  save same an .-1.iricrt 
weiql-\t. 

h b d n ,  t h e  A F  a d e q ~ t a t ~ l y  addressed t h e  FSF.. 



c .  The A F  appears tl.3 have done a thorough j o b  by i n c l u d i n q  
311 p e r t i n e n t  v a r i a b l e s .  Wi thou t  a n a l y s i s ,  however, w e  cannat be 
a b s o l u t e l y  s u r e  t h a t  a1 1  o f  those v a r i a b l e s  were adequate lv  
cons idered.  They appear to have been. 

d .  T h e  o n l y  model o r  a lgor . i thm used by t h e  A F  was COBRA. 
T h e  A F  i.-tsed i t s  own COBRA v e r s i u n  t o  ana lyze  a l l  o f  t h e  non- 
e:.:cli-\.tded i n s t a l l a t i o n s ;  i t  then ctseij t h e  DoD v e r s i o n  o f  COBRA -to 
ana lyze  t h e  c l o s u r e  cand ida tes .  

2 .  T h e  A F  ine.thoda1ilg.f . i s  no.t .f 1  awed &nless t h e  Commi.~sion 
b e l i e v e s  t h a t  the  l a s t  3 c r i t e r i a  were i nadequa te l y  we igh te  9 

a. Weighing t he  l a s t  3 c r i t e r i a  more h e a v i l y  m igh t  s h i f t  
some o f  t h e  bases on t h e  margin.  

7 ..-.. Nu. The Commission should  quesi- ion t h e  absence o 

l a b  c l o s u r e s .  If t h e  e:.:clusion c r i t e r i a  a r e  chanqed, 
-1' 

l i k e l y  t o  c l o s e  one depot  and, most l i k e l y ,  one l a b o r a t o r y .  

4 .  ' r ' e~ .  

a. I n c l u d e  a l l  A F  bases i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  i n c l u d i n g  those  in 
c a t e g o r i e s  w i t h  no excess c a p a c i t y .  

h. n a t a  on depots  and l a b s  appears t o  be a v a i l a b l e  f rom 
otl-ter s t u d i e s .  Data on m i i i a r y  a i r l i f t  and o t h e r  exc luded basrs  
i s  go ing  t o  be hard  t a  a b t a i n .  

c .  The Commission has t ime t o  mod i fy  t h e  depot  and l a b  ? 
l i s t s ,  b u t  p robab l y  cannot a f f e c t  MAC and o t h e r  exc luded 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  

5 .  T h e  cancerns have been discussed w i t h  t h e  A F  group i n  R B A ,  
b u t  not c y i  th  t h e  P ~ n t a g o n .  

a. The A F  g roup 'd i scove red  t h e  f l a w  o f  s:.:clctding 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  w i t h  l e s s  than ZC!C) c i v i l i a n s ; .  They have n o t  
r-esponded t o  t h e  o t h e r  cotTcerns. 

S:ECOMMENDAT I ONS : 7 
1. The Commissian t o  propose two a d d i t i o n a l  
i n . ? t a l l a t i o n s  f o r  and one p r ~ d u c t  d i . i i~s i tzn ~r 
I a b a r a t o r y .  I f  such c l o s u r e s ,  the  

\:hat i t  has gathered.  
Cc:mimi.;sion on i t s  awn, based on data f '  

The 1Zom;nissiois shou d  a l s o  as!.:: t h e  A F  t o  rev iew -the 
,..>ossi h i  l i t~ 113f S C I ~ S ~ ~  t ~ t . - i n g  i r ~ s t a l  l d t i u n s  1 x 1  t h e  e:.:i lctded l i . s t  
."or i n s t a l : a t i [ m s  on t /' e clo.sare l i s t .  E.:.:i=lusions + o r  r ~ a c t ~ n s  o f  
gelzqraphical  impor tance c  3n be accepted,  however. 



AIR FORCE METHODOLOGY ASSESSMENT 

FINDINGS : 

1. The Air Force included all 8 criteria by evaluating each one 
in terms of a number of quantitative and qualitative variables. 
The variables differed between AF installation categories, but 
each category was evaluated in terms of all 8 criteria. 

a. The variables used to evaluate each of the criteria were 
subjectively weighted by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
While that weighting was not quantified and, therefore, is not 
reproducible, it can be checked for reasonableness and 
consistency in the next stage of the analysis. 

Similarly, the 8 criteria scores for each installation were 
also weighted subjectively by the BCEG. The 4 military criteria 
were weighted most heavily, cost was given some weight, with the 
last 3 criteria given an almost negligible weighting. 

b. It appears that none of the criteria was actually used 
to break a tie. In fact, since the AF did not rank the 
individual bases, but instead sorted them into 3 groups, it is 
difficult to even speak of "tiesat in the AF methodology. 

2. The AF excluded all bases with less than 300 civilians. It 
conducted a capacity analysis on the remaining bases, using the 
Force Structure Plan (FSP), and excluded 5 of the 12 base 
categories for various reasons, only one of which was 
insufficient excess capacity. The AF only applied the 8 DoD 
criteria only to the remaining 7 base categories. 

a. The reasons for excluding base categories were: 
1. Total installations in category have no - or 

insufficient - excess capacity. 
2. Installations have a unique mission unaffected by 

the Force Structure Plan (FSP) 
3. Installations are geographically essential 
4. ~nstallations are otherwise "militarily neededw 
5. Installation contains unique assets that are too 

costly to relocate 

Following is a list of excluded base categories: 
1. Depots (6 installations) 

Data show 1 excess; AF needs more time to study. 
2. Product Divisions and Labs (6) 

Data show approximately 1 excess; AF needs more 
time to study. 

3. Test facilities (2) 
Unique assets too costly to move. 

4. Flying/Mobility or airlift (10) 
No excess capacity 



5 .  Flyinglother (1; Hurlburt AFB) 
Unique mission 

The remaining categories are: 
6. Basic and technical training (7) 
7. FlyingIStrategic (23) 
8. Flying/Tactical (18) 
9. FlyingITraining (5) 
10. Other (8) 
11. Air National Guard (11) 
12. AF Reserve (10) 

A number of other individual installations were excluded for 
reasons 2, 3, and 4 above. Those reasons appear to be valid. 

The reasons for excluding the depots, product divisions, and 
labs are not supportable. There is clearly, by the AF8s own 
admittance, excess capacity in those areas. In addition, the AF 
is on thin ice excluding whole categories of installations and 
then "stove-pipingn the rest in its analysis. In theory, the AF 
should have considered closing miliary airlift (MAC) bases as 
substitutes for strategic (SAC) bases, for example, then 
converting the excess SAC base to a MAC base. While in practice, 
it would probably be too costly to convert a SAC base into a MAC 
base, the methodology should at least have allowed for such 
substitutions. 

3. Yes, except for excluding bases with fewer than 300 
civilians. 

a. The methodology supported the current FSP. 

4 .  The AF assumed that bases were fully utilized currently and 
then capacities were reduced according to reductions in the FSP. 
The AF used l8wingsn as a unit of measure (it is not clear how 
they analyzed capacity for the non-flying bases). A wing 
constituted 40 111arge81 planes or 72 l1srnallu planes. 

5 .  Yes. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

1. The AF should not have excluded bases with less than 300 
authorized civilians. It should not have excluded depots and 
product divisions/labs. And it should have included the excluded 
category installations in the analysis, to compare them against 
bases chosen for closure. 

a. Yes, the AF used all 8 criteria, but gave some an almost 
insignificant weight. 

b. No, the AF adequately addressed the FSP. 



c. The AF appears to have done a thorough job by including 
all pertinent variables. Without analysis, however, we cannot be 
absolutely sure that all of those variables were adequately 
considered. They appear to have been. 

d. The only model or algorithm used by the AF was COBRA. 
The AF used its own COBRA version to analyze all of the non- 
excluded installations; it then used the DoD version of COBRA to 
analyze the closure candidates. 

2. The AF methodology is not flawed unless the Commission 
believes that the last 3 criteria were inadequately weighted. 

a. Weighing the last 3 criteria more heavily might shift 
some of the bases on the margin. 

3 .  No. The Commission should question the absence of depot and 
lab closures. If the exclusion criteria are changed, the AF is 
likely to close one depot and, most likely, one laboratory. 

4. Yes. 

a. Include all AF bases in the analysis, including those in 
categories with no excess capacity. 

b. Data on depots and labs appears to be available from 
other studies. Data on miliary airlift and other excluded bases 
is going to be hard to obtain. 

c. The Commission has time to modify the depot and lab 
lists, but probably cannot affect MAC and other excluded 
installations. 

5 .  The concerns have been discussed with the AF group in R&A, 
but not with the Pentagon. 

a. The AF group discovered the flaw of excluding 
installations with less than 300 civilians. They have not 
responded to the other concerns. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Commission should ask the AF to review the possibility 
of substituting installations on the excluded list for 
installations on the closure list. Exclusions for reasons of 
geographical importance can be accepted, however. 



MILESTONE GUIDELINE 

Milestone: 

Date Due: 

Product : 

Team/GAO Briefings on General Compliance 

9 May 91 

Position paper, 5 to 10 pages, and supporting 
briefing; half-page executive summary on each 
methodology flaw identified 

MILESTONE OBJECTIVE: To agree on recommendations to the 
Commissioners on whether the Services1 methodologies support the 
Force-Structure Plan and the eight DoD criteria; on whether those 
methodologies were applied properly; on what, if any, substantial 
deviations, based on flawed methodology, may result; and on the 
courses of action that should be taken in response to any 
substantial deviations. 

GENERAL: The format for the position paper should be the 
"findings, conclusions, and  recommendation^^^ approach. The 
sections that follow offer a checklist in the form of questions 
that the analysts should raise in each section. Teams are free to 
expand on this checklist. 

Note that this milestone does not include conclusions and 
recommendations on how consistentlythe methodologies were applied; 
that is addressed in the specific Compliance milestone, which is 
next. However, in the course of meeting this milestone, the 
consistency issue will probably begin to emerge. Also note, some 
of the questions below touch on fundamental questions of policy 
that may have to be decided on by senior analysis staff and the 
Commissioners. 

/ 

FINDINGS : 

1. How was each of the eight criteria included in the methodology 
and at what stage? 

a. How were the eight criteria weighted (whether 
quantitatively or subjectively) and why? 

b. If one or more of the criteria was to be used as a "tie- 
breaker," was it in fact used to break any ties? 

2. Were categories of installations or in.dividua1 installations 
excluded from that part of the methodology that contained the eight 
criteria or the Force-Structure Plan? 

a. Are the reasons for such exclusions reasonable and 
supportable? 



3 .  Did the methodology support the Force-Structure Plan? 

a. Did it support the current Force-Structure Plan or a 
prediction of a possible future Force-Structure Plan? 

4. How were installation capacities calculated and used? 

5 .  Were the categories usedto classify the installations logical 
for that Service? 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Is all or part of the methodology flawed? 

a. Did it fail to use one or more of the eight DoD criteria 
in accordance with PL101-510, Sec. 2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

b. Did it fail to address the Force-Structure Plan in 
accordance with PL101-510, Sec. 2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

c. Did it omit data elements that should logically have been 
considered? 

d. Were the models and algorithms used inappropriate or did 
they produce inaccurate results? 

2. If the methodology is flawed, what affect is it likely to 
have? 

a, Is a corrected methodology, when applied, likely to 
change the DoD1s list of base closures? (i.e., is it likely to 
lead to a substantial deviation?) 

3 ,  Should the Commission support the Service's decisions on 
categorical or individual exclusions? 

4 ,  Should the Commission modify the methodology before applying 
it to the data? 

a. How should the methodology be modified? 

b. What additional data will be needed for the modified 
methodology? 

c. How long will it take to gather the additional data and 
apply the new methodology to it? 

5. Have the concerns about the methodology been discussed with 
Service counterparts? 

a. What was the Service's response? 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Should the Commission accept the Service's methodology in 
total? 

2. If not, what aspects should the Commission modify and how 
should the modifications be made? 

a. How are additional data to be gathered? 

b. Does the staff need help from outside? 

(1). For example, if the modified methodology includes 
subjective analysis, should a team of recognized experts be 
assembled for that part? 



$ '  

(1:OOpm June 27; GENCOMP.CH4) 

Chapter 4: I n  this phase of the review, the 

Commission's objective was to determine 

whether the methodologies developed and 

used by the services complied with the 

Analvsis 0 f Defense Base Closure and Realignment A C ~  
J of 1990. The law called upon the services 

S e r v i c e to consider equally fdr closure all bases in 

the United States. 

Compl iance  The services also were required to 

with the Law make their closure and realignment 

pro&sals in accordance with the DoD force- 

structure plan and the final selection criteria. 

The Commission was authorized, according 

to section 2903 (d)(2)@) of the statute, to 

"make changes in any of the recommenda- 

tions made by the Secretary [of Defense] if 

the Commission determines that the Secre- 

tary deviated substantially from .the force- 

structure plan and final criteria. " 

How the Commission 
Analyzed Compliance 

The Commission set up review-and- 

analysis teams--Army, Navy, Air Force, and 

Special-:to evaluate the respective service's 

process. For this phase--a review of general 

compliance-- the Commission's teams 

focused on the process each service used to 
, 
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adhere to legislative requirements. 

The Commission's Army team review 

paralleled the Army's process. The team 

determined whether the Army considered all 

bases and whether the Army's categorization 

of bases and use of attributes were sound. It 

did so 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 looked at the Army's pro- 

posals in terms of the capacity the Army 

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 

either the Army or the Air Force. To deter- 

mine whether the Navy complied with . the . 
law, the Commission's staff held a series of 

meetings with members of the Navyrs Base 

Structure Committee and other high-ranking 

naval officers--including the heads of naval 

a.viation, surface warfare, personnel, and 

training. These individuals responded to 

questions and supplied information to the 

Commission. The Commission then studied 

the data to determine whether the Navy's 

compliance with selection criteria and the 

force-structure plan was adequate. 

The Navy provided additional explana- ! 

tion for its decisions, but not much in the 

way of specific data to back up those 

decisions. The Commission, with GAO's 

help, independently obtained and analyzed 

several hundred items of data from some 29 

naval installations across the country. 

Moreover, the Commission examined the 

Navy's excess berthing capacity in detail. 

The Commission's Air Force tearri 

verified the Air Force review process in 

four'steps. First, it checked to see that the 

Air Force had studied its facilities by identi- 

fying all Air Force bases and checking 

updated manpower documents. Second, the 

team examined the categories and subcatego- 

ries used by the Air Force to compare bas- 

es. Third, the team checked the Air Force's 

analysis of capacity within categories and 

for individual facilities. In this step, the 

team also reviewed decisions to exclude 

certain categories from further consideration 

due to a lack of excess capacity. Finally, the 

team checked the Air Force application of 

the eight criteria to the remaining bases. In 

this step, the team first examined the indi- 
' 

vidual bases that were excluded as "mili- 

tarily or geographically unique or mission 

essential." Then the team considered the 

application of the eight selection criteria to 

the remaining 72 bases. 
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Equal Consideration property. The Army studied both at the 

of 
All Bases 

request of the Commission and estimated 

that they have relatively high military value. 

The Navy stated that it considered all 

Public Law 101-510 called upon DoD bases including some bases with fewer than 

to consider all domestic military installations 300 civilians. Capacity was first calculated 

equally without regard to whether the base for 29 separate categories of naval and 

had been previously considered or proposed Marine Corps installations. Available 

for closure or realignment by DoD. The capacity at all Department of the Navy 

legislation retains the Secretary of Defense's , installations within the U.S. and its 

authority to carry out closures and territories was counted during that capacity 

realignments for installations having fewer analysis phase. The Navy considered bases 

than 300 civilian authorizations. However, for closure or real-ignment only in categories 

the legislation does not ,preclude the or subcategories with excess capacity. The 

Commission from considering all bases in its 

evaluation of the Secretary's proposals, 

irrespective of authorized civilian "The Commission [can 
employment levels. Accordingly, the c o n s i d e r ]  a l l  
Commission reviewed the listings of bases bases.. . irrespective of 
considered by the services to ascertain a u t h o r i z e d  c i v i l i a n  
whether all bares were appropriately . employment level.9. N 

considered. 
The Army considered its entire 

inventory of more than 1,200 domestic Commission reviewed the Navy's list of 

installations for possible closure and re- installations in each category containing 
' 

alignment. Two installations in the industrial excess capacity and compared the bases in 

category with more than 300 civilians were those categories to source documents such as 

inadvertently omitted from the analysis. the DoD Base Structure Report. The 

These two installations, Crane Ammunition Commission found that the Navy did consid- 

Plant in Indiana and Corpus Christi Depot in er all its major installations. 

Texas, are leased facilities on Navy-owned, The Air Force looked at its inventory 



of 208 installations and, following DoD or realignment proposal. Therefore, it is not 

guidance, determined that 108 exceeded the surprising that each service linked the plan 

300 threshold. It analyzed all but one for to its domestic base structure in a somewhat 

closure or realignment. The exception was different manner. 

a Defense Mapping Agency Aerospace The Commission found that the Army 

Center in St. Louis, Missouri, which the process was tied directly to the force- 

Air Force owns but the Defense Mapping structure plan in only 'one category-- 

Agency operates. 

Most of the 100 installations in the Air 

Force inventory that were excluded for , 

having less than 300 authorized civilian 

employees were radar sites, communications 

relay stations, Air National Guard, and Air 

Re~erve units. No major flying units, either 

active or reserve, were excluded. 

fighting installations. The Army linked other 

categories with the force structure only indi- 

rectly or considered their impact on the 

ford 'structure in another way. Furthermore, 

while the Army considered the 1995 force- 

structure plan, it -decided to restructure its 

bases more in line with what it estimated 

would be in the force structure in 1993, the 

In summary, the review and analysis by midpoint in the plan. This philosophy en- 

the Commission showed that the Army, abled the Army to retain 

Navy, and Air Force were in general flexibility for unknown contingencies. 

compliance with the requirements , to The Navy used the force-structure plan 

consider all bases; and the exceptions noted in an overall sense to determine future re- 

were not significant. quirements. The Navy determined that 10 

of the 29 categories that encompass all Navy 

Adherence to the 
installations had excess capacity. The Com- 

mission confirmed that each of these catego- 

Force-Structure Plan 
Y 

ries was directly linked to force-structure 
' 

reductions as evidenced by the base closure 

The force-structure plan provided proposals made by the Navy. However, the 

future-year reductions for each military Navy did not compute and revise the amount 

service in gross terms; however, it was not of remaining excess capacity related to the 

detailed enough for the services to establish force-structure plan after all its closure and 

a direct relationship for every base closure, realignment decisions were made. Accord- 



ing to calculations made by the Commission, 

significant amounts of excess capacity re- 

main in several categories of naval installa- 

tions including naval stations and shipyards. 

The Air Force used the force-structure 

plan as a base line to analyze its installa- 

tions' capacity by category. However, the 

Commission found that the Air Force ex- 

cluded those bases falling below the 300- 

civilian threshold requirement. This , 

procedure was not contrary to existing 

guidance, but such exclusions could have 

lessened the accuracy and effect of the 

excess capacity analysis i? some categories. 

A subsequent review by the Commission 

identified no bases that would have affected 

the analysis. 

With the exceptions noted, each service 

made good use of the force-structure plan, in 

arriving at proposals for base closures and 

realignments. The Commission's analysis 

confirmed, however, that some level of 

excess capacity remained within the force 

structure of each service. 

Use of Selection 
Criteria 

Although each service used the DoD 

selection criteria to study its bases, the 

methods and weightings of the criteria dif- 

fered considerably. . 

The Army used standards from an 

ongoing base study that it linked to the 

military-value criteria. These "measures of 

merit" and related attributes were more 

quantifiable than the methods used by the 

other services because numerical values 

were used. 

- - 

" m e  Commission stafS met 
with the Navy's Base 
Structure Committee four 
times. First verbally, then on 

.paper ,  the committee 
explained its grading system 
to  the Commission's  
satisfaction. II 

The Commission did, however, identify 

some cases where the Army's weighting of 

attributes common to all categories was 

inconsistent. "Environment" for example, 

received more emphasis for bases in the 



training category than for those in the 

fighting category; and the attributes used to 

describe "quality of life" for industrial bases 

were aimed more at military than civilian 

personnel, even though civilians make up 

the largest contingent in this category. 

The Army also did not define clearly 

what qualified a base to be considered of 

"high military value"; sometimes only the 

top-ranked base was identified as high value; , 

selection criteria along with standards to 

measure the subelements. Its "red," 

"yellow, " and "green" color-code 

assessments, especially for the overall rat- 

ings, were, less quantifiable and therefore 

more subjective than the Army's. But the 

use of so many subelements ensured that the 

Air Force process represented important 

characteristics of the selection criteria. 

The three services also considered the 

other times the top five received this ap- four'nonrnilitary selection criteria. 

praisal. The impact of these inconsistencies In summary, the Commission con- 

did not appear to be significant, given the 

missions and functions of the installations 

involved and the military-value judgments 

that were applied. 

The Navy's Base Structure Committee 

cluded that each .of the services used the 

final eight criteria, although the methods 

used to weight and apply them varied in 

terms of consistency and uniformity. 

used a "red," "yellow," and "green" color- 

code assessment of the four military-value 

criteria. 

The. Commission first was unable to 

track how the Navy amved at its color-code 

grades for each criterion from there, at a 

grade for a base's overall military value. 

The Commission staff met with the Navy's 

Base Structure Committee four times. First 

verbally, then on paper, the committee 

explained its grading system to the 

Commission's satisfaction. 

The Air Force developed an extensive 

array of 80 subelements to represent the! 
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Chapter 5: 

Analvsis of 
service 
Compliance 
with the 
Process 

T h e  Commission's objective in this 

phase of its review and analysis was to 

determine whether the recommendations of 

the Secretary of Defense deviated 

substantially from the force-structure plan 

and the final eight criteria. The Commission 

evaluated and replicated specific applications 

of the methodologies used by the services to 

determine the extent to which they were 

applied correctly and consistently. Where it 

identified substantial deviations, the 

Commission is recommending changes. 

The process by which the Commission 

verified each service's analysis varied 

slightly, reflecting the differences among the 

three. In general, the Commission's review 

and analysis of DoD's base closure and 

realignment proposals focused on several 

major factors: 

Data verification 

Category validation 

Base exclusions 

Validity of base rankings 

The methodologies the services used to 

arrive at closure or realignment decisions 

depended heavily on data related to each 

base under consideration. Accordingly, the 

Commission's review stressed the 



verification and correct application of this 

data, its relative accuracy, and the how any 

errors in the data the services used would 

affect their proposals. 

Army 

Data VeriJication 
I 

The accuracy of the Army's data was 

verified primarily by the Army Audit 

Agency. GAO reviewed, validated, and 

accepted the Army Audit Agency's process. 

The Commission then verified the Army's 

use of the data. 

Before the Army finalized its closure 

and realignment recommendations, the Army 

Audit Agency visited 16 installations qnd 

validated about 75% of the 1,000 pieces of 

data available for all attributes. The Army 

Audit Agency also reviewed the Army's 

data-collection process for accuracy and 

objectivity. 

The Army Audit Agency found some 

errors and inconsistencies in the data 

gathered by the Army major commands. 

The Army generally agreed with its audit 

agency's findings and incorporated them into 

the data base submitted to the Commission. 

The changes in the data altered the rankings! 

for some installations but did not affect 

closure decisions that were based on military 

judgment. 

In a separate data verification, the 

Commission sent GAO auditors to visit four 

Army bases. These installations represented 

four of the Army's Seven categories, one 

proposed closure, and one realignment. The 

purpose of the GAO visits was to assess the 

accuracy of' selected data the Army used in 

its ikalysis. Once the GAO visited the 

bases, the Commission checked the results 

of its review agajnst the master data base 

that the Army used to determine the ranking 

of installations. GAO found no errors that 

would have changed ranking. 

To evaluate the Army's use of the data, 

the Commission selected a sample from the 

Army's master data base and checked the 

Army's numerical valuations. Then the 

" R e  Army's process was 
suflciently robust that no . 

single attribute dominated the 
ranking. I /  

Commission traced these numbers to the 

attributes and measures of merit and, using 
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the Army's cross-walk diagram, to the DoD 

criteria. 

During the review process, the 

Commission received information on bases 

in congressional testimony, in numerous 

letters , from individuals, at regional 

hearings, and at site visits to each major 

base under study for closure or realignment. 

For quantifiable items--percentage of 

employment, base populations, and unit or , 

installation missions--the Commission staff 

independently verified the data in question 

and compared it to the data used by the 

Army. , 

In summary, the Army's data was 

reliable and consistently applied. Changes in 

rankings resulting from the corrections or 

differences in data were not significant 

enough to alter the Army's closure qnd 

realignment decisions or the Commission's 

evaluation of those decisions. 

Category Validation 

The Commission first examined the 

categories the Army chose to determine that 

they accurately reflected installations' 

primary activities. 

The Commission then evaluated the 

categorization itself. The Army placed 

installations into categories reflecting each ! 

base's predominant mission. Therefore, to 

determine if the placement was appropriate, 

the Commission reviewed the activities 

conducted at each installation and 

determined which was dominant. The 

Commission concluded that each base was 

correctly categorized; While some bases 

could have been placed into other 

categories, the Army's selection was not 

incorrect, and alternative categorization 

wodd not have affected the Army's 

recommendations. 

Base Exclusions 

The Commission initially reviewed the 

lists of bases within each category to 

confm that all bases had been considered. 

Then the Commission studied the Army's 

rationale for excluding each base. To 

illustrate, the Commission confirmed the 

military and geographic uniqueness of 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, which houses 

the 25th Light Infantry Division. Similarly, 

the Commission agreed that Fort Irwin was 

correctly excluded because it houses the 

National Training Center, the world's 

premier site for training heavy forces, and 

could not be replicated in DoD holdings. 

Having verified comparative rankings 

within categories, the Commission was 



concerned that the Army had reasonable 

grounds for excluding from further analysis 

bases that ranked below facilities proposed 

for closure. From this analysis, the 

Commission identified ten bases that 

warranted further study. 

Validity of Base Rankings 

The Commission performed sensitivity 

analyses on the weights the Army assigned 

to attributes and measures of merit. It found 

that. the Army's process was sufficiently 

robust that no single attribute dominated the 

ranking. In addition, the Commission 

independently verified all military- 

construction costs associated with the 

Army's proposed closures and realignme~ts 

by reviewing the reasonableness of the 

projects @at would be associated with each 

closure or realignment action. The 

Commission staff met with the Army to 

discuss any discrepancies. 

The final analysis revealed that the 

Army erred in determining its construction 

costs by less than five percent--a difference 

so small that correction would not alter the 

Army's closure and realignment choices. 

Conclusions 

The Commission found that the Army 

generally applied its chosen methodology 

correctly and consistently to all of the bases 

evaluated. Neither the Army Audit Agency 

nor GAO found significant discrepancies. 

The Army followed the force-structure 

plan, and its analysis adhered to the criteria 

established by DoD and followed 

memoranda promulgated to provide specific 

guidance to the services. The Commission 

agrees with the. Army's proposals for 

closure with several exceptions. (See chapter 

3, "Menu of Options," and chapter -.) 

Navy 

Data Verijication 

The Commission requested GAO to 

extend its independent verification efforts to 

check more items of data at more 

representative naval installations than 

previously planned. It did so for two 

reasons. First the Navy failed to use any 

internal controls or to employ its internal 

audit service. Second, the Navy's Base 

Structure Committee interviewed principal 

operators to supplement the data provided by 
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the OpNav working group, but failed to 

document the results of these interviews. 

GAO visited 29 Navy and Marine Corps 

installations and directly contacted 7 others 

to gather information and verify nearly 600 

items of data. Bases were selected from a 

cross-section of categories and included 

some bases slated for closure, some not 

closing, and some that were being realigned. 

GAO and the Commission found some , 

differences in the data surveyed but, more 

importantly, the Commission gained a 

measure of confidence in the Navy base- 

closure data base that it previously lacked. 

The Commission found no significant 

errors in the gathering of berthing-capacity 

data, but it did find a significant error in the 

way the Navy related excess capacity to 

force structure within the naval station 

category. This error led the Navy to 

understate its excess berthing capacity. The . 
Navy subtracted from its excess berthing 

capacity 12,500 feet of piers at San Diego 

that the Naval Facility Assets Data Base 

classified as inadequate and therefore unfit 

for use. The Commission learned that the 

Navy currently berths ships at these piers, 

and the Navy has written plans, separate 

from the base-closure process, to replace 

inadequate piers at San Diego to continue to 

support ships into the future. , 

The Base Structure Committee counted 

these inadequate San Diego piers in meeting 

the West Coast berthing requirement; 

however, it also deducted the same piers 

from the total excess berthing capacity on 

"The Commission gained a 
measure of con3dence in the 
Na~y base-closure data base 
that it previously lacked. " 

, 

the basis that they were not fit for use. 

Since the Navy's own berthing analysis 

shows the bulk of the excess berthing 

capacity that remains after the DoD- 

proposed closures would be on the East and 

Gulf Coasts, the Navy effectively subtracted 

supposedly "inadequate" berthing on the 

West Coast from usable excess berthing that 

it had identified on the East and Gulf 

Coasts. As a result, the Navy significantly 

underestimated the amount of excess 

berthing capacity in the naval station 

category. 

The Commission evaluated the Navy 

OpNav group's use of quantifiable data from 

such secondary-source documents as the 

Navy Facility Assets Data Base. The 



Commission reviewed samples of the data 

used to develop and assign color-code The Commission evaluated the Navy's 

grades for the major criteria. The categorization of bases by determining 

Commission then compared the OpNav whether bases and facilities were placed in 

group's grades with those determined by the categories that identify the predominant 

Base Structure Committee using a crosswalk mission and function of those installations. 

created by the committee relating the OpNav The Commission focused on the ten 

group's evaluation factors to DoD's 

selection criteria. (See diagram in discussion 

of Navy's process, chapter 2.) The 

Commission evaluated the written 

explanations provided by the Base Structure 

Committee for color grades that differed 

from the grades derived from the crosswalk. 

The Commission understood the 

Navy's explanations, but it did not agree 

with a number of gradings. The Base 

Structure Committee gave Staten Island, and 

all other new strategic homeport naval 

stations, an overall "green, " even though the 

facilities in some cases are only in their 

early stages of construction. The 

Commission was not convinced that such 

high gradings should have automatically 

been given to bases that are not yet 

operational. The Commission therefore 

included all of the new strategic homeports 

on its menu of options to study for possible 

closure or realignment. 

Category Validation 

categories determined to have excess 

capacity and concluded that the 

categorizations were appropriate. Some , 

overlaps emerged, however. For example, 

the naval air station category includes Naval 

Air Station Alameda, California, which 

provides berthing for two carriers. And the 

shipyards category includes Naval Shipyard 

Puget Sound, Washington, which also 

provides carrier berthing. The Commission 

determined that the Navy took these factors 

into account in analyzing its capacity. 

Base Exclusions 

The Commission reviewed the manner 

in which the Navy removed bases from 

further consideration for closure or 

realignment. The Commission found that if 

a base received an overall "green" rating for 

military value and was deemed essential to 

meet the Navy's projected mobilization and 

surge requirement, or was otherwise 



mission-unique, it was excluded from 

further closure or realignment consideration. 

One example was the Pearl Harbor Naval 

Shipyard, Hawaii, with its unique location. 

The Commission also found that even if a 

base re ived  an overall "yellow" for 

military value, it was excluded if the Base 

Structure Committee deemed it to be 

mission unique or geographically essential. 

Examples included the forward-based Naval 

Air Station Adak, Alaska, and Naval Station 

Charleston, South Carolina, which supports 

the submarine fleet. 

The Commission concluded that most 

exclusions were supportable--with some 

exceptions. The Comrnission continued to 

review several bases the Navy excluded in 

the naval station; naval air station; shipyard; 

training; and research, development, test, 

and evaluation categories. 

Validity of Base Gradings 

The Navy graded but did not assign 

numerical values or rank its bases. And the 

Commission's efforts to obtain valid 

documentation of the Navy's subjective 

judgments were not always successful. The 

Commission, therefore, developed its own 

rankings of bases in functional categories, 

that had excess capacity. The Commission 

converted the OpNav color codes into 

number grades using the crosswalk provided 

by the Base Structure Committee that related 

the OpNav's evaluation factors to the DoD 

criteria. The Commission then converted the 

numerical results back into color grades, 

using pluses and minuses for convenience 

(for example, "green + "). 
The Commission found that most 

propsed closure candidates fell at the 

bottom or close to the bottom of the 

rankings. This finding allowed the 

Comrnission to concentrate on those bases , 
not excluded for being mission unique where 

the Commission's calculated d n g s  were 

not consistent with the Base Structure 

Committee's color grading. For example, 

the Commission did not give Naval Air 

Station Whidbey Island (which the Navy 

. proposed closing) the lowest ranking of the 

Navy's master jet bases, but all five in this 

category are ranked "green-" for overall 

military value, and Whidbey is the lowest 

ranked of the three West Coast bases. 

The Commission assigned values from 

0 to 7 to the OpNav group's color codes 

and, in turn, to the Base Structure 

Committee's color codes. Composite scores 

for military value allowed the Commission 

to rank bases in each category. For 



$ 

example, the rankings indicated that Chase realignments were adequately supported. 

Field Naval Air Station, Texas, was the (The exceptions are discussed in the "Menu 

least desirable naval flight training of Options" section of chapter 3 and the 

installation. Although Meridian, Mississippi, Commission's recommendations, chapter 7.) 

and Kingsville, Texas, rated higher, the 

weighted average rankings were quite close-- 

close enough to give all three installations a - - 

color grade of "green-". The Commission Air Force 
identified several instances of close 

numerical rankings that translated into equal Category Validation 
I 

color codes. In these cases, The A -  

Commission concluded that other factors 

could easily shift the decision and thus 

further examination was warranted. , 

Conclusions 

The Commission found that, with some 

exceptions, the Navy generally applied its 

chosen methodology in a way that produced 

The Commission reviewed the Air 

Force's categorization of bases in two steps. 

First, it examined the Air Force's categories 

and subcategories to determine if they 

reasonably reflected the Air Fork's major 

missions. The Commission concluded that 

the categories and subcategories were 

reasonable. 

Next, the Commission evaluated the 

placement of bases within categories. This 

reasonable decisions. While the process used 

by the Navy in applying data to base closure 

and realignment decisions appeared to be in 

accord with DoD guidelines, the Navy's 

lack of documentation and absence of 

internal data verification made the process 

more difficult to verify. The Commission 

determined, through its calculated ranking 

review was relatively simple for single- 

mission bases. However, for bases with 

more than one mission, the Commission 

reviewed all of the missions at each base to . 

identify a primary mission. Then the 

Commission checked to see if the base had 

been categorized correctly according to this 

primary mission. The Commission found the 

analysis and other tests, that most of the bases were grouped in accordance with the 

Navy's recommendations for closures and, force-structure plan and associated support 



requirements and the categorization reflected 

each base's primary mission. 

Base Exclusions 

Executive Group used to make its decisions. 

The auditors checked a random selection of 

data elements from each questionnaire. 

GAO also visited the Air Training 

Command at Randolph Air Force Base and 

The Commission first verified that 

excluded categories lacked excess capacity 

under the force-structure plan. The 

Commission found that the Air Force had 

correctly selected categories without excess 

capacity to be excluded from further 

consideration. 

Next, the Commission reviewed the Air 

Fore's rationale for excluding individual 

bases from further consideration to 

determine if the excluded bases were 

militarily or geographically unique. The 

Commission concluded that most specific 

exclusions were supportable, but questioned 

the exclusion of Homestead, MacDill, 

Plattsburgh, and Griffiss Air Force Bases. 

Data Vem!j?cation 

GAO auditors visited four Air Force 

bases to assess the accuracy of data the 

bases provided in response to the general, 

environmental, and air space questionnaires. 

Answers to these questionnaires formed the 

core of data the Air Force's Base Closure 
, 

Lackland Air Force Base in San Antonio, 

Texas, to verify selected military 

construction cost estimates in connection 

with DoD's proposal to close Lowry Air: 

Force Base. 

GAO found some measurement errors in 

the 'data surveyed, but the errors were 

relatively minor--less than five percent. 

Most mistakes that GAO identified could be 

explained by changes Tn the data from initial 

measurement in late 1990 to the GAO's 

measurement in May 1991. In no case did 

an error change a subelement's rating or the 

overall assessment of a base's relative 

military value. 

The Commission verified the data's 

correct use from the secondary-source 

documents through to the establishment of 

ratings for each selection criterion. Source 

documents included all base questionnaires , 

and updates provided to the Base Closure 

Executive Group. The Commission 

randomly selected four sets of eight or nine 

bases (34 bases out of 72 closure candidates) 

to verify the first five criteria. One set of 



$ 

bases was used for each of criteria 1, 2, and 

3. The last set was used for criteria 4 and 5. 

- 

##In no case did an error 
change a subelement's rating 
or the overall assessment of 
an [Air Force] base's relative 
military value. It 

The Commission verified each 

subelement rating in criteria 1, 2, and 3 by 

tracing the source data supporting each 

subelement rating to the overall criterion 

rating. In carrying out this process across 

the different base categories, the 

Commission also checked for consistent 

application of criteria and subelement 

content and standards. 

The Commission found few inconsisten- 

cies in application of subelements and 

associated standards within and across 

categories. The data and methodology the 

Air Force used to support the ratings for 

criteria 1 through 3 in each base category 

were judged valid, reasonable, and correctly 

applied. When the Commission applied 

source data to the subelement definitions and 

standards according to the Air Force 

methodology, it generally arrived at the 

t -  . 

same subelement ratings. The Commission 

noted several errors but none was significant 

enough to demand a change in the final 

score for any base. For example, Holloman 

Air Force Base, New Mexico, has no 

hydrant refueling system and should have 

been rated "red" instid of "green" for a 

criterion 3 question. And K. I. Sawyer Air 

Force Base in Michigan was rated "red" for 

not having a port within 150 miles when the 

rating should have been "green" because 

Marquette, Michigan, a deep-water port on 

Lake Superior with access to the Atlantic 

.Ocean, is only 20 miles away. The Air 

Force justified other differences in both 

subelements and standards across base 

categories in its detailed analysis. 

In summary, the Air Force's data was 

reliable and was applied in a consistent 

manner. The data and procedures the Air 

Force used to calculate the one-time cost 

and pay-back periods of closing or 

realigning a base were in accordance with 

DoD guidelines, with a few minor 

exceptions. 

Validity of Base Rankings 

Given the color codes, the Commission 

examined the validity of base rankings and 

groupings and the subsequent base-closure 



, 

recommendations. This phase did not 

involve any specific data. The Commission 

checked the subelement ratings, criteria 

ratings, and the resulting overall rankings by 

category for all bases, except those excluded 

because .of unique mission, capabilities, or 

geographic location. The Commission 

followed a three-step process to appraise 

independently the rankings and 

recommendations. 

First, the Commission tabulated the 

number of "red," "yellow," and "green" 

subelement ratings for the bases and looked 

for consistency between the tabulations and 

the relative rating the base received within 

that category. 

The Commission then assigned 

numerical values to the "red," "yellow, " and 

"green" Air Force ratings of qch  

subelemen t : 

Red 1 Yellow + 5 

Red+ 2 Green- 6 

Yellow- 3 Green 7 

Yellow 4 Green + 8 

The sum of the subelement values within a 

criterion became the base's numerical score 

on that criterion. These scores were used to 

rank bases in the same category on each 

criterion. 

Second, the Commission staff members 

used their judgment to group bases 

according to their scores and to assign each 

base a color-code for that criterion. This 

process "leveled the field" among the eight 

criteria, so that no criterion was weighted 

more heavily because it contained more 

subelements. These values were again 

compared to the Air Force results to check 

for any anomalies. 

.Finally, the team ran two analyses. In 

the first analysis, each criterion was given 

equal weight. The team assigned overall 

numerical values to the color-code ,ratings 

for all the bases in each category and ranked 

the bases within each category by'the sums 

of these values. The team repeated this 

process, but in the second analysis, the 

military-value criteria were given additional 

weight, in accordance with DoD guidelines. 

Both of these numerical validations 

supported the recommended closures and 

realignments. Some bases not recommended 

for closure were identified numerically as 

having lower relative value than closure 
' 

candidates. Yet for each of those bases there 

is adequate military reason to justify 

selecting the next less-valuable base for 

closure. Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in 

Arizona, for example, has unique storage 

facilities for older aircraft. 



Based on its analysis of the bases' 

rankings, the Commission found that the 

bases the Air Force recommended for 

closure and realignment are supported by the 

ratings assigned to each subelement and 

criterion. In some instances bases 

recommended for closure were rated higher 

than some not chosen for closure. Mission, 

location, or suitability for multiple types of 

missions and aircraft were the primary 

reasons for not selecting lower-rated bases. 

Conclusions 

The Commission found that the Air 

Force applied its methodology correctly and 

consistently to all the bases not excluded 

from potential closure. GAO found no 

significant errors in selected data items at a 

sample of bases. The Air Force Audit 

Agency, which monitored the entire process, 

found no fault in the Air Force's process. 

The Commission concluded that 

categories examined related well to the 

future force-structure plan and the 

application of criteria within and across 

categories was generally consistent. The Air 

Force used the data and methodology 

consistently and correctly in coming up with 

criteria ratings and overall rankings for the 

bases. 



1993 ANALYSTS PLAN - DRAFT - 
1. DEFINITION OF SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 

CHANGES IN A BASE'S STATUS ON CLOSURE LIST DUE TO: 
- SIGNIFICANT DATA INACCURACIES 
- INAPPROPRIATE METHODOLOGY (FLAWED OR INCONSISTENT) 

2. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY REVIEW 
- UNDERSTANDING OF METHODS, MODELS AND DATA (MM&D) USED 
- RELATION OF MM&D TO EIGHT CRITERIA 

- .  - ASSUMPTIONS USED IN COST, ECONOMIC AND OTHER MODELS 
- PROCESS FLOW CHART 

3 .  GENERAL COMPLIANCE (MACRO REVIEW) 
- PROCESS CONSISTENCY WITH FORCE STRUCTURE AND CRITERIA 
- APPROPRIATE CATEGOPJZATION OF BASES 
- APPROPRIATE CAPACITY MEASURES USED 
- VALID BASE EXCLUSIONS 
- CONFORMANCE WITH EMPLOYMENT THRESHOLDS 

4. SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
- DATA ACCURACY BASED ON REVIEW OF INTERNAL AND GAO AUDITS 
- DATA ACCURACY BASED ON SPOT VALIDATIONS 
- DATA VALIDITY/COMPLETENESS FOR CRITERIA EVALUATION 
- CONSISTENT CATEGORIZATION OF BASES 
- CONSISTENT APPLICATION OF CRITERIA WITHIN CATEGORY 
- COMPARISON OF FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES TO PROPOSED BASE 

CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS 
- COMPARISON OF CRITERIA GRADES TO CLOSURE SELECTIONS 

5. REBUITAL REVIEW (COMMUNITY COMMENTS) 
- REQUEST REVIEW BY DOD AND OTHER APPROPRIATE GROUPS 
- IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES/CONCERNS NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED 

IN SERVICE OR COMMISSION ANALYSIS 
- UPDATE COMMISSION ANALYSIS TO INCLUDE NEW ISSUES 
- MATRIX OF ISSUES 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

INITIAL ANALYSIS PLAN 

17 February 1993 

OBJECTIVE 

To review and analyze the submission of the Secretary of 
Defense to ensure that his recommendations do not substantially 
deviate from the provisions of Public Law ,101-510, Title XXIX and 
when such deviations occur to recommend changes. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

1. The Force Structure Plan as prepared by the Department of 
Defense is a given for this analysis. 

2. Subjective judgments may be appropriate for evaluating 
certain criteria where such judgments can be rationally supported. 

3. External audits of Service data are valid. 

BACKGROUND 

The purpose of the analysis plan is to describe the procedures 
which will be employed to determine whether the recommendations of 
the Secretary of Defense deviated substantially from the Force- 
Structure Plan and final criteria referred t-o in PL101-510. 

For the purposes of this analysis plan, a substantial 
deviation is determined to have occurred if one or both of the 
following criteria are met: 

1. Data used for evaluatinu Force Structure or one or 
more of the criteria are so inaccurate as to result 
in a change in an installation's status from a 
decision based on correct data. 

We do not intend to validate every piece of 
data used by the Services in their 
analysis. However, we must assure ourselves 
that the essential data appear reasonable. In 
some cases, auditors ofthe individual Services 
have already reviewed much of the data, and the 
GAO is reviewing data validity as well. We 
will review GAOfs findings on data, and spot 
check some of the essential data ourselves. 
When necessary, we will obtain valid data to 
replace invalid data, and determine if this 
would cause a change in an installation's 
status. (More will be said on the specific 
procedures below). 



2. Methodoloav is so flawed. or was awwlied so 
inconsistentlv. that Force Structure or one or more 
criteria were effectivelv not considered. resultinq 
in a chanae in an installationfs status when an 
awwrowriate methodolow is correctlv aw~lied. 

Given valid data, the methodology used by each 
service to evaluate bases must comply with the 
law and regulations. In addition, the 
methodologymusthave been applied consistently 
to like bases at discrete decision points 
during the process. 

ORGANIZATION OF ANALYSIS TEAMS 

An analysis team for each service will perform all review work 
for the first four (military value) criteria for a given services's 
submission. An interagency issues team will review criteria five 
through eight (return on investment and impacts) for all services. 
The review of general compliance with the law for service 
methodologies will be made by an ad hoc committee appointed by the 
Director of Review and Analysis. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The analysis will take the following ste,ps: 

BACKGROUND AND PREPARATION 

1. Determine the methodologies and data models used by 
Services. 

Key Question: What models and methodologies were used by 
the Services? 

Actions: The teams will develop a detailed understanding 
of how the process worked for each Service, including the 
methods, models and data used at each step in the process. 
The teams will also determine how those methods, models 
and data interrelate to each other and the eight criteria. 

Products: Written description, two to four pages, of each 
Service's methodology. 

2. obtain the models used and their supporting data. 

Key Question: What assumptions were used in cost and 
economic models and what data supports these assumptions? 

~ctions: The service and interagency issues teams will 
request the COBRA, and any other, models used by each 
Service. The teams will note deficiencies in backup data 
provided to the Commission, and requesting this data from 
the Services as soon as possible. 



Products: N/A. 

3. Flow chart the Servicesf processes (with backup 
descriptions) . 
Key Question: Can the Services processes be described in 
a logical framework? 

Actions: The teams will complete detailed flow charts of 
each Service's evaluation and decision processes which 
show the hierarchical structure of all steps in the 
process. These detailed flow charts and descriptions will 
be checked with representatives from the Services for 
accuracy, and will be used as a guide to our understanding 
and evaluation of the Servicesf methodologies. 

Products: Flow chart, ten to twenty activities, 
describing the Servicesf processes. 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

4 .  Determine whether Servicesf methodologies support the 
Force Structure Plan and the criteria. 

Key Question: Do the Servicesf methodologies support the 
Force Structure Plan and consider the established 
criteria? 

Actions: At a macro level, each team will determine if 
each Servicefs capacity analyses conform with projected 
reduction in forces over time, and if their capacity 
analyses are consistent with supporting documents. 
Similarly, at a macro level, each team will determine if 
the criteria used by each Service were essentially the 
same as, or consistent with, the eight established 
criteria. The staff will determine if the various 
methodologies used to evaluate bases, when taken together 
as a total process at a macro level, are individually and 
collectively consistent with the criteria and Force 
Structure Plan. 

Products: Written position, two to three pages, on 
whether the Servicesf processes considered and were 
generally consistent with the Force Structure Plan. 

5 .  Determine whether the data, models, and methodologies were 
applied properly. 

Key Questions: Are the initial exclusions based on 
category supportable? Were the proper assumptions used in 
the economic analysis? 

Actions: Each Service first categorized their bases with 
respect to primary mission before beginning any 



evaluation. Teams will check this categorization for 
reasonableness and consistency. In some cases, entire 
categories of bases were excluded from further analysis at 
some stage in the process. Similarly, some bases were 
excluded from consideration due to some mission-unique 
factors. Teams will review these decisions and determine 
if these judgments were made consistently for like bases 
and are rational. 

Products: Written position, two to three pages, on 
whether the Servicesf methodologies considered the 
established eight criteria (contained in general 
compliance position paper). 

(6. 
consider differences in approach among the Services. 

Key Q U ~ S ~ ~ O ~ S :  Are there major differences in Service 
methodologies which cannot be explained by legitimate 
differences in measuring military value or other criteria? 
Do any such differences result in significantly different 
answers for the same inputs? 

Actions: Executive ad hoc committee will compare and 
contrast approaches and evaluate the need for differences 
and their impact on the selection process. 

Products: Listing of major differences with an analysis 
of the impact of the differences on the selection process. 
For example, would different answers result from the same 
inputs (contained in general compliance position paper)? 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 

7 .  Sample data for validity (work in conjunction with GAOfs 
validations). 

Key ~uestion: Are the data accurate and valid for 
evaluating the criteria? 

Actions: Large data sampling efforts are not envisioned. 
The teams will make site visits as needed to validate 
data. Work done by the Service's audit agencies, and by 
the GAO, to validate data will be accepted. Teams will 
determine what additional I1spot1l validations of essential 
data, from readily available sources, are necessary to 
provide reasonable assurance of data accuracy for applying 
each of the eight criteria and the Force Structure Plan. 

Products: Each team will prepare a written assessment of 
the accuracy and validity of the data based upon GAO, 
audit reports, and spot checks (contained in the specific 
compliance position paper). 

8. Segregate installations into the same functional 



categories used by the Services. 

Key Question: Were rules used to categorize 
installations applied consistently? 

Action: Each Service separated its bases into functional 
categories, based on primary mission, for analysis. Teams 
will use these same categorizations to separately analyze 
compliance with respect to the Force Structure Plan and 
the eight criteria. This is necessary because many of the 
criteria (i.e., military value) may justifiably be applied 
differently among functional categories. This will enable 
teams to look for consistency in the categorization 
process as well as application of the criteria within a 
major functional category. 

Products: Listing of installations by service by category 
reflecting any necessary revisions (contained in the 
specific compliance position paper). 

9. Match closed and realigned installations against changes 
in the Force Structure Plan. 

Key Question: Do the installations selected support 
changes in the Force Structure Plan? 

~ction: Teams will match closed and realigned 
installations to changes in major elements of the Force 
Structure Plan. If there are substantial deviations, 
teams will identify alternative scenarios which would 
eliminate such substantial deviations and identify what 
additional data and analysis would be needed for 
 omm mission members to make final recommendations selected 
from those alternative scenarios. 

Products: Each team will prepare a matrix which matches 
changes in major force elements to i.nstallations changes, 
a listing of any substantialdeviations, and a description 
of additional analysis requirements (contained in specific 
compliance position paper). 

10. Do the data and methodology application support the 
rankings, color coding, etc., produced by each Service? 

Key ~uestions: For each criterion, were the data and 
methodologies applied consistently within each major 
category of bases for each Service? For example, if the 
amount of hanger and apron space were important in 
evaluating military value of air bases, did the data and 
methodologies for those two parameters consistently 
support the rankings or color codes assignedto individual 
bases within the category? 

Given internal consistency within categories of bases 
for each Service, do the data and methodologies support 



the combined ranking/grouping, color codes and final 
decisions to close or realign bases? Is there a 
justifiable, non-random pattern to the closure and 
realignment decisions at the final step of each Service's 
process? 

Action: Each team will rank order the criteria ratings 
within each category for military value and examine the 
data supporting these ratings for consistency and 
reasonableness. Once category ratings have been reviewed, 
teams will rank order installations and examine the 
criteria ratings to ensure that the installations ranking 
is substantiated by its criteria ratings. 

Products: Written summary, four to eight pages, on the 
results of the review along with a listing of any p&& 
substantial deviations. 

JOINTlTRANSFER USE POTENTIAL c deck) 
The services did not explicitly analyze this issue. We must 

begin to identify potential join/transfer use scenarios immediately 
so that we will be able to analyze their feasibility and impact on 
the Secretary's recommendations. It is not feasible to perform a 
thorough analysis of all joint/transfer use opportunities; however, 
it may be possible to identify the most obvious joint/transfer use 
candidates based on the professional judgment and experience of 
team members. 

11. ~dentify those installations which may have significant 
joint/transfer use potential. 

Key Question: Are there potential locations where 
significant cross Service joint/transfer use may be 
appropriate? 

Action: Each of the Service teams will develop a small 
number of jointjtransfer use candidates. The 
 omm missioners will review this list and select candidates 
for further analysis. 

Products: A list of potential joint/transfer use 
candidates which will be submitted to the Commissioners. 

12. For candidates selected by the ~ommi.ssioners, perform 
cost, military value, economic impact, and environmental 
impact analyses. 

Key Questions: Does an analysis of joint/transfer use 
meet military value criteria? Does the return on 
investment support a decision to pursue joint/transfer 
use? Are there significant impacts that would result from 
a joint/transfer use? 



notion: The teams will evaluate the cost, military value 
implications and impacts of a joint/transfer use. These 
analyses by the staff would comply with the criteria, and 
would assist the  omm mission members in making final 
decisions on joint/transfer use alternatives. 

Products: Summary, two to four pages, of the military 
value, cost, and impacts of joint/transfer use for each 
candidate site selected by the Commissioners for further 
review. 

&EBUTTAL REVIEW 

The commission will receive rebuttals from affected 
communities throughout the time period of the  omm mission's 
activities. We know that some of these rebuttals will contain 
detailed military and economic analyses. It is possible that one 
or more of these rebuttals will make valid points with respect to 
data, models, methods, and their applications. Rebuttals will be 
initially reviewed by the  omm mission staff and sent to DoD for 
further review if warranted. When further review beyond DoD1s is 
necessary, the Director of R&A will recommend further actions (to 
the ~ommissioners) Each rebuttal must be examined carefully, both 
as a check on our own analyses and to ensure fairness and openness 
of the review process. 

13. ~etermine whether previously performed analyses address 
the issues raised in the rebuttal. 

Key Question: Have the concerns raised in rebuttals been 
adequately addressed during the Services1 selections 
process or the Commissionfs review? 

Actions: Determine if the rebuttal raises new issues not 
contemplated, or not adequately covered, by the original 
analysis plan. Determine the specific deficiencies, if 
any, in the original analysis plan far these issues and 
recommended actions to address these deficiencies. 

Products: Teams will develop two to four -arit=s 
which describe the substance of the rebuttal and recommend 
whether any further action is needed. 



MILESTONE GUIDELINE 

Milestone: Team/- on General Compliance 

Date Due: 9 May 91 

Product : Position paper, 5 to 10 pages, and supporting 
briefing; half-page executive summary on each 
methodology flaw identified 

MILESTONE OBJECTIVE: To agree on recommendations to the 
Commissioners on whether the Services' methodologies support the 
Force-Structure Plan and the eight DoD criteria; on whether those 
methodologies were applied properly; on what, if any, substantial 
deviations, based on flawed methodology, may result; and on the 
courses of action that should be taken in response to any 
substantial deviations. 

GENERAL : The format for the position paper should be the 
"findings, conclusions, and recommendations~ approach. The 
sections that follow offer a checklist in the form of questions 
that the analysts should raise in each section. Teams are free to 
expand on this checklist. 

. .' 1 Note that this milestone does not include conclusions and 
- recommendations on how consistently the methodologies were applied; 

that is addressed in the Specific Compliance milestone, which is 
next. However, in the course of meeting this milestone, the 
consistency issue will probably begin to emerge. Also note, some 
of the questions below touch on fundamental questions of policy 
that may have to be decided on by senior analysis staff and the 
Commissioners. 

FINDINGS : 

1. How was each of the eight criteria included in the methodology 
and at what stage? 

a. How were the eight criteria weighted (whether 
quantitatively or subjectively) and why? 

b. If one or more of the criteria was to be used as a "tie- 
breakerttl was it in fact used to break any ties? 

2. Were categories of installations or individual installations 
excluded from that part of the methodology that contained the eight 
criteria or the Force-Structure Plan? 

a. Are the reasons for such exclusions reasonable and 
i 

3 supportable? 



-. 

i 3 .  Did the methodology support the Force-Structure Plan? 

a. Did it support the current Force-Structure Plan or a 
prediction of a possible future Force-Structure Plan? 

4. How were installation capacities calculated and used? 

5 .  Were the categories usedto classify the installations logical 
for that Service? 

1. Is all or part of the methodology flawed? 

a. Did it fail to use one or more of the eight DoD criteria 
in accordance with PL101-510, Sec. 2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

b. Did it fail to address the Force-Structure Plan in 
accordance with PL101-510, Sec. 2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

c. Did it omit data elements that should logically have been 
considered? 

d. Were the models and algorithms used inappropriate or did 
.- . -, they produce inaccurate results? 
' i  
- ..? 2. If the methodology is flawed, what affect is it likely to 

have? 

a. Is a corrected methodology, when applied, likely to 
change the DoD's list of base closures? ( e .  , is it likely to 
lead to a substantial deviation?) 

3. Should the Commission support the Service's decisions on 
categorical or individual exclusions? 

4 .  Shouid the Commission modify the methodology before applying 
it to the data? 

a. How should the methodology be modified? 

b. What additional data will be needed for the modified 
methodology? 

c. How long will it take to gather the additional data and 
apply the new methodology to it? 

5. Have the concerns about the methodology been discussed with 
Service counterparts? 

a. What was the Service's response? 



- 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Should the Commission accept the Service's methodology in 
total? 

2. If not, what aspects should the Commission modify and how 
should the modifications be made? 

a. How are additional data to be gathered? 

b. Does the staff need help from outside? 

(1). For example, if the modified methodology includes 
subjective analysis, should a team of recognized experts be 
assembled for that part? 



MILESTONE GUIDELINE 

Milestones: Team Inputs on Specific Compliance 

Dates Due: Product 1 - As Required 
Product 2 - May 22, 1991 
Product 3 - May 29, 1991 

Products : 1. Review and Analysis Worksheets, 1 page each 
2. Update Briefing 
3. Position Paper, 5 to 10 pages, and supporting 

briefing 

MILEBTONE OBJECTIVE: To apply the methodologies accepted by the 
Director of ~eview and Analysis to accurate and appropriate 
supporting datalcharacteristics foe! each installation in order to 
determine whether those methodologies were applied correctly and 
consistently by the services. To advise the Commissioners on 
substantial deviations, as they are identified, and recommend to 
them the options for redressing those deviations. 

GENERAL: The review & analysis worksheets are to be submitted when 
apparent substantial deviations are identified. The format should 
be that used by the Army team for those worksheets already 
'csubmitted. - - - 

The position paper will be divided into three sections: 
General Assessment of Data Accuracy, General Assessment of 
Methodology ~pplication, and Summary of specific Issues. The 
format for the first two sections should be the "findings, 
conclusions, options or action takenw approach. The issues 
summarized in the third section should have already been addressed 

x 
in full in separate review & analysis worksheets. The list of 
those issues is called the "short list." 

The May 22, 1991 briefing is intended to be an update of 
progress, and brainstorming session in case there are procedural or 
policy questions to iron out. By that time, at least the bases of 
the DODts closure list should have been analyzed with results ready 
for briefing. 

Note that the questions below serve only as a guideline for 
doing the analysis required by the three products. Teams are free 
to delve deeper into the analysis or to investigate issues in 
addition to those addressed below. 

FINDINGS : 

1. Were the data used in the methodology valid and accurate? 

a. What proportion of the data was accepted based on GAO 
verification? 

b. What proportion of the data was verified by the team? 



2. Were the categorization rules of the methodology applied 
consistently? 

a. Did the bases in each category belong there? 

3. Were the exclusion rules of the methodology applied 
consistently? 

a. Did the stated reasons for each exclusion apply to each 
base excluded? 

4 .  Do valid data and the application of the methodology support 
the numerical or color coding of each factor used? 

5 .  Do the factors' numerical or color codings support the overall 
rating given to the base? 

a. Is there a justifiable, non-random pattern to the closure 
and realignment decisions at the final step of the Service's 
process? 

CONCLUSIONS: 

1. Did corrections to the data call into question any of the 
Service's closure or realignment recommendations? 

a. Should any bases on the closure list drop off? 

b. Should any bases not on the list be considered for closure? 

c. Should any realignment actions be reconsidered? 

2. For those bases categorized incorrectly, did you re-categorize 
them into a more appropriate category? 

a. Did the new categorization indicate that any closure, non- 
closure, or realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

3. For those bases excluded inappropriately, did you apply the 
full methodology to them to see how they rate in their appropriate 
category? 

a. Did the change indicate that any closure, non-closure, or 
realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

4 .  For those changes in factor or overall base coding, did you re- 
prioritize any bases? 

a. Did the change indicate that any closure, non-closure, or 
realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

5 .  Do the installations selected for closure seem logical when 
compared to changes in the Force Structure Plan? (A matrix would 
be useful for this comparison.) 



a. Conversely, do the bases remaining support the FY 95 Force 
Structure Plan? 

6. What did sensitivity analysis 
show? 

each. of the 8 DOD criteria 

a. In general, how much do the data used to evaluate a 
criterion have to change in order to change a color or numerical 
coding? 

b. How much does 
to change in order to 
decision? 

a criterion's color and numerical 
change a closure, non-closure, or 

coding have 
realignment 

7. Have the conclusions ben discussed with Service counterparts? 

a. What was the Service's response? 

OPTIONS : 

I. Should the  omm mission accept all of the Service's decisions on 
all of its installations? 

2 .  If not, what options for changes to the base closure and 
realignment list are there for the  omm mission to consider? 

3. What changes should the Commission recommend for the base 
closure and realignment process in 1995? 
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1993 REVIEW AND IWALYSIB PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 

To review and analyze the base closures and realignments 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense to enable the 
Commissioners to determine whether his recommendations comply with 
the provisions of P.L. 101-510, November 5, 1990, as amended. 

BACKGROUND 

The purpose of the review and analysis plan is to describe the 
procedures that the Review and Analysis staff will use to enable 
the Commissioners to determine whether the SECDEFfs recommendations 
deviated substantially from the Force Structure Plan and final 
selection criteria and to recommend changes when substantial 
deviations occur. The Commissioners can determine that a 
substantial deviation has occurred if one or both of the following 
criteria are met: 

1. Methodology is so flawed, or was applied so 
inconsistently, that the Force Structure Plan or one or more of the 
selection criteria were effectively not considered and correcting 
the flawed methodology or applying the methodology consistently 
causes a change in an installationfs status. 

2. Data used for evaluating specific installations against 
the Force Structure Plan or one or more of the selection criteria 
are so inaccurate that application of valid data causes a change in 
an installation's status. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

The following assumptions apply in all phases of analysis: 

1. The Force Structure Plan as submitted by the Department of 
Defense is valid for use by the 1993 Commission. 

2. Subjective judgments are appropriate for evaluating 
certain criteria when such judgments cannot be objectively 
supported. 

3. Audits of data by Service audit agencies and the General 
Accounting Office are valid. 
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1993  REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
(Continued) 

ORGANIZATION 

The Office of Review and Analysis is headed by a direct-hire 
director and and includes four analysis teams. The analysis teams 
for each Service (Army, Navy/Marine Corps, and Air Force) will 
consist of a team leader and three research analysts (all direct 
hires), two military analysts detailed from the pertinent Military 
Department, and two research analysts detailed from the General 
Accounting Office. The Interagency Issues Team will consist of a 
direct-hire team leader, a military analyst detailed from the 
Department of Defense, and analysts detailed from the General 
Services Administration, General Accounting Office, Federal 
Aviation Agency, Environmental Protection Agency, and Department of 
Commerce. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

Each Service Team will perform all review work for the first 
four selection criteria (military value). for that Service's 
recommendations. The Interagency Issues Team and the Service Teams 
will establish procedures to jointly review criteria five through 
eight (return on investment and cost, environmental, and economic 
impacts). The Interagency Issues Team, with support as needed from 
the service Teams, will review and analyze all recommendations 
pertaining to Defense Agencies. The analysis will be conducted in 
the four phases: general compliance; specific compliance; 
community input; and matrix of issues. The purpose of each phase 
is discussed below. 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE - 

During this phase, each analysis team will: 

1. Explain the methodology used by the Service or Defense 
Agency in developing their recommendations. 

2. Evaluate the Service's or Defense Agency's process in 
terms of the selection criteria and the force structure plan. 

3. Conclude if the Service's or Defense Agency's methodology 
generally complies with the provisions of P.L. 101-510. 

4. Recommend alternatives for the Commissioners to consider 
for areas judged to be in noncompliance. 

Details for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 1. 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
(Continued) 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 

~uring this phase, each analysis team, will: 

1. Determine whether the methodology was applied consistently 
within each installation or Defense Agency category. 

2. Verify the data used by the service or Defense Agency in 
developing their recommendations. 

3 .  Validate the military value evaluations/rankings within 
each installation or Defense Agency category. 

4. Determine whether application of valid data or the 
consistent application of the methodology results in a change to an 
installationfs status. 

5. As requested, provide options for redressing substantial 
deviations identified by the Commissioners. 

~etails for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 2. 

COMMUNITY INPUT 

The  omm mission will receive rebuttals from affected 
communities throughout the time period of the ~ommission~s 
activities. Each input must be examined carefully, both as a check 
on the Servicefs or Defense Agency's and analysis team's analyses 
and to ensure fairness and openness in the review process. Some of 
these inputs will contain detailed military and economic analyses. 
It is possible that one or more of these inputs will make valid 
points with respect to data, models, methods, and their 
applications. For each input, each analysis team will: 

1. Review the input to determine whether previously performed 
analyses address the issues raised. 

2. Send the input to the appropriate Military Department or 
Defense Agency for further review if deemed appropriate. 

3. Evaluate the ~ilitary Department or Defense Agency 
analysis. 

4. Develop conclusions for consideration by the 
Commissioners. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COKMIBSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1 9 9 3  REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 
(Continued) 

MATRIX OF ISSUES - 

The final analysis step is the arraying of issues based on the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense, the input from 
affected communities, and the analyses of the analysis teams. The 
commissioners will receive this information as part of the formal, 
open-hearing process. The presentation of this information will 
allow the Commissioners to determine those they will 
recommend to the President for closure and realignment. 

Enclosures 

1. General Compliance 
2. Specific Compliance 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

GENERAL 

The analysis teams will develop a detailed understanding of 
how the process worked for each Service and Defense Agency, 
including the methods, models, and data used at each step in the 
process. The analysis teams will also determine how these methods, 
models, and data interrelate to each other and the eight selection 
criteria. The analysis teams will request the COBRA and any other 
models used by each Service and Defense Agency. The analysis teams 
will request backup data used by each Services and Defense Agency 
and will note deficiencies. 

Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a 
position paper that evaluates the general compliance of the 
Service's and Defense Agency's methodology with the provisions of 
P.L. 101-510. The analysis teams will prepare flow charts of each 
Service's and Dbfense Agency's evaluation and description process. 
These detailed flow charts and descriptions will be verified by 
each Service and Defense Agency and will be used to guide the 
Commissioners' understanding and evaluation of the methodologies. 
The questions serve only as a guideline for doing the analysis. 
Tears are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to investigate 
additional issues. The position paper and flow charts will be 
available for use by the Commissioners NLT 12 April 1993. 

PURPOSE 

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review 
and Analysis Plan. 

PROCESS 

Explain in detail the process used by the Service or Defense 
Agency in developing their closure and realignment recommendations. 

FINDINGS 

1. How was each of the eight selection criteria included in the 
methodology and at what stage? 

a. How were the eight criteria weighted (whether 
quantitatively or qualitatively) and why? 

b. If one or more or the selection criteria were to be used 
as a tttiebreaker,tt was it in fact used to break any ties? 
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1993 REVIM AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

2. Were categories of installations or individual installations 
excluded from the part of the methodology that contained the eight 
selection criteria or the Force Structure Plan? Are the reasons 
for such exclusions reasonable and supportable? 

3 .  Did the methodology support the Force Structure Plan? Did it 
support the current Force Structure Plan or a prediction of a 
possible future Force Structure Plan? 

4. How were installation capacities calculated and used? 

5. Were the categories used to classify the installations logical 
for that Service or Defense Agency? 

OBSERVATIONS 

1. Is all or part of the methodology flawed? 

a. Did the methodology fail to use one or more of the eight 
selection criteria in accordance with P.L. 101-510, Sec. 
2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

b. Did the methodology fail to address the Force Structure 
Plan in accordance with P.L. 101-510, Sec. 2903 (b) (2) (B)? 

c, Did the methodology omit data elements that should 
logically have been considered? 

d. Were the models and algorithms used appropriate or did 
they produce accurate results? 

2 .  If the methodology is flawed, what effect is it likely to have? 
Is a corrected methodology, when applied, likely to change the 
status of an installation? For example, is it likely to lead to a 
substantial deviation? 

3. Should the Commission support the Servicesr and Defense 
Agencies1 decisions on categorical or individual exclusions? 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

4 .  Should the Commission modify the methodology before applying it 
to the data? 

a. How should the methodology be modified? 

b. What additional data will be needed for the modified 
methodology? 

c. How long will it take to gather the additional data and 
apply the new methodology to it? 

5. Have the concerns about the methodology been discussed with 
Service or Defense Agency counterparts? What was the service's or 
Defense Agency's response? 

6. Should the Commission accept the Service's or Defense Agency's 
methodology in total? 

7. If not, what aspects should the Commission modify and how 
should the modifications be made? 

a. How are additional data to be gathered? 

b. Does the staff need help from outside? For example, if 
the modified methodology includes subjective analysis, should a 
team of recognized experts be assembled for that part? 
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SPECIFIC COXPLI2UlCE 

GENERAL 

Using accurate and appropriate supporting data, the analysis 
teams will apply the methodologies accepted by the Commissioners 
fromthe General Compliance review to each installation within each 
category in order to determine whether those methodologies were 
applied correctly and consistently by the Services and Defense 
~gencies. This analysis will enable the Commissioners to identify 
substantial deviations and formulate options for redressing 
id.entified substantial deviations. 

Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a 
position paper and a briefing for each installation category. The 
questions below serve only as a guideline for doing the required 
analysis. Teams are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to 
investigate additional issues. Each analysis team will brief the 
Staff Director on its progress and preliminary observations NLT 7 
May 1993. This briefing is intended to be a brainstorming session 
in case there are procedural or policy questions to iron out. By 
that time, all of the installations recommended for closure and 
realignment by the Department of Defense will have been analyzed. 

Based on this review, each analysis team will prepare a 
position paper for each installation category to be sent to the 
Commissioners NLT 14 May 1993. Each analysis team will brief the 
Commissioners on their observations during the deliberation 
hearings scheduled for 21-22 May 1993. 

PURPOSE 

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review 
and Analysis Plan. 

PROCESS 

In general terms, explain the process used by the Service or 
Defense Agency in developing their closure and realignment 
recommendations. 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

FINDINGS 

I Data Accuracy - Explain how the accuracy of the data was 
determined. 

I1 Data Verification - ~xplain how the data were verified. 
111 Cateqorv validation - Explain how the proper data 

elements and methodology were applied. 

IV Base Validation - Explain whether the Service or Defense 
Agency final recommendations appear accurate based on application 
of the methodology and evaluation of data. 

1. Were the data used in the methodology valid and accurate? 

a. What proportion of the data was accepted based on Service 
audit agency or General Accounting Office verification? 

b. What proportion of the data was verified by the team? 

2. Were the categorization rules of the methodology applied 
consistently? Did the bases in each category belong there? 

3. Were the exclusion rules of the methodology applied 
consistently?  id the stated reasons for each exclusion apply to 
each base excluded? 

4. Do valid data and the application of the methodology support 
the numerical or color coding of each factor used? 

5. Do the factorsf numerical or color codings support the overall 
rating given to the base? 

6. Is there a justifiable, non-random pattern to the closure and 
realignment decisions at the final step of the Servicefs and 
Defense Agencyfs process? 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALY8IS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COKPLIANCE 
(continued) 

1.  id corrections to the data call into question any of the 
Service's or Defense Agency's closure or realignment 
recommendations? 

a. Should any bases on the closure list drop off? 

b. Should any bases not on the list be considered for 
closure? 

c. Should any realignment actions be reconsidered? 

2. For those bases categorized incorrectly, did you re-categorize 
them into a more appropriate category? Did the new categorization 
indicate that any closure, non-closure, or realignment decisions 
should be reconsidered? 

3. For those bases inappropriately excluded, did you apply the 
full methodology to them to see how they rate in their appropriate 
category? Did the change indicate that any closure, non-closure, 
or realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

4 .  For those changes in factor or overall base coding, did you re- 
prioritize any bases? Did the change indicate that any closure, 
non-closure, or realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

5. Do the installations selected for closure seem logical when 
compared to changes in the Force Structure Plan? (A matrix would 
be useful for this comparison.) Conversely, do the bases remaining 
support the FY 95 Force Structure Plan? 

6. What did sensitivity analysis on each of the eight selection 
criteria show? 

a. In general, how much do the data used to evaluate a 
criterion have to change in order to change a color or numerical 
coding? 

b. How much does a criterion's color and numerical coding 
have to change in order to change a closure, non-closure, or 
realignment decision? 
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SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

7. Have the conclusions been discussed with service or Defense 
Agency counterparts? What was the Service's response? 

8. Should the Commission accept all of the Service's decisions on 
all of its installations? If not, what options for changes to the 
base closure and realignment list are there for the  omm mission to 
consider? 

9. What changes should the Commission recommend for the base 
closure and realignment process in 1995? 
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1993 REVIEW 2WD ANALYSIS PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 

To review and analyze the base closures and realignments 
recommendations of the Secretary of Defense to enable the 
Commissioners to determine whether his recommendations comply with 
the provisions of P.L. 101-510, November 5, 1990, as amended. 

BACKGROUND 

The purpose of the review and analysis plan is to describe the 
procedures that the Review and Analysis staff will use to enable 
the  omm missioners to determine whether the SECDEFfs recommendations 
deviated substantially from the Force Structure Plan and final 
selection criteria and to recommend changes when substantial 
deviations occur. The Commissioners can determine that a 
s-qtantial deviatios has occurred if one or both of the following 
criteria are met: 

- Data used for evaluating specific installations against 
the Force Structure Plan or one or more of the selection criteria 
are so i n a m e  that appEcation o?Y%lid data causes a change in 
an installation's status. 

Methodology is so flawed, or was applied so 
inconsistently, t h m h e  Yorce Structure Plan or oncor more of the 
selection criteria were effectively not~~on~idered and correcting 
the flawed methodology or applying the methodology consistently 
causes a change in an installation's status. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

The following assumptions apply in all phases of analysis: 

1. The Force Structure Plan as submitted by the Department of 
Defense is valid for use by the 1993 Commission. 

2. Subjective judgments are appropriate for evaluating 
certain criteria when such judgments cannot be objectively 
supported. 

3 .  Audits of data by Service audit agencies and the General 
Accounting Office are valid. 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

ORGANIZATION 

The Office of ~eview and ~ n a l ~ s i d  is headed by a director and 
deputy director (both direct hires). An analysis team for each 

avy/~arine Corps, dnd Air ~ 6 ~ i ~ ~ ~ i 9 " f l T E t s t - - s f . " - a -  "" 

three research qnalysts (all direct hires), two 
military analysts detailed e pertinent ~ilitary Department, 
and two research analysts from the General Accounting 
Office. The Interagency consist of a direct-hire 
team leader, a military from the Department of 
Defense, and analysts detailed from the General services 
Administration, General Accounting Office, Federal~viation Agency, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Department of Commerce. 

~ A L Y S I S  M E T H T Y  

Team will perform all review work for the first 
--%riteria (military value) for that vice's 

recommendations. The Inter Issues Team and the 
will establish procedures tly revle G c r i t e r i a e s ;  1 
eight (return on inTZStment anZEs"E, environmental, aK ec 
i m p )  . The Interagency Issues Team, with support as needed from 
the Service Teams, will review and analyze all recommendations 
pertaining to Defense 
the four phases: 

and 
1s discussed below. 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

During this phase, each analysis team will: I 
1. Explain the methodology used by the Service or Defense 

Agency in developing their recommendations. ' --\ 
2. Evaluate the servicets or Defense Agency's process in t/ '%,\ 

terms of the selection criteria and the force structure plan. I I 
3. Conclude if the Servicets or Defense Agency's methodology ,, 

generally complies with the provisions of P.L. 101-510. 
_I_ 

4. Recommend alternatives for the Commissioners to consider ,, 
for areas judged to be in noncompliance. 

Y 

~etails for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 1. d - 3 ~  ? . 
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(Continued) i" 
cat. 9 SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE c=e--- 

During this phase, each a team, will: 

1. ~etermine whether the methodology was applied consistently 
_I 

within each installation or ~eiense Agency 
, 

2. Verify the 
developing their 

3 .  Validate the military 
installa~ttion or W ense Agency 

4. Determine whether applica 
consistent application of the 
installationfs status. 

5. As requested, 
deviations identified 

Details for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 2. 

COMMUNITY INPUT I 
The Commission will receive rebuttals from affected 

communities throughout the time period of the Commissionfs 
activities. Each input must be examined carefully, both as a check 
on the service's or Defense Agencyls and analysis team's analyses 
and to ensure fairness and openness in the review process. Some of 
these inputs will contain detailed military and economic analyses. 
It is possible that one or more of these inputs will make valid 
points with respect to data, models, methods, and their 

input, each analysis team will: 

ut to determine whether previously performed >d 
. \I? 

Send the input to the appropriate Military Department or 
Agency for further review if deemed appropriate. 

b 
. Evaluate the ~ilitary Department or Defense Agency @ %nal@is. 

4. Develop conclusions for consideration by the 
Com:nissioners. 
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(Continued) 

MATRIX OF ISSUES 

The final analysis step is the arraying of issues based on the 
recommendations of the Department of Defense, the input from 
affected communities, and the analyses of the analysis teams. The 
 omm missioners will receive this information as part of the formal, 
open-hearing process. The presentation of this information will 
allow the Commissioners to determine those installations they will 
recommend to the President for closure and realignment. Details 
for accomplishing this task are in enclosure 4. 

Enclosures 

1. General Compliance 
2. Special Compliance 
3. Community Input 
4. Matrix of Issues 
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GENERAL COMPLIANCE p * , J n ~  I f 
[ ( 9 F - 1 + ~ 4  

,A 

a detailed understanding of 
and Defense Agency, 

models, and data used at each step in the 
process. also determine how these methods, 

to each other and the eight selection 
criteria. The analysis teams will request the COBRA and any other 
models used by e a w r v i c e  and Defense Agency. The analysis teams 
will request backup data used by each Services and ~e-flcy 
and will note d-ncies. Using the outline below, the analysis 
teams will prepare a position paper that evaluates the general 
compliance of the Service's and Defense Agency's methodology with 
the provisions of P.L. 101-510. The analysis teams will prepare 
flow charts of each Service's and Defense Agency's evaluation and 
description process. These detailed flow charts and descriptions 
will be verified by each Service and Defense Agency and will be 
usedto guide the Commissioners understanding and evaluation of the 
methodologies. The position paper and flow charts will be 
available for use by the Commissioners NLT 12 April 1993. 

'i. 
- 

PURPOSE 

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 Review 
and Analysis Plan. 

PROCESS I 
Explain in detail the process used by the Service or Defense 

Agency in developing their closure and realignment recommendations. 

FINDINGS I 
1. How was each of the eight selection criteria included in the 
methodology and at what stage? 

a. How were the eight criteria weighted (whether 
quantitatively or qualitatively) and why? 

b. If one or more or the selection criteria were to be used 
as a was it in fact used to break any ties? 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

2. Were categories of installations or individual installations 
excluded from the part of the methodology that contained the eight 
selection criteria or the Force Structure Plan? -7 

a. Are the reasons for such exclusions reasonable and - / 
3. Did the methodology support the Force Structure Plan? 

a. Did it support the current Force Structure Plan or a 
prediction of a possible future Force Structure Plan? 

,---b& 
4. How were installation capacities calculated and used? 

5. Were the categories used to classify the installations logical 
for that Service or Defense Agency? 

OBSERVATIONS 

1. Is all or part of the methodology flawed? 

a. Did the methodology fail to use one or more of the eight 
selection criteria in accordance with P.L. 101-510, Sec. 
2903 (b) (2) (B) ? 

b. Did the methodology fail to address the Force Structure 
Plan in accordance with P.L. 101-510, Sec. 2 9 0 3 ( b ) ( 2 ) ( B ) ?  

c. Did the methodology omit data elements that should- 3 
logically have been considered? v? P~ 

d. Were the models and algorithms used appropriate @ 'did 
they produce accurate results? 

2. If the methodology is flawed, what effect is it likely to have? 

a. Is a corrected methodology, when applied, likely to change 
the status of an installation? For example, is it likely to lead 
to a substantial deviation? 

3. Should the  omm mission support the servicesf and Defense 
Agenciesf decisions on categorical or individual exclusions? 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALY818 PLAN 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

4 .  Should the Commission modify the methodology before applying it 
to the data? 

a. How should the methodology be modified? 

b. What additional data will be needed for the modified 
methodology? 

c. How long will it take to gather the additional data and 
apply the new methodology to it? 

5. Have the concerns about the methodology been discussed with 
Service or Defense Agency counterparts? 

a. What was the Service's or Defense Agency's response? 

6. Should the Commission accept the Service's or Defense Agency's 
methodology in total? 

7. If not, what aspects should the Commission modify and how 
should the modifications be made? 

a. How are additional data to be gathered? 

b. Does the staff need help from outs.ide? For example, if 
the modified methodology includes subjective analysis, should a 
team of recognized experts be assembled for that part? 



GENERAL 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNWENT COMMISSION 
OFFICE OF REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

1 March 1993 

1993 REVIE3V AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 

'1 Using accurate and appropriate supporting data, the analysis 
teams will apply the methodologies accepted by the   om missioners 
fromthe General compliance review to each installation within each 
category in order to determine whether those methodologies were 
applied correctly and consistently by the Services and Defense 
~gencies. This analysis will enable the Commissioners to identify 
substantial deviations and formulate options for redressing 
identified substantial deviations. 

A. 

i 
Using the outline below, the analysis teams will prepare a I 

position paper and a briefing for each installation category. The 
questions below serve only as a guideline for doing the required 
analysis. Teams are free to delve deeper into the analysis or to 
%investigate additional issues. Each analysis team will brief the 
Staff Director on its progress and preliminary observations NLT 7 
May 1993. This briefing is intended to be a brainstorming session 
in case there are procedural or policy questions to iron out. By 
that time, all of the installations recommended for closure and 
realignment by the Department of Defense will have been analyzed. 

Based on this review, each team will prepare a position paper 
for each installation category to be sent to the  omm missioners NLT 
14 May 1993. Each analysis team will brief the  omm missioners on 
their observations during the deliberation hearings scheduled for 
21-22 May 1993. 

PURPOSE 

State the purpose of evaluation as outlined in the 1993 ~eview 
and Analysis Plan. 

PROCESS 

In general terms, explain the process used by the Service or 
Defense Agency in developing their closure and realignment 
recommendations. 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

FINDINGS 

I Data Accuracy - Explain how the accuracy of the data was 
determined. 

I1 Data Verification - ~xplain how the data were verified. 
I11 Cateaorv Validation - Explain how the proper data 

elements and methodology were applied. 

IV Base Validation - Explain whether the Service or Defense 
Agency final recommendations appear accurate based on application 
of the methodology and evaluation of data. 

1. Were the data used in the methodology valid and accurate? 

a. What proportion of the data was accepted based on Service 
audit agency or General Accounting Office verification? 

b. What proportion of the data was verified by the team? 

2. Were the categorization rules of the methodology applied 
consistently? Did the bases in each category belong there? 

3. Were the exclusion rules of the methodology applied 
consistently? Did the stated reasons for each exclusion apply to 
each base excluded? 

4 .  Do valid data and the application of the methodology support 
the numerical or color coding of each factor used? 

5. Do the factorsf numerical or color codings support the overall 
rating given to the base? 

6. Is there a justifiable, non-random pattern to the closure and 
realignment decisions at the final step of the Service's and 
Defense Agency's process? 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

OBSERVATIONS 

1. Did corrections to the data call into question any of the 
Service1 s or Defense Agency1 s closiire or realignment 
recommendations? 

a. Should any bases on the closure list drop off? 

b. Should any bases not on the list be considered for 
closure? 

c. Should any realignment actions be reconsidered? 

2. For those bases categorized incorrectly, did you re-categorize 
them into a more appropriate category? Did the new categorization 
indicate that any closure, non-closure, or realignment decisions 
should be reconsidered? 

3. For those bases inappropriately excluded, did you apply the 
full methodology to them to see how they rate in their appropriate 
category? Did the change indicate that any closure, non-closure, 
or realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

4 .  For those changes in factor or overall base coding, did you re- 
prioritize any bases? Did the change indicate that any closure, 
non-closure, or realignment decisions should be reconsidered? 

5. Do the installations selected for closure seem logical when 
compared to changes in the Force Structure Plan? (A matrix would 
be useful for this comparison. ) Conversely, do the bases remaining 
support the FY 95 Force Structure Plan? 

6. What did sensitivity analysis on each of the eight selection 
criteria show? 

a. In general, how much do the data used to evaluate a 
criterion have to change in order to change a color or numerical 
coding? 

b. How much does a criterion's color and numerical coding 
have to change in order to change a closure, non-closure, or 
realignment decision? 
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1993 REVIEW AND ANALYSIS PLAN 

SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
(Continued) 

7. Have the conclusions been discussed with Service or Defense 
Agency counterparts? What was the service's response? 

8 .  Should the Commission accept all of the Service's decisions on 
all of its installations? If not, what options for changes to the 
base closure and realignment list are there for the Commission to 
consider? 

9. What changes should the Commission recommend for the base 
closure and realignment process in 1995? 



REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

AIR FORCE TEAM 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

To provide a recommendation to the Commissioners on whether 
or not the Air Force methodology supports the Force Structure 
Plan and the eight Department of Defense (DoD) Criteria; whether 
the methodology was applied properly; whether the methodology was 
flawed and, if flawed, what course of action is appropriate. 

 isc cuss ion of Process 

The Air Force developed a structured process founded on the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and subsequent 
guidance from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD). The 
OSD provided guidance to the services through five 
procedure/policy memorandums, which provided the basic framework 
for the servicesr closure and realignment process. The Secretary 
of the Air Force initiated the ~ i r  Force process by appointing a 
Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) of ten senior military 
(general officers) and civilian (Senior Executive service) 
officials with a wide cross-section of expertise. 

The BCEG reviewed all Air Force bases, from the Active and 
Reserve Component, that have at least 300 full-time, DoD civilian 
authorizations. The Executive Group's analysis was based on data 
provided by the individual bases in response a standard 
questionnaire. The BCEG reviewed and approved the content of 
these questionnaires. This data was validated by the Major 
Commands, the Air Staff, and through direct challenge by the BCEG 
members. The Air Force Audit Agency validated the process 
through on-site consultation with the BCEG. 

The Air Force then categorized each base according to its 
predominant mission, and analyzed each base and category for 
excess capacity according to the DoD Force Structure Plan. Base 
categories and sub-categories with no excess capacity were 
recommended to, and approved by, the Secretary of the Air Force 
for exclusion from further closure study. The BCEG then 
evaluated all remaining bases according to the first three 
criteria (military requirements). This analygis highlight<d some 
bases with unique missions and special geographic/military 
significance. The BCEG similarly recommended these bases to the 
Secretary of the Air Force for exclusion from further closure 
study. 



The BCEG examined all remaining Active Component bases 
according to the eight criteria established by OSD, and 
approximately 80 sub-elements developed by the Air Force. The 
Air Force developed sub-elements to provide specific data points 
for each criterion. Each member of the BCEG color-coded every 
sub-element or approved cost estimates for each base. The group 
then assigned overall criteria color-code scores (by consensus or 
vote). The group assigned the relatively large Flying-Tactical 
and Flyipg-Strategic sub-category of bases to one of three groups 
in order of desirability to retain. These bases were further 
analyzed by assessing th value according to five or 
six military criteria o BCEG members continually 

utilization potential by 
meeting and service 
representatives. ,b‘-7o1/ LF 

The Secretary of the Air Force, with advice of the Air Force 
Chief of Staff, and in consultation with the BCEG, selected bases 
for closure from the closure and realignment options developed by 
the BCEG. 

Findinqs - 
The Air Force methodology included assessment of all 

installations in the United States, its territories and 
possessions. The methodology involved a sequential application 
of decision points. Bases eliminated by early steps in the 
process were not subjected to further closure study, but were 
considered for possible realignment actions. The steps/decision 
points in the process were: 

- Determining eligibility for closure consideration (the 
11300+w civilian authorizations requirement) 

- Categorization of bases (Force Structure Plan) I \  i 
- Capacity analysis (Force Structure Plan) 
- Assessment of the first three Criteria 
- Assessment of all eight Criteria 

The first decision point was the statutory requirement to 
consider all bases with at least 300 full-time civilian DoD 
employees. Bases not exceeding the "300+" threshold were 
eliminated from further consideration. The Air Force is 
responsible for 208 installations in the United States. Only 108 
of these bases exceed the "300+" threshold, and all but one of 
these was studied for closure or realignment. The one exception 
was an Air Force-owned, Defense Mapping Agency-operated facility 
(The DMA Aerospace Center) in St Louis, Missouri. Because the --- - 

DNA Aerospace center is a.Defense ~ a ~ ~ i n ~  Agency facility, the 
Air Force did not include it in its analysis. 

The next two steps consisted of evaluating the remaining 
bases against the Force Structure Plan. In the base 



categorization step, bases with similar missions or 
capabilities/attributes were grouped into categories and, when 
appropriate, sub-categories. The end result was five major 
categories with sub-categories under three of the major 
categories. The 12 categories/sub-categories were consistent 
with the force structure plan and associated support 
requirements. The BCEG assigned each multi-mission base to a 
category based upon subjective judgement of which was the primary 84 t - ,  

mission of the base. The assignment of bases to categories , 

appeared reasonable. 
I I c -  p 

The BCEG then used the Force Structure Plan as a baseline to 
conduct a capacity analysis by category. They accomplished this 
with a lftop-downw methodology. The specific approach was based 
upon integration of historical base loading, the effectiveness of . c 

current base loading, the Force Structure Plan, projected base T L L '  - - I ,,I 

loading and reasoned military judgement. The Air Force began " 
with the assumption that the current base structure-force ") i- 

structure match is correct. The Air Force then balanced the force 
structure drawdown, weighed against an optimal average base 
loading of 72 fighter or 40 "heavyIt (bomber, tanker, transport) 
aircraft per base, to determine the approximate number of bases 
to close by category. The Air Force determined it had the 
following excess bases: 5 Tactical, 6 Strategic, 1 Flying L?< 
Training, and 1 ~echnical Training. The ~obility category was I 

w -  ' < 
excluded as there is no significant change i.n its force , L  <<I* 

structure. Our analysis supported the conclusions of the Air % s Q f  L b  
L'$l 

Force's capacity analysis. 

To check the validity of the above process, the Air Force 
reviewed their Force Structure-Base Structure match by category 
to ensure that the remaining bases adequately supported the force 
structure. During this latter assessment, the Air Force factored 
in other specific requirements. This included the need to 
protect a two to three tactical fighter wing excess capacity to 
absorb units currently stationed overseas which may have to 
return to the US. 

In those categories that did not relate directly to force 
structure, the Air Force conducted a capacity analysis based on 7 .  
projected work load resulting from the Force Structure Plan. 
Categories without excess capacity were excluded from further 
consideration for closure. 

The next step, the assessment of the first three criteria, 
was conducted in response to OSD policy to consider excluding 
bases because they are l~mi l i t a r i l y /geograph ica l ly  unique or ( 

mission essential." This step was based on the subjective + I 

judgement of the members of the Base Closure ~xecutive Group. 7:' , '  
Bases selected by this process passed both reasonableness and 
supportability tests (see attachments).  his resulted in the 



exclusion of 12 additional bases from further closure 
consideration. 

The final step, full analysis of the eight criteria was 
accomplished for the remaining 72 bases. The process was a 
combination of subjective and objective assessments. Where 
applicable, sub-elements were established for each criteria by 
category. These sub-elements accurately represented the criteria 
while not being all inclusive. The BCEG established standards to 
measure each sub-element. The standards were a reasonable 
measure of the base's ability to meet the criteria. The BCEG 
used these standards to establish the rating for each sub- 
element. criteria ratings were then established by a 
consensus/voting process by the BCEG. Consistent with DoD 
direction, the Air Force used the COBRA model to estimate costs. 
We have not found any significant flaws in the data used to feed 
the COBRA model. Additional details on unique aspects of 
criteria 5-8 are at attachment 2. Once ratings/cost figures for 
each criteria had been established, overall groupings/ratings for 
the bases within the category was established by agreed 
subjective weighing of criteria and a consensus vote of the BCEG. 
Accuracy and replicatability of this will be checked as part of 
specific compliance. 

In this final step, the Air Force used grouping instead of 
ranking as a means of showing the natural breaks in the larger 
categories. Similarly, the development of options for the - 
Flying-~actical and Flying-Strategic sub-categories offered the 
senior Air Force leadership an indication of the impact of 
changing the weighing of individual criteria. These two actions, 
along with the use of color ratings, provided the Air Force 
leadership with the opportunity to exercise reasoned military 
judgement. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) review was significantly 
different, reflecting the unique considerations of recruiting and 
the ARC'S special relationship with state authorities and local 
communities. The BCEG then reviewed current ARC beddown for 
consolidation opportunity. Consolidations offering the most 
promise were studied in-depth for savings. In those cases where 
the best cost savings were achievable, candidate actions were ,' 
assessed against the eight criteria prior to submitting the base 
as a closure candidate. 

consistent with both the DoD guidance and the legislation, 
all Air Force bases recommended for closure from both the Active 
Component and the ARC were from categories subject to full 
evaluation (evaluated against all eight criteria). 

Conclusion 



The Air Force methodology and process adequately considered 
both the Force Structure Plan and the eight DoD Criteria. The 
process was also consistent with DoD guidance. The process also 
treated all bases equally in arriving at closure recommendations. 

The sequence of the Air Force decision points created the 
potential for a flawed recommendation. Specifically, 
eliminating bases with less than 300 civilians prior to the 
capacity analysis could have provided an invalid conclusion. 

P 
However, review of Air Force bases failed to reveal any bases 
which could have impacted the capacity analysis. Also, the top 

J 
down capacity methodology would have negated the impact of any 
omitted base. 

In a similar vane, the use of the top down capacity analysis 
complemented the exclusion portion of the Air Force methodology. 
By avoiding a bottom up assessment excluding bases had no effect 
on the capacity analysis. 

Categorical exclusions, consistent with DoD guidance are 
reasonable and supportable. In fact, Air Force decision to 
follow DoD guidance did not flaw the service methodology. 

The Air Force also limited the potential for one data 
element's omission to invalidate the process by, where 
appropriate, using over eighty sub-elements to represent the 
important characteristics of the criteria. 

Recommendations 

1. That the Commission accept the Air Force methodology as 
meeting requirements of general compliance with the law and with 
the DoD Criteria. 

2 .  That the Commission request the Department to review all 
DoD agencies (Defense Mapping Agency, Defense Logistics Agency, 
etc) for closure or realignment for the 1993 ~arnmiss ion .  

3. The commission note the potential flaw in the service 
process in addressing the 300 civilian factor in the final 
report. 



"300+" VALIDATION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and 
section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code, required the 
services to review all bases in the United States "at which at 
least 300 civilian personnel are authorized to be employed." 
This N300+N criteria was critical in determining which bases had 
to be evaluated for closure or realignment. 

Our verification of the "300+" criteria followed this 
methodology: 

1. ~dentify all Air Force Bases in the United States, its 
territories and possessions. 

2. Identify those bases with at least 300 authorized full- 
time DoD civilian employees. 

a. Check published DoD manpower documents 

b. Check updated manpower documents requested by and 
submitted to the Base Closure Executive Group 

c. Check the Air Forcers "Base Information 
Questionnaire for Closure and Realignmentt1 for manpower 
authorizations 

d. Check other manpower documents as required 

3. Cross-check result of above against Air Force bases 
listed in the OSD Base Closure and Realignment Report as 
studied for closure/realignment. 

FINDINGS - 
1. The A i r  Force is respons ib le  f o r  208 military bases in the 
United States, its territories and possessions, according to the 
DoD Base Structure Report for Fiscal Year 1921 (Base Structure 
Report). 

2. The Base Structure Report includes a listing of "Authorized 
Manpower, Full Time Permanently Assignedt1 (as of FY 1989). Of 
the 208 Air Force installations listed in the report, there were 
149 with 300 or more full time civilian employees. 

3. The Air Force queried all Major Commands and Field Operating 
Agencies (including the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve) 
by message and/or telephone to request the most current data on 
civilian employee authorizations. The messages (and, it is 
assumed, phone requests) were very specific in requesting data 
for I1...p ermanent, direct-hire DoD civilian authorizations." 
(Sample message attached.) In addition, the Air Force directed 



that Major Commands include the authorizati-ons for all non-Air 
Force tenant units as well as any leased or government-owned, 
contractor-operated facilities. 

4. The Air Force reviewed and considered 107 bases in its "Base 
Closure and Realignment Recommendations, Detailed Analysis." 

5 .  The Cheyenne ~ountain Complex, Colorado Springs, Colorado was 
authorized 349 civilians in FY 1989, according to the Base 
Structure Report. They are currently authorized less than 300 
civilians. 

6. The Air National Guard used "Funded Title 32 and Title 5" 
authorizations to determine the "300+" criteria. 

7. The Defense Mapping Agency ( D m )  Aerospace Center, St ~ouis, 
~issouri is listed in the Base Structure Report as having more 
than 300 civilians authorized. The Air Force owns the property, 
but it is wholly occupied and administered by the DMA. The DMA 
is a Department of Defense agency. Yet, because the Air Force 
has no authority to direct the relocation/realignment of any DMA 
activity, the Air Force chose to not study the Aerospace Center 
for closure or realignment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The 107 Air Force bases studied for closure or realignment 
all exceeded the "300+" threshold criteria of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. The DMA Aerospace Center is 
the only installation which "belongsn to the Air Force, exceeds 
the n300+11 criteria, and was not studied for closure or 
realignment. 



The Air Force excluded the five major Depots based on a capacity 
analysis. The depot structure has been studied extensively over 
the past year and the Air Force relied heavily on these studies in 
the capacity analysis for depots. The study results indicated a 
current excess capacity of about 15 percent which would provide a 
prudent surge capacity to meet contingency requirements. The study 
results also indicate that the excess capacity could grow to 30 
percent in the future. The service acknowledged that the 30 
percent would appear to justify a depot closure. However, some of 
this excess capacity may be required to absorb unprogramed 
requirements resulting from Desert Shield/Storm. 

service officials also state that the estimates of future excess 
capacity based on reductions in force structure is not sufficiently 
reliable to be used for a decision to close a depot. Therefore the 
Air Force excluded bases in the subcatergory from further 
consideration for closure at this time. The Air Force plans to 
continue study of the depot structure and be prepared to address 
the capacity issue more precisely prior to the future base 
closure/realignment commissions in 1993 and 1995. In addition, the 
Air Force will continue its efforts to streamline the depot 
management and the operation of individual depots in order to 
achieve maximum efficiency. 

Findinss 

Utiliization: 83% currently and 78% in FY97 
Base Factors: 
-Oklahoma City:Cost to close- $1.2B 

Aircraft on Base- 33 E-3A, Navy E-6 and Recce 
units 

Unique capabilities- 14 

-Hill: Cost to Close- $1.1B 
Aircraft on Base- 72 F-16, 24 F-16 (ARC), 30 

Test aircraft 
Unique capabilities- 11 

-Kelly: Cost to close- $1.3B 
Aircraft on Base- 14 C-5, 18 F-16 
Unique capabilities- 10 

-Robins : Cost to close- $1.2B 
Aircraft on Base- 27 KC-135 
Unique capabilities- 8 

-McClellan: Cost to close- $1.5B 
Aircraft on Base- 5 WC-135, 10 KC-135 
Unique capabilities- 12 



-Newark: Cost to close- $210M (recurring cost $14M) 
Unique capabilities-7 
Other Factors- seismic qualities, 265K sqft 

clean rooms 
 isc cuss ions 

The cost to close one of the five major ALCs is cost 
prohibited (AFLC estimated 50-year pay-back). It also fails to 
address the beddown of force stucture. The force structure alone 
on all the ALCs, with the exception of McClellan, would justify 
their retention. Also, not shown above, are the administrative 
Headquarters associated with the force structure which would also 
have to be relocated (McClellan-Air Rescue Service, Kelly- 
commissary Service, Oklahoma City-AWACS Air Division). ~ecision to 
close one of the major ALCs would require identifing a base to bed 
down its force structure as none of the other ALCs could absorb 
this additional force structure. this would most likely result it 
retaining an additional base from the tactical or strategic 
subcatogory.   his defeat the purpose of closing an ALC. Even the 
15 large aircraft at McClellan will be extremely difficult to bed 
down. 

From a capacity analysis perspective closing one of the five 
ALCs also creates a risk in that it would potentially drive the 
other four to 100% without Desert Shield backlog. It also needs to 
be pointed out that the capacity analysis is based on manhours of 
work without consideration of the facilities requirements to 
support the different elements of the force. This factor weakenv 
the logic for making a draw down decision. 

Closure of Newark would have a 15 year payback and would 
ignore the seismic location issue. 

Also not considered is the review of Depots by DOD and the 
reorganization of Air Force Depots Higher headquarters which need 
time to study the impact on Research and Logistics infrastructure. 

similarly, the Air Force decision to drawdown the depot 
structure inplace as the economic solution has not had time to 
impact the infrastructure. By 1993 a better assessment of the Air 
Force capability should be possible. 

Conclusions 

Exclusion of Depots while justifiable on the basis of capacity 
analysis and uncertainties becomes compelling when other factors 
are considered. 



FLYING-MOBILITY EXCLUSION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 required SECDEF 
to base recommendations for closure/realignment on a Force 
Structure Plan and approved Criteria. Many types of Air Force 
force structure decline during the FY 92-97 Future Years' Defense 
Plan (FYDP). Yet the Mobility force structure does not decline 
appreciably during FYDP. The Air Force, following OSD guidance, 
excluded the Flying-Mobility category from further closure study. 

FINDINGS 

I. The Flying-Mobility category bases include: 

Altus Andrews Charlston Dover Hickam 
McChord McGuire Little Rock Pope Travis 

2. The Force Structure Plan shows a 1% reduction in the Mobility 
force structure. This includes Strategic Airlift ((2-5, C-141 and 
C-17) and Tactical Airlift (C-130) aircraft. 

3. The current and projected Flying-Mobili,ty base utilization is 
very high, requiring 82 to 99% of available capacity (see below): 

Base Apron Req'd* Apron Avail* Percent 

Altus 
Andrews 
Charleston 
Dover 
Hickam 
Little Rock 
McChord 
McGuire 
Pope 
Travis 

4 .  Hickam is geographically key for Pacific airlift throughput and 
reinforcement, It was excluded as a Flying-Mobility base, but also 
qualifies for exclusion as a geographically key base. 

5. There is insufficient capacity at any mobility (or other Flying 
Category) base to absorb the remaining force structure following 
the closure of any one mobility base. 

6. The operational Mobility bases are ideally Located to support 
both wartime and peacetime mobility and Special Forces 
requirements. 

Conclusion 

The Air Force Flying-Mobility category exclusion is valid. 



A I R  FORCE BASE CLOSURE EXCLUSION8 

PRODUCT DIVISIONS AND LABORATORIES 

The Air Force operates four laboratories whose mission is to 
acquire technologically superior warfighting capability for the 
USAF by transitioning new technology to yield affordable systems 
that meet the user's needs. The Phillips Laboratorv located at 
Kirtland AFB, Hanscom AFB and Edwards AFB specializes in Space 
and ~issiles activities. The Armstrons Laboratory located at 
Brooks AFB and Wright-Patterson AFB specialize in human factors. 
The Wrisht Laboratorv has activities at Wright-Patterson AFB and 
~glin AFB and performs research on air vehicles. The Rome 
Laboratorv located at Griffiss AFB and Hanscom AFB concentrates 
on Command and Control functions. 

FINDINGS 

Although the Product Divisions/Labs manpower will reduce 
from 30,421 to 24,738 (19%) across the FYDP the reductions are 
evenly spread in all divisions and labs. The level of effort 
planned in the FYDP at Air Force Labs does not decrease 
significantly. There is some capacity excess however, during the 
same period that manpower reductions occur the lab budget 
increases. There is a plan to consolidate lab activities that do 
not exceed the ~itle 10 Code 2687 threshold. 

The Phillips Laboratory Consolidation moves rocket 
propulsion and geophysics directorates from Edwards AFB and 
Hanscom AFB to Kirtland AFB. The realignment costs are estimated 
at $250 million. This consolidation is the AFSC/AFLC (Air Force 
Materiel Command) top priority and is planned for gradual 
migration expected through 1999. This evolution move concept is 
preferred vs the revolution move concept because the of 
interruption to on-going research is limited. Air Force Systems 
Command projects that a "revolutionaryM move could cost 5 years 
in recovering to the prior level of expertise. 

The Armstrong Laboratory is responsible for research efforts 
involving aircrew performance, safety, environmental, and health 
factors and support technologies. It is primarily located at 
Brooks Air Force Base. It interfaces regularly with the School 
of Medicine, Wilford Hall and the ~ i r  Force Induction Center. 
The Aeromedical Research Directorate from Wright-Patterson AFB is 
being reviewed for possible consolidation at Brooks. The cost 
estimate to realign this activity has not been determined. 

The Rome Laboratory possesses facilities at Hanscom AFB and 
Griffiss AFB. The Rome Lab mission is responsible for research 
efforts involving command, control, communications, and 
intelligence technologies. There is potential to consolidate 
this function at Griffiss AFB. The details are being worked at 
this time. 



The Wright Laboratory is responsible for research efforts 
involving aircraft propulsion materials, avionics, electronics, 
and conventional munitions. There is potential to consolidate 
the Eglin AFB Armament Directorate with sister activities at 
Wright-Patt. Estimated cost to realign these functions has not 
yet been determined. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Air Force recognizes that there is limited excess 
capacity at some Product ~ivisions and Labs. However, there does 
not appear to be enough excess capacity to completely close a one 
of the sites and realign activities at this time. All the 
activities performed by the Product ~ivisions and Laboratories 
will definitely continue. Consolidating these activities is 
under review. With the recent announcement combining Air Force 
Systems Command and the Air Force Logistics Command it is 
recommended that the Commission accept the Air Force position 
that Product Divisions and Laboratories be excluded from base 
closure consideration for this commission. 



GEOGRAPHICALLY KEY BASES 

A f t e r  t h e  A i r  F o r c e ' s  Base C l o s u r e  E x e c u t i v e  G r o u p  d e t e r m i n e d  
w h i c h  b a s e s  w e r e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  b a s e  c l o s u r e  r e v i e w  a n d  a n a l y s i s  
( a t  least  300 c i v i l i a n s  o n  b a s e ) ,  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  G r o u p  p r o p o s e d  
s e v e r a l  e x c l u s i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  t h e  A i r  F o r c e .  
T h e  e x c l u s i o n  f o r  g e o g r a p h i c a l  r e a s o n s  w a s  o n e  o f  t h o s e  a p p r o v e d  
by t h e  S e c r e t a r y .  T h e  A i r  F o r c e  e x c l u d e d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  f i v e  
b a s e s  f r o m  t h e  d e t a i l e d  b a s e  c l o s u r e  r e v i e w  a n d  a n a l y s i s  b e c a u s e  
i t  c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  t h e  b a s e s '  l o c a t i o n s  w e r e  o f  p r i m e  i m p o r t a n c e  
t o  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  D e f e n s e  m i s s i o n :  

A n d e r s o n  A i r  F o r c e  B a s e ,  Guam 
Andrews  A i r  F o r c e  Base, M a r y l a n d  
B o l l i n g  A i r  F o r c e  B a s e ,  M a r y l a n d  
E l m e n d o r f  A i r  F o r c e  B a s e ,  A l a s k a  
Hickam A i r  F o r c e  B a s e ,  H a w a i i  

I n  o u r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  A i r  F o r c e ' s  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  e x c l u d i n ~  
A n d e r s o n ,  Andrews ,  a n d  H i c k a m  A i r  F o r c e  B a s e s ,  w e  f o u n d  t h a t  
t h e s e  b a s e s  h a d  a c l e a r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  b a s e d  o n  l o c a t i o n .  
A n d e r s o n  a n d  Hickam are l o c a t e d  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i s t a n c e  f r o m  a n y  
o t h e r  b a s e  a n d  are c l e a r l y  t h e  o n l y  o n e s  t h a t  c a n  r e a s o n a b l y  
p r o v i d e  m i s s i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  i n  t h e  a r e a .  A n d r e w ' s  p r i m a r y  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a g e o g r a p h i c  e x c l u s i o n  is i t  p r o x i m i t y  t o  t h e  
W h i t e  House  a n d  C o n g r e s s .  

A l t h o u g h  B o l l i n g  AFB is c l o s e  t o  Andrews AFB, t h e  A i r  F o r c e ' s  
g e o g r a p h i c a l  e x c l u s i o n  w a s  b a s e d  on  t h e  b a s e ' s  p r o x i m i t y  t o  t h e  
P e n t a g o n .  I n  l i n e  w i t h  t h i s ,  t h e  A i r  F o r c e  c o n s i d e r s  i t  t o  b e  
t h e  p r i m a r y  b a s e  t o  p r o v i d e  h o u s i n g  f o r  A i r  F o r c e  p e r s o n n e l  
w o r k i n g  a t  t h e  P e n t a g o n .  The h o u s i n g  c o u l d  p o s s i b l y  b e  l o c a t e d  
a t  Andrews AFB o r  F o r t  B e l v o i r ,  b u t  t h e  c o s t  t o  d o  s o  would  b e  
v e r y  h i g h .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  r e l o c a t i n g  t h e  h o u s i n g  t o  t h e s e  t w o  
b a s e s  would  r e q u i r e  t h e  P e n t a g o n  w o r k e r s  t o  t r ave l  s a m e  e x t r a  
d i s t a n c e .  A n o t h e r  f a c t o r  f o r  k e e p i n g  B o l l i n g  o p e n  is t h e  
h e a d q u a r t e r s  o f  t h e  D e f e n s e  I n t e l l i g e n c e  Agency h a s  r e c e n t l y  b e e n  
e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  B o l l i n g .  

The g e o g r a p h i c  e x c l u s i o n  o f  E l m e n d o r f  may n o t  h a v e  b e e n  a s  good a 
r e a s o n  a s  maybe e x c l u d i n g  i t  a s  a m i s s i o n  e s s e n t i a l  b a s e .  I n  
p e r f o r m i n g  its m i s s i o n  i t  is (1) t h e  k e y  p o r t  o f  e n t r y  i n t o  
A l a s k a ,  ( 2 )  c r u c i a l  t o  t h e  a i r  d e f e n s e  o f  A l a s k a ,  a n d  ( 3 )  c r u c i a l  
t o  r e i n f o r c e m e n t  o f  P a c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s .  I t  is p o s s i b l e  E i e l s o n  
AFB c o u l d  h a v e  p e r f o r m e d  t h e  m i s s i o n s  a s s i g n e d  E l m e n d o r f ,  b u t  i t  
would  h a v e  b e e n  a t  a g r e a t  c o s t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  y e a r  r o u n d  access 
t o  E i e l s o n  i s  a f f e c t e d  by w e a t h e r  t o  a l a r g e r  e x t e n t  t h a n  
E l m e n d o r f .  

C o n c l u s i o n  

Our  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  A i r  F o r c e ' s  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  e x c l u d i n g  t h e s e  
f i v e  b a s e s  b e c a u s e  o f  g e o g r a p h i c  i m p o r t a n c e  s h o w s  t h a t  i n  4 o f  5 
c a s e s  i t  was c l e a r  t h a t  t h i s  was  a l o g i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n .  I n  t h e  



remaining case, Elmendorf, a better justification for excluding 
it from the full review and analysis, may have been its essential 
military mission reinforced by its location. 

LIST OF GEOGRAPHICALLY KEY BASES 

ANDERSON AFB, GUAM 

1. Key staging area for SAC and MAC in the Pacific. 
2. Nearest strategic bases - Beale and March, CA.; Fairchild, MA. 

Nearest mobility bases - Hickam, HI; Travis, CA; McChord, WA; 
Osan, Korea; Kadena and Yakota, Japan. 

Nearest tactical bases - Clark, the Philippines; Kunsan, 
Korea; Luke, AZ; Kadena, Japan; Eielson and Elmendorf, 
AK. 

ANDREWS AFB, MD 

1. Key base for Presidential/Congressional support. 

BOLLING AFB, MD 

1. Key base for support (.primarily low cost housing) of Air Force 
and joint activities in Washington metropolitan area. 
2. Newly constructed DIA facility. 

ELMENDORF AFB, AK 

1. Key port of entry into Alaska. 
2. Crucial to reinforcement to of Pacific. 
3. Crucial to Air Defense of Alaska. 
4. Nearest strategic base - Fairchild, WA; Malmstrom, MT; Grand 

Forks and Minot, ND; 
Nearest mobility base - McChord, WA 
Nearest tactical base - Eielson, AK; Mountain Home, ID . 

HICKAM AFB. HI 

1. Key port of entry into Hawaiian Islands. 
2. Crucial to reinforcement of Pacific. 
3. Defense of Hawaiian Islands. 
4. Headquarters Pacific Air Forces. 
5. Nearest mobility base - Travis, CA; McChord, WA 

Nearest strategic base - Beale and March, CA. 
Nearest tactical base - Luke, AZ. 



MISSION ESSENTIAL 
EXCLUSION 

In accordance with DOD Guidance, the Air Force exempted bases which 
supported missions which remained unchanged and were so tailored 
that relocation would be neither cost effective nor reasonable. 

Findinss 

Falcon AFB: A unique base that supports the Consolidated Space 
Operations Center which represents the single Air Force node for 
Space Operations, a singnificant investment, and a facility whose 
support is essential. 

Maxwell AFB: A base which has over many years been built into a 
unique educational complex providing al.1 levels of officer 
professional training. By locating all Air Force professional 
military education at one base, they gain economies of co-location 
and a synergism of educational talent. This allows the Air Force 
to develop a vital education program. The base provides academic, 
research, computer and support facilities for the transient student 
population. 

Nellis AFB: Supports an unique range complex providing one of a 
kind training capability for training aircrews. Base provides 
support facilities for the ranges, for personnel using the ranges, 
control facilities for real time range management and post 
operation documentation. Because of capabilities it is the logical 
beddown location for the Air Force Fighter Weapons School and Air 
Warrior program. 

Patrick AFB: Provides support to Cape Canaveral (Launches to 
equitorial orbits). 

Vandenberg AFB: Only polar orbit launch site. 

FE Warren: Peacekeeper base. Cost prohibitive to move. 

AF Academy: Unique base and primary officer commissioning source. 

Conclusion 

Bases excluded based on being mission essential is supportable 



AIR FORCE BASE CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS 

TEST CEN!l!ERS 

FINDINGS 

The ~ i r  Force Structure Plan or with discussions the Air Force 
systems command that indicates any significant reductions in 
testing capacity requirements. Because testing is at the cutting 
edge of development, recent reductions in force structure do not 
effect programs in progress at the test centers. The Arnold 
~naineerins Development Center located in Arnold, Tennessee 
possesses: 

5 Rocket Engine Test Cells 
4 Ballistic Ranges 
7 Space Test Chambers 
12 Wind Tunnels 
9 Jet Engine Test Cells 

The center is located in a remote area because the activities 
require special isolation, water and power needs. There is 
approximately 44,000 acres of land available for expansion. The 
replacement cost alone prohibit closure of this activity ($4.28 B) . 

The Air Force Flisht Test Center located at Edwards Air Force 
Base is the primary landing site for supporting the space shuttle. 
The climate, terrain, weather, visibility and sparse population 
along with 20,000 square miles of restricted military airspace make 
this facility one of a kind in the world. The 1988 Carlucci 
commissions reviewed Edwards for possible closure but concluded 
there was no potential for consolidation possible due to the 
natural geographical attributes needed for flight testing. The 
physical plant replacement costs are estimated at $2.54  billion. 

The ~ i r  Force Development Center located at Tyndall Air Force 
Base is home to the largest climatic facility in the world. It 
also possesses 7 2 5  square miles of land range and 86,500 square 
miles of water range. The facilities are uniquely equipped with 
test precision instrumentation and centralized equipment. The 
physical plant replacement value is estimated at $2.8 Billion. The 
duplication of land area and controlled water ranges is not 
realistic anywhere else in the country. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Air Force Test Centers are national assets that cannot be 
duplicated anywhere in the western hemisphere and should be 
excluded from base closure consideration. 



POINT PAPER 
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AF CATEGORY/SWCATEGORY EXCLUSION - HURLBURT AFB, FLORIDA 

Hurlburt AFB is the home for Headquarters, AF Special Operations 
Command. It is the only base in the Air Force dedicated to Special 
Operations and is the Air Component supporting the Unified Special 
Operations Command. 

CURRENT STATUS 

- Hurlburt AFB formally satellite base of Eglin Air Force Base 
(Eglin Auxiliary Field Number 9) 

- Supports approximately 50 unique Special Operations Aircraft, 
both fixed wing and rotary wing 

- MILCON funding to support SOF mission beddown near completion 

-- MILCON appropriated to date (through FY 91) totals 558.2 
million 

-- FY 92/93 MILCON programmed at $14.8 million 
--  FY 89/90 O&M funding S.7 million 

HURLBURT'S ADVANTAGES 

- Assets in place for SOF operations 

- -  Located adjacent to the Eglin range, ie. immediate access 
for training 

- -  Close proximity to water operations 

- -  Rural location allows for easy covert operations/training 

- Host Air Force Command and Control Exercises 

- -  Extensive communications facilities. 

- -  Annual Blue Flag Exercise 

REQUIREUENTS TO MOVE HURLBURT HISSIONS 

- Operations requirements 

- - 300,000 SY Apron for parking 50 acft (fixed and rotary 
wing 

- - Range access (training) 



-- Access to water operations 
- -  Ability to train and launch for covert operations 

- Unique facilities requirements 

--  Tempest shielding for training simulators 
-- Shielding for operations planning 
-- Special security required in maintenance shops 

- Normal base operating support 

RECOHMENDATION 

- Concur with the Air Force assessment that Hurlburt AFB should 
be excluded from closure consideration 

--  No known base/post exists that can support SOF mission as 
easily as Hurlburt without significant costs 



. .. . . SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE 
A I R  FORCE TEAM 

This report summarizes the Air Force Team's effort to 
determine whether or not the Air Force applied its methodology 
correctly and consistently, and to identify substantialdeviations. 
Where substantial deviations are identified, we will recommend 
options for redressing those deviations. 

Process 

The Air Force Team used a structured, four part rocess to 
evaluate whether the Air Force carried ou e e t h o d o l o g y  
correctly and consistently, and treated all bases under 
consideration equally. The Air Force methodology is clearly 
outlined in both the DoD Base Closure and Realignment Report, April 
1991, and the accompanying Air Force Detailed Anzlysis. The 
methodology is also re-stated in the Air Force Team's General 
Compliance report. 

Part one of the process verified the accuracy of the source 
data u m  To accomplish this t K ~ e n e r a l  ~cccnting office (GAO) 
checked a random sample of data elements from the three base . 
questionnaires used by the Air Force (General, Environmental, and 
Airspace). The GAO then visited a selected number of bases to j/ 
verify these specific data elements. I 

part two verified the correct use of the data from the 
secondar'pource documents through to the establishment of criteria 
ratings. Source .documents included all base questionnaires and 
updated data, if necessary, as provided to the Base Closure 
~xecutive Group (BCEG). The team's process consisted of randomly 
selecting four sets of eight or nine bases (34 bases out of 72 
closure candidates) to verify Criteria I through V. One set of 
bases was used for each of Criteria I, I1 and 111. The fourth set 
was used for Criteria IV and V. Each sub-element rating in 
Criteria I, I1 and I11 was verified by tracing the source data 
supporting each sub-element rating to the overall criteria rating. 
In carrying out this process across the different base categories, 
the team also checked for consistent application of criteria and 
sub-element content and standards. The team analyzed eight or nine 
bases per Criteria as this represented a reasonable sample of the 
bases considered by the Air Force. 

The Air Force used the Cost of Base Realignment ~ctions 
(COBRA) Model to estimate and compare one-time closure costs and 
recurring savings for each base. This data was used for Criteria 
IV and V. To assess the adequacy and accuracy of the specific cost 

(as of 0930, 2 Jun 91) 



I ,  

figures used in the COBRA Model, the team selected a sample of 
bases to accomplish a detailed verification for selected cost 
elements. The cost elements selected accounted for most of the 
one-time costs involved in a base closure or realignment. These 
elements were: military construction, transportation of equipment 
and Permanent Change of Station of personnel, shutdown costs, 
civilian attrition costs and base administration. The team traced 
the selected cost elements from the Air Force Detailed Analysis 
back to the primary source documents. The eight bases selected 
included two recommended for closure, four recommended to remain 
operational and two Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases. 

Because the Air Force did not use the COBRA Model to calculate 
the cost and savings to be realized in closing an ARC base, the 
team used a different verification technique for those bases. 
involved determining the procedures used, how the Air Force 
concluded which bases had potential for cost savings, and how the 
Air Force computed the savings. 

Part three validated the methodology by base category. In 
this part, r d r  bases per cateGory F e c t e d  to 
provide a reasonable sample. Additionally, all closure candidates 
not in the random sample were evaluated. The validation process 
consisted of reviewing all source data used to establish sub- 
element and criteria ratings for criteria I, I1 and 111. The team . 
then traced the data from the source through the sub-element to the 
final criteria rating. Through this process the team searched for dktd 3 - 

factual errors, consistent application of the sub-elements and the , 
5-- associated standards, and the ability to lreplicate the BCEGfs J 

ratings. 

P w r  validated the overall base r m g s  and the DoD 
closure recommendations. The process checked the validity of the 
base ranking/grouping and closure recommendations by examining the 
sub-element ratings, associated criteria ratings, and resulting 
overall standings of all bases within each base category. The Air 
Force assigned color ratings to each of the sub-elements for 
scoring and rating the bases for six of the eight criteria. The 
other two criteria were given numerical values. The ~ i r  Force 
methodology depended upon the reasoned judgement of ten senior Air 
Force officials. The team could not duplicate this expertise. 
Therefore, the team applied a three step process to highlight any 
inconsistencies in final rankings. 

In step one, the team tabulated the Ifred,lf "yellowu and 
lfgreen1! rankings. Step two employed the team membersf judgment to 
establish the criteria and overall rating. Step three was to 
assign a numerical value to all ratings (colors and numerical 
ratings). The team then summed the numerical values to establish 
an order of merit for each criteria. Similarly, the overall base 
order of merit was established by again assigning numerical 
rankings to the criteria totals and summing the values. The team 



ran two analyses. For the first analysis each criteria was given 
equal weight. For the second analysis the first four criteria were 
given additional weight, in concert with DoD guidance to the 
services. In all cases the result was compared with the Air 
Force's final base rankings to identify inconsistencies which could 
not be justified by military value. The assi.gned numerical ratings 
follow: 

Red 1 
Red+ 2 
Yellow- 3 
Yellow 4 

Yellow+ 5 
Green- 6 
Green 7 
Green+ 8 

The above process addresses those categories from which the 
Air Force attempted to find closure candidates. The Air Force Team 
consciously did not readdress bases or cateqorical exclusions 
because they were previously assessed in the General Com~liance 
Report. During that process not only was the principle of 
exclusions considered but also the correctness of the 
bases excluded. 

Findinss 

The detailed results of this four part process are contained 
in the attachments. The following summarizes the results of the . 
team's analysis. 

Part One - Data Accuracy 
professional GAO auditors visited four Air Force bases to 

assess the accuracy of responses to the three base questionnaires. 
They checked a random selection of data elements from each 
questionnaire. These questionnaires; General, Environmental and 
Airspace, formed the core source data used by the Base Closure 
Executive Group. The GAO did find some measurement errors in the 
data surveyed, but all errors were minor (0.6 to 5 percent). Many 
of the errors identified by the GAO could be explained by changes 
in the data from initial measurement in late 1990 to the GAO1s 
measurement in May 1991. In no case did an error cause a change to 
a sub-element rating or overall assessment of a base's relative 
military value. 

Part Two - Data Verification 
As mentioned in the process section, the team accomplished 

data verification through two distinct methods, one for Criteria I, 
11, and I11 and another for Criteria IV and V. Accordingly, the 
findings are addressed in two sections. 

The team identified an error rate of less than one percent in 
the Air Force's sub-element ratings of Criteria I, I1 and 111. The 
team concluded that these errors did not justify a change to the 



criteria rating. .The team found no inconsistencies in the 
application of sub-elements and associated standards within and 
across categories. There were differences in both sub-elements and 
standards across base categories. However, these changes were 
reasonable, and were explained with adequat.e justification in the 
Detailed Analysis. When source data was applied to the sub-element 
definitions and standards according to the Air Force methodology, 
the sub-element ratings were adequately supported. 

For criteria IV, the data used to calculate the one-time costs 
to close a base and the procedures used were consistently applied 
to all bases with only a few exceptions. Th.ese exceptions did not 
increase or decrease the cost to close any base enough to 
characterize it as a significant deviation. However, the high cost 
of CHAMPUS was noted in areas with a large retired population such 
as the Fort Worth, Texas community near Carswell AFB. This issue 
is understated in the service analysis as costs for Medicaid are 
not included. For criteria V, the payback period calculated and 
included in the Detailed Analysis for the bases were all correct. 
The team noted one typographical error for Mountain Home Air Force 
Base. 

Part Three - Category Validation 
The data and methodology used to support the ratings for . 

Criteria I through I11 in each of the base categories was valid, 
reasonable and correctly applied. There were very few minor errors 
noted by the team, and none of the errors was significant enough to 
demand a change in the final criteria score for any base. The two 
largest base categories, Flying-Strategic and Flying-Tactical, had 
a combined data accuracy rate of better than. 99 percent. 

Part Four - Base Validation 
The base validation process checked the validity of base 

ranking/grouping and subsequent closure recommendations. The Air 
Force process was purposefully not a purely objective or a 
numerical analysis of a base's military value. Therefore, the 
team's numerical validation of the accuracy and consistency of a 
base's overall rating could only identify anomalies. These 
anomalies were justified by military value. 

The numerical validation, using both equal weighting for each 
criteria and increased weighting for the military value criteria, 
supported the recommended closures. Some bases not recommended for 
closure were identified numerically as having lower relative value 
than closure candidates. Yet for each of those bases there is 
adequate military reason to justify selecting the next less- 
valuable base for closure. 



observations 

As part of the specific compliance process, the members of the 
Air Force Team were challenged to look for evidence of the ratings 
being more sensitive to one sub-element or criteria in establishing 
the criteria and/or overall rating. This challenge was 
particularly difficult when one considers the number of sub- 
elements in the analysis and the fact that the ~ i r  Force 
acknowledged that reasoned military judgment was applied in 
determining the criteria and overall base rankings. 

BY using a large number of sub-elements, the Air Force 
methodology was very robust and inherently limits its sensitivity 
to any one element. This was borne out by the fact that the errors 
found by the team did not change a single criteria rating. 
Additionally the inability to hold all other sub-element ratings 
constant and change one precludes making a definitive statement on 
the sensitivity of the analysis to any element. 

Conclusions 

The Air Force applied its methodology correctly and 
consistently to all the bases not excluded from potential closure. 
While the team did find limited data errors, they did not justify 
a change to any of the criteria ratings. In reviewing the >-. 
materials provided-bx the Air Force, there was no evidence of 

I substantial7-deviationq in either the data or the application of the 
m-odo 1 ogy7--- - J 

The GAOf s data accuracy check at a sampl-e of bases found no 
significant errors. This leads to the team's conclusion that the 
source data was accurate. The results of the data verification 
review justifies the conclusion that the Air Force used the data 
and methodology both consistently and correctly to reach the 
criteria ratings for the bases. The results of the category 
validation review reinforced the above conclusion for each base 
category by using a reasonable sample within each category. The 
Air Force used its methodology both c o r r e c t l y  and consistently. 

The results of the base validation review justify a conclusion 
that t h e  Service's recommendations are supported by both the facts 
and the methodology. In short, the Air Force recommended closing 
bases of the lowest military value. 

The number of Air Force bases recommended for closure or 
realignment is consistent with the force structure and the DoD 
Criteria. Based on service-provided materials and GAOfs data 
veri&ti.an,.w,em validated the Air Force process without 
substantial deviatioa Unless other sources provide new 
L r m a r i o n ,  no justification to add or delete bases from 
the Air Force's list. 



Recommendations 

1. That the Commission acknowledge that, based on DoD 
information alone, the Air Force closure list does meet the 
requirements of specific compliance with the law and with the DoD 
criteria. 

2. The services be challenged to provide a clearer 
documentation of the military judgment element of their process to 
future ~ommissions. 

Attachments 

Details of analysis and results are attached. 



DATA VERIFICATION 

Criteria I 

Process 

This process checked the validity of overall criteria ratings 
assigned to bases by examining the source data used to determine 
sub-element scores and criteria rating. Source data included 
responses to base questionnaires and updated information, if 
necessary, as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group. The 
Air Force Team randomly selected eight or nine bases for each of 
criteria I through V. The bases selected for Criteria I are: 
Randolph AFB, Bergstrom AFB, Shaw AFB, Myrtle Beach AFB, Kessler 
AFB, General Mitchell AGB, Dobbins ARB, Malmstrom AFB, and Whiteman 
AFB . 
Findinss 

The data verification for Criteria I satisfied the team that 
the criteria and sub-element scores were valid. Specific details 
of the analysis follow: 

Randolph AFB 

Findings : - sub-elements 4A,  4B,' 4C, and 4D required explanations. 
- Military judgment was required for 4A. 
Conclusions: 
- Data was verified. 
- Criteria I ratings were validated. 

Bergstrom AFB 

 ind dings : 
- ltTacticalll sub-elements consistent with "Otherl1 

sub-elements. - Standard for 2A and 2B required justification. 
- 2B4 rating of "Y-" not justified, should be " Y . "  

Change did not effect overall criteria rating. 
Conclusions: 
- Data verified with one error noted. 
- Validation of criteria rating required military 

judgment. 



Shaw AFB 

Findings : 
- Sub-elements 2B4, 2B6, 2B7, and 2B8 required 

explanations. 
~onclusions: 
- Data verified without exceptions. 
- Criteria I rating were validated. 

Myrtle Beach AFB 

Findings : - Sub-element 2D, Airspace growth, appeared to be 
incorrectly rated Y verses G. Recheck of data 
revealed that rating was correct. - Change may have justified change to overall rating. 
However no change was required. 

Conclusions: 
- Data verified without exception. 
- Criteria I rating validated. 

Kessler AFB 

Findings : - Sub-elements in "Technical Trainingr were consistent 
with sub-elements in "Tacticalw and llOther.ll - No data elements required explanations. 

Conclusions: - Data verified without exception. 
- criteria I rating validated. 

General Mitchell AGE 

Findings : 
- Methodology was reversed i.e. find a candidate and 

check against criteria. 
- Locat ion  and Force Structure made sense. 
- Limited data for verification. 
- Test of reasonableness was most useful. 
Conclusions: 
- Limited data verified. - Criteria I validation not applicable. 



Dobbins ARB 

Findings: 
- Methodology (see above). - ~ocation and Force structure reasonable. 
- cost saving not possible 
- Additional rationale in BCEG.ninutes #25 
~onclusions : - Limited data verified - Criteria I validation not appl.icable 

Malmstrom AFB 

Findings : - Sub-elements of llstrategicn were consistent with other 
categories - Five sub-elements of 2C required explanation 

- ATC delay (2A) required Air Force explanation 
Conclusions: - Data was verified without exception 
- criteria 1 rating was validated 

Whiteman AFB 

Findings : - Two sub-elements of 2C required explanation 
- ATC delay (2A) required explanation 
Conclusions: - Data was verified without exception 
- criteria I rating was validated 

CONCLUSIONS 

- criteria I data verified with minor exceptions (1 error) 

- Criteria I and sub-elements applied consistently across 
categories 

- Criteria sub-elements comparable across categories 

- Criteria I validated 



DATA VERIFICATION 

Criteria I1 

Process 

This process checked the validity of overall criteria ratings 
assigned to bases by examining the source data used to determine 
sub-element scores and criteria rating. Source data included 
responses to base questionnaires and updated information, if 
necessary, as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group. The 
Air Force Team randomly selected eight or nine bases to be checked 
for each of criteria I through V. The bases selected for Criteria 
I1 are: Buckley ANG Base, Eaker AFB, Grand Forks AFB, Langley AFB, 
 arti in State Airport, Offutt AFB, Richards-~ebaur AFB, Stewart ANG 
Base and Willow Grove Air Reserve Forces Facility. 

Findinqs 

The data verification for Criteria I1 satisfied the team that 
criteria and sub-element scores were valid. There were very few 
minor errors or omissions, none of which would have changed a final 
criteria score or a recommendation .for closure or realignment. 
 ind dings of the verification are summarized in the chart below. 

X -- Data supported criteria score 
KEY: 0 -- Minor errors, but data supported criteria score 

* -- Major errors, did not support criteria score 
A -- Air Reserve Component base, not analyzed 



The Air Force employed a slightly different process to review 
Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases. There is no programmed 
reduction in the number of ARC units, and these units do not 
readily compete against each other. ARC units have special 
recruiting needs not required by the active component. Therefore, 
the Air Force identified ARC realignments which could maintain or 
improve their military capability and achieve reasonable savings. 
The Air Force then assessed only these units against the eight 
criteri&. 

Conclusion 

The ratings for Criteria I1 were valid. 



DATA VERIFICATION 

Criteria I11 

Process 

This process checked the validity of overall criteria ratings 
assigned to bases by examining the source data used to determine 
sub-element scores and criteria rating. Source data included 
responses to base questionnaires and updated information, if 
necessary, as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group. Each 
Air Force Team member randomly selected eight/nine bases to be 
checked in criteria I through V. The bases selected for Criteria 
I11 are: Columbus AFB, Fairchild AFB, Holloman AFB, Luke AFB, 
Moody AFB, Plattsburgh AFB, Seymour Johnson AFB, Battle Creek 
cataloging Center and Greater Pittsburgh IAP. 

A. SUB-ELEMENT VALIDATION: 

The sub-elements developed by the Air Force support Criteria 
IS1 and contribute in evaluating Air Force bases for closure. Each 
sub-element addresses one of the central issues stated in criteria 
111. The sum total of these data points adequately describe and 
characterize Criteria 111. The following characterizes the . 
relationship of the sub-elements with the Criteria statement. 

1. What is the C-141 MOG? 

2. Does the base have a hydrant 
refueling system? Contingency/Mobilization 

3. What is the munitions storage 
capacity? Contingency/Mobilization 

4. Does the base have a Hot Cargo 
area? Contingency 

5. Is the base located within 150 
miles of: 

Joint Installation? 
Rail Access? 
Port Facility? 

6. What is the capacity of the 
parking apron? 

~obilization/~ontingency/ 
Future Force 

~ontingency/Future Force 

7. What are the facilities support Future Force 
capacities? 



8. Is the base located, and have 
the necessary characteristics, Future Force 
to support another categoryls 
mission? 

,qll of the sub-elements were used in every category of base 
groupings with the exception of facilities support' capacities 
(number. 7). Only the Flying-Tactical ca.tegory used this sub- 
element. No additional sub-elements were determined to be more 
descriptive than those used. The importance of sub-elements across 
the categories differ. Although some sub-elements are more 
descriptive to some categories, they were applied to all 
categories. 

B. SUB-ELEMENT STANDARD VALIDATION 

The standards used to measure each sub-element were applied in 
all base categories with minor only modifications. Sub-elements 
that were measured with percentage standards were the same in all 
categories. The rationale for the application of .the standard in 
some cases was explicitly stated by the Air Force and in some cases 
implicitly applied measured against reasonable expectations. 

C. DATA APPLICATION/VERIFICATION 

A two step process was used to verify data. The GAO selected 
4 bases to be visited to verify that the data used in making the 
closure and realignment decision was accurate. In addition, the 
Air Force Team randomly checked 8 bases for every sub-element 
supporting criteria I11 across several categories of base 
groupings. The result of that survey indicates that the data 
submitted was accurate. Of the 108 data points checked only one 
data error was detected (Hydrant Refueling at Holloman AFB). One 
of the random sample bases selected for this review was Battle 
Creek, competing in the "Other Category." Battle Creek is the 
cataloging center for all Air Force parts that are procured and 
used in the Air Force equipment stock fund. Battle Creek is a 
highly automated administrative activity operating in a leased 
facility. The Air Force owns only the equipment (primarily 
computers) in the facility. Since this is a unique operation, the 
sub-elements used to describe the operation at a typical Air Force 
Base do not apply to an operation like Battle Creek. 

The Air Reserve Component base category was not reviewed in 
the same fashion as the active Air Force. Air Guard bases were 
reviewed by state for possible consolidation with other in-state 
Guard Units. Reserve unit consolidations were reviewed with 
special attention focused on insuring that an adequate population 
existed to support reserve personnel requirements. . - 



The validation of data is shown on the chart below. 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

SUPPORT OTHER CAT 

-, 

KEY: 
X -- Data supported criteria score 
0 -- Minor error, but data supported criteria 

score 
* -- Major errors, did not support criteria score 
A -- Battle Creek and Air Reserve Component base, 

not analyzed by these sub-elements 

JOINT 

Rail 

P n r t  

Conclusion 

w nrnn papa r i t v  , X , X  

The data verification for Criteria I11 satisfied the team that 
criteria and sub-element scores were valid. There were minor 
errors, but none in this sample that would change a final criteria 
score or change the Air Force recommendat.ion for closure or 
realignment. 
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DATA VERIFICATION 

Criteria IV & 
Criteria V 

Process 

The ~ i r  'Force used the Cost of Base Realignment Actions 
(COBRA) Model to determine what the one-time costs for closing a 
base and the recurring savings would be. To assess the adequacy 
and accuracy of the specific cost figures used by the Air Force in 
the COBRA Model to determine the one-time cost to close a base and 
move its activities to another base, the team selected a sample of 
bases to do detailed verification for selected cost elements. The 
cost elements that the team selected accounted for most of the one- 
time costs involved in a base closure. These were military 
construction, transportation/PCS of people and equipment, shutdown 
costs, civilian attrition costs and base administration. 

The bases selected included two bases that are on DODts list 
of bases to close and four bases that were not selected. The team 
also included in its sample two Air Reserve Component bases. The 
team traced the selected cost elements from the Backup Book 
furnished the Base Closure Commission back to the details behind 
the book and then to the primary source documents. See attached 
schedule that lists the bases reviewed and cost elements verified. . 

Because the Air Force did not use the COERA Model to calculate 
the cost and savings to be realized in cl.osing a Air Reserve 
Component base, it required the team t.o use a different 
verification technique. It involved ascertaining the procedures 
used, how they determined which bases had potential for cost 
savings, and how they computed the savings. 

Data verification for Criteria IV involved ascertaining the 
number of personnel reduced because of the base closures and 
transfers and the corresponding cost savings. Personnel savings is 
the primary cost savings used to calculate the length of time it 
would take to recover costs. Significant other savings involved 
military construction avoidance and reductions in real property 
maintenance and base operating support. Because the team had 
verified a significant portion of the basis for the recurring cost 
savings, it decided that the verification of the payback period 
(criteria V) would be a mathematical computation. 

Most of the data used to calculate the one-time cost to close 
.a ba.se were derived from standard factor tables developed by the 
Air Force; questionnaires answered by the bases and reviewed by the 
major commands, Air Force headquarters, and the Base Closure 
~xecutive Group; and data generated from previous base closures or 



realignments. Generally the data was consistently applied to all 
bases with only a few exceptions. These exceptions did not 
increase or decrease the cost to close for any base enough to 
characterize it as a significant deviation. 

For the two closing bases that were included in our sample, 
the discrepancies noted would decrease the cost to close Carswell 
AFB by $3,801,278 ($64,598,000 to $60,796',722) and would increase 
the cost to close Loring AFB by $2,082,442 ($44,622,000 to 
$46,704,442). 

In addition, adjustments were made to some of the standard 
data factors based on the knowledge of the analyst and unique 
factors that the model was not designed to recognize. In most 
cases the adjustments appear to be reasonable and supported by 
adequate data. 

Although it is not considered as a one-time cost to close a 
base, problems noted in calculating the CHAMPUS costs could 
increase the total cost to the government when a base is closed. 
These included the following two assumptions 

-- A national average of the cost per in-patient visit was used 
rather than the cost for the area surrounding the base to 
calculate the cost of in-patient care. 

-- A deduction of 21 percent from the total CHAMPUS cost was made 
to allow for those who reach the age of 65 and go on Medicaid. 
Although this is a reduction in cost to the Air Force, it does 
not reduce the cost to the federal government. 

Discre~an~ies Noted In Cost Data 

The following specific discrepancies were noted in the 
analysis of data provided as backup for the one-time cost to close 
bases. 

1. ~ o s t  of the cost analysis for the level playing field used 
1,000 miles as the distance to move to Base X. At Loring AFB the 
Air Force used 1,500 miles. Changing the distance to move from 
Loring to Base X to 1,000 would reduce the one-time cost of closing 
Loring by about $543,940. The reduction would occur in the 
following elements. 



Move equipment 
10,000 lbs X .08 X 1,500 = $1,200,000 
10,000 lbs X .08 X 1,000 = $ 800,000 $400,000 

Move light vehicles 
368 X .33 X 1,500 = $182,160 
368 X .33 X 1,000 = 121,440 60,720 

- 
Move heavy vehicles 

219 X .76 X 1,500 = $249,660 
219 X .76 X 1,000 = 166,440 83,220 

Total reduction in cost to close $543,940 

2. The percent of military living on base at Tyndall AFB was 
listed in the summary sheets as 43, but the base response to the 
questionnaire listed it as 41 percent. However, this would not 
significantly affect the cost to close the base. The change to net 
present value would be very small. 

3 .  In estimating the cost of military construction to handle units 
moved from Carswell AFB to Base X I  the Air Force over stated the 
amount by $5 million to $8 million. One factor that contributed to 
the overstatement was the belief that one unit on the base would 
move, but in fact it had already moved.. Also, the analyst 
overestimated the cost to construct a unique maintenance facility. ' 

4 .  In the military construction cost estimate for Ellsworth AFB, 
the Air Force included an estimate of $ 8 0  million to move four 
squadrons of missiles from Ellsworth to Base X. According to the 
Force Structure Plan, there are only three squadrons at Ellsworth. 
This results in an overstatement in military construction costs for 
Ellsworth of about $20 million. Although this is a substantial 
reduction in cost, it is not enough to warrant changing the 
decision to keep Ellsworth open. 

5 .  The cost of military construction would be high at Tyndall AFB 
because of the special operations and training that takes place. 
To duplicate these facilities at another base would include 

Electronics 
Air operations 
Operations 
Maintenance 

Total 

Million 
$50.0 

8 2 . 0  
7 8 . 4  
6 2 . 6  

This estimate, using the standard factors for COBRA Model, is $40  
million move than the estimate contained in the backup book for the 
one-time cost estimate for Tyndall. 



6. In calculating the shutdown costs for the bases, Air Force 
officials stated that they used a standard factor of $1.13 per 
square foot as ' the close down cost for each base. However, it 
appears that they did not use $1.13, the actual factor used was 
$1.239 per square foot.   his would overstate the costs included in 
the backup book for all bases, so it would not have an effect on 
which base should close. For example, at Loring AFB the shutdown 
costs included in the backup book would decrease by $463,620 
($5,240,000 to $$4,776,380) if the $1.13 factor had been used. 

In addition, it appears that in the case of Carswell and K.I. 
sawyer, the Air Force developed a cost estimate to close down the 

. , entire base. They did not take into consideration the fact that 
only a part of the base would shut down. This further overstated 
the shutdown costs associated with Carswell ($1,777,476) and Sawyer 
($798,734). 

Chanqes To One-Time Costs 

The following charts show how the identified discrepancies 
would affect the one-time costs of the bases included in our 
sample: 

Carswell AFB 

Cost in 
B a c k u ~  book 

Military construction $29,148,000 
Administration 511,000 
Shutdown costs 4,191,000 
Civilian attrition 1,564,000 
Transportation/PCS 29,184,000 

Corrected 
costs 

One-time cost to close $64,598,000 $57,820,524 

The above changes would increase the net present value for Carswell 
from a savings of $72.2 million to $78.2 million. 

Ellsworth AFB 

Military construction $271,194,000 $251,194,000 
Administration 2,337,000 2,337,000 
Shutdown costs 6,196,000 5,268,643 
Civilian attrition 1,868,000 1,868,000 
Transportation/PC~ 37,747,000 37,203,060 

One-time cost to close $319,342,000 $297,870,703 

The above changes would increase the net present value for 
Ellsworth from $107 million to $125.7 million. 



Griffiss AFB 

~ilitary construction $138,215,000 $138,215,000 
Administration 1,581,000 1,581,000 
Shutdown costs 6,560,000 5,979,645 
civilian attrition 7,424,000 7,424., 000 
~ransportation/PCS 66,329,000 66,329.000 

.- . 

one-tine cost to close $220,109,000 $219,518,645 

The above changes would increase the net present value for Griffiss 
from $337.5 million to $338 million. 

Lorina AFB 

Military construction $15,774,000 
Administration 1,701,000 
Shutdown costs 5,240,000 
Civilian attrition 1,388,000 
Transportation/PCS 20,519.000 

One-tine cost to close $44,622,000 $44,158,379 

All of the above changes would increase the net present value for 
Loring from $464.6 million to $464.7 million. 

K . I .  S a w e r  AFB 

Military construction $13,748,000 
Administration 1,462,000 
Shutdown costs 2,950,000 
Civilian attrition 1,083,000 
Transportation/PCS 20,570,000 

One-time cost to close $38,730,000 

T h e  above changes would increase the net present value for K.I. 
Sawyer from $372.2 million to $372.8 million. 

m d a l l  AFB 

Military construction $233,724,000 $273,724,000 
Administration 1,074,000 1,074,000 
Shutdown costs 4,213,000 3,834,000 
Civilian attrition 3,148,000 3,148,000 
Transportation/PCS 38,405,000 38,405,000 

One-time cost to close $280,563,000 $320,942,000 

The above changes would decrease the net present value for Tyndall 
from $140.8 million to $106 million. 



Reserve Comwonents 

The Air National Guard took a macro look at all of its bases 
to determine which ones had 300 or more civilians. The Air Force 
personnel office provided information on how many bases had 300 
civilians. They identified 12 bases that fit this cr.iteria. 

Buckley 
Tucson 
Great Falls 
Stewart 

Otis Rickenbacker 
Boise Fresno 
Baltimore Selfridge 
Portland Greater Pittsburgh 

The next step was to take a look at these 12 to determine if 
there was an active Air Force Base or another Air Reserve Component 
(ARC) base nearby where they could transfer the units operating on 
each Guard base. The Air Force provided the Guard a questionnaire 
to obtain data on each of the bases. Because of time constraints 
the questionnaire was not sent to the bases. It was answered by 
the people in the Programs and Support Forces Office. In analyzing 
the possible receiving bases they tried to determine the facilities 
available and the cost of providing needed ones, the O&M expenses, 
and the personnel expenses such as training people at the receiving 
.base to replace those that would not move when the unit did. 

For Otis Air National Guard Base, the Air National Guard 
looked at moving it to the only available base in the state, 
Westover Air Force Base (an ~ i r  Reserve Base.) They did not 
consider any bases outside of Massachusetts because they believed 
the Governor would object. A na jor problem with moving to Westover 
is the different missions of each base's operating units. At 
Westover they fly C-5s and at Otis they fly F-15s. 

The largest cost factor for moving was the estimated military 
construction that would be required at West.over. They estimated 
that it would take about $85 million to build every thing the unit 
required. This cost estimate was based on the experiences that the 
Guard had at Channel Islands and Greater Peoria. The Air Force 
Civil Engineering Office provided this estimate. 

Also, because of the extremely short time frame for doing the 
analysis, the Guard was not able to visit Westover to determine 
what facilities were available that the Reserves and the Guard 
could share. As a result the military construction costs were for 
building all new facilities rather than making allowances for 
shared facilities or for rehabilitating existing facilities. 

In the initial analysis the Guard did not consider the cost of 
PCS/RIF for military and civilians. This was added after the 
meetings with the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). The cost 
associated with Base operating Support was revised because of 
duplications in counting from $9.32 million to $3.9 million. 



In evaluating the 12 bases they developed sub-elements to rate 
the bases on the eight criteria. Once the analysis was completed, 
they met with the Base Closure Working Group to discuss their 
findings. With the help of the Working Group they refined the 
data. Next they briefed the BCEG. The BCEG decided that a further 
look should be made at Buckley, Rickenbacker, Tucson, ~oise, 
Fresno, Great Falls, and Baltimore. The others were eliminated for 
f~~ther~consideration. Otis was dropped from consideration because 
of 

-- the negative impact on the unit's mission, -- long distance to relocate, which would negatively impact 
recruiting, -- saturation of the recruiting area, 

-- major military construction expenditures, -- associated environmental costs. 
After this further look, it was decided that ~ickenbacker was the 
only Air National Guard base that the BCEG would reconmend for 
closure. 

CHAMPUS 

Although CHAMPUS costs were not included in the one-time costs 
to close a base, we believe that the high costs to the government 
associated with the closure of Carswell AFB may require a further' 
look at the decision. Because the government has to pay for 
medicaid for those eligible, the Air Force's decision to deduct 
about 21 percent of the medical costs included in the backup book 
appears to understate the cost to the government. 

The Air Force used a standard cost per in-patient visit of 
$1,750 rather than the average cost per visit maintained by the 
Surgeon General. By not using the Surgeon General's cost averages, 
the CHAMPUS cost for each base was understated. Specifically for 
Carswell AFB, the Air Force used the average cost of $1,750 rather 
than costs for the Carswell region of $8,650 or the D O D - W ~ ~ ~  cost 
of $5,872.58. 

The number of in-patient visits used by the ~ i r  Force was 
13,800, while the Surgeon General's figures show that there were 
only 2,960 in-patient visits at Carswell. out-patient visits used 
in the model were 75,000 while the Surgeon General's figures showed 
144,317 out-patient visits. In addition, the cost per out-patient 
visit used in the model was $100, while the Surgeon General's 
regional average cost for Carswell was only $78 and the DOD-wide 
average was $77.11. 

When the above corrections for Medicaid, cost per visit, and 
number of visits are made to the Carswell CHAMPUS cost estimate, 
the cost to the government, including CHAMPUS, which was included 
in the backup book was understated when compared to the costs for 



the region around Carswell by $9,597,726. When using DOD-wide cost 
data, the cost to the government included in the ~etailed Analysis 
is understated by $1,248,119. 

Data according to 
Suraeon General 

COBR4 DOD Air Force 
-. 

rn-patients 
Number of visits 13,800 2,960 2,960 
cost per visit 1,750 5,872.58 8,650 

Subtotal $24,150,000 $17,382,836 $25,604,000 

Out-patients 
,Number of visits 75,000 144,317 144,317 
Cost per visit 100 77.11 78.00 

$ 7,500,000 Subtotal $11,128,283 $11,256,726 

T~tal costs $31,650,000 $28,511,119 $36,860,726 
Less Medicaid 6,646,500 5,987.335 7,740,752 

Total $25,003,500 $22,523,784 $29,119,974 

Backup book costs 27,263,000 27,263,000 27,263,000 

Overstatement 
(understatement) $ 2,259,500 $ 4,739,216 ( $  1,856,974) 

Add back medicaid $ 6,646,500 5,987,335 7,740,752 

CXPMPUS understatement 
including Medicaid $ 4,387,000 $ 1,248,119 $ 9,597,726 

A difference in the cost of each in-patient visit was noted 
during our review of the back up data. A t  Loring XFB and 
K.I.Sawyer AFB a cost of $1,500 was used rather than the standard 
$1,750. According to Air Force officials this resulted from 
different analyst calculating the costs. They could not tell me 
why this was done and why it was not corrected.  his would 
understate the CHAMPUS cost by about $125,000. 



The discrepancies we identified in our data verification for 
criteria IV if applied to the sample bases the payback periods 
would be changed as follows 

Base 

Carswell 
Ellsworth 
Grif f iss 
Loring 
K. I. Sawyer 
Tyndall 

Payback ~eriod 
Current Corrected 

conclusion 

For Criteria IV, generally the data used to calculate the one- 
time costs to close a base and the procedures used were 
consistently applied to all bases with only a few exceptions. 
These exceptions did not increase or decrease the cost to close any 
base enough to characterize it as a significant deviation. 
However, because of (1) the high CHAMPUS costs or (2) the costs the 
federal government will incur for Medicaid, the closing of the 
Carswell hospital raised some concerns. The Air Force is taking a ' 
second look at the decision to close the hospital. For Criteria V 
the payback times calculated and included in the Detailed Analysis 
for the bases were correct except for a typographical error for 
Mountain Home Air Force Base. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Flying-Tactical 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data for criteria 1-111 on 
eight Tactical Air Command (TAC) bases in the Flying-Tactical sub- 
category. The Air Force Team randomly selected four bases within 
each sub-category to verify the data. Then the team validated the 
data on all recommended closure bases not selected in the random 
sample. The time available did not permit the verification of 
every data element for all 72 bases considered for closure. 
However, the Air Force Team checked all the data used to determine 
sub-element scores and criteria ratings for all bases recommended 
to close. The source data included responses to base 
questionnaires and updated information provided to the Base Closure 
Executive Group. The bases checked as a result of the random 
sample were: Holloman AFB, Luke AFB, Moody AFB and Seymour Johnson 
AFB. Data verification was then conducted on the remaining bases 
not selected in the random sample nominated for closure or 
realignment: Bergstrom AFB, England AFB, MacDill AFB (realignment) 
and Myrtle Beach AFB. 

The accuracy of data used by the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group appears to be excellent. Several data elements 
require the.judgement of knowledgeable individuals to interpret the 
data to determine a rating. Eleven data points were questioned by 
the Air Force Team. However, only 1 confirmed error was discovered 
from a total of 424 ( . 2 4 % )  data points checked. The error was 
minor and occurred at Holloman AFB. 
Holloman rated a "green" in a criteria I11 question concerning 
whether or not the base currently has a hydrant refueling system. 
Holloman has no hydrant refueling system and this element should be 
rated I1red.l1 This error did not alter the final rating of any 
bases, and would not change any closure or realignment 
recommendations. 

Conclusion 

The data and methodology used to support ratings in criteria I- 
I11 for  lying-Tactical bases were valid and correctly applied. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Flying-Strategic 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data for criteria I, 11, 
and IIIrfor eight bases within the Flying-strategic sub-category. 
The team randomly selected four bases within each sub-category to 
validate. The team also validated the data for any remaining 
closure candidate bases within each sub-category. The validity 
check included an examination and review of all source data used to 
determine sub-element and criteria ratings. The source data 
included responses to base questionnaires and updated information, 
if necessary, as provided to the Base Closure Executive Group. 

The team checked criteria validity for the following eight 
Flying-Strategic bases: Carswell, Castle, K. I. Sawyer, March, 
Eaker, Grissom, Loring and Wurtsmith Air Force Bases. The team 
found 4 errors out of 392 data elements, for an accuracy rate of 99 
percent. The errors did not impact the bases1 final option 
grouping in the or blmostll dear summary 
groupings. 

The errors were minor, and there were no more than two errors 
for any one base. The errors included: 

1. Grissom AFB averages 11.3 days of icing per year, and 
should be rated wyellow.u 

2. March AFB was rated lbgreent1 for its ability to accept a 
tactical mission. The "Macro Lookb1 definitions for accepting 
a tactical mission included minimum traffic congestion/delays 
and adequate divertjalternate airfields. We believed that, due 
to Southern California's airspace congestion and the closure of 
Norton and George AFBs, March should receive a "green minus11 
for this score. 

3. K. I. Sawyer AFB was rated blyellown for its ability to 
accept a tactical mission. The "Macro Lookn definition for 
accepting a tactical mission included supersonic airspace with 
an Air Combat Maneuver Instrumentation (ACMI) range, scorable 
air-to-ground ranges with tactical target arrays, good flying 
weather and a mobility support infrastructure. We believe that 
K. I. Sawyer does not have the airspace, ranges, weather or 
mobility infrastructure required and should be rated, at best, 
as ltyellow minus. Ib 



4. K. I. Sawyer AFB was rated "redw for not having a port 
within 150 miles. K. I. Sawyer is 20 miles from Marquette, 
Michigan. Marquette is a deep water port on Lake Superior, 
with access to the Atlantic Ocean through the Saint Lawrence 
River. Therefore, K. I. Sawyer should be rated llgreen.ll If a 
Great Lakes port is not acceptable within the definition of 
port facilities, then Wurtsmith AFB, on Lake Huron, should be 
rated llredll in this area. 

These minor errors did not affect the final rating of any of 
the affected bases, and would not have changed any closure or 
realignment recommendations. 

Conclusion 

The data and methodology used to support ratings in Criteria I, 
11 and I11 for the Flying-Strategic bases was valid, reasonable and 
correctly applied. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Flying-Training 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data for Criteria I 
through.111 for eight bases within the Flying Training category. 
The team randomly selected four bases from the category to 
validate. This selection process included the one closure within 
the category. The validation process involved an examination and 
review of all source data used to determine sub-element and 
criteria ratings. The source data included responses to base 
questionnaires and updated information, if necessary, as provided 
to the Base Closure Executive Group. 

Findinss 

The findings supported the Air Force analysis. The specific 
data follows: 

Sample Used: 

- Columbus AFB 
- Reese AFB 
- Vance AFB 
- Williams AFB (Closure Candidate) 

Criteria Checked: 

- I, I1 and I11 
- All sub-elements 

Columbus AFB: 

- Findings: -- Sub-elements  2 D 1  and  2 D 2  of C r i t e r i a  I r e q u i r e d  
explanation. -- sub-element 2A (Low Level) of Criteria I1 required 
explanation. -- No other element questions were found. 

- Conclusions: -- Sub-elements were validated. 
-- Overall rating for Criteria I, 11 and I11 were 

validated. 



Reese AFB 

- Findings: - -  Sub-element 2D1 and 2D2 of Criteria I required 
explanation. -- Sub-element 2A and 5 A  of Criteria I1 required 

explanati6n. 
No other element questions were found. -- 

- Conclusions: -- Sub-elements were validated. 
-- Overall rating for Criteria I, 11 and I11 were 

validated. 

Vance AFB 

- Findings: -- Sub-element 2Dl and 2D2 of Criteria I required 
explanation. -- Sub-element 2A of Criteria I1 required explanation. -- Sub-element 1 (Munitions Storage) of Criteria I11 
required clari£ication. -- No other element questions were found. 

- Conclusions: -- Sub-elements were validated. 
-- Overall rating for Criteria I, I1 and I11 were 

validated. 

Williams AFB 

- Findings: -- Sub-element 2D1 and 2D2 of Criteria I required 
explanation. -- Sub-element 2A (LL) of Criteria I required 
explanation. -- Sub-element 2B (LL) of Criteria I1 required 
explanation. -- Sub-element 1 (Proximity of Army) of Criteria I11 was 
rated "red" incorrectly. It should have been 
''GREEN.'' Error did not change overall criteria 
rating. 

- Conclusions: -- Sub-element rating were validated with the one error 
corrected. -- Overall rating for Criteria It 11 and I11 were 

validated. 

Conclusion 

- Flying Training category was validated for Criteria It I1 
and 111. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Technical Training 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data for Criteria I, 11, and 
111 for four randomly selected bases within the Technical Training 
category--Lowry, Goodfellow, Sheppard, and Keesler Air Force Bases. 
The validity check included an examination and review of all source 
data used to determine sub-element and criteria ratings (color 
coding). The source data included responses to base questionnaires 
and updated information, if necessary, as provided to the Base 
Closure Executive Group. 

The team questioned the color rating assigned to 7 of 132 data sub- 
elements, an accuracy rate of 95 percent. If the color codings 
assigned to the sub-elements were changed to reflect the team's 
recommended ratings, there would not be enough of a change to 
affect the total scores assigned each base for each criteria. 

The discrepancies noted were relatively minor; for one base, 
Sheppard, the team questioned five data elements and at Goodfellow, . 

the team questioned two data elements. The data elements 
questioned included: 

Sheppard 

-- The team questioned the llGreenll rating for Military Operating 
Area for present use and future use. The Dallas-Fort Worth 
Airport has had significant affects on the flying patterns 
around the base. The team believes the rating should be 
"Yellow. 

-- The traffic problems from the Dallas/Fort Worth airport has 
also impacted the low level flying areas around the base. The 
team believes the rating should be ltYellow.ll 

-- The team questioned the "Red" rating for how far away was an 
Army base. We believe that Fort Sill is within the 150 mile 
standard set in order for the base to receive a "Greenw rating. 



Goodfellow 

-- Based on the criteria used for scoring base condition, we 
believe the rating should have been ftYellowtl rather than "Red.If 

-- For the cost of putting the deficient facilities in to Code I 
condition, we believe the 'tYellown rating assigned should be 
changed to a "Greentt rating. 

Conclusion 

~lthough the team found a five percent error in category 
validation, the significance of these discrepancies would not 
result in a significant deviation for any of the four bases. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Other 

Process 

This process checked the validity of Data for Criteria 1-111 
- 

for the bases within the Other category. As there were only four 
bases within this category, all the bases were considered in the 
validation process. The validation process involved an examination 
and review of all source data used to determine sub-element and 
criteria ratings. The source data included responses to base 
questionnaires and updated information, if necessary, as provided 
to the Base Closure Executive Group. 

Findinss 

The findings supported the Air Force analysis. The specific 
data follows: 

Bases Evaluated: 
- Battle Creek 
- Petersen AFB 
- Randolph AFB - Scott AFB 

Criteria Checked: - Criteria I, I1 and I11 
- All sub-elements 

Battle Creek: 

- Findings: 
-- No error were found in Criteria I. 
-- cr i ter ia  11 and 111 were excluded from analysis. 

Exclusion, while understood, :lade analysis of this 
base against other bases in category impossible 

-- Methodology did however provide enough data on the 
base to make a closure decision. 

- Conclusions: 
-- Sub-elements were validated. -- Criteria I rating wzs validated. 



Petersen AFB: 

- Findings: -- Limited number of bases in the category combined with the 
variation of missions make the statistical methodology 
for facilities suspect. -- MOG rating of "yellowt1 was incorrect. Base has a MOG 
capability of 9 which correlates to a rating of - conclusions: -- One sub-element rating error was found. It did not 
change the overall criteria rating. -- Ratings for Criteria 1-111 were validated. 

Randolph AFB: 

- Findings: -- See criticism of facility data above. 
-- No problems were found in sub-element ratings. - Conclusions: -- Sub-elements were validated. -- Rating for Criteria 1-111 were validated. 

Scott AFB: 

- Findings: 
-- Failure to assess airspace was questionable. While 

missions at Scott do not have airspace requirement, it 
results in an incomplete analysis. As a worse case 
rating change for these elements would not change the 
final score more than a letter grade, which would not 
change the decision. -- See criticism of facility data above. -- No problems were found with sub-element ratings. 

- ~onclusions: -- Sub-elements were validated. -- Ratings for Criteria 1-111 were validated. 

Conclusion 

- Other category was validated for Criteria I, I1 and 111. 



CATEGORY VALIDATION 

Air Reserve Component 

Process 

This process checked the validity of data and methodology for 
criteria f, 11, and I11 for both Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases 

for closure by the Department of ~efense. The ~ i r  
Force used a different approach to review ARC bases for closure. 
The Air Force examined all 21 ARC bases having over 300 permanent 
DOD employees. The initial screening consisted of briefings by the 
Air ~ational Guard and Air Force Reserve to the Base Closure 
Executive Group. These briefings identified potential savings from 
realigning ARC units to nearby active installations. The BCEG 
requested further analysis on the two ARC bases for which 
realignment showed the highest promise for savings while 
maintaining or improving military value and mission effectiveness. 
The BCEG then applied the eight DoD closure criteria to these 
bases. This validation checked the data presented for Richards- 
Gebaur Air Reserve Station and Rickenbacker Air Guard Base. 

There were no specific data points or color-code ratings to 
check within Criteria I through I11 for the ARC analysis. The . 
validation of Criteria I through I11 is primarily a test of 
reasonableness. There is no programmed reduction in the force 
structure assigned to Rickenbacker or Richards-Gebaur, and 
realigning these units to active bases will provide overall 
savings. Operational readiness of the units will be neutrally or 
positively enhanced by the move. 

Land encroachment and noise impacts at Rickenbacker will be 
reduced with the move to Wright-Patterson. The impact at Wright- 
Patterson should be minimal, as the 4950th Test Wing aircraft are 
vacating to make room for the Rickenbacker units. 

The A-10 unit transfer from Richards-Gebaur to Whiteman AFB 
will improve the available airspace by moving the unit farther from 
Kansas City IAP. 

The consolidation of these ARC units to active bases will 
improve their contingency and mobilization capability due to the 
facilities in place at the active bases. 

Conclusion 

The methodology and data used to recommend ARC bases for 
closure was valid and reasonable. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Flying-Tactical 

Process 

The Air Force assigned color ratings to each of the sub- 
elements in coming up with a score for each base for six of the 
eight cFiteria. Color codes were not assigned for Criteria IV or 
V. Using the Air Force's color coding for ranking the bases 
according to each sub-element for each base was very difficult. , TO 
determine the adequacy of the base rankings and to produce a 
numerical rating for the bases, we assigned the following values 

Red 1 Yellow plus 5 
Red plus 2 Green minus 6 
Yellow minus 3 Green - 7 
Yellow 4 

Findinss 

Based on the following analysis, the bases the Air Force 
recommended for closure are supported by the ratings assigned to 
each sub-element and criteria. There were some instances where 
bases recommended for closure were rated higher than some of the 
bases not chosen for closure. The primary reasons for not 
selecting these lower rated bases were mission, location, or 
multiple types of missions/aircraft flown out of the bases. 

Even though assigning numerical scores to the "Green," 
"Yellown and "Redv1 ratings used by the Base Closure Executive Group 
does not account for some of the unique characteristics of the 
bases, our analysis shows that the numerical rating, when 
allowances are made for mission or location concerns, support the 
Air Forcers decision. 



NUMERICAL RANKING ACCORDING 
TOTAL COLOR SCORES ASSIGNED 
FOR EACH CRITERIA 

Base Score 

Bergstrom 32 
MacDill, 32 

Homestead 
Shaw 
Davis-Monthan 

Moody 4 0  

Base - 

Mountain Home ' 

Cannon 
Luke 

Myrtle Beach 4 2  

Score 

Seymour Johnson 
England 4 3  
Tyndall 4 3  
Eielson 45 
Holloman 46 
Langley 47 

When the following special considerations are applied to the bases, 
the bases selected for closure seem reasonable. . 

............. Holloman More than one type of weapon system and is 
a training base. ........ Mountain Home Ability to expand to the composite Wing. 

................. Shaw More than one type of weapon system. 

................. Luke More than one type of weapon system. Also, 
a training base. ............... Cannon Ability to grow and more than one type of 
weapon system. Also a training base. 

............ Homestead Location of the base adds weight. 
........ Davis-Monthan It has several non Air Force tenants and it 

is the storage facility for retired 
airplanes. No other location can provide 
the same conditions. 

Seymour Johnson ...... Multi-mission base. 



NUMERICAL RANKING ACCORDING TO THE 
COLOR SCORES ASSIGNED EACH CRITERIA 

Base - 1 
7 

2 3 4 - - -  
Bergstrom 
MacDill 
Homestead 
Shaw 
Davis-Monthan 
Moody 
Mountain Home 
Cannon 
Luke 
Myrtle Beach 
Seymour Johnson 
England 
Tyndall 
Eielson 
Holloman 
Langley 

NUMERICAL SCORES ACCORDING TO THE 
COLOR SCORES ASSIGNED EACH CRITERIA 

Base 2 - - -  2 3 4 

Bergstrom 3 
Cannon 6 
Davis-Monthan 5 
Eielson 7 
England 5 
Holloman 4 
Homestead 4 
Langley 7 
Luke 7 
MacDill 4 
Moody 4 
Mountain Home 5 
Myrtle Beach 6 
Seymour Johnson 7 
Shaw 6 
Tyndall 7 

Total 

3 2  
3 2  
37 
38 
40 
4  0 
40 
4 1  
41 
4 2  
42 
4 3  
43 
45 
4 6 
47 

Total 

32 
4 1 
40 
45 
43 
4 6 
37 
47 
41 
32 
4 0 
40 
42 
42 
38 
43 



BASES AFFECTED BY SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Base - Score - Base Score 

Seymour Johnson 474 
Langley 462 
Tyndall 462 
Davis Monthan 450 
Eielson 450 
England 445 

Holloman 441 
Myrtle Beach 
Moody 

Bergstrom 
MacDill 

Luke 425 
Mountain Home 414 
Shaw 414 
Cannon 399 
Homestead 393 

390 
390 

When the following special considerations are applied to the bases, 
the bases selected for closure seem reasonable. 

Holloman ....... More than one type of weapon system and is a 
training base. 

Mountain Home .. Ability to expand to the Composite Wing. 
Shaw ........... More than one type of weapon system. 
Luke ........... More than one type of weapon system. Also, a 

training base. 
Cannon ......... ~bility to grow and more than one type of weapon 

system. Also a training base. 
Homestead ...... Location of the base adds weight. 



CUMULATIVE CRITERIA SCORES 

Base - 1 - 2 - - 3 - 6 - 7 3 Total 

Bergstrom 
Cannon 
Davis-Monthan 
Eielson 
England 
Holloman 
Homestead 
Langley 
Luke 
MacDill 
Moody 
Mountain Home 
Myrtle Beach 
Seymour Johnson 
Shaw 
Tyndall 

R W I N G  BY TOTAL SCORE 

Base 

Seymour 
Langley 
Tyndall 

Johnson 

Davis Monthan 
Eielson 
England 
Holloman 
Myrtle Beach 
Moody 
Luke 
Mountain Home 
Shaw 
Cannon 
Homestead 
Bergstrom 
MacDill 

Score 

Looking at just the total cumulative scores received by the bases 
it appears that three of the closure bases are ranked high compared 
to scores received by other bases such as Cannon, Shaw, and 
Homestead. 



CRITERIA I 

Tyndall 
Eielson 
Seymour Johnson 
Langley 
Luke 
Davis Mountain 
Myrtle Beach 
Shaw 
Moody 
England 
Bergstrom 
Cannon 
Holloman 
Mountain Home 
MacDill 
Homestead 

Based on the ratings assigned to the bases it appears that Cannon's 
color rating may be to high. Two of the closing bases were given 
a significantly higher rating than Cannon. However, these two are 
rated lower than Cannon on future growth capability. It appears 
that this sub-element carries a heavy weighing factor. As a 
result, it may have swayed the overall color coding assigned to the 
bases. 

CRITERIA I1 

Holloman 
Eielson 
Luke 
Mountain Home 
Tyndall 
Davis-Monthan 
England 
Seymour Johnson 
Cannon 
Langley 
Moody 
Homestead 
Myrtle Beach 
Shaw 
MacDill 
Bergstrom 

  his is the criteria were four of the five closer bases are ranked 
low. The sub-element for APZs hurt MacDill and Myrtle Beach 
significantly. Moody and Bergstrom are generally rated weaker in 
all sub-elements. England rated in the top 50 percent. Scores in 
this criteria appear to be in line except for Cannon which is given 
a G- while four bases above it are given a lower rating. 



CRITERIA I11 

Seymour Johnson 
Homestead 
Langley 
Moody 
Tyndall 
Bergs trom 
Davis-Monthan 
England 
Myrtle Beach 
MacDill 
Eielson 
Shaw 
Holloman 
Mountain Home 
Luke 
Cannon 

The color coding assigned to the bases appeared to be generally in 
line with the rating scores. However, it most be noted that all of 
the closure bases are ranked in the top part of the ranking. 
Therefore, it appears that this criteria did not carry as much. 
weight as Criteria 11. 



CRITERIA IV 

Moody 
MacDill 
Myrtle Beach 
England 
Davis-Monthan 
Mountain Home 
Bergstrom 
Cannon 
Shaw 
Luke 
Homestead 
Seymour Johnson 
Eielson 
Langley 
MacDill 
Eolloman 
Tyndall 

*If only the wing activities are moved, the one time cost for 
MacDill are reduced significantly. 

CRITERIA V 

Tyndall 7 
Langley 5 
MacDill 4 
Seymour Johnson 3 
Bergstrom 2 
Holloman 2 
Luke 2 
Cannon 1 
Davis-Monthan 1 
Eielson 1 
England 1 

Homestead 1 
Moody 1 
Mountain Home 1 
Myrtle Beach 1 
Shaw 1 



CRITERIA VI 

Mountain Home 
Shaw 
Eielson 
England 
Myrtle Beach 
Seymour Johnson 
Holloman 
Tyndall 
Moody 
Cannon 
Davis-Monthan 
Langley 
Bergstrom 
Luke 
MacDill 
Homestead 

The color coding appeared to be assigned by the total scores 
received by the bases. 

CRITERIA VII 

Davis-Monthan 
Langley 
Luke 
MacDill 
Bergstrom 
Moody 
Myrtle Beach 
Tyndall 
England 
Holloman 
Seymour Johnson 
Cannon 
Eielson 
Homestead 
Shaw 
Mountain Home 

Once again the closure bases are ranked high in this criteria. 
However, the color scores are generally in line with the total 
scores assigned. 



CRITERIA VIII 

Seymour Johnson 
England 
Langley 
Myrtle Beach 
Cannon 
MacDill L 

~avis-Monthan 
Holloman 
Moody 
Tyndall 
Bergstrom 
Mountain Home 
Homestead 
Luke 
Shaw 
Eielson 

Moody's G- color rating appears to be out of line with the total 
score for this criteria. Once again the closure bases are ranked 
higher in this criteria. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Flying-Strategic 

Process 

The Air Force assigned color ratings to each of the sub- 
elements for scoring and rating the bases for six of the 8 
categories. Colors were not assigned for Criteria's IV and V. In 
an attempt to validate the DoD closure recommendation, this process 
converted the color assignment by the Base Closure Executive Group 
for each sub-element to numericalvalues. The assigned values were 
as follows: 

Red 1 Yellow+ 5 
Red+ 2 Green- 6 
Yellow- 3 Green 7 
Yellow 4 

After assigning the numerical values for each color, the sub- 
elements were totalled for each base. The bases were then sorted 
in ascending order with the lowest total score ranked as number one 
to the highest score of 21 (21 bases considered in SAC for closure, 
ties received the same score). The number of the base ranking from 
each criteria was subsequently totalled for a total score. The 
sorted ascending score shows that six of eight bases with the. 
lowest scores were nominated for closure. The two bases not 
selected for closure were March AFB and Plattsburgh AFB. 

Findinss 

Based on the following analysis, the bases the Air Force 
recommended for closure are supported by the ratings assigned to 
each sub-element and criteria. Assigning numerical values to the 
sub-elements is not an exercise the Air Force performed in 
selecting the candidates for closure. Therefore, it is expected 
that the results of a numerical analysis would vary in some degree 
from the DoD recommendation. The reasons causing the variance are 
based in part on the mission, location, and the complexity of the 
systems employed at the base under consideration. 

Conclusion 

The method the Air Force used to nominate Strategic-Flying 
bases for closure is valid. The data was consistently applied 
throughout the decision process. When all eight criteria were 
weighted equally, the closure candidates were all in the lowest 
47th percentile. Using an arbitrary weighing of 80% on Criteria I- 
IV and 20% on criteria V-VIII, the recommended closure candidates 
were located no higher than the 57th percentile. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Flying-Training 

Process 

This process checked the validity of the base rankinglgrouping 
and closure recommendations by examining'the sub-element ratings, 
associated criteria ratings, and resulting overall standings of the 
all bases within the Flying-Training category. The Air Force 
assigned color ratings to each of the sub-elements for scoring and 
rating the bases for six of the eight criteria. The other two 
criteria were given numerical values. The Air Force methodology 
depended upon the reasoned military judgement of ten senior Air 
Force officials, the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). Because 
we could not fully duplicate their expertise, the team developed a 
three part process to attempt to highlight any potential 
inconsistencies in the BCEG1s judgement. 

Part one was to tabulate the ranking. Part two was to use the 
team member's judgment and establish the rating. Part three was to 
assign a numerical value to all ratings (colors and numerical 
ratings). The numeric values were then summed to establish an 
order of merit for each criteria. Similarly the overall base order 
of merit was established by again assigning numerical values and 
summing the values. In all cases the result was compared with the. 
Air Force decision to identify any possible inconsistencies which 
could not be explained by military judgment. The assigned values 
were as follows: 

Red 1 
Red+ 2 
Yellow- 3 
Yellow 4 

Bases Examined: - Columbus AFB 
- Laughlin AFB 
- Reese AFB 
- Vance AFB 
- Williams AFB 

Yellow+ 5 
Green- 6 
Green 7 
Green+ 8 



Findinss 

Analysis: - Criteria I 

-- Columbus -- Laughlin 
-- - Reese -- Vance 
-- Williams 

- Criteria I1 

-- Columbus 14-2-3 Y+ -- Laughlin 16-2-1 G -- Reese 16-2-1 G -- Vance 12-4-3 G- -- Williams 10-6-3 R+ 

- Criteria I11 

-- Columbus 7-1-2 G -- Laughlin 4-1-5 Y 
-- Reese 4-0-6 Y- -- Vance 4-2-4 X -- Williams 4-1-5 R+ 

- Criteria IV and V are numerical. 

Criteria VI 

-- Columbus 4-1-0 G -- Laughlin 4-0-1 G 
-- Reese 2-3-0 Y -- Vance 5-0-0 G -- Williams 2-0-3 R 

- Criteria VII 

-- Columbus 6-0-2 Y -- Laughlin 5-3-0 -- Y 
Reese 5-0-1 G -- Vance 7-1-0 G -- Williams 5-1-2 Y 

- Criteria VIII 

-- Columbus 4-8-0 Y -- Laughlin 8-3-1 Y+ 
-- Reese 8-3-1 G- -- Vance 4-8-0 Y -- Williams 6-2-4 R 



- Overall Rating (Equal weighting) 

-- Columbus 4-1-1-2-0-0-0 47 5.9 G- 
-- Laughlin 5-0-1-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- 
-- Reese 5-1-0-1-1-0-0 48 6.0 G- -- Vance 4-2-0-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- -- Williams 2-1-0-1-1-1-2 30 4.3 Y 

- - Overall Rating (80% 20% Split) 

-- Columbus 6-5-7-7-7-7-5-5 124 
-- Laughlin 7-7-5-7-7-7-5-6 129 -- Reese 7-7-4-7-7-5-7-6 125 
-- Vance 6-6-5-7-7-7-7-5 122 
-- Williams 6-2-4-7-7-1-5-1 90 

- None of the ratings by team member varied by a full 
letter grade from the ratings of the BCEG. - Numerical ratings were consistent with the BCEG. 

- Williams is significantly lower than the other bases 
when evaluated regardless of weighting. Single rating 
error on Williams would not change the resulting order. 

Conclusions 

- Base ratings were validated. 
- Selection of Williams for closure is validated. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Technical Training 

Process 

The Air Force assigned color ratings to each of the sub- 
elements for six of the 8 categories. Colors were not assigned for 
..criteriats IV and V which relate to cost and payback. In an 
attempt to validate the DoD closure recommendation, this process 
converted the color assignments made by the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group for each sub-element to numerical values. The 
assigned values were as follows: 

Red 1 
Red + 2 
Yellow - 3 
Yellow 4 

Yellow+ 5 
Green - 6 
Green 7 

After assigning the numerical values for each color, the 
values were totalled for each base. The bases were then sorted in 
ascending order with the lowest total score ranked as number one to 
the highest score of 5 (5 bases considered in TECH Training 
category for closure, ties received the same score). The ranking 
of each base in each criteria was then totalled across all eight 
criteria for a total score. The sorted ascending score shows that . 
the two bases with the lowest scores were correctly considered for 
closure 

This analysis supports the Air Force recommendation for 
closure based on the ratings assigned to each sub-element and 
criteria. Assigning numerical values to the sub-elements is not an 
exercise the Air Force performed in selecting the candidates for 
closure. Therefore, it is expected that the results of a numerical 
znalysis would vary in some degree from the DoD recommendation. 
This analysis confirms that Lowry AFB and Goodfellow AFB were 
strong candidates to close. The Air Force considered bath bases 
for closure and determined that Lowry was should close. 

Conclusion 

The method the Air Force used to nominate Tech Training Center 
bases for closure is valid. The data was consistently applied 
throughout the decision process. When al.1 eight criteria were 
weighted equally the bases considered for closure, Lowry and 
Goodfellow had the lowest scores (see attachments). Using an 
arbitrary weighting of 80% on Criteria I-IV and 20% on Criteria V- 
VIII the bases considered for closure still. had the lowest score. 



As a result of the close rating of both Lowry and Goodfellow 
the service recommendation to close Lowry was determined by 
additional factors. Lowry has the highest potential to return 
proceeds from property disposal than any other Tech l raining Center 
closure. Closing Lowry appears to have the least economic impact 
on the local economy when compared to any other Tech Training 
Center bases. Although the one time closure costs are high, the 
long tern savings generated by closing Lowry are greater than any 
other Tech l raining Center candidate. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Other 

Process 

This process checked the validity of the base ranking/grouping 
and closure recommendations by examining the sub-element ratings, 
associated criteria ratings, and resulting overall standings of the 
all bases within the Other category. The Air Force assigned color 
ratings to each of the sub-elements for scoring and rating the 
bases for six of the eight criteria. The other two criteria were 
given numerical values. As the Air Force methodology using ten 
senior Air Force officials was not available, a three part process 
was establish to attempt to highlight inconsistencies. 

Part one was to tabulate the ranking. Part two was to use the 
team member's judgment to establish the rating. Part three was to 
assign a numerical value to all ratings '(colors and numerical 
ratings). The numeric values were then summed to establish an 
order of merit for each criteria. Similarly the overall base order 
of merit was established by again assigning numerical values and 
summing the values. In all cases the result was compared with the 
Air Force decision to identify any possible inconsistencies which 
could not be explained by military judgment. The assigned values 
were as follows: 

Red 1 
Red+ 2 
Yellow- 3 
Yellow 4 

Bases Examined: 
- Battle Creek 
- Petersen AFB 
- Randolph AFB 
- Scott AFB 

Analysis : 

- Criteria I 

Yellow+ 5 
Green- 6 
Green 7 
Green+ 8 

-- Battle Creek 2-0-0 (2 G 1 4  
-- Petersen 8-0-0 G G 5 6  
-- Randolph 7-1-0 G G 53 
-- Scott 8-0-0 (3 G 5 6  



- Criteria I1 

-- Battle Creek ----- - -- 
-- Petersen 9-3-2 Y G- 
-- Randolph 11-9-0 Y Y 
-- Scott 9-4-1 Y+ G- 

- .  -. criteria I11 

-- Battle Creek ----- - - -- Petersen 5-2-5 Y Y 
-- Randolph 5-2-5 Y Y 
-- Scott 7-2-3 G- Y+ 

- Criteria IV and V are numerical. 

- Criteria VI 

-- Battle Creek 0-0-5 R -- R 
Petersen 4-0-1 Y+ G- -- Randolph 3-2-0 G- G- -- Scott 3-1-1 G- Y+ 

- Criteria VII 

-- Battle Creek 6-2-0 G- G- -- Petersen 7-1-0 G G -- Randolph 8-0-0 G G 
-- Scott 8-0-0 G G 

Criteria VIII 

-- Battle Creek 9-2-1 G- G- -- Petersen 7-4-1 G Y+ -- Randolph 4-6-2 G Y+ -- Scott 5-7-0 G Y+ 

- Overall Rating (equal weighting) 

-- Battle Creek 1-2-0-0-0-0-3 
-- Petersen 4-1-2-1-0-0-0 -- Randolph 4-1-1-1-1-0-0 -- Scott 3-2-1-2-0-0-0 

- Overall Rating (80% 20% split) 

-- Battle Creek 7-X-X-1-1-1-6-6 
-- Petersen 7-6-4-7-7-5-7-5 
-- Randolph 7-5-4-7-7-6-7-3 
-- Scott 7-6-5-7-4-6-7-4 



- Failure to rate Petersen and Scott on training airspace 
and alternates is questionable. It could have biased 
the results of the analysis. 

- Only one of the ratings by team member varied by a full 
letter grade from the ratings .of the BCEG. Criteria 
VIII rating for Randolph AFB was rated ItGreenm by the 
BCEG. This rating appeared excessive as the team member 
rated it wYellow.w However, on reassessment a more 
accurate rating would appear to be "Yellow In 
neither option would the rating result in a change to 
the closure list. 

- Numerical comparison was consistent with BCEG. 

- Inclusion of Battle Creek, though understood, provided 
results of little use. Closure provides little payback. 

- Either Scott or Randolph are the next lowest ranking 
base. However, cost-to-close and long payback provides 
compelling rationale to not close them. 

Conclusions 

- Base ratings were validated. 

- Category does not provide a valid closure candidate. 



BASE VALIDATION 

Air Reserve Corn?onent 

process 

This process checked the accuracy and consistency of base 
criteria for both Air Reserve Component (ARC) bases recommended for 
closure. The Air Force used a different approach to review ARC 
bases for closure. The Air Force examined 21 ARC bases with over 
300 permanent DoD employees. The first step consisted of briefings 
by the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve to the Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG). These briefings identified potential 
savings from realigning ARC units to nearby active installations. 
The BCEG requested further in-depth analysis for realignments which 
showed the highest promise for savings while maintaining or 
improving military value and mission effectiveness. The BCEG then 
applied the eight DoD closure criteria to these bases. This 
validation checked the data presented for Richards-Gebaur Air 
Reserve Station and Rickenbacker Air Guard Base. 

Findinqs 

The ~ i r  Force did apply the eight DoD criteria to the ARC 
bases considered for closure. There were no specific data points 
or color-code ratings to check for the ARC bases. The validation 
is primarily a test of reasonableness. There is no programmed 
reduction in the force structure assigned to Rickenbacker or 
Richards-Gebaur. But realigning these ARC units to active bases 
will provide overall savings by eliminating the base operations 
support costs at the separate, stand-alone ARC installations. 
operational readiness of the units will be neutrally or positively 
enhanced by the move. 

Land encroachment and noise impacts at Rickenbacker will be 
reduced with the move to Wright-Patterson. The impact at Wright- 
Patterson should be minimal, as the 4950th Test Wing aircraft are 
vacating to make room for the Rickenbacker units. 

The Richards-Gebaur A-10  unit transfer to whiteman AFB will 
improve the available airspace by moving the unit farther from the 
relatively congested Kansas City IAP area. 

The consolidation of these ARC units to active bases will 
improve their contingency and mobilization capability due to the 
facilities in place at the active bases. 



It Was not practical to use the COBRA cost model for analysis 
Of ARC bases. This is because the model is not designed to compute 
manpower costs for pa &time Air National Guard or Air Force 
Reserve persomel. M a e r  is the model able to account for the 
fact ARC units do not pay PCS costs and there will be little new 
recruit training costs since most personnel will stay with the 
units after the moves. 

- 
Conclusion 

The methodology and data used to recommend ARC bases for 
closure was valid and reasonable. 



MEMORANDUM TO ALL STAFF 
FR: MATT BEHRMANN 
RE: E-MAIL STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
March 4, 1993 

The following guidance should be followed when using the E-mail 
system: 

a The content of messages should be strictly administrative, not 
substantive. Memorandums of a substantive nature should 
conform to policies prescribed by the Executive Secretariat to 
ensure proper cataloguing. Therefore, E-mail should be used 
to facilitate internal communications regarding the 
Commission's daily operations, such as the announcement or 
cancellation of meetings. 

e You must check for messages on a regular basis - at least 
twice daily, preferably three times a day. To check the 
messages, you have to physically enter E-mail through the main 
menu. Jim Phillips is working with the manufacturer to 
install a llticklerla to let you know a message has been sent to 
you; however, this mechanism remains a goal so it is your 
responsibility to check messages regularly. With this in 
mind, time-sensitive messages should not be sent through E- 
mail. 

O When creating mail, you have two storage options - temporary 
or permanent. All messages should be permanently stored for 
legal purposes. 



MEMORANDUM TO ALL STAFF 
FR: Caroline 
RE: 1993 Orientation Handbook 

Attached is an orientation handbook. The Commission Correspondence 
memorandum is still in the draft stage and, therefore, will be 
distributed at a later date. Also, since we will have an influx of 
new employees over the next several weeks, the organization chart 
does not contain staff names. I will keep an updated copy of the 
chart with names at the receptionist's desk for your use and local 
reproduction as needed. An updated intercom list will also be kept 
at the front desk. Once we are fully staffed, I will distribute. 
finalized copies of both to everyone. 

Everyone will also need to return to me Personal Information Form 
which, as noted, will be used to create an administrative database. 
If you are a new employee, you also need to return to me your SF450 
which is included in the package. 

Should you have any questions or need any additional information, 
please don't hesitate to contact me. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1625 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 400 

WASHINGTON, D.' C.  20006-1 604 
202-653-0823 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. EALL, 111 
HOWARD H. CALUWAY 
GEN. DUANE H. CASSIDY. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
RO8ERT 0. STUART, JR. 

Welcome to the staff of the Base Closure Commission. I look foward to getting to know 
you as we work together in the months ahead. 

Attached is an orientation package to acquaint you with our overall operation. The first 
several sections of the book address administrative matters and should answer many questions 
regarding the Commission's daily operation. Please review this information carefully, 
particularly the Policy Handbook and ethics information. As additional policies and guidelines 
are established and disseminated accordingly, they should be added to your handbook. 

The second portion of the orientation handbook provides fundamentatal information 
regarding the Commissioners, key dates in the process as established by law, an outline of our 
tentative schedule, a copy of our law, and a list of previous closures. As a member of 
Commission staff, it is incumbent upon everyone, at a minimum, to be familiar with this 
information. 

Finally, I would like to stress to you now, as I will undoubtedly do again in the future, 
the Commission's unequivocal and uncompromising commitment to a fair, open, and 
independent process. This mandate can only be effectively implemented by individuals who 
share that commitment, and that is why you were selected to serve on the Commission's staff. 

Again, I look forward to working with you. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew P. Behrmann 
Director of Staff 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
EMPLOYEE ORIENTATION HANDBOOK 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - 

Personal Information Form 

Policy Handbook and Ethics Information (as required under the 
Ethics in Government Act) 

SF 450 - Confidential Financial Disclosure 

Organization Chart 

Telephone System Operation 

Commissioner Biographies 

Statutory Milestones 

Tentative Schedule Outline 

Copy of Public Law 101-510 (and subsequent amendments) 

List of 1988 and 1991 closures and realignments (excluding Navy) 



Please return this form to the Director of Administration. The 
information will be input into the Commissionfs administrative 
database, and will be accessible to all staff members. The 
database will have several levels of accessibility, so if you wish 
to limit access to any information listed below, please inform the 
Director of Administration. 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

ROME PHONE NUMBER 

EMERGENCY CONTACT Name 

Phone Number 

Relationship to Employee 

FORWARDING PHONE NUMBER 
(to be provided when you leave) 



Document S epal-ator 



TO: ALL NON-SES LEVEL DBCRC STAFF 
FR: CAROLINE CIMONS, DESIGNATED AGENCY ETHICS OFFICIAL (DAEO) 
RE: CONFIDENTIAL FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE 

Under 5 CFR Part 2634, Title I, the Office of Government Ethics 
(OGE) is authorized to establish a confidential (nonpublic) 
financial disclosure system for less senior executive branch 
personnel in certain designated positions to facilitate internal 
agency conflict-of-interest review. The confidential financial 
disclosure process is less extensive than the public process 
required of SES-level personnel. 

As provided under 2634.904(a)(2), this agency has concluded that 
the duties and responsibilities of - all employees require financial 
disclosure filing to avoid involvement in a real or apparent 
conflict of interest due to the sensitivity of the base closure 
process and the Commission's commitment to foster the public trust 
and confidence. OGE's recently revised confidential disclosure 
process provides for the attached form to be submitted to the DAEO 
within 30 days of your new employ. They will be kept here on file 
and available for the public to review. 

If you were a member of last year's staff, you submitted a 
financial disclosure form when you came on board. Therefore, this 
reporting period is from the date of your last submission through 
September 30, 1992. If you are a new entrant, the reporting period 
is the preceding twelve months ending September 30th. 
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MEMORANDUM TO ALL STAFF AND TO THE FILE 
RE: PHONE SYSTEM OPERATION 

BASIC OPERATION 

All calls to the Commission will come in on the main number at the front desk. The number rolls over 
8 times, for a total of 9 incoming lines. The two receptionists will be responsible for receiving and 
directing all phone calls. Please keep in mind that the only number to be given out is the main number, 
703-696-0504. Nobody has a personal line. The receptionists will also be responsible for keeping and 
disseminating updated lists of intercom numbers. 

The system allows for calls to be directly transferred with the option of announcing the call first. On 
phones other than the receptionist console, calls are transferred as follows: 

* hit the transfer button to put the caller on hold 
* dial the receiver's intercom number 
* if you want to announce the call, wait for the receiver to pick up 
* hit the transfer button again to connect the caller with the receiver. 

If the receiver is not at their desk, the call will come back to you after three rings. 

At the receptionist consoles, there is a programmed button for each person's intercom number, so a call 
can be transferred, unannounced, simply by hitting a button instead of dialing an intercom number. If 
the receptionist wants to announce the call, she would have to use the transfer button, wait for the 
receiver to pick up their line, then complete the call by hitting transfer again. 

Generally, if an individual or a group has an administrative person, the calls will be transferred, 
unannounced, to that person for appropriate action. Individuals and groups without assigned support staff 
have the option of having their calls announced or unannounced. 

All calls to the Chairman will be transferred, unannounced, to his Assistant. The Assistant to the 
Executive Director covers for the Chairman's Assistant. 

Calls to the General Counsel and Deputy will be transferred, unannounced, to their Assistant. The 
Assistant also covers for the Military Executive. 

Press calls will be transferred, unannounced, to the Press Assistant. The Assistant covers for the Press 
Secretary and Deputy. 

For the Review and Analysis staff, the intent was to have the Receptionist transfer, unannounced, all 
phone calls to a team's Junior Analyst. The Junior Analyst would direct the call to the appropriate 
individual, or take a message. When the Junior Analyst is away from their desk, the call will be 
automatically covered by the Executive Assistant to the R&A Director. If you would like to have the 
team's analysts pick up the phone instead of the call being covered by the R&A Executive Assistant, that 
can be arranged. However, the intent was to avoid having the analysts act as receptionists. The team 
Junior Analysts all cover simultaneously for the Executive Assistant. 





JAMES ANDREW COUH'I'ER 

.m courtcr w a s  a m o m h e r  of the U.S. House of Representatives for 1 2  
-.ears, retiring i n  J a n u a r y ,  1991. c o u r t e r  r e p r e s e n t e d  t h e  lzch 

Fgresmional District of N e w  J e r s e y  and was t h e  Republican par tyas  
~ndidate for Governor in 1989. 

J i m  has extensive knowledge i n  t h e  area of Na t iona l  Defense.  H e  s e rved  as 
Rouse Chairman of the ~ i l i t a r y  Reform Caucus. ~urinq his y e a r s  as 
Chair;lar,, C o u r t e r  w r o t e  a l a w  which was passed by Congress  in 1983 
e n s u r i n g  t h a t  weapons a r e  p r o p e r l y  f i e l d - t e s t e d  b e f o r e  t h e y  a r e  mass 
produced and purchased  w i t h  t a x  d o l l a r s .  During h i s  1 2  years as a m c n b e r  
of t h e  Armed Services committee,  J i m  Courter served on the Subcommittee 
on Military ~nstallations and Fac i l i t ies ,  t h e  Subcommittee on Procurement 
a n d  Military Nuclear  Systems, and t h e  ~ u b c o m i t t e e  on Research and 
Developnent .  H e  also served on t h e  House S e l e c t  Committee on Aging, the 
Committee on p o s t  Orrice and c i v i l  ~ a r v i c e ,  and he was selected t o  s e r v e  
o n  t h e  S p e c i a l  cornni t tee  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  the Iran-Contra A f f a i r .  

C o u r t e r  has  w r i t t e n  many a r t i c l e s  on i n t e r n a t i o n a l  security i s s u e s  which 
have been p r i n t e d  i n  The Wall S t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  Policv Review, The 
Washinaton T i m e s .  T h e  N e w  Y a k  Times, The ~ h r i s t i a n  S c i e n c e  Monitor,  The 
American S ~ e c t a t o r .  The Philadelphia I n w i r e r .  Human Even t s .  The D e t r o i t  
News, and p e a d e r a s  Disest. H e  is also t h e  a u t h o r  of  a book t i t l e d  
Defending Democracy. 

9 l i f e l o n g  r e s i d e n t  of New J e r s e y ,  C o u r t e r ,  5 0 ,  g raduz ted  from Colgake 
niversity i n  1963.  Three y e a r s  l a t e r  he  was awarded a Juris. D o c t o r a t e  

~egree from Duke University Law School.  He is married t o  th'e former 
Carmen McCalman- They have two dauqh te r s ,  Donica and K a t r i n a ,  and r e s i d e  
)n Hacket ts town,  New Jersey. 

J i m  Courter is S e n i o r  P a r t n e r  in t h e  l a w  firm of Cour te r ,  Kober t ,  Laufer ,  
P u r c e l l  & Cohen which he founded i n  Hacket ts town,  New J e r s e y .  H e  serves 
as a d j u n c t  p r o f e s s o r  t o  New J e r s e y  I n s t i t u t e  of Technology as w e l l  as 03 
the Eoard of D i r e c t o r s  of Montclair-Kimberly Acaderny: thc Board of 
Adviscrs of the  Fore ign  Policy Research ~ n s t i t u t e  and t h e  Board of 
Directors of t h e  Center f o r  security P o l i c y .  B e  is a l s o  a nenber  of the 
University Club, The A s s o c i a t i o n  of Former Members o r  Congress and he 
p r e s e n t l y  chairs t h e  P r e s i d e n t  s Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

tie h a s  r e c e n t l y  spoken a t  George Washinqton U n i v e r s i t y  before t h e  
N ~ t i o n a l  Academy of P u b l i c  ~dministration on the t o p i c  a l ~ o w n s i z  i n g  
Gover .ment  I n s t i t u t i o n s a 1  ; b e f o r e  t h e  N a t i o n a l  ~ s s o c i a t i o n  of ~nstallation 
Developers i n  Mobile ,  Alabama a s  t h e i r  keynote s p e a k e r  on t h e  t o p i c  "Base 
Closing and Economic Growthat; b e f o r e  the Nat ional  S e c u r i t y  committee on 
t h e  AFL-CIO i n  Washington, D .  C. on the topic I a ~ o w n s i z i n g  ~ a c i l i t i e s ,  
Enhencing 6ccurity1t a t  t h e  United States Military Academy a t  West Point 
i n  t h e  t o p i c ,  I t A f t e r  t h e  Cold War: One World o r  Manyt1; a t  the Car te r  
P r e s i d e n t i a l  Center i n  A t l a n t a ,  Georgia on " ~ a k i n g  D i f f i c u l t  p o l i t i c a l  
Choicesfa  a t  George Mason university, Conference on Public ~f f a i r s ,  o n  
' ' U t i l i z a t i o n  of Excess Government Proper ty1 ' .  Keynote s ~ e a k e r  at the 
American s o c i e t y  of Naval Engineers, ~runsvick, Maine. 



BIOGRAPHY OF PETER B .  BOWMAN 

A native of New Rochelle, New York, Peter Bowman completed a 30-year 
career with the U.S. Navy and is now an executive in the private 
sector. His primary interest and experience have been in 
technically-based leadership of large industrial organizations. He is 
a strong advocate and practitioner of the quality movement within both 
private and public sector organizations/institutions. 

Bowman holds a bachelor's degree in electrical engineering from Cornell 
university and master's degrees in both management and ocean 
engineering from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He 
graduated from the Navy's rigorous Nuclear Power ~chool, and has 
10 years sea-going experience on both surface ships and nuclear 
submarines. 

Following commissioning in 1960, Bowman was assigned to USS PICKING 
(DD-685), homeported in Long ~each, CA, where he served both as 
Electronics Maintenance Officer and Operations Officer. Selected by 
~dmiral Rickover in 1963, he completed nuclear power operator training 
and served as an instructor at the reactor prototype in windsor, CT. 
Bowman served aboard both USS GEORGE C. MARSHALL (SSBN-654) and USS 
PATRICK HENRY (SSBN-599)' being Engineer Officer of the latter. 

Selected as an Engineering Duty Officer, after graduation from MTT, 
Bowman pursued his specialty of nuclear submarine maintenance over a 
period that spanned nearly 20 years. He held positions of increasing 
authority and responsibility at pearl p arbor ~ a v a l  Shipyard, ~onolulu, 

( HI, aboard USS CANOPUS (AS-34) based at Rota, Spain, at Trident Refit 
~acility, Bangor, WA, Naval Sea Systems Command, Washington, DC, Mare 
~ s l a n d  ~ a v a l  Shipyard, ~allejo, CA, and ~ortsmouth ~ a v a l  Shipyard, 
Portsmouth, NH. His last naval assignment was as Commander of the 
8000-person, $350N annual gross revenue ~ortsmouth ~ a v a l  shipyard. His 
service decorations include the Legion of Merit. He led changes at the 
Portsmouth yard that dramatically reduced operating costs and overhaul 
durations. 

Following his military service career, Bowman was selected to be one of 
three initial instructors for the Navy's Total Quality ~eadership 
course for Navy/Marine Corps flag/general/commanding officers at the 
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA, based on his previous 
experience in the quality movement. In 1991, he began his current 
career as Vice President of Quality Assurance with a division of Gould, 
Inc,, a 100-year-old designer/rnanufacturer of electrical fuses for 
circuit protection headquartered in ~ewburyport, MA. His tasks include 
implementation of the Total Quality Management process within the 
company and qualification to the International Standards Organization 
requirements (ISO-9000). After less than a year with the company, he 
was selected by his peers as the most outstanding executive l e a d e r  in 
the company. 

Bowman and his w i f e  Suzanne, a griof/bereavement counselor with 
~ o s p f c e ,  reeide in Kittery, ME. They have three children. 
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HARRY Ce MCPHERSON/ JR. 

Born Augumt 2 2 ,  1929, Taxan.  
B . A .  1949 , The University of the South, Sawanea. 
LL.B. 1956 Th8 University of Texas Law Sahool. 
D.C.L. 1965 ' (Hon.) The Univeroity of the South. 

U.8. A i r  Force, 1950-1953. 

Aseociat. Countml, / then Gmeral Coun~al ,  V. 8. Sonata ~emocritio 
Policy committee' 1956-1963. 

Oaputy Und- 8ecr&ary of the Army fo r  International Affair. 
and spacial Anaistant to tha Secretary for Civil ZUnctiOns, 
19 63 -19 64. I 

Isaistant B e c r o t d  of S t a t .  for ~dueatianal and cultural 
~ * f a i r s ,  1964-1965. 

Coun881, then Spacial Counsel to the  Presidmt, 1965-1969. 
Partner, Vorner, Liipfart, Bernhard, McPhermon and Rand, 

Chartered. 901 0 15th St., N.W., Warhngton, D . C .  20005-2301. 
Author, b PO- (Atlantic-Lift18 Brown, 197, 1988) 

and numarour zmgazina and newspaper articles. 
Vice C h a w ,  Tha j~nited Stat88 In t e rna t iona l  Cultural and Trd& 

Contar Commission, 1988-. ) President, P a d o r a l  /city Council, Washington, D.C., X983-1988. 
Vice Chainnan, The John P. Kennedy center for the Porforaing 

A r t s ,  Waahingtoni D . C . ,  1969-1976; G e n e r a l  Counsel for the 
Center, 1977-1991. 

Member, Board a t   s steer, the Woodrow Wileon International 
Canter Zcr Scholare, Smithsonian Institution (1969-1971). 

Member, Board of Directors, The council on Poraign ~elations, 
1974-1977. 

a a i r m m ,  Task Forda on D-.otic Policy, ~amacrat ia  ~ d ~ i a c r y  
Council of Elected OZficials, 1974-1976,  

Member, Piaryl-d Inquiry Panel (into public school construction 
program), 1975-1979. 

commieaioner, The Res ident to  Commieeion on the Accident at T h r r m  
Mil8 Illand, 19791. 

M a o r ,  ~ d i t o r i a l  Advisory Board, Ford-; m o m b e ,  
Publioatioru Committee, me Public W r  

Former Mlmbar, Board of 'hyste.8 and C o u n s z  The American Fi lm 
Inatitut.. 

Married to Trisha McPherson. One child (Sam);  two children 
(Courtmay and Peter) by a f o m a r  marriage. 
Borne: 10213 Montgomery Avenue, Xensington, Maryland 20895. 
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L ' S U  Building . San Antonio, Texas 78288 

GENERAL HANSFORD T. JOHNSON, USAF(Ret.1 

General Johnson is Chief of Staff of USAA. He joined USAA's team in October of 1992 
dter  retiring from the United States Air Force with more than 33 years of active duty. 

General Johnson was born in Aiken, South Carolina and graduated with the fxst class from 
the United States Air Force Academy in 1959. He was to become the Academy's fxst four- 
star general. He began his career as a pilot and served in a wide variety of flying, staff, and 
command assignments in the United States and overseas. He held the rating of command 
pilot with over 7800 flying hours, more than 1000 of which he flew under combat conditions. 
This included over 400 hours as a Forward Air Controller during the Vietnam War. 

During his last Air Force assi,anment, he served as Commander in Chief of the U.S. 
Transportation Command and the Air Mobility Command. He led these commands in their 
vital roles during JUST CAUSE in Panama (1989) and DESERT SHIELD in the Middle East 
(1990-91) as well as in various humanitarian efforts. He was also instrumental in launching 
Quality Journeys and other quality programs in both these conunands. He credits these with 
enhancing the service his commands provided. 

Johnson holds a master's degree in aeronautics from Stanford University (1967) and a 
master's degree in business from The University of Colorado (1970). Since his arrival in San 
Antonio, Johnson has joined the Board of Governors of the Texas Research and Technology 
Foundation. 

Johnson and his wife, Linda reside in San Antonio, Texas. They have three children - 
Richard, Mrs. Elizabeth Trojan and David. They also have two grandchildren. 



December 15 DoD published selection criteria in the Federal Register. 

January 6 DoD published force structure plan as part of the FY 1994 Defense budget. 

January 25 Final day for the President to nominate individuals for membership on the 
Commission. If this deadline is not met, there is no base closure process for 
1993. 

February 15 Deadline for Congress to pass a joint resolution disapproving of any changes 
in the DoD selection criteria. Since the selection criteria was not amended from 
1991, action by Congress is not necessary. 

March 15 Transmittal of recommendations by Secretary of Defense to Commission. 

April 15 Comptroller General issues report to Commission and Congress analyzing DoD's 
recommendations and selection criteria. 

June 1 Final opportunity for Commission to add facilities for further consideration to 
DoD's recommendations. Any additions must be published in the Federal 
Register. 

July 1 Commission issues its report to the President. 

July 15 Deadline for the President to either approve the Commission's recommendations 
and forward them to the Congress or return them to the Commission with his 
reasons for disapproval. If the recommendations are sent to Capitol Hill, 
Congress has forty-five (45) legislative days in which to pass a motion of 
disapproval in both houses, or the Commission's report becomes law. 

(August 15) If the President disapproves of the Commission's July 1 Report, the Comrnission 
must re-submit its recommendations to the President by this date. 

(September 1) Final opportunity for the President to approve of the Commission's 
recommendations and forward them to the Congress. If the President 
disapproves, the process is terminated for the 1993 cycle. 

[As of January 11, 19931 
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of 19%. 
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10 t'SC 2687 
note. 

President 

F'ubiic 
information. 

PUBLIC LAW 101-51ONOV. 5,1990 

TITLE XXIX-DEFEXSE BASE CLOSURES AND 
REALIGNMENTS 

~ - -. 

QXA) Each meeting of the Commission, other than meetings in 
which classified information is to be discussed, shall be open to the 
public. 

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) PURPom-T'he 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 CO-mfISSION 
(a) E s r E s r a ~ ~ . - T h e r e  is established an independent commi_c 

sion to be known as the "Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission". 

(b) D m . - T h e  Commission shall carry out the duties specsed 
for it in this part. 

(c) &PO~~ENT.-(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; 

(iil by no later than January 25,1993, in the case of members 
of the Commission whose terms m i l l  expire a t  the end of the 
first session of the 103rd Congress; and 

(iii) by no later than Jvluary 3, 1995, in the case of members 
of the Commission whose terms will expire a t  the end of the 

of the 104th Conmess. 
"(C) If the Presideit does not transmit to Con ress the nomina- 

tions for appointment to the Commission on or bejre the date s eci- 
f i d  for 1993 in clause (ii) of subparagra h (B) or for 1995 in c l u e  
(iii) of such subparagra h, the process f y which military installa- 
tions may be selected i r  closure or realignment under this part 
with respect to that year shall be terminated '! 

I 

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for appointments to* 
the Commission, the President should consult with- 

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives concerning 
the appointment of two members; 
(B) the msjority leader of the Senate concerning the appoint- 

ment of two members; 
(O the minority leader of the House of Representatives 

concerning the appointnent 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 Commission for each session of Congress referred to in 
paragraph (IXB), the President shall designate one such individual 
who shall serve as Chainnan of the Commission. 

(dl TEBMS.---(I) Except as provided in paragraph (21, each member 
of the Commission shall serve until the adjournment of Congress 
sine die for the session during wbich the member was appointed to 
the Commission. 

(2) The Chairman of the ~ m m i s s i o n  shall serve until the con- 
firmation of a successor. 

(el MEETINGS.-41) The Commission shall meet only during cal- 
endar Years 1991.1993. and 1995. 
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(B) A1 the proceedings, information. and deliberations o f  the 
Commission shall be  open. upon request, to the following: 

(i) The Cha+man and the ranking minority parry member of 
the Subcomrmttee on Readiness. Susdabi l i ty ,  and Support of 
the Cummittee on Anned Services of the Senate. or such other 
mernbe3 of the Subcommittee desigzated by su& Chaixman or 
ranking minority member. 

(iil The Chairman and the ranking minority party member of 
the Subcommittee on Miliury Inrrallations and Facilities of the 
Committee on Armed Serrices of the H o w  of *presentative. 
or such other memben of the Subcommittee designated by such 
Chairman or nnkrng mincrity p q  member. 
liii) The Chairmen and anking minority p w  mesnbers of 

the Subcommirtees on MiIiury Construction of the Commitfees 
on d?pmpriations of the Selate and of the House of Represent- 
atives. or s c h  other members of the Subcommirtees d&mted 
by such Chairmen or m d i q  &orin. par;y menbers. 

lfl VAC.LY~.-A vacanq k b e  Cammission shall be fded in the 
s a x e  m z n e r  as the origrnaI a?pointxe~lt. but the indiridual a p  
pointed to ftll the vacancy shall se=e only for the unexpired portion 
of :ke t e r s  for whic5 the in&riduaf's predecessor was appointed. 

(g! PAY AND T u v a  Ex-msr..ilX,-i) Each member. other than 
the C h a k z . ,  shall be paid at  a rate equal to the M y  equivalent of 
t!!e rnizicxun annual rate of basic pay payable for level TV of the 
Esecxive Schedule unde: serrion 5315 of tide 5. Unired States Code. 
for ezci day (including travel h e )  during which the rnezsber is 
e-gag& in the actual pe r fomzxe  of duties vGed in the Corn& 
sion. 
(B) 'Eqe Chairman shall be paid for each b y  referred to in 

s u o ~ ~ s e ~ n n  (A) a t  a rate e a d  to the daiiv eacivdent of che 
niriimun rate of basic pay payable ?or ieve! III of the 
Erez~sive Sdlleiule under seczion 3314 ds i r le  5. United Stares Coae. 

(2) Pcle=be,-s shalI r ece i~e  care! e-spese.  icc!uck,o per d i e3  ir: 
lien of subsisdnce. in accordancz a i rh  seczions 5702 and ST03 of titie 
3. t'nited States Code. 
6, D I U E ~ R  or S r u r . 4 1  1 The Commission shall. ai thout  regard 

to semon 3811b) of tide 3, U n i d  Scares Code. appoint a Duenor  
a-;lo has not se-rved on a d v e  dun. in the bed Forces or as a 
c id i an  employ* of the Depa raez t  of Der'ezse d w h g  the one-year 
period preceding the date of suc5 appoiucnent 

(5) The Direczar shall be paid at  t!e rate o f  basic pay payable for 
leve! It' of the Exec~tive Scbedde under d o n  5 3 5  of tide 5, 
Cnited Sum W e .  

(il S~~ii.41) Subjec, to pa-phs (9) and (3). the Director. aih 
&e approval of the Commission, may appoint and fix the pay of 

rsonneL 
may make su& appoin tme~u aithout regard to 

the provisions ai title 5, UniEed Sutes Code. gave,- appoint- 
mess in +e competitive senice. and an!: pesonnel sj appointed 
may be pad  wi~!out r e g d  to the pm~uions  of ciaprer 51 and 
subchqxer of chapter S o f  &at title re!atkg to d 3 s s S a t i o n  
and Gene-cal Schedule pay ram. estegt ~ 5 a t  an indi\$;.dual so ap 
poi?*& may not rtxeive pay in e r c s s  o f  the aru=uat rate of basic pay 
payable for C S i 5  of the Genead ,E:leduie. 

($) ,A)  Xot more b onethird of the persoanel ez=?ioyed by or  
de*A& t3 the Commission ma!: be on d e * d  from the D e p a r m e ~ t  
of Defezse. 

"iEti) 1Vot more than one-fTfth o f  the rofessional analyts of the 
Commission staff may be p e w  detai& fmm the Department of 
Defense to the Commission 

"iiil A% person detailed from the Department of Defeme to the 
Commission may be assigned as the Iwd professional analyst with 
respect to a mili tup department or defime agency. 
''(0 A person,mq not, be detailed b m  the De artment of Defeme 

to the Cummiss~on iL &*,thin 1.' monihs bdore tRe detail is  to begin, 
that person articipated penonallr. and substantially in an? matter 
r i th in  the 8epartment o f  Defense concerning the preparation o f m -  
omrnendationr for chures  or realimmrnt.s ofmilitarr. installations. 

"(Dl AVO member o f  the Armed Forces. and no officer or employee 
of the Depar:ment o f  Defense. ma?- 

'7i) prepare on? reDort concerning the e$mticeness. fitness. or 
etjCicienq o f  the performance on the staff  of  the Commkion of 
an? penon detailed from the Department of Defense to that 
star%. - 

"(ii) rerieu. the prepamtion ofsuch a report: or ., '.. / r r r )  appro1.e or disapprnc.e sr4c.i a rc.~ort. 'l ant! 

> 
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(11; 
(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 
aeive and reserve forces of each such department), and Ci) of 
the units that need to be fonvard based (with a justification 
thereof) during and at the end of each such riod; and i'= (0 a description of the anticipated imp ementation of such 
forcestructure plan. 

(3) The c k r e b r y  shall also transmit a copy of each such force- 
structure plan to the Commission. 

Fedenl 
Rcginer. 

(b) SELEC~ON hx~~~u.-41) The Secretary s w ,  by no Iater than 
publication. December 31, 1990, publish in the Federal &,war and transmit to 

the congressional defense comrninees the criteria proposed to be 
used by the Department of Defense in making recommendations for 
the closure or rd ignment  of military insidations inside the 
United States under this part. The Secretary shall provide an 

(4) Upon request of the Director. the head of m y  Federal depart. 
ment or agency may detail an:? of the of *at department 
or agency to the Commission to assist the Comrmsslon m carrying 
out its duties under this par t  

(5) The Comptroller General of the United S ta t e  shall provide 
assistance, including the detailing of employes, to the 
in accordance with a n  agreement entered into with the C~mmission. 
"(6) The following restrictions relating to the personnel of the 

Commission shall apply during 1992 and 1994: 
"(A) There may not be more than 15 persons on the staff at 

any one time. 
"(B) The staf m y  erform only such functions as are neces- 

sary to prepare or t e tramition to new membership on the X Commission in t e following year. 
'YC) No member of the Armod Forces and 5: employee of the 

h r t m e n t  of Defense mav serue on the staff: . 

' 

(j) O ~ E R  A ~ ? ? ~ o m . - - i l )  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 3, United States Code. 

(21 The Commission m y  lease space and acquire personal prop  
erty to the e-dent funds are available. 
(k) FUNDIXG.-~~) There are authorized to be appropriated ro the 

Commission such funds as are  necessary to* carry out its duties 
under this part. Such funds shall remain ava~lable 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 fiscal year 1991, to the Commission funds from the 
Department of Defense Base Closure Account established by section 
207 of Public Law 100-326. Such funds shall remain available until 
expended. 

(1) ' h M N ~ n o ~ . - T h e  &&sion s h a  terminate on December 
31, 1995. 

"(m) PROHIBITION AGAINST RESTRICTIAVG CO~UMU~YIUTIONS.-S~C- 
tion 103.5 of title 10. United States Cod5 shall apply with respect to 

, communications with the Commission . 
10 U X  2681 SEC 2903. PROCEDURE FOR MAKEYG RECOM.\fELYDATIONS FOR B 
note. CLOSURES AhD REALIGXtlE\m 

(a) F O R C E S T R U ~ ~ E  PUN.--41) AS part of the budget justification 
documents svbmitted to Congress in support of the budget for the 
Department of Defenso for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994, and 
1996, the Secretary shall include a force-structure pian for the 
h e d  Forces based on an  assessment by the ,&cretary of the 
probable threats to the national security during the six-year period 
be,ainning with the fiscal year for which the budget request is made 
and of the anticipated leveIs of funding that aiU be available for 
national defense p oses during such period 

(2) Such plan r% 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 
t1\- 
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opportunity for public comment on the proposed criteria for a period 
of at least 30 da-ys and s h d  include notice of that opportunity in the 
publication required under the preceding sentence. 

(2XA) The Secretary shall, by no later than February 15, 1991, F d c d  
publish in the Federal Re=&ter and transmit to the congressional ~ i ~ ~ o n .  
defense committees the final criteria to be used in making rec- 
ommendations for the closure or realignment of militaxy installa- 
tions inside the United States under this part. Except as provided in 
subparaggph (B), such criteria shall be the find criteria to be used, 
along with the forcestructure plan referred to in subsection (a), in 
making such recommendations unless disapproved by a joint res01u- 
tion of Congress enacted on or  before March 15,1991. 

(B) The Secretary may amend such criteria, but such amendments 
may not become efiective until they have been published in the 
Federal Register, opened to public comment for at least 30 days, and 
then transmitted to the congressiod defense committees in final 
form by no later than rlJanuwy l q o f  the year concerned. Such 
amended criteria shall be the final criteria to be used, along with 
the force-structure plan referred to b subsection (a), in making such 
recommendations unless disapproved a joint resolution of Con- 
gress eaacted on or before\Tebruwy 15 f the year concerned. 

(c) DOD ~ C O A ~ N D A I ? O N S . - - ( ~ )  Th by no later Federal 
t k  A p d  1 3 , 1 9 9 1 , ~ ~ h  15. 1993, and M m h  15.1 u b w  the Re--'. 
Fedeal Register and transmit to the congressional defezse commit- pubiicauon. 

tees and to the C o h i o n  a list of the military installations inside 
the United States that the S e c r e w  recommends for closure or 
redignment on the basis of the forcestructure pian and the hnal 
criteria referred to in subsection (bX2) that are applicable tc the 
year concerned. 

(2) The Secretary shall include, with the List of recommendations 
published and transmitted pursuant to paragraph (I), a summary of 
the selection process that resulted in the recommendation for each 
instfition, including a justification for each recommendation. 

(3) In considering military inscallations for dosure or re-- 
ment, the ,kretary shall consider all military W t i o n s  inside 
the United States equally without regard to whether the insttation 
has been previousljr considered or proposed for closure or realign- 
ment bv the Deoartment. 

"(4) In addition to making a11 information used by the 
Secretary to prepare the recommendations under this subsection 
available to Congress (including any committee or member of 
Congress), the Secrehy shall also make such in ormation 
aua~hable to the Commission and the Comptroller k n e m l  of 
the Crnited States':. and 

(3) by i~ert irrg  at the end the folIowing new p a m g m p k  
"(5XA) Each person referred to in  s u b p ( ~ g m p h  (BI, when submit- 

ting information to tfu S e c r e w  of Defense or the Commission con- 
ceming the closure or reulignment of  a m i l i t y  installation, shall 
certitj. that such in onnation is accurate and complete to the best of 
that erson's know I dge and belief: 

"&Suba phIA/appliestothefollowingpenons: 
'W h x r e t -  of the military departments. 
"(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies. 
"(iiil Each person who is in  a position the duties of which in- 

clude personal and substantial involvement in the prepamtion 
and submission of information and recommendations concem- 
ing the closwe or realignment of  mili taq installations, as des- 
ignated in  regulations which the Secretaq of Defense shall pre- 
scribe, regulations which the Secre- of  each rnilitcuy depart- 
ment shall prescribe for personnel within that military depart- 
ment, or regulations which the head of each Defense Agency 
shall prescribe for personnel within that Defense Agency. 

"6) In the case of any information provided to the Commission by 
a person described in pamgraph (5XBI. the Commission shall submit 
that in ormation to the Senate and the House of Representatives to 
be ma d e available to the Members of the House concerned in accord- 
ante with the of that House. The information shpll be submit- 
ted to the Senate and the House of Representatives wlthtn a hours 
after the submission of the informntion to the Cbmmission The Set- 
retary of .& erne shall prescribe regulation5,to ensure the compli- 
cnc. of r h ~  &mmir.ion with t h k  p a m p m ~ h  . .. 

-4 a- 



(dl Rnmw m~ RECO-ATIONS n w Comasxo~.--O) ARu ELtioh 
receiving the recommendations from the Secretary p m t  to 
subsection (c) for any year, the Commission shlll conduct public 
hearings on the recommendations. 

(2XA) The Cammission shaIl, by no later than July 1 of each year Rep- 
in which the Secret- transmits tecommendatio~ to it putsuant to 
subsection (c), b 't to the Resident a report containing the 
Commission's findings and conclusions based on a review and d y -  . 

sis of the recommendations made b the Secretary, together with 
the Commission's recommendatiocs 1 or closures and realignments of 
m i l i e  btabt ions  inside the United States. 

to s~b-gmph (C), in n r r s k i ~ $ &  recommendations, the commission may make 
changes in any of the recommendations made by the Secretary if the 
Commission determines that the Secrebry deviated substantially 
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from the forcestructure plan and ficd criteria referred to in subsec- 
n o n m i n a  recommendations. 
"(CI In the case of a chan e described in s u b p ~ a g ~ p h  (0) in  the 

recommendations made by t f e Secretary, the ~ ~ r n m m ~ o n  may mahe 
the change only if the Commission- 

"(i) makes the determination required b y s u b ~ a - m ~ h  (8); 
"(id determines that the change is consutent wrth tjre force- 

structure plan and final criteria referred to m subsectzon (cXI); 
"(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed change in the Federal 

Register R O ~  less than 30 days before tmnsmrtturg tls recammen- 
dations to the President pursuant to r p h  (20: and 

"(iv) conducts public hearings on t 
IEmpP"*' "(D) subpuag t~ph  (C) sh41~  apply ta a c nge by the Commission 

in the Secretaq's recommendations that would-- 
"(i) d d  a military installation to the list of military instalk- 

tions recommended by the Secretary for c l o s w ~ ;  
"(ii) add a milit installation to the list of military instal- 

htions mommen&yby the Secretu ry for realigmnen~ or 
"(iiil increase the extent of a realignment of a p t i c u Z a r  mili- 

t a u  installation recommended by the  secret^. . 4 
(3) The Commission shall explain and justifv in its report submit- 

ted to the President pursuant to paragraph (2) any recommendation 
made by the Gmmission that is different from the recommenda- 
tions made by the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c). The Cam- 
sion shall transmit a copy of such report to the congressiona~ 
defense committees on the same date on which it transmits its 
recommendations to the President under paragraph (2). 

(4) -4fter 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 
Congess information used by the Commission in making its rec- 
ommendations. 

(5)  The Comptroller General of the United States shall- 
(A) assist the Commksion, to  the extent requested, in the 

Commission's review and analysis of the recormrendations 
bseaion (c); and 

epA\ \s f each year in which the 
tions, transmit to the Con- 
port containing a detailed 

and- of the S e c r e ~ m ' s ,  recomnendations and selection 
process. 

Repom. (el REVIEW BY TIIE PBESIDEZ;~.--(~) The President shall, by no later 
than July 15 of each year in which the Commission makes rec- 
ommendations under subsection (dl, transmit to the Commivion and 
to the Congress a report c o n m g  the President's approval or 
disapproval of the Commin.sion's recommendations. 

(2) If the President approves all the recommendations of the 
Cammission, the President shall t -t a copy of such rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, together with a ceftification of such 
approval. 

(3) If the President disapproves the recoinmendations of the 
Commission, in whole or in part, the President shall transmit to the 
Cornrnision and the Congress the reasons for that disapproval. The 
(=Jrnmission shall then transnit  to the President, by no later than 
August 15 of the year conce-aed, a revised list of recommendations 
for the closure and realignment of military installations. 

(4) If the President approves all of the revised recomme3dations of 
the ~ m m i s s i o n  transmitted to the Resident under paragraph (31, 
the President shall transmit a copy of such revised recommenda- 
tions to the Congress, together a i t h  a certification of such approval. 

(51 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 recommeada- 
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 y e z  shall be te-rminated. 

10 USC 266; SEC -3904. CLOSLRZ AND REALIGhJfE3T 3F .MILITARY IXSTALUnONS 
note. 

(a) LV G r . - S u b j e c t  to subsection (b), the Sere- &all- 
(1) dose all milirary instaliations recornended for closure by 

the Cammission in ezch repon transmitted to the Cocgress by 
the President pursuant to section 2903(e); 

(2) realign all milirary instsllations recommended for realign- 
ment by such Conmission i=l ezcf: such repor;; 
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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 pursumt to section 2903(e) containing 
the recommendatiorrs for such closures or realignments; and 

(4) complete d such closures and realignments no later than 
the end of the six-year period beghnbg on the date on which 
the President transmits the report pursuant to section 2903(e) 
con* the recommeadatioas for such closures or 
realignme'nts. 

(b) ~ N C B F ~ ~ ~ O N A L  DISI+PPROVL~~) The Secretary may not 
carny out any closure or realignment recommended by the Commis 
sion in a report transmitted from the President p m u a n t  to section 
2903(e) if a joint resolution is e n a d  in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2908, disapproving such recommendations of 
the Commission before the earlier of- 

(A) the end of the 4 X a y  period be-- on the date on 
which the President transmits such report; or. 

(B) the adjournment of Congress sine h e  for the session 
during which such report is transmitted. 

(2) For purposes of paragaph (I) 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. 
SIX. 2905. MPLEME3TATION 10 UsC 2687 

(a) LN GENEBA~---(~) 1.11 closing or realigPing any military installa- note. 

tion under this part, the Secretaq may- 
(A) take such actions as may be n e c v  to dose 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 plnaning 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; 
(B) provide- Community 

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any community a*0n P'OpRmr 
located near a military installation being closed or re 
aligned, and 

(ii) communiQ planning assisbnce to any communitp 
located near a military k t a l h t i o n  to which functions 'Riu 
be transferred as a result of the closure or realignment of a 
military installation, 

if the Secretary of Defense determines that the financial r e  
sources available to the communiw (by grant or otherwise) for 
such purposes a re  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 
plnnning assistance; 
(0 cany out activities for the purposes of environmental Environmental 

-ration and mitigation at any such instabtion, andLWPmYniaa 
use for such purposes funds in the Account or funds appro- 
priated b the Department of Defense. 

The amendments ma& by this subsection shall 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 



104 STAT. 1814 PUBLIC LAW 101-510-NOV. 5, 1990 

(D) provide outplacement assistance to civilian employees 
employed by the Department of Defense at military i n U a -  
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 

(El reimburse other FederaI 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. 

Envimnrnental (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) ~ ~ A G E M E ~ T  AND DISPOSU OF PROPERTY.---(I) The Adminis- 

trator of General Services shall delegate to the Secretaq of Defense, 
with respect to excess and surplus real property and facilities 
located a t  a military installation closed or realigned under this 
  art- 

(A) the authority of the Administrator to utilize excess prop 
erty under section 202 of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Sen-ices 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(g) of the Surplus P rop  
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 lus real property for wildlife conserva- 
tion purposes in accor ce with the Act of May 19, 1948 (16 
U.S.C. 667b). 

% 
(2X-4) 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) d reaplatiom in effect on the date of the enactment of this 
Act govenung the utilization of excess property and the disposal 
of surplus property under the Federal Property and A e a -  
tive Senices Act of 1949; and 

(ii) all re-dations in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act governing the conveyance and disposal of property 
under section 13(g) of the Surplus Propertp Act of 1944 (30 
U.S.C. App. 16221g)). 

(B) 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. 

(D? The 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 a t  any military irzstalla- 
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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 for the use of such property by the local community 
concerned. 

(c) APPLICABIL~TY OF N A ~ O N A ~  ENVIRONMENTAL POUCY A m  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 (3, 
the Department of Defense in carrying out this part. 

(2XA) 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 instaUation being 
closed or realigned to another military installation after the reseiv- 
ina installation has been selected but before the functions are 
reiocated. 
(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 miiitary 
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 ta the extent 
such Act k applicable under paragraph (2), of any act or failure to 
act by the Department of Defense during the closing, realigning, or 
relocating of firnctions referred ta in clauses (i) and (ii) of paragraph 
(2XA). may not be brought more than 60 days after the date of such 
act or failure to act. 

(dl W m - T h e  Secretary of Defense may close or realign mili- 
tary imtdations under this part without regard to- 

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of funds for closing 
or realigning military b t a h t i o n s  included in any appropria- 
tions or authorization Act; and 

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT 10 USC 

note. 
(a) IN GENEBAL---(I) There is hereby established on the books of 

the Treasury an account to be known as the ''Department of Defense 
Base C l m  Account 1990'' which shall be administered by the 
Secretary as. a single account. 

(2) There shall be deposited inb 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 appm 
priated to the Department of Defense for any purpose, except 
that such firnds may be transferred only after the date on which 
the Secretary transmits mit&n notice of, and j-cation for, 
such t r a d e r  to the congressional defense committees; and 
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(C) proceeds received from the transfer or dispod of any 
prope-rty a t  a military installation closed or realiqed under this 
Part 

6) USE OF F'UNDS.---(I) 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 cany 
out a construction project under section 2903(a) and the cost of the 
project will exceed the maximum amount authorized by law for a 
minor military construction project, the Secretary s h d  notify in 
writing the congressional defense committess of the nature of, and 
justification for, the project and the amount of eqxn$tures for such 
project Any such construction project may be camed out without 
regard to section 2802(a) of title 10, United States Code. 

(c) &PORTS.---(I) NO later than 60 days after the end of each fiscal 
year in which the Secretary carries out activities under this part, 
the Secretary &dl 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 y e a  and of the 
amount and nature of other expenditures made pursuant to s e d o n  

R ~ s ~ o ~ c l ~ r o n r  PRWECTS. -~~C~D~ for funds deposited into the Ac- 
count under subsection (a), funds apptGpriated lo the Department of 
Defense may not be used for purposes described in section 
2905(aXIXC). The rohibition in this subsection shall expire upon 
the termination of the  authority of the Secretary to mrry out a c b  .- I sure or realignment under this j a r ~  ". 

(2) Unobkated funds whicn reaain in the Account afic! the 
t e - h a t i o n  of the ~ o & z o n  shall be held in the Account until 
transferred by law after the congressional defense cornmirtm- re- 
ceive the re?ort transmitted under paraggph (3). 

(3) No Iatet thau 60 days &er the termination of the Commission, 
the Secretary S A W  transmit to the congressional defellce commit- 
tees a rep* containing an accounting of- 

(A) all the funds deposited into and e-dd from the Ac- 
count or o t h e d e  espended under t& part; and 
(B) any amount remaining iu the Account. 

I0 USC 2667 SEC 2907. REPORTS 

As part of the budget request for hscd y e s  1993 2nd for each 
fiscal ye= thereafter for the Department of Defezse, the Secre- 
taq shall transsit to the congressional defeeue cornmitres of 
Congr~s- 

(1) a schedule of the clos~re and re*-meat actions to be 
cvrid out under this part in the fisd year for which the 
request is made and an esimate of the tota espen&tures 
required and cost savings to be achieved by each such dosure 
and rrdignmmt and of the time period in which these savings 
are to be achieved in each ace, together with the , k z e k q ' s  
=exneat of the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the miIim7 ins'dations, including those 
under consmaion and those planned for coostruaion, to which 
functions are to be t r a n s f e d  as a result of such closures and 
redigmeats, together wirh the Secretary's assessseat of the 

- ~~i-ental efiecb of such transfers. 
REPORT ON ENMRONMENTAL RESTO~TION COSTS FOR INSTU- ' 

LITIONS TO BE CLOSED UNDER 1990 BASE CLOSURE LA w.+lI Each 
year, at the same time the Resident submits to Congress the budpet - 

~ - ---- for a f m l  year (pursuant to section 1105 of title 91, United States 
Code), the Secretary of  Defense shaN submit to Congress a report on 
the funding needed for the fical year for which the budget is sub- 
mitted and for each of the following four fucal years, for enuiron- 
mentd  restoration actiuities at each mi l i tay  installation described 
in paragraph (2). set forth separately by fucal year for each military 
installation 

(2) The report required under paragraph (1) shall cover each 
taty installation which is to be closed pur~uant  to the Defense 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (part A of title 
Public Law 101-51 0). 



10 USC 2687 
note. 

SEC 2908. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF COMbllSSIOh' REPORT 

(a) OF TXE ~ L U T I O N . - F O T  purpuses of section 2904(b), 
the term "joint resolution" muns  only a joint resolution which 

.. introduced within the lMay period beginning'on the date on which 
the President transmits the report to the Congress under seaion 
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 frlled 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 Comm.ission.". 

(b) ?-&--A resolution described in subsection (a) that is 
introduced in the House of Representatives shall be referred to the 
Committee on b e d  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 20-day period be,* on 
the date on which the President transmits the report to the Con- 
gress under section 2903(e), such committee shall be, at the end of 
such period, discharged from fiuther consideration of such resolu- 
tion, and such resolution s h d  be placed on the appropriate calendar 
of the House involved. 

(d) C~NSIDEI~~ON.--(~) On or after the third day after the date on 
which the committee to which such a resolution is refened 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 -eed to) for any 
Member of the respective House to move to proceed to the consider- 
ation of "the 
ksolutio)r A Member may make the motion only on the day afflrr 
the calendar day on which the Member announces to the House con- 
cerned the Member$ intention to make the motion, except that, in 
the cczse of the House of Representatives, the motion may be made 
without such prior announcement i f  the motion is made by direction 
of  the committee to which the resolution wu- referred '! 

(and against consideration of the resolution) are  waived.. The motion 
is highly privileged in the House of Representatives and is privi- 
leged in the Senate and is not debatable. The 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 moti0n. i~ weed 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 unfhished 
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 qual ly  between those favoring and 
those opposing the resolution. An amendment to the resolution is 
not in order. A motion further to Limit debate is in order and not 
debatable. A motion to postpone, or a motion to p r o c d  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 disagreed 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 fiual 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 



Public Luw 101 -510 

104 STAT. 1818 PUBLIC LAW 101-51bNOV. 5,1990 

the case may be, to the procedure relating to a resolution described 
in subsection (a) shall be decided without debate. 

(e) &NSIDERA~ON BY OTHER  HOUSE.^^) 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 fmal passage as provided in subpara- 
graph C B X ~ ~ ) .  

- 

(B) With respect to a resolution described in subsection (a) of 
the House receiving 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 fmal 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. 

tf7 RULES OF THE SENATE AND Hous~.-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 part of the rules of each House, respectively, but applicable 
only with respect to the procedure to be followed m 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. RESTRICIlON Oh' OTHER BASE CLOSURE AUTH0RI'I"Y 
note. 

(a) IN GENERAL-Except 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) &sm~mo~.-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) b carry out any closure or realignment of a military 
installation inside the United States. 

(c) Exc~~~?o~.-Nothing in this part affects the authority of the 
Secretary to carry out- 

(1) closures and realignments under title I1 of Public Law 100- - 
326; and 

(2) closures and r ea l imen t s  to which section 2687 of title 10, 
united stat& Code, & not applicable, including closures and 
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realignments carried out for reasons of national security or a 
military emergency referred to in subsection (c) of such section. 

SEC 2910. DEFINmONS 
10 USC 2687 
note. 

wed in this part: 
(1) The tern " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t "  means the Department of h f e m  

B~ closure Account 1990 established by section 2906(aXl)- 
(2) The term " c o n g r ~ ~ n a l  defense committees" the 

ammitt- on Armed Services and thc C o b t t e e ~  On APP~* 
*&tions of the ~ e m k  and of the House of Reprrsentativ- 

(3) The "&&on" means the Co&0n 6 
lished by section 2902- 

(4) me term "military j&dationW meanr a b a ~ ,  Camp, posf 
-tion, yard center, homeport fa- for any ship, or other 
a & ~ ~  -der the ~&&oP of the Department of Defe-9 
including any leased facility. 

\ "Such term does not include any fnczlr &ed rihzrily for civil 
works, rivers and harbors projects, f l  2 contro f or other projects 
not under the primary jurisdiction or control of the Department of 
Defense. '! 

(31 The amendment made by paragra h (1) shall take ef ect as of 
November 5, 1990. and shaN apply as $it had been incl d d in see- 
tion 2910(4) o the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of d 1990 on that ate. A 

A 
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 
imbalances. 

(6) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Defense. 
(7) The term "United States" means the 50 Sta te ,  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. CWRfFYINc A.=."~D= 

Section 2687(eX1) of title 10, United States &de, is amended- 
(1) by inserting "homeport facility for any ship," after 

"center,"; and 
(2) by a*g out "under the jurisdiction of the Secretarv of a 

military department" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the 
jurkdidon of the Department of Defense, including any 1-ed 
facility,". 

Part B-Other Provisions Relating to Defense Base 
Closuresand Realignments 

SEC 2921. CLOSZiRE OF FOREIGX MSLSTARY INSTALtATIONS 10 USC 
(a) Snrm OF Co~csrw.-It  is the sense of the Congress that- note. 

(1) the termination of military operations by the Uxiited 
States a t  military M a t i o n s  outside the United States should 
be accomplished a t  the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at 
the earliest opportunitp; 

(2) in providing for such termination, the Secretary of Defense 
should take steps to e M u e  that the United Sta* receives, 
through direct p a p e n t  or otherwise, consideration equal to the 
faL market value of the improvements made by the United 
States a t  facilities that will be released to host countries; 

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through the military 
component commands or the subunifxd commands to the 
combatant commands, should be the lead official in negotiations 
relating to dete- and receiving such consideration: and 

(4) the determxnat~on 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.-41) For each installation outside the United 
States at which military operations were being canied 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 fak 
market value, as of January 1, 1991, of the improvements made by 
the United States at facilities a t  each such installation. 

(2) For purposes of tf.3 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. 

(B) The term "improvements" includes new construction of 
facilities and all additions, improvements, modifications, or ren- 
ovations made to existing facilities or to real property, without 
regard to whether they were carried out with appropriated or 
nonappropriated funds. 

(c) ~ A B L I S H M E N T  OF SPEW ACCOUNT.--41) 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 r ed  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 at 
militarv installations in the United States. Funds in the Account 
shall r h a b  available until expended. 

SEC. 2922. MODIFICATION OF THE CONTENT OF BUNNUAL REPORT OF 
THE COMMISSION ON ALTERNATIVE CTllJZATION OF MILb 
TARY FACILITIES 

(a) USES OF F~aums.-Section 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 securiw 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 (3 and 
(4) by inserting after paragraph (3) the foIlowing 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 confirnement or correctional facilities; 
and". 

10 USC 2391 (b) E F F E C ~  D A ~ - T h e  amendments made by subsection (a) 
nott. shall take effect with respect ta the frrst 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. FLrhPINC FOR ENVlRONMEhTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE 
t , m D  STATES 

(a) AUTHORX~TION OF A~paop~uno~s.-There 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 fixal year, 
the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts appropriated to that account 
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be available only for 
activities for the purpose of environmental restoration at military 
installations closed or realigned under title IT of Public Law 100-526, 
as authorized under section 204(aX3) of that title. 

(b) Exnusrn SOURCE OF FUNDINC.~~)  Section 207 of Public Law 
100-526 is amended by adding a t  the end the following 10 USC 2681 

"(b) BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT TO BE EXCLUSTVE SOURCE OF FUNDS no*. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROJE~.-NO h d s  appra- 
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 carry out a closure or realignment under this title.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with 
respect ta the availability of fun& appropriated before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

(c) TASK FORCE  REPORT.-(^) Not later than 12 months after the 10 Use 2687 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense s h d  
submit to Congress a report containing the findings and rec- 
ommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) 
conceming- 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within eristing 
laws, regulations, and a- . . tive policies, of environmental 
response actions at military b t a h t i o n s  (or portions of installa- 
tions) that are being closed, or are scheduled to be closed, 
pursuant to title I1 of the Defense Authorization Amendments 
and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-5261: 
and 
(B) ways to cmsolidate and streamline, within e-g lalaws 

and regulations, the practices, policies, and admmstratrve 
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 envLronmenta1 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. 
(Dl The Administrator of the Environments Protection 

Agency. 
(El The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
0 A representative of a State environmena 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 Amrney 
Generals. 

(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental 
organization, appointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep 
resentatives. 

10 USC 2681 SEC. 2924. COMMUNITY PREFERENCE CONSIDER4TION IN CLOSURE AND 
note. REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY LVST-4LLATIONS 

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 A x  FORCE BASE--41) Consistent with the rec- 
ommendations of the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure, 
the Secretary of the Air Force may not re1ocat.e. until after 
September 30,1995, any of the functions that were being carried out 
a t  the ballistics missile office a t  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) GEN~UL DLREm--Consistent with the requireme& 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 C'SC 2687 SEC 2926. COhTRACrS FOR CERTAIN Eh71RONMEYTAL RESTORATION 
note. ACTIVITIES 

(a) E~~ABLISHMENT OF MODEL PROCRAM.-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-TOB OF ----The Secretary shall designate 

the Deputp Assistant Secretary of Defense for Envkonment as the 
Administrabr of the model program referred to in subsection (a). 
The Deputy Assistant Secretary shall report to the Secretary of 
Defense through the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.-T~~ section shall apply to environmental res- 
toration activities at installations selected by the Secretary p u m -  
ant to the provisions of subsection (dX1). 

(dl PROCUM 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 100-5261 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 preqdcation list of prospective contractors 
for solicitation and negotiation in accordance with the proce- 
dures set forth in title M of the Federal Property and Admink 
trative Sedces  Act (Public Law 92-582; 40 U.S.C. 541 et seq., as 
amended). Such contractors shall satisfy all applicable statutory 
and re,gulatory 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 d l f d  act or omission of the c o n m r ,  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 defmed under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ- 
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601)) at  the installations designated under paragraph 
(1). Such solicitations and proposals shall include the followiag: 

(A) Proposals to perform response action. Such proposals 
shall include provisions for receiving the necessary 
authorizations or approvals of the response action by appru- 
priate Federal, State, or local agencies. 
CB) 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 nlly s a f e g ~ ~ d s  
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 contact 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 appmv- 

of the response action by appropriate Federal, State, or local 
agencies, whichever is Iater. 

(el ~ P L I C A ~ O N  OF SECTION 120 OF CERCLk-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). 

(0 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. 

&) h m . - T h e  Secretary of Defense sh$l include a d d p t i o n  
of the progress made during the preceding fiscal year in implement- 
ing and accomplishing the goals of this section within the a ~ u d  
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report to Congress required by section 2706 of title 10, United States 
M e .  

01) APPLICABIXJTY OF EXIS~WC LAW.-Nothing in this section af- 
fects or modif~es, 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 c o n ~ a n t s  as defined under section 101 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil- 
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601). 



MEMORANDUM TO COMMISSIONERS 
From: Matthew Behrmann 
Re: Skeletal Long-Term Commission Schedule 

To help you plan your schedules for the coming months I've put together a skeletal and 
very tentative schedule. The schedule is based on the scope of hearings for the 1991 process 
and gives a good indication of the time commitment your commission is likely to demand. 
Attached for further clarification is the base closure milestone list which details key dates. The 
Commission hearing process is broken down into phases: 

I) Washington, D. C. Investigative Hearing Phase 
11) Local Hearings and Base Visit Phase 

111) Possible AdditionslSubstitutions; Hearing and Base Visit Phase 
IV) Congressional Hearing 
V) Final Deliberations 

Due to limited use of Capitol Hill hearing rooms on Tuesdays through Thursdays almost 
all of the Washington, D.C. hearings will take place on Mondays and Fridays. 

I. Washington, D.C. Investigative Hearings (February 15 - April 15) 
1) February: Planning Meeting. 
2) March 15: Receipt of List from the Secretary of Defense, Chairman Joint Chiefs 

and Service Secretaries. 
3) March: Methodology Hearing (Assistant Secretaries). 
4) March: Land Value, Environment and Economic Impact Hearing. 
5) April 15: Receipt of GAO Report on DoD base closure processes. 

11. Local Hearings and Base Visits (April 15 - May 15) 
The number, location and format of local hearings and base visits will depend directly 

on the size of the list submitted by the Secretary of Defense, and be determined after the receipt 
of the list. 

III. Possible Additions/Substitutions Hearings and Base Visits (May 15 - June 15) 
1) Additions/Substitutions Deliberation Hearing in D. C. (May 17- 18) 
2) Additions/Substitutions - Local Base VisitdHearings (May 18-June 12) 

Note: The number, location and format of substitutions and additional base hearings and visits 
will also depend directly on the number of bases the Commissioners elect to explore further, and 
will be determined after those bases are selected for further review. 

IV. Congressional Hearing (June 13 - June 15) 

V. Deliberations in Washington, D.C. (June 15 - June 30) 

JULY 1,1993 - REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT 





P a g e  No. 1 

01 / O M 9 3  

STATE SVCCD INST-NM ACTION-YR ACTION-SRC ACTION-STA ACTION-SUM 

A ALABAMA ARMY AMMO PLT 88 DEFBRAC COMPLETE CLOSE 

A ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 88 DEFBRAC COMPLETE REALGNUP 

A COOSA RIVER STORAGE ANNEX 88 DEFBRAC ONGOING CLOSE 

A FORT MCCLELLAN 90/91 PRESS/DBCRC DECS. REV. 

A FORT RUCKER 91 DBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 

REDSTONE ARSENAL 

FORT CHAFFEE, 

I R A  EAKER (BLYTHEVILLE) AFB 

FORT HUACHUCA 

NAVAJO ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

YUHA PROVING GROUND 

DAVIS MONTHAN AFB 

LUKE AFB 

U ILL IAMS AFB 

FORT ORD 

HAMILTON ARMY AIRFIELD 

PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SACRAMENTO ARMY DEPOT 

BEALE AFB 

CASTLE AFB 

EDWARDS AFB 

GEORGE AFB 

LOS ANGELES AFB 

MARCH AFB 

MATHER AFB 

MCCLELLAN AFB 

NORTON AFB 

HUNTER'S POINT ANNEX 

BENNETT ANG FACIL ITY  

FORT CARSON 

PUEBLO ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 

LWRY AFB 

PETERSON AFB 

WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL CTR 

BOLLING AFB 

CAPE ST. GEORGE 

EGLlN AFB 

MACDILL AFB 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRC/PR/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRC/PR/DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRC/PR/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

ONGOl NG 

ONGOl NG 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

ONGOl NG 

ONGO/RVRSL 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

CANCELED 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

CANCELED 

ONGOl NG 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

O)(CalIC 
MnPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

REALGNUP 

REALGNDN 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 
REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REALGN 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE/PART 

REALGNDN 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

REALGUU? 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNDN 









P a g e  No. 3 

0 1  /06/93 

STATE SVCCD 

RICHARDS GEBAUR ARS 

WHITEMAN AFB 

M I S S l S S l P P l  ARMY AMMO PLANT 

KEESLER AFB 

POPE AFB 

PEASE AFB 

FORT D I X  

FORT W N m X l T H  

PICATINNY ARSENAL 

FORT WINGATE DEPOT A C T I V I T Y  

WHITE SANDS M I S S I L E  RANGE 

CANNON AFB 

KIRTLAND AFB 

HAWTHORNE ARMY AMMO PLT 

N E L L I S  AFB 

RENO CANNON I A P  AGS 

TONOPAH AFS 

SENECA ARMY DEPOT 

PLATTSBURGH AFB 

NAVAL STATION, BROOKLYN 

NAVAL STATION, NEW YORK 

L I M A  ARMY TANK PLANT 

RICKENBACKER AGB 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB 

TINKER AFB 

UWATILLA ARMY DEPOT A C T I V I T Y  

LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 

SCRANTON ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT 

TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT 

NAV CONST BN CTR, D A V l S V l L L E  

FORT JACKSON 

CHARLESTON AFB 

MYRTLE BEACH AFB 

SHAM AFB 

FORT B L I S S  

FORT H m  

FORT SAM HOUSTON 

LONGHORN ARHY A M U N I T I O N  PLANT 

ACT ION-YR ACTION-SRC 

DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PRESS 

REFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC/PR/DBCR 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/PRESS 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS 

DBCRC 

PRESS 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS 

DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

PRESS 

DEFBRAC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

PRESS 

ACTION-STA 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

ONGOl NG 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

PROPOSED 

ONGOING 

PROPOSED 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

CLOSED 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

COMPLETE 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ACT I ON-SUM 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

PART CLOSE 

DECS. REV. 

REALGN 

CLOSE 

REALGN 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

REALGN 

REALGN 

REALGNUP 

REALGN 

REALGN 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

PART. INAC 

CLOSE 

REALGN 

REALGN 

REALGNDN 

REALGN 

LAYAWAY 

REALGN 

CLOSE 

REALGN 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNDN 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

LAYAWAY 





P a g e  No. 4 
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STATE SVCCD INST-NAN ACT ION-YR ACT1 ON-SRC 

RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 

BERGSTROM AFB 

BROOKS AFB 

CARSUELL AFB 

DYESS AFB 

GOOOFELLOU AFB 

RANDOLPH AFB 

SHEPPARD AFB 

FORT DOUGLAS 

TOOELE ARMY DEPOT 

H I L L  AFB 

CAMERON STATION 

FORT BELVOIR 

FORT LEE 

HARRY DIAMOND LABS. WOODBRIDGE 

FORT LEWIS 

FAIRCHILD AFB 

MCCHORD AFB 

NAVAL STATION, PUGET SOUND 

DEFBRAC/PRESS 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC 

PRESS 

DEFBRAC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

DBCRC 

PRESS/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC/DBCRC 

DEFBRAC 

ACT ION-STA 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ONGOING 

ACTION-SUM 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGN 

REALGNUP 

REALGN 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGN 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

CLOSE 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

REALGNUP 

REALGNDN 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMlMISSION 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 





OFFICE HOURS 

The Commission work hours are from 9:OOam to 6:OOpm with one hour for lunch. 
Commission phone coverage is between the hours of 8 : W  to 6:OOpm. Deviation from 
prescribed work hours must have the written authorization of the employee's supervisor. 

Every employee is entitled to and cannot be prevented from taking uninterrupted time for 
eating regular meals, whether in or out of the office. Employees are expected to respect the 
rights of others concerning this policy. 

PAY PROCEDURES 

You are paid by check every other Friday. Pay pericds cover two weeks, beginning on 
a Sunday and ending on a Saturday of the second week. 'Your supervisor is responsible for 
signing a timecard every other week which enables you to be paid. 

LEAVE 

When you initiated employment, you were informed of the rate of leave accumulation 
per pay period, either four, six, or eight hours per pay period. Your balance will be shown on 
your pay stub each pay period. 

Annual Leave Annual Leave can be accumulated and carried forward from 
year to year, but cannot exceed 240 hours. 
In the event an employee is on scheduled leave (annual or sick) and working 
employees are excused from work (i.e. hazardous weather conditions), that 
employee will still be charged for that scheduled absence. 
Sick Leave Sick Leave is accumulated by everyone at the rate of 4 hours per 
two-week pay period with your balance being reflected on your earnings 
statement you receive for each pay period. There is no limitation on the total 
amount of sick leave you may accumulate. 
You must notify your supervisor and the receptionist by 9:OOa.m on the day you are sick. 
Appointments with doctors, dentists, etc. must be requested in advance and approved by 
your supervisor. Such time will count as sick leave, and 
is charged in multiples of one hour. 
Leave Without Pay Leave without pay is an approved absence in a non-pay 
status granted at the employee's request and is provided at the discretion of the 
Executive Director. 
Absent Without Leave An absence from duty which is not authorized or 
approved, or for which a leave request has been denied, is Absent Without 
official Leave (AWOL). AWOL can become the basis for dismissal or at least 
initiation of adverse action. 
ReserveINational Guard Leave Employees who zue members of reserve 
components of the Armed Forces or members of the National Guard are granted 
leave with pay for active duty or training. Military leave is accrued at the rate 
of 15 days per year of full-time employees. A maxi~num of 15 military leave 
days is transferable from one year to the next. 
Militarv Leave Active duty military members detailed to the Commission may take leave 
in accordance with Service regulations with Commission supervisors' approval. 





1- Any employee called up for jury duty is considered to be on leave 
with pay. Any fee earned as a result of your jury service must be reported, but 
not surrendered, to the Personnel Officer. 

t Court Leave Lave with pay is also granted to employees who are called to testify or 
appear as witnesses in any judicial proceedings. 

HOLIDAYS 

The Commission observes the following legal ho1ida.y~: 

New Year's Day 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Day 
Presidents' Day 
Memorial Day 
Independence Day 
Labor Day 
Columbus Day 
Veteran's Day 
Thanksgiving Day 
Christmas Day 

BUILDING ACCESS 

Wayne Purser, the Commission's Military Executive, is in charge of all security, including 
office keys, Kastle cards, and Pentagon building passes. The Kastle card is activated from the 
Metro Lobby elevator embankment; the elevators will not work after hours from any of the other 
elevators. You will have to use the Kastle card before 6:30 a.m. and after 7 p.m. on weekdays; 
Saturday before 7 a.m. and after 6 p.m.; and all day Sunday. 

PARKING 

The parking company at 1700 N. Moore Street is Diplomat Parking. Their hours are 6:30 a.m. 
to 12 midnight, Monday through Saturday. The monthly fee is $1 10, or $9.50 daily; they will 
prorate your monthly pass only for 112 a month (so if you purchase a pass in the beginning of 
the month, you pay the full price). You park your own car, and do not leave them the keys. 
The phone number for the main office is 202-944-2900; they will transfer you to our location 
which is number 55. 

If you use the parking garage after hours and want to gain entry to the building directly from 
the parking lot, you must call Diplomat, ask to be transferred to our location, and give them 
your parking ticket number and Kastle card number. Your Kastle card will activate the parking 
garage gate after hours. 

COFFEE DRINKERS 

If you are a coffee drinker and wish to use the coffee service, you can pay $10 a month, due 
on the first of every month. This figure may change depending on how much coffee is 
consumed. 





NON-SMOKING POLICY 

Smoking in the offices of the Commission is prohibited. As our offices are located in 
T property owned and maintained by the General Services Administration, employees and visitors 

of the Commission must comply with the non smoking policy instituted in all federal office 
buildings. 

COMMISSION CORRESPONDENCE 

See Attached Memorandum from the Executive Secretariat 

Employees are expected to uphold the highest degree of integrity as concerns the 
functions of the Commission. The Commission is devoted to conducting itself in a fair and open 
manner. The adherence to this basic principle demands that all employees be aware of their 
conduct as a reflection on the integrity of this Commission. Employees must strive to avoid any 
situation or action which may create even the slightest appearance of a violation of legal or 
ethical standards or undue bias. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the Commission's activities, all employees are required to 
file a confidential financial disclosure, SF 450 with the Commission's Designated Agency Ethics 
Official (DAEO). In compliance with the 1989 Ethics in Government Act, all Commission 
employees shall attend an annual ethics training seminar to be conducted by the DAEO. 
Attached you will find the Office of Government Ethics Standards of Conduct, an Executive 
Order regarding ethical conduct, pertinent information from the U.S. Code regarding financial 
conflicts of interest, and information regarding post employment prohibitions. These materials 
will all be discussed in detail at the training seminar, and you should be familiar with their 
contents. 

The Commission's Designated Agency Ethics Official (DAEO) is currently Caroline 
Cimons. 

TRAVEL POLICIES 

The Commission's Travel and Hearings Coordinator and support staff will handle all 
Commission travel, and will coordinate all reimbursements with the Chief Financial Officer. 
The Commission is also supported by the OSD Travel offfice and complies with their policies, 
rules and regulations. Therefore, all travel and reimbursement needs must be authorized in 
advance and all reimbursement vouchers are submitted through DoD. 

Employees whose positions will require frequent travel must apply for a government- 
sponsored Diner's Club card. Possession of this card entitles the employee to receive 
government discounts on hotels, rental cars, and airfare only when travelling on Commission 
business. Each employee is personally responsible for paying hidher Diner's Club bills, which 
are reimbursable once you complete and submit a voucher, and only government charges can 
be made on the card. Additionally, DoD will reimburse the employee only, so you cannot 
charge other Commission employees' expenses on your card. 





Airline mileage that may be acquired during the course of Commission travel cannot be 
used for personal benefit. Mileage must be turned in to the Commission for proper government 
use. You may, however, request that the mileage not be applied to your account at the time 

I your tickets are issued. 

PERSONAL PHONE CALLS 

All personal long-distance phone calls must be charged to your home phone or made with 
your personal calling card. Personal calls are to be kept to a minimum. 

FINANCES AND REOUISITIONS 

All requests for purchases, (e.g., such as office supplies) must be initiated with the 
Director of Administration. If you have special needs for resources other than what is already 
available to you, please see the Director of Administration. Employees are prohibited from 
obligating the Commission for expenditures. Office supplies purchased by individual employees 
are not considered reimbursable by the Commission, unless previously authorized by the 
Director of Administration. 

POLITICAL ACTIVITY 

Generally, employees are under the coverage of the Hatch Act and MAY NOT: 

- become a partisan candidate 
- campaign for or against a political party or candidate in an election 
- serve as an officer of a political party or comnuttee for a political party or club 
- handle accounts or funds for a partisan candida.te 
- actively manage a political campaign 
- work at the polls on behalf of a partisan candidate or party 
- distribute campaign material 
- serve in an official capacity at political party conventions 
- address partisan rallies 
- endorse or oppose a candidate through political advertisements of any sort 
- drive persons to the polls on behalf of a political party or a candidate in a partisan 

election 

It is the duty of employees to shape their conduct so as to avoid raising questions of 
impropriety. For further information on activities allowed cpr prohibited by the Hatch Act, 
contact the General Counsel's office. 





APPEM)TX OF KEY LAWS APPLICABLE TO THE COMMISSION 

Equal employment opportunity is a program to ensure equal oppomnity in the 
employment and treatment of employees and applicants for employment at the Commission. 

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, prohibits discrimination based on 
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, or reprisal in terms and conditions of employment. 

Employees should report any and all discrimination to the Personnel Officer. 

SEXUAL HARASSMENT 

Supervisors who use implicit or explicit coercive sexual behavior to control, influence, 
or affect the career, salary, or job of an employee should be reported to the General Counsel 
immediately. 

Any employee who participates in deliberate or repeated unsolicited verbal comments, 
gestures or physical contact of a sexual nature, which are unwelcome and interfere in work 
productivity, is engaging in "hostile environment" sexual harassment. This type of action should 
also be reported. 

GRIEVANCES - 

A grievance is a request by an employee for personal relief in a matter of concern or 
dissatisfaction relating to the conditions of employment which is subject to the control of agency 
management. Any grievance should be reported to the General Counsel immediately. 
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;Ethics in Govemnent Act of 1978): EO. 
1167:. 54 FR 15159.3 GR 1989 Comp.. p. 55. 
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Subpart A--General Provisions 

. -c-: -..,,. . ,O I 9aslc obllgatlon of publlc 
8awdce. 

( L !  Pz5lic c;er;ice is a public tmst. 
Ea J err.p!oyee has a responsibility to 
:he Ufiited States Govenuncnt and its 
citizens to plzce loyulty to tflc 
Cons?itution. laws and ethical principle: 

57. No. !53 / Fiidzy,  i l c ~ u s t  7 .  1992 

above pri-:zte gain. To ensure that e v e v  
citizen can have complete confidence in 
the in!cgrity of the Federal Coverr.ment. 
each enp!cyee shall respect and adhere 
to the principles of ethical conduct se! 
forth in this section, a s  well a s  the 
in?lementing standards contained in 
:his ?art and in supplemental agency . . 

:e,guiations. ' 

[bl Ge~erclprinciplcs. The fo!loruinz . . 
~ e z e r a l  ?rinciples apply to every 
employee and may fonn the basis f ~ r  tke 
;:andards contained in :his part. Where 
a situation is not covered by the 
standards set forth in this part. 
exployees shall apply the principles set 
kr:h in this section in de!emining 
irkether their conduct is proper. 

(1) PuSlic service is a public t r ~ s t .  
r eq~ i5ng  employees to place loya!ty ;O 
t ie  Co~stitution, the laws and ethical 
?rinciples above private gain. 

(2) Ezployees shall not hold finzncia! 
interests th t t  conflict wit!! the 
co~sciestious performance of duty. 

(3)  Emp!oyegs sha!l not engage in 
Ezaccial transac:ions using nonpublic 
Gcvernmerit information or allow !he 
i z p r o p e r  u s e  of such i - d o m a t i o n  to 
!&-!her m y  private interest. 

1.1) An employee shall not, excegt as 
oerni!ted by subpart B of this part. 
soiicit cr acce?t any .gift or  other item of 
zonetary value from any person or 
estity seeking oificizl action froin. doing 
bllsiness with, or conductizg ac!ivities 
reguIa:ed by the enpioyee's agency, or 
nkose interes!~ c a y  be subst~ctial!:; 
2ffec:t.d by the periomance or 
r.cii?e:ior;nance of the emplo j-ce's 
duties. 

(5j Ehployees shall put forth hones: 
tflo:: in t!e performance of t!Fleii duties. 
i6) Employees shall not knowingly 

make wauthorized c o d t m e n t s  or 
promises of s c y  kind purporting to b h d  
the Govem,~ent. 

(7) Employees shall not use public 
omce for private gain. 

(8) Employees shall act impartialty 
acd not give preferential treatment to 
any private oqanization or indiridual. 

(9) Employees shall protect and 
conserbSe Federal prope:ty and shall cot 
tise it for oLier than authorized 
ac!i\ities. , 

(iO) Srnpioyees shall not engage in 
o.i!side emplblment or activities. 
iccluding see 'hg  or negotiating for 
employment. that conflict with official 
C o ~ e r r ~ e n t  duties and responsibilities. 

(Ill Employees shall disclose waste. 
f a i d .  abuse. and corruption to 
a~propr ia te  authorities. 

(14 Employees shall satisfy in g ~ o d  
faith their obligations a s  citizens. 
including a!l just financiel obligatiocs. 
especially thosc+such a s  Federal. State. 
or lncnt taxes-that rlre imposed by law. 

/ Rules 2r.d Regulaticns 

(13) Employees shall adher? to all 
1aws and regu1a:ior.s :hat prsqlde equa,! 
oppoitu~ity for all h e r i c 3 r . s  reaardiess 
o i  r a c ~ .  color. religion. sex. r.3Cor.al 
origin. age, or handicap. 

(14) Emp!oyees shalI er.ce3r.or to 
avoid azy actions creating the 
appearance that they are violatiq the 
law or ti; e h c a l  standards set forth in 
this part. W h e h r  par!icular 
ciicumstances cieate an  apcearance 
that the law or these s:andarZs have 
been violated shall be deterrLned from 
the perspective of a reasonabie person 
xith knowledge of the re!evaat facts. 

(c) Rdcted statil!es. In addition to the 
standards o i  ethical condxt  set forth in 
Cqis part. there ara c o d i c t  oi iqterest 
statutes that prohibit certain cmduct  
Criininal c o d i c t  of interest s:atutes of 
senera! app'licabi!ity t~ a!l er;.?loyees. 19 
U.S.C. 201,203, Zilj,208. ar?d 209. are 
su rn~ar i zoa  in !he apprcpria!; subpnrts 
of k i s  part and must be taken i1to 
consideration in deterizinka, whether 
conduct is proper. Citaticrs to o~her  
gem.-ally zpplicable statutes rz!aticg to 
ernploy-~e conduct are set fort? LT 
subgar: I and err.pioyees are ?:;her 
csuiioned that there rxay be additional 
statutoiy and regdatory iest~c!ions 
npjlicab!: to the,= ge;?eraYy or a3 

ezployees of their speckic agexcies. 
Eecacse an eiri~loyes is ccnsidred to 
be on cotice of the requireze;..:~ of any 
s:a:ute, an employee should KC: rely 
q o n  acy descripiion or s:?.opris of a 
s;a;u:o:y res2ictiofi. bu: sioui",;Pf~.~ t3 
the sta:ute itse!f and obtain the advice 
of an agency ettS.ics oEciaI as needed. 

5 2531102 D e f M o n r  

The desnitions listed below are used 
Lfvoughout this part. Additional 
defi i t ions appear in the snbpaes or 
sections of subparts to which they 
apply. For purposes of this p a i  

(a) -4gmcy means an execu!i:.e 
agency as  delined in 5 U.S.C. iCS and 
the Postal Serrice azd the Pos:=l Rate 
Ccrnmission. It does not inc!ude the 
General Accocnting Of5ce or :he 
Government of the Dist..ct of Ccim-bia. 

(b) .4ge.?cy desig~ee refers to +r.y 
eixployee x h o ,  by agency :eguIa:ion 
instntction. or other issuance. has been 
delegated aut!!ority to make any 
detemixa!ioa. give any appiova!. or 
take any otier  action required o i  
permitted by this per: with iespest to 
sncther ezployee. ih agenc:; Kay 
delega!e these au!ko:ities tc ar.y r.~-Ser 
of ogei:cy designees necess37 !o e n s u e  
that deterrr,inations are made. 22provals 
are gvec.  and other actions aie taken in 
a time!y and respozsible m a i e r .  Any 
provision *at requires a de!erz?ation. 
ap~ruval .  or other ec!icn by L!e EF.SCY 
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designee shall, where the conduct in society. joint stock company, or any period in excess of 30 calendar days 
issue is that of the agency head. be other organization or institution. shall be subject to the ethical standards 
deemed to require that such including any officer, employee. or agent of the branch or entity to which 
determination, approval or action be of such person or entity. For purposes of detailed. For the duration of any such 
made or taken by the agency head in this part, a corporation will be deemed detail or assignment, the employee shall 
consultation with the designated agency to control a subsidiary if it owns 50 not be subject to the provisions of this 
ethics official. percent or more of the subsidiary's part, except this section. or, except as 

(c) Agency ethics officaI refers to the voting securities. The term is all- provided in paragraph (d) of this section. 
designated agency ethics official or  to inclusive and applies to commercial to any supplemental agency regulations 
the alternate designated agency ethics ventures and nonprofit organizations as of his employing agency. but shall 
oificiai, referred to in 5 2838.202(b) of well a s  to foreign, State, and local remain subject to the conflict of interest 
this chapter, and to any deputy ethics governments, including the Government prohibitions in iit!e 18 of the United 
official. described in § 2638.204 of this of the District of Columbia. It does not States Code. 
chapter, who has been delegated include any agency or other entity of the (c) Detaiis to non-Fedeml entities. 
authority to assist in carrying out the Federal Government or any officer or Except to the extent exempted in tvriticg 
responsibilities of the designated agency employee thereof when acting in his pursuant to this paragraph. an  employee 
ethics official. official capacity on behalf of that detailed to a non-Federal entity reciains 

(dl Agency programs or operations agency or entity. subject to this part and to any 
refers to any program or function carried (1) Sgecia] Government employee supplemental agency regulation of his 
out or performed by an agency, whether means those executive branch officers employing agency. When an employee is pursuant to statute. Executive order, or or e,npIoyees specified in 18 U.S.C. detai!ed pursuant to statutory authority 
reguIa tion. 202(a). A special Government employee to an international organization or to a 

Ie) oc!ion inciudes is retained. designated. appointed. or State or local government for a period in 
action necessary to remedy a past employed to perform temporary duties excess of six months, the designated violation or prevent a continuing either on a full-time or intermittent agency ethics oificial may grant a this part* but basis. with or without compensation. for icritten exemption f r o 3  subpart B of this 
limited to restitution, change of a period not to exceed 150 days during part based on his dete-rnination that the assignment, disqualification, divestiture. ,,, consecut,,,e 365-day period. entity has adopted written ethical termination of an  activity, waiver. t,,e (m) Supp:emental azency regc!3!ion standards covering solicitation and creation of a qualified diversified or - means a regnlation issued pursuant to acceptance of gifts which :%ill apply to blind trust, or counseling. 5 2635.105. 

( f )  Designated agency ethics oLf'icial t i e  employee during the detail and 

refers to the official designated under S 2635.103 Applicability to members of the which will be appropriate given the 

8 2538.201 of this chapter. uniformed services. puqose  o i  the detall. 

(g) Disc~plinary action includes those The provisions of this part, except this (d) .-l~.alicabi/i~jl of s.aecial agemy 
disci6linary actions referred to in Office section. are not applicable to enlisted stC:"!eS. paragraphs 
of Personnel Management regulations members of the uniformed services. (a)  azd (b) of this section. an employee 
and instructions implementing Each agency wi!h jurisdiction over goko is subject to an agency statute 
provisions of ti:le 5 of the United States enlisted ;nerr.bers of the uniforrr.ed w'nich restricts his activities or iinanciai 
Code or provided for in comparsble services shall issue regulations defining holdings s ~ e c i f i c a : ! ~  because of his 
provisions applicable to employees cot :he conduct obligations c f  statas as an  employee cf that ageccy 
subject to title 5. including but not er.listed memSers under its jurisdiction. sha!l continue to be subject to any 
limited to reprimand. scspension. Those regulations shall be consistent provisions in the sspplemental agency 
demotion. and removal. In the case of a wi:h Executj.;e Order 12671, .April 12, regu1atior.s of his emp1oyir.g agency t h ~ ?  
military officer. comparable provisions 1989, as  ?;..edified, and may prescribe the lhat 

may include those in the uniform Code fuil range of statutory and regulatory 8 2635.105 supplemental agency 
of Military Justice. sanctions, including those available regulations. 

(h) Emplo).ee means any officer or under the Uniform Code of hfilitary 
employee of an agency, including a In addition to the regulaiions set forth 

justice. for failure to comply with such in part, an e,loyee shali conp;y special Government employee. It regulations. 
inc!udes officers but not enlisted with any supplexen:al agency 
members of the uniformed services. For 5 2635.104 Applicsbility !O employees on rzgu!atiOns his employi'g 
purposes other than subparts B and C of d e f d -  agency under this sec!ion. 
this part, i t  does not include the (a) !3e:,oiIs ;is0 t~tb2i cgenci~s. Exce?! (a] An agency that !zviskes to 
President or Vice President. Status a s  an 2s provided in paragraph (d) of :his supplement this part shall ?repare and 
employee is nnaffected by pay or 1eal.e section, an employee on detail. inciudirg s25mil to 5e Office Government 
status or, in the case of a special a llciformed on assigment, from Ethics, for its conctlrrence and joint 
Government employee, by the fact that his employing agency to another agency :ssuance* any agency regu1ati0ns 
the individual does not perforin official for a period in excess of 30 caiendar s~pplement  the regulations contaized in 
duties on a given day. days shall be subject to acy this part. Supplemental agency 

(i) Head 31011 agency neans,  in the supplemental agency regu1atior.s of the Wulations whic3 the agency 
case of an  agency headcd by nore  than agexg'  to which he is detailed .-athe.- de!erxices are zecessary and 
on,? person, the chair or comparable than to acy supplemental agency appropriate, in view of its programs and 
member o i  such agency. r e g i a t ~ o n s  oi  his e~npIaying agencj.. opera:iozs. to f::ri!l the purposes of !>is 

( j)  Ee, his. and hiin include she. hers (b)  Detoi!s lo the 1eg~slotir.e c; part shall be: 
and her. judicial ~railch. An empioyee on detail. (1) In :he fo in  of a sc?plemczt to t3e 

( k )  Pers0.q neans  an  individual. including a uniformed officer on regula!ions in this par!: and 
corporation and subsidiaries it contro!~, assignxent, from his employing agency (2) In addition :o the substantive 
company. association. firm, par:ners5ip, to the legisla!ive or judicial branch for a provisions o i  :his ?art. 
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(b) After concurrence and co- 
s igature  by the Office of G0vernner.t 
Ethics, the agency shall submit its 
supplemental agency regulations to the 
Federal Reglster for publication and 
codification at  the expense of the 
agency in title 5 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. Supplemental agency 
regulations issued under this section are 
effective only after concumnce and co- 
signature by the Office of Government 
E:hics and publication in the Federal 
Regster. 

[c) This section applies to any 
supplemental agency regulations or 
amendments thereof issued under this 
part. It does not apply to: 

(-1) A handbook or other issuance 
intanded merely as an explanation of 
the standards contained in this part or 

' in supplemental agency regulations; 
( 2 )  An instruction or other issuance 

the purpose of which is to: 
(1) Delegate to an agency designee 

au!hority to make any determination. 
givc any eppro\*al or take any other 
actior. required or permitted by this part 
or Sy supplemental agency regulations: 
Oi 

(ii] Establish internal agency 
qrocedures for documenting or 
process in^ any de!e.mination, approval 
cr o i k r  action required or permitted by 
:his part or by supplemental agency 
repc:aiions. or for retaining any such 
documentaticn: or 

(31 Regu!aticns or instructions that an 
.qo:::y i~:s authcriiy, indeperident of 
:his ?art. to issue. such as  regulations 
i~??!ernenting s n  agency's gift 
acc?;:a?.te statute. protecting categories 
o i  nonpublic infomation or estabiishicg 
standar2s for use of Government 
v~kicles. Where the content of any such 
rep-!ations or instructions was  inc!uded 
in :he agency's standards of conduct 
reg:!a!ions issued pursuant to Executive 
Order 11311 and the Office of 
Government Ethics concurs that they 
need pot be issued as part of an 
sgency's supplemental agency 
:e~l.ita:icr.s. those regu!ations or 
instr~c:ions rnay be promu!gated 
separately from the agency's 
s:pp!omental agency regu!ations. 

9 263f.:05 Disc!pllna.y and corrective 
aztlon. 

(a) Except 2s provided in 5 1635.107, a 
vio!ation of this part c r  of sup3lemental 
agezcy regulations rnay be cause for 
apcr~pr ia te  corrtctive or disciplinaq 
ac t~cx  !o be taken under applicable 
CI ctov?r.:xentwide regulations or agency 
;;ocei-:es. S-ch action n a y  be in 
i?jdi!ion to any ac!ion or per.dty 
- ; ~ ; r . ~ i j ~ d  - .  -- by !a::.. 

;b\ It is the resprtsii!iiity of the 
i .~.~lo:; ing apo;.cy to initiate appropri.i!e 
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disciplinary or comct ive  action in 
individual cases. However. corrective 
action may be ordered or disciplinary 
action recommended by the Director of 
the Office of Government Ethics under 
the procedures at  part 2638 of this 
chapter. 

(c] A violation of this part or of 
supplemental agency regulations, as 
such. does not create any right or 
benefit. substantive or procedural. 
enforceable at law by any person 
against the United States. its agencies. 
its officers or employees, or any other 
person. Thus, for example. an individual 
who alleges that a n  employee has failed 
to adhere to laws and regulations that 
provide equal opportunity regardless of 
race. color. religion. sex, national origin. 
age, or handicap is required to follow 
applicable statutory and regulatory 
procedures, inc!uding those of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 

3 2635.107 Ethics advice. 

[a) As required by 9 5 3638." and 
36$.2O:(b) of this chapter. each agency 
has a designated agency ethics official 
rvho. on the agency's behalf. is 
reszonsible for coordinating and 
mmaging the agency's ethics progran?. 
a s  well a s  an  alternate. The des ipated  
a?ency ethics official has authonty 
u ~ d e r  5 2638.204 of this chapter to 
delegate certain responsibilities. 
including that of providing ethics 
couzseling regarding the application of 
this part. to one or more deputy ethics 
officials. 

(bl Employees who have questiocs 
about the application of this part or any 
suppiemental agency regulations to 
particular situations should seek advice 
from an agency ethics official. 
Disciplinary action for violating this part 
or any supplemental agency regulations 
irill not be taken against an  emp!oyee 
rvho has engaged in conduct in good 
faith reliance upon the advice of an  
agency ethics official. provided that the 
enrployee, in seeking such advice. has 
r a d e  full disc!osure of all relevant 
circnmstances. Where the employee's 
conduct violates a criminal statute. 
reliance on the advice of an  agency 
~ t h i c s  official cancot ensure that the 
employee will not be prosecuted under 
:hat statute. However, good faith 
re!iance on the advice ~f an agency 
ethics official is a factor that may be 
taken into account by the Department of 
Jcstice in the selection of cases for 
piosecution. Disc!csures rnsde by an 
enployee tc an agency ethics official are 
no! protected by an  attorney-client 
?;i-:i!ege. ?.n e ~ e n c y  ethics cFEciol is 
rcquired by 28 U.S.C. 535 to repcrt any 
i~fcmzation he recei\*es re!n!ing to a 
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violation of the criminal code, title 18 of 
the United States Code. 

*. I 

Subpart 6--GHts From OutsMe 
Sources ' 

S 2635.201 Overview. 

This subpart contains standards that 
prohibit a n  employee from soliciting or 
accepting any gift from a prohibited 
source or given because of the 
employee's official position unless the 
item is excluded from the definition of a 
gift or falls within one of the exceptions 
set forth in this subpart. 

3 2635.202 General standard& 
(a) Geneml prohibitions. Except as 

provided in this subpart. an  employee 
shall not, directly or indirectly. solicit or  
accept a gift: 

(1) From a prohibited source: or 
(2) Given becacse of the employee's 

official position. 
(b) Relationship lo iI!egal grgtuities 

s:ctu!e. Unless accepted in vioia!ion of 
paragraph (cJ(1) of  is section, a gift 
accepted under the s:andards set forth 
in this subpart shall not constitute an 
illegal gratuity otherwise prohibited by 
18 U.S.C. 20l(c](l)(B). 

(c) Limitctfons on use of' escq!io.?s. 
Notwithstanding any exception 
provided in this subpart, other than 
$ 2835.2M(j), an ezpioyee shall not: 

(1) Accept a gift in return for being 
i~fluenced in the periormance of an 
official act: 

(2) Solicit or coerce the offering of a 
gift; 

(3)  A c c ~ ? ~  giits fro= the sase or 
different sources on a basis so frequent 
that a reasonable person would be led 
to believe the employee is usicg his 
public office for private gain; 

Eiample I: A purckasinp agent for a 
Veterans Adminis'Jaticn hospital mutinely 
deals with representatives of phamaceutical 
manufacturers who provide information 
about new company products Because of his 
crowded calendar. the purc.L-asb4 agent has 
offered to me21 with manufacturer 
repreSectatives duing his lunch :lours 
Tuesdays t t rozs i  Tbcrsdzys and L L . ~  
ropresentatives routize!y arrive at the 
employee's office brizging a sandwich and a 
soft &ink fcr :he e.~.;ioye~. Even 'Cough the 
market value of each of the lunches is less 
than S6 and the aggregate value from any one 
manufacturer does not esceed the S O  
aggregate limitation in 5 ZG35.1a(a) on de 
mirimis gifts of 9 0  or iess. the pactice of 
sccepting even t!ese modest gifts on a 
recurring besis is ir?.~rsper. 

(4) Accept a gii: in vioiaiion of 3n.v 
statute. Re!evant s:a:u:es ac?!icab!e to 
s!l e ~ p l o y e e s  inc!ude: 

(i) 18 U.S.C. 201(b). which ~roiiibi:; a 
public oEicia1 from seeking, accepting. 
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or agreeing to receive or accept anything (2) Greeting cards and items with little h e  corporate 130 of a pmhib~ted source may 
of value in return for being influenced in intrinsic value, such as  plaques, determine its mnrket value based on her 

, the performance of an official act or for certificates, and trophies, which arc observation that a comparable auylic 

being induced to take or omit to take intended solely for presentation: paperweight. not embedded with a logo. 

any action in violation of his bfficial (3) Loans from banks and other generally sells for about SZO. 
Zxornple 2: A prohibited scurce has offered 

duty. As used in 18 U.S.C. 201(b), the financial institutions on terms genera.11~ ,, employee a ticket to a charitabie event 
term "public official" is broadly available to the public: consisting of a cocktail reception to be 
construed and includes regular and (1) Opportunities and benefits, followed by an evening of chamber music 
special Government employees as  well including favorable rates and Even though the food. refreshments. and 
a s  all other Government officials; commercial discounts, available to thle - . entertainment provided at the event may be 

(ii) 18 U.S.C. 209. which prohibits an public or to a class consisting of all worth only Sul, the market value of the ticket 

employee, other than a special Government employees or all unifornled is its 

Government employee, from receiving military personnel, whether or not (d) Prohibited source means any 
any salary or any contribution to or restricted on the basis of geographic person who: 
supplementation of salaiy from any considerations: (1) Is seekkg official action by the 
source other than the United States a s  (5) Rewards ar.d prizes given to employee's agency: 
compensation for services as  a competitors in contests or events. (2) Does business or seeks to do 
Government employee. The statute including random drawings. open to the business with the employee's agency; 
contains several specific exceptions to public unless the employee's entry into (3) conducts activities regulated by 
this general prohibition. including an the contest or event is required a s  pal? the employee~s agency: 
exception for contributions made from of his official duties: (4) Has interests that may b e  
the treasury of a State, county, or (6) Pension and other benefits substantially affected by perfomance or 
municipality: and resulting from continued participatiorl in nonpe~omance  of he employee.s 

(iii) 41 U.S.C. 123(b)(2]. which an employee welfare and benefits plan official duties; or 
prohibits a procurement official from maintained by a former employer; (5) Is an organization a majority o i  
seeking, accepting. or agreeing to (7) Anything which is paid for by the are described in 
receive any money, gratuity, or othe: Government or secured by the 

Government under Government 
paragraphs (dl (1) throush (4) of this 

thing of value from any officer. section. 
employee. representative, agent, or contract; (e) A gift is solicited or accepted 
consultant of a competing contractor Note: Some air!ines encourage those because of the employee's oificial during the conduct of a Federal agency purchasing tickets :o join programs that position if it is from a person other than 
procurement. Implementing regulations. award Free flights and other benefits to an employee and would not have been 
including exceptions to the gift frequent fliers. r\ny such benefit e a r n d  on. 
prohibition, are contained in the Federal the basis of G~vemrient-financed travel solicited. offered, or given had the 

Acquisition Regulation, 48 CFR 3.104. belongs the agency rather *an to the employee not held his position as a 

(5) Accept vendor promotional employee end may be accepted only insofr~r Federal employee- 

training contrary to applicable as provided under 41 CFR 301-1.6(b). No!= Gifts between enp1o::ees are subject 
regulations, policies or guidance relating (8) h y  @ft accepted by the to the limitations set forth in subpart C of this 

to the proc~rement of supplies and Government under specific s ta tu tov part. 

services for the Government, except authority, including: Erampie I: Where free season tickets are 

pursuant to 5 2635(W[l). (i) Travel, subsistence, znd related offered an Opera guild ail Inembers 
the Cabhet  the gift IS oifered because of expenses accepted by an agency under :heir oiiidal positions. 9 2635.203 Gcfinit!onr the authority of 31 U.S.C. 1353 in 

For purposes of this subpaii. the connectjon with an employee's (fj A gift which is solicited or 
following definitions shall a p p b  attendance at a meeting or similar accepted indirectly includes a gift: 

(a) .-lyency has the meaning set forth function relating to his officizl duties (1) Given with the employee's 
in § 2635.102(a]. Hoyever, for purposes which takes place away from his duty knowledge and acquiescence to his 
of this subpart  an  executive station. The agency's acceptance must parent. sibling. spouse. cfiild. or 
department. as  defined in 5 U.S.C. la, be in accordance with the implementing dependent relative because of that 
may, by supplemental agency regulation, regulations at 41 CFS part 304-1: and person's relationship to the e r ~ ~ l o y e e ,  or 
designate a s  a separate agency any (ii) Other gifts provided in-kind which (2) Given to any other person. 
component of that department which the have been accepted by an agency under including any charitable organization. 
department determines exercises its agency gift acceptance statute: or on the basis of designation, 
distinct and separate functions. (9) Anything for which market value is recommendation, or other specification 

(b) Gift includes any gratuity, favor, paid by the employee. by the employee, except as permitted fcr 
discount, entertainment. hospitality, (c) :Llorkel value means the retail co:jt the disposition of perishable items by 
loan. forbearance, or other i!em having the employee would incur to purchase 4 2835.205(a)(2) or for payments made to 
monetary value. It includes services a s  the gift. An employee who cannot charitable organizations in lieu of . 
well a s  gifts of training. transportation, ascertain the market value of a gift may honoraria under 5 2636.1M of this 
local travel. lodgings and meals. estimate its market value by reference chapter. 
whether provided in-kind. by purchase to the retail cost of Similar items of like ,ryo,7p/e I: employee who must decli2e 
of a ticket, payment in advance. or quality. The market value of a gift of a a gin of a personal computer pursuant to this 
reimburseaent after the expense has ticket entitling the holder to food. subpart may not s u s e s t  that the aift be given 
been incurred. It does not include: refreshments, enteitainment. or any instead to one of 5ve char'.tabie 

(1) Modest items of food and other benefit shall be the face value of oqecizations whose names are prcxided by 

refreshments. sscn as soft drinks. coffee the ticket. the cnpioyee. 
and donuts. offered other than as part of E.romple I: h employee who has been [g ) Vendor promotionai mining 
a meal: glven an acrylic paperweight embedded w ~ i l ~  means training provided by any person 
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for the purpose of promoting its products 
o r  services. It does not include training 
provided under a Government contrac: 
o r  by s contrac!or to facilitate use of 
products or s e n i c e s  it furnishes under a 
Government contract. 

3 2625.204 Excoptionr 
The  prohibitions set forth in  

8 2635.702(a) d o  not apply to a gift 
accepted under the circumstances 
described in paragriphs (a) t h r o ~ g h  (i) 
of  this section a n d  a gift accepted in 
eccordance with one af those 
pnragrapks will not be  deemed to 
violate the principles set forth in 
9 2635.101(b). Even though acceptance o i  
a gift may be  permitted by  one of the 
exceptions contained in paragraphs (a) 
through (I) of this section. it is never 
inappropriate a n d  frequently pruden: far 
an employee to decline a gift offered by 
a prchibited source or because of his 
official position. 

(a )  Gifts of 520 or lzss. Xr. emsloyet? 
may accept unsolicitzd gifts having an 
a g ~ e o a t e  market value of S20 or  less per = 
occasion, provided that the aggregate 
market vciue of iccividua! gifts r ~ c e i v e d  
from any  one person under the authority 
o: this paragraph shall not exceed S O  in 
a calendar year. This exception does not 
apply to gifts of cash or  of i n v e s t r ~ e n i  
interests such a s  stock. bonds. or 
cer!ifica:es of deposit. \ l ' h e r ~  the r a rke :  
~ 2 1 2 ~  o i  a gift o r  the aggragate market 
valce o i  gifts cfiered or, any single 
occasion exceeds C O .  the employee miiy 
not pay L!e excess vslue over SZO i?. 
o;cier :3 accept that por:ion o i  the gift or 
ti:ose gifts rvor!h SZO. L';here the 
agg:egate value of !ar.gible items offered 
on a sing!e occasion exceeds S?O. the 
en?p!oyee n a y  decline any distinct and  
sepixate  item in order to accept those 
items aggregating S 3  or less. 

E.~a.rornp!e I: An employee cf the Secarities 
and Exchanse Commission and his spouse 
have teen invited by a repiescntative of a 
regu!atsd er,!ity ta a Droadwty play, tickets 
to whicfiave a face value of 530 each. The 
agregn:e market value of the gifts cffered on 
this single occasion is SEO. Sr0 more than the 
S?O amount !hat may be accepted for a single 
event or presentatioa The employee may not 
accept the gift cf the evenirg of 
entertainment. He and his spouse may attend 
the play only if he pays the h i 1  Sm vs!ue of 
t t e  two tickets. 

Escmple 2: An expioyee of t!!e Defense 
Mapping Agency has been invited by an 
association of cartographers to speak about 
his agency's role in the evolu:icn of rzi5sile 
techl;olcgy. At the conc!u~ia~ oi his speech. 
the assccia:ion preser.:s tL.e ezpioyee a 
f::ncd map with a market value of S l D  and 3 

bod. about the history of c;r:ography with n 
rzurket valet- of 3 5 .  The e.-?!oyee may 
sccrpt :he msp or the book. but not both. 
s::tce tCe agsregste value of these 11r.o 
tor+i\,le ilezs cxczeds S30. 
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E,xarn?lc 3: On four occasions during the 
calendar year. an employee of the Defcnso 
Logistics Agency was given gifts worth SIO 
each by four cnlployees of a corporation that 
is a DL4 contractor. For purposes of applying 
the yenrly $50 limitation on gifts of $20 or less 
from any one person. the four gifts must be 
aggregated becaclse a persor: is defined at 
5 2935.102(k) to mean not only the corporate 
entity. but its officers and employees as well. 
However. for purposes of applying the 8 0  
asrezate limitation. the employee would not 
have to include the value of a birthday 
present received from his cousin who is 
employed by the same corporation, if he can 
~ c c z p t  the birthday present under the 
exceptloa at J 9635.104(b) for gifts based on a 
personal relationship. 

Excnple 4: Under C!e authority of 31 U.S.C. 
1353 for hgencies to accept pa)ments from 
 on-Federal sources in ccnnettion with 
attexdance at certain meetings or similar 
functions. the Environmental Protec:ion 
? ~ e n c y  has accepted an aesociaticn's Sift of 
trtvel expenses and conference fees for an 
enployee of its Office of Radiation Proffians 
to attend an international conference on "The 
Ckemobyl Ex;ericncc." Mfhi!o at the 
confercnc~. the employee m.;y ZIcCcFt a gift of 
520 or !ess fro= the association or from 
ano:her persor. attending the cocference rvcn 
ttocgh i t  was not approved in advuncc by the 
EP.L .".:though 31 U.S.C. 1353 is the nniy 
su!horiry cnder rr.t-.ich ;r: agency m a y  J P C C ~ ~  

gifts from certain non-Fedcral sources in 
czr.tec;ion with its employees' attendance at 
such fcnctions. a gift of 520 or less accepted 
under 8 'WS."(a) is a gift to the employee 
rnt5,r :!ian to his cmployinp agency. 

&.*:a.n,zle 4 P. Navy ccntracting office: is 
;art:ci?a:ing in n procurcmcnl f@r 
env:ronnental cleanup scmices at a Savp 
ir.sts!la!ion that has recsntly been closed. 
She is prcscztly inrolr*ed in nego:i;:icns %sit! 
!h:ee competiq ccnt:actors. ozc of cvborn 
has offered he: a fancy ha!lpoint pen 
ezibossed with its corporate logo. Even 
 tough the pen has a market value of Sla and 
could be accepted under the S X  cie minimis 
escqt icn st 3 2635.2M(a). the contracliq 
oificer cnmot accept the competing 
con!rac:or's gift. Under the procurement 
integrity provisions at 41 U.S.C. 43. she is a 
'procureinent official" for that contract ~ n d .  
except as specifically permitted by the 
reg-!ations impiementizg that statute. she is 
pr~hibi:cd prior to award from acceptirg a 
g:it from a competing ccntrac!or for that 
con!ract. The Federal Acquisition Regclation 
at i a  CFR 3.104 contains an esception for 
gifts rvi!h a nsrket value of or less. 

(5) Gii:s b ~ s e d  on a personal 
relationship. An employee may accept a 
gift given under circumstances which 
make it c!ear that the gift is motivated 
by a family relationship or  personal 
friesdskip rather than the position of the 
ennio:;ee. Rzievant factors in making 
.,~i: a deterxination include the history 
of the relaticnship a c d  whether  the 
fami!y rnenber  o r  friend personally pays 
for the gift. 

E.vc-n;ie I: An employee of :he Federal 
Ut!posit i~surance Corporation has been 
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dating a secretary employed by a member 
bank. For Secretary's M'eek, the bank has ' 
given each secretary 2 tickets to an  off- 
Bmadwny musical review and has urged 
each to invite n family member or f ~ e n d  to 
share the evening of enter:ainrnent Under the 
circ~mstances. the FDIC enployee may 
accept his girlfriend's invitation to the 
theater. Even though the tickets were initially 
purchased by the member bank. they we= 
given without reservation to the secretary to 
use as she wished. and her invitation to t!e 
employee was motivated by their personal 
fKendsnip. 

E.xample 2: Three partners in a law firm 
that handles corporate =ergen have invited 
an enployee of the Federal Trade 
Ccxnission to join them in a golf tocnaxent 
at a piivate club at the firm's expense. The 
entry fee is SjOO per foursonc. The employee 
cannot accept the gift of one-ql;ar:er of :he 
entry fee even though he and the k r e s  
partners have deve!oped an amiczbie 
reia!ionship as a result of the fi,mVs dzdinss 
r\<tii the FIC. As evidenced ia part by the 
fact that the fees are to be paid by the f i .  i t  
is not a personal friendship but a business 
rel;itions:?ip t b ~ t  is the zotivat!or, bekind !he 
~ar!ners' gift. 

( c )  Discoun:~ cnu' s1'.-~iic,- Sene!!;; la 
addition to those opportcnities a n d  
bezefits excluded from the defini:ion cT 
a gift by  ZC35.203(b)(4), a n  emp!oyec? 
may accept: 

(1) Reduced membership or other fees 
for participation in o r g a n i z a ~ o n  
activities offered to  all Government 
e~!? ioyees  o r  all uniformed r~ i l i t a ry  
person;iel by professions! orgacizations 
if tirl only rest;ic:iocs on  rneabership 
re!ate to professional qualifications: and 

(2) 0ppor:cnities a n d  benefits. 
inciuding fevorab!e ra!es and 
coxmercial discounts not precluded by 
paragraph (cj(3) of this sectlon: 

(i) 3ffered to members  of a group or 
class in which membership is urrelated 
to Government emp!o>nent: 

(ii) Offered to m q . b e r s  of ail 
orgsnization. such  a s  a n  employees' 
association or agency credit ~ i i o n .  in 
which membership is related to 
Government employment if the s a n e  
offer is broadly availab!e to l a q e  
segments of the public though  
organizaticns of simiisr size; or ' 

(iii) Offered by a person who is not a 
prohibited source to any  group or  class 
that is not defined in a manner that  
specifically disc- imhates  among 
Government employees on  t l e  basis of 
type of official responsibility or on  a 
basis that favors thcse of higher rank or 
rate of pay; provided. however, that 
(S) An employee may r,ot accept for 

personal use a n y  benefit to which the 
Government is entitled a s  the result of 
a n  expenditure of Gave-mneilt funds. 

E.?cnpl,o 2: An ern?loyee cf the Cczsu:~: 
h d u c t  Safety Ccmn~ssion nay  .9ccept 8 
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diqcount of 8 0  on a microwave oven offered paragraph (d)(l) o r  [?I of this sec::ion Euampl* I: The memben of an Army C 3 7 ~  
by the manufacturer to all memben of the may also accept J n d  of Engineers cnvironmez!al  advisor^ 

I , CPSC employees' association. Even though entertainment given to him and to comm~ttce that meets 6 tines per year are 
the CPSC is currently conducting ~ tud ies  on members of his family a t  he everlt a t  special Government employees. A member 
the safety of microwave ovens. the $SO 

which the presentation takes p1ac:e. who has a consuiting business may cccr?~! an 
discount is a standard offer that the Invitation to a W dinner from her corporate 
manufacturer has made broadly available E~arnple I: Based on a determination by an client. an A r m y  construc::on contrac:or. 
through a number of similar organizations to agency ethics official that the prize meets the unless. for example, the invitation was 
large segments of the public criteria set forth in 8 2835.2fH(d)(l). an extended in order to discuss the activities cf 

E ~ a m p i e z h  Assistant Secretary may not empioyee of the National 1ns:itutes of Health the committee. 
accept a local country club's offer of may accept the Nobel Prize for Medicine. 
membership to all members of Department incfuding the cash award which accompanies (31 Customarily pmvid%d by  a 
Secretariats which includes a waiver of its the prize. even though the prize was prospective employer in connection with 
S.000 membership initiation fee. Even though conferred on the basis of laboratory work bona fide employment discussions. If t!e 
the corntry club is not a prohibi!ed source, performed at NIH. prospective employer has interests that 
the offer discriminates in favor of higher Example 2: Prestigious University wishes to be affected by perfomance or 
ranking officials. give an hor.o;ary degree to the Secretary of of he employee~s Eua.np!e 3:The administrative oi'ficer for a Labor. The Secretary may accept the 
district office of the Immigration and honorary degree oniy i f a n  ethics duties, acceptance is  permitted o ~ l y  if 

Naturalization Service has signed an INS official determines in writing [he timiqg the employee first h a s  complied with !he 
order to purchase 50 boxes of photocopy of &e award of the degree ~vould not cause a disqualification requirements of srr5part 
paper h m  a supplier whose literature reasonable person to question the Secretary's F of thie part applicable when seeking 
advertises that it will give a free briefcase to inpartiality in a matter affecting the employment. 
anyone who purchases 50 or more boxes. 
Because the paper was purchased with INS 
funds. t ~ e  ad~inistrative officer cannot k2ep 
the briefcase which. if claimed and received. 
is Government property. 

(dl A wards cnd honomry degrees. (1) 
An employee may accept gifts, other  
than cash  or  a n  investment interest. 
with a n  aggregate market value of 8 0 0  
o r  less  if such gifts a r e  a bona fide 
a w a r d  o r  incident to a bona fide award  
that is given for meritorious public 
service or achievement by a person who 
does  not have  interests that may b e  
substantially affected by the 
performance or  nonperformance of the 
employee's official duties o r  by a n  
association or  other organization the 
majority of whose members d o  not have  
such  interests. Gifts with a n  aggregate 
market  value in excess of W a n d  
a w a r d s  of cash or  inves:rnent interests 
offered by such persons a s  awards  or 
incidents of awards  that a re  given for 
these purposes may be accepted upon a 
written determination by a n  agency 
ethics official !hat :he award is made  a s  
part  of a n  established program of 
recognition: 

(i) Under which awards have been 
m a d e  on a regular basis or which is  
funded. who1:y or  in part. to ensure its 
continuation on a regular basis: and  

(ii] Under which selection of a w a r d  
recipients is made  pursuant to written 
s tandards.  

(2) An employee may accept a n  
honornrq. degree from a n  institution of 
higher educa!ion a s  defined at  20 U.S.C. 
1141(a) based on a written 
determination by a n  agency ethics 
oificial that the timing of the award  of 
the degree would not cause a reasonable 
person to question the employee's 
impartiality in a matter affecting the 
institution. 

(3) An employee who may accept a n  
a w a r d  o r  honorary degree pursuant to 

univenity. 
Exanpk 3: An ambassador selected by a 

nonprof~t organization as recipient of its 
annual award for distinguished s e n k e  in the 
in!erest of world peace may. together with his 
wife. and children. attend the awards 
curemcny dinner and accept a crystal bowl 
worth 800 pzesented dudng the ceremony. 
However. where the organization has also 
offered airline tickets for the smbassad'or and 
his family to travel to the city where tht! 
awards ceremony is to be held. thc agSregnte 
value of the tickets and the crystal bow.1 
exceeds W and he may accept only upon 3 
written determination by the agency ethics 
official that the award is made as part oi an 
established program of recogniiion. 

(c) Gbr:s bascd on ou!side bus?;.lcss or 
e.n.~foymen t relo tionshi.~~. An e x  ploy e e  
may accept meals, lodgings. 
trsnsportation and other benefits: 

(1) Resulting from the business or 
employment actilit ies of a n  emp1oyc:c's 
spouse when it is d e a r  that such 
benefits have not been oiiered or  
enhanced because of the employee's 
official position; 

Eztample I: A Department of Agriculture 
enployee whose husband is a ccmputer 
prograkmer employed by an .-\3ri&ltare 
Department contractor m2v attend the 
company's annual rc!reat for al! of its 
employees and their fainilies heid at a resort 
facility. However, under 9 2835.502. the 
emp!oyee may be disqualiiied from 
psrfoming olficial du:ies affecting her 
husband's employer. 

E.ufl.z.u~e 2 Where :he sfssses of o:kcr 
clerics1 perso~nel have not bee? inv::cc!. cn 
empioyee of the Defense Contract Audit 
Agency whose wife is a cletcal wcrker at a 
defense contnctor n a y  not at!end the 
contractor's annual retreat in Ha:vaii for 
corporate officers and nembers of the board 
of directors. even !hough his wife xceived a 
special invitation for herself and he. s p oose. 

(2) Resulting from his outside busJnt?ss 
o r  employment activities when it is clear 
that such benefits have not been o!ien:d 
or enhanced because of his official 
~ t i i t ~ S :  Cr 

- - 
Example I: .b cmpioyee of the Fede-sl 

Conmunica!ions Cornmlssion with 
responsibili!y for drafting regulztions 
affectrg all cable television companies 
wishes to apply ior a job opcninq wrh a 
a b ! e  televis~on holding company. Once she 
has properly disqual~fied herself from f:r~+c: 
work on :he regulations as required by 
subpert F of this part. she may enter in:o 
emp!oyment discussions with the ccmpan:; 
and may accept the cocpany's oifcr to JJS. 

for her airiare. hotel and meals in conneclcn 
with an !n!er~ic;v tr;p.. 

(4) For purroses o i  paragraphs (ej(l] 
ih:ouph (3) of this section, employn?er.t 
shnll have the meaning set forth in 
S 3635.6@3ja:. 

[n Gifts !run1 a politiccl organiza:icii. 
An employee who is exempt under 5 
U.S.C. 7324(d) from the Hatch Act 
prgnibitions againsi active participa:ion 
in political rnaRagement or political 
cnmpaigns inay accept  meals, lodgings. 
transporta!ion and other benefits. 
inc!uding free a::endance at  events. 
when  provided, in c o n ~ e c t i o n  witn ssch  
active participation, by  a poli!ical 
organiza!ion described in 26 U.S.C. 
527(e]. Any other employee. such a s  a 
security officer, whose  official dst ies  
require him !o accompany a n  exempt 
employee to a po!itica! ever11 m2y 
accept meaIs, frse attondance and 
entertainment ~ r o v i d e d  a t  the eq;ent ly 
such a pclitical orgaiilzation. 

E,zc,!e ? : R e  Secrzrar]: z i  :he 
Depar:ncnt of ileai:h and Hcnan Sex:cri :.; 
exempt from :he noted Hatch .Act rest-ic:ic;:s. 
He may accept an airline !icke! and hoti?! 
sccommodations furnished by thc, campair. 
committee of a candidate for !he United 
States Senate in order to give a speech i;: 
support of the candidate. 

(g) LtrideIy a?;endec! ,coL':~~&s 3.: L; 

o:her events-{I] S?eciAi~g md ~i.?:i,'cr 
e:?gcSe.~en!s. i irhen a 2  ezp!oyee ia 
assigned io 7ar:icipate a s  a speaker  c: 
panel participant o r  o:herwise !o prcsezi 
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information on behalf of the agency dt 3 

confereiice or ot5er event. his 
acce7tance of an  offer of free 
attendance a! the event on the day of his 
presentation is perinissible when 
pmvided by the sponsor of the event. 
The employee's participation in the 
event cn  that day is visved as  a 
customary end necessar). part of his 
performsnce of the assignment and does 
not involve a sift to him or to t!a 
agency. 

(2) K9iu'~/y dtznded patf;eri.vgs. When 
the:? has been a dete.~.ination that his 
attendance is in the interest of the 
;..ge;lcq. t'eczuse it will Fxther agency 
orograms or operations. a n  employee 
;lay a c c g t  a sponsor's ur.solicited gift 
of free etter-dame at all or appropriate 
parts of 3 wide!y atiended sathering of . . T.c:ur, ~y:e.rts! :G d ~i : zbe :  Qf pi:r:ies. 3 
asthering is widely e:ter?ded i t  for 
exampie. it is open to mecbers iror.1 
t ! ~ ~ ! . i g h ~ ~ !  a cjiven indcstry cr 
?ro:eosiot. or if tkoss in attezdanca 
r q r r r e n t  a :3rge of persons ic:eies:el! 
in a ~ i v e n  matte?. For emp~oyces subject 
t,- a l e s v e  q s i e r i .  a t t e ~ d a c c e  a: :he 
e:..ent shall be oa the exployee's own . 
!in1 or. if ~gthorizcd by the emp!ogcrl's 
2~ency.  or, excused absecce pursuazt to 
ap~ii taS!e glidelines far granting scch 
absence. o: o&er~, ise  xri!hcut charge to 
tke e ~ p l o y e e ' s  leave account. 

(3) De!er.~!!;?tiorr of agency inteicst. 
The do!emination of agmcy interes! 
required by saragir?ph (g](2) of this 
seciioc s td i  be n~ade  orellp or in 
i:.ri:ir.g by ;he rgency designee. 

!f :::e s2onsoi Is a person whl:, hiis 
icteiests :hat i m p  be sl;lsiantia!!y 
a!Yec:ez 5. !fie performance or 
nonperforranca of eil err.p:oj.e-.'s -- c?;;icisl diiiies or .SF associa:ion o i  
organizaiion i!,o rcajority of ;\*hose 
mezibers iiave szch in:e:es:s. the 
ex.loyee's participation may be 
determined to be in the interest of the 
agency ox!? rv5cre theye is a written 
finzing by the a;ency desigzes thet tho 
agency's Ir.ierest in the enplcyce's 
pa:iicipation in !he went  outsveighs 
concex  ?.hat ecceptance of the gift of 
frzs attendance may or msy appear to 
irn2rcpeiiy i n h e n c e  the employee in 
!be perfom.er,ce of his official duties. 
Relevant factcrs that s h o ~ l d  be 
consiiiered by ihe ageilcy designee 
kclude h e  importance of the event to 
the agency, tlie nature nnd sensitivity of 
any pending matter affectiiig the 
in!eres:s o i  the sponsor of :he event. the 
significance of the e;nplopee's role in 
any such matter. the purpose of the 
event. the identity cf other espected 
participents and the monetary value of 
:he gift of irae attendance. 

[ i i j  A blanket detemination of agency 
interest n a y  be issued to cover all or 

any category of invitees other than those 
as to whom a finding is required by 
paragraph (g)(3)(i) of this section. Where 
a finding under paragraph (g)(3](i) of this 
section is required. a written 
determination of agency interest 
includin$ the necessary finding. may be 
issued to cover two or more employees 
whose duties similarly affect the 
interests of the sponsor or its members. 

(4) Free attendance. For purposes of 
parsgraphs [g] (1) and (2) of this section. 
fiee attendance may include waiver of 
all or part of a conference or other fee or 
the provision of food. refreshments. 
eztertainnent, instruction and materials 
fur~ished to all attendees a s  an integral 
part of  the event. It does net include 
t-avel expenses. lodgings. enter:ainrnent 
ccllateral to the event. or  meals taken 
o:tp: than i:: n grJup setring lvith all 
o:her attendees. 

Note: Tirere nre statutory s u t h c ~ ~ i e s  
ia:irzented other than by part 2635 under 
trhjch an agency or an  employee may be able 
to accept free attcndence or other items not 
rrrc!uded in the dciizili~n of fide :!!endance. 
5t:ch 3s 1r3vei expenses. 

(51 CJ~: proc?ded by sponsor of rt.en!. 
R e  cost of the ernployee's attendance 
wii! r.ot be considered to be provided by 
the sponsor where a person other than 
the spocsor des ig~a tes  the e ~ p l o y e e  to 
be invited ar.d bears the cost o i  the 
employee's attendance through a 
coc:ribution or olher Faymcct intended 
!c fzci!itate that employee's attendance. 
12a;~.ent of dues or a sinliiar assessment 
to a sl;or,so;ing organization does not 
cczstitu!e a payment intended !o 
faci!i!a:e a particular employee's 
a:tezdar.ce. 
(61 .L?scorr;pan~.ing spouse. When 

o:heis in attendance will generally be 
accoii:pacied by spouses. the agency 
designee may au:ho:ize an em;l!oyee to 
zccept a sponsor's invitation to'an 
accoxpanying spocse to pzrticipzte in 
ail or a portion of the event at which :he 
employee's free attendance is permitted 
bider paragraph [g)(l) or (2) o i  this 
section. The authorization required by 
this paragraph nay be  provided orally 
or in .writing. 

E.wmpie I: An aerospace industry 
nssocia:ion that is a prohibited source 
spocsors a seminar fo: which it charges a fee 
of S100. An Air Force contractor pays S5OO to 
the association so that the associa:ion can 
extend free invitations to five Air Force 
officials designated by the contractor. The 
Air Force cificials may not accept the g~f ts  o i  
free atteadance. Because the contrac!or 
specified the invttees and bore the cost of 
their 3:tezdar.ce. tlie gift of free attendance is 
cocsidercd to be provided by h e  conrpzny 
and not by t ! e  sponsoring association. Had 
the contractor paid $jW to the associat~on in 
o:der that it might invite ar.y five Federn1 
ezployees. an Air Force official to w h o s  !he 

scocsoring association e\:ended one cf the 
five invitations cou!d attend if his 
psr!~cipatlon were deterzined to be in fhe 
Interest of tke agency. 

&.vc8:!,2!'e 2: .An er;lploy?e of ike Deg3rtmcat 
of :he Treasury au:horized to participate in 8 

panel discussion of e c o ~ o m i c  issues a s  part 
of a 0r.e-day conference z a y  acce:t the 
s:onsor's waiver of the conference fee. Under 
the separzte authority of 5 263%2&(a). he 
may accept a token of appreciation for his 
speech having a rcarket value oiS2o or less. 

Eso,t?p/e 3: .An Assistant V.S. Attozey is 
invited to attend a iuncheori meeting ;7i a 
ioczi bar association to Sear a distingxished 
judge 1~ctu:e cn cross-examini~g expert 
w ~ s e s s e s .  Ai:koug'n mecbers  of tke bar .  
assoc:at:on are assessed a S I ~  fee for the 
~ e e t i n g .  the Assis:ant C.S. Attorney s a y  
accept the bar associa:iun's offer to attend 
lo; free. even ~ 1 i h 0 3 t  a determination of 
agency interest. The gift ;an be accepted 
,.,;,-, -..,,. .he S'O de ninin:is cxcr?:ion a! 
3 3:52G[a]. 

E.~c.zrpie 4: An employee of !he Depar:ner,t 
of :he Interior ac:korized to speak on :he firs! 
day of a focr-day coa f~rezce  c a  ezdaq,oz:ed 
species z a y  a c c q t  the sp~nsor ' s  xaiver c i  
t:e conference fee for !ke Erst day of :he 
cx!'.?:ence. l i  the ionierccce is widei); 
a::enlrd. he -2y 55 aut5o::zzd. based on a 
ae!er;?.innrion :+a? his at:er.dance Is in the 
a::e:;y's interest. ro accept the ~.;rcnso:'s 
o!ler to waive the atteccacce fee br the 
:er?.aizder cf :te conferezce. 

(h) Soc'g! in:,itatkas 57.7; per~'c?S 
c : k r  thc.7 pr~hi j i ted sourres. .An 
exployee a a y  accept food. 
re?:eshne~.:s azd er.;er:alnn:ez!. cot 
izcludirg ::ravel or lodgicgs. at a social 
ex:ezt at;er;ded by se*;eial yersocs 
r.;aere: 

(1) The iovi:a:icn is frcc! a ?ersorl 
tyho is not n crzhibited source: 3 r d  

(21 S o  fee is charged !o any person in 
attendance. 

~ ~ u , - n ~ . k  1: .iIoi..g wii? several o ~ h e r  
Go.;eri;mc.si o,Yicials ar.d cr n ~ ~ b e r  3f 

isdividus!~ f r c a  the private sector. the 
.;dmi~istra!cr of 5h.e Environmental 
Eoiec:ion Agerrc:: has See2 invited to the 
?;azrer s?o\vrr.g of a new advenzre z~ovie 
about iqdast.ial ss?icr.aye. The producer is 
paktng all costs cf the skowifig. T!ie 
Administrator s a y  scu;! the izvitation 
sizce the 7roJrrcer is not a prohibi:ed ;ource 
ar.d co aitendacce fee is be!zg ckam,ed to 
3nyor.e who hos Seen izvitcd. 

E.y,.r?/e 2 :\n e.r.plc:;ee of :he [Vhite 
Ho::e Ress  CfCce has h e n  invited :O a 
cccktal! Far::: $yes by a aoted Wahnp lon  
hostess who is not a prohibited source. The 
e3pIoyee may 3r:enri even though he has 
only recent!y Seen istmduced to t!e hostess 

suspec:s that he may have her .  izvited 
because o i  his oflScial 7csit:on. 

( i )  :Il?c!s, ~ .F,-eshc~nts  CRC' 
,~.q!e;-:-:ain.7;e.?t j.7 foreizn c ~ c s .  An 
ezployee assigned :o duty in. or on 
oificial :ravel to. a foreign area 7s 
defined in 41 C 3  301-7.3(c) ma!: a c c e ~ t  
food, r e f r e shne~ t s  cr  entertainxen: in 
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t!le course of a breakfast. luncheon. 
d i v e r  or other meeting or event 
provided: 

[I) The market value in the foreign 
area of the food, refreshments or 
entertainment provided at  the meeting 
or  event. a s  converted to U.S dollars. 
does not exceed the per diem rate for 
the foreign area specified in the U.S. 
Department of State's Maximum Per 
Diem Allowances for Foreign Areas, per 
Diem Supplement Section 925 to the 
Standardized Regulations (GC.FA) 
available from the Superintendent of 
Documents. U.S. Government Printing 
Office. Washington. DC 20402. 

(2) There is participation in the 
meeting or event by non-U.S. citizens or 
by representatives of foreign 
governments or other foreign entities; 

(3) Attendance at the meeting or event 
is part o i  the employee's official duties 
to obtain information. disseminate 
information, pmmote the export of U.S. 
goods and services, represent the United 
States or otherrvise fur!he: piogiams or 
operations of the agency or the U.S. 
mission in the ioreign area: and 

(4) Theogift of meals, refreshments or 
entertainment is from a person other 
than a fo re iq  g o v e m e n t  as defined in 
5 U.S.C. 1342(a)(2). 

Example :: t\ number of local businessmen 
in a developing country are arxxious for a U.S. 
company to loca!e a manufacturing faci1i:y in 
their province. .b official of the Overxas 
Pnvate L-ves'ment Corporation may 
accompany the visi:ing vice president of the 
U.S. compacy to a dinner meeting hosted by 
the businessnen at a pro\ince restaurant 
where the narket value of the food and 
refreshments does not exceed h e  per die3 
rate for that country. 

(j) Gifts to the President or Vice 
President. Because of considerations 
relating to the conduct of their offices, 
including t!!cse of protocol and . 

etiquette. the President or the Vice 
President may accept any gift on his 
own behalf or on behalf of any family 
member, provided that such acceptance 
does not violate 8 2635.202(c) (1) or (3). 
18 U.S.C. 201(b) or ?Ol[c)(3). or the 
Constitution of the United States. 
(k) Gifts authorized by supplemental 

cgency regulaticn. Ai employee may 
accept any gift the acceptance of which 
is specifically authorized by a - 
supplemental agency regulation. 

(1) GifLs cccepted under specific 
statgtory aut!loiity. The prohibitions on 
acceptance of gifts from outside sources 
contained in this subpart do not apply to 
any item, receipt of which is specifically 
authorized by statute. Gifts which may 
be received by an employee ur.dar the 
authority of specific statutes include. but 
are not limited to: 

(1) F x e  attendance, course or meeting 
materials, transportation. lodgings. food 
and refreshments or reimbursements 
therefor incident to training or meetings 
when accepted by the employee under 
the authority of 5 U.S.C. 4111 from an 
organization with tax-exempt status 
under 26 U.S.C. 301(c)(3) or from a 
person to whom the prohibitions in 18 
U.S.C. 709 do not apply. The employet!'~ 
acceptance must be approved by the 
agency in accordance with S 410.701 
through S 410.706 of this title: or 

Note: 36 U.S.C. 501(c](3) is authority for 
tax-eyernut treatment of a limited clsss of 
non?:~iit oganizatio;ls. including those 
organized and operated for charitable. 
religious or educational purposes. Many 
r.cn?rofit organizations are not esempt frsrn 
taxation under this section. 

( 2 )  Gifts from a foreign government or 
international or multinational 
organization, or its representative. when 
accepted by the employee under the 
authority of the Foreign Gifts and 
Gecorations .4ct. 5 U.S.C. 73-32. As a 
cczditisn of acceptance, a n  employee 
mast cor~ply  with reqzirements imposed 
by the agency's regulations or 
procedures inp1emen:ing & s t  Act. 

5 2635.205 Proper disposition of 
pro5ibited gifts. 

(a)  An employee who has received a 
gift that cannot be accepted under this 
subaart shail, unless the gii: is accepted 
hy iin agency acting under specific 
statutory authcrity: 

(1) Re:urn any tangible item to the 
donor or pay the donor its market value. 
.An e ~ p l o y e e  who cannot ascertain the 
actual market value of an item n a y  
es:inaie its market value by reference 
to the retail cost of similar items of like 
quality. See 8 263S5,33(c]. 

Escmple I: To avoid public embarrassmer;t 
to the seminar sponsor, an employee of the 
National Park S e ~ c e  did 3ot decline a 
5arometer wor:h S2IW) given a t  the conclusion 
of his speech on Federal lands policy. The 
em?!oyee must either return the barometer or 
promp!ly reimburse the sponsor $ZOO. 

( 2 )  When i t  is not practical to return a 
tangible item because it is perishable. 
the item may, nt the discretion of the 
employee's supemisor or an  agency 
ethics ofiicial, be giv.7en to a n  
appropriate charity, shared within the 
recipient's office. or destroyed. 

Exanple I: With approval by the 
recipient's supervisor, a floral arrangement 
cent by a disability claimant to a helpful 
employee of the Social Security 
Administration may be placed in the office's 
reception area. 

(3) For any entertainment. favor, 
senice. benefit or other intangible. 
reimburse the donor the market value. 
Subsequent reciprocation by the 
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employee does not constitute 
reimbursement. 

E.uamplc I: A Department of Defense 
employee wishes to attend a chantable evezt 
to which he has been oifered a 900 ticket by 
a prohibited source. riithougn his attenda2.e 
is not in the interest of :he agency under 
p 2835.204(g). he may attend if he reimburses 
the donor the QOo face vaiue oi the tickc:. 

(4) Dispose of gifts from foreign 
governments or international 
oiganizations ir, accordance with 41 
CFR part 10149, and dis?ose of 
mziterials received in conjunction with 
official travel in accordance with 41 
CFR 101-25.103. 

(b) .in agency may authorize 
disposition or return of gifts at  
Government expense. Employees x a y  
use penalty mail to fonvard 
reimbursements iequired or permitted 
by this section. 

[c] An employee who. on his own 
initiative. prompt!y conplies wi:h the 
requirements of this sec:ion will not be 
deened to have impro?sriy accepted t n  
unso!icited gift. .L.J enployee who 
promptly consults his agency ethics 
oiiicial to determine whether 
acceptance of an  unso1ici:ed gift is 
proper and who. upon the advice of :he 
ethics official. returns i!!e gift or 
otherlvise d i s ~ o s e s  of the gift in 
accordance with :his secticn. will be 
considered to have coinplied with *e 
requirements of this secrion on his own 
ir.i tiative. 

Subpart C-Gifs Between Employees 

$2635.301 Overview. 
This subpart contaics s:andards h a t  

prohibit an  employee from giving. 
donating to. or soliciting contributions 
for, a gift to an  official superior and iroia 
accepting a gift from an ezployee 
receiving less pay than himself. unIess 
the item is excluded f r o 3  the definition 
of a gift or falls within one of the 
exceptions set for!!+ in this subpar:. 

$ 2635.302 General stsndards. 

(a)  Gifts !o sc~e.Cg;s. Zxcept as 
provided in this subpart, an emp!oyee 
may not: 

(I) Directly or ir.direc!ly. give a gift to 
or make a donation toward a gift ior an  
official superior; or 

(2) Solicit a contribution from another 
employee for a gift to either his  ON^ or 
t5e other empioyee's oiiicial superior. 

(b) Gifts  fro.^ e .~ loyees  receii'i.~g 
less pay. Except as provided in this 
subpart. an employee may not, direct!? 
or indirectly, accept a elit from an 
employee rece~vinq less ,-ay than 
himself unless: 
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(1) The tivo employees are not in a 
subordinata-oificial superior 
relationsbp; m d  

(2) There is a personal relationsk!!? 
behveen the two employees that wodd 
justify the prft 

(c] hibLjoR 1711 use of e ~ c e p l j D n ~  
Nohvithstandhg any exception 
provided in t ~ s  subpart an official 
superior shall not coerce the offering of 
a gift from a subordinate 

9 2635333 W- 
For purposea of this subpart. the 

f~llowing definitiozs shall apply: 
[a) Gift has the meaning set forth in 

$ 2635.mfb). For purposes of that 
definition an employee wivil be deemed 
to have paid ffiar-k~t value for any 
benefit received as a result of his 
participa!ion in any c a i i i  or other 
such mutual arizsgernent involving 
another ezployoe or other employees if 
he bears his fair proportion of the 
expense or effort involved. 

(3) Ir;.dimt!y, fo: purposes of 
9 2635a'bL lies the meaning set foe& 
in 3 2 w A %  For p v s e s  of 
5 25"J.%(a]. it ir.c!udes a gift: 

(I) Given with &he eapioyee's 
knowledge and acquiescence by his 
pvent  sibiiq. spuse. child or 
dependent rziative; cr  

(2) Givm b:y a person other than h e  
employee under ckcircstances where 
t!ia e,zqlcyee has promised or agreed to 
reimburse &at person or to give that 
person something of value in exchar* 
for giving tke ,$it. 

(c) Subject :o pe.ragmph (a) of tius 
sec:ion. na.4ef volue has the meaning 
set fo& in 3 2055.203(c). 

(d) 0,Yiciai superior means any otber 
eaplcyee. ot!!er than the President acd 
the Vice President. iricluding but not 
limited to 6n bzaediate supei%?scu. 
whose offidd responsibilities include 
diiectir-4 or evaiugting tbe performance 
of the employee's official duties or those 
of any other oEda i  superior of h e  
enployae. For purposes of this slrbpah 
an employeo is considered to be the 
subordina:e of asy of his official 
supeiio:~. 

(el Soiicit means !o request 
contii~utions by ~ e r s c ~ a !  
communication or by gezeral 
announcemect 

(n Voluntary con:ribution means a 
ccntribution give3 freely, without 
pressuly or coercion. .4 contribution is 
not volun!ary uzless it is made in ar: 
anount determined by the contributing 
mployee. except that wht?re an am0w.t 
fur  a gift is kciuied iq tire cost for a 
iclackwn. recepiior, or similar event. un 
rz?!oyee who freely chooses to pay a 
progortionate s h a ~  of the total cqst in 
oider !o attend v;ill be deemed to hare 

made a volrrntary contribution. Except 
in tire case of contiibutions for a gift 
included in !he cost of a luncheon. 
recaption or similar event. a statement 
that an employee may choose to 
coi~tribute less or not at all shaU 
accompacy any recommendation of an 
amount to be contributed for a gift to an 
official supetior. 

E.rample I: A super~isor). emp!oyee of the 
Agent; for Internatioral Development has. 
just beea reassigned from Washington. DC LO 
Kabul. Afghanis:an. As a farewell party. 12 of 
her subordhate~ have decided to take her wt 
to lunch at the Kkyber R e y s t  it is 
uzcierstood that each will pay for his or\? 
meal and that &e cost of the supervisw'e 
imch d l  be divided equally among tne 
twelve Even thou* the amount ttey will 
ca~tribute is not deteimined until the 
supenisor oiders lunch. the contribution 
made by those who &oose to pnhdp:e  in 
the farewe!! I=C:? is voiuntary. 

3 2635304 E x C W W  
Tne ptohibitions set forth in 

3 2635.302(a) and (b] do not apply to a 
gift given cr acceptad unQer the 
cimzns:ances desc<bec! In parsgraph 
(sf or (b) of :his section. -4 ccnkibr!ion 
or the solicitation of a contribution :hat 
would ot!!er.vise vioiate the probibiricrs 
set for:h in 3 2S5.302(a) and (b) 5 a y  
only be made in accordance wit!! 
paragraph (c) of this sec:ion. 

(a) Gecem! esceptions. On an 
occasional basis. hciudirig any occasion 
on wiiich gifts are traditionally given ot 
exchanged. the following mcy be siven 
to izz official superior or accepted Iron: tr 
subordinate or other employee receiting 
less pa): 

(I) I t em.  other than cash. with an 
aggregate rnsrket value of S10 or less per 
occasion; 

(2) items such as food and 
refreshments to be shared in the oEce 
among set-era1 enployees: 

(3) Personal hospitality provided at a 
residmce which is of a type ncd value 
customarily provided by the employee 
to pexonel Friends. 

(4) Items given in connection with &f: 
receipt of persona1 hospitality if oi a 
OTe a d  value c-as:onarily gi\*en on 
such occasions: and 

(5) ic-ave ~ocsie~rred wader scb?a.rt 1 
of p a s  ~f this Ytie to an einplcye 
who is not an immediate supervisor. 
unless obtained in violation of 3 WO.%Z 
ci this title. 

E.vc~qle 1: Upon reruming to work 
fo!l?\viq a vacation at the hech.  a c!a iw 
examiner w ~ t h  t i  Depilrtnent o' Ve!~sr!s 
rtJfni:s nay  eivc his eupervisor, and his 
s.:oerv;;or z z y  sc~ep:. a Lax of saitrvatc 
!a::): pm5ssed cn th? boardv:cL for Si 

E.~omp!e 2 An enployea of the Fdersl 
Cepcsir insl~qxce C c ~ o r a t c n  \\-hose bark 
~\ .3min3t im respcnsibl?l5~ reg:zi~ ffiGuer.! 

travd mny no! bring her supexisor. and het 
suprvisor may not accept. soarcnir cofiee * 

mugs from each of the cities she \:$its in the 
courw of performir* her duties. even &o+ 
each of the me* costs !ess than Sj Gifts 
~ i v e n  on this basis arc not occasioml 

hrample IL. The Secretay of hbor hay 
invited the agency's Gneral Cousei to a 
dinner party at his home %e Gaeral 
Counsel may bring a Sl5 botue of \vine to the 
dinner pafly and the Secretary may accept 
this customary hostess gift from his 
subodhate. even t!toc$ its cost ia in excess 
of sa 

E.vample 4: For Chrishas. a m ! a r y  may 
give his s~:perriso:. ard the supenisor nay 
accept. a poIuseCia p ! a l  purchased for S O  
or less The secretary m y  aiso inv~te bis 
supenlsor to a Cksitmas pang in NS '&mu? 
and the supenism n a y  attend 

(b) Special. inj%?cjue~f occcs!'ons. A 
gift appropriate to the mas ion  may be 
given to an official superior or accepted 
horn a subordinate or other emij:oyee 
recei\ing less pay: 

[I) In recognition of in.%qner.t!y 
occurring occasions of persona! 
significa~ce such es madr?gc. i!lness or 
t!e birth or adoption of a chil& or- 

(", Upon occasions the: :en.Ir.a!e a 
subordinate-oR.cial su';erior 
relationship. s ~ c h  as  re'henect 
resignation or transfer. 

Eronpfe I: -.a edrri+s*:ire asis'mt to 
the personnel &rector of h e  T e c n n i r e  
Valley Aullrwily nag send a SZl nard 
arrangement t~ tbe personnel &-=!or w+o is 
in the hcspi'd recove-irig hs surge;).. Tfie 
pcnoeqel dlrecbr mas accept b e  gift- 

&.raiiple 2 A cfremie: eniployed by h e  
Focd and Ih+ Aciininist-ation has beea 
invited to ~ \ e  w e d w  of the hb &rector u5o 
is his oFficial superior. He say gi;.e the lab 
director end his bride. and they may-accept a 
piace setting in &e couple's siected &na 
pattern + a d  for S O .  

Evwgle  3: Upon (he -sion of the 
supervisor's retirement from Federal sewice. 
an employee of the F i  a d  Wild& $mice 
may give her supen?sor a book of crddlife 
photographs which she p ~ i a s e d  for - 
The re'~ng super;isor may acepl  k e  booi 

(c) Volunby  contributions An 
employee mas sclicit v o l n ~ t a q  
contributions of nonir.a! axounts h m  
fellow employees for an appro~rjate gift 
to an official su~er ic r  ~ n d  an employee 
may make a voiuntar; contribution cf a 
nominal anolmt lo an appmpdate gift to 
an official superior: 

(I) On a special. infrequent occasion 
as desaibed in paragraph (b] of :tis 
section: or 

(2) On s n  occesional bssis. fcr i:errs 
F U C ~  as food end refreshzents to be 
sknzd in the ofice e m n g  several 
exploy-. 

An employee may accept suc5 giRs to 
which o subordinute or otter employee 
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rocciving less pay than himself h a s  5 2635.402 Dtsqualltytng flnanclal may also have a direct and predictabie effect 
cpntributed. interests. on Jn ~moloyee's financial interests :hrough 

(a ]  Slotutory pronibitioc. An ownersh~p of stock ~n an affiliate. paren:. or 
Erample I: To mark the occasion of his 

retirement. members of the immediate staff of e n ~ l o ~ e e  is prohibited by criminal subsidiary of that party. Similariy. the 
dispos~tion of d protest against the awa.-d of 

the Under Secretary of the h y  would like Statute. 18  U.S.C. 208(a), from 
a contract to a particular company may also 

to give h ~ m  a party and provide him with a participating personally a n d  have a direct and predictabie effect on ;n 
gift certificate. They may distribute an substantially in a n  official capacity in employee.s financial interest i n  another 
announcement of the party and include a any  particular matter in which. to his company listed as a subcon:roctor in  L \ ~  
nominal amount for a retirement gift in the knowledge, he o r  a n y  person whose proposal of oneof the competing offerors. 
fee for the party. interests are  inputed  to him under this E.xac.Jje :: .A, enployee of the Natiocal 

E~ample3.The General Counsel of the statute h a s  a financial interest. if the Library of Medicine at the National Inst:tutes 
National 'E~dowmentfor the may not particular matter will have a direct a n d  of Health has just been asked to senre :n the 
coilect contributions for a Christmas gift for predictable effect on that interest. technical evaluation panel to review 
the Chairman. Christmas occurs annually and 

Note: Standards applicable when seeking proposais for a new library computer search 
is not an occasion of personal significance. system. DEF Computer Corporation. a c!ose!y 

Exampie 3: Subordinates may not take up a "on-Federal empioq-ment are contamed i n  
collection for a gift to an  official superior on subpm F oi :his part a d .  if  Foiiowed. will held cornpany in which he and his wiie awn a 

ensure !hat an  employee does not 18 maifJritY' of !he stock. has szbmitted a 
the occasion of the superior's swearing in a r  U,S,C. 208(aJ or this sec?ion when he is proposal. Because award of the systems 
promotion to a higher grade position within negotiating for or has an arra2gement con!rac: :o DEF ~r !o any other offeror :viil 
the supervisory chain of that organization. future In all have a direct and predictable effect on both 
These are not events that mark the cases where the ?art,cipation his and his w~fe 's  iinancial interests, the 
termination of the subordinate-oi5cial would U,S,C. an  emplo,.ee employee cannot participate on the techical 
superior relationship. nor are they events of shall disqualify himself from par!icipatio,, in evaluation !earn unless his disqualification 
personal significance with~n the meaning of ;he matter in accordance rvi!h paragraph (c] has been waived. 
5 2635.3~(b). However. subordinates may of this section or obtain a wa!ver. as Exoct!e 2: U?on assignment to the 
take up a collection and employees may described in 7aragaph [dl oi :his section. !ethnical eva!ua:~on panel. :be enoioyee in 
cor;!ribute 9 each to buy refreshments to be the preceding e x a ~ p ! e  finds :hat DEF 
consumed by everyone in the ~maediate  (bl Defiflilions. For !JurFoses of this C0,pu:,: Cor90ra:~on 32s not submit:ed a 
office to mark either such occasion. sec:ion. the following deiini:ions shall proposa!. L!.~N carp.. with \,.hic5 DEF 

Exarnpie !: Subordinates may each apply: competes for prvate sector business. is cne 
a nominal amount t o  a fund to  ( 1 )  Direct andpredic:cb.!2 efect. (i) r\ of the six oifero:~. The emp!oyae is not 

e gift to an official superior upon the occjsion particular matter will have a direct disqualified From serving on the technic31 
of that superior's transfer or promotion to a eifect on  a financial interest if there is a evaluation panel. Any effect on the 
position outside the organizaticn. ,-lose link between any  decision employee's financial interests as a resol: of 

E~on?ple 5: An Assistant Secretary a t  the o r  action to be taken in the matter and  agency's lo Or award 
the systems contiact to LLfN would be at  Depanmenf of the Interior is getting married. any  expected effect of ;he matter on the most indirect speculatire. His secretary has decided that a microwave financial interest. .An effect may be 

oven would be a nice gift from his staff and direct even though it does n o t  occur (2) I:npu&ed in!e.res&. For purposes o i  
has infomed each of !he .L\ssis:ant immediately. A particular mst:er wiil 18 U.S.C. 208(a) and this subpart. t h e  Secretary's subordinates :hat they shouid not have a direct efiect on s financial financial interests of the following contribute S3 fcr the sift. Her method of 
collection is improper. Althocgh she may interest, however, if the c!ain of persons will serbre to disqualify a n  

rccomrnend a Sj cont:ibution, the causation is attenuated or  is contingent employee to the same extent a s  if !key 
recommendation must be coupled with a upon the occurrence of events that a re  were the empioyee's o w n  interests: 
statement that the employee whose speculative or that a r e  independent of, (i) The  emp!oyee's spouse: 
contribution is solicited is free to contribilte and  unrelated 10. the matter. (ii) The  employee's minor child: 
less or nothing at all. particular matter that has  a n  effect on a (iii) T h e  ern?loyeeSs general p a r t ~ e r ;  financial interest only a s  a consequence 
Subpart D-Conflicting Financial of its effects on the general economy (iv) An organization or entity which 
Interests does not have a direct effect within the :he employee serves a s  oificer. director. 

meaning of this subpart. trustee. general partner o r  employee: 
S 2635.401 Overview. 

(ii) A par!icular matter will have a and 
This  subpart  contains t w o  provisions predictable effect if there is a real, a s  (v) A person with whom the employee 

relating to financial interests. O n e  is a opposed to a speculative possibility that is negotiating for  or h a s  a n  arrange.?ieEt 
disqualification requirement a n d  the the matter will affect the financial concerning prospective employment- 
other  is a prohibition on acquiring or  interest. It is no; necessary. however. (F+mpioyees ;she are seeking other 
continuing to hold specific financial the: the magnitude of the gain or  loss be employment shonid refer to and  c o ~ p l ~  
interests. An  employee may acquire o r  known. and  the dollar amount of the with the s t a n d a d s  in subpart  F of :his 
hold a n y  financial interes: not gain or  loss is immaterial. par:). 
prohibited b y  8 7635.403. Xote: If a particular matter involves a Exonpie I: An employee of :he Departient 
Notwithstanding that his acquisition or specific party or parties, generaily the ma:tc?r of Educa!ion serves without cornpensation on 
holding of a particular interest is  proper. will at most only have a direct and the board of directors of Kinder World. h.. a 
a n  employee is  prohibited in accordance predictable effect. for puToses of this nonproiit corpora:icn that er.gages in good 
with 5 2635.402 of :his subparb r f- subpart. on a Enancial interes: of the rvorits. =:.en thou35 her personal financial 
participating in a n  official capacity in employee in or with a par:?. such as the interests will not 5e aiiected. the em?loyee 
any particuiar matter in which, to his employee's interest by virtue of ownicg stock. must disqualify herself from par!ici~atin3 in 

There may. however. be some situations in the review of a prent aoplicatlon submit:ed he Or ar,y person ,,,.hic.,, under :he above stanlards, by Kinder M1orid. .Award or denial of :he 
interests a i e  imputed to h i n  5 z s  a ?ar:icular rr.a:ter will have a direct and grant w:II affect :he Snancial interests of 
financial interest. if :he particular matter predictable effect on an empicyee's financia.1 Kinder Worid acd i:s financial icteres:s are 
will have  a direct and predictable effect interests in or wi:h a nonpar:?. For example. imputed :o her as a 3er:iber of i:s board 2f 
on  that interest. !fa party is a corpora:ion. s ;a::icdar xatter tfi:ec:o:s. 
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&.ro.npie ?. The spousc of an employee of 
the FoMf and Drug Administration hds 
obiained a position wi;h a well established 
hiorxedical research company. The company 
t:as de-{eloped an arti5ci;l limb for which it 
is seeking FDA approval and the employee 
would ordinxily be asked to participate in 
the FDA's review acd approval piocess. The 
spcuse is a salaried employee of h e  company 
ar.d has no direct o w ~ e n h i p  ictercst in the 
company. Nor docs shc have an indirect 
cr:vne;~hi? inteesi. as would be the case. for 
sxample. if she were participating in a 
pensicn p!an h a t  he!d stock in the company- 
Her position with the coxpany is such that 
the grsnting or nittholair3 of FDA approval 
wiil not hare a direct acd predictable effect 
0:: her saiq or on he; continued 
enploymeat withthe company. Since the 
FDA a g ~ v a l  o m s  r%<ll not affect h ~ s  
spotse's Enanciei interests. the employe rs 
not disqualified under Q 335.402 from 
p3:t:fpetiq in that process. Neveahe!ess. 
tnc 5car.dal interests of :he spouse's 
employer may be disquaiiiying lrnder the 
impar:iality principle. as  imp!enented at 
s "rn-52 

(3) Pzfiicc!ur ;;lci!e.: The teizl 
pu.-?~c~!ar mztter encompasses orlly 
mar!ers &at involve deliberation. 
Jecislo~.  o i  a c ~ o n  :hat is focused upon 
the interests of specific persons. or a 
ciisc:o!o a x i  ider.!ifii;h!e clnss of 
persons Such a matte: is covered by 
this subpart even if it does r,ot ii~volve 
forms1 parties and may include 
gos.ernmenta1 actlon such a s  legislntion 
or policy-making that is narrowly 
focwd on the in!emts of such a 
discrete and identifiable class of 
persons line t e rn  particular matter. 
however. dces not extend to the 
cocsidzration or  adoption of broad 
pelicy options that are directed to the 
interests of a large and diverse group of 
pcrsocs. n . e  particular matters covered 
by this subpart include a judicial or 
othet proceeding. application, request 
for a ruling or  other determination. 
contract claim. controversy. charge. 
accl~sation or errest. 

Exo.?~.~)!e 1:T'ne internal Revenue Senice's 
a n ~ e n b n t  of its rqulations to change the 
manner in hi& depreciation is calculated is 
not a particular matter. nor is the Social 
%cunty Administratim's consideration of 
chaages to i u  appeal procedures for 
disability c!aimsnts. 

E.rcrpie 5 Consideration by the Interstale 
Comrnercu Commission of regulations 
eit!ablihing safety standards for trucks on 
icimtate  highways involves a particular 
matter. 

participate personcllj~ means to 
rarticipate directly. i t  includes the d i e t  
e.rd acii-re supervision of h e  
7ai:ici;laticn of a subordinate in the 
r;.siler. To participete suSstanlia!!y 
r;:;cans that the emp!cyee's invol\,ement 
1s of sigiiisr-mce to the matter. 
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Par:icipation may be  substantial even 
though i t  is not determinative of the 
outcome of a particular matter. 
However. it requirps more than of6cial 
responsibility. knowledge, perfunctory 
ir.volvenent. or  involvement on an  
adxinistrative or peripheral issue. A 
Ending of substantiality should be based 
not only on the effort devoted to a 
rr;a:ter. but also on the importance of the 
eifort. Wnile a series of peripheral 
involvemects may b e  insubstantial. the 
sing!e act of approving or participating 
in a critical ste? may be substantial. 
Fersonal and substantial participation 
r.2~ occur :.\.hen. for example, an 
employee participates through decision 
approval. disapproval. recornendation. 
i~vestigation or  the rendering of advice 
in a particdar matter. 

(c) D ~ s Q u Q ~ ~ ~ ~ c o ~ ~ O R .  Unless the 
enp!gyee is autficezed to participate in  
the particular matter by virtue of a 
waiver described in paragraph (dl of 
this section or because the interest has 
k e g  divested in accordance with 
p a , w r ~ p h  [e) of this section. an  
ez-.o!oyee sha!l disqualify himse!: Iron1 
pi-ificipating in a p w c u l a r  mat:er in 
rdtich. to his knowledge. he  o r  a pelson ..,-, ..:.ose intexts are  impu:ed to hi= k:ts 
a f ina~cia l  interest. if t'le partir,u!ar 
riatte: wili have a direct aad 
predictable effect on that intercst 
Disqualification is accomplished by not 
p s r t i c i p t i q  in the pasicular matter- 

(1) ~Vulification. An empiogee who 
bemines aware o f  the need !o disqsaliiy 
himself from participation in a par!icdar 
matter to which he  has been a s s i e e d  
should no,-ij. the person responsible ftrr 
his assagnment An employee who is 
responsible for his own assignment 
shoilld ;& whatever steps are 
cecessary to ensure ihat he does not 
participate in the matter from whic!! he 

. is disqc&ied. Appropriate oral or 
written notification of the employee's 
dijqualificetion may be made to 
cowo;kere by the employee o r  a 
superrvbor to ensure that the employee 
is not kvolved in a matter from which 
he is disquaiiRed. 

(2) Docunentation An eznployee need 
not Me a wcitten disqualification 
staternect unless h e  i s  required by part 
2634 of this chapter to file written 
evidence of compliance tvith an e t s c s  
ageement with the Office of 
Cove-ent E?hics o r  is asked by an 
ageccy ethics oLCicial o r  the person 
responsible for his assignment to Ele FI 

written disqualification statement 
However. a eillpioyee may elect to 
c:ea:e a record of his actions by 
p-cviding n+tten notice to a supemisor 
or othet appropriate official. 

6rccs:'e I. An Assis!ant h e t a r ) .  of the 
Ucprinrrnt of the in:erior owns recreations! 

/ Xules and Regulations 

properly that borders on Iml! whlch i$ being , 
consldercd for annexation to a national par!<. 
Annexation would directly and predictably. 
increase the value of her vaodon pmpeity 
a n d  thus. she is disquaiified h m  
participating in axv way in the D e p a h e n : ' ~  
deliberations or decisions regarding the 
annexatioh Because she is responsible for 
determining which matters she wiii work o n  
she may accomplish her disqualification 
mereiy by ecsuring that she does no; 
oarti*ate in the matter. Because of the leret 
bf her position however. the .9ssistant 
Seuetar). might be wise lo estsbiisn a m c r d  
that sne has acted pmpedy by proxiding a 
wnrten d'iquaiification stalement !o a n  
orficial superlor acd by providing writien 
notification of the disquafifiation to 
subordina:es to ersure !hat they do not rase 
or discuss r.rith her any issues re!ated to the 
ailnesation 

(d) I'*'ai:.zr of a~sq~olif icoti~n~ An 
employee who would othenvise bit 
disqualified by 18 US-C 208(a] may be 
permitted to participatz in a part ic~lar 
3at:cr w n e z  Ct;e othenvisc 
disqua1ify:cg financial in!erest IS the 
scbjoct of a r q ~ ! a t o r y  or individual 
v:a?ver desc5'oed in th;s paragraph cr 
resufts from certain Indian birthrights a s  
dcscn'bed i s  ?8 U S.C. :oa(bl(:?. 

(I) Regulatory r\,+r*ers Under 18 
U.S.C. 38(bj(". regulatory waivers o l  
general applicability may be issued by 
the Office of Government Ethics based 
on i ts  determination that particular 
ir.:eres:s are too .-note or to0 
inconsequential to ~ f fec !  the integ5iy of 
the senices  of :he employees to rvfiorn 
the waivers apply. Pending issuance of 
superseding regulatory waivers under 
this authority, agency r e g u l a i o ~  
tstiivers issued under 18 U.S.C. 208jb)IZI 
as  in effect prior to November 30. i939 
c o ~ t i n u e  to apply. 

( 2 )  Individual wait-ers. An individual 
waiver e n a b l i r ~  the employee to 
participate in one or more particular 
matters may be issued under l a  U.S.C. 
,wb](l) if. in advance of the 
employee's participation: 

(i) The employee: 
(A) Advises the Government official 

responsible for the employe's  
appointment (or other Government 
official to whom.authority to issue such 
a waiver for the employee has been 
dekgated) about the nature and 
circumstances of the particular matter or 
mattem and 

(B) Makes full disc!osure to such 
official of the nature and extent of the 
disquelijricg financial interest: and 

(ii) Such official determices. in 
u r i t i r ~ .  that the employee's ficancid 
interest in the particular matter or 
matters is not so substential as to be 
deened likely to affect the integrity of 
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,the services rvhich the Government may 
expect from such employee. 

(3) Federal advisory cornmitree 
member rvaivers. An individual waiver 
may be issued under 18 U.S.C. 208(b](3) 
to a special Government employee 
serving on, or under consideration for 
appoin'ment to, an advisory committee 
within the meaning of the Federal 
Advisory Ccmmittee Act if the 
Government official responsible for the 

. employee's appointment (or other 
Government official to whom authority 
to issue such a waiver for the employee 
has been delegated): 

(i] Reviews the financial disclosure 
report filed by the special Government 
employee pursuant to the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978; and 

(ii) Certifies in writing that the need 
for the individual's services outweighs 
the potential for a conflict of interest 
created by the othenvise disqualifying 
financial interest. 

(3) Consclfation and notification 
.-egarding ivaivers. When practicable, 
an officiatis required to consult forrr.a!ly 
or infomially with the Office of 
Government Ethics prior to granting a 
waiver refemed to in paragraph (d)[z) or 
(3) of this section. A copy of each such 
waiver is to be fonvarded to the 
Direc!or of the Office of Government 
Ethics. 

(e) Di~~estitcrre of a discuol[?.~'n,o 
,fincr;cicl interest. Upon sale or other 
divestitxe o i  the asset or other interest 
that causes his disqualification from 
participa5on in a particular rr,a:ter. 18 
U.S.C. 3 8 ( a )  and paragraph (c] of this 
sec:ion will no longer prohibit the 
emp!oyee's participation in the matter. 

(I) Vofx tary  divestiture. .4n 
employee  who would otherwise be 
disqualified from pariicipation in a 
particukr rr.at:er Gay voiuntarily sell or 
c t h e ~ v i s e  divest himself of the interest 
:hat causes !he disqua!ification. 

(3) 3irec!ed divestjture. An emp!ogee 
n ~ y  be required io sel! a r  otherwise 
divest himelf  of the disqualifying 
financial interest if his continued 
holding of that interest is prohibited by 
s:a!ute or by agency supplemental 
regula.tion issued in accordance with 
§ 2635.403(a). or if the ageccy 
deternines in accordance with 
§ 2635.403(b) that a s2bs:antial conilict 
exists be!:veen the finaccial interest and 
i ~ e  empioyee's duties or 
accomplishment o i  the agency's mission. 

( 3 )  E i i~ .%i l i f~~for  s?ecial tax 
:A-ect.;.ierf. .LL? employee who is directed 
to &vest an interest may be eligib!e to 
deier th2 tax consequences of 
divestiture under subpart J of pa:t 2634 
of :his chapter. An employee who 
divests before obtainkg a cer:iScate oi  

divestiture will not be eligible for this 
special tax treatment. 

( I ]  Officiul duties [hat yive rise to 
potznfial conflic!~. Where an 
employee's official duties create a 
substantial likelihood that the employee 
may be assigned to a particular rna,tter 
from which he is disqualified. the 
employee should advise his supervisor 
or other person responsible for his 
assignments of that potential so that 
conflicting assignments can be avoided, 
consistent with the agency's needs. 

3 2635.403 Prohlbited flnancial intereists. 
An employee shall not acquire or hold 

any financial interest that he is 
prohibited from acquiring or holding by 
statute. by agency regulation issuecl in 
accordance with paragraph (a) of this 
section or by reason of an agency 
determination of substantial conflict 
under paragraph (b) of this section. 

Note: There is no s!atute of 
Governmentwide applicabi!ity prohibiti~lg 
employees from holding or acquiring an!, 
finaricial interest. Statutory iestric::ons. IT 
any. are contained in agency statutes w!~ich. 
in s o a e  cases. n a y  be implemented by 
agency regulations issued icdepesdcnt c ~ i  :his 
p2r!. 

(a) dgency re3ula:ion prohibi!ing 
certajn financial interests. An agency 
may, by supplemental agency regula.tion. 
prohibit or restrict the acquisit' !on or 
holding of a iirancial interest or a ciass 
of financial interests by agency 
employees, or any category o i  agency 
employees. and the sjouses and minor 
children of those employees, based :)n 
:he agency's dete.znination that the 
acquisition or holding of such financial 
interests would cause a reasonable 
pe r son  to quest ion the impartia1i:y a n d  
objectivity wi!h which agency progrims 
are administered. Where the agency 
restricts or prohibits the holding of 
cer:ain financial interests by its 
enplcyees' spouses or minor children. 
any such prohibition or restriction sha!l 
be besed on a determination that there 
is s direct and appropri-+ a ~ e  nexus 
between L!e prohibition or restriction, a s  
applied to spouses and minor children 
and the efficiency of the service. 

Note: . b y  prohibition on acquiring or 
holding a specific financial interest contai:ned 
in an  agency :egu!ation. instruc!ion or oth!?r 
issuance in effect prior to the effective date of 
this part shail. for employees of that agency. 
constitute a prohibited iinancial interest fc~r 
purposes of this paragraph for one year ailer 
the eifective date of thispart or until 
issuance of an agency suppierr.ecta1 
rpgularion. whichever occurs first. 

(b) Agency de!e.rmination o f  
szbsfantial con(Iyct. An agency n a y  
prohibit or restrict an individual 
employee from acquiring or ho!dlng a 

Financial interest or a ciass of fir?ancial 
interests based upon the agency 
designee's detemination that tke 
holding of such interest or interests will: 

(I) Require the employee's 
disqualification from matters so central 
or c5tical to the performance of his 
official duties that the employee's ability 
to perform the duties of his position 
wouid be materially impaired: or 

(2) Adversely affect the efficient 
accompl ishent  of the agency's mission 
because another employee cannot be 
readiiy assigned to perform work from 
which the employee would be 
disqualified by reason of the financial 
interest. 

E.vo.~g.:e :: An Air Force employee who 
owns stack in a major aircraft engine 
mar.ufac:urer is being considered for 
promotion to a position that involves 
responsibility for development of a new 
fighter airplane. :f the agency determined that 
engineering and other decisions about the .%.- 
?orce's requirements for the fighter would 
direc:!y and pedictably affect his 5nanclal 
interests. !he employee could not. by vir!ue o i  
18 U.S.C. 20S(aJ. perform these sigr.ificant 
duties oi :he position while retaining his 
stock in :he company. The agency can require 
the azpioyee to se!l his stock a s  a condition 
of b6ing sciected for :he ?ositicn rather than 
allcrving him :o disqualiiy himse!f in 
pa::icuiar matters. 

(c) Defim'tion offina.7cial i.7ieiest. For 
pur?oses of :his sec:ioz: 

(11 Esce=t as 2rovided in parzpraph 
(cj(-j o i  this section. !he term financial 
interes: is !imit?d to financial iaterests 
!hat are orvned by the employee cr  by 
the emp1o:;ee.s s7ous2 or minor 
chiidren. Howev2r. the tern  is C O ~  
limited to only those financial izterests 
that  wou id  b e  disqualifying under l a  
U.S.C. 208(a) and 8 2635.402. The tern  
inc!cdes any carrent or ccntingent 
ormership. equi:y, or security in:erest in 
real or  7ersonal ?roper!y or a business 
and m a y  include an indebtedness or 
corr.per.sated employ~.ent relationship. 
It thxs inc!xdes. fcr example. izterests in 
the zature o i  s:ocks. bonds. partlership 
interests, fee and !easehold interes:~, 
miner21 and other property righ!s. deeds 
of t x s t ,  and 1ier.s. and extends to any 
right !o purchase or acquire any such 
interest, such as a stock option or 
commodity f u t ~ e .  It does :ot include a 
future interest created by someone other 
than !he employee. his spouse, cr 
dependent child or ar,y right a s  a 
beneficiary o i  an esta:e :bat has not 
been settled. 

E.vc.?p.'r I:  .4 ieg.;ia:crg agency has 
concl2ced :hat o w ~ e r s h i ?  by ~ t s  enp!oyees 31 
stoc'k in enti::es ieguiatei by the agency 
tvouid s~gniEcant!y dir?.n:sh public 
confidence :n the d~enc:,,'s periomancc cf  i:s 
regola!on. f:nctiozs axd :hereby in:erfere 
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cc.ith the ~cwmpllshment of its mission In its 
s~pplemental agency regulations. the agency 
may prohibit fb employees from acquiring or 
continuinq to hold s t d  in regulated entities. 

Example 2 An e g e n q  that insures bark 
deposits may. by rupplemental agency 
replatiota prohbit its employees who are 
bank enaminen from obtaining loans from 
banks they examine. Examination of e 
member bank could have no effect on an 
employee's lixed obligation to repay a loan 
from &at bank and. thus, would not affect an 
employee's finandal interests eo a s  to req&e 
disqualika tion under 5 2635.402 
Kerertheiesa a loan Enw a member bank is a 
discrete finandal inktest uithio the meaning 
of 3 2G.403(c] that may. when appropriate. 
be prohibited by supplenental egency 
regulation. 

(2) The tenn financial interest 
includes service. with or without 
compensation. as an officer, director. 
trustee. general partcer or employee of 
any person. including a nonprofit entity. 
whose fiaanciai interes:~ are imputed to 
the employee under 9 2S35.U)?(b)(3)(iii] 
or (iv]. 

E.~czpie I. The Foundation ior the 
!'reservation of \\?Id :-Io,ses mnintains herds 
of horses b a t  graze or. public and private 
ldnds. Srceuse its costs are aifected hy 
Federal policies regardic; ~ a z i ~ i g  pcmits. 
:I;? Foundation rou;tr;!y comments on all. 
proposed mles govedn3 use of Federal 
grasslands issued by the Bureau of Land 
hlanagenent BL\f may require an employee 
:o resign h ununcompeasated position as  Vice 
President of the Foundation as a condibon of 
:IIS promotion to a ~olicg-level position 
rvithin the Bureau rather than allowing him io 
rely on &squa:ification in pasicuiar cases. 

(d) .~osonobleperiod to d~'i.est or 
fed-.~iniite. Whenever an agency directs 
divestiture of a fina~cial interest under 
paragraph (a) or (b] of this section. the 
employee shall be given a reasonable 
period of :ime. consideeng the nature of 
his par t ida t  duties and the nature and 
marke!abi!ity of the in!erest. within 
\-;hlch to comp!y with the agency's 
diiectio~? Except in cases of unusual 
hardship. as determiled by h e  agency. 
a reasonabie period shall not exceed SO 
days iron the date dives5ture is first 
diiected However. as long as the 
ernployee contiices to hold the financial 
interest. he remains subject to any 
restricticcs imposed by tlus subpart. 

[e) EIigi%?'liy for s2ecial fax 
t ' rent~ent  &I employee required to se!l 
c; ohenvise divest a financial interest 
may be eligible to defer the tax 
ccnstiquences of divesti:ure under 
subpert J of part 2634 of &is chapter. 

Silbpart E-lmpartinlity In Performing 
Officia! Duties 

5 2539501 Oveniew. 
(3) This subpert contains ttvo 

..-,. .. ,. -i :sions intended !o ens2.y tha: ar. 

einployee takes appropriate steps to 
avoid an appearance of loss of 
irnpar:iality in the performance of his 
official duties. Under 8 2635.502. unless 
he receives prior authorization an 
employee should not participete in a 
particular matter involving specific 
parties which he knows is likely to 
affect the financial interests of a 
member of his household or in which he 
knows a person with whom he has a 
covered relationship is or represents a 
party, if he determines that a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant 
facts would question his impartiality in 
k z  matter. h employee who is 
concerned thai other circumstances 
would raise a question rega idw his 
impartiality should use the process 
described in 5 2635.502 to deteraine 
whether he shodd or shouid not 
participate in a particular matter. 

(b] Under 9 2635.503, an employee 
rvho has received an extraordinary 
severance or other payment from a 
fomer employer prior to entering 
Cover?-ment s e n i c e  is subject. in L!IJ 
absence of a waiver. to a two-year 
pedod of disqua!ificaticn from 
par'.ic'pa?ion in padcular matters in 
which that former employer is or 
re3resents a party. 

Nola: Questions regarding impartiality 
necessarily arise when an employee's oiZual 
&ties impsct upon the emp!oyee's 0-m 
f i c ~ n d a l  interests O i  those of certain 0 t h  
persocs. such as the employee's spouse or 
mica: child An employee is piohibited bp 
crirnine! stanrte. 18 U.S.C. 21)8(a). f:om 
ptiiticipetic. persorally acd substantially in 
a2 oi'ficiz!. capscity in any paeicular matier 
in tvhidq. to his knowleee. he. his spouse. 
genera! Parker or minor child has n finacdal 
iste3st. if the particular matter will have a 
direct acd predictable elfect on h a t  interest. 
T i e  statu:ory prohibition also extends to an 
expioyee's participation in a particular 
na!te: ir! which. to his knowiedgc. an 
oganizstica in whit!! the employee is smiz 
as ozce:. c!i;.ector. trustee. general partr.er or 
e~ployee.  or with whom he is negotiating or 
has an arrangement concerning pmspecCvz! 
enploynent has a financial iii:erest Where 
the err.ployee's par!icipation in a paiticuiar 
rnat*r wodd affect az7y one of these 
Enancia! interests. the standards set forth i.n. 
ssbpans D or F of this part agply and o ~ l y  a 
~iatutory waiver. a s  desciibed respectiveiy in 
5 5 S3S.;CL[d) end 263%6%(a), will enable 
the ern2loj.ee to pziticipate in that matter. 
The su:hoiimtion procedures in 5 ZE35SQZ{di 
=a). oo: be used to authorize an employee's 
paitidpation in sny such matte:. \\%ere the 
~xp layee  complies with ail terms of the 
waiv~r. the p n ~ , - . y  of a statutor). waiver 
n i i !  be decwed to constitute a detem.inati3!! 
thn: the in:erest of !he Government in tho 
erric.yee's par:ici?atioa outweighs the 
C"'C-. ,,.,L= C73i z reasanable person may 
qxestion 152 inlegrity of agency program d-5 
L ~ ~ 2 i ~ : ~ o ~ ~ .  

9 2635.502 Personal end business , 
rdetfonshtpr 

(a) Consideration of appeamces by 
the ernploj-ee. Where an employee 
knows that a particular matter involviq 
specific parties is likely to have a direct 
and predictable effect on the financial 
interest of a member of his household. 
or knows that a person with whom he 
has a covered relationship is or 
represents a party to such matter. and 
where the employee determines that :he 
circumstances wouId cause a 
reasonable person with knowledge of 
the relevant facts to question his 
impartiality in the matter. the employee 
should not participate in the matter 
unless he has informed the agency 
desigr.ee of the appearance problem and 
received authorization from the agency 
designee in accordance with paragraph 
(d) of this section 

( I )  Ln considering whether a 
relationship would cause a reasonabie 
person to question his impartiality. an 
employee may seek the assistance o i  hii 
scpervisor. an egency ethics official o i  
the agency designee. 

( 2 )  An eniployee who is concerned 
that circumstances other than those 
specifically described in this section 
ir.ouid raise a question regarding his 
impartialit). should use the process 
described in this section to determine 
xhether he should or should not 
participate in a ?articu!ar matter. 

(b) Gefinitions. For ~ u r p s e s  of this 
scctlon: 

(I) An employee has a covexd 
,y!atioc;ship with: 

( I )  A person. other than a prosper:ive 
enployer described in 2935.6031~). 
with whom the err?ployee has or s e e k  a 
business, c~ntractual or other financial 
relationship that invo!ves other than a 
routine consmwr transac:ion: 

Note: .An employee who is seekkg 
enploymen! w~thin b e  rne~i r -3  of 5 ~~ 
s:?all comply subpart F oi this part 
rather !ban with this section. 

(ii) A person v;5o is a member of the 
employee's household. or who is a 
rela!ive with whon the employee has a 
c!ose personal relatiozship: 

(iii) A person for whom the 
exployee's spouse. parezt or dcpendecl 
child is. to the eaployee's know!edge. 
serving or seeking to ser-:e s s  an ofEcer. 
director, trustee. general partner. agent. 
at!or;ley. corisultant. contrac?or Or 
e~ployee:  

(iv) Any person for rrhorn the 
cn;plo;.ee has, rvithin the last ye=. 
sexed as oficer, direc!or. trustee. 
general partner, egent, attorney. 
consul!ant. contrac!or or e x p i o ~ e e ;  or 
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iv )  An organization ci'ler than a 
-palitical party described in 28 U S C  
5,7i(e], in which the employee is en  
active participant. Perticipation is ec!ive 
if. for example. it involves service as  an 
offtciat of the organization or  in a 
capacity similar to that of a committee 
or subcornnittee c5airperson or 
spokesperson. or  participation in 
d i r e c t i ~  the activities of the 
organizetion. in other cases. signi'icant 
:ime devoted to promoting specific 
programs of the organization. includiq 
coordination of fundraising efforts. is a n  
indication of active participation. 
Peyment of dues or  t!+e donation or 
solicitation of financial support does 
not. in itsdt constitute active 
participation. 

Note: Nothing in this section shali be 
construed to suggest that an employee sho~ld 
cot participate in a matter becau~e of his 
poii:icaL rei@olro or moral views. 

(2) Direct and predictable effect has 
:he me&- set forth in 8 2635.402(b)[l I .  

( 3 )  Par!ia*Iar matter involviqe 
.~.2eci;fic parties has t5e meaning set 
forth in Q 2837.102fa)(7) of this chapter. 

E~\.am$e 1: An enployee of the General 
Scrrices Ad~inistration has made an offer tu 
purchase a restaurant owned by B local 
deve!oper. The developer has submitted an 
offer in response :o a GSA so1ici:aticn for 
lease of office space Under the 
circc?mz!ances. she would b~ correct in 
euncludins t\at a r~asonablc penon -.vo.!d 
be likely to quation her impartiality i f  sf..? 
were to participate in evolualic~ thur 
developer's or i ts mmpetitor's lease proposai. 

Exompfe 2: An emplovee of the Denartmen; 
orC LZSO; is providin$ technical assistkncc? in 
drlcfiing occupational safc!y acd health 
ligisiation thst rviil affect all em2loyers oi 
five or more persons. His wife is enployed as 
an administrative assistant by a large 
co-;orntion that wi!l incur additional costs i f  
the proposed le~islation is enacted. Becacse 
!he (egislation is not a pafiicu!ar matter 
involviag specific parties, the empioyee may 
conticue to work on the legislation and need 
not be concerned thet his wife's enploymest 
with En sffected covra:ion t:-ott!d raise tc 
question con=zniq his impartiality. 

Example 3: An employee of the Defense 
Logistics P+yncy who has responsibi1i:ies for 
tes:ing avionics being produced by an Ai: 
Farce contractor has just learced that his 
sister-in-law has eccepted employment as iln 

engineer ~ i i ? ~  &e coctractor's parenl 
cs~orati'on. &lrhcre the pamnt corpora!ion i g  

a conglone:atr. the employee muld 
reasonably wcciiide that under tke 
circumstances. a reasonable person would 
cot be like!y to question his impartiali!): if i;. 
were to continue to perform his test arid 
evslcation responsibilities. 

E.vample 4: An engineer has  just rmigcltcl 
from her position as vice prwdent of a3 
eiec:ronics company in order to accept 
err.pioyrr.ent with the Fedcra! Aviatior, 
r\iministration in a posi:ion involving 
prccurernezt respnsibilities. ~ l t h o u ~ h  tke 

erployee did nor receive ~n ext-aordimry 
payrn:nt in connection with her resignation 
end has severed ell financial ties wi:h the 
firm. under the circumstances she rvouSd be 
correct ir. concluding that her former service 
as an officer of tke company wouid be like!y 
to cause a reasonable pemon to question her 
impartiality if she were to participate in the 
administration of a DOT contract for rhich 
the finn is a first-tier subcontractor. 

E.~omple 5: An employe of the Internal 
Revenue Senke is a member of a private 
organization whose purpose is to restofre a 
Victorian-era railrmd station and she chairs 
its annual Fundraising drive. Under the 
circumstances. the emp!oyee would be 
corect in concluding thather active 
nembershtp in :he otganlzatlon would be 
like!). to cause a reasonab!e person to 
qtiestior. her ;c:?.rtiality !f she were to 
partic~pate in an 1RS deten.:nation regarding 
the tex-e~emp; status of the organizatic~n. 

(c) De!enni~ation by cgency desjgneo 
ilrhere he has information concerning a 
potential appearance problea arisi:na 
f ro3  the financial interest of a m2;cber 
of !he employee's household in a 
psfiicular matter involvizg specific 
perties. or from the role in sucih matier 
o l  a person with rvhoin tha emp!oyee 
has a covered relationsii?. !he a g e r q  
des igee  c a y  n a k e  an independect 
de'icrninniior. a s  to ~ h e ! h e i  a 
reasonable person with knorrledse of 
the relevarit facts would be  like!^ to 
ql.restion the employee's inpartiality in 
:he matter. Ordinarily. the agency 
designee's determicatior: sxiil be 
iciiiated by ido rxs t ion  yovided by t .e  
e ~ p l o y c e  pcrsuani to paragreph (a]  of 
this secticn. H~:~er.er. ai any time. 
inc!ading after the empioyee has 
disqua!ified himself from participaticm 
in a mztter pursuant to peragrsph (el of 
this section, the agency designee 
~ a k z  :his dete-mination on his orcn 
initiative or when requested by the 
em.ployee's supervisor or any other 
perscn responsible for the eclplo:;ze's 
assipnnent. 

[:) 1: tire agency designee aererzines 
ihcii the employee's irn?ar:iai:$ is iike!y 
!c be qcestioned. lie sha!! then 
determine. in accordar,ce \\<;lth 
parzgreph (d) of this sec:ion. !\.>ether 
the rm?!oxee should be acthorired ;o 
participate in the matter. iYhere the 
agezc). desigzoe de!e.~.Ir.es thet the 
empioyee's participation shou!d no: be 
a~ thor i zed  the employee \sill be 
disqualified fmn participation in t!e 
n:at!or in acco;dance with paragrz?h {el 
of t!!is sec!ion. 

(2) !f the agezcy desigzze determines 
thst the employee's impertiality is cot 
like!y to be questioned. he ~ s y  advise 
the ~xp icyee .  inc!udiq an ernployee 
isho has a ached a contrary concirlsion 
onder pa?a,o:aph [a) of  L7:?is sec:ion. t!s.t 
the empicyee's par:icipation in the 
r;:rit:,or s\.ou!d be proper. 

[ d 1 .-I L.'!A$~r;iai!bn 5-v agency designee. 
li'hcre a n  empioyee's participation in a 
particular matter involving specific 
parties would not violate 18 U.S.C. 
208(a). but would raise a question in lfie 
mind of a reamiiable person about his 
impartiality. &e agency designee may 
a~ thor i ze  the employee to paeicipate in 
the matter based on a determination, 
made in light of all relevant 
ciicun;stances. that the interest of the 
Gor-emrnent in the amp!oyee's 
participation outweighs the coficorn that 
a reasonab!e person may question the 
iiltegrity of the agency's programs and 
operations. Fac:ors which mn;. be taken 
into consideration &dude: . 

(1) The nature of t!e reiatio~s3ip 
involved: 

(2) The effec: that resclution of the 
matter wouid have upon the rlnaccial 
interests of the person involved in the 
reiatior,ship: 

(3) ?:?e nature and ixpor t axe  of the 
ernpioyee's ;o!e in the zatter. Induding 
!be w e n !  :o which the ezplcyee is 
cai!ed qcr, to exercise discretion in the 
nai:er: 

(4) The sensitivity of *e rna::er, 
(5) Tkc diffic~!:y of reassig:i~g the 

Garter to a c o k e r  ezployee: and 
(6) .Adjusi~ezts that ;nay be riade in 

the enipioyee's duties that \s.o$d reduce 
or elitzinaie the likeiihood h a :  a 
ressor.ab!e person i..-ouid question the . .. 
employee's iri?a::~~i!!;.. 

.4~!50iiza:ion by :.fe agency designee 
~ h 2 i l  be d o c u ~ e n t e a  In rvritirig at  Lhe 
agency designee's disczetion o i  ;.;hen 
requested by tke explcyee. .%I 
er?.p!o>ee who kzs Seen a~tkcr ized to 
pa7:icipa:e in a particnler S2:tfr 
ir.volvi,q specific perties z a y  not 
thereafter disqualify h i~se!f  from 
participstion Ir. :he mai:er on ~ $ e  basis 
of an appea raxe  probiez invo!ving the 
same ci:cams:acces that have been 
conside:ed by :>e ager.c:; aesipcee. 

E\o.~:g!e i: The De?*:ty D k c t o t  of 
Persome! !o: :he Ge?artme;lt of ::le Trcasur). 
and an a::cmey \$:L7 t5e S ~ J S ~ ~ . D S ~ ' S  OfZca 
of Gezcral Cc-nsei 2re gezernl pz:lers in a 
ieii; est=:e pa:tr.e;;>i;.. i h e  2epz:y Cirec:~: . . zt: .:ses 2:s ~u~e.:.:ec:. :5e 5;rec:s: of 
Personr.:!. of t5e reiationshis, xpo:. beicg 
~SS!;ZE@ :G 2 SO!OC!IOZ ~ C C P ~  kr h )~~it :ofl  
for rvhich kis part??: has appiIed. I! selected. 
the partcer woa!d receive a subs';rn:inl 
increase ir, sa!arj.. The ageccy des's.ee 
car.zot ac:hcr~zs :he Depu!? Eix:or 10 
participate on tke p n e i  ucder the authority 
of ;his set5on since t!e De;c;y C:-.c!or is 
prohibited >: c::mizsi sta:u:e. 18 Y.S.C. 
2CCla:. I r o n  7a:::ci;a:ir.g iz a ar::c*2i3r 
,'-...>? 

-- . .. ....,... . .::ec::ng :r.e r:a=nc:>l :n!ersst of a 
??rs?n ~ $ 0  :S i i : ~  general ?r;i:ZCr S?e 
5 2535.432. 

C T S ~ , +  2 A iiew er.pio\ ee oi :hc 
Srczrrt:es and Excharqe Coc.%ss:zn is 
assrlned to 3s i~vesagstion oi Insicier ?radi.?s 
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by the brekerage house where she hdd 
recent!y been employed. Because of the 
sensitivity of the investigation. the agency . 
designee may be unable to conclude that the 
Government's interest in the employee's 
particrpation in the investigation outweighs 
the concern that a reasonable person may 
question the integrity of the investigation. 
even Lhough the employee has  severed all 
financial ties.with the company. Based on 
conside:ation of all relevant cinurnstances. 
the agency designee might determine. 
however. that it is in the interest of the 
Government for the employee to pass on a 
routine filing by the particular brokerage 
house. 

Ercc~Ie  3: An Internal Revenue Sertice 
employee involved in a long and complex tax 
audit is advized by her son that he has  just 
eccegted an entry-level management position 
with a corporation whose taxes are the 
subject of the audit. Because the audit is 
essentially complete and because the 
employee is the only one with an  intimate 
knowiedge of the case. the agency designee 
night determine. after considering all 
relevant circumstances. that i t  is in the 
Gavenment's interest fonthe employee to 
compie!e the  audit. which is subject to 
additional levels of review. 

(el Disqua!if:;cat.;on. Unless the . 
employee is authorized to participate ir. 
the mat:er rrnder 7aragraph (dl of this 
sec:ion. an ernpioyee shall not 
participate in a pa::icular matter 
invoisizg specific parties when he or th2 
agczcy designee has concluded. in 
dccordance with paragraph (a) or (c) of 
ttis section, that the financial ifiterest o i  
a rnenjer of the enplcyee's household. 
G: thz :ole of a person with whom he 
has a covered relationship, is likely to 
raise a question in the mind of a 
raesonabie person about his 
iinpartia!ily. I)isqualification is 
accoc;plished by not par!icipating in !he 
ma t!er. 
[I) .V~!I:fica:i~n. An employee who 

becomes aware of the need to disqua!ify 
himse!! from participation In a particular 
matter iiivolvi~g specific parties to 
which he has been assigned should 
n~t:!y the perscn responsible for his 
assignmsnt. i\-n employee who is 
respo.zsibie for his own assignment 
s5o::d :ake whetever steps are  
necessary to ezaure that he does not 
particigate in the matter from :vhich he 
is disqua!iiied. Appropriate ~ r a l  or 
iv:iLien notification of the employee's 
disqnalification may be made to 
coworkers by the employee o i  a 
supervisor to ensure that the employee 
is not involved in a particular matter 
involvi~g specific parties fram which he 
is 6isql;alified. 

I:) Doc~naz!z:i'o~. An emplcyee need 
not iiie a written disqualification 
s:a!err?ent unless he is required by par! 
2634 of :his chapter to file written 
evicence oi  compliance rvirh an ethics 

a9eener. t  w ~ t h  the Oiiicz of 
Cave.ment  Ethics or is speciiicaily 
a s k d  by an agPncy ethics ofifcia1 or :he 
pe.-son responsible for his assignment to 
file a written disqualification statement. 
Horvever, an employee may e!act to 
create a record cif h ~ s  actions by 
providing written notice to a supervisor 
or ather appropriate official. 

(f] Relevant considera!ions. An 
employee's reputation for honesty and 
integnty is cot a relevant considerafon 
ior gurposes of any determination 
reqnired by this section. 

Q from 3 2635.503 Extraordinary payment, 
former employers. 

(a) D~squalification reguir2ment. 
Exce2t as provided in paragraph (c) of 
5 : s  section, an employee shall be 
disqua!ified for two years from 
participating in any particular rna:ter in 
w5ich a former employer is a p a r 3  or 
represents a party if he received an 
extraordinary payment from that person 
p fo r  !o entering Governine?t service. 
Th+ two-year  per iod of cisqualiiica:ion 
begins to run an :he date that the 
es:raordinary payment is received. 

3::cip:e I: Fcilowing his confirmation 
i r . ~ : n g s  and ;fie x ~ n i h  beiore his schrauied 
sV.veariag in. a noninee to the position of 
Asjij:ant Secretary o i  a department received 
a:: ex:raordinay 9n:;ment from his empioyer. 
F3i one year ax! 11 months after his 
s..vear.r.z in. !be .-\ssistnnt Secretary n a y  , .  nor , 
jai;:c:pate in dny gc\r!i~li i i  na:ter !o l.vn!ca 
2:s io.mer ern?loyer :s a par:). 

C.scr:,z!e 2: .a.n en;lo!;ee rece~ved ar. 
rx::ao:dinary Faymen[ i ron her f o ~ . e r  
errl:c:;er. a coal nine o?era:or, prior :a 
en:ei:zS on dl;:!. ..vi:h :he i)epar!rr.ent o i  :ie 
1i::erior. F3i kvo yrars thareaiter. she x a y  
nc: ?ar!icips!e in ; da!ern~i;lation regar?:::; 
Ce: forcer empioyer's obligation !a reclaim a 
pa::icuiar mizing site. b e e - s o  her fo=e: 
enp!3ye~ is a 9a;:)r to the m t t e r .  However. 
ske z a y  ne!p !o &sf: rec!amation lcgisiatior. 
a?ec:ing all COUI nir.ir.g,oi;e~a!icns Seca-se .-. - .:.., !agisla;ion d3bs 30: !n:.oLve any  parties. 

(b! Cefinirr'cns. Far purposes of this 
sec:ion. the f~iIorving definitions s5all 
a;piy: 
(1) E.~ t r f f ~ i~ i~7~~ ; /pc j -~? :e i ; l  n e a n s  any 

itern, i~cluding cash or an  icvestrnent 
;nt .... erest. xi!:? a *;a i~e  in escsss sf 
S23.030, which is paid: 

{i) On the Szsis of a 2etsrzina:ion 
z a d e  after it became known to the 
:'cm.er emploi,e: that the individual was 
being considered for or had accepted a 
Government ?os::ion: and 

{ii) Other :ian pursuant !o the forner 
err.p!oyerSs es:at!ished ccmpexsation. 
~artnersi-.ip. or benefits program. A 
compensation. pa::nership, or ber.eBts 
p-ogran will 5e deemed an established 
prosram if i t  is contained in byIar\.s. . . a 
contact  or c::er :*;rit!en brrr., or : i  :here 

is 3 history o i  sirxila: payments inade lo 
others not entering into Federal service. 

E,ro.-n,de I: The vice president of a sna!l 
coqmrntian is norn:na:ed lo be an  
a x b a s s ~ d o r .  In r ecog~~t ion  of his service to 
the corporation. :he board of directors votes 
to pay him $50.000 upon his confirmation in 
addition to the regular severance payment 
provided for by :he coporate  bylaws. The 
regular severance payment is not an  
est~aordinary payment. The gratuitous 
payr??ent of S5O.W is an  extraordinary 
payment. since :he coporation had not made 
similar payrner.!s !O other departing officers. 

( 2 )  Former iilplo).er includes any 
2erson which the employee served as an 
officer, director. trustee, general partner. 
agent, attorney. consuitant, contractor or 
ernployee. 

(c) Waiver of disquaiification. The 
disqualification requirement of this 
section may be waived based on a 
finding that the amount of the payment 
was not so scbstantial as to cause a 
reasonable 9e:son to question the 
employee's ability :o act impartiaIly in a 
mat ter  in which the iomer employer  i s  
c r  iepresen:s a par:? The waiver shall 
be in writing 2r.a may be given only by 
the head of h e  agency or. where the 
recipient of :he payment is the head of 
the agency. by t!!e President or his 
designee. Waiver authority may be 
deiegated by sgency heads to any 
Ferson xhu bas been ddegated 
acthority :o issue individual waivers 
under 13 U.S.C. 2C6jbJ for the employee 
who is the recipieni of the extraordinary 
; a n e n t .  

Subpart F-Seekins Gt.c;er 
E m p l o y m e n t  

5 2535.601 Overview. 

a.ns a This subpart cont-; 
disqua!ification reqxirement that applies 
to employees rvnen seekir;g emplov.ent 
with persons svho otherwise would be 
affected by :be performance or 
ncnperformance o i  i.!!e employees' 

sses ofzcial duties. Specifically, it add-2 
the requirement of 18 U.S.C. 208(a) that 
an employee disqudify himself from 
participation in any particular matter 
that will have a direct and predictable 
effect on the financial interests of a 
person "with whom he is negotiating or 
has any arrangemen! concerning 
prospective empioy~ent."  Beyond this 
sta:utory requirement. it also addresses 
the issues of lack of impartiality tha! 
require disqsa!ification from particx~ar 
marters aiiec:ing the financial interests 
of a prospec:ive ecploger when an 
employee's actions in seeking 
employmen: fail short o i  actual 
employmen: nego:iations. 
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5.263-6C2 AppUublIity and reh:ed 
conskhaYcwu 

70 ensure &!!at he does not violate 18 
L'.S.C -a) or the principles of erhiwl 
conduct contained in Q 26%.101(b), an 
e=p!oyee who is seeking employment cr 
rc-ho 52s an arrangzment concerning 
pros?ecti.~e employment shall comp?y 
:*lii.h t ! e  zpplicable disqualifica!ion 
requ i re~en t s  of 33 2635.004 and 
25j5.606 if the employee's official duiies 
r~,ould affect the financial interests of a 
prcspective employer or of a perscn 
with whom he has an errang, nloent 
c,onzrzmiag prospective emplo)ment. 
Compliance with this subpart also will 
enswe that the exployee does not 
\,ic!ate subpart D or E of this part. 

Note: A? enployee who is seeking 
r r g t o y ~ e ~ l  with a person whose finmcizl 
interests are not affected by the performaace 
c r  conperi-ce of his official duties has 
co obiigalion under this subpar:. d i n  

employee nay. however. be subject to ol;?er 
s:a:u!es w k i d  impcse restrictions oa 
r z ~ l o y m e n t  contac:~ or discussiors. such as  
41 U.S.C ~?~{b][l). applicable to prc?curzmeat 
cftcia!;. azd 10 L'3.C. 397a.  app!ic~b;e to 
c,-r!ain employees of the Departnenl of 
Oef.:me. 

(3 1 i?!/ckd mp10y~ner;t re~:i.;~!iot%- 
[I 1 Outside employment while a Federal 

ompioyment dlocassiozs. the enployee 
n a y  accept such amenities in 
accordance with J 263.2%(e](3). 

3 2635.603 Definitions 
For purposes of this subpart: 
(a) &mplo)ment means any form of 

noi-Fedenl emplo>menl or business 
relationship involving the provision of 
persons1 services by t!+e enipicyee. 
wsether to be uader:aken a t  the s a x e  
time as  or subseqgent to Federal 
ez?loymect. It includes but is not 
limited to personal sen-ices a s  an 
office:. director. employee. agent. 
a::otney, consultant, contractor. geseral 
par!cer or trustee. 

fia.m.de 1: An employer! of the Bu-~au of 
lciiiaa Aflairs who has anxoimced her 
in:ention to &is is approzched by ~ih1 
re~resentati:,es conccrr.ir.g a possible 
cozsul!ing contract with the t i b z  The 
izde~endcnt ccntmctcal relationship :t= 
+?.-.a , ;L, ... ..ishe$ to cegoiiate is enrplo:;ne::t fur 
po:qxes cf this subpart. 

El-on:~/e 9: Ar. employe? 3f the Degarm.ent 
cf F!ealth acd Human Sezices is invi:::d to a 
meotirl~ wit5 of:?cials of a nonpro5t 
c3.qw:ation to discuss the possibiiity of his 
szrvn:, as a x;..q;nhr of the co*Twaiior:::, 
b o a d  of direc:on. Service ~ l t h  or wishout 
c o ~ p e ~ a t i o n .  as a member oi h e  b o n d  of 
directors constitutes ~ n p i o ~ ~ i e i i t  fb- 

enp!oyee Ar. kiloYee who is parposes of t!ls snbpart 
contemplating outside employment !o be (1) An enp!opee is seekin: 
cndertaker: conmrrently with his empioyzent once he has bngun ser?kirg 
Federal ez@loj.ment must abide by an:; e ~ p l ~ y m e n t  wiifiin the meanirg ci . limitaticrs applicable to his outside ?aragrsph (b)!l) cf this sec:ion and ~r.!il 
activities m d e r  subparts G and 11 of h i s  r.e is no lorger ser&g emp;o>;nent 
part. He mcst a l m  comply wit5 any within !he m e a n i q  of parsgraph [b!3 
disqualiEution requirement that may be of this section. 
ep9iicable under subpart D or E of rhis (I) An ernployee has Eegm s e ~ k i q  
part as a muit of his outside em$oymer.t if he has directly o r  
enlpioymeat activities. icdirectly: 

(2) Post-employment reslriclions. An (i) Engaged in negotiations for 
err.o!cyee who ta contemplating emp!oyrner;t with any person. For t:Sese 
emp!oyment to be undertaken foi!owir.g purposes, as for 18 U.S.C. 208[a). the 
the tenr.inetion of his Federal t e r n  negotiations means discussion or 
err,plcymeiit shouid'hn'sult an  agency comnunica:ion with another person. or 
ethics oficial to obtain advice regarding such person's agent or htem-ediar)., 
any post-employment restrictiors h a t  ~ u t u a l l y  cooducted with a view tormrd 
m y  be applicable. Regulations 
in?lemect@ the Governmenhvide post- 
einpi0ylr.et.t statute. 18 US-C. 207, am 
contained h parts 2637 and 2641 of this 
chapter. Employees are cautioned that 
they may be subject to ndditional 
s:atutory mtxictions on their post- 
employment activities. such a s  41 U.S.C. 
JPjT) appiicable 10 procurement 
oZicials. 10 U.SC 2%?b applicab!e to 
czrtain Gepaement of Defense 
persorael ar.d s m a l  statutes 
app!icable to certain retired oh7cen. 

(b) Inten-iew trips and entertciirmsni. 
lYhere a prcs?ective employer x h o  is a 
prihibited a o o m  as  defined in 
5 2E5.3X[d) offers to reimburse an 
eztp!~_vee's travel expenses. or provide 
othcr reassnable amenities incident to 

reaching an agreement regarding 
possible en~icvment  with that w r s o n  

-8 

ee term is not-limited to discu8sio!u of 
s~ec i f i c  terms and'conditions of 
ern?loyr;.ent in a specific positioil: 

(ii] blade a n  unsolicited 
c~mmunication to any penon. or such 
peison'a egect or intermediary. 
regarding possible ernplojment ~<! .L I  
that person. However, the employee has 
fiot begun see&- empioyment if ;hi31 
communication was: 

(.A) For the sole purpose of requesting 
e job app!ication: or 

(5) For the purpose of submitting a 
rcsume or other emploprne~t pioposul to 
a person affected by the perfomance or 
ncnperfom.ance of L'le emp!oyeeSs 
6.;iies oz!y as part of industry or 

o:t-r discrete c1a.s. The employee \%?\.ill 
tie considered to kdve begm s e e h g  
enploynent cpoz recei?t of any 
response indicating ail interest in 
employment disc-~ssions: or 

[iii) Made a response o:her than 
rejection to an unsolicited 
cornmunicarion from any penon. or suc! 
~ e r s o n ' s  agent or intemediaiy, 
resarding possible eicployment wi:n 
that persoii. 

(2) An e x ? l o ~ e e  is 20 longer seakicg 
emplojmen t when: 
(i] The exployee or the prospec:iue 

employer rejects L!e possibility of 
employmect and a:! dismissions of 
possib!e em;!cy;r.eri: have terminated: 
0 r 

[ i i j  Two xon&rs have transpired after 
the ernpiogee's dis2atch of an  
cnsolicited sesame or employment 
prc?osal. ~ r c u i d e d  Lie employee has 
received zo indicaridn of interest in 
emp!oymen! disc~ss ions  from the 
~rospec:ire em?!cypr. 

(31 For ouqoses  of :his definition. a 
response the: d ~ f e r s  discussions until 
the foreseeable :'c!.~re does not 
cons:itutc! :ejection of an unso!icited 
er;lplcyrnent overtiire. pro~osal. or 
r e s m e  COi rejection of a prospective 
enpioyment possibility. 

Evcnple I: An em;loyee oi the iieai* 
Caie Fi3ancir.g Ad;r.inistra:ian is 
corn??iir.an!ed or. her b~oik by an oificia! of a 
State He=!!h Depar:.-,en: who asks her :o call 
if  she is ever intereskd in leaving Fecle.-el 
sen.ice Tne employe explains to t??e Slate 
omcia1 that she is ve: happy with her job at 
HCP.'I and is not ictses:ec! in another job. 
She t5a i~ ls  him for his compliment regsrdirg 
her work and adds Clat she'll remember his 
icterest if she ever decides to !cave L!e 
Covemment. The eq ioyee  has rejected the 
unsolicited em~loyment overture and hes n& . . 
begun seekina emplcyment. 

Example 2 The ezployee in the preceding- 
e?tom@e respnds by stating t!!at she cannot 
discuss h:ure e q i c > . m e ~ t  d i i e  she is 
woririr~ on a pro.& afftxting the St3te's 
hea!th w e  funding but wocid like to discuss 
ewloyment with the State when the p+ect 
is completed Because h e  employee has 
nere!y deferred enipiojment discussions 
until the foreseeable future. she has b w n  
seekiq eztployment with *e State Health 
Department 

Evanpb 3: em?;oiee of the CeFensti 
Contmct Audit .?gency is ar?di:irg the 
overhead accotlnts oi an h y  contactor. 
While at the wr.tractor's haadquarters fh 
kcad oi L$e mntrac:cr's a w m t i n g  divis~on 
tells the ewloyee h a !  his division is 
abor;t hiring another acccuntant and asks 
n-hether the err .p:oy~ miq'nt be interested in 
leaving DCAQ fie empioyee s a F  he 
is In!eres!ed iir. knowis;.?.s whet kind of wr* 
r\.or!ld be invo:ved P . e y  d:scuse the &ties 
the position the accaimting division w ~ l d  
like to fi!l and h e  CCI;\ ezqioyee'a 
qualific~tian; fcr the position. They do 
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discuss salary. The head of the division 
explains that he has not yet received 
.lu!hor.z~':on to 5ll the particular position 
dnd wl l  ge! back to the employee when he 
obtains the necessary approval for additional 
stdfing. The employee a ~ d  the contractor's 
oiiicial have engaged in negotiations 
regarding possible employment. The 
employee has b e p n  seeking employr~ent 
with the Army contractor. 

Examole 4: An employee of the 
Occupatiocal Safety and Hea!th 
Admin~stration helping lo draft safety 
standards applicable to the textile industry 
has mailed his resume to 25 textile 
zanufacturers. He has not begun seeking 
employment with any of the twenty-five. If he 
receives a response from one of the resume 
;ecipien!s indicating an interest in 
ezployment discussions. the employee will 
have besun setkicg employmcct with the 
respondent at that time. 

&.vom.~/e 5: .-\ special Government 
employee oi the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Cor?oration is serving on an advisory 
coxmittee formed for the purpose of 
reviewing PJIPS applicable to all member 
banks. She mails an unsolici!cd letter :o 3 
meinher bani offering her services as a 
csntract consc!tant. She has ilot begun 
s~eking emp!cynent wit!! :he bank until she 
~eceises  soms response ixdicavng an interest 
In discuss~ng her employment proposal. .A 
letter merely achowledg~ng receipt of the 
prop6sal is not an indication c i  interes: in 
employment discuss~ons. 

~xfsornplr 5: .A geologist employed by the 
U.S. Geological Sumey has been working as a 
member of a !earn prepa;ing the 
Government's case in an action brought by 
t5e G o v e r x ~ e ~ t  against six oil companies. 
The ~ e o l q ~ s t  sends h2r resume to an oil 
conpany :hat is a named defendant in :he 
ac!ion. The pologist has besun seeking 
employment with that oil company and wi!l 
be seeking employment for two months fron 
t!:e de:e the resume wue mailed. Howex-er. if 
she rvithdiaws her applicziion or is notified 
within tkte two-month period that her r e s m e  
has been rejected. she will no longer be 
seeking employment with the oil company as  
of the date she makes such withdrawal or 
receives such notification. 

(c) Prospective empioyer means  a n y  
person with whom the employee is  
seeking emp!oyment. Where contacts  
that  constitute seeking employment are 
made  by or with a n  agent a r  other  
interinediary, the term prospective 
employer inchdes: 

(I] A person who uses t!!at agent o r  
other  internediary for the purpose of 
seeking !o establish a n  employment 
relationship with the employee if the 
agent identifies the prospective 
employer to the employee: a n d  

(21 A person contacted by the 
employee's agent or other in!ermediary 
for  the purpose of seeking to establish 
an employment relationship if the agent 
identifies h e  prospective employer to 
the employee. 

Example :: ;\n employee of the Federal 
.q.... .,ation .%Cnin:stratLon :?as overa!] 

rcsponsibility for airport safety inspections in 
a three-gtate area. She has retained an 
employment selrch firm 70 help her find 
another job. The search firm has just :eported 
to the F.4.4 employee that 11 has given her 
resume to 32d had promising discussions 
wth  two airport authorities within her 
jurisdiction. Even though the employee has 
not persona!ly had employment discussions 
with either. each airport authority is her 
prospective employer. She began seeking 
emp!oyment with each upon learnirtg its 
identity and that i t  has been given her 
resume. 

(d) Direct cndredic:cb!e efjact and 
particular matter  have the respective 
meanings set for!h in % 2835.40?(b) (I) 
and  (3) .  

3 2535.604 Disqualification while seeking 
employment 

(a) Ob!igation to disquolifi. Unless 
the employee's participation is 
authorized in accordance with 
$ 26sS.SOS. the employee shall not 
par:icipate in a particular matter  :hat. to 
his knowledge. has  a direct a n d  
predictable eifect on  the iinancizl 
interests of a prospecti\:. e ~ p l o y e r  with 
whom he is seeking cmpio)men: within 
the =caning of : 2635.603(5). 
Disqualification is acconpi i shed  by not 
par i ic ipat i~g in the particalar matter. 

(b)  ,~ofijication. A n  employee who 
becomes aware of the n e e d  to disqualify 
himself from participation in a particular 
ma!ter to which he  h a s  been  assigned 
should notify the person responsible for 
!lis assigninent. An ercpioyee w h o  is 
responsible for his own assignment 
should take whatever s teps  a r e  
necessary to ensure that he does  not 
participate in the matter from which he  
is disqualified. Appropriate oral o r  
written notification of the employee's 
disqualification n a y  b e  m a d e  to 
coworkers by t!!e employee or  a 
supervisor to e n s u e  that the employee 
is not involved in a matter  from which 
he  is disqualified. 

(c) Documen!ation. h employee need 
not file a written disqualification 
statement unless h e  is required by part 
2634 of this chapter to fi!e written 
evidence of compliance wit!l a n  ethics 
agreement with the Office of 
Government Ethics or is spec i f ica l !~  
asked  by an agency ethics official or the. 
person responsible for his assignment to 
file a written disqualification statement. 
Horvever, a n  employee m a y  elect to 
create a record of his  act ions by 
providing written notice to  a supervisor 
o r  other appropriate official. 

E.vam.de 1: An cmployee of the Department 
oi Veterans Affairs is participating in the 
audit oi a contract for laboratory support 
services. Before sending his resume !o a lab 
tvhich is a subcontrac:or under the VA 
contrrlct. the employee should disqualiijr 

h~nself f i ~ m  part1c:pa::cn in !he arrdi:. Sizce 
he cannot rv~thdraw fro- partici~atlcn in !he 
contract audit w~lhol~l 5 e  approval :jhis 6 

supervisor. he should disclose his in:an:iszs 
to h ~ s  super\:isor In order that approc5ate 
adjus:ments in his work assigxnents can be 
made. 

Esampie 2 An employee o i  the Focd 2r.d 
Drug Adm~nistration is contac!ed :n i r - ~ t i ~ ~  
by a pharmaceutical cozpany cocce--.lng 
possible employment 1~1th !he c o ~ p ~ y .  The 
employee is involved in :est~nq a for 
which the company is seekicg FDA approval. 
Before making a response that is zot 3 
rejection. the employee should disqualifj 
himself from iurther par:icipation in 5 e  
testlng. Where he has authority to ask his 
colleague to assume h ~ s  testing 
responsibi1i:ies. he may accomplis!i 5:s 
disqualification by transferring the wjrk :o 
:hat coworker. However. to ensure &at his 
ccileague and others with whoa he :lad been 
working on the recomzendations do .tot seek 
his advice regarding tecring or other\r*.se 
involve him in the mat!er, i t  may be 
ceccssary for him to adv!se !hose in2i.:id.~als 
oi his disqunlificatior.. 

Esample 3: The Gecerel Counse! of 3 
 regulator^. asency wish25 to engagc i: 
discssions reg5rdir.g ?sssibie cm;ic:;mer.r 
as corporate counsel of a reguiated ez:i:y. 
S1at:ers directly a5ectir.g :he financizl 
interests of !he repiateb er.:i:y art ;=zdixg 
within :he Office of Ge~erz i  Cou~.sel. but :he 
Gefieral Counsel wiil r.c! be called apon to 
act in any such matter because signaxre 
authority For that par:ic-lar class sf zatters 
has beer. de!egated to an .Assis:ar,t General 
Counsel. Because the General Colmsef is 
respons~b!e for assigr.:r.g gvcrk wi:% :he 
Oiiice of General Counsel. he can 1.7 fact 
acconplish his disqua!ifi cation by s i x p ! ~  
avoiding any invoivenie.-.! in n3::ers 
affecti~g the regulated entity. However. 
because it is like!!: to be assumed by others 
that the Gzzersl Counsel is involved in ail 
matters ;viihin the cogzizance of :he O i f i c ~  of 
General Cocnsel. he wou!d be wise to file a 
written disqualification statement .xi5 the 
Commissioners of the re~ulatory agezcy azd 
provide his subordinates wit$ wri:ten 
notification of his disqualificaticn, o r i e  may 
be specificaily asked by an agency e'5cs 
official or the Cornnissione:s to Rie a wri::en 
disqualification statement. 

E.ramp/e E A scientist is employed 5s L+e 
National Science Fomaation as a Special 
Government employee to sene  on a panel 
that reviews grant appiications 10 5~r.d 
research reiating to dete5oration si h e  ozone 
layer. She is disczssing possible er?icvr?.ent 
as a member of the facu!:y of a u ~ i ~ e ~ i t y  
that several years earlier received an 
grant to study the effect of iluorourbons. but 
has no grant application pending. ..ls long as 
the university does not scbmit a new 
app!ication for the panel's review. the 
err.ployee.would not have to take any action 
to eifect disqualiiication. 

(d)  Agency de!sr.~i.7a!ior: of 
substanr:hl conflict. Where the zgency. 
determines that the employee's action In 
seeking employnent  with a pa:tlcr;lar 
person will require his disq~~ali:lca!ic.n 
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fmc rxamn  so centzal or critical to the 
perfamsne of his official d u r ' , ~  that 

*ibe employee's ebility to perform the 
duties of his position would be 
naterially in?ai..ed. the agency may 
ellow the emp!oyee to take annual lea%-e 
o r  leave ;vi&out pay while seeking 
e r cp lopez t  or may :ake other 
appropriate acimu;istrative action. 

$2635.605 Walver or authortzation 
wmlfLJRg Wclpatfon while seeking 
employment. 

(a] !Vcirrer. Where, as defined in 
O ZB~.6~Bfb)[i][i). an employee is 
engaged in discussions  hat constitute 
employmest nmtiztions for purposes of 
I8 U.S.C. =a). !he enployee may 
participate in a paiticular matter thst 
hes a direct and predictable effect on 
ti:e finandal inteiests of a prospective 
employer only afk: receiving a written 
waiver i s~ued  wader the authority of I8 
U.S.C. 20a:b)(l) or (bj(3). These waivers 
e n  describd i~ S c2X35.4U2(d). 

Exa.yk 2: An e q i o y e e  of the Depar*:.r:i 
of Xgr?cultun? has had :wo telephone 
cocve.xtiors with an orange grower 
regardL% poesikle empiopxent They h a w  
discussed the em?loyee's qualificctions for 3 

part!cul: pcs~tion wit!! the grower. but have 
not yet C:%ccl?ssed salary or other specific 
tern.% ol  mp!oyment n e  employee is 
negotiating for emp!o~zent within tkc 
neanlng of 18 U.S.C. m8[a] and 
3 ~ 0 3 S . ~ % ) ( l j [ i ] .  L-I LC.c absence of a w;it:e:: 
w ~ i v e r  i=~+d under 18 U S . C  q b ) { l ) .  s5e 
may cct taLe official ection on a complaint 
fi!ed by a -ti:or alleging h a t  t!:e grower 
has &ipped om- in vlolatjon of 
appiicuide cuctaa 

(5) riii:h~rkitioc .bje agency designze. 
Wher* an employee is seeking 
employment wiL5in t!e meaning of 
$2835.60S[b)(l) (ii] or (iii), a reasonabie 
penon wocld be litely to question his 
impertiaiiq if fie were to participate in a 
particular matter that has a direct azd 
predic:able effec: on the financial 
interests of acy such pmspectire 
employer. The employee may par;icipa!e 
in such matten or,!y where the agency 
desizzee has alrthorized his 
~erticipa:icn in acwrdance wit5 !he 
standards set forth in 8 2635.502(d). 

Exo.~?ie I: Within the pest month. a= 
e:qloyee of the Educati~n Department 
mailed Ecr resume to a ,university. She is thus 
scek iq  errqlo-mezt with the university 
w!ihin tile rcren!ng of 3 =.6C3(b)[l)(iiJ 
even tho y h die  has received no reply. in the 
absence of specific au!horization by the 
~ g e n c y  desigsce in acc~idance with 
3 ~~S.SG?ic!). sbe may not perticipate in a n  
nssignment to -view a gnnt  epp1icu:ion 
""bi!td by tL, onivprsity. 

9 26356Q6 Dlsqudlficatlon based cm an 
arrangement wncbrnlng prospedvs 
employment or otherwise after 
nsgctlatiom. 

fa] Em?loymenr or ar.-cn,oe.~err~! 

! 
concerni~g ern?lojment .%I enpl~oyee 
shall be disqualified from taking olfFicial 
action in a particdar matter that has a 
&-ect and predictable effect on the 
fimncid interests of the person bj; 
whom he i3 employed or with whom he 
i-13s an arrangement concerning fuiiife 
err.plo:-nent. unless authorized to 
peficipate in the matter by a written 
rr.niver issued under the authority of le 
U 3 . C  208 r0)(1) or &)[3). These r v i v e r s  

, are described in S 2635.40"d). 
Esa,z?le I: A cilitsr). oficer has a c : y t e d  

a jctb a defense contractor to begin ir: sis 
months. after his retireaeni from military 
sarr-ice. Dazing the period t k ~ t  he m e : i n s  
s\ith tke Government. the officer may not 
prrticipnte in the administration of a cc~ntract 
wid1 *at pr;rticu!ar defense contractor ur.!ess 
ht has mei red  a mitten waiver under !he 
ax:hor;:y of iS U.S.C. ~ f o l ( 1 ) .  

Em.:~ie 3: .%-I accountmni has just +!pi! 

oiFei-eri a job wih  the Comp.~.ullcr oft.!: 
Cb~ezc;.  :vhic! involves a two-year 1ir.itd 
apjoin->.er,t. f!2r private ezpioyer. a tergt? 
corprstion. believes the job wiIi enhatct her 
ehi!is and ha8 agreed to give her a two-year 
unpaid !ewe of absence st the end of which 
she hi agreed to return to work for h e  
corpo:ation. Darirg L?e two-year period she 
:s to be a COC ec?loyce. the acco?lr.:aa! wi!l 
havo an arsngcmsnt ccnccrning future 
ez-.?io!-mect with the corporation that wil! 
r e q i ~ i ~  her disqualification from pecicipatioa 
L-I any p a r t i ~ l i t l r  zat ter  that \*<I1 ha\-= n 
direct m d  piedictable efiect on b e  
cqo:ation's E r a n d d  interests. 

(b) Q7er ejec!ed or no! mcde. 
asency desip.ee for the ?urpose of 
S 3SSS.502(c) nay, in anappropriate 
case. determine that an emp!oyee not 
covered by the preceding paragraph 
v;k3 has scui~fit but is no lonaer seekina 
emplojment nevertheless shail be 
subject :o a period of disqoalificatior~ 
Lpon !he cocdusion of enpfo~ment 
ncgzcations. Pay such deteminaEon 
s3all be bssed on a consideration of 
the reierant factors. inc!uding those 
listed in 5 263533Z(d). and a 
detem.Llation t!!at the coxcern tist a 
reasonable person may question the 
iziegrity of the agency's decisionmaking 
process outrveighs the Covernmezt's 
ifiterest in the employee's participn'lion 
in t!!e particdar matter. 

ESCI)"C~ I: An employee of tie Secunaes 
3r.d Exchange Commission was relie\& of 
refpunslb~lity for an inves:igation of a 
broker-dealer while seeking ercployrcect m . i &  
the !ow tim r e p r e s e ~ t i r ~  the broker-dealer L-I 
:hat matter. T!ie firin did nct offer her the 
par:nu.ghip position she souaht EVw tho& 
she is no lozger seeking err.~!oyxcnt \%it5 !he 
Ern. she mag conhnue to be d~squalificd 
from ~?clcticipntiny in Lbe inresligstion hssed 
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cn a d e t ~ f ~ ; l t n ~ t 1 3 n  by the agency dosgn* 
thitt the con== L+at 3 masonabie per~()n 
mirjnl ques::m n-hether. in view of rf,e histo- 
of the employrcect nqotiatians. she cwid act 
impartidly in the matter outweigh the 
Covernment'~ ffiterest in her participation 

Subpart G--Misuse ol Position 

This subpart contains provisions 
relating to the proper use of official time 
and auholi:y. and of information and 
resources to which an employee has 
access bemuse of his Federal 
employmeilt This subpart sets forth 
standards dating to: 

(a) Use of plloiic office ior private 
gaic: 

(b] Use of ncnpublic infomation 
(c] Use of Government propen).: arid 
{d) Use of ofiiciel t h e .  

3 2W.702 Use of pu%c offce tor prmte 
galn 

An emp!oyee shall not use his pubiic 
office for his own ?karate gain. for the 
endorsene?.; of any product. senrice or 
enterp*se. or for t!e p;ivete gain oi 
friends. re1atives or persons with whom 
the exployee ia affilisted in a 
nor~oveiamental capacity, icc1uair.g 
nonprofit organizations of which the 
empioyee is an officer or member. and 
persoa with whom tne empioyee has or 
seeks elcpioy;nent or busi~ess  relations. 
Ti..e specific prohibitic~:~ set forth in 
parawphs (a) th-rough (d) of ihis sec!ic:: 
&p$y :?is general s!anaard, bct are not 
intended to be exclosive or !o h i t  *e 
applicatior. of this secGon. 

(a ) Inriuce.nenr or coercion of 
3e.7et;ir.s. ?.r. empioyee shall cot use or 
permit t:?e use of his Government 
position or title or any authority 
asscciated with his public office in a 
manner that is intended to coerce or 
induce another person. including a 
subordinate, to provide any benefit. 
firw-cia1 or otherwise. to himseIf o: to 
friends. relatices. or persons r;.ith whom 
the employee is sfiiiiated in a 
nongovem~er.ta1 capacity. 

ErcrnpL :: 0fie:iri to pxiisue a relative's 
cor.sl;c,er coxp!aint over a household 
appliance. ac employee o i  the Seaxities agd 
Exchange Coniiission called t5e general 
counse! of the manufacturer and. in h e  
course oi discussing the problem. stated rhet 
he w o & d  at  the SZC end was responsibie 
for ;eviewir.g the conpany's fi!ings. The 
e3ployee r i o i a t d  the pahibition egnius: me 
of pubiic office for privete gain by i n v o k q  
his ofEcia1 authority in 6n atterr.l;t to 
icCuence nc:ion to benefit his relative. 

Z~crp!e 2: .b. employee of !be Deper=cz! 
of Cssz,o.ze rves asked by a friend LO 
dete.~..rr~e rt hy his firm's export iicense had 
nut yet been ~ n t e d  by  noh her ofice wi!hin 
the C q ~ * . ~ a t  of Conmene.  .?I 3 
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department-level staif meeting. the employee 
ri~iscd as a matter for official Inquiry the 
delay in approval of the particular license 
and asked that the pa~icular  license be 
expedited. The official used her public oiiice 
in an atternpt to benefit her friend and. in 
act ag as her friend's agent for the purpose of 
pursuing the export !icense with the 
Deparmcnt of Commerce. may also have 
vicflated 18 U.S.C. 205. 

(b) rlppeorance of governmental 
scnctio.7. Except as  otherwise provided 
in this part, a 3  employee shall not use or 
permit the use of his Government 
position or title or any authority 
a s s ~ c i a t e d  wit! his public office in a 
manner that cou!d reasonably b e  
cons'tued to i r ~ i y  :hat his agency or  :he 
G o v e z . ~ ~ n t  sanctiozs c r  endorses  his 
persona! activities or those of another. 
When teaching. speaking, o r  writing in a 
personal capacity. he n a y  refer to his 
official t~t!e or ~ o s i t i o n  only a s  
permitred by 3 263S.S@;(b]. H e  may sign 
a letter of recormendat ion usizg his 
official :i:le only in respczse to a 
rpquest for 3n e n p i o y r 2 n t  
rccornnendaiion or ci;arsc!er reference 
based u=on per-.~r.aI k ~ o w l e d g e  of t3e 
tibllity or cks;ac!e: oE a n  individzl l  rv:!h, 
i h o m  h2 5;s dealt :n h e  course of 
Federal employment or whom h e  is 
recamner.aing for Federal emp!oymen!. 

Esc::,~.'? 1: An exployee of the Depzr:r.a?.t 
of ihe T r e 2 s q  ~vnp  IS askcd to provide a 
Ieticr cf r-ccx:nenda:icrn for a fomer 
sl;bordir.a!e on his s:dif z ~ a y  provide the 
rcco~~.-endation .;si:.s cficial sta:!oncr:; 3r.d 
rzsy sign ihe Ictter 2s:q his official title. !f. 
however. the reqces! is Car :he 
.Oc.,,.-C- :z.:  - . . . ....,.. .... ~n 3; 2 j c z m ~ !  fTj.1~.3 :\i:h 
whom he he5 2s: iea1: ;n :he G o v e ~ x e n : .  
t?,e emplsyce should cot use offici31 
s:a!ioney GT s i p  :ie ie::er of 
recommenda:ion osizg his official :it!e, unless 
the reco~rr.endsthon Is for Federal 
employ3ent. In writir.3 the letter of 
recommsndstion fcr his personal friend. it 
may be apqropriate for the employee to rder  
to his o?fcial position in the body of the 
1e:tcr. 

[c) E.~dc.~sements. An employee shall 
r,ot use or pern i t  iha use of his  
G o v e m . e n t  position or  title o r  a n y  
authority associated with his  public 
office to endorse any p;.oduct, semice o r  
enterprise exceg!: 

(I) In hr therance of statutory 
au:hori:y to promote products, services 
or enterprises: o r  

(2) A s  a result of docuinentation of 
compliance with ageilcy requirements or 
s tandards or a s  the result of recognition 
for achie-vement given under  a n  agency 
prcgram o i  recognition for 
accomplishment in support of the 
agency's xission. 

Eson9:'e I: A Coamissioner of the 
Consumer Produc: Safety Commission -3y 
not aprear in a television commercial in 

which she endorses an electrical appiiance 
produced by her former employer. statinq 
:hst lt has been found by the CPSC to be safe 
for residential use. 

Eronple 2 A Foreign Commercial Service 
officer irom the Department oi Commerce is 
asked by a Unlted States telecommunications 
company to meet with representatives of the 
Government of Spain, which is in the process 
oi pmcuricg te!ecommunications services and 
equipment. The company is bidding against 
five European c o ~ p a n i e s  and the statutory 
mission of the Deparhent o i  Commerce 
1r.cludes assisting the export activities of U.S. 
companies. As part of his oificial duties, the 
Foreign Commercial Senvice officer may rneet 
n,lth Spanish officia!~ and explain the 
aavantzges of pmc~rement from the United 
States company. 

Z~omple 3: The Ad;?linis:;ator of the 
E~vironmental Protection Agency may sign a 
!etter to an oil company indicating that its 
refining operations are in compliance with 
Federal air quality standards even thoilgh he 
kr.o\vs that tke company has rou'incly 
displayed letters of this type in television 
ccxmercials portraying it as a "trustee of the 
ezv::onment for h:ure generations." 

Z.~oc:,-ie ;: An Assistant A!:orney General 
r.ry zot use hi; oificial !itle or refer to !:is 
Gsver-~ent  posi:ion in a book jadet  
e?.dorsernent of a novel about organized 
cr:.xe qsritten by an author whose work he 
a2zires. Nor nay he do so in a book review 
po5lished in a ne:vspo?er. 

id) Pedornsnce of official dutks 
:--,, 4 : ,,...? g a pri't-a:e .%teres:. To enscre 

that the performance of his  official 
dx!ies does not give rise to a n  
a jpearance  cf use of public cffice icr 
-*:-.ate gsin 0;. of  giving preferential 
t-estnent.  a n  employee whose  duties 
r v x ! d  .. . affect the f i ~ a n c i a l  interests ~f a 
;;:end, relative or  person wi;h whom he 
is affiliafed in a noneoverrrmental 
ra?acity s;l;il C G Z Y ~ ) ! ~  :';i:h a n y  
ay;?licabIe requirements of 5 2633.301. 

[e) Use of !er.rs af cco'dress and rorzh. 
Scthing in this section prohibits an 
employee who is  ordinarily addressed 
using a general term of address ,  such a s  
"The Honorabia", o r  a rank, such a s  a 
niiiitary or  amhassadokal  razk. from 
using that te.m of address  or rank in 
comect ion  with a personal activity. 

2635.705 Use of nonpublic information. 
(a) Prohibition. A n  employee shall not 

engage in a financial transaction asing 
nonpublic information, n o r  al low the 
improper use of nonpublic information 
to further his own private interest or 
that  of another. whether  through advice 
or recommenda:ion, or by  knowifig 
unauthorized disclosure. 

(b) Definition of nunpublic 
information. For purposes of this 
section, non.oublic inf~rmation is 
information b a t  the employee gains by 
reason of Federal employment and  that 
he  knows or  reasonably should know 
h a s  not been made available to the 

general public. I t  includes information 
! h ~ t  he  knows or  reasonably showid . 
know: 

(I) Is routinely exempt from discIcsure 
under 5 U.S.C. 552 o r  otherwise 
protected from disclosure by statute. 
Executive order o r  regulation: 

( 2 )  Is designated a s  confidential ?JY a n  
agency: o r  

(3) Has not actually been 
disseminated to the general public and  
is not authorized to b e  made avai!able 
to the public on reques:. 

E.romple 1: A Naby employee learns in :he 
course of her duties that a small corporation 
will be awarded a Navy contract for 
electrical test equipment. She may not take 
any action to purchase stock in t ! a  
corporation or its suppliers and she may not 
advise friends or relatives to do so un::l after 
gzblic announcement of the award. Such 
dctions cou!d violate Federal securities 
s!atutes as weil 2s this section. 

E.~an~p!e 2 -4 General Services 
.Adminis'Jation er~ployee involved in 
evaiuating groposals for a construction 
contract caxnot disclose the terms of a 
conpetica :roposal to a friend ernployed by a 
conpaay bidding on the work. Pricr to award 
sf tr'.e contract. bid or proposal information is 
nonpublic iaiorxation specificsily protected 
by 41 U.S.C. 423. 

E.romp/e 3: .\n employee is a member of a 
socrce selection tesm assigned to review the 
proposals subzitted by several companies in 
response to an Army solicitation for spare 
parts. .As a ;;..err.ber of the evaluation team. 
the employee ha; access to propdztarf 
information regarding :he produc!ion 
methods of X!pha Corporation, one of the 
con~etitors. He may not use that information 
:o assist Ee!a Company in drafting a proposal 
to compete for a Naxy spare parts contract. 
The Federal .Acquisition Regulation in 48 CFR 
parts 3, 14 and 13 res:ricts the release of 
information related to procmements and 
other contractor inforn~ation that nust be 
protected under 18 U.S.C. 1905 and 41 U.S.C. 
4 2 .  

Erample k An employee of the Nudear 
Replatory Coinmission inadvertently 
irc!udes a document that is exempt from 
disclosure w t h  a group of docuinents 
released in response to a Freedom of 
Information Act request. Regardless of 
whether the dccument is used inproperiy. the 
employee's disclosure does not violate h i s  
section because it was not a knowing 
unacthorized disdosure made for the purpose 
oi furthering a pilvate interest. 

E.~arnple 5: .qn eriployee of the h y  
Corps of Engineers is actively involved in the 
activities of an organization whose goals 
relate to protection of the environment. The 
ernployee may not, other than as pennitled 
by agency procedures, give the organization 
or a newspaper reporter nonpublic 
inionation about long-range plans to build a 
par:~cular dam. 

3 2635.704 Use of Government property. 

(a) Stondard. A n  employee has a duty 
to protect a n d  conserve Government 
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property and shall not use such speaker in a c o n f e ~ n c e  on d r ~ g  abuse also comply with applicable provisions 
property. or allow its cse. for other than ~ ~ o n s o r e d  by the imkssionai ass0c:atIon to set forth in other subparts of this pad 
authorized purposes. which he belongs. Although excued absence and in supp~emen ta~  agency regulations~ 

(b) ~ ~ f i , , ; r i ~ , , ~ .  F~~ puriroses of &is graa:ed by an agency in accordance with 
guidance in chapter 830 of the Federal These include the principle that an 

section: k rsorae l  XIanual allows an ezployee to be endeavor to avoid 
(1) G v e r n m e n t ~ m ~ e H ~  includes any absent fmm h b  0ificial duties w,fiout actions creating a n  appearance of 

form of real or personal property in to his znr.ual leave account..sucfi absence is violating any of ethical standards in 
which the Government has a n  not on official time. this part and the prohibition against use 
ownership, leasehold. or other property (b) use o f o  subordjRale 3 ,L, of official position for an  employee's 
interest a s  well a s  any right or  emp!osee encourage, direct, private gain or for the private gain of 
intangible interest that is p m h a s e d  coeice, or request a to use any person isi:h whom he has 
with Cover-entfunds* including b e  ,.fficiai time to pedorm activities other employment or  basiness relations or is 
services of contractor p e r s o ~ e l -  T'ne than those required in the T e ~ o m i ~ n c e  othenvise affiiiated in a 
term includes office supplies. telephone of oiricial duties or in nongovernmen:al capacity. 
and other telecommunications 

accordance with law or reghition. (d) In addition to the provisions of t$is 
equipment and services. the and other subparts of this part, an 
Government mails, automated data Evampie 1: An employee o i  r+e Depart7ent employee who wishes to engage in 

capabilities, and of Housir.8 and Urban Development ma.y not 
ask his secretary to type his personal outside employment or o!her outside 

re~mduct ion facilities* ~ ~ v m ~ m e n t  comrpon~ence dving duty hoL.. ~ ~ ~ : h ~ ~ ,  activities must cornply with applicable 
recards. and Government vehicles. directing or coercing a ~ u b o & r . ~ t ~  to pedorm statutes end r e g ~ l a t i o n s  Relevant 

( 2 )  Author:iedpurposes are those such ac:ivities dudng n o ~ d u t y  hours provisions of law, many of which are 
purposes for which Government constitutes an improper use of public office 1is:ed in subpafi I of this part, may 
property is made available to members for pArvate gain in violacon o i  9 1635.7O?(a). include: 
of the public or those purposes iq/here L e  acansemer.t is entliely roisi~tary (1) 18 U.S.C. Z ~ l ( j ) ,  which pmhibits a authorized in accordance with larv or and appropriate compensation is paid. the 

secretary may type the coms~ondence  at pab!ic official from seekirg. accep:i;.,a cr 
regulation 

home or. her own time. LI'Seye :he agreeing to receive o r  accept anything of 
' 

Example I: Under regdations of the c3rr,pr.ilsation is sot adequate, ho,,.e.;er, !he value in r e t m  for being influenced in 
Ceneral Services Ad-ministration at 41 CrT a,qe,ent would involve a 3 2  to !he the pf?fonnazce cf a n  cffrcial act or for 
201-i!1.601. an employee may make a superior in vio1a:ion of :hg staxiards in b e i ~ g  induced to take or cmit to take 
person21 long dlstonce call chaqed to her ,,jp,:t c of L I ~ ~  par:. any action in viola!ion of his ofricia! personal wlling card duty  &. E\-ofZpl2 2 An employee of the Commodi:y Subpart H-Oubjde Adjvi?ies 
Futures Trtding Commission v.+ose office (2) 18 U.S.C. ZOl(c), which prohijiis a 
conputrr gives him access to a comme.~ial 9 2535.S51 Oveniew. pub!ic official, othesvise than as 
service pro..*iding infomation for inrestom (a) This subpart contains p:crlisiccs piovided by law for the proper 
may not use that service for personal relating to octside employr;,ent, cutside discharge of cfrlcia! duty, from seeking. 
i c v e s t ~ e n t  research. 

E , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  J: I,, accordance with 52 activities a d  personal financial accepting. or agreeing to receive or 

of h e  Federal Personnel Manual an artor;..c:; obiigations of employees that are in accept anythirg of value for or because 

empioyed by t+e Department of Justice may eddi:ion to the principles azd  stacdards of any oificisl 

be ?ermi!ted !o use her office word processor re! fcr:h in other subparts c i  this par!. (3) 18 U.S.C. 2O3:aj. ishich prohibits a;l 
and sgency photocopy equipment to prepare Several o i  these pmvisions apply !o e ~ ? i o y e e  h m  seeking, accepting. or 
a paper to be presented at a conference ur,compenssted a s  we!] a s  to agreeing to recei~ie G: eccept 
 onso so red by a professional associatfon o i  csmpensc:ad atitside sc!ivi:ies, coapensation for any  represeztational 
v~hic l  she is a member. (5) "L? employee who wishes to sexices. rendered personally or by 

- engsge in outside employment or acother. in re!ation to particular 5 2636705 Use of offlclal Zlme. 
octside ectivities must all natter  in which B e  United States is a 

(a) Use of an employee's 0rr.n tine. 
reievant provisions of this scbpar!. par!y or has a direct and substantial 

Unless authorized in accordance with indoding, applicable: interest. before any department, ageccy. 
law or regulations to use such time for 

(1) Xle prohibition on ou:side or other specified entity. This statute 
other p q o s e s ,  an employee shall use 

eaplcyment or sny  other cutside contains several exceptions. a s  we!l 2s 
official time in an honest effort to 

activity t!zt conflicts with Cye - standards for special Govemclent 
pedolomr official duties. An employee not e.;lployee.s official duties; employees that limit the scope of the 
under a !eave system, including a 

(2) Any agency-specific requirer;;er!t =striction: Presidential appointee exempted under foi approval of outside (4j  18 U.S.C. 203. r-hich prohibits a n  
5 u.s.c am(21q has an  obligation to employment or activities; eapioyee, wheihei or  not for 
expecd a n  honest effort and a . 

(Sf The limitations on receipt of compensation, from acting e s  agent or  
rrasonable proportion of his time in the octsidc income by a i toney for anyone in a claim against 
perfoiinance of official duties. . 

?;esidential appointees and other the United States or  from acting as agent 
Zuanpie I: An employee of h e  Social n ~ c c a r e e r  employees: cr at!orney for anyoze. before any 

security Administration may use official time (4) The linitations cn  paid al?d ~v+aid department, agency, or  other specified 
!o ensage in certain representetionnl senpice as an expert witness: entity. in any particular matter in which 
activities on behalf of the employee union of (5) T5e l i~ i t a t ions  on participetion in the United States is a par?/ or has a 
which she is a member. Under 5 U.S.C. nn. professional organiratiens; direc! and subs!antiz?i interest. It a!sc this is a proper use of her official time even 
though it does not in,.olve performance of her (6) The limitations on paid and unpaid prohibits receipt of any gratuity. or an?. 
assigned duties as  a disabi!ity claims teaching, speaking, and writing: and share cf or interest ir~ a c ia in  against 
examiner. (7) The limitations on fundraising the United States, in consideration for 

E.rampie 2 A pharmacist e r r . ~ i o ~ e d  by the ac:iviiies. assisting in the prosecution of such 
Department of Veterans M a i r s  has been (c) Octside employme~t a s d  other c!ain. This statute c ~ n t a i x s  several 
slanted excused absence to participate ns a outside ac:ivi;ies of an enp!oyee mrs: erc2?tioas. as .*.ell ns stsndards for 
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special Government employees that 
limit the scope of the restrictions; 
(5) 18 U.S.C. 209, which prohibits an  

employee. other than a special 
Covemien! enployee. from receiving 
any salary or ar.y contribution to or 
supplementation of salary from any 
source other than the United States a s  
compensation for services a s  a 
Government employee. The statute 
contains several exceptions that Limit its 
applicability: 

(6) The Emoluments Clause of the 
United States Constitution, article I, 
section 9, clause 8. which prohibits 
anyone holding an office of profit or 
trust under the United States born 
accepticg any gift. office. title or 
emolument. including salary o i  
compensation, from any foreign 
government except as authoezed by 
Ccngress. In addition, 18 U.S.C. 2 9  
generally prohibits any public official 
from being or acting as an  agent of a 
foreign principal, including a forzign 
government. ccrporation or person. if 
the ernplcyee wccld be required tc  
register as a foreign agent under Z 
U.S.C. 611 e! s?g; 

( 7 )  Th0 Hatch Ac:. 5 U.S.C. 7321 
through 7328. which ~rohibi ts  most 
ernpioyees horn engaging in certain 
partisnn political activities and prohibits 
a!l employees from with 
e!ections and conducting political 
acti~iries in the Federal workplace: 

(3) The honorarium prohibiiior., 5 
U.S.C. App. (Ethics in Government Act 
of 19731, which prghibits an  employee. 
other t5an a special Government 
employee. from receiving any 
cornpensa:ion fsr an appearance. speech 
o i  aficle. Irnp!enenting regdations are 
contained in 5 $ 2 ~ 3 . 2 m  tirough 
2635.205 cf this chapter and 

(9) The limitations on ou:side 
erzp!oyrr,ent, 3 U.S.C. App. (Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978). which prohibit 
a covered noncareer employee's receipt 
of compensa:ion for specified activities 
and provide that he shall not allow his 
name to be used by any firm or other 
entity which prorides professional 
s e ~ i c e s  invol\lng a fiduciary 
reia!iccship. Impienenting regulations 
are contained in 5 0 2655.305 through 
2636.307 of this chapter. 

g 2635.802 Confiictlrrg outside 
employment and act!vitles. 
,411 emp!oyee shall not engage in 

outside ernpio>?r.ent or any other 
outside acti\.~ty h a t  conrlicts with his 
oizcia! dcties. A1 activity conflicts with 
an er.p!oyee's officiaI duties: 

(a) if it is prohibi:ed by statute or by 
an agFncy supplerncntal regulation: or 

('J) !i. under the standards set forth il 
$ 5  335.402 and 2Ki5.50' it w o d d  
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require the employee's disqualification 
from rnat:ers so central or critical to the 
peformanca of his official duties that 
the employee's ability to perfom the 
duties of his position would be 
materially impaired. 

Employees are cautioned that even 
though an outside activity may not be 
prohibited under this section. it may 
violate other principles or standards set 
forth in this part or require the employee 
to disqualify himself from participation 
in certain particular matters under either 
subpart D or s u b ~ a r t  E of this part. 

E..rcnple I: An ecployee of the 
Enrironmen:al Protection Agency has just 
been promoted. His principal duty in his new 
position is to viri:e regulations relating to the 
disposal of hazardous waste. The empioyee 
may not continue to serve as president of a 
nonprofit environmental organization that 
routinely submits corntents on such 
qdations.  His senrice as an officer would 
require his disqualification From duties 
critical to the performance of his official 
daties on a baais so hquent as to neterislly 
impair his ability to ?erform the ducas of his 
position. 

E~ompie 2: An employee of the 
Occupational Safety and Ficaltb 
hri,rr.:nistntion wiro was and is expected 
agaln to be instmental ic fonnlating new 
0Si-t-I safety slandards ap~iicnble lo 
xanufacturers that use chemical solvests has 
been offered a consulting ccr.?ract to pro%ide 
advice to an aiiected company 'in 
restructuring its rianufactwing operafions to 
comply with the CSH.4 standards. The 
employee should not enter into the wnsulti~g 
arrangement even though he is nc?t curren:ly 
worlung on OSHA standards affecting th!s 
~ndustry and his consulting contract can be 
expected to be completed before he again 
works on such standa:ds. Eve3 though the 
consulting arrangement would no! bc a 
conflicting achrity within the meaning of 
5 2625.e02, it would creste on app-?ai3?.;C 
that the employee had used his ofifcial 
position to ob:ain the compensated outside 
business opportunity and i t  would create t .  
farther appearance of c3ir.g his public oEice 
for the private gain of the manufacturer. 

,P 2636503 Pr!or approva: for outside 
employment and a?s?Pii?!es. 

When required by agency 
supplemental regulation, an employee 
shall obtain pricr approval before 
engaging in outside emplopsent or 
activities. Where it is determined to be 
Recessary or desirable fcr the puTose of 
administering its ethics program, an 
agency shal!, by s u ~ p l e n e n t d  
regulation, rsquire enployees or any 
ca!egory of enp!oyees to ob!ah prior 
approval before engaging in speciAc 
typas of cutside activities, including 
outside employment. 

Note: Any requirement for prior approval 
oi empioyment or activities contained in any 
dsency regulation. instruction. or other 
irsuanse in eGct prior to the eiiective date c;f 

I Rules and Regulations 

this part   hall constitute a requinmcnt for 
prior approval for p-oses o i  :5:s zcction for , 
one year after the effective date 2 i  .As part 
or until issuance of an agency sqpiemental 

whichever o c m  :',EL 

J 26;5.8(14 Outside earned Income 
llmitatloru applicable to certahr Wdential  
eppointees and other noncarer 
employees, 

(a) Presidential appoin&es to -5~11- 
Lime noncareer positions. A Presidentjzl 
appointee to a full-time nonca-eer 
position shall not receive any octside 
earned income for outside e~?ioyment.  
or for any other outside attic?. 
performed during that Presidential 
appointment This limitation does not 
apply to any outside earned incone 
received for outside employzerit or for 
any other outside activity. carried out in 
satisfaction of the employee's obligation 
bider  a contract entered into prior to 
.April 12, 1989. 

(b) Corered noncareer em.z!oyees. 
a3 Covered noncareer employe,,. 

defined in 1638.3E(a) of th is  &ap:er, 
may not. in any czienaar yet.. receive 
outside e a n e d  income attribiitable to 
that calendar year which exceed3 15 

'percent of the annual rate oi  Sasic pay 
for level I1 of the Executive SL~dde 
under 5 U.S.C. 5313. a s  in effzct o n  
January 1 of such calendar ycar. 
Employees should consult the 
regulations implementing this l ini tat ioh 
which are contained in $ 4  262631  
through 2636.504 of this cha?!~r. 

Note: In additlon to the 15 pezarrt 
limitation on outride eaned icccse. covered 
concareer esplcyees =e pmhibi;ed h m  
receiving any compensation for: ;rac5ciq a 
profession which invdves a fidr;$w 
relationship; affiliating ~ 7 t h  0: jebg 
enp!pyed by a Bra or cthe: enC3 wbih 
pnrides professional senrices h;oI-;ing a 
fiduciary relationship; serving as an officer Or 
member of the board of any assodaSon. 
corporation or other entity or t e t ~ k ~  
without prior appnval. Impleme=+g 
reg-~Iations ere contained in $ J - 5 j U C 5  
though 2638307 of this chapter. 

( c )  Def.ki!ions. For purposes of this 
section: 

{I) Outside earned incone i a s  the 
meaning set forth in 3 ?636.3C3(b] of this 
chepter, except that 9 2636.3G(b)(8) 
shall not-apply. 
(2) Presidential oppoin:ee 3 U f u i l -  

t:ine noncarezr position meazs a Y  
employee who is appointed by 
President to a full-time position 
described in 5 U.S.C. 5312 & ~ $ 5 3 i 7  

,,.e c r  as a or to a position that. by ~t2t":  
matter of practice. is filled by 
Residential appsintrnent, o k ~ r  t.?an: 

(i) A position filled under i-.e 
a-thority of 3 U.S.C. 103 c;r 3 K.S-C- 
107[a) for :vhich :he rate of D ~ S ~ C  Pay 1s 
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less than that for CS-9, step 1 of the testimony will not result in beer. asked by the pubiisher of a magazine to 
General Schedule: co~pensa t ion  for an  appearance i l l  write an artic!e on his hobby of coIIectinS 

(ti] A position, within a White House violation of 9 2636.2m of this chapter or mcwheads. Even the subiect matter 
operating unit  that is designated a s  not violate any of the principles or is unrelated to his official duties. he may not 
normally subject to change as a result of standards set forth in this part. accept the publisher's oifer of5200 for the 
a Presidential transition; a~thorization to provide expert witness article. for article, Because iD the receipt compensation wodd ,,iohte offered the is 

(iii) A position withln the uniformed ser;ice o:henvise prohibited by honorarium prohibition contained in 
services; or paragaphs (a) and (b) of this section 3 5  2658.201 through 2638.205 of this chapter. 

(ir.1 A position in which a member of may be given by the des i ea ted  agency 
the foreign service is serving that does eb ics  official of the agency in which the (2) Definitions. For purposes of this 
not require advice and consent of the serves when: paragraph: 
Senate. (I) After consultation with agency (i) speaking or writing 

E.rcmple I: A career Deparhent of Justice representing the Government i1 the relates to the employee's oficinl duties 
enp!oyee who is detailed to a policy-makiq proceediri or, if the Goverment  is nc~t if: 
position in the White House Ofice that is a party, with the Department o i  Justict! (A] The activity is undertaken as part 

C ordinerily filed by a noncareer employee is and the agency rvith the most direct and of the employee's official d ~ t i e s ;  
not a Presidential appointee to a full-time substantial interest in the r,..atter, the (B] The c i r ~ ~ s t a n c e s  indicate that 
noncareer position. 

designated agency ethics official the invitation to engage in the activity Eram~le 2 A Department of Energy 
employee appointed under E 213.33m of this de!ermines that the employee's servicf? was extended to the employee primarily 
tide to e Schedule C position is appointed by a s  an  expert witness is ir, the interest of because of his official position rather 
the agency and. thus. is not a Presidential the Government: or t5an his expertise on the particular 
appointee to a full-time noncareer position. (2) The designated agency ethics subject matter; 

oificial determines that the subject (C] The invitation to engage in the 
2G35-805 Service as exptrt w'mess' =alter of the test ir~ony does not relate activity or the offer of compensation for 
(a) R2sslriiction. An shall not to the .mployce'p official duties within ;he activity was  extended to the 

serve. other than on behalf of the United the of 5 ?835.80i(a](2!(i]. employee. direc!!y or indirectly, by a 
States, as an  expert witness. with or (a) Nothin3 in this section prohibits ;in pe;son who has interests that may be 
wi*ont compensation, in any emp!oyee from serving e s  a fact witness afrected substantially by performance or 
pmceeding before a court Or agency when sxbpoarned by an appmpiiate non?erforrnancc of the employee's 
the United States in which the United an:horr/. ofiicial duties: 
States is a party or has a direct and (D) The infom-ation conveyed through substantial interest unless the 9 i635scs PaiUciPanon in Prsfessional the activity draws on ideas 
employee's participation is authorized asscctatlons. [Reserved] or official data that are nmpublic 
by the agency under paragraph (c) of 5 2535.307 Teaching, speaking and information a s  defined in 5 2635.703(b): this section. Escept a s  provided in 
paragraph (b) of this section, this wriung. or 
restriciion shall apply to a special (a] Compensation for tzac.'lir:~". [El ~ v c e p t  a s  pro1:ided in paragraph 

c ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  if he has s.~ec.+i~g or writing. Except as pen.it:cd (a)(2l(i)(EJ(.ll of this section. the subject 

papicipated as an employee or special by f2:ag;aph (a)(S] o i  the section. a n  of :he sc t iv i :~  deals in signirlcant Par: 
Gvernclent employee in the p a f i i d a r  expicyee. i nc lud i r~  a special with: 
proceeding or in the particular Government employee. 3h211 not receivt: ( I )  . h y  matter to which the err.ployee 

that is the subject of the proceeding. com~ensation froin any source other presently is assigned or to which the 
(b) qdditional restriction 3ppliccrble th"" :he Govenment for teachkg. e ~ l o y e e  had been assigned during the 

lo certain special Govefilment s ~ e z k n g  or writing that relates to the . previous one-year period; 
employees. (1) In addition to the empiopee's official duties. (21 .by ongo& or announced policy. 
restriction described in paragraph (a) of (I) Relationship to other iizitc!ior;s program or operation of the agency: or 
this section, a special Government on rece@f of compensatio~. The (31 In the case of a noncareer 
employee described in paragraph (b)(2) c0mpe"sation prohibition contained in employee a s  defined in 3 2636.303(a) of 
of this shall not sen,e, other t+an this section is in addition to any other this chapter, the general subject matter 
on behalf of the United States, a s  an  IiCli!~ti~n On recei'pt of ~0mpecsati02 area, industry, or economic sector 
expert witness. with or without set fort! in this chapter, inc!uding: primarily affected by the programs and 
compensation, in any proceeding before ( i I  The honorarium prohibition on operations of his agescy. 
a court or agency of the United States in zc'i?t of ccm?ensation for an ( - I )  The restrictions in parag;aphs 
which his employing agency is a party a?pearr?nce. speech or artic!e. vikich is (a)(Z)(i)(E) (2) aar.d (3) of this section do 
or has direct and substantial interest, i ~ ~ I 2 ~ e c i e d  in Q S 2636.291 t!!rocigh not apply to a special Government 
unless the employee's participztion is 2636.105 of this chapter: employee. The restriction in paragraph 
authorized by the agency under (ii) The reqciirenent contained in (a)(Z](i](E)(I) of this section applies only 
paragraph (c) of this section § 1626.307 of this chapter that covered during the current appointment of a 

(2) The restriction in paragraph (b](l] ncncareer employees obtain advance special Government employee: except 
of this section shall apply to a special a9:hoiization before engaging in that if the special Government e m p l o ~ e e  
Government employee who: t ~ a c t i n g  for compensation: and has not served or is not expected to 

(i) IS appointed by the President: (iii] The prohibitions and limitations s e n e  for more than 60 days during the 
(ii) Serves on a commission in S 2635.804 and in f 2636.30-1 of this first year or any subsequent one year 

established by statute: or chaa;;!er on rece!pt of outside earned pe;iod ofthat  appoin;ment, the 
(iii) Has served or is expected to serve izcorne app!icab!e to certain res:riction applies on!y to particular 

for more.than 60 days in 8 peeod of 305 Presidential appointees and to other na::ers involving specific parties In 
consecutive days. covered noccareer employees. ~ r t i c h  the special Government emplosee 

(c) Authorization to sen9e as cn esper! f .~c .~ .= !e  I. A personnel has participated or is participating 
,..;# , ~~ness .  Provided that the employee's ezp13,ed by :hz Depar:ment of Labor has persona!ly and substantially. 
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Note: Section 1635.807(a)(2)(i)(S) does not employee relations office is an acknowledged Erample 9: h expert on international 
preclude an employee. other than a covered e.xpert in the field of Fedoral employee labor bunking tmnsactions has been given a,one- 
noncareer employee. h m  receiving relations. and partic~pates in Department year appointment as a special Govement 
compensation for teaching. speaking or negotiations with employee unions. The employee to assist in analyzing evidence in 
writing on a subject w i h n  L!e employee's employee may receive compensation from a the Govenmentos faud prosemfion of 
discipline or inherent area of expertise based pnvate training institute for a series of owners of a failed savings and loan 
on his educational background or experience lectures which describe the decisions of the association. It is anticipated that she even though the teaching. speaking or writing Federal Labor Relations Authority concerning serve fewer than sO days under that deals generally with a subject within the unfair labor practices, provided that her 

- agency's areas of responsib~lity. lectures do not contain any significant appoin'ment Nevertheless. during her 

Eyamc,e 1.. me r-jireccr of the ~ i ~ j ~ i ~ ~  of discussion of labor relations c a s a  handled at e~POintmenL the expert may not accept 
the Deparbment of Commerce, or the compensation for an article about the fraud Enforcement at the Comodity Futures 

Trading Commission has a keen interrst in Department's labor relations policies Federal prosec~tion. even though the article does not 

stamp collecting and has spent y e x s  Labor Relations Authority decis i~ns reveal nonpublic information. The 
developing his own collecticn as  well as  concerning Federal employee unfair labor prosecution is a particular matter !hat 
studying the field genemlly. He is asked by practices not a specific PmgEm Or involves specific parties. 
an intenrational society of philatelists to give operation of the Depament  of Commerce 
a series of four lectures on hov, to assess the a d  &us do not relate to the employee's (ii] Agency has the meaning set fort5 
value of American stamps. Eecause the ofiicial duties. However. an employee of the in $ %35.102(a), except that any 
subject does not relate to his official duties. F W  could not give the same presentations component of a department designated 
the Director may accept compensation for the forcompcnsation- a s  a separate agency under 3 W a ( a )  
lecture series. He cculd not. Sowaver. accept E y a n ~ I e e A  Program analyst employed at  shall be considered a separate agency. 
a similar invitation from a c~n~modit ies  the Environmental Protection .Agency may 
broker. receive royalties and other compensation for fiii) any 

E.va.ra?loleZ: A scientist at !hc Xational a book about the history of the environmental of consideration* remuneration or 
lnstitut& of Heelti. whore prinepi31 area of movement in the United States even though it income, including royalties. given for or 
Government research is the nolccular basis contains brief references to the creation and in connection 1d.h the employee'j 
of the development of cancer. could 301 be responsibilities of h e  A covered teaching, speaking or writing activities. 
compensated for witing a book which noncareer employee of the EPA. however. Unless accepted under specrfic statutory 
focuses specificslly on h e  research she coilid not receive compensation for d a t i n g  authority, such as 31 U.S.C. 1353.5 
conducts in her position at NlH. 2nd thus. the same book because it deals with the U.S.C. 4111 or 7313. or an agency gift 
relates to her oZicia1 duties. However, the general subject met:er area aifzcted by EPA acceptance it includes 
scieatist could receive compensation for p:ogams and operetions. Neither empioyee 
writing or editing a textbo~k on the trea'n.ent could receive c3apensation for writing a transportation. lodgings and meals? 
of all cancers. provided t!bzt the book does book that focilses cn specific =.A regulations whether provided in kind by purchase 
not focus on recent research at NIH. but or otherwise on its progarns and operations. of a ticket by P a p e n t  in advan- or by 
rather conveys scientific knowledge gleaned Erom9le /:..%I attorney in private practice reimbursement after the expense has 
from the scientific commmity as  a whole. has been given a one year sppointment as a been incurred. It does not include: 
The book might include a c.hapter, among special Goverrmen! employee to serve on an (A] items offered by any source that 
many other chapters. which discusses the aivisory cormittee convened for the purpose could be accepted from a 
molecular basis of cancer development. of surveyin3 and recommending modification 
Additionally, the book coaid contain brief a f  pxcurement regulations that deter small source under subpart B of this part; 
discussions of recent deve!opments in z n c e r  busiwsses iron competing foi Govern-~ent [B] Meals or other incidents of 
treatment, even :hough som.2 of those contracts. Eecause his senice under that attendance such as waiver of 
developments are derived i ron XIH research. a7poin:rnent is not expected to exceed U) attendance fees or course materials 
as  long as i t  is available to the public days. the ettarney may accept compensation fmished a s  par: of the event at which 

Esompie 3: On his o m  time, a National for an article about the anticornuetitive the t each i~g  or speaking takes place; or 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration eifects of certain regulatory certification 
employee prepared a consumer's guide to requirements even though those regulations [C) Copies of books or of publications 
purchasing a safe autonobile that focuses 02 are being reviewed by the advisory containing articles, reprints of articles. 
automobile crash wortt..i?ess statistics ccmmittee. me ,,.hid are he tapes of speeches, and similar items that 
gathered and made public by h?CrSk He focus of the advisory committee deliberations provide a record of..the teaching* 
may not receive royalties or any other form are not a particular natter involving specific speaking or  writing activity. 
of compensation for the guide. The guide parties. Becacse the information is nonuublic. (iv) Recejr.e means that there is actual 
deals in significant part with the programs or he could not. hov;ever. accept compensation or constructive of the 
operations of N M S A  a n d  therefore. relatos for zn article wSich recounts advisory - 
to the empioyee's official duties. Cn the cther committee deliberations that took place in a compensation by the ernplayee so L!at 

hand. the employee could receive royaltie3 meeting closed to the public in order to the employee has the right to exercise 
from the sale of a cons~mer's p i d e  to values discuss proprietary information ~rovided by dominion and contro1 Over the 
in used automobi!es even bough it contaics a a small business. cornpensa tion and to direct its 
brief. incidental discussion of automobile E ~ a n p l e  B: A biologist who is an axpert in subsequent use. Compensation received 
szfety standards developed by NHTS.4. zarine life is empioyed for more :hen 60 days by an employee includes compensa~o? 

&.rcmpie 4: An employee of the Securities in a year as a special Government employee which is: 
and Exchange Commission may not receive by the Natiorial Science Foundation to assist 

in developing a program of grants by Lbe 
(A) Paid to anot!!er person, including 

compensation for a book which focuses 
specifi6illy on the regulation of the securities icundation for the study of coral reefs. The a On basis of 
industry in the United States. since that biolcgist may continue to receive designation, rscomrnendation or other 
subject concerns the replatory programs or compensation forspe&ing, teaching snd specification by the employee; Or 

operations of the SEC. The e9ployee may. writing about marine life generally and coral [B) Paid wit$ the employee's 
however. write a book about the advantages reefs specificairy. However. during the term knowledge and acquiescence to his 
of investing in various types of securities as of her appoinhent as a special Gover-~.ent parent, sibling, child, or 
long as the book contains cnly an incidental employee, she may not receive compensation 
discussion of any program or operation of the for an article about the NSF program she is dependent reiative. 
SEC. ;articipating in developing. Oniy the latter (v]  Po,-liculc.- ;;latter involving 

E-ycmple 5 An employee of the Department xould concern a =alter to which the special specificparLies has the meaning set 
of Coimcrce who works !n the Department's Government enployee is assigned. forth in 4 Z3:.102(a)(7] of this chapter. 
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(vi) Personal and substantial 
participation has the meaning set forth 
in *a 2835.402(b](4). 

(3) fiception for teaching certain 
courses. Notwithstanding that the 
activity would relate to his official 
duties under paragraphs (a)(2)(i) (B) o r  
(E) of this section. an employee may 
accept compensation for teaching a 
course requiring multiple presentations 
by the employee if the course is offered 
a s  part oE 

(i) The regularly established 
ctlmculum of: 

(A) An institution of higher education 
a s  defined a t  20 U.S.C. 1141(a); 

(B) An elementary school a s  defined 
a t  20 U.SC. 2891(8); or 

(C) A secondary school a s  defined a t  
20 U.S.C 2891(21): or 

(ii) A program of education or  training 
sponsored and funded by the Federal 
Government or by a State or local 
government which is not offered by a n  
er.:ity described in paragraph (a](lj(i) of 
!his section. 

Esalnple 1: An employee of the Cost 
Accounting Standards Board who teaches en 
a3vanced accounting course a s  part of the 
t g g l a r  business school curricu!um of an 
eccredited university may receive 
ccmpensation for teaching the course even 
thou$! a substantial portion of the course 
deals with cost accounting princip!es 
applicable to contracts with the Governmr~t. 
?.!omover. his receipt of a salary or other 
con;pensatlon for teaching this courte does 
pot violate the honorarium prohibition on 
receipt of compensation for any speech. 
which is iinpleaented in $ 5  336.~m thm.igh 
2G6.205 cf this chapter. 

E.romole 2: An at:orney en~p!oycd by thc 
Eqgal Lnpioyment Opportunity Conurissiun 
msy accept compensation for teaching a 
course at a state college on the subject of 
Federal employment discrimination law. The 
at toney ccu!d not accept mmpensaticn Tor 
teaching the same seminar as part of a 
continuing education pngram sponsored by 
her bar association because the subject of k c  
ccune  is focused on the operations or 
programs of :he EEOC and the sponsor of the 
cclurse is zot an accredited educational 
ins:itution 

Example 3: $3 employee of !he Sational 
Ead0w.er.t for the Humanities is invited by 
a private university to teach a course that is a 
sG;;.ey of Government policies in support cf 
artists. poets and writers. As part of his 
oCicia1 duties. the employee administers a 
grant that the university has receir-erl from 
:he h!Y. f i e  employee may not nccept 
compensation for teaching the course 
bccmse thz university has inte:es:s that ma;- 
be szbstar.ti~l!y affected by the perfom-ance 
c r  nonperfarmance of the employee's duties. 
Likewise. an employee may not receive 
compensation for any teaching that is 
cndetiaken as part of his official duties or 
tha! itxolves the use of nonpublic 
ir f u m a  tion. 

(5) Reference to o.~icialpositon. An 
+:n;;?iovee who is ensaged in teachiag. 

speaking or writing a s  outside 
employment or a s  an  outside activity 
shall not use or permit the use of his 
official title or position to identify hiin in 
connection with his teachip! speaking 
or writing activity or to promote any 
book. seminar, course, pro, oram or 
similar undertaking. except that: 

(1) An employee may inc!ude or 
pennit the inclusion of his title or 
position a s  one of several biographical 
details when such information is given 
to identify him in connection with his 
teaching, speaking or writing. provided 
that his title or position is given no nilore 
prominence than other sigfficant 
biographical details: 

' 
(2) An employee may use, or permit 

the use of, his title or  posiiion in 
connection with a n  article published in 
a scientific or professiona1 journal 
provided that the title or position is 
accompanied by a reasonably promirient 
disclaimer satisfactory to h e  agency 
staiing that the views expressed in the 
article do not necessarily represent d?e 
views of the agency or :he United 
States: and 

(3) An employee who is ordinarily 
addressed using a general ! e x  of 
address. sucn as  "The Honorab!e." or a 
rank. such as  a military or  
ambassadorial rark. may use or perstit 
the use of that term of address or rank in 
coxlnection with his tcachhg. s?eaki-,g 
cr  writing. 

Sote: Some agencies niay have policies 
requiring advance agency review. clearant:=. 
or approve1 of certain speeches. book% 
articles or similar produc!~ to deternice 
whs:her the product cor.tains an appraprl:i!e 
disclaimer. disc!oses nonpubiic inioimation. 
or o!herr\,ise complies with h i s  sec!ion. 

E.ro.~pIe I: A neteorologis: employed wi!h 
the Xational Oceanic and Amospheric 
Adzinistration is asked by a !ocal univcrsi!y 
to teach a graduate course on hurricanes. 'fi? 
university may inc!ude the meteorologist's 
Government title and position together with 
o:her information about his education and 
previous emp!oyr;lent in course rna!eria!s 
se : t i r~  fort!! biographical data on ail teac!ers 
icvolved in :he graduate prograiz. However. 
his ti:la or position may rot be used to 
promo:e the course. for e x a r ~ ! e ,  by featurkp 
tke meteomlogist's Governrent title. Senior 
h!~teoro!ogist. SOAX in bold type under his 
nzme. In contrast. his title n a y  be used in 
this menner when the me!cordogist is 
authorized by NCcM to s~eazk in his omcial 
capacity. 

E.rcnrp!e 2 A doc:or just enp!oyad by the 
Centers for Disease Control ?.as written a 
paper based on his earlie: inlevendent 
research in:o cell structures. Ixcident to Ihi? 
paper's publication in the J o ~ m a l  of the 
American Medical Associatisn. the doctor 
ml.ay be given credit for t!e paper. as Dr. M. 
We!!being. Aasociate Director. Centers for 
Disease Control. provided :hat C!e artide 
also contains a disclaimer. ccnccried in hy 
!Le CDC. indica!ing that !he ;zr)cr is t h ~  
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result of the doctor's inaeprndent research 
and does not represent the findings of the. 
CDC. 

Emrz?/e 3: An employee or the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation has been 
asked to give a speech in his private capadty. 
without compensation. to the annual meetinq 
of a committee of the American Bankers 
Association on the need for banking reform. 
The employee may be descibed In his 
introduction at the meeting as  an emplosee of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation - 
provided that other pertinent biographical 
details are mentioned a s  well. 

5 2635.808 Fundraising actlvltles. 

An employee may engage in 
fundraising only in accordance with the 
restrictions in part 950 of this title on he 
ccnduct of charitable fundraising in the 
Federal workplace and in accordance 
with paragraphs (b) and (c) of this 
section. 

[a) Definitions. For purposes of this 
section: (1) Fundmising means the 
raising of funds for a nonprofit 
o ~ a c i z a t i o n ,  other than a political 
organization a s  defined in 26 U.S.C. 
j7(e). through: 
. 

(i) Solicitation of funds or sal; of 
items: or  

(ii) Participation in the ccnduct of a n  
event by a n  emp!oyee where any 
portion of the cost of attendance or 
participation may be  taken a s  a 
charitable tax deduction by a person 
incuriing that cost. 

(2) Participation in the co~~dirct of on 
e~.en! means active and visible 
participation in h e  pmmotion. 
production, c r  presentation of the evezt 
a2J ircludes servicg a s  honorary 
chairperson. sitting a t  a head tab!e 
ccring the even!. and standing in a 
reception line. The t e r n  does not 
inc!ude mere attendance a t  an event 
provided that. to the employee's 
knowledge. his attendance is not used 
by the nonprofit organization to prorr.o:e 
the event. While the term generally 
inc!udes any pubiic speaking during the 
event. it does not include the delivery of 
an official speech as  defined in 
paragraph (a)(3] of this section or any 
seating or other participation 
apprupiiate to the deiivery of such a 
speech. Waiver of a fee for attendance 
at a n  event by a par:icipant in the 
csnduct of that event does n ~ t  consti:ute 
a gift for purposes of subpart E of this 
~ 2 i t .  

Note: This section does not prohibit 
f:i;drzisifig fcr Fc;litical parties. ?0"t'":. 
there are s:atutory res:rictions that apply to 
political fundraising. L2ployees. other lhan 
thcse exempt under 5 U.S.C. 7324(dl. are 
prohibited by the klatch Act. 5 U-S-C nZ1 
through 7 3 3 .  from soiiciting or coil act in^ 
contr:buiions or c:her funds for 3 partisan 
-,~!i:icsl purpose 0: in cor.nec!ion with 3 
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partisan election. In addition. all employees 
dre proh~hited by 18 U.S.C 602 from 
knorvlngly soliciting contributions for any 
political purpose from other employees and 
by 18 U.S.C. 607 from soliciting such 
contr~butions in the Federal workplace. 

E.~a.~.s!r I: The Secretary of 
Trans?o;!a;ion has been asked to serve as 
master of ceremonies for an All-Star Gala. 
Tickets to the event cost ST50 and are tax 
deductible as a charitable donation, with 
proceeds to be donated to a local hospital. By 
serving as master of ceremonies. the' 
Secretary would be participating in 
fundraising. 

(3) Ufficicl speech means a speech 
given by a n  employee in his  official 
capacity on a subject matter  that rela!es 
to his official duties, provided that the 
employee's agency has  determined that 
the event a t  which the speech is  to be 
given provides a n  appropriate forum for 
the dissemination of the information to 
b e  presented and  provided that  the 
employee does not request donations o r  
other support for the nonprofit 
organization. Subject matter relates :O 

a n  employee's official duties if it focuses 
specifically on :he employee's ofiicial 
duties. on the responsibiiities, programs. 
o r  opera!ior?s of t!e eap lcyee ' s  agency 
a s  described in f ?633.807(a)(Z)(i)(E), o i  
on  matters of Administat ion policy on  
which the employee has  been  authorized 
to speak. 

Erc.~.zle 1: The Secetary of Labor is 
invited to sjeak at a banquet honoring a 
distinguished labor leader. the proceeds of 
xhich will benefit a nonpnfit organization 
:ha: assists homeless fami!ies. She devotes a 
major ?ortion of her speech to the 
hdmi:ist-ation's Points of Light initiative, an 
effc;! !o encoursgt! citizens to volunteer their 
,r...e - :o heip solve serious social problezxs. 
Because she is authorized to speak on 
P.dminlstration policy. her remarks at the 
bancuet are an official speech. However, the 
Secretary would be engaged in fundraising if 
she were to condude her official speech with 
a request for donations to the nonprofit 
organization. 

~Yc.?Z,Cle 2: A charitable organization is 
s?or.soring a two-day tennis tournament at a 
country c!ub in the Washington. DC area to 
raise funds for xcreational programs for 
learzing disabled cfiildren. The organization 
has invited the Secretary of Education to give 
a speech on feder?ily hnded special 
eailca!ion programs at the awards dinner to 
be heid at the conc!usion of the tournament 
and a determination has been made t5at :he 
dinner is an appropriate forum for the 
partic~lar speech. The Secretary may speak 
at the dinner and. under 3 1035.~%(g)(l). he 
may par:ake of b e  meal p;ovided to him at 
the dir,zer. 

(4) Pe.-soncI!y solicit means  to request 
o r  otherwise encourage dona!ions or 
other support ei!her through person-to- 
person contact or through the use of 
one's name or  identity in 
c o r r e s p o ~ d e n c e  or  by perzittirig its use 
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by  others. It does not include the 
solicitation of funds through the media 
or through either oral  remarks. o r  the 
contemporaneous dispatch of like items 
of  mass-produced correspondence, if 
such remarks or  correspondence are  
addressed to a group consisting of many 
persons. unless it  is  known to the 
employee that the solicitation i s  targeted 
a t  subordinates o r  a t  persons w h o  are 
prohibited sources within the meaning 
of 5 2635.203(d]. It does not include 
behind-the-scenes assis tance in the 
solicitation of funds, such a s  drafting 
correspondence, stuffing envelopes, or 
accounting for contributions. 

Evomple I: .%I employee of the Department 
of Energy who signs a letter soliciting 
funds for a local private school does not 
"personally solicit" funds when 500 copies of 
the letter. which makes no nention of his 
DOE position and title. are nailed !o 
members of the local community, even thozgh 
some individuals who are eaployed by 
Department of Energy contractors may 
receive the letter. 

[b) Fcndrcbing in an oificial cc?cdlq;. 
A n  employee may participate in  
fundraising in an official c a p a d t y  if. in 
accordance with a statute, E ~ e c u t i v e  
order. regulation o r  o the-x i se  a s  
de te rn ined  by the agency. he is  
authorized to engage in the  fundraising 
activity a s  part of his  oificial duties. 
[%?!en authorized to participate in  a n  
official capacity, a n  employee may use 
his official title, position a n d  authority. 

E~cn;pIe I: Eecause pa:ticipation in his 
oi5cial capaci:y is authofzed under part 950 
of :his title, !!be Secretary of *e m y  Day 
sign a memoiandum to all .-y personnel 
encouraging them to dona!e !o t!!e Combined 
Federal Campaign. 

(c )  Fundrcising in a 
co-~aci!y. An employee ;nay engage in 
fundraising in his  personal capacity 
pmvided that h e  d o e s  not: 

(1) Personaily solicit funds or  o h e r  
support from a subordinate or from eny 
person: 

(i) Known to the emp!cyee, if :he 
en;ployee is other than a special 
Government employee, ?3 b e  a 
prohibited source within :he m e a n k g  of 
S 2635.203(d): o r  

(ii) Known to the employee. if the 
empIoyee is  a special Government 
employee, to be  a prohibited source 
within the meaning of 5 2635.203(d)(4] 
that is  a person whose  interests may be 
substantially affected by  performazce c r  
n o n p e r f o r m a ~ c e  of h i s  official duties. 

(3) Use or  permit the use of his official 
title, position or  a n y  authority 
associated with his  pub!ic office to 
iucher  the fxndraising effort, except that 
a n  employee who is  ordinarily 
addressed using a general ! e m  of 
sddress ,  such "The Honorable." or a 
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rank, such as a mi!itary or  
ambassadofial rap&, may use or par;;,;t 
the use of that ! e m  of address or -ack 
for such purposes: o r  

(3) Engage in any action that wcx]d 
' otherwise violate this part. 

Euod:pie 1: A nocprofit organi;adon 1; 
sponsoring a goif tournament to raise 
for underprivileged children. The Sem:ary of 
the N a ~ y  may not enter the tournament wi~i 
the understanding that the orgar.ization 
intends to attract participants by oifer'3g 
other entrants the opportunity, 5 eexcbange 
for a donation in fie form of an en ty  fee. :o 
spe2d the day pla!?zg 18 holes of golf a 
foursome with the Secretary of  be Naqr. 

E.~ainpie 2: .b employee of the >feet 
Systems Protection Board may not use &e 
agency's photocopier to reproduce 
fundraising literature for her son's private 
school. Such use of the photocopier wodd 
violate the standards at 8 2635.704 reguding 
use of Government property. 

E.~o.~ple 3: An Assistant Attorney General 
may not sign a 1e:ter soliciting funds for a 
home!ess ske!ter as "John Doe. Assistaat 
Attorney General." He also may zot sign a 
!et:er with just his s : ~ a t . x e .  "Jobs Doe." 
soliciting f.xds !;om a prohibited s o ~ ~ e .  
unless the le!ter is one of many idec5cal. 
mass-produced !e:!ers address4 :a a !ar;je 
group where h e  solicitation is not ho=n :o 
him to be targeted at persons who are either 
prohibited sources or subordinates. ' 

5 2635.809 Just financial obligations 

Employees shall satisfy in good fait!! 
their obligations a s  citizens, inc!udb:: 
all just financial obligations. espedauy  
those such a s  Federal, State, or ! o a i  
texes thet a r e  imposed by  law. For 
purposes of &is section, a just financiel 
obligation includes any  finaccial 
obligaticn acknowledged by L!. 
employes or reduced to judg-zent b y  a 
court. In good faith means  a n  honest 
intention to fulfill ~ n y  just finaccial 
obligaiion in a timely manner. h t+e 
event  of a dispute between a n  employse 
a n d  a n  allegod creditor, this section 

e .e-mke does  not require a n  agency to d" 
the validity o r  amount of :he Gsp~!ed 
debt  or to collect a debt  on the a1Ieged 
creditor's beha!f. 

Subpart I-Related Statutory 
Authorities 

5 2635.901 General. 
In addition to the s tandards 0: e c l j c ~ l  

conduct set  f o ~ h  in subparts -4 h 0 u g 9  
H of this part, there a r e  a m m b e r  cf 
statutes  that establish standards to 
which a n  enployee 's  conduct mast 
c o ~ f o m .  The  :ist se t  forth in 8 "35.902 
references some of ;he a o r e  s i~i i ; .can:  
of those statutes. It is  not 
conprehensi-;e a n d  includes 0x1:; 
references to statutes of generg1 
applicability. While it inc!udes 
references to several of !he h s i :  
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conflict of interest statutes whose (k] The prohibition against so1icita:ion (21 The prohibitions against disclosur-. 
s:andards are explained in more detail or receipt of gifts from specified of ciassiiied ir,forma:icn (18 U.S.C. 728 
t~zoughcut this part, it does nct include prohibited sources (5  U.S.C. -353). and 30 U.S.C. 783(b]]. 
refarences to statutes of more limited (1) The prohibition against solicitatiot. (aal The prohibition against 
a?plicability, such as statutes that apply or receipt of gifts from competing iisc!osure of proprietary information 
only !o oZcers  and employees of ihe contractors (41 U.S.C. :23(5)(2)). and certain other ir.forma!ion of a 
Depar!ment of Defense. (m) The provisio~s governing receipt confidential nature (18 U.S.C. 190Sj. 

and disposition of foreign gi2s and (bb] The prohibition against 
j 2635.902  elated statutes decorations (5 U.S.C. 7342). unaathorized disc!osure of certain 

(a) The prohibition against soiicitation (n] The Code of Ethics for procurement sensitive information. 
or  mceipt of bribes (18 U.S.C. 201(bl). Government Sewice (PJ~. L. gwm. 3 iincluding proprietary or source selection 

(5) The prohibition against solicitation Stat. 853). ir,forx,ation (31 U.S.C. 423(b) (3) and 
Or re~i?i?i of ii!egal gratuities (18 U.S.C. (0) The prohibitions against certain (d!]. 
2%;~;). poiitical aciivities (5 U.S.C. :XI el seq. (cc) The prohibition against 

(c) The 2rohibition agains: seekirrg or ar.d 18 U.S.C. 602, ~ 3 ,  606 and 607). unaut5o:ized use of documents ieiaiing 
rec~iving compensation for certain (p) The agains: disloya!ty to claims from or by the Government (18 
re~resentational  services before the and striking (5 U.S.C. 7311 and 18 U.:S.C. U.S.C. 2851. 
Coverzment (18 U.S.C. 203). 1918). (dd) The prohibition egainst cer:aia 

(d) Tine prohibition against assisting in (q) The senera1 prohibition agaissl: personnel practlces (5 U.S.C. 902). 
the ~rcsecut ion of claims against the acting a s  the agent of a foreign principal (e') The prohibition against 
C o v e m ~ e n t  or acting a s  agent or required to register under the F o r e i ~ ~  interference with civil service 
ai:orney before the Government (18 .\gents Re2istra:ion A ~ :  (18 v.s.C. ~:,sI. exaniilations (18 U.S.C. 1917). 
U.S.C. ZS). ' (r] The prohibition agains: (if) The res:rictions on use of pnb!ic 

( e )  The post-employment restrictions emp!olment of a person convicted of for lobbying (18 U.S.C. 1913)- 
applicsble to former employees (18 participating in or proiz0tir.g a riot or (g] The prohibition agaicst 
U.S.C. 207. with implementing civil disorder (5 U.S.C. 7313). panicipation in the appointment or 
rlgulations a t  parts 2637 and 1641 of this (s) The p:ohibi:ion agains: ?rsmotion of re1a:ives (5 U.S.C. 31101. 
c>apter]. ezploynent of an  kdividuai who (hh) The prohiSition against 

jfj P e  post-employment restrictions habitually uses intoxicating beverages 'O1i"i!atiOn Or acceptance a n y ~ k g  0i 

applicable io former procurement to excess (5 U.S.C. 7352). valce to obtain public office for ar.o:'er 
c%cia!s (11 U.S.C. 423[f)). (1) The prohibiticn agains: misuse of a 'll). 

(g) The piuhibition against Government vehicle (31 U.S.C. 1344). (ii) The prohibition against conspiracy 
participsti.q in matters a f f ec t i r~  an (ul The misuse to c o h t  an  offenseagainst or to 
employee's own financial interests or the franking privilege (18 U.S.C. 1719). dekacd the United States (18 U.S.C 
Ike f ina~c ia l  interests of other specified (vj The prohibition against fraud or '")' 
persccs or organizations (18 U.S.C. 208). fa!se statements in a Govem.?~ent matter (I]) The prohibition a ~ a i n s t  

(h) prohibition on a procurement (18 U.S.C. 1rx.11). embezzlement or conversion of 
ofEciai's n630tiating for empioyrnent (w] The prohibi:ion a g a i ~ s t  Gcvernment money or property (18 
with coo;peL&g contrac:ors (41 U.S.C. conceal;%, mutiiatiw or des:royi?g a U.S.C. 6il). 

413(j)(l j]. public record (I8 U.S.C. 2071). (Zi!) The prohibition against fai lk3 to 
ji) The piobibition against receiving (x) The prohibition agains: a c c o ~ . t  for public money (18 U.S.C. &3 1. 

salary or  any contriSution to or counterfeiting or forging transpo:ta:ion (111 The prohibition against 
suppieinentation of salary as reques:~ (18 U.S.C. 308). enbezzlement of the money or p%?orty 
com?ensaEon for Government seivice of another person that is in the (Y) The restric:ions on disc!osure of possession of an employee by reason of from a source other than the United certain sensitive Government 
S:ates (18 U . S C  209). . : information under the Freedom of his enploynent (18 U.S.C. 654). 

(j) TE.2 FmhibitIon against gifts to Inlo.rnation Act and the Privacy Act (ij [!?I Doc 92-16070 Filed 6-642: 8:JJ a k l  : 

s?lperiors (5 U.S.C. 7351). U.S.C. 552 and 552a). ? \ I ~ W C  CODE 0 3 r s o i a  



3 205. .\cts nfft:c.tirtq :L pc.r\c,rl;li financial irltvrc..st 

( a )  E:ccept a5 pcrmitteti by subsec:ion ( b  I llerc.,,f, wi i , ,~ . ' ;~ : r ,  bt:in;: 
a n  of f icer  o r  employee of the executive branch of the Ijuiced States 
Government, o f  any  independent agency of t h e  United States, o r  of 
the  Distr ict  of Columbia, including a special Government employee, 
part icipates personally and  substantial ly a s  a Government officer o r  
employee, t h rough  decision, approval ,  disapproval, recommendation, 
t he  render ing  of advice, investigation, o r  othervise,  in a judicial o r  
o ther  proceeding, application, reques t  f o r  a ruling o r  other detcrmi- 

nation,  contract ,  claim, controversy, charge,  accusation, arrest ,  o r  
o ther  par t icular  mat ter  in which, t o  h is  knowledge, he, his  spouse, 
minor  child, par tner ,  organization in which he is  serving as  officer, 
director,  t rustee,  par tner  o r  employee, o r  a n y  person o r  organization 
wi th  n-horn he is  negotiating o r  h a s  a n y  arrangement concerning 
prospective employment, has a financial  interest- 

Shall  be f ined not more than  $10,000, o r  imprisoned not more than 
two years, o r  both. 

( b )  Subsection ( a )  hereof shall  z o t  apply (1) if t he  officer or 
employee f i r s t  advises the Government official responsible fo r  ap- 
pointment to his  position of the  na tu re  and  circumstances of the ju- 
dicial o r  o the r  proceeding, application, request  f o r  a ruling o r  other 
determination,  contract, claim, controversy, charge, accusation, ar-  
rest ,  o r  o ther  part icular  mat ter  and  makes full disclosure of the  fi- 
nancial  in teres t  and  receives in advance  a writ ten determination 
made by such official t ha t  the in teres t  is not  so substantial a s  to be 
deemed likely to af fec t  the integri ty of the  services which the Gov- 
ernment  may espect  from such  off icer  o r  employee, or (2) if, by 
general rule o r  regulation pubIished in  the  Federal  Register, the  ii- 
nnncial  in teres t  has  been exempted f rom the requirements of clause 
(1) hereof a s  being too remote or too inconsequential tv affect  the 
in tegr i ty  of Government officers'  o r  employees' services. 

Added Pub.L. 87-S49, $ l ( a ) ,  Oct. 23, 1962,76 Stat. 1124. 

Historical Note . 
Pr lo r  Prorlalons. Prorislona slmllnr to  

those comp:king this sectlon =ere con- 
tained in former sectlon 424 of this title 
prior to the repeal of such arction and  
the  general amendncnt  of thL chcptcr 
by Pub.L. S7-9% 

Codltlcatlon. A prior section 208. Act 
J u n e  25, 1945 c. 6-43. 62 S t n t  E33. which 
related to the acceptance ot  solicitation 
o t  a bribe by a jndiclal omcer, was 
ellmlnated in the  general amendment of 
t h L  chapter by Pub.L. 67-849 and k, 
rnhatantlally covered by revised section 
ZOL 

Easet lvs  D a t a  Section edectlre 
days  al ter  Ocf 23. 1982, see section 4 

of Puh.L. .S+3. sct out as a note 
unc!er section 201 of this t l t le  

Delegntlon of dathority. l u t h o r i t ~  or 
tho President under aubsec (b)  of this 
sectlon delcgzted to deportment or agency 
beads, see Par t  V of Ex.0rd.So.llM2 
>fay 9. 1465, 30 F.R.,MCB, set out  s~ I 
note under aectlon PO$ of thb  Ut le  

Csnal Zona dppllcabflity of s ~ t l o n  t0 
Canal Zone. ace section 14 of thfd Ut2L 

Lcglslatlve Fflstow. F o r  legialativs 
history and purpose of Pub.L. Si-9. 
1962 U.S.Code Cong. and  ddm.Nen% P 
m2 

Cross Referenoes 

Ddni t fons .  see section 20? of thid t l t l e  
Department of Health, Education and  Wel fa re  applicability of thlr  sectlon to Sum 

personnel assigned to. nee aecUon 246 of Title 4Z The Public Healtli and  wel- 
f a r e  

Mail contracts, conflict of lnterest  see sectlon 440 of t h b  t f t le  
Uemoraadum of d t t o r n e r  General regardlmg conflict of tn te rwt  provislon& see no& 

under sectiocr 201 of this UUc 
OMce of Education, applicabUty of this  sectlon t o  State personnel arslpned to, * 

aecrion 967 of Title 20. Edncat lon 
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Public Papers of the Presidents 

Executive Order 12731 -- Principles of Ethical Conduct for 
Government Officers and Employees 

26 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 1608 

October 17, 1990 

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and 
the laws of the United States of America, and in order to establish fair and 
exacting standards of ethical conduct for all executive branch employees, it 
is hereby ordered that Executive Order 12674 of .April 12, 1989, is henceforth 
modified to read as follows: 

"EXECUTIVE ORDER 

I1 

"principles of ethical conduct for government officers and employees 

"By virtue of the authority vested in me as President by the constitution 
and the laws of the United States of ~merica, and in order to establish fair 
and exacting standards of ethical conduct for all. executive branch employees, 
it is hereby ordered as follows: 

"Part 1 -- PRINCIPLES OF ETHICAL CONDUCT 
"Section 101. Principles of ~thical Conduct. To ensure that every citizen 

can have complete confidence in the integrity of the Federal Government, each 
Federal employee shall respect and adhere to the fundamental principles of 
ethical service as implemented in regulations promulgated under sections 201 
and 301 of this order: 

"(a) Public service is a public trust, requiring employees to place 
loyalty to the Constitution, the laws, and ethical principles above private 
gain. 

"(b) Employees shall not hold financial interests that conflict with the 
conscientious performance of duty. 

"(c) Employees shall not engage in financial t:ransactions using nonpublic 
Government information or allow the improper use of such information to 
further any private interest. 

I1(d) An employee shall not, except pursuant to such reasonable exceptions 
as are provided by regulation, solicit or accept any gift or other item of 
monetary value from any person or entity seeking official action from, doing 
business with, or conducting activities regulated by the employee's agency, 
or whose interests may be substantially affected by the performance or 
nonperformance of the emplovee's duties. 

'I (e) Employees shall put-forth honest effort in the performance of their 
duties. 

I1(f) Employees shall make no unauthorized cominitments or promises of any 
kind purporting to bind the Government. 

I1(g) Employees shall not use public office for private gain. 





"(h) Employees shall act impartially and not give preferential treatment 
' to any private organization or individual. 

"(i) Employees shall protect and conserve Federal property and shall not 
use it for other than authorized activities. 

"(j) Employees shall not engage in outside c!mployment or activities, 
including seeking or negotiating for employment, that conflict with official 
Government duties and responsibilities. 

(k) Employees shall disclose waste, fraud, abuse, and corruption to 
appropriate authorities. 

"(1) Employees shall satisfy in good faith their obligations as citizens, 
including all just financial obligations, especially those -- such as 
Federal, State, or local taxes -- that are impolsed by law. 

"(m) Employees shall adhere to all laws and regulations that provide equal 
opportunity for all Americans regardless of race, color, religion, sex, 
national origin, age, or handicap. 

"(n) Employees shall endeavor to avoid any acl~ions creating the appearance 
that they are violating the law or the ethical st:andards promulgated pursuant 
to this order. 

ItSec. 102. Limitations on Outside Earned Income. 
"(a) No employee who is appointed by the! President to a full-time 

noncareer position in the executive branch (including full-time noncareer 
employees in the White House Off ice, the Office of Policy Development, and 
the Off ice of Cabinet Affairs), shall receive any earned income for any 
outside employment or activity performed during that Presidential 
appointment. 

"(b) The prohibition set forth in subsection (a) shall not apply to any 
full-time noncareer employees employed pursuant 'to 3 U. S.C. 105 and 3 U. S.C. 
107(a) at salaries below the minimum rate of basic pay then paid for GS-9 of 
the General Schedule. Any outside employment must comply with relevant 
agency standards of conduct, including any requirements for approval of 
outside employment. 

"PART I1 -- OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS AUTHORITY 
"S~C. 201. The Off ice of Government Ethics.. The office of Government 

Ethics shall be responsible for administering th~is order by: 
"(a) Promulgating, in consultation with the Attorney General and the 

Office of Personnel Management, regulations that establish a single, 
comprehensive, and clear set of executive-branch standards of conduct that 
shall be objective, reasonable, and enforceable. 





@;(b) Developing, disseminating, and periodically updating an ethics manual 
'for employees of the executive branch describing the applicable statutes, 
rules, decisions, and policies. 

I1(c) Promulgating, with the concurrence of the Attorney General, 
regulations interpreting the provisions of t.he post-employment statute, 
section 207 of title 18, united States Code; the general conflict-of-interest 
statute, section 208 of title 18, United States Code; and the statute 
prohibiting supplementation of salaries, section 209 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

'l(d) Promulgating, in consultation with the Attorney General and the 
Office of Personnel Management, regulations establishing a system of 
nonpublic (confidential) financial disclosure by executive branch employees 
to complement the system of public disclosure under the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978. Such regulations shall include criteria to guide agencies in 
determining which employees shall submit these reports. 

"(e) Ensuring that any implementing regulations issued by agencies under 
this order are consistent with and promulgated in accordance with this order. 

IISec. 202. Executive office of the Presidlent. In that the agencies 
within the Executive Office of the President (EOP) currently exercise 
functions that are not distinct and separate from each other within the 
meaning and for the purposes of section 207(e) of title 18, United States 
Code, those agencies shall be treated as one aglency under section 207(c) of 
title 18, United States Code. 

llPART I11 -- AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 
"Sec. 301. Agency Responsibilities. Each agency head is directed to: 
"(a) Supplement, as necessary and appropriate, the comprehensive executive 

branch-wide regulations of the Office of Government Ethics, with regulations 
of special applicability to the particular functions and activities of that 
agency. Any supplementary agency regulations shall be prepared as addenda to 
the branch-wide regulations and promulgated jointly with the Office of 
Government Ethics, at the agency's expense, for inclusion in Title 5 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

"(b) Ensure the review by all employees of this order and regulations 
promulgated pursuant to the order. 

(c) Coordinate with the off ice of Government Ethics in developing annual 
agency ethics training plans. Such training shall include mandatory annual 
briefings on ethics and standards of conduct for all employees appointed by 
the President, all employees in the Executive Office of the President, all 
officials required to file public or nonpublic financial disclosure reports, 
all employees who are contracting officers and procurement officials, and any 
other employees designated by the agency head. 

(d) Where practicable, consult formally or informally with the Off ice of 
Government Ethics prior to granting any exemption under section 208 of title 
18, United States Code, and provide the Director of the Office of Government 
Ethics a copy of any exemption granted. 





"(e) Ensure that the rank, responsibilities,, authority, staffing, and 
' res6urces of the Designated Agency Ethics Off ic:ial are sufficient to ensure 
the effectiveness of the agency ethics program. Support should include the 
provision of a separate budget line item for ethics activities, where 
practicable. 

"PART IV -- DELEGATIONS OF AUTHORITY 
"Set. 401. Delegations to Agency Heads. Except in the case of the head 

of an agency, the authority of the president under sections 203(d), 205(e), 
and 208(b) of title 18, United States Code, to grant exemptions or approvals 
to individuals, is delegated to the head of the isgency in which an individual 
requiring an exemption or approval is employed or to which the individual (or 
the committee, commission, board, or similar group employing the individual) 
is attached for purposes of administration. 

"Sec. 402. Delegations to the Counsel to the President, 
"(a) Except as provided in section 401, the authority of the President 

under sections 203(d), 205(e), and 208(b) of title 18, United States Code, to 
grant exemptions or approvals for Presidential appointees to committees, 
commissions, boards, or similar groups estab:Lished by the President is 
delegated to the Counsel to the President. 

(b) The authority of the President under sections 203 (d) , 205 (e) , and 
208 (b) of title 18, United States Code, to grant exemptions or approvals for 
individuals appointed pursuant to 3 U.S.C. 105 and 3 U.S.C. 107(a), is 
delegated to the Counsel to the President. 

"Sec. 403. Delegation Regarding Civil Service. The Office of Personnel 
Management and the Office of Government Ethics, as appropriate, are delegated 
the authority vested in the President by 5 U.S.C. 7301 to establish general 
regulations for the implementation of this Executive order. 

"PART V -- GENERAL PROVISIONS 
"Set. 501. Revocations. The following ~xecutive orders are hereby 

revoked : 
"(a) Executive Order No. 11222 of May 8, 1965. 
"(b) Executive Order No. 12565 of September 25, 1986. 
"Set. 502. Savings Provisions. 
"(a) All actions already taken by the President or by his delegates 

concerning matters affected by this order and in force when this order is 
issued, including any regulations issued und'er ~xecutive Order 11222, 
Executive Order 12565, or statutory authority, shall, except as they are 
irreconcilable with the provisions of this order or terminate by operation of 
law or by Presidential action, remain in effect until properly amended, 
modified, or revoked pursuant to the authority conferred by this order or any 
regulations promulgated under this order. Notwithstanding anything in 
section 102 of this order, employees may carry out preexisting contractual 
obligations entered into before April 12, 1989. 

It(b) Financial reports filed in confidence (pursuant to the authority of 
Executive Order No. 11222, 5 C.F.R. Part 735, and individual agency 
regulations) shall continue to be held in confidence. 





. YSec. 503. Definitions. For purposes of this order, the term: 
"(a) f~ontracting officers and procuremenl: officialsf means all such 

officers and officials as defined in the Office of Federal Procurement Policy 
Act Amendments of 1988. 

"(b) fEmployeef means any officer or employee of an agency, including a 
special Government employee, 

"(c) lAgencyf means any executive agency as defined in 5 U.S.C. 105, 
including any executive department as defined in 5 U.S.C. 101, Government 
corporation as defined in 5 U. S.C. 103, or an independent establishment in 
the executive branch as defined in 5 U.S.C. 104 (other than the General 
Accounting Office), and the United States Postal Service and Postal Rate 
Commission. 

"(d) IHead of an agencyf means, in the case of an agency headed by more 
than ane person, the chair or comparable member of such agency. 

(e) 'Special Government employeef means a special Government employee as 
defined in 18 U.S.C. 202(a). 

*lSec, 504. Judicial ~eview. This order is intended only to improve the 
internal management of the executive branch and is not intended to create any 
right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by a party 
against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any person.". 

George Bush 

The White House, October 17, 1990. 

[Filed with the Off ice of the Federal Register, 10 : 41 a.m. , October 18, 
19903 









SUMMARY OF POST-EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTIONS OF 18 U.S.C. 5 207 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Since its enactment in 1962, 18 U.S.C. 5 207 has remained the 
primary source of post-employment restrictions applicable to 
officers and employees of the executive branch. Unlike certain 
other post-employment laws, the provisions of section 207 apply to 
individuals regardless of the executive department or agency in 
which they served while employed by the Government and regardless 
of the particular duties they performed. 

Section 207 has been amended several times over the years. 
Recently, for example, section 207 was substantially revised by the 
Ethics Reform Act of 1989. As a consequence of these amendments, 
former employees are subject to varying post -employment 
restrictions depending upon the date of their termination from 
Government service or from certain high-level positions. 

Individuals who terminated service prior to January 1, 1991, 
should continue to consult the regulations published at Part 2637 
of title 5 ,  Code of Federal Requlations, for guidance concerning 
applicable provisions of section 207. Individuals terminating 
service on or after January 1, 1991, should consult this summary 
pending completion of revised regulatory guidance at 5 C.F.R. Part 
2641. As of this date, Part 2641 contains guidance concerning 18 
U.S.C. 5 207(c) only. (Except where the underlying statutory 
provision has changed, Part 2637 remains persuasive concerning the 
interpretation of the newer version of 18 U.S.C. 5 207.) 

This summary was prepared by the  U.S. O f f i c e  of Government 
Ethics. While it has been coordinated with the Department of 
Justice, employees are cautioned that it reflects only a 
preliminary interpretation of the amendments to 18 U.S.C. § 207 
enacted by the Ethics Reform Act of 1989 and thereafter. 

11. SUMMARY OF RESTRICTIONS 

Effective January 1, 1991, section 207 of title 18 sets forth 
six substantive prohibitions restricting the activities of 
individuals who leave Government service or who leave certain high- 
level positions in the executive branch. Each of these 
restrictions is discussed separately below, followed by a 
discussion of several statutory exceptions. 

None of the provisions bar any individual, regardless of rank 
or position, from accepting employment with any private or public 
employer a£ ter Government service. Section 2 07 only prohibits 



individuals from engaging in cert-ain activities on behalf of. 
persons or entities other than the United States, whether or not 
done for compensation. None of the restrictions bar self- 
representation. 

A. APPLICABILITY 

The first three restrictions [ § §  207 (a) (11, (a) ( 2 1 ,  and (bi ] 
are applicable to former officers or employees of the executive 
branch. They also apply to former senior or very senior employees 
as those terms are described below, and to former special 
Government employees. According to 18 U.S.C. § 202, a "special 
Government employee" includes an individual who is "retained, 
designated, appointed, or employed to perform, with or without 
compensation, for not to exceed one hundred and thirty days during 
any period of three hundred and sixty-f ive consecutive days, 
temporary duties either on a full-time or intermittent basis . . . . "  
(Enlisted personnel of the uniformed services are not "officers" or 
"employees" for purposes of section 207.) 

The fourth restriction [§207(c)] is applicable only to former 
"senior personnel" (hereinafter referred to as "senior employees"). 
A senior employee is any employee (other than an individual covered 
by the fifth restriction) who was employed in a position for which 
the rate of pay is specified in or fixed according to the Executive 
Schedule, in a position for which the rate of basic pay is equal to 
or greater than the rate of basic pay payable for level V of the 
Executive Schedule, or in a position which is held by an active 
duty commissioned officer of the uniformed services who is serving 
in a grade or rank for which the pay grade is 0-7 or above. The 
term includes those individuals appointed by the President to a 
position under 3 U.S.C. 5 105(a)(2)(B) or by the Vice President to 
a position under 3 U.S.C. § 106(a) (1) ( B ) .  An individual is subject 
to section 207(c) as a result of service as a special Government 
employee only if the individual served 60 or more days as a special 
Government employee during the one-year period before terminating 
service as a senior employee. 

The fifth restriction [ §  207(d)] applies only to former "very 
senior personnel" (hereinafter referred to as "very senior 
employees"). A very senior employee is any employee who was 
employed in a position at the rate of pay payable for level I of 
the Executive Schedule, or in a position in the Executive Office of 
the President at a rate of pay equal to or greater than the rate of 
pay payable for level I1 of the Executive Schedule. The term 
includes the Vice President and those individuals appointed by the 
President to a position under 3 U.S.C. 5 105(a) (2) ( A )  or by the 
Vice President to a position under 3 U.S.C. § 106(a) (1) (A). 

The sixth restriction [5 207(f) J applies to individuals who 
formerly served in either a senior or very senior position. 



SUBSTANTIVE RESTRICTIONS 

1. Basic prohibition of 18 U.S.C. S 207(a) (1). No former 
employee-may knowingly make, with the intent to influence, any 
communication to or appearance before an employee of the united 
States on behalf of any other person (except the United States) in 
connection with a particular matter involving a specific party or 
parties, in which he participates personally and substantially as 
an employee, and in which the United states is a party or has 2 
direct and substantial interest. 

Discussion. This is a lifetime rest-riction that commences 
upon an employee's termination from Governmlant service. The target 
of this provision is the former employee who participates in a 
matter while employed by the Government a.nd who later " switches 
sides" by representing another person on the same matter be£ ore the 
United States. The restriction is measured by the duration of the 
matter in which the former employee participated. 

The restriction does not apply unless a former employee 
communicates to or makes an appearance befc,re the United States on 
behalf of some other person. For these purposes, the "United 
States" refers to any employee of any department, agency, court, or 
court-martial of the United States (but not of the District of 
Columbia). The term does not include the Congress, and therefore 
communications to or appearances before Members of Congress and 
legislative staff are not prohibited by this provision. 

A former employee is not prohibited by this restriction from 
providing "behind-the-scenes" assistance :in connection with the 
representation of another person. Moreover, the restriction 
prohibits only those communications and appearances that are made 
"with the intent to influence. " A "commilnication" can be made 
orally, in writing, or through electroni-c transmission. An 
"appearance" extends to a former employee's mere physical presence 
at a proceeding when the circumstances make it clear that his 
attendance is intended to influence the United States. An "intent 
to influence" the United States may be found if the communication 
or appearance is made for the purpose of seeking a discretionary 
Government ruling, benefit, approval, or other action, or is made 
for the purpose of influencing Government action in connection with 
a matter which the former employee knows involves an appreciable 
element of dispute concerning the particular Government action to 
be taken. Accordingly, the prohibition does not apply to an 
appearance or communication involving purely social contacts, a 
request for publicly available documents, or a request for purely 
factual information or the supplying of such information. 

A communication to or appearance before the United States is 
not prohibited unless it concerns the same particular matter 
involving a specific party or parties in which the former employee 
participated personally and substantially while employed by the 



Government. An employee can participate "personally" in a matter, 
even though he merely directs a subordinate's participation. He 
participates "substantially" if his involvement is of significance 
to the matter. Thus, while a series of peripheral involvements may 
be insubstantial, participation in a single critical step may be 
substantial. The term "particular matter" includes any 
investigation, application, request for a ruling or determination, 
rulemaking, contract, controversy, claim, charge, accusation, 
arrest, or judicial or other proceeding. In determining whether 
two situations are part of the same particular matter, one should 
consider all relevant factors, including the amount of time elapsed 
and the extent to which the matters involve the same basic facts or 
issues and the same or related parties. Even if a post-employment 
communication or appearance would concern the same particular 
matter, however, the representational bar will not apply unless the 
United States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest 
in that matter at the time of the post-employment representation. 

The provision requires that an employee's official 
participation in a particular matter have taken place at a time 
when the matter involved a specific party (or parties). It also 
requires that the matter involve some specific party or parties at 
the time of the post-employment communication or appearance 
(although these can be different parties than were involved with 
the matter at the time of the employee's participation). General 
ruiemakings do not usually involve specific parties. Consequently, 
it is quite possible that an employee who participated in a 
rulemaking while employed by the Government will, af ter leaving 
Government service, be able to appear before his former agency - 

concerning the application of that rule to his new private sector 
employer without violating the lifetime restriction. Co:ltracts, on 
the other hand, are always particular matters involving specific 
parties. A Government procurement has specific parties identified 
to it when a bid or proposal is received in response to a 
solicitation, if not before. 

The provision does not prohibit a former employee from 
representing himself before the United States (as distinguished 
from a corporation or consulting firm). Moreover, a former 
employee is not prohibited from acting on behalf of the United 
States (or the Congress) . Thus, even though an individual may onze 
have worked on a matter while employed by the Government, he will 
not, while subsequently reemployed by the Government, be barred 
from communicating with any employee of the United States 
concerning that matter if he does so as part of his official 
duties. A former employee does not act on behalf of the United 
States, however, merely because the United States may share the 
same objective as the person whom the former employee is 
representing. 



a s 2. Basic Prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 5 207(a) (2). For two 
years after his Government service terminates, no former employee 
may knowingly make, with the intent KO in£ luence, any communication 
to or appearance before an employee of the United States on behalf 
'a£ any other person (except the United Sta.tes) in connection with 
a particular matter involving a specific party or parties, in which 
the United States is a party or has a direct and substantial 
interest, and which such person knows or reasonably should know was 
actually pending under his official responsibility within the one- 
year period prior to the termination of his employment with the 
United States. 

Discussion. This is a two-year restriction that commences 
upon an employee's termination from Government service. 

This provision is identical to the lifetime restriction 
discussed above except that it is of shorter duration and requires 
only that an individual have had official responsibility for a 
matter while employed by the Governmen.t, not that he have 
participated personally and substantially in that matter. Like the 
lifetime restriction, it prohibits certain communications and 
appearances made on behalf of any other person or entity except the 
United States (or the Congress). The communications and 
appearances prohibited are those made, with the intent to 
influence, to or before any employee of a department, agency, 
court, or court-martial of the United States. The representational 
bar applies with respect to any particular matter involving a 
specific party or parties that was actually pending under the 
former employee's official responsibility a.t some time during his 
last year of Government service. 

"Official responsibility" is defined in 18 U.S.C. 5 202 as 
"the direct administrative or operating authority, whether 
intermediate or final, and either exercisable alone or with others, 
and either personally or through subordinates, to approve, 
disapprove, or otherwise direct Government action." The scope of 
an employee's official responsibility is usually determined by 
those areas assigned by statute, regulation, executive order, or 
job description. All particular matters under consideration in an 
agency are under the official responsibi1it:y of the agency head, 
and each is under that of any intermediate supervisor having 
responsibility for the activities of a subordinate employee who 
actually participates in the matter. An employee's recusal from 
or other non-participation in a matter does not remove it from his 
official responsibility. 

A matter was "actually pending" under a former employee's 
official responsibility if the matter was i.n fact referred to or 
under consideration by persons within the employee's area of 
responsibility. A former employee is not subject to the 
restriction, however, unless at the time of the proposed 
representation of another he knows or reasonably should know that 



the matter had been under his respsnsibility during his last years 
of Government service. 

3. - Basic Prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 5 207(b). For one year 
a£ ter his Government service terminates, no former employee may 
knowingly represent, aid, or advlse on the basis of covered 
information, any other person (except the United States) concerning 
any ongoing trade or treaty negotiation in which, during his last 
year of Government service, he participated personally and 
substantially as an employee. 

Discussion. This is a one-year restriction that commences 
upon an employee's termination from Government service. Extending 
to certain "behind-the-scenes" assistance, this provision can serve 
to augment the representational bar provided for in the lifetime 
restriction discussed above. 

The restriction set forth in section 207 (b) does not apply 
unless, during the one-year period before he left Government, an 
employee participated personally and substantially in an "ongoing" 
trade or treaty negotiation that is covered by the statute. It is 
not necessary that a former employee have had actual contact with 
foreign parties in order to have participated personally and 
substantially in a trade or treaty negotiation. An employee is 
covered by this restriction even though his participation in an 
ongoing negotiation may have occurred prior to January 1, 1991, the 
effective date of section 207(b). 

Trade negotiations covered by the statute are those that the 
President determines to undertake pursuant to section 1102 of the 
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. § 2902). 
Unless there is an earlier public announcement of a determination 
by the President, a trade negotiation commences to be "ongoing" 
when, at least 90 days before entering into a trade agreement, the 
President notifies both the House of Representatives and the Senate 
of his intention to enter into an agreement. 19 U.S.C. 5 2903 
(a) (1) (A). Whether an employee participated personally and 
substantially in an "ongoing" trade negotiation is determined by 
reviewing an employee's participation after trade negotiations 
commenced. A treaty is an international agreement made by the 
President that requires the advice and consent of the Senate. A 
negotiation on a treaty commences to be "ongoing" at the point when 
both (1) the determination has been made by a competent authority 
that the outcome of a negotiation will be a treaty, and (2) 
discussions with a foreign government have begun on a text. Trade 
and treaty negotiations both cease to be ongoing when an agreement 
or treaty enters into force or when all parties to the negotiation 
cease discussion based on a mutual understanding that the agreement 
or treaty will not be consummated. 

Once he has participated in an ongoing negotiation, section 
207 (b) prohibits a former employee from representing, aiding, or 



r * advising any other person concernl-g a trade or treaty negotiatisn 
(that is still ongoing) on the basis of certain "coveredu 
information. "Covered" information refers to agency records which 
were accessible to the employee, wk~ch he knew or should have known 
were designated as exempt from d:szlosure under the Freedom r~f 
Information Act (e.g., documents tnz: were marked as subject to a 
national security classification or those otherwise designated in 
a manner that made it clear they were exempt from release under 
FOIA) , and which concern a negotiation in which the employee 
participated personally and substantially during his last year of 
Government service. A former emp1oyee is not prohibited from 
utilizing information from an agency record which, at the time of 
his post-employment activity, is no longer exempt from disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act. 

Only activities that are under~aken on behalf of "any other 
person" are prohibited by this restriction. Action taken on behalf 
of the United States (or the Congress) or on behalf of the former 
employee himself are not prohibited. A former employee 
"represents" another person when he acts as an agent or attorney 
for or otherwise communicates or makes an appearance on behalf of 
that person to or before any third party.. For this purpose, a 
third party includes any employee of the executive, legislative, or 
judicial branch of the Federal Government, including a Member of 
Congress. A former employee "aids or advises" another person when 
he assists that person other than by communicating to or appearing 
before a third party. A former employee represents, aids, or 
advises another person "on the basis of" covered information if the 
former employee's representation, aid, or advice either involves a 
disclosure of covered information to any pe:rson, or could not have 
been made or rendered had the former employee not had actual 
knowledge of covered information. 

It is important to note that although a post-employment 
activity may not be prohibited by section 20'7 (b) , a former employee 
must still be careful to comply with other statutory restrictions. 
For example, even though a trade or treaty negotiation may not yet 
have become "ongoingu at the time of am employee's official 
participation, the negotiation may nevertheless have had specific 
parties identified to it, thus triggering the lifetime restriction 
set forth in section 207(a) (1). 

4. Basic Prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 5 2 0 7 ( c ) .  For one year 
after service in a "senior" position terminat:es, no former "senior" 
employee may knowingly make, with the intent to influence, any 
communication to or appearance before an emlployee of a department 
or agency in which he served in any capacity during the one-year 
period prior to termination from "senior" service, if that 
communication or appearance is made on behalf of any other person 
(except the United States), in connection with any matter 
concerning which he seeks official action by that employee. 



Discussion. This is a one-year restriction. The ~ne-~ea"l-' ' 
period is measured from the date when an employee ceases to be a 
senior employee, not from the termination of Government service, 
unless the two occur simultaneously. The purpose of this one-year 
"cooling off" period is to allow for a period of adjustment to new 
roles for the former senior employee and the agency he served, and 
to diminish any appearance that Government decisions might be 
affected by the improper use by an individual of his former senior 
position. As already noted, this provision is applicable to 
"senior" employees, but not to "very senior" employees. 

Like the lifetime restriction discussed above, this provision 
prohibits communications to and appearances before the Government 
and does not prohibit "behind-the-scenes" assistance. Unlike the 
lifetime restriction, however, this one-year restriction applies 
only to a "senior" employee, does not require that the former 
employee have ever been in any way involved in the matter that is 
the subject of the communication or appearance, and only prohibits 
communications to or appearances before employees of any department 
or agency in which he formerly served in any capacity during the 
one-year period prior to his termination from senior service. The 
representational bar applies with respect to any matter, whether or 
not involving a specific party, concerning which the former senior 
employee is seeking official action by a current employee of such 
department or agency on behalf of any other person except the 
United States (or the Congress). 

As described below, section 207 provides for two methods by 
which the restrictions of section 207 (c) can be narrowed or 
eliminated. The first is through the designation of separate 
departmental or agency components and the second is through the 
exemption of a position or category of positions from coverage. 
Not all senior employees are eligible to benefit from either or 
both of these procedures. A former senior employee is ineligible 
to benefit from these procedures if he is subject to section 207(c) 
by virtue of having served in a position for which the rate of pay 
is specified in or fixed according to the Executive Schedule or by 
virtue of having been appointed by the President to a position 
under 3 U.S.C. § 105(a) (2) ( B )  or by the Vice President to a 
position under 3 U.S.C. § 106 (a) (1) (B) . 

As has been noted, the representational bar usually extends to 
any department or agency in which the former senior employee served 
in any capacity during the year prior to his termination from 
senior service. However, certain senior employees may be permitted 
to communicate to or appear before components of their former 
department or agency if those components have been designated as 
separate agencies or bureaus by OGE. For example, although it may 
not by statute be a separate component, OGE could designate the 
Defense Logistics Agency as an agency that exercises functions 
which are separate and distinct from its "parent" department, the 
Department of Defense. An individual formerly serving in a parent 



* * department or agency would be barred by section 207 (c) from making 
communications to or appearances before any employee of that 
parent, but would not be barred as to employees of any designated 
component of that parent. An individual formerly serving in a 
designated component of a parent department or agency would be 
barred from communicating to or making an appearance before any 
employee of that component, but would not be barred as to any 
employee of the parent or of any other component. The statute now 
provides that no agency within the Executive Office of the 
President may be designated as a separate component. 

The restrictions of section 207(c) can be waived altogether 
as to certain senior employee positions or categories of positions. 
As a consequence of such exemption, the one-year restriction of 
section 207(c) will not begin to run upon an employee's termination 
from such a position. In order to grant an exemption, OGE must 
receive a request to do so from a department or agency. After 
review of the request, OGE can grant an exemption or exemptions 
based upon its determination that as to a particular position or 
category of positions, the imposition of section 207(c) would 
create an undue hardship on the department or agency in obtaining 
qualified personnel and that the granting of the exemption would 
not create the potential for use of undue influence or advantage. 

5. Basic Prohibition of 18 U.S.C. 5 207(d). For one year 
after service in a "very senior" position terminates, no former 
"very senior" employee may knowingly make, with the intent to 
influence, any co~mmunication to or appearance before any individual 
appointed to an Executive Schedule position or before any employee 
of a department or agency in which he served as a "very senioru 
employee during the one-year period prior- to termination from 
Government service, if that communication or appearance is made on 
behalf of any other person (except the United States), in 
connection with any matter concerning which he seeks official 
action by that individual or employee. 

Discussion. This is a one-year restriction. The one-year 
period is measured from the date when an employee ceases to be a 
very senior employee, not from the termination of Government 
service, unless the two occur simultaneously. 

This provision, applicable only to "very" senior employees, is 
very similar to the one-year restriction of section 207 (c) 
discussed above. It too prohibits communications to or appearances 
before employees of certain governmental departments and agencies, 
unless on behalf of the United States (or the Congress). A former 
very senior employee is prohibited by section 207(d) from 
representing another before any current employee of any department 
or agency in which he served as a very senior employee during the 
one-year period prior to his termination from Government service. 
(Compare section 207 (c) which prohibits communications and 
appearances to current employees of any department or agency in 



which a former "senior" employee served in any capacity during the' 
one-year period prior to termination from senior service.) A 
former very senior employee is also prohibited by section 207(d), 
however,' from representing another person before any individual 
currently appointed to an Executive Schedule position listed in 5 
U.S.C. 5 5  5312-5216, whether or not that individual is serving in 
the very senior employee's former department or agency. The 
representational bar applies to any matter, whether or not 
involving a specific party, concerning which the former very senior 
employee is seeking official action by any current officer or 
employee of the executive branch. 

Section 207 does not authorize OGE to designate separate and 
distinct components within a department or agency as a means of 
narrowing the scope of section 207 :d) . Moreover, no very senior 
employee's position is eligible for exemption from the application 
of section 207 (d) . 

6 .  B a s i c  P r o h i b i t i o n o f  18 U.S.C. 5 2 0 7 ( f ) .  For one year 
after his service in a "senior" or "very senior" position 
terminates, no former "senior" employee or former "very senior" 
employee may knowingly, with the intent to influence a decision of 
an employee of a department or agency of the United States in 
carrying out his official duties, represent a foreign entity before 
any department or agency of the United States or aid or advise a 
foreign entity. 

last 
Unit 

Discussion. This is a one-year restriction, except that it 
.s for three years as applied to any individual who becomes the 
.ed States Trade Representative after October 6, 1992. The 

restriction is measured from the date when an employee ceases to be 
a senior employee or a very senior employee, not from the 
termination of Government service, unless the two occur 
simultaneously. 

The restriction prohibits a former senior or very senior 
employee from representing, aiding, or advising a foreign entity 
with the intent to influence certain governmental officials. A 
"foreign entity" means the "government of a foreign country" as 
defined in section l(e) of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 
1938 (22 U.S.C. § 611), as amended, or a "foreign political party" 
as defined in section l(f) of that Act. The government of a 
foreign country includes -- 

any person or group of persons exercising sovereign de 
facto or de jure political jurisdiction over any country, 
other than the United States, or any part of such 
country, and includes any subdivision of any such group 
and any group or agency to which such sovereign de facto 
or de jure authority or functions are directly or 
indirectly delegated. Such term shall include any 
faction or body of insurgents within a country assuming 



. ~ . r  to exercise governmental authorzty whether such faction 
or body of insurgents has or has n c t  been recognized by 
the United States. 

A foreign political party includes -- 

any organization or any other combination of individuals 
in a country other than the United Statxes, or any unit or 
branch thereof, having for an aim or purpose, or which is 
engaged in any activity devoted in whole or in part to, 
the establishment, administration, control, or 
acquisition of administration or control, of a government 
of a foreign country or a subdivision thereof, or the 
furtherance or influencing of the political or public 
interests, policies, or relations of a government of a 
foreign country or a subdivision thereof. 

A foreign commercial corporation will not generally be considered 
a "foreign entity" for purposes of section 207(f) unless it 
exercises the functions of a sovereign. 

A former senior or very senior employee "represents" a foreign 
entity when he acts as an agent or attorney for or otherwise 
communicates or makes an appearance on behalf of that entity to or 
before any employee of a department or agency. He "aids or 
advises" a foreign entity when he assists the entity other than by 
making such a communication or appearance. Such "behind the 
scenes" assistance to a foreign entity could, for example, include 
drafting a proposed communication to an agency, advising on an 
appearance before a department, or consulting on other strategies 
designed to persuade departmental or agency decisionmakers to take 
certain action. A former senior or very senior employee's 
representation, aid, or advice is only prohibited if made or 
rendered with the intent to influence an official discretionary 
decision of a current departmental or agency employee. 

C .  EXCEPTIONS 

Sections 207 ( j  1 and (k) set forth several exceptions to the 
statute's substantive prohibitions. As noted below, some 
exceptions do not avoid application of all of the six substantive 
restrictions of 18 U.S.C. 5 207. 

Performing Official Government Duties. A former employee is 
not restricted by any of the substantive pro-visions of section 207 
from engaging in post-employment activities performed in carrying 
out official duties on behalf of the United States. This exception 
also extends to activities undertaken in carrying out official 
duties as an elected official of a state or local Government. 

Representing Certain Entities. A former senior or very senior 
employee will not violate section 207 ( c )  or (d) if his 
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communication or appearance 1s made in carrying out official duties 
as an employee of and is made on behalf of (1) an agency or 
instrume~tality of a State or local Government, (2) an accredited 
degree-granting institution of higher education as defined in 
section 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
5 1141(a)), or (3) a hospital or medical research organization 
exempted and defined under section 501(c) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. § 501(c) ( 3 ) ) .  

Representing or Assisting International Organizations. A 
former employee is not restricted by any of the substantive 
provisions of section 207 from representing, aiding, or advising an 
international organization in which the United States participates, 
if the Secretary of State certifies in advance that such activity 
is in the interest of the United States. 

Imparting S~ecial Knowledge. A former senior or very senior 
employee will not violate section 207(c) or (dl if he makes a 
statement that is based on his own special knowledge in the 
particular area that is the subject of the statement, provided that 
he receives no compensation for making the statement. 

Scientific or Technological Information or Expertise. A 
former employee will not violate section 207 (a) (1) , (a) ( 2 )  , (c) , or 
(dl if he makes a communication solely for the purpose of 
furnishing scientific or technological information in accordance 
with procedures acceptable to the agency involved. Alternatively, 
a former employee may make a communication if the head of the 
agency concerned publishes a certification in the Federal Resister 
stating that the former employee has outstanding qualifications in 
a scientific, technological, or other technical discipline, that he 
is acting with respect to a particular matter which requires such 
qualifications, and that the national interest would be served by 
the former employee's participation. 

Testimony. A former employee is not restricted by any of the 
substantive restrictions of section 207 from giving testimony under 
oath or from making statements required to be made under penalty of 
perjury, subject to a special rule with respect to expert opinion 
testimony. Unless expert opinion testimony is given pursuant to 
court order, a former employee may not provide such testimony on a 
matter on behalf of any other person except the United States (or 
the Congress) if he is subject to the lifetime prohibition 
contained in section 207(a) (1) relating to that matter. 

gmploylaent with Certain Prior Employers. A former employee is 
not restricted by any of the substantive restrictions of section 
207 if granted one of 25 Presidential waivers in connection with 
his reemployment at a Government-owned, contractor operated entity. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Ms. 1)ierdre Nurre) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

0 3 APR 1995 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (AF/RT Tasker 320) 

In response to your telephone request of April 3, 1995, the attached roster is provided. 
This roster was developed fiom the cefied Air Force database, and lists each base, whether the 
base is in maintenance or nonattainment status for air quality, and if in nonattainment the pollutant 
for which it is in nonattainment and its severity. 

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact. 

. BLUME, Jr. 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
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Memorandum 

DATE: June 13,1995 

TO: Air Force Team 

FROM: Dave Henry 

RE: Economic Impact 

The BRAC95 Economic Impact of an installation is defined as the direct and 
indirect job loss resulting from a realignment or closure as a percent of the employment 
base within its economic area. The Cumulative Economic Iinpact of an installation is 
defined as the direct and indirect job loss as a percent of the eimployment base resulting 
from the current BRAC action, other current BRAC actions across all Services within the 
same economic area, and prior BRAC actions, across all Services within the same 
economic area, if the personnel losses occur in 1994 or after. 

Economic impacts for prior BRAC actions where personnel losses occur before 
1994 are not calculated. Rather, historical economic data are :provided to give a "picture" 
of the actual economic activity that occurred during the closure or realignment (prior to 
1994). Economic areas for each installation were assigned b-y the Services and consist 
of either a county, multiple counties, or metropolitan statistical1 areas. These areas more- 
or-less represent personnel commuting patterns and common components of supply and 
demand. 

Final economic impacts have been calculated and are consistent with the latest 
revised COBRAS. If you don't have them already, they are included in the book on my 
desk called "Economic Impact Data, May 30 Revisions inc1ud.e~ New COBRAS for Air 
Force and Army." Please copy what you need and return the sheets to the book. 

Charts were developed to show historical trends of eco~nomic activity by 
installation. These could be used as backup charts during the :hearings if there is an issue 
of the impact of past BRAC actions, if the personnel losses occur prior to 1994. These 
are also on my desk in a folder titled "Economic Data: 1984-93 Employment, Per Capita 
Personal Income, and Unemployment Rates for All Installatioins." Take what you want. 

This memo was meant to simplify economic terms used in the BRAC process. If 
it didn't work, please feel free to talk to me or Bob Wilson. 



1 June 1995 

MEMORANDUM (DRAFT) 

To: Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Rick DiCamillo, Air Force Senior Analyst 

From: Deirdre Nurre, Senior Environmental 

RE: Aircraft Receiver Options for MacDill 

CC: Bob Cook, Interagency Team Leader 

This memorandum summarizes air quality constraints of aircraft receiver options for 
MacDill AFB. Commissioner J.B. Davis had requested clarification of our analysis. 

We examined whether MacDill could add 48 KC-135Rs .without having to demonstrate 
conformity with the Clean Air Act. Note that even if a conformity determination were required, 
it would still be possible to add aircraft, but the Air Force might ineed to make various 
operational tradeoffs (retrofitting engines, acquiring emissions offsets from other sources, 
limiting takeoffs and landings, or other tradeoffs). Note also that question we examined was 
more specific than asking "how many aircraft can McDill add?" 

Analysis of air quality limitations considers a number of variables, including air district 
attainment status, type of aircraft and associated emissions, model of engine and associated 
emissions, number of takeoffs and landings, personnel and structures associated with aircraft 
operation and maintenance, and so forth. In developing its BRAC-95 recommendations the Air 
Force used software designed to test conformity with the 1995 Clean Air Act. The software, 
known as Air Conformity Applicability Model vl. l a  (ACAM), is available to commission staff 
for use in our office. The ACAM software was used to develop the air quality analyses presented 
in the BCEG minutes. The Base Closure Working Group made certain assumptions for 
modeling purposes, which included number of landings and takeoffs per mission type per year, 
number of personnel per aircraft and mission type, and so forth. Once an assumption was made 
it was applied consistently for each aircraft and mission type. 

After running the model according to the assumptions recommended by the Air Force 
BCEG staff, I found that the Air Force could add at least 48 KC-1 35Rs without triggering the 
need for a conformity determination. 

The assumptions included in my analysis are as follows: 

48 C- 135Rs added in 1995 
2500 personnel added with C-135Rs in 1995 
96 F- 1 6 C/Ds subtracted by 1994 



1562 sq. ft. squadron operation facility space per KC-1 35R 
450 landings and takeoffs (LTOs) and 950 touch and gos (TGOs) per F-16 per year (standard 
Air Force assumption) 
130 LTOs and 225 TGOs per C-135R per year (standard Air Force assumption) 

The user of this information should be aware that these assumptions, if altered, could 
change the conformity predictions. The user should also be aware that a local air quality district 
could potentially use different assumptions for modeling purpose and thus arrive at a different 
conformity prediction. The ACAM model is most usehl for making broad predictions. It cannot 
create the conformity determination itself. 

Please let me know if you require additional information. 



April 7, 1995 

To: Con~n~issioners 
David Lyles 
Charlie Smith 
Madelyn Creedon 
Ben Borden 
R & A Team Leads 

From: Deirdre Nurre, Interagency Environmental Analyst 

Through: Bob Cook, Interagency Team Lead jd & [;J4i.,,/ : 

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP IMPACTS ON BRAC DECISIONS 

Attached is a draft point paper on Environmental Cleanup concepts which may assist 
Commission members and staff in evaluating environmental data about specific BRAC bases. 
Please note that the paper is in draft and is distributed for the use of Coml!lission members an? 
staff only. 

If you need additional information regarding environmen:,~! issiles. pleasc colltacr me a; 
extension 1 64. 



DRAFT: ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP IMPACTS ON 
BRAC DECISIONS 

The following points summarize the ideas discussed in this merno. 

Existence of environmental contamination may not necessarily hinder base closure or 
realignment. 

DoD conducts cleanups on open, closing and realigning bases under CERCLA and RCRA. 

DoD is liable for the most part for current and future cleanup costs. 

DoD's progress on base cleanups to date does not allow total cleanup costs to be accurately 
quantified. 

Environmental cleanups can be tailored to future land use. 

Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA) funds cleanup on bases remaining 
open while BRAC funds address cleanup on closing bases. 

Clean property on closing bases can be expeditiously identified and transferred. 

EACKGROUND ON CERCLA AND RCRA: 

Environmental cleanup at closing military installations is conducted under CERCLA 
(Superfund) authority and under RCR4 authority. 

In 1980, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) was passed. CERCLA created a trust fund, known as the Superfund, to address the 
narion's most significant hazardous waste sites. Congress passed CERCLA in response to such 
dramatic contamination problems as Love Canal, NY, and Times Beach, MO. EPA was given 
authority to respond to hazardous waste problems using the Supe:rfund, and recover costs from 
responsible parties to reimburse the Superfund. A list of the most serious sites, the National 
Priorities List (NPL) was established. 

As passed in 1980, CERCLA did not specifically address the federal government's 
property. In the late 1970's DoD began discovering that it had the same impacts from historical 
mismanagement of chemical and other waste as private industry. Investigatory work was 
initiated by DoD in the late 1970's and early 1 9 8 0 ' ~ ~  without formal involvement by regulatory 
agencies such as EPA. 



In 1986 CEKCLA was amcndcd b!, the Superfund Ame1:;dments and Reauthorization Act 
(SARA). Importantly f'or DoD. Section 120 was added. which strites that federal agencies must 
conlply with CERCLA in the same manner as everybody else. E3P.4 was required to list federal 
facilities on tile NPL, the authority for the selection of cleanup actions for federal facilities on the 
NPL was given to EPA, and Interagency Agreements between EP.4 and federal facilities on the 
NPL were required. In January, 1987 the President issued Executive Order 12580, which gave 
the Secretary of Defense the authority to respond to contamination on DoD property. As a rule, 
DoD pays for cleanups at federal facilities. EPA is prevented from spending money from the 
Superfund at a DoD facility, unless DoD agrees upfront to reimburse EPA. 

Military installations can also perform cleanup activities under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which passed in 1976 and amended in 1984. RCRA 
is designed to provide "cradle-to-grave" control of hazardous waste by imposing management 
rcquirements on generators and trarlsporters of hazardous wastes and owners and operators of 
treatment, storage and disposal facilities. RCRA covers federal and private sites, and applies 
mainly to active facilities. The military can perform cleanup under the Corrective Action portion 
of RCRA, which requires owners of facilities to take corrective action for all releases of 
hazardous waste from solid waste management units at the facility. Such units can be tanks, 
lagoons, waste piles, and other units found on many military insrallations. In general, the 
Corrective Action authority under RCRA is analogous to CERCLA. The military often has some 
discretion about whether to initiate a cleanup action under CERCLA or R C l U  Corrective 
Action. 

CERCLA LIAEILf Tj7: 

Liability for military base cieanups differs from the far-reaching 1iabiiir~- for 
environmental cleanup which exists for private Superfund sitcs. 13oD has sole liability 
responsibility for property under its owership, unless it can be demonstrated that a tenant or 
outside party caused contamination on the base. To further clarifi liability, Congress has 
mandated that DoD provide indemnification from CERCLA liability for contanlination caused 
by DoD to transferees of property at closing bases, so that future owners will bear no 
responsibility for cleanup of contamination caused by DoD which is discovered after transfer. 
Non-DoD tenants and owners of base property will be liable for ainy additional contamination 
they cause. 

THE CERCLA PROCESS: 

DoD follows a stipulated process for identifying, investigating, and cleaning up 
contamination. This process can be summarized by the following steps specified in CERCLA; 
the substantially equivalent steps in RCRA are identified in brackets: 

1) Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection, PAISI - DoD searches for contaminated sites, and 
determines according to measurable criteria whether there are significant threats to public health 



or the environment based on this prclinlinary information. If these threats exist, EPA adds the 
facility to the NPL. The relative ranking of facilities on the NPL, has little or no meaning. From 
both DoD and EPA7s perspective, if a facility is on the NPL. it i:; a priority. DoD has stated that 
non-NPL closing bases shall receive attention and funding cquivalcnt to NPL closing bases, but 
evidence from closing bases has not yet demonstrated this commitment. I t  is not uncommon for 
a PAISI to be completed, a facility listed on the NPL, and subsecluently for ~~ulllerous additional 
contaminated sites to be identified. For many DoD facilities much of this phase was con~pleted 
in the late 70's and early 80's. [RCRA equivalent: RCRA Facility Assessment/Preliminary 
Assessment and Visual Site Inspection] 

2) Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) - DoD investigates the extent of 
contamination and evaluates methods to clean it up. A proposecl cleanup action goes through a 
public comment period. After public conln~ent, a decision is made on the cleanup action to take. 
This decision includes the standards that the cleanup must meet, which must con~ply with State 
requirements. If the site is on the NPL, EPA makes the final decision on how the site is to be 
cleaned up. The majority of complex environmental problems at DoD facilities are in this stage. 
Until this stage is completed, estimates of cleanup costs cannot be made with confidence. 
[RCRA equivalent: RCRA Facility Investigation and Corrective Measures Study] 

3) Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RDIRA) - The selected cleanup method, referred to as 
the remedial action, is designed and implemented. When the in~ple~llented action has achieved 
the selected cleanup standards. the action is complete. For fa~i1it;~t.s on the NPL. EPA must 
conclude that cleanup standards have been  net prior to delisting the f~cility fro111 the NPL. 
[RCRA equivalent: Correcti~re Measures Design, Corrective Measures In~plementation] 

It is important to recognize that if at any time during this process (as early as the PASI  
phase), it becomes clear that cleanup work should be initiated, DoD has the authority to take an 
expedited response without going through the entire process of seeking public conlnlent and 
gaining regulatory agency concurrence. In fact, it is common for a facility to find that a public 
water supply is threatened, and take an expedited response (or, "removal") to attempt to prevent 
contamination of the water supply. EPA encourages these expedited responses by DoD as early 
in the process as possible, but retains its authority to select the final cleanup standards. 

CLEANUP STANDARDS: 

Depending on whether a base remains open for military use or is closed and ultimately re- 
used, cleanup standards are determined as case-by-case decisions. Cleanup levels are often 
expressed in tenns of the ultimate use of the property (commercial, residential, recreational, etc.), 
and are based on numerical risk estimates. 

Cleanup standards may cause cost of cleanup to vary substimtially, as the following 
example indicates. If land is to be re-used for residential purposes, cleanup standards must be 
set at low concentrations to allow people (especially children) to come into extended, direct 
contact with soils. This would result in the most stringent standard and the most expensive 
cleanup. If land is to be used for commercial purposes, short-term exposure by workers to soils 



Inust be considered. Additionally, in many cases, future land onncrs will want to construct new 
buildings on the property. The cleanup may need to address soils to a depth of 10 feet in order to 
protect individuals exposed to soils that are excavated for building foundations. Costs for this 
action could be significant1:v less than the residential scenario above. I-Iow cleailup standards are 
selected and the use of risk assessnlent to determine cleanup decisions are significant items in the 
current Congressional deba1.e over Superfund reform. 

FUNDING FEDERAL FA.CILITY CLEANUPS: 

Federal facility cleanups for bases which are not closing are funded by the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), an account designated by a congressional 
appropriation. Compliance money, drawn from base operation and maintenance funds, pays for 
ongoing environmcntal compliance activities not related to cleanup. Once a base is approved for 
closure or realignment, base cleanup activities are paid from environnlental restoration funds 
identified by the military services for each BRAC round and come from the BRAC account. 
Environmental restoration a1 BRAC installations may be forced to compete for BRAC funds with 
other closure-related needs, because although the BRAC account has a statutory floor for 
environmental expenditures, any expenditures above the floor are not set aside. DERA funds, on 
the other hand, are "fenced": that is, they are appropriated specifically for environnlenta! 
restoration and are not available for other DoD uses. 

CERCL-4 AND PROPERTY TRANSFER: 

Oiir of ilie nlost importan1 requirements in CERCLA i m p a c ~ i n ~  closing bases is Seztion 
120(hj(3'). which requires that "al! remedial acrion necessaqr to p;o:zc: human health and tl~-,- 

ei:viron-nen:". be taken prior to the deed transfer of proper-ty lo a part). ourside the federal 
government. This provision does not apply to non-deed transfers (leases) or intra-federal 
government transfers. 
L 

In 1992, CERCLA was amended to clarify that this milestone can be met when EPA 
concludes that the remedial aztion is in place, and operating p~rsu~ant  to an approved remedial 
design. For example, when a ground water extraction and treatment system is necessary to clean 
up ground water contamination, the property could be transferred afier the extraction and 
treatment system is in place and operating effectivel~~. It is not necessary to wait until cleanup 
standards are met (which can be decades) prior to the transfer. 

It must be noted that very little work at closing bases has reached the Remedial 
DesignIRemedial Action phase, and it will be several years until many bases closed under 
Rounds I and I1 can transfer property that has ground water contarr~ination. Typically, actions to 
address soil contamination will be implemented several years after actions cleaning up ground 
water. However, recent base cleanups designed to speed reuse have completed both soil and 
groundwater cleanup in a timely manner, and have allowed large tracts of property at Sacramento 
Arnly Depot and Fort Ord (both BRAC 91 closures) to be transferred for reuse. 



IF PKOPERTY IS CLEAN ..... 
Many bases, including those on the NPL, contain a signiificant amount of property which 

is uncontaminated. The Commul~ity Enviro~lnllental Response Facilitation Act, or CERFA, 
nlandated that the military work with EPA and the states to ideni.ify clean property on closing 
bases which could be readily transferred for reuse. The NPL lists many bases from "fenceline to 
fenceline", but a significant amount of uncontaminated property has been identified on NPL 
closing bases. In the future, EPA's nomination of military facili1:ies to the NPL will in many 
cases forgo the fenceline-to-fenceline approach by listing only the contanlinated areas of a base. 



I3RAC 1995 REC0MME:YDATIONS ON THE NATIONAL PRlORlTlES LIST (NPL) 

The National Priorii.ies List (NPL), sonletimes called the Superfund list, contains sites 
where a release or potential release of hazardous substances poscs significant potential risk to 
human health and the environment. Although thousands of sites across the nation may be 
eligible for the NPL, the Environnlental Protection Agency (EPA) adds to the list only those sites 
which have been demonstrated to be high priority, based upon a score each site is given using 
EPA's Hazard Ranking System and upon priority sites identified by states. Most sites on the 
NPL are or were privately owned, but 154 NPL sites are federal facilities and 10 1 of these are 
DoD facilities. NPL federal facilities are cleaned up according to enforceable agreements 
between the military services, EPA, and the states. 

Note that 311 BRAC 95 facilities will require environmental cleanup regardless of their 
NPL status, depending upon the degree of contamination. Non-NPL sites are cleaned up under 
CERCLA (Superfund) or RCRA laws, under agreements with state environmental agencies. 
EPA has the option of listing a facility on the NPL at any time, so it is possible that a non-NPL 
BRAC 95 facility may be listed on the NPL in the future. 

A total of 17 installations identified in 1995 BRAC recommendations are currently listed 
on the NPL. 

I. MAJOR BASE CLOSURES (6) 

Savanna Army Depot Activity. IL 
Seneca Army Depot, NY 
Naval Air Facility. Adak, AK 
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA 
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, TN 
Defense Distribution Depot C)gden, UT 

11. MAJOR BASE REALIGNMENT'S (7)  

Fort Dix, NJ 
Letterkenny Anny Depot, PA 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center? Keyport, WA 
McClellan Air Force Base, Crll 
Robins Air Force Base, GA 
Tinker Air Force Base, OK 
Hill Air Force Base, UT 

111. SMALLER BASE C1,OSURES AND REALIGNMENTS (1) 

Sudbury Training Annex, MA 



1V. NPL BASES REClEIVING REDIRECTS FROM PRIOR ROUNDS (3) 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, WA 
Williams Air Force Base, A.Z 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC'TION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

APR 0 7 19% 
OFFICE OF 

S O L I D  'WASTE A N D  EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

The Honorable Alan J .  Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 

1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon:: 

It was my pleasure to appear before the Commission on March 
16 to address ~post--cl~sure~~ activities at military 
installations. I hope my participation in the hearing will 
assist you and the other Commissioners in your deliberations as 
you contemplate the difficult decisions you must face over the 
next few months. 

During the hearing I was requested to submit, for the 
record, responses to several requests from the Commission 
members. The requests were as follows: 

1) Provide my top three recommendations for improving the "post- 
closuren process. 

2 )  Provide the cost of EPA1s participation at BRAC sites from 
1990 through 2000. 

3) In California, the military must complete different 
environmental reviews under both the federal NEPA and state CEQA 
laws, which are more stringent than NEPA. How can environmental 
review of property occur expeditiously if the Department of 
Defense (DOD) must complete separate environmental impact 
analyses for state and federal programs? 

I will address the requests in order. My top three 
recommendations for improving the "post-closure process11 are: 
continue EPA funding for participation in Fast Track Cleanup at 
BRAC bases; improve the integration of environmental cleanup and 
the reuse and redevelopment of the bases; and, finally, I would 
like to recommend that the military services do everything within 
their power to retain the environmental staff at the closing 
bases throughout the BRAC cleanup process- 

The first recommendation is critical. EIPA receives funding 
from the Department of Defense for our partic:ipation in Fast 
Track Cleanup as members of BRAC Cleanup Teams. Without this 

@ Printed on Recycled Paper 



infusion of additional resources, EPA would not be able to play 
the proactive and supportive role we have since President Clinton 
announced his Community Revitalization Plan. By dedicating 
resources to the BRAC bases, EPA has worked with the military 
services, state regulatory bodies, Local Reuse ~uthorities (LRA) 
and local communities to remove environmental roadblocks to reuse 
while providing prot-ection to human health and the environment. 
We have have received universal appreciation for our 
contributions to the cleanup and transition process and would 
like to continue to build on our productive partnership with the 
BRIG bases. 

The second reccmmendation is based on our experience in the 
field at BRAC bases. We have encountered some disconnects with 
the local plans for reuse and redevelopment and the environmental 
cleanup program at the bases. It is imperative that the BRAC 
Cleanup Teams and the reuse entities at the bases communicate 
frequently. This allows each group to incorporate the other's 
concerns in their short and long term planning. 

The last of the three recommendations I would submit to 
improve the process is that military services at the closing 
bases work to retain the existing staff that have the most 
experience at the base. As the bases downsize for closure they 
often lose the critical personnel that have the most experience 
with environmental cleanup at the bases. We have found that a 
knowledgeable and consistent BRAC Cleanup Team is one of the keys 
to success in Fast Track Cleanup. Unfortunately the base 
environmental and pulolic affairs staff often are lost in the 
downsizing shuffle. To prevent this I would suggest the military 
find a mechanism to keep these professionals at the bases as they 
close and work to retain them as the BRAC cleanup progresses. 

The second request came from commissioner Cox. She asked me 
to provide the costs associated with EPA activities at BRAC bases 
from Fiscal Year 1990 through 2 0 0 0 .  

The DOD, starting in FY 1994, provided EPA via an 
interagency funding agreement, with reimbursable resources to 
fund EPA1s activities in the Fast Track Cleanup. DOD, EPA and 
OMB worked together to develop the details of this agreement, 
which included 100 additional workyears for EPA and $7 million 
beginning in FY 1994. The FY 1995 budget was 100 workyears and 
$8.3 million. Of the 100 positions, 93 workyears are located in 
EPA1s Regional offices and 7 workyears at Headquarters. The 
current interagency funding agreement is for FY 1994-1998. 

The figures provided below are the actual site costs for 
FY 1990 - FY 1994, and the budgeted amount for FY 1995 for EPA 
work involving BRAC F:ounds I, I1 and 111. Th'e figures from FY 
1990 - FY 1993 does r.ot include "indirect costs" (e.g., rent, 
equipment, non-site policy work, etc.). At this point, it is 
difficult to estimate resource needs for BRAC IV until the list 
is final. However, we have begun to review the proposed list and 



will continue to work with DOD to determine which proposed BRAC 
IV bases will require "Fast Trackn support. However, until a new 
agreement is reached with DOD on funding BREiC IV work, we believe 
it would be inappropriate to project our resource needs. Once 
EPA and DOD reach agreement on the BRAC IV sites needing 
assistance we would be pleased to provide these figures to the 
Commission. 

For t h e  period covering FY 1996-1998 EPA projections assume 
that, excluding the BRAC IV funding issue, the FY 1995 level of 
$8.4 million will be maintained adjusting fclr inflation. Using 
"OMB inflation factors for FY 1996-2000" included in the 
President's FY 1996 budget, we can extrapolate the $8.4 million 
funding level for FY 1996-1998. Implicit in the estimates is 
that the current interagency funding agreement will end in FY 
1998. Figures beyond this timeframe become highly speculative 
and may not provide much useful information to the Commission, so 
I feel it is inappropriate to provide figures for FY 1999 and FY 
2000. 

EPA BRAC R e s o u r c e  a l l i q a t i o n s  FY 1990-95 

YEAR $$ IN' MILLIONS * 
FY 1990 $0.9 
FY 1991 $3.1 
FY 1992 $3.8 
FY 1993 $3.3 
FY 1994 $8.0 
FY 1995 $8.4 
T o t a l  m . 5  

EPA BRAC R e s o u r c e  E s t i m a t e s  FY 1996-1998 

YEAR $$ IN MILLIONS ** 

FY 1996 $8.8 
FY 1997 $9.2 
FY 1998 $9.6 
T o t a l  $27.4 

The third request came from Commissioner Montoya in the form 
of a question regarding NEPA and the California CEQA law. States 
can, and do, have environmental programs which are stricter than 
federal programs. However, states such as California are easing 
the regulatory burden of completing different federal and state 
environmental review requirements by encouraging the completion 
of a j o i n t  federal Erlvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) and state 
EIR (Environmental Impact Report) as a single document, a joint 
EIS/EIR. The state has further facilitated this process by 
issuing guidance on t:he subject ("CEQA, NEPA, and Base Closure: 



Recipes for Streamlining Environmental Reviewttl Governorts office 
of Planning and Research, August, 1994). EPA will assist with 
any such effort to complete joint documentation so long as the 
final environmental review document satisfies NEPA. 

I hope that I have sufficiently covereld the subjects the 
Commission requested information on. My staff and I stand ready 
to assist you in any way that you may need. Should you, or any 
of the Commissioners, need to contact me I (can be reached at 
( 2 0 2 )  260-4810. 

Timothy Fields, Jr Y 
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7'0: Commissio~ler Benjamin Montoya , T i  . 

iK&L,L-, In 2Ll- 
From: Deirdre Nurre, Interagency Tea111 Environmental Analyst 

e 1 

Through: Ben Borden. Director of Review and Analysis &&[LA - 

RE: DRAFT Costs of Compliance and Costs of Cleanup for Air Force Logistic 
Centers (ALCs) 

You requested me to provide data on costs of compliance and costs of cleanup for Air 
Logistic Centers. The following draft response presents such information budgeted for the Air 
Force Bases hosting ALCs for Fiscal Year 1995. 

My analysis of compliance costs derives from the comprehensive base questionnaires 
which were answered at the base level. The questionnaires permitted individual bases some 
flexibility in categorizing e.nvironmenta1 compliance costs. Thus, comparing costs from one base 
to another cannot be done with much specificity. Environmental cleanup costs for ALC bases 
were submitted to the Commission by the Base Closure Executi-r7e Group. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE BUDGET AT ALC BASES FOR FY95 

ALCs Hzz 'Waste Natural Resources Permits General - Esi. 
Disposal 

Hill $ 1 300,000.00 $ 784,000.00 $ 175,000.00 S 1.863,000.00 
Robins 1 500,000.00 176,000.00 498.000.0S - -- 

! ,1~0,700.00 
Tinker 5.653,OOO.OO 630,000.00 105,000.00 15,876,000.00 
Kelly 2.384,OOO.OO 0- 0- 1,232,000.00 
I\lcClellan 1.321,OOO.OO 11 2,000.00 158,000.0C) 4.416,OOO.OO 

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP BUDGET AT ALC BASES 

ALCs Year Cornplete Costs to FY94-Actual Coslts FY95 to Complete-Est. 
Hill 2050 $ 110,000,000.00 3, 235,858,000.00 
Robins 201 1 1,512,000.00 71,938,000.00 
Tinker 2023 36,600,000.00 249,007,000.00 
Kelly 2023 95,000,000.00 181,949,000.00 
McClellan 2034 130,661,000.00 705,446,000.00 



I I .  Environmental Conlpliancc Costs: 

I-Iazardous Vb'astc Disposal/liemcdiation: This figurc include., costs of storing, treating, and 
disposing of hazardous and toxic wastes. as well as immediate spill response activities. This 
jigure could \ ary from one year to the next according to the kinds of waste-producing industrial 
activities and status of storage conlpliance efforts which increase or decrease from year to year. 

Natural Resources: This ligure funds the base's natural resources lnanagement plan, wetlands 
inventory, forest survey, and timber managenlent including the planting of new trees as needed. 
The figure varies fro111 one base to another depending upon natural factors such as existence of 
wetlands and endangered species, and could vary over time depending upon scheduled 
requirements to complete surveys and inventories. 

Permits: Funds identified in this category pay for permits including National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permits for wastewater, permits for stormwater runoff, 
and operating permits established under Title V of the Clean Air Act. Note that the amounts 
identified purchase the perrnits and do not pay for cost of compliance with permits. The cost of 
one permit at one base was estimated; all other permits costs reported are reflected in the base 
questionnaire. 

General: This category groups a nu~nber of cost categories together for purposes of this brief 
analysis. because the .4ir Force environmental offices which submitted data identified their 
compliance costs in catego1 ies which \?.ere not comparable. Among the activities grouped under 
, . 

L -  ^ C * - -  --. --,. 11s ~ a ~ c g c ? ,  iiicla2~. *:;: arc no: !i:::ite?. Ic :  

6 'L'llderground Storage Tank (UST) sir\  e! and remedial was:, - . . 
r.;t.source Conseri.aaon a112 R e c o ~  er! 2. -1 (RCRLii cnsz~  sp1:i ~~onrrol i?ians, spiii controi 
supplies. and compliance training 

c National Environmental Poiicy Act tWEPAj c o s ~ s  for compiezion ofEn\~ironn~entai Impact 
Statements 
Compliance ~ r i t h  air. NI'DES. and stormurater permits 

c Capital purchases for pclllution control equipment such as ail scrubbers. etc. 

I!. Cleanup Costs: 

Costs to complete cleanup are estimates which could change depending upon several 
factors. Additional contamination discovered as investigation arid cleanup proceeds, 
contaminated areas which prove not to be as extensive as initially estimated, and changing costs 
of developing technologies for investigatian and cleanup could iiicrease or decrease estimated 
casts. In generzl. the earlier a base is in the Remedial Investigatio~l/Feasibi!ity Study (RIIFS) 
process, the more uncertain is the knowledge of contamination, and the less accurate is cost to 
completion. 



AIR FORCE INSTALLATIONS 
(NON ATTAINMENT FOR NAAQS) 

Edwards (see note * * ) 
Eielson 
Ellsworth 
Elmendorf 
Falcon 

- 

moderate AFMC 
PACAF 
ACC 
PACAF 
SPC 

Kern 
Fairbanks 
Pennington 
Anchorage 
El Paso 

CA 
AK 
SD 
AK 
CO moderate 

Rosamond 
North Pole 
Box Elder 
Anchorage 
Ellicott 

serious 



AIR FORCE INSTALLATIONS 
(NON ATTAINMENT FOR NAAQS) 

I Norton I AMC 1 San Bernardino ( CA ( San Bernardino 7 serious 

041061955 : 1 5 PM (CEVC1p:carrillo:general: air - table.doc) 2 o f 4  



AIR FORCE INSTALLATIONS 
(NON ATTAINMENT FOR NAAQS) 

Notes: 
* All of New York is in Ozone Nonattainment Area Except for Plattsburg 
** Edwards AFB is located in three air quality management districts. Kern County is. noted in the table. Mojave Desert has portions in severe 
nonattainment for ozone and moderate for particulate matter. The South Coast district is severe for ozone, serious for particulate matter, serious 
for carbon monoxide, and nonattainment for nitrogen dioxides. 



To: Ben Borden 

From: Deirdre Nurre $.;-%- 

RE: Your Request for Environmental Cleanup Costs on Selected Bases: DRAFT RESPONSE 

cc: Bob Cook 
Frank Cirillo 

This memo identifies estimates of cleanup costs, using the "Defense Environmental 
Cleanup Prog;am Annual Report To Congress", dated March 3 1, 1994. The new edition of this 
data should be available quite soon, from which we can obtain better estimates. 

Please be awarz that this data is about 18 months old. Please note also thzt the earlier a 
base is in the investigation process (RIIFS process), the more uncertain is the 1ltov;ledge of 
contamination, and the less accurate is cost to completion. Therefore, these cost estimates may 
not be very comparable. 

Total cleanup costs could be estimated by adding the estimated costs to coinplete and the 
cleanup costs to date. 

Est. Completion $FY94 to Completion Clez.?up Costs To 
Year (in 000's) Dat? (3194) 

Philadelphia Shipyard And 
Naval Station 

Charleston Naval Shipyard And 
Naval Station 

Mare Island NS 

Red h v e r  Army Depot 

Long Beach Shipyard 

Toelle A m y  Depot 

Pupblo Army Depot 

Lexington Army Depot 

Umatilla Army Depot 



DRAFT RESPONSE 

Sacramento Army Depot 1997 24,585 

Alameda Naval Air Station 200 1 89,860 

NAD Norfolk nla nla 

NAD Pensacola nla n/a 

39,000 

16,500 

nla 

nla 
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12 May 1995 

DEPARTMENT OF DEIlCENSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY WORKSHOP 

The Hershey Lodge and Convention Center 
Hershty, Pennsylvania 

22-24 May 1995 

FRF.REGISTRATION Ah?) INFORMrzl 
1 

pJ*,),fE: Dr /Mr.IM1%/bf6.IPr~f~IRnnk 

COMPLETE BUSINESS NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS: 

ZIP: 

PHONE: Office-Commercinl: - FTS: 

Home: _ TELEX No.: Fax No.: - 
Badge Inforrnatlon: 

NAME: 
(print ns it should appear on badge; prefer limit 13 Iomn) 

ORGANIZATION: 
(pnnt u ir should appear an biadse; ebbmvlaca if possible) 

.-_I__-- -.- 
. . 

Rtgistmriotr Fee: 535.00 - My regisfration fee is enclosed. 
0 My registration fee will be sent by 12 May 1995. 
D Government Form 1556 enclosed. 

Please mukr check puyobla to: SCIENCE AVD TECHSOLOGY CON'ORATIOP( - ETW '95 

Cu~~cellatiorr Poliq: Canccllntion requests must be in writing and received by SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
CORPORATION no loter thon I2 Way 1995. 

- _ _ C _ _ L _ _ C _ -  

Please conrplrtt' ar~d moil rliis form to: SCIENCE M D  TECHNOLOGY .. .. ,>I COVORATlON 
Mecrfngs Dirfsiofl 

. Attn; ETW '95 Keith Hicks . - 
101 Research Drive : I 1' - ? .  

Hampron, VA 23666- ;I 340 

For b t j b r t ~ ~ ~ t d ~ , i ,  t .~,t l(tt~t: Keltb Hich. Symposium Coordinator. Science and T ~ h n o l o ~ ,  M ~ t l n g s  Dlvislon. 
Telephone; (804) 865-76040332, Telefax: (80.1) 865-8721/1294. 

c ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  STC i/ &ifion& pckr t s  arr mrdrd - This marrial  may be reproduced. 

- 1: ' .  1 -  1 I I I ] I 3 : 
, ,q3 ddM 



THE Group Code # 

LODGE & CONVENTION CENTER 
WEST CHOCOLATE AVENUE AND UNIVERSITY DRIVE 

P.0. BOX 446, HERSHXY, PENNSnVAN I A 17033-0446 
PHONE: (717) 533-3311 wcsimile: 71 7/534-3125 

(Reservations receiv~d less than 30 daysprlor to group arrlval, accepted on space avnlloble baris.) 

Arrival Date / / Depamre Date ,-&---- 
Guest Name 1 
Street I 
City 

State Zip Pllone 

Guest Name -... . I 
Street I 
city I 
S (ate Zip Phone - 

L 

Circle One: SMGLE OCCUPANCY DOUBLE OCCUPANCY 

No. of Rooms Credit Card/Guarantee Name 
2 .  

No. of Guests Card # Expiratiori~Date 

Courtesy Car Service from Harrisburg International Airport (14th prior arrangements only) 
Anival xme Canier - Flight # 

. - 
THE ' ' I  , . 

EERSEY, WEST CHOCOLATE AVENUE dr UNIVERSITY IIRIVE P.O. BOX 146 HERSREY. PA 17033-0.1.16 

&O resstvnlions will be acrepfed by phone. LODGE b: CONVENTION CENTER . . , , ,., ' i ..+, , , .,$:.,.1 * 
Phone: (717) 533-3311 . .. . I* . 

,, . 5 .  

8 .  

! I  . . , 
B ., ., , - 1 % :  

Rrservntion request sent For arrival dare Departure dare , - 
L 

( I  
. .* 

Meeting attending , . I  . 
c , ALL RESERVATIONS . . .  hlUST BE CUAIXANTEED BY SENDING US? FIRST N I G ~ T * S  < ,  e l  ., +..p DEPOS~T 

Or  by Credit Cad: ( . ) VISA ( ) Master Card ( ) Amrtirm Express ( ) Cane Blanche' ( ':) Diners CIU~''~;$:. ) ~ i ~ c o v c r  cud .. ,,. , , 1 ,.;.;t,&$- . , . * , *. - . >, 
8 I 

A d r p o ~ l  o r  one night's lodging plus 6% rar or Pxkigc Plan R ~ I L  per nigh[ MUST accompany your newa t i nn  rqbst:   his d ~ p o ~ i t  will lunnn[et Your 
m r m a t ~ o n  and wil l  be applied only for the confirmed day of arrirol. Make checks p ~ y ~ b l o  I .  10 THE HERSHF! ., Lodge , , -'I- .;. , C~nvanli‘''' :f. 7 • Center Your ' .  dr~O'i[ 
\\ill be ru~urncd if a canzrllafion i s  rrccivtd 48 hours prior to nrrivnl. . -. . ,,, a " , , ;  . , , p  t'.B.*.! ,:.'a. 

I I f  )o" h d  it nccoxsury to crnc.l )our rq~rrrrtlon...cnll the Lodge 41 the uborq number no later ihun 48 h o v n  prior to arrilal. **I and =cord 

th* cancellvrton number glvcn at the lime of your call 2nd retain [hi% numkr  for thnc months. 
I 
I CHECK OUT TlhlE I S  12.00 NOON ..We cannu( gu~nn te r  your occupancy before 4.00 PM (CHECK*IN flhlE1. 
1 I \ R ~ * G E ~ , C N T S  FOR CREDIT, dirt.[ billing) ~ ~ U S T  BE MADE 30 WYS I N  ADVANCE OFf YOUR ARRIVAL. A lt[tcr rcquc~tinu credit n*horiulion 
I en C ~ m p m l ~ o r ~ m l z ~ t ~ o n  nltion~r) rnnd indlcrllny for uhom c r d l t  p r iv i l rgu~ are lo be granted, the compnny~orgmniu~ion.per~on atrumtng responsibil i l~ 

for payment. complctc btl l iny iddrcss and three rcftrcnces should be returned 4 t h  )OUT r e9 t~31 lon  rrquu~l. 

8 :Z . ,,l,pORr.r,vr ,\*onCE .r,vo ,yFoa,t,r,o,v FOP IOl'I RECORDS PLEASE REZ4l.V THIS STC2 ww\..-+-- araz 
' 'If 11'-11:' 11 hd ' I III:~ 31:111 11fH [ . /H~B : T T 
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Department of Defense 

ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY MIORKSHOP 

Hosted by 

U.S. Army Environmental Center 

22-24 May 1995 

The Hershey Lodge and Convention Center 
Hershey, Pennsylvania . 

TENTATIVE TECHNICAL PROGRAM 

Monday, 22 May 1995 

1 PLENARY SESSION I 
REGISTRATION 

Administrative Remarks 
Ms. Derlene F. Bader, U.S. Army Environmental Center ---- -, 

Welcome 
COL Frank Finch, Army, Director of Environmental Prcsgrams 

.- 
Keynote Address 

Dr. Anlta Jones, Director, Defense Research and Engineering, Department of Defense 
( I  nvite7-- 

Keynote Address 
Mr Gary Vest, Principal Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of ~ e f e n s e  

(Environmental Security], Department o f  Defense 

BREAK ' 

A rmy  Perspective 
COL Daniel Uyeaugi, Commander, U.S, Army Environ~mental Center --- 

Air Force Perspective 
Col Thomas Gorges, Commander, Headquarters, Air Force Center for Environmental - -  Excellence 

Navy Perspective 
CAPT John Collins, Cammander, Naval Facility Engineering Service Center 

LUNCH 



d 
/ Monday, 22 May 1995 

[ WORKSHOP PANEL SESSIONS ] 

1300 Environmental Quality Technology Program Panel 
Moderator: Dr. Robert Oswald, Director of Research and Development, 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

1430 BREAK 

1500 Future Programmatic Support Penel 
Moderator: Dr. Daphne Kamely, Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

(Environmental Technology), Department of Defense 

1630 ADJOURN 

Tuesday, 23 May 1895 

0800 Treatment of Mixed Waste Coolants 
Scott KIdd, Lawrence Llvermore National Laboratory 

0825 Waste Minimization e t  Fitzsimbns Army Medical Center's Optical Fabrication Laboratow 
Results in Waste Ellmination 

Wllliam J. Kelso, Parsons Engineering Science 

Alternatjve Paint Stripper Trials for Difficult Paint Systerns 
Peter S. Puglionesi, Roy F. Weston, Inc, 

Pollution Prevention Lessons Learned 
Robert Wllliams, Ocean City Research Corporation 

BREAK 

NDCEE Reduces Risk in Technology Transfer 
John H. Cavanaugh, Concurrent Technologies Corpo~ration 

Hazardous Material Elimination Using Available Technol~ogles 
Kelly Evens, Ocean City Research Corporation 

Reconditioning Contaminated Gravel 
Weather Walsh, Lawrence Llvermore National Laboreltory 

LUNCH 



-- 

Tuesday, 23 M a y  1995 

WORKSHOP SESSION I B  I 
I Conservation for Readiness I 

(Concurrent with WORKSHOP SESSION 1 A) 

A n  Assessment o f  Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat on the U.S. Army Armament 
Research, Development, and Engineering Center, Picatinny Arsenal 

Darrell E. Evans, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station 

The Qwik l i te  Bioluminescence Bioassay System to  Assess Toxic Effects in the Biosphere 
David Lapota, Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center 

Pollution Prevention in Industrial Stormwater Management 
Don  T. Tang, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

An Evaluetlon of  Applying Commerclal-Off-The-Shelf Technologies for Natural Resource 
Management Inventory and Assessment 

Kevin Slocum, U.S. Army Topographic Engineering Center 

BREAK 

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMPs): A Current Initiative in Defense 
Natural Resources Management 

Richard D. Brown, Horne E ~ i n e e r i n g  and Environmental Services 

Pilot S tudy  on  the Effects of  Site Contaminants on Arc;haeologicaI Samples f rom Various 
Remediation Sites tn the Pacific Ocean Region 

Charles F. Streck, U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers, Pacific 0c'eat-i Division 

Dynamic Landscape Modeling System for Natural Resources Management 
Ronald Sundell, Argonne National Laboratory 

LUNCH 

WORKSHOP SESSION 2A =i [ Compliance for Contlnulng Mission 1 
1300 Electron Beam Treatment of Nitrate Ester Waste Water 

Wal ter  J. Chappas, DAMiLlC Corporation 

1325 A n  Evaluation o f  Physical/Chem[cal Treatment Versus Biological Treatment for Propellant 
Production Wastewater Containing Dinitrotoluene 

Edward Engbert, U.S. Army Environmental Center 

1350 Meet ing National Environmental Policy Ac t  Requirements Using s Programmatic Approach 
Roy V. Caner, Tennessee Valley Authority Environmental Research Center 



/ 1415 BREAK 

/ 1445 ~ e v e l o ~ r n a n t  of A RACT Proposal for the U.S. Army Garrison of Fon lndiantown Gap 
Peter H.-L. Chang, Woodward-Clyde Federal Services 

1 6 10 Stabilization of Heavy Metal Propellant Waste 
Don Croptk, U.S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory 

1535 Ultraviolet Disinfection a t  Army Wastewatar Tre~tment  Plants 
Wendy B. Mervlne, U.S, Army Center for Health Pr~~rnot ion and Preventive Medicine 
(Provisional) 

1600 Utlllzing en Information System to Meet  Hazardous Waste Management Needs 
Rick Kochhar, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

1625 ADJOURN 

WORKSHOP SESSION 2B 1 
CIsanup for Quality of Life 

(concurrent wlth WORKSHOP SESSlClN 2A) 

1300 Treating Contaminated Groundyater Using A Peroxone Oxidation Pilot System 
Mark Eappl, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station 

1325 Biodegradation of Nitrate Esters 4' 

Johnathan R. Stacy, Naval Surface Warfare Canter, Imdlsn Head Division 
b 

1350 Pilot-Scale Investigation of An Air Sparging and Soil Vapor Extraction at  peas'& Air Force 
Base: Site-Speciflc Advantages and Urnitations 

Bette L. Nowack, Roy F. Weston, Inc. 

141 6 BREAK 

1446 Characterization, Treatment, and Disposal Optlons for E:xplosives-Contamhated Soil 
Ronald R. Locandro, ICF Kaiser Engineers, lnc. 

15 10 Innovative Sall Treatment for Metals Contamination 
Kelth Benker, Wenck Associates, lnc. 

1635 Application of the TechXtractn Process for Effective Decontamination, Waste !Minimization, 
and Facility Reuse 

Michael W. Bonem, EET, Inc. 



,,asday, 23 May 1995 

1600 Fluidized 'Bed Bioreactor for Degradation of Trichloroethylena and Jet Fuel i n  Aqueous 
Streams 

Brlan R. Folsom, Envirogen, Inc. 

1625 ADJOURN 

Wednesday, 24 May 1996 

The Use of lnnovatlve Technologies for Environmental Re:;toration by the U.S. Army Corps 
of  Engineers 

Donna Kuroda, U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers 

Biological Treatment of  TCE in Ground Water A Pilot Study a t  Nellis AFB, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Jeff  Case, ERM Program Management Company 

Evaluation o f  Ultraviolet Oxidation (UVIOX) Methods for the Remediation of Explosives 
Contaminated Groundwater 

Richard O'Donnell, U.S. Army Environmental Center 
F. 

Manganese and Trace Metal Removal in Successive ,Anaerobic and Aerobic Wetland 
Environments 

Frank Sikora, Tennessee Valley Authority 

BREAK 

Using Biofiltratlon Technology for the Reduction o f  a Chemical Plant Process Air Emissions 
Jon Doi, Roy F. Wcston, Inc. 

The Development of  Soil Slurry Bioreactor Technology for the Remedlation of  Exploslves- 
Contaminated Solls 

Mark Hampton, U.S. Army Environmental Center 

Denitr l f ication o f  Llquid Wastes Resulting f rom Hydrolysis of Nitrocellulose and Nitroglycerin 
Containing Rocket Propellants 

Tsan-Liang Su, Stevens institute o f  Technology 

Closing Remarks 
COL Daniel Uyesugi, U.S. Army Envlronmental Center 

ADJOURN 



Date: 02/24/95 

To: The Great Leader, Team Leaders 

From: Larry 

Subject: Gottbaum Testimony before National Security 
Subcommittee 23 FEB 94 

Attached, if you didn't already have it, is a copy of Gottbaum's ;prepared testimony. This memo 
summarizes what I felt were the pertinent questions and answers;. 

Subcommittee Chairman Hefley led off with a statement in which he noted that he voted to defer 
the '95 round to '97 due to his concern that funds are insufficient, cuts are too fast and too deep, 
and that four phases of base closure are ongoing. 

Gottbaum noted that bases are closing faster as DoD gets smarter, and that Fast-Track 
environmental cleanup is still being implemented. 

ORTIZ: Do savings from USN closures accrue to the Navy or to DoD? 

JG: Waffled a bit, but implied that individual services get savings. 

MONTGOMERY: Have the criteria changed? 

JG: No, but the services' implementation of the criteria have improved. For example, a 
template developed by DoD results in improved consiste:ncy for Criterion 6 throughout 
DoD. 

HOSTETLER: What about regeneration of forces in the event of'war? How \\.as the '95 process 
affected by the Bottom-Up Review (BUR)? 

JG: By law, DoD must speci@ base force structure for BRAC. This year, it's based on the 
BUR. Everyone in DoD is very much mindful that they must be prepared for future 
contingencies. 

HOSTETLER: If the BUR is flawed, and I :!:iderstand it was unlderfunded by $150 million, does 
your answer change? 

JG: I will assert that there will be excess capacity after the '95 round. For example, the 
JointJCross Service Group Depot Team calculated capacity based on a 40-hour work 
week, or just one shift per activity. As we all know, during times of crisis, people work 
more than one shift. Evaluating depot capacity based on just one shift allows for capacity 
to fulfill future needs. 

TEJEDA: What happens to ongoing, pre-programmed MILCON on a base on the list? 

JG: Service secretaries make judgment on case-by-case basis. 

TEJEDA: How long to close a base after '95 round? 

JG: No reliable answer, yet. 



TEJEDA: SECDEF has stated that this will be a smaller BRAC round due to fiscal realities. How 
are you resolving the contradictions that arise when you have a base with a low military 
value that costs too much to close? 

JG: The list is still based primarily on military value, but in a world of unlimited budgets, 
the '95 list would have been bigger. 

At this point, the hearing recessed so that the members could go vote. After the Chair had 
returned, but before the hearing was called to order again, Gottbaum talked about reuse and how 
it is affected by the various applicable laws. 

HEFLEY: Is SECDEF going to request authority for another round of closures under the present 
base-closing structure? 

JG: We have discussed the details of another round, and the pros and cons of the present 
process. We will ask for another round, but I'm not at liberty to discuss the details yet. 

HEFLEY: Well, I and a number of other members, think it's timle to sit back and take a deep 
breath. How will you handle future re-directs resulting from this round? 

JG: That would depend on the future of the closing process. 

McHUGH: What about excess capacity for non-depot facilities, such as maneuver and fighter 
bases? 

JG: Each individual involved in this process questions this every day. Military value is still 
the key, and JCS reviews the list to assess impacts to all war-fighting scenarios. In 
addition, we work very closely with each service secretaiy. 

At about this point, several members began questioning the savirgs resulting from base closure. 
f~pparen t l~  they were unable to grasp the basic time-value-of-money concept. They i.:..., 
questioned the real costs, since cleanup costs were not included i n  Gottbailr:i', 5gi:res. 

FOWLER: (After rambling a bit about depots.) Is DoD low-balling closi~,g cosT\'' 

JG: \-I i: try our best to be accurate and fair \vllen estimating c ~ s t s .  Fur,.ler!; . s had 
to ask for more money to effect closures because Congress resci:tded SSC ( I  ~ u i l ; . , ~ ~ .  .is the 
services viere gearing up to implement the '93 ro. d. This has drasticail! reduce: the 
savings \\e had expected to accrue, thus reducing ale available funds to ef-sct the '95 
round of closures. 

PETERSEN: SECDEF has said that the savings flow has been insufficient to fund the '95 round. 

JG: It looks as if the closings will save about as much as was initially estimated. 

PETERSEN: From where do the savings emanate? 

JG: Primarily from BOS costs. 
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee:, 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this afternoon. I am Joshua 
Gotbaurn, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security. 

This is my first appearance before your subcommittee. I' am especially pleased to be 
asked to testify on the crucial issues of base closure and reuse. 'Within the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, the organizations and individuals responsible for these important efforts report to me: 

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations works with the Services 
in deciding what installations will be recommended for closure or realignment. 

The Base Transition Coordinators are the Department's on-site ombudsmen at closing 
bases; and 

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) helps communities plan for the reuse of 
the facilities. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE PROCESS 

Obviously, I cannot comment on the recommendations elat the Secretary of Defense will 
make next week. I am happy to summarize the process and its importance to Defense. 

-%s YOU dl 'know, the size. of OIX militvy force md our budget both k v e  bzen sk*~. - - . - 
cniess we &-~wm& o v ~ -  ~ ~ m : ~ x e  2~ s r t x ,  ~2 FE isl: -&zt .';=& b= s y n t  cr: . . -... - .  r Z , f i J e m e  ~ 2 :  o u 5 r  :c ps 1~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ S ~  ~ 2 6  m O & - c n ~ ~ n I ?  -- jz ~=zc+- t&z: t;;Cbalr.. V,'3c:T - 
swaliow the "teeth". 

Congress reco-&zed that any bzse closing process must clnquestionably be fair. Th:: 
BRAC process was designed to be objective, a public, as auditable as any process in 
government. The law requires that every BRAC recommendation must be made in accordance 
with the force posture. It must be made in accordance with a specific set of published criteriz. 
Furthermore, all the data used must be signed, certified, and made available to the public and 
every interested party. The entire process is audited and overseer1 by the General Accounting 
Office. 

Within the Department, the Senices have historically taken the lead responsibility for 
developing and analyzing possible closures. They have done so not only because they are best 
acquainted with their real estate and missions, but also because they have the staff to handle the 
massive data analysis and provide the necessary audits. They the11 make their recommendations 
to the Secretary of Defense. Historically, the Secretary has accorded great deference to the 
Services' recommendations. 



Recommended closures are selected on the basis of eight criteria (attached). These criteria 
relate to military value, savings and return on investment, and the economic and environmental 
impacts of closure. These same basic criteria were used in all prt:vious BRAC rounds. We 
believe they serve us well. They provide the basis for recommendations that are consistent. 

The final protection of the BRAC process is, of course, the BRAC Commission. This 
independent body receives information and testimony fiom every party and reviews each DoD 
recommendation, to ensure consistency with the force structure and the criteria. 

For BRAC 95, the Department made a number of changes based upon the nature of the 
excess capacity we faced. - 

One change in this round is that, for the fmt time, the Department has developed 
procedures to consider areas in which the different Services perform similar or identical 
functions. Five "joint cross-service groups" (JCSGs) were established in functional areas with 
significant cross-service potential. These areas are: depot maintenance, test and evduation, 
laboratories, medical treatment facilities, and undergraduate pilot training. Each JCSG has 
representation from OSD and fiom each Military Department. Each was tasked to analyze the 
capacity and requirements for each function across all services, from the perspective of DoD's 
overall work load. After doing so, the joint groups then suggested possible configurations to the 

- Military Departments, which considered them as part of their ove~d l  BRAC deliberations. 

Another enhancement we made for BRAC 95 was to develop a more consistent method 
for applying criterion six, "economic impact on communities." Al.though economic impact had 
always been a criterion, there was no consistency in the data gathered to assess it or on the 
method for doing so. So this year we established an economic impact joint cross-service group. 
Th:: Economic Impact Joint Cross-Service Group established _guidelines for the DoD 
Componenrs to mezsure the economic impact of base closure md rcdi,nnment dtltcmztives, 
inciuciing cumuizitive economic impact from past BR4C actions. 

The Secretary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are now conside:ring the service 
recommendations. Next  Tuesday, the Secretary will announce his recommendations and forward 
them to the BRAC Commission. 

Most observers consider the BRAC process an unparalleled, success. It has already 
resuIted in hundreds of closures and realignments within the Uniteti States, 70 of which are 
identified as "major" closures. By comparison, in the 10 yean prior to BRAC 88, the 
Department was able to close only 4 major facilities. . , -- - 



Does BRAC Really Save Money? 

Some have questioned whether -- given that closing a base initially requires rather than 
saves money -- the taxpayers actually save as a result. The answer to that question is a 
resounding "Yes". Initially, of course, there are upfront costs, rnostly to construct facilities and 
accommodate moves to receiving bases. But these initial costs are fXly offset by savings within 
the six year closure period that the law allows. The first three rounds of BRAC will, we believe 
save some $4 billion per year when fully implemented. Even after the programmed 
environmental costs are taken into account on a present value basis, we expect the h t  three 
rounds to save the taxpayers and the Department over $30 billio11. (We do not include the cost of 
environmental cleanup in making BRAC decisions since the Department must comply with the 
law whether a base is open or closed. Nonetheless, cleanup costs are substantial.) 

BRA C Savings in $Billions 

I 

i 93 1 $1.6 I 
I 

61.Gi $15.71 

Total 1 S5.1 1 

Round 

Excludes environmental cleanup costs. 
I Then-year dollars. 

Net Savings 
Within Six 

years1 

2 FY96 constant dollars. 

20 year net present value (NPV) in FY96 constant dollars with 4.2% discount rate. 

Ongoing 
Savings / 
Per year2 

Some have noted, accurately, that the original projections of large proceeds fiom the sale 
of base real estate have not been realized in uractice. Nonetheless, by far the majority of the 

..--- - 
benefits of BRAC are the result of avoiding infrastructure costs weotherwise would pay. 

Total 
Savings 3 



Others have questioned whether BRAC provides full savings to the taxpayer, because the 
Department or other agencies sometimes choose to keep and use parts of a closing base. 
However, this mistakes the real purpose of the BRAC process, which is to permit both closure 
and realignment. Many times it makes sense to keep and use 0n.e part of a base (for example, 
housing or reserve facilities) while closing the rest. 

BASE M U S E  PROCESS 

The Federal Role in Reuse & Redevelopment Today 

The Administration, the Department, and I personally have placed great emphasis on 
improving the process by which base closure properties are disposed and redeveloped into 
productive civilian uses. Rapid reuse is not only important to the communities and workers 
impacted by the base closure, it is also essential in our efforts to cut costs. 

The Federal Government currentIy affects reuse in two separate ways: 

1. Property disposal policies and procedures; and 

2. Assistance in local economic development. 

Property Disposal Policies and Procedures 

Under the Base Realignment and Closure Act, authority to dispose of miIitary facilities 
was delegated by the Administrator of the General Services Administration (GSA) to the 
S-=tary of Defense and subsequently redelegated to the Secretaries of the Military 
Departments. Since DoD is operating under delegated authority, it must adhere to the statutoq. 
authoiiries ma re-dzrions promulgated by GSA. Ofien times. this has not worked well with 
iarge-scale propzrty ciisposds. 

Currently, base property disposal is governed by no fewer ,than five statutes, ranging from - - 

the most recent amendments of the Base Closure Act to the Fede~d Property Act of 1949. After - 
a closing decision is made, DoD must fust offer the property to other DoD components, then to 

- other Federal agencies, then to state and local governments, and finally to local communities, 
deveIopers and providers to the homeless. . . 

* 

Federal law provides for transfer of surplus property for axry of several purposes at no 
costs education, parks, airports, and to homeless providers. And, as I will discks, 'the Congress 
has given us authority to make transfers for job creation as well. But the standards and 
procedures for doing so differ, case by case. 



Assistance in Local Economic Dcvclopment 

For any large scale real estate development effort, there are three distinct, sequential 
phases: organization, planning, and implementation. DoD directly assists local communities in 
the organization and planning phases. We offer technical advice on what type of organizations 
have worked in the past and provide planning grants to underwrite part of the organization's 
costs. The amount we provide over a three to four year period has ranged from $45,000 to more 
than $3 million. 

We also help indirectly in the implementation phase, by working with the Depamnent of 
Commerce's Economic Development Administration (EDA) and the Department of Labor 
POL). We involve other Federal Agencies early in the process so that the transition fiom 
planning to implementation can occur smoothly. 

Reinventing Base Reuse 

In 1993, after reviewing the historical base property disposal process, the President 
himself concluded that it did not work very well. It was clear from the 1988 and 1991 closures 
that the Federal property disposal process was not designed to promote quick economic 
redevelopment in base closure communities. Confounding rapid reuse were: 

Federal and State laws and regulations that never conte~mplated land reuse 
transactions as massive as those resulting fiom base closures. 

Environmental cleanup processes that can take years, even decades, to complete. 

Tradiriond property ciisposd ides that focus on getting &-h up fiox; w", tittte 
considei-zioc given ro Iong ~r;;: developn:~: and job c ~ 5 o n  ia inn,  am^?, . 

- 
i ne President resoived to change i t  He announced a new Fecierd policy to support f2stz; 

rdcvelopment at base closure communities. And, I am pleased to say, today we k v e  the legal 
authority and have begun to implement each of the President's proposals: 

Properfy dirposal thatpufr local economic redevelopmntjFirsi. Thanks to the Congress, 
we now have legislative authority to convey property for job creation purposes. Interim leases 

.. for facilities have been encouraged and approval for leasing has been delegated to lower 
organizational levels. Federal screening for reuse of facilities and equipment has been expedited. 
Finally, DoD now consults with local communities before removing personal property from a 
closing base. These changes allow communities to begin their reuse planning without delay. We 
have learned fiom bitter experience that without an active community and community consensus, 
redevelopment simply cannot occur. 



"Fast track"environmerrtal cleanup, to remove needless delajys. A Base Cleanup Team 
(BCT), comprised of experts from DoD, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and State 
representatives, has been established at all closing or realigning installations where property is 
available for transfer. Our goal is for the BCT's to be able to make many decisions on the spot, 
to speed up clean up. Achieving that goal will require changes in many of the individual 
agencies, but we have been making some progress. 

Transition coordinators. For every major b&e slated for closure, we now have a base 
transition coordinator. These on site ombudsmen and women make sure that communities and 
other interested parties have the information they need, when they need it. BTC's have access to 
all parts of DoD, to the base commander, and to other Federal and State Agencies. At every 
closing base I visit, I ask the mayor and local oEcials who their BTC is. They always know. 

More effective economic development ussisiance. The Dt:partmentls economic 
adjustment support through our Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) has long been recognized 
as highly professional and helpful. As the BRAC process  continue:^, our workload has increased. 
The average "major" base closure community receives technical assistance and a planning grant 
of on the order of $300,000 per year for 3 to 5 years. We have also accelerated the time it takes 
to award grants. For most communities, the grant approval time is now within a matter of weeks, 
not months. 

Commerce's Economic Development Administration and the Department of Labor have 
also been charged to play an active role in economic development and worker re-g. Both 
departments were given significantly more funding. Labor now sends a team to each base 
closure community, to describe their job training p r o m  and to help set up local job refend 
se.xices. n e s e  Deputments, too: hzve reduced their ~rocessing tirnc. 

-A~o*her mz-io: i i i~ i~i '~ '~--  abou we zre \re? pies:?d. is t~f: 3zse  Ciosurc 
Co=i-&~ Eieaeve1op;o~ni m d  Homeiess Assistance Act of 1994. It exempts b a e  closure 
propzrties from the requirements of McKinney Act Titie V, which gives automatic priority use of 
any surplus Federal property to homeless assistance providers. The new law requires 
communiries to inte,grate the neecis of the homeless into their broader redevelopment procedures. 
As a resdtt ar-rmments about priorities have become agreements that lead to economic 
deveIopment. Nearly 50 cornmuniries have elected to use the new process. 

I am pleased to say that we are beginning to see the effects of' these changes. 

First, we've learned to act more quickly. As a result, the average base in BRAC 93 will 
be closed in half the time it took in the first BRAC round only five yeas earlier. 

Second, local communities and local developers are moving faster as well. In BRAC 88, 
the average community took nearly two and a half years to create a reuse plan; in the last round 
that time dropped to only a year. 



Faster reuse benefits the Department as well as base clo:;ure communities, because only 
when a community begins to take responsibility for base property can DoD cease its security and 
maintenance expenses. Protection & maintenance costs for a closed base can easily run $2-3 
million per year; for large industrial facilities, such as shipyards, the annual charge can be more 
than $10 million. The faster local communities develop reuse plans and the property is 
transferred, the sooner DoD is released from millions of dollars in annual holding costs. In this 
context, our technical advice and planning grants - if they speed up the process by even a few 
months -- begin to look like a very good investment. 

Already, the redevelopment of closed bases has created-nearly 8,000 new jobs and over 
200 tenant businesses. The types of reuse are as diverse as the communities themselves. 
England Air Force Base in AIexandria, Louisiana and Chanute A i r  Force Base in Rantoul, 
Illinois have become the engines of their communities' economic growth by creating over 1,500 
jobs on base in less than two years after closure. Today on those two former bases, there are 
more civilians working than before the bases were closed. 

Not every story is so encouraging, but there are plenty of others: At the former Lowry 
Air Force Base, tenants include a community college and a museium. At Wurtsmith Air Force 
Base in rural Michigan, 425 new jobs have been created by aviation, educational, industrial, and 
office-related activities. 

And today, on the site of the former Sacramento Army Depot, Packard Bell is producing 
computers - on a .  interim lease, even before the final transfer is completed. Ultimately the 
company expects to employ 3,000 peopIe. Follow-on employment by Packard Bell's suppliers 
could mean thousands more. 

Sometimes reuse means other pubiic senices: w o i m ,  sci,oois, paris, prisons, eve2 
o ~ e r  government offices. Sucn acrivities cm reduce govelnmenr COTS, while at the s m e  t i n 2  

provide stability for development. Tneir preseac~ at &PI d l a t i c l n  eariy in thp, reuse process 
helps attract other tenants and jobs. 

We have also bsgun to use our new jobs-centered prop=rry disposal authority to approve 
conveyances to local communities. In many of these conveyances we will receive fair-market 
value back to the taxpayers, but we will do so with flexible payment terms, over time as that 
value is realized by economic recovery. 

This process is not easy. It is not quick, and it is certainly not smooth. Some 
communities have a tough time attracting new businesses, and sometimes doing so takes 
considerable time, but it does happen. For example, the Department has tracked nearly 100 pre- 
BRAC closures, from 196 1 through 1993. Almost 90,000 civilian jobs were eliminated from 
these closures. How many new jobs have been created to replace them? Over 170.000 jobs - 
almost nvice as many. 

And we are helping. All these changes -- to the law, to regulations, in policies, programs 
and communication -- should make new job creation easier and faster. 



hrcxt Steps 

But there is much more to be done: 

Better Communication 

First, better communication. Within the next month, long before BIUC 95 becomes 
final, we will publish a guide to help community leaders understand closurc and reuse. This 
summer and fall, we will hold conferences throughout the country, esplttining what tools are 
available and introducing~communities to EDA, DoL and other sources of support. We've 
always known that the most successful reuse comes when comrnu~litp 1eade1.s act early and 
knowledgeably. And we intend to help them do so. 

Clearer Guidance & Priorities 

Our next step is to make clear what we can and cannot do. This spring, we will follow-up 
on the community handbook with a detailed manual geared to the lvlilitary Departments and 
Federal Agencies who will carry out the new laws, regulations, ant! policies. And we will 
accompany it with a new set of rules, developed by all parts of the Department after receiving 
nearly 1,000 comments fiom 126 communities and organizations. 

~ u r t h e r  Streamlining 

Last, but certainly not least, we hope you will agree to further legislative reform. Base 
reuse is still at the mercy of an incredibly complex maze of Ia~vs. h4any of those, we believe, 
were drafted 1;1 a simpler time, for simpler ~ ~ a c t i o n s .  TEE!- were not created lo deal with the 
chdienges oiropen-y ransfer on this grand scale. 

For some month now, we nave k e n  reviewing w2ys lo srremliine tile process and make 
i: work better for DoD and the communities. We are looking at wzys io n-ork Federal, state, and 
locd issues in parailel, rather than going down to the "slowest common denominator". Tnere are 
zIso proposds to permit nezr-term job creation, by allowing leasing on still-operating bases. 

Sometime this spring, I hope we can discuss just these steps with the Congress, and that 
you will give them the same high priority that we do. 

Closing 

In closing, let me reiterate three points: 

1. First, we strongly support the BRAC process, and believe it xi11 ultimately save the 
taxpayers and the Department billions of dollars. 

7.  Second, we are proud of the achievements we have made to reform the reuseYproperty 
disposal process. Mayors and Governors from around the: country have told us that 
our efforts to make the process more "user friendl!." are on the right track. 



3. But, third, there is much more to do. With your help, we will continue looking for 
ways to streamline our laws and procedures, to permit faster disposal and more 
effective job creation. Because, after all, that is part of what economic security is 
about. 

I appreciate the opportunity this committee has provided, and would be pleased to answer 
any questions you may have. 



Department of Defanme 

Final Selection Criteria 

1995 Base Realigmnents and Closuree (BRAC 95) 

In selecting military installations for closure or 
realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consider: 

Military Value 

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

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

3 . The ability to acconrrnodate cont:ingency, 
mobilization, and future total force requirements 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

4 .  The cost and manpower implications. 

Return on Investment 

- 
2. The exteat and timinp of potential costs a d  

savings, including the n-r of years, beginning 
with the cizte of coxglerioa of the closure o r  
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. 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIF! FORCE 

?-?LE?!OIt4hDUM FOR DEFENSEtBASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNh,fhT COMhITSSION 
(AIR FORCE TEAM CHIEF) 

SUEECT: BRAC '95 Information Flow Between DBCRC and USAF 

To allow improved response to DBCRC staff requests for BRAC I c * :  ~ f m l t i o n ,  I 
n g g ~ s t  a revision in our current coordination procedures. If you could ro:;: your  ~ r i t t e n  
~ + u z s  for information through my office, to the attention of Lt Col Mary :=pp. I 'klieve we 
c=n tcner satisfy your needs. At present, we are receiving phone, fax, and ~ t e r  Teqvssts in no 
:vz;lc- order and they are not being logged in or suspensed. By txtter conc::lin$ rh,- requests, 
z--= c ~ :  provide controlled and timely responses. 

For questions ro the Base Closure Woridng Group which (only requir: ;h.rificltion on 
kzf o1?=atio~i already forwarded, feel free to continue working directly with t;.:.e ner2x1-s. Please 
<a': ;esitate to call if you have m y  questions. 

. BL~JME, Jr., I! L: k . n .  YS,4F 
to r h :  15-L= fc: Base 

Realignment and Trans::r;n 
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DEFENSE EASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
7 X B f  VORTh M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1425 

A R L I N G T O N .  VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 2 1, 1995 

Major General Jay B l u x  
Special Assistant to th: Ihida-Stzfffor Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentag3 
Washington, D.C. 203:t'i- I 

Dear General Blume: 

I am forwardin; i 1- a d  attached White Paper entitled, "Preliminary Review of Air 
Force and Joint Cross-Sz7istC~oup Analysis, Reese Air Force Base, provided by Congressman 
Larry Combest of T e x ~  

In order to assis :he Cnmission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on t r ~  m & i  no later than April 10, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Frmcis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



DRAFT INTERNAL WORKING DOCUMENT (111) - May 20,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTIONIGOALS FOR FINAL DELIBERATIONS 

This is a continuation of our plan of attack with specific team assignments set up.' 

This is my third Working Plan Document. In addition I have issued several E Mail 
actions that hopefully have kept us on track. I have copies of all if you need them. 
Whether these sheets are the reason or not, we are in very good shape to get where 
we are going due to each or your individual and team efforts. 

Please gather up your DRAFT actions on Capacity Analysis and Exclusions and 
pass them to Steve in whatever state they might be. We will want to retain them as 
working documents. 

I have passed out an ACTION item based on Ralph's first cut at the motions. 
Review as indicated and get with Ralph on any omissions. I note that some of the 
"Minor" items still need addressing. SUSPENSE: Pass your mark-ups to Steve or 
tell him all OK NLT COB May 25th. 

I have Passed out an ACTION set by David for Minor Recommendations. He 
want a final copy of a book from each ServicelIPi Team NLT June 1 so he can 
deliver books to the Commissioners starting with the Boston Regional Hearing. 
The intent is to let the Commissioners see info 011 the "non-visited" (Moffitt and 
Griffiss Redirects are exceptions) to minimize discussions later. SUSPENSE: . 
Pass in your BA Chart and SS to Steve NLT COB May 26th. Where appropriate, 
include any community letters we have received on the item. 

Start Scripting your individual Charts from a Category perspective per Ben's E 
Mail. You can use my cirillo\doc\95brac\hearings\addscrip.doc as a format sample 
for my style. No suspense but they will start getting dry runs as soon as June 15th. 
Cat Lead: LargeIMsl-DO, UPT-MB, Satel-MI?, ANG-CH, AFRES-MB,RD, 
Individuals on minor items. 

Per Ben's E Mail the "Community Concerns" for the DOD Recs have a 
SUSPENSE: NLT June 2. You can also start working the "Commission 
Findings" sections based on the motions. 

Keep your Final Delib Charts as an active - up 1'0 date document. The most 
important chart to keep working is the Individual Base DOD/Community/Staff 
Issues Chart. FILL THE HOLES. fc. 







Grand Forks Air Force Base. North Dakota 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate fiom 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Grand Forks. The 321st Missile Group 
will inactivate and Minuteman I11 missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. A small 
number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 3 19th Air 
Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will 
remain open. 

(Reject - Close) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1 and 2, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Grand 
Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close 
Grand Forks. The 321 st Missile Group will inactivate and Minul.eman I11 missiles will relocate 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. [?A small number of silo 1aunche:rs at Grand Forks may be 
retained if required.?] The 3 19th Air Refueling Wing will relocate to 
All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing, including 
family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will close. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 and 2, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Grand 
Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain 
Grand Forks AFB including the 32 1 st Missile Group and the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing. Realign 
Minot AFB, North Dakota. The 9 1 st Missile Group will inactivate and Minuteman I11 missiles 
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. The 5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All 
activities and facilities at the base associated with the 5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, 
the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will close. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air 
Refueling Group and its KC-1 35 aircraft will relocate to MacDi1:l AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing 
aircraft flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. A small 
airfield operational area will continue to be available to support helicopter operations of the 40th 
Rescue Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities and 
facilities associated with the 341st Missile Wing will remain. 



Reese Air Force Base. Texas 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense diti not substantially deviate fiom 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training 
Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and 
facilities at the base including family housing and the hospital will close. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense su1)stantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1 and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Reese Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Reese AFB including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base 
activities and facilities. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sut)stantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities and facilities. Close Vance AFB, 
Oklahoma. The 71 st Flying Training Wing will inactivate and it:; assigned aircraft will be 
redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base including family housing and the 
hospital will close. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the  secretary"^ recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recornrnt:ndation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities and facilities. Close Laughlin 
AFB, Texas. The 47th Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be 
redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base inc:luding family housing and the 
hospital will close. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 



(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sutbstantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities and facilities. Close Columbus 
AFB, Mississippi. The 14th Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will 
be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base including family housing and 
the hospital will close. The Commission finds this recomrnendaltion is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 



LAB AND PRODUCT CENTER BASES 

Kirtland Air Force Base. New Mexico 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 4 and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base, New h4exic0, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Kirtland AFB including all units, base activities and 
facilities. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 4 and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Kirtland AFB including all base activities and facilities. 
Relocate 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



SATELLITE CONTROL BASES 

Onizuka Air Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate fiom 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Onizuka .AS. The 750th Space Group will 
inactivate and its functions will relocate to Falcon AFB, Coloradlo. Some tenants will remain in 
existing facilities. All activities and facilities associated with the 750th Space Group including 
family housing and the clinic will close. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sulbstantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Onizuka Air Station, California, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Onizuka AS including all ba.se activities and facilities. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



RESERVE BASES (F-16) 

r Reserve Base. Texas 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commis:;ion adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will inactivate. The Wing's F-16 aircraft will be redistributed or retire. Headquarters, 
10th Air Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, 
Texas. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2  and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain 
Bergstrom AFB including the 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) and all base activities and facilities. 
Close Carswell ARS, Texas. The 301 st Fighter Wing (AFRES) will inactivate and its assigned 
aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base not related to the 
301st Fighter Wing will remain open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sulbstantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2  and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the fol1ow:ing recommendation: Retain 
Bergstrom AFB including the 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) and all base activities and facilities. 
Close Homestead ARB, Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) will inactivate and its 
assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. [?All activities (and facilities at the base will 
close.?] The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 



SERVE BASES (C-130) 

Greater Pittsbureh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station 
(ARS). The 91 1 th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air 
Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare Only] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sulbstantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, i.nstead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AF'B, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close Pittsburgh and O'Hare] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretiuy's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station. The 91 1th Airlift Wing 
will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at 
Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. Close O'Hare IAP Air 
Reserve Station, Illinois. The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be 
distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, 
Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Gen. Mitchell] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, imstead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Sta.tion, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 



Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close General Mitchell IAP Air Reserve Station, Wisconsin. The Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins 
ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Minn./St.Paul] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secrei.aryYs recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close OYHare I N  Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
l-he - Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C- 130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Minneapolis-St.Pau1 IAP Air Reserve Station, Minnesota. The Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force lieserve C-130 units at Dobbins 
ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and fiinal criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Niagara Falls] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secret;ruyYs recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will! be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station, New York. The Airlift Wing will inactivate 
and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, 
Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Youngstown] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFIB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Youngstown-Warren MPT Air Reserve Station, Ohio. The Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force R.eserve C-130 units at Dobbins 



ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Moffett Fecleral Airfield Air Guard Station. 
Relocate the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan AFB, California. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Closes] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2  and 3, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, thle Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station 
including the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) WcClellan AFB Stays Open] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Moffett 
Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station including the 129th Rescue 
Group and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

North Highlands Air Guard Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did. not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close North Highlands Air Guard Station and 
relocate the 162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat 
Communications Squadron (CCS) to McClellan AFB, California. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Closes] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2  and 3, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on North Highlands Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Retain North Highlands Air Guard Station including the 



162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat Communications 
Squadron (CCS) and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Stays Open] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's .recommendation on North 
Highlands Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: 
Retain North Highlands Air Guard Station including the 162nd Combat Communications Group 
(CCG) and the 149th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS:) and associated aircraft. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station. California! 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Ontario International Airport Air Guard 
Station and relocate the 148th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) and 2 10th Weather 
Flight to March ARB, California. 

Roslyn Air Guard Station. New York 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and 
relocate the 2 13th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG) and the 274th Combat 
Communications Group (ANG) to Stewart International Airport .AGS, New York. The 722nd 
Aeromedical Staging Squadron (AFRES) will relocate to suitable leased space within the current 
recruiting area. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's rlxommendation on Roslyn Air 
Guard Station, New York, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Roslyn Air 
Guard Station (AGS) including the 21 3th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG), the 274th 
Combat Communications Group (ANG), and the 722nd Aeromedical Staging Squadron 
(AFRES). The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 



S~rindield-Becklev Municipal Airport Air Guard Station, (m 
(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commis:;ion adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air 
Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 178th Fighter Group (ANG) to Wright-Patterson AFB, 
Ohio. 



Lowry Air Force Base. Colorado 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commis:sion adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 
Commission regarding the cantonment of the 100 1 st Space Support Squadron at the Lowry 
Support Center as follows: Inactivate the 1001 st Space Systems Squadron, now designated 
Detachment 1, Space Systems Support Group (SSSG). Some Dlctachment 1 personnel and 
equipment will relocate to Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Space Systems Support Group 
while the remainder of the positions will be eliminated. 

Homestead Air Force Base. Florida 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding the relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homestead 
AFB to Shaw AFB, South Carolina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home 
AFB, Idaho. 

MacDill Air Force Base. Florida f t c k  

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1991 and 1993 
Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of MacDill AFB airfield to the Department of 
Commerce (DOC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill airfield as part of MacDill 
AFB. The Air Force will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC will 
remain as a tenant. 

Griffiss Air Force Base. New York cxc 
(Accept) [loth Mountain Airfield Support] 



I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the reconmendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding support of the 10th Infantry Division (Light), Fort Drum, New York at 
Griffiss AFB as follows: Close the minimum essential airfield t:hat was to be maintained by a 
contractor at Griffiss AFB and provide the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th 
Infantry Division (Light) from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment from the 
minimum essential airfield at Griffiss AFB will transfer to Fort Drum. 

(Accept) [485th Engineering Installation Group] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding the transfer of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG) from 
Griffiss AFB, New York, to Hill AFB, Utah, as follows: Inactivate the 485th EIG. Transfer its 
engineering functions to the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer its installation 
functions to the j? 38th Electronic Installation Sauadron fEZS11 at Kellv AFB. Texas. and to 
the 938th EIS. McClellan AFB. California. ?I 

(Reject) [485th Engineering Installation Group] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sut~stantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2 ,4  and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, as it pertains to the 485th Engineering Installation Group, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: /? Retain the 485th EZG at Gr<f_fiss AFB, 
New York. ?I The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure 
plan and final criteria. 



AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission fmd the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate fiom 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign the Air L,ogistics Centers (ALC) at Hill 
AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Rolbins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker 
AFB, Oklahoma. Consolidate the workloads at the designated receiver locations contained in the 
Secretary of Defense's Report of March 1995 or as appropriate. Move the required equipment 
and any required personnel to the receiving locations. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close McClellan AFB Including ALC] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Cornmission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Ke:lly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Close McClellan AFB, California including the ALC and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Sacramento. Consolidate the workloads to designated receiver 
locations as appropriate. Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the 
receiving locations. All activities and facilities at the base will close. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close Kelly ALC Only] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sul~stantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Corunission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Kellly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Realign Kelly AFB, Texas. Close the ALC and Defense 
Distribution Depot, San Antonio. Consolidate the workloads to designated receiver locations as 
appropriate. Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving locations. 
All activities not related to Kelly AFB ALC and the Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio 
will remain open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close McClellan AFB & Kelly ALC] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,4 and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklaho:ma, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Close McClellan AFB, California including the ALC and 



Defense Distribution Depot, Sacramento. Realign Kelly AFB, Texas. Close the ALC and 
Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio. Consolidate the workloads to designated receiver 
locations as appropriate. Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the 
receiving locations. All activities and facilities at the McClellam AFB will close. All activities 
not related to Kelly AFB ALC and the Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio will remain 
open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 
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DRAFT 

BASE ANALYSIS 
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish and relocate the required test activities and necessary support equipment 
to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, CA. Remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

COMMISSION ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: NIA. 

- - - - -- - -- -- - -- - - - 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for further consideration 
(* *)= Tiering and Ranking of Eglin AFB as the controlling installation for this activity 3 19 s //In@ I hJ Ve 

CRITERIA DOD RECOMMENDATION 

AIR FORCE TIERING I** 

BCEG RANK Ill** 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZE:: 
BUFFALO. NEW Y O N  

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The REDCAP is a ground test facility that simulates elements of an enemy air defense system, 
such as early warning radars and command, control, and communications (C3) systems. It is 
designed to provide a simulated hostile air defense environment for testing aircraft penetration 
tactics, electronic combat concepts, and equipment operating in i2 hostile C3 environment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity. 
Relocate required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air Force Flight Test 
Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California. 
Remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) I-ecommended that the 
REDCAP'S capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a 
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air rangt:. 
The REDCAP'S basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force 
Test and Evaluation facilities. 
Projected workload for the REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capacity. 
Available capacity at AFFTC is sufficient to absorb REDCAP'S workload. 

4 years (2002) 

I $10.9 million (savings) 
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1 
, 1 CONTRACTORS) 

Civilian 

Baseline 

Reductions 
1 0 
2 0 

I 

Military Civilian Civilian Military Civilim 

Minimal environments 

Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

~e~resentadve:  John J. LaFalce (29) 
/- / 

i 

1 
Potential Employment 5 jobs (3 direct and 2 indirect) 

% Erie County, NY MSA 526,898 
Percentage: 0.0 percent decrease _ Cumulative Economic impact (1991-2001): 0.0 percent decrease 

l-1 C I C N I F I C ~ ~ W ?  /rri)ej 
The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group applied a functional analysis evaluation, in 
order to achieve consolidation of core and non-core activities. The projected workload at the 
REDCAP facility could be feasibly consolidated into one of the twelve designated core 
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T & E activities. This action would reduce the number of activities involved in the 
accomplishment of Electronic Combat testing, and would potentially save Operations & 
Maintenance (0 & M) and Investment & Modernization (I &. M) funds. 
The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group noted, in their BRAC 95 T & E Analysis 
Alternative Documentation, that "fully integrated avionic suites will benefit if Hardware-in- 
the-Loop (HITL) and Installed Systems Test Facilities (ISTF) capabilities are collocated, 
allowing shared use of costly resources and promoting enhanced testing with [a] better 
correlation of results." Further, that this alternative "takes advantage of excess capacity in 
ISTF facilities" by consolidating the REDCAP activity into this facility at Edwards AFB. 
The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group analysis shows that the One-Time cost to 
disestablish/move the REDCAP activity to Edwards AFB to be $3.7M, as compared to 
$3.58M to NAWC Patuxent River, and $4.76M to NAWC Point Mugu. 
According to revised COBRA data, based on site survey infc~rmation, there will be an 
additional $1.3M cost to reconfigure the Buffalo facility as it. was prior to the incorporation 
of the REDCAP mission, which was not reflected in the Air Force's initial estimates. 
The REDCAP facility is in the final stages of a $75M upgrade (projected completion October 
1999, which will incorporate test simulation elements of the former Soviet air defense 
system, with the exception of the radars. Included as part of this upgrade is a $49M joint Air 
Force and GAO project, in conjunction with GAO's Central Test and Evaluation Investment 
Program (CTEIP) to add the ground and sea portions of the Soviet radar system to meet 
multiservice needs and develop a prototype link between the REDCAP and the Navy's Air 
Combat Environment Test and Evaluation Facility (ACETEI:) located at NAWC Patuxent 
River. 
Based on the DoD's recommendation, the Air Force proposes to relocate approximately 50 
percent of the REDCAP mission to Edwards AFB. 
According to a recent site survey conducted at Eglin AFB, th~e designated equipment to be 

a moved from the Buffalo facility to Edwards AFB will be located in an area adjacent to the -- anechoic chamber. Based on this preliminary information, there will be approximately 
$700K in MILCON costs to adequately house and operate the REDCAP activity equipment. 

C - 
bL COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

'3 CALSPAN, as the contractor for the Air Force's REDCAP activity, has noted that the 
operation possesses a 'unique capability' in that it is the only "fully integrated" air defense 
test simulation system, and is also the only facility capable of simulating the former-Soviet 
AWACS system. They have also claimed that the total facility would be needed to perform 
the REDCAP mission, and that failure to move the entire facility would significantly hamper 
its test capability effectiveness. I 
CALSPAN has claimed that the Air Force estimations on projected workload at the 
REDCAP facility underestimated its actual utilization. They stated that the Air Force 1 
incorporated only the test portion of the total simulation time and did not include any related 
preparation or setup time. CALSPAN claimed that the actual test time averages 
approximately 15 percent of the total test simulation period. 
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CALSPAN has asserted that there is insufficient space to absorb all the necessary equipment, 
and that there are associated MILCON and moving costs, not listed and underrepresented, 
respectively, in the recommendations. 
The ability to electronically link and maintain real-time capability simulation activities 
fulfills the objective of "cost effective" consolidation without moving the facility. Thus, 
according to CALSPAN, geographical proximity is of no value and would not be a 
compelling reason to move the facility. 

Steve AckemianIAF TeamlO5/15/95 4:32PM 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Team Leaders; Reese, Ann 
Subject: Analysis Plan Goals 
Date: Saturday, March 11, 1995 11  : 17AM 

Team: 
As we get set for the first round of Road Trips its time t o  continue t o  focus on  the issues ahead. 

Now the time is available to  read, read, read to, initially, become fan-~iliar wi th what we have and especially 
what we DON'T have. Although, at least for the next f ew  weeks, I don't see REQUIRED weekend work - 
each member needs t o  dive in t o  insure several areas are covered before the first trip and especially the 
regional hearings t o  allow you t o  posture yourselves t o  look at the right things, answer the right questions 
and be fully aware of the alternatives available to the Commission. We can not do it in a forty hour week. 
In m y  belief, we are well ahead o f  1993 as far as what we have, so w e  need t o  take advantage of it. I 
At tch a short list of Goals as I see them but I encourage you t o  comment, expound and amplify as a team, 
t o  me or individually. Further I encourage you to  ask Rick and Frank for thoughts as t o  the best plan. 
What a lot of you might not realize is that as soon as the trips, regional bearings and community visits 
catch fire - and preparation for the Dreaded Adds Hearing descends - acalysis t ime is quickly minimized. 
We are doing well as a team - the Base Summary Sheets were SUPERB and served t o  focus us on our 
specific areas. The other item is that a lot of Issues are currently unknown but will be very obvious as you 
pour through the BCEG minutes, questionaires, Volume V AF analysis and SECAF briefings. Additionally, 
the 1st and 6 th  Hearing Transcripts are a must read. AGAIN, we are! ahead or level for now but starting 
with your first trip and especially from the adds hearing out the intensity builds and the behinder we will 
get in a heartbeat. Cheers. f c  
< <File Attachment: AFTANPLN.DOC > > 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve 
Cc: Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, David; Pross, Mark 
Subject: Static Data Update Sheets 
Date: Saturday, March 11, 1995 12:34PM 

Steve (Info Team) 
I Put on your desk Blank or Incomplete Data sheets for most of our bases. I did not have time t o  

redo the ALC runs - {I lent m y  folder t o  Joe and did not get it back - please ask)- I also put a Completed 
Sheet for Brooks AFB wi th the sources for each data item. Review the sample t o  see if i t  makes sense 
and get sample copies and respective blanks out to  the responsible team members t o  fill in by hand. 
{Make copies t o  hold first.) Suspense them t o  have back t o  you NLT their first base visit or the end of this 
month so that you can upload the Data NLT the Regional Hearing. Work wi th the Team and Bob Bivens if 
they have any questions. Let me know as they are updated so I can start running reports. PS we will 
findtenter the Data whether w e  are lead or not. I would hope relevent figures will compare w i th  the Base 
Summary Sheets. f c  
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To : Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank;: DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Farrington, Les; Lewis, David; Reese, Ann; Team Leaders 
Subject: AIR FORCE TEAM ADDS 
Date: Wednesday, April 26, 1995 12:33PM 

Team: I attach my h\cirillo\doc\95brac\hearing\addshell slides to  be used for all Air Force Bases to be 
discussed at the ADDS Hearing. As I see it ,the potential categories are Large ACIMissiles 
(DaveIRicklFXC), UPT (Merrill), Small AC(Merrill), Depots (Ann), Labs (Les), Reserves (C130) (Rick), 
Reserves (F16) (Merrill), Medical (?)  LacklandIWilford Hall (Dave Lewis). 

Many of you have already done your first cut I would like the Air Force Team Members to  Provide 
their latest drafts to  be by noonish Friday. I will leave it up to  Jim 0 isnd Ed B as far as the X Team and 
Medical Slides. 

There will be a review by senior staff of all slides by team starting at noon on Monday the 1st of 
May. As of now, the Air Force is set to  be the first off the blocks on 1:he 10th. I will want to  have all of 
our Air Force Team (As opposed to Air Force) slides ready to  go by noon Saturday so the earlier I see your 
slides the better. 

Jim and Ed let me know if you want me to work your folks directly, if I hear nothing I will assume 
you are comfortable with the format and will be ready on monday. fc 

< <File Attachment: ADDSHELL.DOC > > 
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OFF-YEAR ACTION PLAT1 

Based on your initial input, the following goals have been compiled 
for completion during the off-year. One of the underlying goals is 
to provide new employees with an informed ability to perform their 
jobs. 

Please review the list carefully and submit to me by next Wednesday 
(November 10) your department's implementation plan which details 
how and when your responsibilities will be accomplished. The sub- 
bullets are meant to be illustrative and you should expand and 
detail them as you implement your plan. However, please let me 
know of any additional suggestions you may lhave regarding the main 
goals. 

At each meeting I would envision someone being designated as the 
official notetaker and taskmaster so we can document our activities 
and ensure a thorough follow-up. 

ALL DEPARTMENTS 

Comprehensive timeline: the purpose of the timeline is to lay out 
our 1995 game plan in detail in order to clearly communicate 
responsibilities and deadlines, to provide a mechanism that ensures 
we are proactive instead of reactive, and to ensure things don't 
fall through the cracks. 

Each department should put together a comprehensive list of 
tasks and deadlines they would like to see documented on the 
timeline. ~aroline will put together the first draft based on 
what was used in the past, distribute it for comparison 
against your department's rTZiiLl-sa39mit -- to her a 
list of anything not your list 
should be completed by 

\ -.----,-- 

RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

a Computer Files Purged 

Reengineer Database/Redefine Needs 
6 &&I& RI)EO S V M ~ A ~ S ~  hrf id /Qdd~ 
Information needed from DoD 

a Set goals for getting populated 

Compile list of issues for OSD 

consistency in environmental cleanup costs, BOS, personnel 
authorizations, c impact, questionnaire responses 
Cooperation in ing information in the off-year 
Preserving all to arrive at final decisions 



R&A Plan (to be incorporated into timeline) 

Hiring goals 
orientation 

Previous base closure actions 
COBRA and GIs instructional 

o General and Specific Compliance 
Milestones for adds and final report briefings 
Final Report Deadlines 

R&A Handbook 

SOP for base visits, regional hearings 
o Standard matrices 
SOP for GAO field submissions 
Policy regarding role of analyst (doesn't draw conclusions), 

doesn't speak to press, how to interact with elected 
officials, etc. 
o guidance on how to keep files and how to organize 
information when analysts leave. 

a Develop slide presentation for Commissioners to serve as a 
Service Roles/Missions/Basing primer 

o Brown bag lunches to exchange information with other groups and 
to internally brainstorm 

Base Transition; how we can help makle things work better 
Service counterparts, i.e. TABS, BSEC, etc. 
President's 5-point plan 

Bottom-up review 
GSA leasing 

a Litigation update 
o Current budget and execution plans 

o Public Relations Plan 

Monthly piece in defense-related publications 

Video Production 

use of DoD facilities? 
script written with help of Matt and Toby (based on slide 

presentation) 

Compile all press releases, JAC statements,, etc. 



LIAISON 

~pdate/review Hill procedures 

Compile Form Letters 

Public officials standard letters 
o Miscellaneous issue letters, i.e. response to request to 
change hearing location, requests to consider past actions, 
comments regarding short time period for adds, etc. 

EXEC SEC 

o Update Procedure Handbook/Users Guide 

Library orientation for all staff 

Review admin procedures with GC, i.e. document retention, FOIA 
requests, etc. 

LEGAL 

Compile legal memorandums and issues 

Coordinate procedure to facilitate writing of motions 

ADMIN 

Review Org Chart to reevaluate needs 

Update Position Descriptions 

role of writer 
GIs-designated expert on each team? 
COBRA-designated expert on each team 

Update Commission Handbook 

o Update Travel Handbook 

o Lessons Learned 
Sample forms 
General OSD Travel policies and Procedures 
Hearing Invitations 
Base Visit thank-you letters 

Plan info for inclusion in Personnel info paks 



AIR FORCE TEAM BRAINETTES FOR '95 DBCRC EFFORT 

PROBLEM: CONFUSION ON PART OF SERVICES AS TO RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
DELIVERY OF CERTIFIED DATA TO THE HILL. 

SOLUTION: LAW SHOULD SPECIFY THAT SElRVICE (OR DOD) DELIVER 
DIRECTLY TO COMMISSION, SENATE AND HOUSE. 

PROBLEM: BASE RELATED STATIC DATA WAS NOT MADE AVAILABLE UNTIL 
DELIVERY OF DOD RECOMMENDATION. THIS CAUSED DELAYS AND EVENTUAL 
ABANDONMENT OF THE PLANNED DATA BASE INFORMATION SYSTEM. 

SOLUTION: REQUIRE EITHER DATA DEL1VE:RY ON D BASE IV DISC OR 
IN A TIMELY MANNER. THIS INFORMATIION (BASED ON SPECIFIC 
REQUEST FROM COMMISSION) SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO THE COMMISSION 
IN A REASONABLE TIME. NOTE COMMISSION COULD USE DATA PROVIDED 
IN 93 AND LOAD DATA BASE AND PROVIDE TO DOD FOR 95 UPDATE AS 
APPROPRIATE. 

PROBLEM: CONFUSION AS AND SOME REFUSALS ON COBRA RUNS BY THE 
SERVICES FOR COMMISSION OPTIONS. 

SOLUTION: SYSTEM SHOULD BE FIRMLY ESTABLISHED REQUIRING 
SUCH RUNS BE MADE ON REQUEST BY THE SERVICE TO INSURE THAT 
APPROPRIATE SERVICE ASSUMPTIONS ARE USED. (ON OCCASION STAFF 
MADE OPERATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS WHICH WOULD BETTER BE MADE BY 
SERVICE). 

PROBLEM: CLASSIFIED BCEG MINUTES PROVIDED TO THE COMMISSION MADE 
IT DIFFICULT TO REVIEW AND SHARE WHAT WAS EVENTUALLY THE ONLY 
SOURCE OF THE RATIONALE FOR MOST AF DECISIONS. THIS PROBLEM WAS 
MORE THAN LIKELY MAGNIFIED ON THE HILL. 

8 SOLUTION: EVENTUALLY THE AF PROVIDED A SANITIZED VERSION. 
THIS SHOULD BE REQUIRED ON DAY ONE. 

PROBLEM: ON AT LEAST ONE OCCASION THE AF CRITICIZED THE 
COMMISSION STAFF AS UNABLE TO MAKE SOUND ANALYSIS AND BEING TO 
TECHNICAL ORIENTED TO RE-CREATE RANKINGS OF BASES WITHIN CATEGORIES 
YET THE BCEGIS DECISION PROCESS WAS NOT RECORDED FOR STAFF REVIEW, 
MAKING SUCH RE-CREATIONS ESSENTIAL. 

SOLUTION: REQUIRE THE MINUTES OF AL:L SERVICES TO INDICATE 
THE VOTING OR SCORING PROCESS TO INCLIUDE RANKINGS TO ALLOW 
INDEPENDENT PROCESS REVIEW. IN ADDITION, THE SERVICES SHOULD 
BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ALL DECISIOlN TOOLS USED BY THE 
EXECUTIVE GROUP TO INCLUDE ANY DATA BASE PRODUCTS. 

8 PROBLEM: MANY AIR FORCE QUESTIONNAIRE F:ESPONSES WERE UNCLEAR 
LEADING TO DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO COMPLETION NOT ONLY AMONG MAJOR 
COMMANDS BUT ALSO WITHIN SPECIFIC MAJOR COMIVIANDS. SOME RESPONSES 
WERE LATER REFUTED BY BASES STATING CONFUSION. 

SOLUTION: EACH QUESTIONNAIRE SHOULD INCLUDE A SAMPLE 
RESPONSE TO INSURE CONSISTENCY AS TO LEVEL OF RESPONSE AND 
INTENT OF USE OF THE RESPONSE. 



PROBLEM: INCONSISTENCY AMONG THE SERVICES AS TO APPLICATION OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS AS RELATED TO OPERATIONAL AND CLOSURE COSTS. 
AIR FORCE DID NOT EVEN INCLUDE ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE (EC) COSTS 
AS OPERATIONAL COSTS AND ALL SERVICES DID NOT USE ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION COSTS THAT WOULD IN FACT BE EXACERBATED BY CLOSURE. 
ONE EXAMPLE MIGHT BE MCCLELLAN AFB WHERE ROUTINE COSTS FOR 
RESTORATION ARE ESTIMATED AT $1 BILLION YET THE AF CERTIFIED DATA 
STATED THAT CLEAN UP COSTS WOULD RANGE BETWEEN $3-10 BILLION IF 
BASE WAS CLOSED. 

SOLUTION: EC COSTS SHOULD BE REQU1RE:D AS A DAY TO DAY COST, 
AND PROBABLE CLOSURE SAVINGS, FOR BASES. ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION COSTS THAT ARE EXPECTED TO BE BORNE OVER AND ABOVE 
ROUTINE COSTS DUE TO ACCELERATION OF CLEANUP SHOULD BE 
CONSIDERED AS A COST TO CLOSE. 



AIR FORCE TEAM MEETING 216 - 1100 

2. SUGGESTED READINGS 
HEARING BOOKS (ADDSIDELIBS) 
CIRILLO SMART BOOK 
R&A HANDBOOK 
DAILY READ FILE (STEVE) 

3. 91/93 REPORT 

4. COBRA HANDBOOK 

5. TEAM ASSIGNMENTS / 'DRUTHERS 

6. DATA AUTOMATION 

7. CARDS? 

8. COMMUNITY MEETINGS (2 TODAY) 

9. COMMISSIONER STATUS 

10. WEEKLY STAFF MEETING 

1 1. DATA BASE (LEARN ACCESS) 

12. OTHER TEAMS1 GENERAL RELATIONSHIPS 



Cirillo, Francis A. 

From: Cirillo, Francis A. 
To : Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Dicamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, David; Pross, 

Mark 
Cc: Cirillo, Francis A.; Borden, Ben; Kress, Rob 
Subject: FW: Letters to DOD or Services 
Date: Monday, February 13, 1995 10:38AM 

TO AIR FORCE TEAM: SEE BEN'S MEMO below. Start thinking of letters we need to  send and lets get 
together after lunch at 2PM and discuss this issue and others; 
1. LETTERS TO DODIAF (BEN'S MEMO) 
2. QUESTIONS FOR HEARINGS (MAR 1 = Dave,Merrill/MAR 6 = Craig,Rick) 
3. USE OF BASE FILES 
4. READ AHEAD BOOKS(Steve) 
5. COBRA TRAINING 
6.  COMMUNITY MEETING RESPONSIBILITIES 
7. UPDATING DATA BASE 

fc 
---------- a. ,,,a 

From: Borden, Ben 
To: Team Leaders 
Subject: Letters to  DOD or Services 
Date: Monday, February 13, 1995 8:32AM 

Lets get all letters to  DOD or Services signed out this week asking for data , briefings, COBRA input 
expectations,ect. Only 1 0  working days left until we get the list Knovvn letters that we want t o  send are: 
Alex Letter to  Gotbaum onCOBRA input expectations. BOB on functional military value model. Bob COBRA 
Itr? 
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Air Force Team Mission 

The Air Force Team mission is to assist the Commissioners in best assessing 
and, $necessary, revising a CONUS base structure that ensures the Air Force's 
sustained ability to defend the United States through control and exploitation of 
air and space. 



AIR FORCE TEAM RESPONSIBILITY MATRIX 

GENERAL COMMENT: The Air Force Team will be responsible for the 
overall analysis of base closure and realignment candidates to 
include those submitted to the commission by the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense as well as those bases added for consideration 
by the Commission. In that regard the team responsibilities will 
be divided among team members in three levels of responsibility; 
categories, Specialty Areas and Interagency Issues or secondary 
criteria. 

1. categories - This will be the primary level. 
~esponsibilities will be assigned by Major Command until 
specific Categories are named and even then will change only 
if appropriate. Indicated primary ('P) members will have 
overall responsibility for those bases in that category, 
keying on the first four criteria comp:rising ~ilitary Value. 
Alternate members (A) will be knowledgeable in that category 
in case of absence of the primary member. 

2. Specialty Areas - Indicated members will be the focal 
point for certain specialties as they arise and assist the 
primary category members across the board as necessary. These 
members should be prepared to work general policy and 
considerations with appropriate counterparts on the other 
Teams. 

3. Interagency Issues - Indicated m~embers will serve as 
overall interface with the Interagency Issues Team on the 
secondary criteria ( 5 -8 ) to assist the primary category 
members. 



id, 
iu 









A I R  FORCE TEAM READ F I L E  

TABLE O F  CONTENTS 

BOOK ONE 

Public Law 101-510 . . . . . . . . . .  

Commissioner Bios . . . . . . . . . . .  

Ethics Standards . . . . . . . . . . .  

organizational Charts (Admin and R&A) . 

Informational Memos/Articles . . . . .  

1993 AF commissioner Orientation Brief 

1993 R&A Commissioner Orientation Brief 

1993 AF Questionnaires . . . . . . . .  

1993 DoD BRAC Kick-off Memorandum . . .  

DBCRC Database Structure . . . . . . .  

. Tab 1 

. Tab 2 

. Tab 3 

. Tab 4 

. Tab 5 

. Tab 6 

. Tab 7 

. Tab 8 

. Tab 9 

Tab 10 

1991 AF Process for Selecting Bases for Closure . . . . .  Tab 11 

1991 Overall Briefing on the Commission . . . . . . . . .  Tab 12 

1988 Base Realignments and Closures Report . . . . . . .  Tab 13 

1990/1991 DOD Proposed Base Closings Press Rieleases . . .  Tab 14 



A I R  FORCE TEAM READ F I L E  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

BOOK TWO 

1991 DBCRC Final Deliberation Hearing . . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 1 

Bush1994 DoDBudget . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T a b 2  

COBRA Training Manual . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 3 

DoD Worldwide List of Military Installations . . . . . . .  Tab 4 



A I R  FORCE TEAM READ FI:LE 

TABLE O F  CONTENTS 

BOOK THREE 

Defense Environmental Restoration Program . . . . . . . . .  Tab 1 

. Future Force Strategy by Rep Les Aspin . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 2 

Guide to Military Installations in the U.S. . . . . . . . .  Tab 3 

The Force Mix Fight Heats Up . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 4 

Special Use Airspace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 5 

Senators and Governors by State . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Tab 6 



TAB4  ATCH 1 

AIR FORCE PROCESS 

OUESTIONNAIRV 
DATA GATHERING CATEGORIZATION 

MSN ESSNTL CAPACITY 

4 4 

I 7 1 

INTERCOMMANDI J INTERSERVICE 
UTILIZATION 
ANALYSIS 7 

BASE CLOSURE/ 
REALIGNMENT LIST 



Air Force Team Role 

Review 

0 Catalog all data 
Analyze process (general compliance) 
Assessments (specific compliance) 

Analyze USAF Categories and Populate DBaseIV Database 

For Commission use 
Macro comparisons and analysis (graphics depictions desired) 

AF Tiger Team Analysis 

Initial rack, stack, scrt of data diiinp 
All bases on the OSD closure list and "menu of options" 

Establish Base Analysis Tiger (BAT) Teams for Each Basel Category 

Detailed COBRA based analysis 



P a g e N o .  1 
03 /10 /93  

BASE PLANES TRAINS 

w i l l y  3 2  
h o l  loma 6 6  
l u k e  20 
cannon 6 8  
k i s a w y e  6 7  
d a v  i s m 0  56 
h o m e s t e  5 4  

0  ' 
3 6 3  

AUTOS 







BAT Team 

l TI' Leader Designated for Each Base on List 

l l Assigned based on AF categories 

l 0 Leader responsible for external coordination 
*.a FAA, COBRA, USAF, BCEG, bases, GAO, etc. 

l l Responsible for trip books and background info to Commissioners 

l Travels to bases 

Back-up for each Team leader 



CATEGORIES SPECIALTY INTERAGENCY 

ATKIN G.I.S. 
D BASE 17.7 
COBRA (A) 

DICAMILLO AMc (PI Capacity 7 (Community 
AFMC (A) ties Infrastructure) 

DITTMER ACC (P) 
AFRES (P) 
ANG (A) 

HOUCK ATC (P) START 8 (Environmental 
AFMC (P) Environment k Impact) 

CANTWELL 

GAO 1 

GAO 2 

A/O MAR 8,1993 

SPACEOM (P) 
SOC (P) 
ACC (A) 
AMC (A) 
ANG (PI 

BASED ON EXPERIENCE 

BASED ON EXPERIENCE 

FAA (A) 
~ i r  Defense 
Tiger Team 
COBRA (P) 
Flying Trng 

6 (Community 
Econ. Impact) 

5 (Return on 
Investment) 



Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: AIR FORCE TEAM 
Subject: WORK PLAN 
Date: Friday, April 28, 1995 4:43PM 
Priority: High 

Team; Two things 1) Please refer to  Section E of the R&A handbook. I might be wrong - BUT, I do not 
recall seeing any Regional Hearinglssue Summaries in quite some time , if at all. They are due two  days 
after the regional hearing. Obviously, no one above has bugged me yet but there IS a place for these and 
they become part of the official record and are eventually sent to  all Commsnrs to  review what some saw 
and most might not recall. I attach the two  I did for Dallas. Recall thist These issues and those raised at 
the base visits and meetings will form the "ISSUES" at the ADDS anol FINAL DELIBERATION Hearings. If 
we forget to  mention key issues we will take a major hit. 

2) Weekend work schedule. We should plan on being here Saturday to  finalize where we are on 
the slides. Merrill will need some help as he has three ADDS areas an~d I have yet to  see a finished 
complete set of the slides through Steve. I want him to  put together i3 complete set for all of us to  go over 
irregardless of your individual area of responsibility. I will be in a bit late on Saturday - about 1030 - and 
will stay around to work with you individually or as a group until we get a product. I spoke to  Ben. I will 
be in Sun after 12 noon but see no need for the rest of you to  be here if your area or that area you are 
aiding is ready and all of our slides are in the same format. Be keyed to  be here by 7:30 Monday - or so - 
to clean up any Sunday guidance I get. If you want to  know where your slides stand before then call me 
at the office or home. ONE THING - Expand your DoD Recommendation line on the comparitive slide to  
indicate the receiver base if any or "retired" if the case. fc 
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Cirillo, Frank 
-- 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Cirillo, Frank 
Subject: GESTAPO TIME 
Date: Monday, June 19, 1995 7:54AM 

Team: It is time t o  get together t o  determine where we are. I am afraid our Sunday Holiday COST us in 
our scheduling but WE CAN recover. As a note Ben has multiple nit  clips in  our slides t o  insure uniformity. 
I found at least three major errors in our slides yesterday and have fixed most. From today ON I expect 
everyone in  here by 7:30AM and NOT to  leave until 9:OOPM unless W E  AS A TEAM can afford the loss of 
the one who has to  leave. Here is a summary of where we are. I also put my  DRAFT, 1 ST CUT OPR next 
t o  each Item to  insure fix and follow through. 
ACTION DUE OPR 

1)Fix JBD Slides for today-(Hmst Rdrcts?) NOW 1 st In 
2)Correct Benny's Slide nits COB 611 9 SteveIDave 
3)Cornplete Community Concerns Noon 611 9 MBIMPIDO 
4)Complete 1 st Draft of Circled "Findings" COB 611 9 ALL 
5)Complete 1 st Draft of remaining "Findings" Noonish 6 /20  ALL 
6)"RetabV Book Index-MacD,Mal,each Rdrct Today Steve 

(This means w e  need a tab to flip t o  each required vote so we do n'ot accidentally miss one -such 
as the missing Homestead redirects I found Sun) 
7)Develop Books (20? see Rob) for ALL Crnsh Noon(?) 6 /21  SAIFXC 

(The Teams, Not Travel, wil l prepare separate books for the hearing ) 
8)Review your "Com Con" against your"SS" TODAY ALLIDave) 

(This is just a one time final check to  insure you did not forget a key issue and subject us to  a 
lawsuit - Dave Olson will do  a gut check today as well) 
9)FIX your Slides t o  Insure latest COBRA $ TODAY ALL(MB/FXC) 

(Also Dave (GF) and Rick(Pitts1 need t o  explain differences) 

10) l  am sure I will think o f  more but we  need to  get together on this ASAP. I will gladly take your inputs 
at that session as a team so w e  can use all bodiees and brains to get this done. thanks for getting us 
where w e  are and in a week and a half it WILL BE DONE.) Frank 
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M E M O R A N D  
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Team Leaders - h d w -  I ) M  , 

FROM : Ben Borden 

DATE : June 2, 1993 

RE: Final Report 
* * * * * * * * k t * * * * * * * * * * * * *  

Attached is an outline 

Leader assignments and 

for the final report with applicable Team 
@A 

deadlines. You have already met two very*& 

impoetant deadlines for the lgProcessgl and "Issues for ~urtherA d3 

Studyg1 chapters. Your hard work has gotten us off to a great 

start, however, we must continue to meet these deadlines if the ~4-j 

Commission is to complete its work by July 1. 
d 5  
@ 
- 0  

I have highlighted the items that directly concern your team. 5 5  
will be following the approach used in the 1991 report, 

so use it * 
as your guide. The most ambitious portions are the "Commission 

___WY_ 
r -----------*-- 

--LIV _IC7 

Findings" and "Commission Recommendations~ sections. If we are to- .-- .- ------,-- %----" " -" -" .-- -- - = B& 
meet the printing deadline of June 29th, we must flesh out all -_ 

, - 
possible options prior to the final deliberations. As the 7 

C ' -. ___U _ .  - - - - - - - - - -  ..-_.___. __ " _ 
Commission makes its final decisions, we will select the 

appropriate version and quickly incorporate it into the report. 

The Executive Director, Chairman and Commissioners, respectively, 
- .  - - - .. 

must review and comment on all drafts prior to printing. This 

gives us very little flexibility. 

We will provide all other sections to the layout contractor by June 

16th, hence the June 7th and 11th deadlines. This allows just 



enough time for review and comment by the Commissioners. Our goal 

is to have the report as complete as possible prior to the final 

deliberations. If we stick to the schedul.e, on July 1st we will 

have a product of which we can be proud. 



OUTLINE FOR FINAL REPORT 
AND SECTION ASSIGNMENTS WITH DEADLINES 

(as of June 2nd) 

Cover letter to President 
Map (s) 
~xecutive Summary (use key paragraphs from each chapter) 
Table of Contents 

chapter l...History of Base Closures (work from 1991 Report) 

o Overcoming past obstacles to base closures 

O The 1988 Commission 

a The 1991 commission 

O Differences between the 1991 and 1993 Commissions 
(Emphasize changes in the law) 

O composition of the 1993  omm mission 

Chapter 2...The 1993 Base Closure Process 

Key ~rovisions of the Law (Stressing openness and key 
dates) 

a OSD - Guidance provided to services 
Servicesr and Other Agenciesf Processes regarding 
Military Value Evaluation - Criteria 1-4 

- - Navy - Air Force - DLA - DISA 
O The DBCRC Review and Analysis Process 

a Commission Review of Military Value Criteria 1-4 

O Services & Commission ~eview of criteria 5-8 

- ~eturn on Investment 
- Economic Impact on Local Communities - Community Impact - Environmental Impact 
Depots 

May 21 Deliberations 



-. 

/--- 
the GAO (work from 1991 Report Chapter 3) 

( Chapter  he Recommendations of the DBCRC 
Category, Mission, Cost to Close, savings, and Payback 
(for each recommendation) 
WHO: Team Leaders 

WHEN: June 7 (Draft) 
June 11 (Final) 

o DoD 

O community Concerns - 
WHO: Team Leaders (Using BV reports, Regional 

summaries and Meeting Notes) 
WHEN: June 7 (Draft) w9/  

June 11 (Final) BQ cr2Q 

commission Findings (scenarios will be drafted for all F o ~  
possible recommendation options) 

WHO: 
909 

Team Leaders in consult with General Counsel RUMM 
- WHEN: June 11 (Draft) 

June 18 (~inal) 
June 26 (Selection) 

Commission Recommendation (Recommendations will be 
drafted for all possible options) 

WHO: Team Leaders in consult with General Counsel 
WHEN: June 11 (Draft) 

June 18 (Final) 
June 26 (Selection) 4 

Chapter 4 . . .  Issues for Further Study 

Appendix 
0 Public Law 

Force Structure Plan Summary (Drawn from DoD Report 
including chart) , .  

O Selection Criteria 

o DoD Closure and Realignment Recommendations (List) 

O Bases Added by Commission for Further Consideration 
(List) 
Hearings Held by the Commission (List) 

O Commission Base Visits (List) 

.. commissioner Biographies 

O Staff 



MEMO FOR AIR FORCE TEAM MEMBERS REGARDING REPORT REQUIREMENTS 

1. REFERENCE OUR MEETING THIS MORNING AND IN REGARDS TO MY PROMISE 
OF MORE DETAILS. 

2. FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE SUSPENSES AS SHOWN IN BEN'S MEMO AND AS 
ATTACHED. CONSIDER ALL SUSPENSES AS APPLlYING ONLY TO THOSE DOD 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND THE MCCLELLAN AFB AF RECOMMENDATION. 

3. ATCH 1 IS AN EXCERPT FROM BEN'S MEMO AND SHOULD BE FOLLOWED 
ACCORDINGLY. NOTE THAT THE "DOD RECOMMENDATION" WILL BE (IS) 
COMPLETED BY HOWARD. 

4. USE THE SHELL AT ATTACHMENT 2 WHICH I WILL HAVE IN MY 
H:\CIRILLO\DOC\SHELL.RPT. COPY TO YOUR FIILE IF YOU WISH TO USE. 

5. 91 REPORT SAMPLES ARE AT ATTCH # 3,4&5 FOR A REDIRECT, A 
COMMISSION ADD AND A COMMISSION TURN DOWN THAT COULD BE OF HELP. 

6. BOTTOM LINE IS YOU NEED TO CRANK OUT WRITE UPS FOR ALL POSSIBLE 
SCENARIOS FOR EACH DOD RECOMMENDATION SO THAT EACH ENTIRE WRITE UP 
IS STAND ALONE. SOME POSSIBLE EXAMPLES; 

HOMESTEAD COMPLETELY CLOSED AS IIECOMMENDED/ HOMESTEAD 
REALIGNED WITH 482D STAYING AT HOMESTEAD 

BERGSTROM AS RECOMMENDED/BERGSTROM KEEPING EXISTING "9 11' 
UNITS (IE REDIRECT DISAPPROVED)/BERGSTROM KEEPING EXISTING 
"91" UNITS PLUS RECEIVING CARSWELL AFFlES UNIT 
RICKENBACKER REDIRECT AS RECOMMENDED/RICKENBACKER REDIRECT 

WITHOUT THE SPRINGFIELD MOVE 
NEWARK AS RECOMMENDED(PRIVAT1ZE IN PLACE) /NEWARK WITH 

TRANSITION ONSITE-OFFSITE CONTRACT 
MACDILL REDIRECT AS RECOMMENDED/MACDILLREDIRECT DISAPPROVED 

WITH NOAA OPERATING AIRFIELD AND JCSE STAYING PLUS VARIOUS 
HOMESTEAD OPTIONS 

O'HARE AS RECOMMENDEDIO'HARE DISAPPROVED/OIHARE WITH 
RECEIVER SITE COST SHARING COST OF RELOCATION WITH CHICAGO 
K I SAWYER, MCGUIRE, MARCH, GRIFFISS AS RECOMMENDED OR AS 

DISAPPROVED IN THE LATTER CASE WITH SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 
MENTIONED , SEE ATCH # 5 
ALSO SCENARIOS ON VARIOUS EAST COAST MOBILITY BASE OPTIONS 

WOULD BE GOOD TO START 

7 .  THE PURPOSE IS TO GET AS READY AS YOU CAN AND NOT TO WASTE A 
SECOND. THE "ADDS" SCENARIOS MUST BE WORKED ON AS YOU CAN, 
ESPECIALLY IF YOU ONLY HAVE "ADDSt BASES. 

8. WE ARE BEING VISITED BY XOOR TOMORROW AT 9AM TO DISCUSS OUR NO 
S T COBRA REQUIREMENTS. WRITE THEM DOWN/ REVIEW OUR LETTER AT 
AEH #6 AND BE READY TO DEFEND AND DISCUSS 



L- 

from 1991 Report Chapter 3) 

of the DBCRC 

Category, Mission, Cost to Close, Savings, and Payback 
(for each recommendation) 
WHO: Team Leaders 

WEEN : June 7 (Draft) 
June 11 (Final) 

o DoD ~ecommendatio 

J 
community Concerns - 

WHO : Team Leaders (Using BV reports, ~egional 
summaries and Meeting Notes) 

WHEN: June 7 (Draft) DQ9[ 
June 11 (Final) L O ~ J ~ ~  

Commission Findings (scenarios will be drafted for all FOP 
possible recommendation options) 

WHO: 
pop 

Team Leaders in consult with General Counsel mH 
WHEN: June 11 (Draft) 

June 18 (~inal) 
June 26 (selection) " ~ r n l d  

Commission Recommendation (Recommendations will be ,doe 
drafted for all possible options) 

WHO: Team Leaders in consult with General Counsel 
RHEN: June 11 (Draft) 

June 18 (Final) 
June 26 (Selection) 4 

Chapter 4 . . .  Issues for Further Study 

Appendix 
Public Law 

Force Structure Plan Summary (Drawn from DoD Report 
including chart) , .  

Selection criteria 

DoD Closure and Realignment ~ecommendations (List) 

o Bases Added by  omm mission for Further consideration 
(List) 
Hearings Held by the Commission (List) 

e Commission Base Visits (List) 

commissioner Biographies 

Staff 



(Name of Recommendation) 

Catego y: 
Mission: 
Cost to Close (Realign): $- nzillion 
Savings: 1994-99: $- nl illion 

Annual: $- million 
Pay back: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATKIN 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE: 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ILLAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

C:OMMISSIONERS: 
ALL CORNELIA  
REBECCA COX 

(I 00 "/)MEMORANDUM "EN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET) 
Si. LEE KLlNG 

\ - 
TO: R&A Staff 

FtADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
UG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
VYENDI LOUISE STEELE 

FROM: Ben  ord deny 
DATE: 3 June, 1995 

RE: Week's outlook 

/ 

1) Minor installation books printed copy to Rob. 
Suggest each team hold one 

of questions 
2) First draft of questions for the DoD hearing will be due 12:OO p.m. Thursday (618). Final draft 

ue at 5:00 p.m. on Sunday (611 1). Questions should follow the format of the 
member we will not have an opportunity to get follow-up questions. 

e can get an answer to that day. 

) & 9 3 )  REMINDER: Commissioner final deliberation briefs will be given as follows: DPL J 
~ @ b '  6115 - Army and DLA 

I 
4) Please see David's "schedule of work to be completed" for firrther instructions. 

CQW~ ll, 
-OM B P S P ~ / ' A ~ ~  ,p 

posst bh 
2 F I pdrstLb,use 

'Cf l-798~~~ ' P / ) ~ S  



as of June 1, I 995 

SCHEDULE OF WORK TO BE COMPLETED 

~Monday, June 5 

- 9:00 am meeting - list by Team of all items on DOD list where we expect to change DOD 
recommendation 

- Write-up on reuse for review - Sylvia 

- Write-up on future base closke process for review - Chuck/DL 

- Close of business: Fedex minor installations books to Commissioners 

Sunday, June 11 

- 12-2 pm - briefing on Air Force depots by Cross-Service team 

- 2-4 pm - briefmg on Naval shipyards by Navy team 

5 pm - complete questionshriefing book for June 14 hearing 

Monday, June 12 

- Close of Business: Team Chiefs input to Chuck on process chapter of Report 
- /ST& A P ~ Y  t D L & ,  \ b T n  y -  SEPv\- 4 N avY, 1 7 T h  A I Q  F o p ~ p  
June 15 - 17 

- Complete dry-run briefings for f d  deliberations by each team 

June 16 - Close of Business 

- All "Community Concerns" portions of Report due to Chu.ck 

- All "Issues for Further Consideration" for the Report due .to Chuck 



Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To : Creedon, Madelyn; Goode, Chris; Nelson, Wade; Pizer, Chuck; Purser, Wayne; Team 

Leaders 
Subject: Report "Murder Board" Planning 
Date: Wednesday, May 24, 1995 8:07AM 

To Wade, Chuck and Adressees: Suggest we as a group get together in the next week to  discuss the 
timing and process of reviewing the individual final report "recommendation" sections. Wayne as well as 
the Team Leads can share some goods and bads of the '93 effort. As I recall, a "good" was that each of 
the key reviewers - Admin (& Wayne), Legal, Staff Director, etc. each were assigned a specific pen color 
and an order of review was established. As I recall, a "bad" was that 1:he markups were more shotgunned 
than reviewed in order resulting in doing and redoing and undoing previous changes. This got very crazy 
and frustrating. The Staff Director was not such an integral part of the! review as is possible this year so 
that eventuality needs to  be built in. We are starting to  do the Community Concerns sections now - but 
"final" review of small portions would probably not be productive. fc 

Page 1 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REAL1GN:MENT COMMISSION ?, &I 0 m J  

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE: 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
AILAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

C:OMMISSIONERS: 
ALL CORNELLA 
CilEBECCA COX 
GiEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (R-) 
9;. LEE  K U N G  

May 30, 1995 R'ADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
hlG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

MEMO TO MEMB REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION 

From: Alan J. Dixo 
\ 

As we move into the tinal mon b Y  of our d e h i o n s  on the 1995 base closure and 
realignment recommendations, I want to share my views on several issues with you. 

I continue to believe that the elimination of excess infkmucture in the Defense 
Department is critical to the ability of the military services to maintain and modernize their forces 
over the next decade. 

AU of us are aware of the pressures on the defense budget. In the last ten years, the 
defense budget has declined in real tenns by almost 40 percent. ZJnder current plans, defense 
spending will continue to decline in real terms each year through 1999. For FY1996, the military 
services' budget for modernization and procurement of new weapons is $39.4 billion, less than 
half of the FY 1990 level. Adjusting for inflation, this is a decline (of 7 1 percent fiom 1 986 and the 
lowest level since 1950. 

Overall, we have reduced the size of the military services by 30 percent. By the end of 
this decade, the Army will have eIiminate-d 45 percent of its divisicms, the Air Force 44 percent of 
its tactical fighter wings, and the Navy 37 percent of its ships. 

At the same time, the three previous base closure rounds ( 1988, 199 1 and 1993) have 
resulted in a decrease in our domestic base Mastructure of 15 percent. Even with the additional 
reductions proposed in the 1995 round, the cumulative reduction in milimy installations will still 
be only 21 percent. 

I know all of us have been impressed by the quality of the military installations we have 
visited in the last three months. After three previous base closure ~rounds, there are clearly no 
marginal military installations left. We fgce some diflicult and painll votes next month. 

Nevertheless, I think there are several important factors that we should keep in mind as we 
approach our final deliberations: 

Senior DOD officials, as well as the General Accounting Oflice:, have testified before the 
Commission that approval of the DOD closure and realignment: recommendations will still 
leave excess idhstructure and capacity in a number of areas in the military services. 



Senior DOD officials have also testified that all of the rnilitiuy services are counting on the 
savings f?om this round of base closures to reverse the decline in their modernization funding. 
Simply put, infrastnrcture savings are one of the keys to financing the future m o d e d o n  of 
the military semces. 

The recent Congressional debate on the FY 1996 budget reinforces my view that the overall 
defense budget will continue to decline over the next several years. 

This is the last round of base closures under the expedited process of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. Once this Commission completes its work, it will 
ag&n become very difEcult for the Defew Department to e l i i e  unnecessary 
intiastmcture by closing bases. It is unclear when, or if: Con.pess will authorize another 
round of base closures or otherwise give DOD more flexibiliq to close or realign domestic 
military bases. 

In view of these considerations, I believe that achieving the level of savings proposed by 
the Defense Department for the 1995 round of closures should be our minimum goal. I would 
personally prefer to achieve even greater savings than proposed by DOD. 

This doesn't mean that we should or will accept the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendations uncritically or without review. If we find that the Secretary deviated 
substantially from the force structure plan or the selection criteria, we will make changes to the 
Secretary's list. Nevertheless, I think we must remain mindfbl of the fiscal imperatives ficing the 
military services. Eliminating excess Mastructure is essential for the military services to maintain 
readiness, modernize their forces and preserve the force structure necessary to protect our 
nation's vital interests in the future. 

In closing, let me thank all of you for your outstanding participation in the work of the 
Commission over the past three months. AU of you have made major contributions of your talent, 
time and energy to this important effort, and I look forward to working with you in the coming 
weeks to prepare our Report to the President. 

As always, I welcome your counsel and advice on any and all aspects of our work 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 

MEMORANDUM CEN J. 6. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNC 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN ( R E T )  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

TO: Team Leaders 

FROM: 
4/ 

Ben  ord deny' 
DATE: 30May,1995 - -  

RE: "R&A Staff Summary Commentn section alternatives. 
(Minor Installation Books) 

1) . Staff has identified no reason to disagree with the DoD recommendation. 

2) Staff has reviewed the concerns raised by the community. At this time, s-fafFdoes not 
believe these concerns justifjr disagreement with the DoDb recommendation. 

3) Staff is continuing the review of this recommendation. 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT INTERNAL WORKING D0CUME:NT (111) - May 20,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTION/GOALS FOR FINAL DELIBERATIONS 

This is a continuation of our plan of attack with specific team assignments set up. 

This is my third Working Plan Document. In adidition I have issued several E Mail 
actions that hopehlly have kept us on track. I have copies of all if you need them. 
Whether these sheets are the reason or not, we are in very good shape to get where 
we are going due to each or your individual and lteam efforts. 

Please gather up your DRAFT actions on Capacity Analysis and Exclusions and 
pass them to Steve in whatever state they might be. We will want to retain them as 
working documents. 

I have passed out an ACTION item based on Rallph's first cut at the motions. 
Review as indicated and get with Ralph on any o:missions. I note that some of the 
"Minor" items still need addressing. SUSPENSE: Pass your mark-ups to Steve or 
tell him all OK NLT COB May 25th. 

I have Passed out an ACTION set by David for Minor Recommendations. He 
want a final copy of a book fi-om each ServiceIIA Team NLT June 1 so he can 
deliver books to the Commissioners starting with the Boston Regional Hearing. 
The intent is to let the Commissioners see info on. the "non-visited" (Moffitt and 
Griffiss Redirects are exceptions) to minimize dis.cussions later. SUSPENSE: 
Pass in your BA Chart and SS to Steve NLT COB May 26th. Where appropriate, 
include any community letters we have received on the item. 

Start Scripting your individual Charts from a Category perspective per Ben's E 
Mail. You can use my cirillo\doc\95brac\hearing!;\addscrip.doc as a format sample 
for my style. No suspense but they will start getting dry runs as soon as June 15th. 
Cat Lead: Large/Msl-DO, UPT-MB, Satel-MP, AIVG-CH, AFRES-MB,RD, 
Individuals on minor items. 

Per Ben's E Mail the "Community Concerns" fix the DOD Recs have a 
SUSPENSE: NLT June 2. You can also start working the "Commission 
Findings" sections based on the motions. 

Keep your Final Delib Charts as an active - up to date document. The most 
important chart to keep working is the Individual Base DODICommunitylStaff 
Issues Chart. FILL THE HOLES. fc. 
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1 AIRFORCE I 

C- Brooks AFB, TX 
C- Rome I ah, NY 
K- Kirtland AFB. NM 

AF RESERVES SATELI~ITE CONTROL BASES 

C-Greater Pittsburg IAP, PA R- Onizuka AFB, CA 
C-Bergstrom AFB, TX 
C-Reese AFB, TX 
A- Homestead AKS, f L  
A- Carswell ARB, TX 
A- Gen. Mitchell IAP ARS, WI 
A- Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN 
A- Niagara Falls IAP ARS, NY 
A- 0'1 lare IAP ARS, IL 
A- Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS, OH 

AIR NATIONAI, GUARD 

DEPOTS 

R, A-hlcclellan AFB, CA 
R, A- Robins AFB, GA 
R, A-Tinher AFB, OK 
R, A-Kelly AFB, TX 
R, A-Ilill AFU, U'1' 

R- Malmstrom AFB, MT 
R, A- Grand Forks AFB, ND 
R, A- hlinot AFB, ND (Con~rnissioner Add) 

IJNDEKGRAD. PILOT TRAINING 

ARMY 

MAJOR TRAINING AREAS 
I -. 

CE- Fort Chaffee, AR 
CE- Fort Indiantown Gap, PA 

/ CE- Fort l'ickcil VA 
R- Fort Dix, NJ 
R- Fort Greely, AK 
R- Fort I~lunter-Ligget, CA 

TRAINING S( '1 1001.S 

R- Fort Lee, VA 
CE- Fort hlcClellan, AL 

COMMAND CONTROI. & ADMlN 

CE- Price Support Center, IL 
CE- Fort Totten, NY 
R- Kelly Support Facility, PA 
R- Fort Duchanan, PR 
R- Fort Ilamilton, NY 
I<- I:orr hlcade, MD 
C- Fort Ilitchie, MI) 
C- US Arnmy Garrison, Sellridge, MI 

MEDICAI. CENTER 

CE- Fitzsinmons Army Med. Ccnter, CO 

COMMODITY 

R- Detroit Arsenal, MI 
RD- Fort Detrick, MD 

R, A- Letterkenng Arnmy Depot, PA 
C- Red River Army Depot, '1'X 
A- l'obyhanna Army Depot, PA 

PROVING GROUNDS 

R- Dugway Proving Ground, UT 

PORTS 

C- B a y ~ ~ n n e  Occan Terminal, NJ  
A- Oaklamd Arrny Base, CA 

C- Stratford Engine Plant, C'1 

C- Concepts Analysis, MI) 
C- Info Sys. Software Cmd., VA 
C,D- Aviation Troop Crnd., MO 
A- Space & Strategic Defense Cmd., A1 

MINOR SITES 

C- Baltilnore i'ublications Llist., MI) 
C- 13ellmore Logistics Facility, NY 
C- Big Coppett Key, FL 
C- Branch 1J.S Disclipinary Barracks, CA 
C- Camp Bonneville, WA 
C- Camp Kilmer, NJ 
C- Camp I*'dricktown (Severs-Sandberg), NJ 
C- Cave11 i'uint U.S. Arnmy Res. CcntCr, NJ 
C- East Fort Baker, CA 
C- I.'oil Missoula, MT 
C- lli~igl~arii Cohasset, MA 
C- Recreation Center 142 , NC 
C- Rio Vista U.S. Army Reseri c (-'enter, CA 
C- Sutlhury 'l'ri~ining Annex, MA 
C- Valley Grove U.S. Army Res. Center, WV 

A- Fort IIolabird, MD 

LFGEND 

C- Close 
CE- Close-Except 
R- Realign 
RD- Ilcrlirect 
D- Di~c~rablislm 
A- Co~nniission Add 

C-Reese AFB, TX 
A- Colurnus AFI3, MS 
A- Ldughlin AFB, TX 
A- Vance AFB, OK 

AMMIJNI rION STORAGE 

C- Savanna Arnmy Depot, 11, 
R- Sierra Army Depot, CA 
C13- Seneca A m ~ y  Ikpat, NY 
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HOMESTEAD AFB (2) 3 .  FL AF ~MERRIL&MARK MERRILL AFRES -- 



DRAFT 

BASE ANALYSIS 

INSTALLATION, STATE 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

CRITERIA I DOD RECOMMENDATION I 
AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 
I 

FORCE STRUCTURE R r r ~ l ?  d e s r t b  & M I I _ ~ , O ~ J  &YS=M 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) u 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
pp 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($M) 
-\-- 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
P --- 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 1 CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL I I 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

INSTALLATION. STATE 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

(Outline main points of Secretary of Defense recommendation) 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

(Outline Secretary of Defense rationale for recommendation) 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 2. 

1. Include pertinent items 

Staff Comment 

2. 

Staff Comment 

R&A STAFF SUMMARY COMMENT 

a 

eg: ,VO fSS~cs  to 
/ZqF& Do* r ~ ~ ~ c ~ * d d + t g ~  

r f s u e  
& f p m  lly QJN> Analyst's N a m d T e d a t e  e3: P.Q,~w* r, w 

ku+ con+ IapdefiJi~ fire ~ e r ~ % ~ d  b10D $fiJtyp&d 



DRAFT 

BASE ANALYSIS 
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish and relocate the required test activities and necessary support equipment 
to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, CA. Remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

COMMISSION ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: N/A. 

CRITERIA I DOD RECOMMENDATION I 

I ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) .9 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 4 Years 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 10.9 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 106.3 

11 PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL 1 CIV) I 111 

11 PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 1 1 1 0  I 
I ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 0.0% / 0.0% 

ENVIRONMENTAL N/ A 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for further consideration 
(* *)= Tiering and Ranking of Eglin AFB as the controlling installation for this activity hl~')- C) s t/k( l9 R& I l)e 3 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEINT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR (REDCAP) 
BUFFALO, NEW YORK 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

The REDCAP is a ground test facility that simulates elements of an enemy air defense system, 
such as early warning radars and command, control, and communications (C3) systems. It is 
designed to provide a simulated hostile air defense environment for testing aircraft penetration 
tactics, electronic combat concepts, and equipment operating in a hostile C3 environment. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activity. 
Relocate required test activities and necessary support equipment to the Air Force Flight Test 
Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California. 
Remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) relcornmended that the 
REDCAP's capabilities be relocated to an existing facility at an installation possessing a 
Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB) open air range. 
The REDCAP's basic hardware-in-the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air Force 
Test and Evaluation facilities. 
Projected workload for the REDCAP is only 10 percent of its s~vailable capacity. 
Available capacity at AFFTC is sufficient to absorb REDCAP's workload. 

-- .-"~-.. 

ngs) During Implementation: 

sent Value Over 20 Years: $10.9 million (savings) / 
DRAFT 
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1 F 

1 MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EBCLUDES I , \ CONTRACTORS) ,"?I 
i' 

I 
I / Military Civilian , Students i 

I 
j 

B 

I b' Baseline i.% 2 1 0 
l2 

1 Reductions / 1 1 
~ e a l i ~ n m e n d  1 O 
Total // 2 

i' 
1 ,..' 

#* 

// g S 

WER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOJV~MENDA'I'IONS AFFECTING THIS 
ATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONrfRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

#fa 
1 1 

I Out a? 

1' In Net Gain (Loss) i 
mmendation Military Civilian i t  Civilian Military Civilian /? i 

;REDCAP 2 1 $ 0  o (2) (1 ) 1 
r t 

1 
/- 

."' ! 
8 ( ;'" (Manpower reduction is at Eglin AFWFL) 

A/ 4 i i 
i." 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSI~~RATIONS 

Minimal 

REPRESENTATIO 

Governor: / / George Pataki I 
Senators: Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

a/ Alfonse D'Arnato 
Representative: John J. LaFalce (29) I 

Potential Employment Loss 5 jobs (3 direct and 2 indirect) 
Erie County, NY MSA Job 526,898 

0.0 percent decrease ' - : ~~u~~~~ Economic Impact (1994-2001): 0.0 percent decrease 

The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group applied a functional analysis evaluation, in 
order to achieve consolidation of core and non-core activities. The projected workload at the 
REDCAP facility could be feasibly consolidated into one of the twelve designated core 

DRAFT 
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DRAFT 

T & E activities. This action would reduce the number of activities involved in the 
accomplishment of Electronic Combat testing, and would pot~entially save Operations & 
Maintenance ( 0  & M) and Investment & Modernization (I & M) funds. 
The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group noted, in th~eir BRAC 95 T & E Analysis 
Alternative Documentation, that "fully integrated avionic suites will benefit if Hardware-in- 
the-Loop (HITL) and Installed Systems Test Facilities (ISTF) capabilities are collocated, 

Vl allowing shared use of costly resources and promoting enhanced testing with [a] better 
correlation of results." Further, that this alternative "takes advantage of excess capacity in 
ISTF facilities" by consolidating the REDCAP activity into tkds facility at Edwards AFB. 
The Test & Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group analysis shows that the One-Time cost to 
disestablish/move the REDCAP activity to Edwards AFB to be $3.7M, as compared to 

1 $3.58M to NAWC Patuxent River, and $4.76M to NAWC Point Mugu. 
According to revised COBRA data, based on site survey information, there will be an 
additional $1.3M cost to reconfigure the Buffalo facility as it was prior to the incorporation 
of the REDCAP mission, which was not reflected in the Air Force's initial estimates. 
The REDCAP facility is in the final stages of a $75M upgrade: (projected completion October 
1999, which will incorporate test simulation elements of the former Soviet air defense 
system, with the exception of the radars. Included as part of this upgrade is a $49M joint Air 
Force and GAO project, in conjunction with GAO's Central Test and Evaluation Investment 
Program (CTEIP) to add the ground and sea portions of the Soviet radar system to meet 
multiservice needs and develop a prototype link between the FEDCAP and the Navy's Air 
Combat Environment Test and Evaluation Facility (ACETEF) located at NAWC Patuxent 
River. 
Based on the DoD's recommendation, the Air Force proposes to relocate approximately 50 
percent of the REDCAP mission to Edwards AFB. 
According to a recent site survey conducted at Eglin AFB, the designated equipment to be 

2 moved from the Buffalo facility to Edwards AFB will be located in an area adjacent to the 

)CL 
anechoic chamber. Based on this preliminary information, there will be approximately 
$700K in MILCON costs to adequately house and operate the REDCAP activity equipment. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSflSSUES 

CALSPAN, as the contractor for the Air Force's REDCAP activity, has noted that the 
operation possesses a 'unique capability' in that it is the only "fully integrated" air defense 
test simulation system, and is also the only facility capable of simulating the former-Soviet 
AWACS system. They have also claimed that the total facility would be needed to perform 
the REDCAP mission, and that failure to move the entire facility would significantly hamper 
its test capability effectiveness. 
CALSPAN has claimed that the Air Force estimations on projected workload at the 
REDCAP facility underestimated its actual utilization. They stated that the Air Force 
incorporated only the test portion of the total simulation time and did not include any related 
preparation or setup time. CALSPAN claimed that the actual test time averages 
approximately 15 percent of the total test simulation period. 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

CALSPAN has asserted that there is insufficient space to absorb all the necessary equipment, 
and that there are associated MILCON and moving costs, not listed and underrepresented, 
respectively, in the recommendations. 
The ability to electronically link and maintain real-time capability simulation activities 
fulfills the objective of "cost effective" consolidation without moving the facility. Thus, 
according to CALSPAN, geographical proximity is of no va1u.e and would not be a 
compelling reason to move the facility. 

Steve AckemidAF Ted0511 5/95 4:32PM 
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A I R  F O R C E  

MISSILESJI ,ARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 

Grand Forks Air Force Base. North Dakota 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Cornnnission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Grand Forks. The 321st Missile Group 
will inactivate and Minuteman I11 missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. A small 
number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 3 19th Air 
Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commiss.ary, and base exchange will 
remain open. 

(Reject - Close) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sub:stantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 and 2, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Grand 
Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Close 
Grand Forks. The 321st Missile Group will inactivate and Minuteman I11 missiles will relocate 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. [?A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be 
retained if required.?] The 3 19th Air Refueling Wing will relocate to 
All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing, including 
family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will close. The Commission finds 
this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 and 2, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Grand 
Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, and, instead, adopt the follov~ing recommendation: Retain 
Grand Forks AFB including the 321 st Missile Group and the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing. Realign 
Minot AFB, North Dakota. The 91st Missile Group will inactivate and Minuteman I11 missiles 
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. The 5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All 
activities and facilities at the base associated with the 5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, 
the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will close. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



Malmstrom Air Force Base. Montana 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Comnission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Malmstrotn AFB. The 43rd Air 
Refueling Group and its KC-1 35 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing 
aircraft flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. A small 
airfield operational area will continue to be available to support helicopter operations of the 40th 
Rescue Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities and 
facilities associated with the 341st Missile Wing will remain. 



UPT BASES 

Reese Air Force Base. Texm 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Cornnnission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training 
Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and 
facilities at the base including family housing and the hospital will1 close. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sub:stantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1 and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Reese Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Reese AFB including the 64th Flying Tiraining Wing and all base 
activities and facilities. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities and facilities. Close Vance AFB, 
Oklahoma. The 71st Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be 
redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base including family housing and the 
hospital will close. The Commission finds this recommendation i:; consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities and facilities. Close Laughlin 
AFB, Texas. The 47th Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be 
redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base including family housing and the 
hospital will close. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 



(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Reese 
Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Reese AFB 
including the 64th Flying Training Wing and all base activities arid facilities. Close Columbus 
AFB, Mississippi. The 14th Flying Training Wing will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will 
be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base including family housing and 
the hospital will close. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 



LAB AND PRODUCT CENTER BASES 

Kirtland Air Force Base. New Mexico 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the C~omrnission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Kirtland AFB including all units, base activities and 
facilities. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sub:stantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Kirtland AFB including all base activities and facilities. 
Relocate 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the: force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



SATELLITE CONTROL BASES 

Onizuka Air Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate fiom 
the force structure plan and final criteria and, therefore, the Cornnnission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign Onizuka AS. The 750th Space Group will 
inactivate and its functions will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Some tenants will remain in 
existing facilities. All activities and facilities associated with the 750th Space Group including 
family housing and the clinic will close. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 1,4 and 5, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Onizuka Air Station, California, and, instead, adopt the 
following recommendation: Retain Onizuka AS including all base activities and facilities. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 



RESERVE BASES (F-16) 

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base. Texas 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will inactivate. The Wing's F-16 aircraft will be redistributed or retire. Headquarters, 
10th Air Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, 
Texas. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the  secretary"^ recommendation on 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the followirlg recommendation: Retain 
Bergstrom AFB including the 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) and all base activities and facilities. 
Close Carswell ARS, Texas. The 301st Fighter Wing (AFRES) will inactivate and its assigned 
aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities at the base not related to the 
30 1 st Fighter Wing will remain open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent 
with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas, and, instead, adopt the fol1owin.g recommendation: Retain 
Bergstrom AFB including the 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES) and all base activities and facilities. 
Close Homestead ARB, Florida. The 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRE,S) will inactivate and its 
assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. [?All activities arid facilities at the base will 
close.?] The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 



RESERVE BASES (C-130) 

Greater Pittsbur~h IAP Air Reserve Station. Pennsvlvania 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate fiom 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station 
(ARS). The 91 1 th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C- 130 aircl-aft will be distributed to Air 
Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare Only] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Staition, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP ,4ir Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final 
criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close Pittsburgh and O'Hare] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Statilon. The 9 1 1 th Airlift Wing 
will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at 
Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appro-priate. Close OYHare IAP Air 
Reserve Station, Illinois. The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be 
distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, 
Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this recomme.ndation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Gen. Mitchell] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1 th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 



Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AF.B, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close General Mitchell IAP Air Reserve Station, Wisconsin. The Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C- 130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins 
ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Minn./St.Paul] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP .Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C- 130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Minneapolis-St.Pau1 IAP Air Reserve Station, Minnesota. The Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins 
ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Niagara Falls] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense sub:;tantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFE;, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station, New York. The Airlift Wing will inactivate 
and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-1.30 units at Dobbins ARB, 
Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Cornmission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close O'Hare and Youngstown] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 4 and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania including 
the 91 1 th Airlift Wing and its C-130 aircraft. Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois. 
The Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will ble distributed to Air Force 
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. 
Close Youngstown-Warren MPT Air Reserve Station, Ohio. The -- Airlift Wing will 
inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins 



ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado, or as appropriate. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 



AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. 
Relocate the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan AFB, California. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Closes] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1,2 and 3, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California, and, 
instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station 
including the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Stays Open] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated fiom final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's re8commendation on Moffett 
Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, adopt the following 
recommendation: Retain Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station including the 129th Rescue 
Group and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this recornnnendation is consistent with the 
force structure plan and final criteria. 

North Hirhlands Air Guard Station. California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commissioln adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close North Highlands Air Guard Station and 
relocate the 162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat 
Communications Squadron (CCS) to McClellan AFB, California. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Closes] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense subs~mtially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2  and 3, and the force structure plan, and, therefore, the Commission reject the 
Secretary's recommendation on North Highlands Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, 
adopt the following recommendation: Retain North Highlands Air Guard Station including the 



162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Co.mbat Communications 
Squadron (CCS) and associated aircraft. The Commission finds this recommendation is 
consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - No Action) [McClellan AFB Stays Open] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on North 
Highlands Air Guard Station, California, and, instead, adopt the fbllowing recommendation: 
Retain North Highlands Air Guard Station including the 162nd Combat Communications Group 
(CCG) and the 149th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) (and associated aircraft. The 
Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the for~ce structure plan and final 
criteria. 

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station, California 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Ontario International Airport Air Guard 
Station and relocate the 148th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) and 2 10th Weather 
Flight to March ARB, California. 

Roslvn Air Guard Station. New York 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and 
relocate the 2 13th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG) and the 274th Combat 
Communications Group (ANG) to Stewart International Airport AGS, New York. The 722nd 
Aeromedical Staging Squadron (AFRES) will relocate to suitable leased space within the current 
recruiting area. 

(Reject - No Action) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense subsi;antially deviated from final 
criteria 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on Roslyn Air 
Guard Station, New York, and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: Retain Roslyn Air 
Guard Station (AGS) including the 21 3th Electronic Installation Scluadron (ANG), the 274th 
Combat Communications Group (ANG), and the 722nd Aeromedical Staging Squadron 
(AFRES). The Commission finds this recommendation is consisteint with the force structure plan 
and final criteria. 



Sprinpfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Guard Station. Ohio 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Close Springfield-:Beckley Municipal Airport Air 
Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 178th Fighter Group (ANG) to Wright-Patterson AFB, 
Ohio. 



RELOOKS 

Lowry Air Force Base. Colorado 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1991 
Commission regarding the cantonment of the 1001 st Space Support Squadron at the Lowry 
Support Center as follows: Inactivate the 1001 st Space Systems Squadron, now designated 
Detachment 1, Space Systems Support Group (SSSG). Some Deiiachment 1 personnel and 
equipment will relocate to Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Sp'ace Systems Support Group 
while the remainder of the positions will be eliminated. 

Homestead Air Force Base. Florida 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding the relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homestead 
AFB to Shaw AFB, South Carolina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home 
AFB, Idaho. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Comrnissioln adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recomrn.endation of the 1991 and 1993 
Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of MacDill AFB a.irfield to the Department of 
Commerce (DOC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDi:ll airfield as part of MacDill 
AFB. The Air Force will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC will 
remain as a tenant. 

Griffiss Air Force Base. New York 

(Accept) [loth Mountain Airfield Support] 



I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did. not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Comrniss:ion adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding support of the 10th Infantry Division (Light), Fort Drum, New York at 
Griffiss AFB as follows: Close the minimum essential airfield th.at was to be maintained by a 
contractor at Griffiss AFB and provide the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th 
Infantry Division (Light) from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment from the 
minimum essential airfield at Griffiss AFB will transfer to Fort Drum. 

(Accept) [485th Engineering Installation Group] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission regarding the transfer of the 485th Engineering Installlation Group (EIG) fiom 
Griffiss AFB, New York, to Hill AFB, Utah, as follows: Inactivate the 485th EIG. Transfer its 
engineering functions to the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer its installation 
functions to the (? 38th Electronic Installation Sauadron (EIS) at Kellv AFB. Texas. and to 
the 938th EZS. McClelIan AFB. California. ?I 

(Reject) [485th Engineering Installation Group] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,2 ,4  and 5, and, therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's recommendation on 
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, as it pertains to the 485th Engineering Installation Group, 
and, instead, adopt the following recommendation: [? Retain the 485th EIG at Grtffiss AFB, 
New York. ?1 The Commission finds this recommendation is con~sistent with the force structure 
plan and final criteria. 



AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 

(Accept) 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense did not substantially deviate from 
the final criteria and force structure, and, therefore, the Commission adopt the following 
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense: Realign the Air Lolgistics Centers (ALC) at Hill 
AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker 
AFB, Oklahoma. Consolidate the workloads at the designated receiver locations contained in the 
Secretary of Defense's Report of March 1995 or as appropriate. Move the required equipment 
and any required personnel to the receiving locations. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close McClellan AFB Including ALC] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Close McClellan AFB, Ca1iforni;s including the ALC and 
Defense Distribution Depot, Sacramento. Consolidate the workloads to designated receiver 
locations as appropriate. Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the 
receiving locations. All activities and facilities at the base will close. The Commission finds this 
recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close Kelly ALC Only] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoiaa, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Realign Kelly AFB, Texas. Close the ALC and Defense 
Distribution Depot, San Antonio. Consolidate the workloads to designated receiver locations as 
appropriate. Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving locations. 
All activities not related to Kelly AFB ALC and the Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio 
will remain open. The Commission finds this recommendation is (consistent with the force 
structure plan and final criteria. 

(Reject - Realign) [Close McClellan AFB & Kelly ALC] 

I move the Commission find the Secretary of Defense substantially deviated from final 
criteria 1 ,4  and 5, and the force structure, and therefore, the Commission reject the Secretary's 
recommendation on Air Logistics Centers at Hill AFB, Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan 
AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, Oklahoma, Texas, and, instead, adopt 
the following recommendation: Close McClellan AFB, California including the ALC and 



Defense Distribution Depot, Sacramento. Realign Kelly AFB, Texas. Close the ALC and 
Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio. Consolidate the work:loads to designated receiver 
locations as appropriate. Move the required equipment and any -required personnel to the 
receiving locations. All activities and facilities at the McClellan AFB will close. All activities 
not related to Kelly AFB ALC and the Defense Distribution Depot, San Antonio will remain 
open. The Commission finds this recommendation is consistent with the force structure plan and 
final criteria. 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To : Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Cirillo, Frank; Kaiser, Ralph; Pizer, Chuck; Team Leaders 
Subject: FW: i would like t o  meet at 2:00 regarding the relport. thanks 
Date: Monday, May 15, 1995 4:38PM 

Team: We met wi th Chuck per the attached, He is well on his way t o  getting the Final Report in  ready 
order. We can start now t o  get ready -Remember This AMs Staff Discussion = There is more than 
enough work for us t o  complete from now ti1 the end = The Most Useful Thing we can do now on an as 
time allowed basis wi th tentative draft suspense in the next 3 0  days BUT now is OK is t o  Start the 
"COMMUNITY CONCERNS" portion of the Report for ALL DOD Recommendations. Just get them from 
your BSS issues. For now the process is t o  Set up a file (PS I have a Shell from 93  - 
H:\CIRILLO\doc\shells\report.doc) for EACH of your DOD Recommendations and as many adds as you feel 
are a player, and start wi th Community Concerns. As you finish up to  that point Attach Mail t o  me and I 
will take from there through me and Ben t o  Chuck. Mark will start ge,tting Motion Worksheets for the 
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS but you can start COMMISSION FIINDINGS starting any time for 
Accepting DOD Recs. I built a Motion Worksheet for Ralph that we can use in the future. 
(Kaiser\doc\motion.doc) f c  

From: Pizer, Chuck 
To: Lyles, David 
Cc: Borden, Ben; Brown, Ed; Cirillo, Frank; Cook, Bob; Creedon, Madel,yn; Goode, Chris; Nelson, Wade; 
Owsley, James L.; Smith, Charles; Yellin, Alex 
Subject: i would like t o  meet at 2:00 regarding the report. thanks 
Date: Monday, May 15, 1995 9:48AM 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank,: DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Cirillo, Frank 
Subject: More AFT Tips and Work Plans 
Date: Friday, May 12, 1995 5:26PM 

Team: 
We have what should be a usefully busy week the week of the 15th. We will key all of our efforts 

on preparing for the upcoming Adds Road Trips( Steve has passed out the schedule) and our Thurs 9-1 1 
update meeting with David and Ben. As a fruitful part of that effort we are to  meet with AFIRT on 
"Gainers" for any Commission Driven Actions such as adds or if the Commission closes a designated 
receiver. Meeting set for Tues 9-1 1. 1 plan we will go through each base on Steve's spread sheet - XTeam 
and IA Team will attend as well. 

I have sent out a note on the fact that you each need to  create or update BSSs by Wed for your 
bases and do the Shell of all the final delib slides in Draft format by then. They will be the discussion tool 
each of you will speak from. Get your BSS and Slides to  Steve NLT noon Wed. He will put together three 
books for David, Ben and I. Your Issues Slides should be as complete as you can make them. You should 
insure each of you do a book (See the bookshelf across from Ed F) and insure the current books are upto 
date. I referred to  the books a few times only to  find several missing tab items. THESE BOOKS WILL BE 
OUR ARCHIVES. 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To : Pross, Mark 
Cc: Cirillo, Frank; Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, 

Craig; Olson, David 
Subject: FW: Final Recommendation Motions 
Date: Monday, May 08, 1995 8:OOPM 

Mark. 1 You have the lead on making sure this happens. We will get together after the 10th but ALL team 
members need to start thinking about this. RECALL that after the add:; we will be redistributing bases 
where we think it makes sense among the team. EG if the adds all go Merrill will probably lose Reserve 
Fighters or Small A/C.. More than likely Small AIC will go to others. fc: 
---------- 
From: Kaiser, Ralph 
To: R&A Staff 
Cc: Creedon, Madelyn 
Subject: Final Recommendation Motions 
Date: Monday, May 08, 1995 2:50PM 

At the risk of creating an angry mob on your side of the building, I am going to begin drafting final 
rec. motions very SOON. Sometime shortly after 10 May will you please provide me a list of those DoD 
Recs which, in your professional opinion, you believe the Comm. will: 1. accept in full; 2. accept with 
minor amendments; 3. reject in full. The more specific info you can provide the better, i.e., specifying 
from which criteria DoD's Rec substantially deviated, etc. Thank you! 

RAK 
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Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank;: DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Owsley, James L.; Reese, Ann; Brown, Ed; Lewis;, David 
Subject: FW: Hospital Adds 
Date: Friday, May 12, 1995 12:16PM 

A F Team; See the attached. X Team will work the Hospital #s on the Depots (JimIAnn tell me if I am 
wrong) but take GF, Columbus and Laugh. Hospitals into consideration. fc 

From: Lewis, David 
To: Bivins, Bob; Borden, Ben; Brown, Ed; Cirillo, Frank; Cook, Bob; Hall, Craig; Pross, Mark; Purser, Wayne; 
Reese, Ann 
Cc: Lyles, David 
Subject: Hospital Adds 
Date: Thursday, May I 1, 1995 4: 14PM 

There are seven hospitals (all Air Force) among the installations added for Commission consideration. The 
attached file provides size and selected utilization data on these hospitals. This information may prove 
useful in terms of anticipating community and/or Air Force objections to  these closures. Also, knowing the 
extent of potential post-closure demand for health care may be of use as analysts request COBRA runs 
from the Air Force. 

< <File Attachment: ADDS.DOC> > 
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NOTE TO STAFF: THIS SLIDE USED FOR ALL CATEGORIES WI E R E  ADDS ARE TO BE ADRESSED. IT k #' 

SHOULD INCLUDE ALL BASES IN THE CATEGORY. ONLY BOLD FACE THOSE BASES ON THE DOD 
LIST OR TO BE RVIEWED FOR ADDS. USE THIS FORMAT EXACrTLY IN ONE COLUMN OR IN TWO 

\ 

COLUMNS IF LIST EXCEEDS 10 BASES. 

GRAVITY BASICS 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Cornmissione~. cundidnte for further coaricl~.lwtioii 

TIER 
I11 
I11 
I1 
I1 

DRAFT 

INSTALLATION 
GREATER GRAVITY AFR 
"X' AFB 

(C) ,  
(*I 

"Y" AFB (*) 
ETC. BASES 



DItAlJ' 1' 

(NOTE TO STAFF; USE THIS FORMAT FOR ALL AIR FORCE RASllS - i\ SIX ON11 Sl,ll)li WII.1. DISPLAY VARIOUS ISSUES) 

BASE ANAIl17SIS 
CATEGORY: GRAVITY BASES 

1)OD RECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Gravity AFB 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study ----- and ---I AFBs FOR CLOSlJRE as an AI)I)I1'ION or SUUSTITUTlON for Greater Gravity AFB 

(C) = Doll recommendation for closure (R) = DoD recommendation for realiyno~ci~t (*) == Co~iumissioner candidate for fiirther consideration 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

K E G  BALLOT ( Total Score - Rank) 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

I?ETUWu' ON INVESTMENT 

I3ASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

I'ERSONNEL IMPACT MIL / CIV 

ECONOMIC / CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GREATER GRAVITY AFI3 
(C)  

Commissioner (Visiting # 1 ) 

Commissioner (Visiting # etc) 

I11 A11 

1 613 3 - 6/6 

eg. Aircraft type/# 

From COBRA Summary Report 

-------- AFB (*) 

111 r: 111 

1 8/33 - 5/6 

cg. Aircraft type/# 

f:mm COBRA Sommary Report 

-----.,- AFB (*) 

I 

I1 / 111 

24/33 - 416 

eg. Aircraft type/# 

From COBRA Summary Repi-t 

From COBRA Sumrna~y Report 

From COBRA Summary Report 

From Scr 4 (Include Msng) 

From COBRA Sunlmary Report 

% 1% (Get From IAI Team) 

Use Color / Other issues 

From COBRA Summary Report 

From COBRA Summary Report 

From Scr 4 (Include 1 Isng) 

From COBRA Summary Report 

% /% (Get From IAI Team) 

Use Color / Other issues 

From CODRA Summary Report 

1;rom COBlLZ Sulnmary Report 

1:ronl Scr 4 (Include I-lsng) 

From COOllA Summary Report 

% 1% (Get From IAI Team) 

Use Color / Other issues 



BASE ANAIJVSIS 
CATEGORY: CIIAVl1'Y BASES 

DOL) IIECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Gravity AFB 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study ----- and ---I ARBS FOR CLOSlJl<ll. ;is all A1)I)I'I'ION or  SIJUS1'ITUrI.ION for Greater Gravity AFB. 

(C)  = DoD recommendation for closure 4 <- 

MAJOR ISSUES 

AIRSPACE 

RECRUITING DEMORAPHICS 

AIR QUALITY 

SPECIAL FACILITIES 

ETC. 

(I<) = DoD recommendation for realignment / 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for further consideration 

, 

DRAFT 
4 

GREATER GRAVITY AFI3 
(C) 

(VISITING) 

----- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

---- AItII (*) 

UIY - .---r.r 

- 

- 

- 

-------- ARII (*) 

1Y 



NOTE TO STAFF: THIS SLIDE IS ONLY USED WHERE 0 N I . Y  ( )i \ l l :  IIASE IN A CATEGORY IS REVIEWED 

BASE ANALYSIS 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study FOR CIAOS\ljtE 'IS ~ I I I  A1)I)Il'ION (or SUUS'I'ITUTION for ) to 
. (Provide details of alternative.) 

( C )  = DoD recommendation for closure 
(It) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for hrther consideration 

CRITERIA 
r r - - -  

MII-I'TARY VALUE 

FOItCE STRUCTURE 

ISSUES 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNlJAI. SAVINGS ($ M) 

ItEI URN ON INVESTMENT 

I3ASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

iJISKSONNEL IMPACT MIL / CIV 

IICONOMIC IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

-- -- - --. --- 
1~01<T SWAMPY (*) 

- 

-- - - - 

- - -  
I IOI I I  (_'( )I)I<A Su~nn~ary  1tepol-t 

- --- - - -- 
l ~ l o ~ n  COEIP\A Surnrnary Report 

- -- -- - - - 
l ' r o ~ i l  COIIRA Summary Report 

- - 
1 CORiIA Surnlnary ileport 

- --- - -- 
I '! o ~ u  C20RIlA Summary lteport 
- - ---- 

-- 

-- 



Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Team Leaders 
Subject: More AFT Analysis Tips of the Day 
Date: Tuesday, April I I ,  1995 6:06PM 

Team ; I attach slide shells from the R&A Handbook which might be good to copy to your own files. I 
suggest that it is never too early to start putting the Key Issues on the slide as you gather them from your 
own analysis, Base Visits, Regional Hearings, Community Meetiings, etc. Nothing outlines your individual 
base analysis goals better than looking at the partially completed slide that you have to  brief to  God and 
country in June and partially in May at the adds hearing. 

Remember to keep your base summary sheet as a living document, updating it as you go. Your 
desktop copy should flag those issues we will need to brief - guess on the high side as we can pare down 
later. fc 
< <File Attachment: DELIBSLD.DOC > > 
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DRAFT INTERNAL WORKING DOCUMENT (11) - April 6,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTIONIGOALS FOR FIRST PHASE ANALYSIS 
(VERIFICATION OF EXCLUSIONS AND CATEGORIES) 

This is a continuation of our plan of attack with specific team assignments 
set up. 

I have attached a copy of the 1993 Round of Exclusion Review and write up. 
I also attach a copy of the Vol V Tab and have marked up OPRs for 
MsnIGeo and Cat exclusions. Steve is the Lead on putting together the 
Write-up but each need to feed him your input.. Please work with Steve on 
this. It is vital that we finish this look no later than 20 April in case we need 
to suggest to commissioners that some of the ~:xclusions are light and might 
need to be looked at. (As an example, we are already reviewing F E 
Warren.) 

In a related issue we should be well on our way on doing capacity analysis. 
Frank is the overall lead on our write-up and hlerrill is the major input to 
him on UPT and Small Aircraft bases. Each of you should be concentrating 
on your respective categories where there are recommendations. If in your 
review of the three category exclusions (Steve, Craig and Mark), you find 
that the exclusions are flawed - you will need to pursue capacity analysis. 

The bottom line is that we will be expected to discuss if not brief the 
category assignments, exclusions and capacity analysis at the 10 May Adds 
hearing 



AIR FORCE TEAM GENERAL COMPLIANCE AI!JALYSIS PROCESS 

- TASKS PRIOR TO DOD SUBMITTAL - TEAM MEMBERS RECEIVED INITIAL ORIENTATION AND ASSIGNMENTS - TEAM READ 1991 GENERAL/SPECIFIC COME'LIANCE AND AF DETAILED 
ANALYSIS INPUT AS WELL AS 1991 REPORT, ETC - MEMBERS ASSIGNED TO SPECIFIC A F CATEGORIES - MEMBERS HAD LESSONS LEARNED SESSION WITH COL LAMONT 

- SET UP ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY - GENERAL COMPLIANCE (MAR 12 - APRIL 15) - SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE (APRIL 12 - MAY 15) 
- COMMUNITY INPUT (CONTINUOUS) 
- MATRIX OF ISSUES (APRIL 15 - JUN 25) 

- POST DOD SUBMITTAL ACTIONS 
- TEAM ASSIGNMENTS REALIGNED TO ACTUAL DOD CANDIDATES 
- TEAM PREPARED EXTENSIVE QUESTIONS FOR INITIAL HEARING - QUESTIONS ADDRESSED SPECIFIC BASE ISSUES 

- QUESTIONS/MEETINGS WITH AIR FORCE ADDRESSED PROCESS 
- TEAM IS IN PROCESS OF REVIEWING EXTENSIVE BCEG MINUTES 

v3 
- TEAM CONDUCTED NUMEROUS COMMUNITY MEETINGS ON CONCERNS - COMMUNITY CONCERNS UNDER REVIEW AND SENT TO DOD 
- TEAM CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE REVIEW OF AF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
- SPECIFIC TEAM MEETINGS WITH AF ON METHODOLOGY AND SCORING 

- EXTENSIVE DISCUSSIONS ON PILOT TRAINING 

a - REVIEWED LARGE A/C AND MAJOR MOBILITY BASE EVALUATIONS 
- FOUND EXTREME VARIABLES IN MANPOWER NUMBERS 
- EXTENSIVE DISCUSSIONS WITH AF ON DEPOT CAPACITY ISSUES a - TEAM SET UP AND ENTERED EXTENSIVE DATA BASE INFORMATION 
- "OPS SCREEN " COMPLETE FOR ALL 99 BASES 
- OTHER SCREENS NEARLY COMPLETE FOR 1993 ISSUES BASES 
- AUTO ANALYSIS REPORT SET UP TO ASSIST SPECIFIC REVIEW 

- GENERAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW 

\ - TERM ASSIGNMENTS SET FOR DRAFTING GENERAL COMPLIANCE REPORT - XEPORT SUMMARY TO A GAO TEAM ME:MBER/OVERALL OPR 
- EACH TEAM MEMBER ADDRESSED INDIVIDUAL AREASIATTCHMNTS - GENERAL COMPLIANCE DRAFTED/ APPARENT CONCLUSIONS/CONCERNS 
- THE AIR FORCE SELECTION PROCESS WAS REVIEWED IN DETAIL 
AND APPEARED GENERALLY SOUND 
- THE 1993 PROCESS WAS VERY SIMILAR TO THE 1991 PROCESS 
- A CAPACITY ANALYSIS ON SELECTED BASES WAS THE KEY 
FACTOR IN DETERMINATION OF EXCESSES AND EXCLUSIONS 
- THE AIR FORCE PROCESS REEVALUATED 1988 AND 1991 
DECISIONS AND SUBMITTED SIX CHANGES 

- GENERAL COMPLIANCE ISSUES FOR FURTHER REVIEW 
- ABSTRACT/SUBJECTIVE COLOR CODING HARD TO EXPLAIN 
- 4 LARGE/l SMALL 2IRCRAFT BASE EXCESS STILL "SOFT" 
- SOME EXCLUSIONS ( EG. MAJOR HEADQUARTERS) IN REVIEW 
- OTHER ISSUES TO BE DISCUSSED AS NEEDING SENSITIVITY 

- FINAL STEP IS TO BOUNCE TEAM REVIEW 3FF OF GAO REVIEW 



DRAFT INTERNAL WORKING DOCUMENT (11) - April 6,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTIONIGOALS FOR FIRST PHASE ANALYSIS 
(VERIFICATION OF EXCLUSIONS AND CATEGORIES) 

This is a continuation of our plan of attack with specific team assignments 
set up. 

I have attached a copy of the 1993 Round of Elxclusion Review and write up. 
I also attach a copy of the Vol V Tab and have marked up OPRs for 
MsnIGeo and Cat exclusions. Steve is the Lead on putting together the 
Write-up but each need to feed him your input. Please work with Steve on 
this. It is vital that we finish this look no later than 20 April in case we need 
to suggest to commissioners that some of the exclusions are light and might 
need to be looked at. (As an example, we are 'already reviewing F E 
Warren.) 

In a related issue we should be well on our way on doing capacity analysis. 
Frank is the overall lead on our write-up and Merrill is the major input to 
him on UPT and Small Aircraft bases. Each 0.f you should be concentrating 
on your respective categories where there are recommendations. If in your 
review of the three category exclusions (Steve,, Craig and Mark), you find 
that the exclusions are flawed - you will need t:o pursue capacity analysis. 

The bottom line is that we will be expected to discuss if not brief the 
category assignments, exclusions and capacity analysis at the 10 May Adds 
hearing 



GEOGRAPHICALLY KEY/MISSION ESSENTIAL EXCLUSIONS 

The Secretary of the Air Force, with the advice of the Base 
Closure Executive Group, decided to exclude geographically key and 
mission essential bases. The Air Force usled the rationale that 
these bases are strategically significant to the mission of the 
Air Force. We feel that the Air Force decision to exclude the 
following bases from consideration for closure is supported by the 
indicated rationale included in the DoD BRAC Report of March 1993. 
Additionally, GAO stated in their Report of April 1993 entitled 

ysls of noDrs Re-d Select~on Process for 
Closures and Real-ents that "there were 1.6 bases excluded from 
the process because they were considered geographically or mission 
essential. We found no reason to question the  exclusion^.^ 

Andersen AFB, GumI and Hickam AFB, Hawaii, are strategically 
located bases in the Pacific Ocean. They are critical for the 
defense of the Island of Guam and the Hawaiian Islands, and 
crucial for military operations in the Pacific Ocean and the Far 
East. 

Andrews AFB, Maryland, is essential in providing world-wide 
presidential and Congressional airlift support. 

Bolling AFB, D.C. is a key base for sup:port of Air Force and 
joint activities in the Washington metropolitan area. 

Edwards AFB, California, and Nellis iRFB, Nevada, support 
extensive, irreplaceable testing facilities for Air Force aircrew 
and force structure. Edwards AFB is also the primary landing site 
for the space shuttle. 

Falcon AFB, Colorado, supports the Consolidated Space 
Operations Center, and the National Test Facility for Strategic 
Defense Initiative. 

F.E. Warren AFB, Wyoming, is the Air Force's Peacekeeper 
missile base. The Peacekeeper is the Air Forcers newest 
intercontinental ballistic missile. The DoD Force Structure Plan 
reflects the Peacekeeper missiles remaining at the present level. 



Patrick AFB, Florida, and Vandenberg AFB, California, support 
the USAF' s sole equatorial and polar space launch facilities, 
accordingly. Patrick AFB provides crucial support for Cape 
Kennedy Space Center, and Vandenberg AFB is home for the Western 
Space and Missile Center. 

Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, supports numerous research and 
training facilities. It is also the Headquarters of Air Force 
Material Command. 

Kirtland AFB, New Mexico, supports several irreplaceable 
research and testing facilities essential to DoD, DOE, and other 
governmental agencies. 

Maxwell AFB, Alabama, is a unique education complex that 
supports the Air University, Air War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officer School, and numerous other 
training and education programs. 

USAF Academy, Colorado, is a one-of-a-kind facility and is 
the primary commissioning source for USAF off!icers. 

Eielson AFB, and Elmendorf AFB, Alaska. The Air Force stated 
in the DoD report of March 1993 that Elmendorf and Eielson AFBs, 
Alaska, are crucial to the defense of Alaska and the reinforcement 
of the Pacific Ocean and the Far East. Elmertdorf AFB is a port of 
entry for Alaska, and Eielson provides critical access to ranges. 

We felt that additional information was needed to validate 
the exclusions of Eielson and Elmendorf. As a result, we 
questioned the Air Force's reasoning in a letter of April 5. 
Their response was: "The Air Force needs Eielson and Elmendorf 
for four reasons. First, Air Force fighter-interceptors are based 
at Elmendorf to provide air defense and establish air sovereignty 
for Alaska and Canada as part of NORAD. While the Cold War threat 
of Soviet bomber attack has significantly reduced, the Air Force 
believes it is prudent to maintain an air defense capability. No 
one can predict the future of US-Russian re:lations, particularly 
as Russia enters an era of high volatility and uncertainty. 
Furthermore, these fighter-interceptors are the nation's guarantor 
of national sovereignty for US territory in that region. Second, 
the USAF element in Alaska constitutes a significant part of our 
forward-deployed combat forces for use in an Asian contingency. 
They are based in Alaska to be closure to their potential 
operational areas, not necessarily because the Air Force believes 



they will have to defend Alaska itself. Some of these forces were 
sent to Alaska to offset the loss of Philippine airbases. Third, 
the Air force provides air support for US Army forces stationed in 
Alaska. These bases are the most efficient place to base planes 
which train with Alaskan ground forces. Fourth, Alaska offers the 
Air Force some of its very best, most realistic operational 
training areas, due to the nature of the terrain and sparse 
populationn. 

Given this expanded justification, we concur with the Air 
Force's decision to exclude Eielson and Elmendor£ from further 
consideration. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
FLYING CATEGORY - -  SPECIAL OPERATION FORCES (SOF) SUBCATEGORY 

Hurlburt Field, Florida 

Hurlburt AFB is the home of the Air Force Special Operations 
Command and supports 50 unique special operations aircraft. 
Hurlburt's location is ideal for special operations training. It 
is located adjacent to the Eglin range whilclh is exceptional for 
night low altitude training. Also, because of its location on the 
Gulf of Mexico, it has easy access to over water training. 

Hurlburt is the only base dedicated to special operations. 
Even though many portions of the Air Force structure is 
decreasing, special operations forces are increasing. The Air 
Force decision to exclude special operations forces from 
consideration for base closure is valid. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
TRAINING CATEGORY - -  TECHNICAL TRAINING SUBCATEGORY 

Four bases were considered in the Training Category-- 
Technical Training Center Subcategory: Goodfellow AFB, TX, 
Keesler AFB, MS, Lackland AFB, TX, and Shepp<ard AFB, TX. 

These bases were excluded from further consideration based on 
two factors: (1) two technical training centers recommended for 
closure in 1988 and 1991 will result in relocating 39% of all 
technical training courses to the four bases listed above; (2) an 
accession level of 32,000 personnel each year through 1997 will 
require 100 percent of these four bases1 capacity. Based on 
capacity analysis, no excess capacity was identified in this 
subcategory. The Air Force's rationale for excluding these bases 
appears to be sound. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT CASTEGORY - -  

TEST FACILITIES SUBCATEGORY 

One base was considered in this subcategory: Eglin AFB, FL. 

Eglin AFB was excluded from further review because of its 
extensive range and testing complex, the replication of which 
would be cost prohibitive. Additionally, DoD1s Force Structure 
Plan does not indicate a reduction in testing requirements. We 
found this exclusion supportable. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
INDUSTRIAL/TECHNICAL SUPPORT CATEGORY - -  
PRODUCT CENTER AND LABORATORY STJBCATEGORY 

Three bases were considered in this subcategory: Brooks AFB, 
TX, Hanscom AFB, MA, and Los Angeles AFB, CA. 

These bases conduct research, development, and acquisition 
functions that require expensive, specialized facilities. Two of 
the bases are heavily supported by resid.ent Federally Funded 
Research and Development Centers (FFRDC). They were excluded from 
further consideration because excess capacity was not sufficient 
to justify closure without incurring prohibfitive costs. We find 
this exclusion to be sound. 



CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY EXCLUSION 
MAJOR HEADQUARTERS SUBCATEGORY 

Six bases were considered in this subcategory: MacDill AFB, 
FL; Offutt AFB, NE; Peterson AFB, CO; Randolph AFB, TX; Scott AFB, 
IL; and Langley AFB, VA. 

All bases in this subcategory have unique/specialized command 
and control facilities. Further, DoD1s Force Structure Plan does 
not indicate a significant reduction in the missions that these 
bases support. Additionally, there is not sufficient excess 
capacity to permit closing one of these bases and relocating 
functions without significant expense. We concur with the Air 
Force ' s decision to exclude this subcategory from further 
consideration, but urge the Air Force to consider consolidation of 
th.ese functions during BRAC 1995. 



UNCLASSIFI D 

9s 
Exclusions of 

GeographicallylMilitarilg Unique or Mi,ssion Essential Bases 

Andersen AFB, G a m :  Essential staging base for Combat Forces and 
Military Operations in the Pacific. Its 
geographic location provides an irreplaceable 
resource for overseas contingencies 

Andrews A m ,  Maryland: 

Arnold AS, Tennessee: 

Edwards AFB , California: 

Necessary base for PresidentiaVCongessional 
airlift support. The presence of an installation 
capable of airlift operations near the nation's 
capital is essential to this mission 

One-of-a-kind Joint Service Center for wind 
tunnel and engine testing. Possesses unique and 
costly equipment, servicing all of DoD 

Supports an irreplaceable, extensive/specialized 
testing center and range complex. Natural 
featms as well as facilities to support space 
shuttle opcriitions are unique resources 

Crucial to reiniorcemsnt of the Pacific mi to Lyt 
aefcnse of PLlasi;2: ixzcion is ciiticd for r~,ii~!' 
CI -I.- ,___ss to L~z?iaxaj ie  s ~ c i d i z d  rmg-s z'i 
airspace 

Necessary Port of Enny into United States; 
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; provides 
GSU support to 21 remote sites including 18 
long range radar sites crucial to the defense of 
the US, ready access to specialized ranges and 
airspace 

FE Warren AFB, Wyoming : Air Force's only "Peacekeeper" missile base; 
DoD Force Structure Plan reflects a requirement 
for Peacekeeper missiles through the period 
under which BRAC 95 actions must be taken; 
START treaty implications 

UNCL ASSIFIEDt 



/z,c;- ~ i c k a m  AFB, Hawaii: 
-c - 

Cflfl/? Maxwell AFB, Alabama: 

24 
UNCLASSIFIED 

Necessary Pon of Entry into the western US: 
crucial to reinforcement of Pacific; key to 
support of USCINCPAC 

Unique educational complex supports the Air 
University, Air War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officer School, OMicer 
Training Sch~ool, Senior NCO Academy and 
numerous other training and education programs 

(21 c L: McChord AFB, Washington: Located with Fort Lewis, the primary - 
deployment base for the US I Corps that 
provides support for rapid deployment of troops 
to the Pacific theater 

f l l r ~  I/ NeUis AFB, Nevada: Supports an irreplaceable, extensivdspecialized 
range complerr and the Air Force Weapons 
Center. Range and airspace resources are vital 
to Air Force operations and training 

fd b a r  .- Patrick AFB, Florida: Cnticd support to Cape Canaveral (thc nation's 
-- sole equatorial orbit space launch faciIigr); inn-, 

of Eastern Space zxl Missi!e Ccmer 

-?a?: -43 .  SOFL ~ Z x ~ i i r z :  Coliozatzi wit3 Fox Bragg, this ~ r i r q ,  
depioynent bas:: for thp, 18th M i m e  C q :  
provides time critical deplo~ment and essentik 
joint training capability for the US Army's 
prirnq'contingency corps 

cflfll? U S M  Academy, Colorado: Unique faciiities support d l  aspects of cadet 
training, including academic, athletic, summer 
encampment, airfield operations, and survivd 

Due Vandenkrg AFB, Califomiz: Nation's sole polar orbit space launch facility - and home of Western Space and Missile Center 

UNCLASSIFIED 



Categor~~/Subcategorg Exclusions 

c ~ c ~ C  Administrative Support: There are four installations in this category: Battle Creek Federal 
Center, Michigan; Bolling AFB, Washington DC; DFASIARPC, Colorado; and MacDill AFB, 
Florida. After a thorough capacity analysis of th:, facilities in this category, it was determined 
that no excess capacit). esists ~rithin the categoq. 

C p/: i 5' Education and Traininflechnical Category: There are four bases in this subcategory: 
Goodfellow AFB, Texas; Keesler AFB, Mississippi; Lackiand AFB, Texas; and Sheppard 
AFB, Texas. Two other Technical Training Center bases were selected for closure in 1988 
and ! ''4 1. This resulted in 39 percent of technical training courses relocating to the remaining 
four !- xes. DoD's Force Structure Plan will require thc Air Force to recruit and trzin 
approximately 1W,ON personnel per year. This accession level will require approximately 80 
percent of the remaining four bases' capaciq u-ith minimal pcacetirne surge capability. 
Closure of any one training center would reduce capacity to 2 level k low that r ~ v i r e d  to 
support p r a p m c d  u l 5  continsen: operztions. Bass? on caaci?.  a;.,dysis. t h z ~  is 20 

cxze:: cz~acin,  ir, h i s  sc5:zr~zon.. - - 
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DRAFT INTERRTAL WORKING DOCUMENT - 9 MARCH 11,1995 

AIR FORCE TEAM ACTION/GOALS FOR FIRST PHASE ANALYSIS 

1. There are two areas of Analysis that are necessary to prepare ourselves for the Final 
Deliberations; 

GENERAL COMPLIANCE - To be complete by GAO Hearing. This is in 
essence our review and check as to whether the Air Force followed the 
Requirements of the Law, DoD Guidance (See Book I, Tab 9, Air Force 
Team Read File - Steve put together and is in his Book Case), Air Force 
Procedures (Vol V Chaps 3 and 4) and other internal directions. In addition 
we must verify that the Air Force categories and exclusions appear valid 
considering the Force Structure and Capacity,. LETS TALK ON OUR 
APPROACH ON THIS 
SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE - To be complete by adds hearing. This is where 
we validate the data, capacity issues and that ithe bases are in the correct 
categories and appear to have been judged fairly throughout the BCEG 
process. The best tools here are the Capacity Analysis, BCEG/SECAF 
Minutes and Briefings, and Force Plan (Classified). It is essential that we 
brief our validated capacity analysis to the Commi'ssioners as part of the 
Adds Hearing - i.e. The Air Force says this and we support or contradict - 
essential if they are to be satisfied that adds or even closures in specific areas 
are reauired. 
Both of the above were formalized in 1993 but not in 95. See Tab A of the 
RBrA Handbook. This is not smoke or make work but vital to the process. 
In sure your notes reflect these areas. 

2. Be very, very familiar with the R&A Handbook. Insure you know what is ahead. 
Start building your ADDS rqd Final Delib Charts now - Think about the Report 
and Motions as well as reports for trips: regional hearings etc.. 

3.  Insure yo3 are preparing meeting memos for all community meetings where we are 
lead and following Tab B 

4. Read the Read File Books Steve has prepared. 
5. Be very familiar with ACCESS and POWER POIKT. Start now. 
6. Suggest the following Read Schedule: 

Read Vol I, I1 & V of DoD Report - NLT 3/15 
Read Transcripts of 1 (AMPM) and 6 March Hearing - NLT 311 8 
Read your Category Capacity Briefs - hTLT 313 1 
Read through BCEGISECAF Briefs - NLT 313 I 
Read your Category's Base Data calls - NLT your base visit (or 4/15) 
Read ECTS and Walton's letter files for your base - NLT RH (or 4/15) 
Analyze related focused, level P F COBRAS for your Cat. - NLT 3/24 
Update "Closure History" Data Base and "Static" Data Base - NLT RH 



Cirillo, Frank 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc: Team Leaders; Reese, Ann 
Subject: Analysis Plan Goals 
Date: Saturday, March 1 1, 1995 11 : 17AM 

Team: 
As we get set for the first round of Road Trips i ts time t o  continue to  focus on the issues ahead. 

Now the time is available to  read, read, read to, initially, become familiar wi th what we have and especially 
what we DON'T have. Although, at least for the next few weeks, I don't see REQUIRED weekend work - 
each member needs t o  dive in t o  insure several areas are covered before the first trip and especially the 
regional hearings to  allow you t o  posture yourselves to look at the right things, answer the right questions 
and be fully aware of the alternatives available to  the Commission. VVe can not do it in a forty hour week. 
In m y  belief, we are well ahead of 1993 as far as what we have, so w e  need t o  take advantage o f  it. I 
At tch a short list of Goals as I see them but I encourage you to  comment, expound and amplify as a team, 
t o  me or individually. Further I encourage you t o  ask Rick and Frank for thoughts as t o  the best plan. 
What a lot of you might no? realize is that as soon as the trips, regional bear~ngs and community visits 
catch fire - and preparation for the Dreaded Adds Hearing descends -. a~a lys i s  t ime is quickly minimized. 
We are doing well as a teem - the Base Summary Sheets were SUPERB and served t o  focus us on our 
specific areas. The other item is that a lot of Issues are currently unknown but  will be very obvious as you 
pour through the BCEG minutes, questionaires, Volume V AF analysis and SECAF briefings. Additionally, 
the I s '  and 6 th  Hearing Transcripts are a must read. AGAIN, we are ahead or level for n o w  but starting 
wi th your first trip and especially from the adds hearing out the intensity builds and the behinder we will 
get in a heartbeat. Cheers. f c  
< <File Attachment: AFTANPLN.DOC > > 
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AIR FORCE TEAM GENERAL COMPLIANCE ANALYSIS PROCESS 

- TASKS PRIOR TO DOD SUBMITTAL 
- TEAM MEMBERS RECEIVED INITIAL ORIENTATION AND ASSIGNMENTS 
- TEAM READ 1991 GENERAL/SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE AND DATA 
- MEMBERS ASSIGNED TO SPECIFIC A F CATEGORIES 
- MEMBERS HAD LESSONS LEARNED SESSION WITH COL LAMONT 

- SET UP ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
- GENERAL COMPLIANCE (MAR 12 - APRIL 15) 
- SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE (APRIL 12 - MAY 15) 
- COMMUNITY INPUT (CONTINUOUS) 
- MATRIX OF ISSUES (APRIL 15 - JUN 25) 

- POST DOD SUBMITTAL ACTIONS 
- TEAM ASSIGNMENTS REALIGNED TO ACTUAL DOD CANDIDATES 
- TEAM PREPARED EXTENSIVE QUESTIONS FOR INITIAL HEARING 
- TEAM IS IN PROCESS OF REVIEWING EXTENSIVE BCEG MINUTES 
- TEAM CONDUCTED NUMEROUS COMMUNITY MEETINGS ON CONCERNS 
- COMMUNITY CONCERNS UNDER REVIEW AND SENT TO DOD 
- TEAM CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE REVIEW OF AF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
- SPECIFIC TEAM XSETIKS XIm AF ON METHODOLOGY AND SCORING 
- TEAM SET UP AND ENTERED EXTENSIVE DATA BASE INFORMATION 

- GENERAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW 
- TEAM ASSIGNMENTS SET FOR DRAFTING GENERAL COMPLIANCE REPORT 
- GENERAL COMPLIANCE DRAFTED/ APPARENT CONCLUSIONS/CONCERNS 
- GENERAL COMPLIANCE ISSUES FOR FURTHER REVIEW 
- FINAL STEP IS TO BOUNCE TEAM REVIEW OFF OF GAO REVIEW 



April 19, 1993 

MEMORANDUM TO: News Reporters 

FROM: Tom Houston 

SUBJECT: Attached briefing slides 

The attached briefing slides are being used by Commission 
staff today to discuss the status of their :review of the processes 
used by the Department of Defense and the Services when the 
Secretary's list was formulated. The review was conducted to 
determine if the Services consistently applied the force structure 
plan and the final selection criteria to military installations on 
a fair and equal basis. 

DISCLAIMER 

The attached information is for briefing purposes only. 
Information taken out of context may be misleading. 

It is not likely that specific military installations will be 
raised, but if they are it will be for illustrative purposes only. 
News media should be cautioned to avoid premature or 
unsubstantiated conclusions about any process sensitivities 
relative to any specific installation. 
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General 

Service process not an open process 

Numbers are coming under greater 
scrutiny. Ewors will be discovered and 
addressed. 

Force Structure 

Military Value - assigned forces us. assessed 
value of infrastructure 





Army Medical Centers 

Only reviewed stand-alone centers (Walter 
Reed, Fitzsimons) 
Eve other centers were not looked at - 
excluded due to tenant status 

Ft. Monroe decision not to close does not appear 
supportable 

@ Ability to interservice might have impact 
on Army recommendations (Tooele, 
Letterkenny) 



Navy 

General 

Minimum excess capacity drives closure 
selections 
Some lower rated bases not always 
closure candidates 
Closures and realignments inter-related 
(Domino Effect) 
M u l t i - p u r p o s e  b a s e s  c o n f u s e  
categorization 
Some recommendations appear to 
anticipate future Force-Structure 
reductions 









. , 

Air Force 

Redirects 

DoDpolicy changed afler Service inputs 
Money driven 
Very sensitive to costs 

Capacity Analysis 

Top-down, not bottom-up, review 
Four large aircraft, one small aircrafi 
excess discovered 
Number of aircrafi/squadrons per base 
not specified 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Servic,es had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or --- Military value must be substantial 

- ~nitial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 
merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review 
- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified 

-- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 
16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons 

--- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START 
- communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 

-- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjective1.y - No groupings - The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 

were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Services had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received --- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or --- Military value must be substantial 

- Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 
merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review 
- Report states that rationale for closingr bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) 
- But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START - Communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot -- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjectively - No groupings - The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 

were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Servicres had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose chansges provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive 

- The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 
merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review 
- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadro~ns was not specified 

-- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 
16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 

--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s 
-- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 
should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 

MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START - Communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes 
-- Operations Category 

--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 
-- Depots 

--- SECAF chose bases subjectivelLy - No groupings 
- The grouping parameters and the actual d.ecision data elements 
were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 
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GENERAL COMPLIANCE 

AIR FORCE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS TEAM 

PURPOSE: 

This position paper prepared by the ~ommission~s ~ i r  Force Review 
and Analysis(R&A) Team addresses the adequacy of the methodology 
used by the U.S. Air Force in developing its 1993 BRAC 
recommendations. 

AIR FORCE R&A TEAM PROCESS: 

The Air Force R&A team reviewed DoDrs Base Closure And 
Realignment Report, the Air Forces's Analyses And Recommendations 
(Volume V) and its supporting documentation. Hearing responses 
and briefings provided by Air Force officia,ls, including its Base 
Closure Working Group, answered our process questions and 
provided additional support for exclusion c!ategories such as 
undergraduate pilot training. on-going R&A team efforts include 
reviewing follow-on responses from hearings and collating data 
from Air Force supporting documentation and inputs from 
communities to be used during our specific compliance analysis. 

FINDINGS : 

The R&A team found that the Air Forcers methodology for 
developing its base closure and realignment recommendations was 
generally sound. The Air Force appears to have adequately 
considered the force structure plan and the eight DoD criteria. 
4 
We found,however, that the Air Forcers use of color codes to 
group bases rather than rankings made it virtually impossible to 
identify a distinct break point between those bases in group 
three which were considered for closure and the bases in group 
two which were not considered. This equivocal perspective in the 
break point was further exacerbated by the subjectivity of the 
BCEG 's rulings and determinations during base facility and 
capability ratings. The Air Force R&A team is currently gathering 
data to addressed this issue during our specific compliance 
analysis. 

IDENTIFYING ELIGIBLE BASES: The Air Force used multiple sources 
to develop a listing of Air Force owned and leased bases which 
met the 10 united States Code, Section 2687 threshold of 300 or 
more authorized civilian personnel. For active and reserve bases 
the Air Force tasked the Defense Manpower Data Center(DMDC) to 
identify DoD installations with 300 or more authorized civilian 
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positions. This listing prepared by DMDC Was compared to the DoD 
Base Structure Report, USAFts Installations Report, and the Air 
Staff's Manpower Programming ~ivision list of bases with 200 or 
more authorized civilian positions. The Department of the Army 
and the Air Force National Guard Bureau identified ~ i r  National 
Guard installations with 300 or more authorized civilian 
positions. Through this process the Air Force identified 75 
active and 24 Air Reserve Component bases. The GAO report 
identified 100 bases. This one base discrepancy will be resolved 
during our specific compliance analysis. 

4 
, P 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS: The Air Force based closure and realignment 
recommendations on the Bush ~dministration Force Structure Plans. 
The legal deadline for submission of recomnendations precluded 
Secretary Aspin from submitting a revised Clinton ~dministration 
Force Structure Plan. Although the Air Force force structure has 
already changed from the Bush plan, the Air Force R&A team 
accepts the premise used by the Air Force's BCEG in developing 
its recommendations. 

The Air Force performed capacity analyses for the 100 bases 
completing surveys and performed actual on-site surveys at 48 
bases. This analyses evaluated the capabi1,ities of these bases 
to accommodate additional force structure beyond what had been 
programmed. The Air Force analysis generally complies with DoD 
directives and public law. 

-; 4 
BASE CATEGORIES: The Air Force categorized bases to perform the 
actual selection analysis. categories included flying, 
industrial/technical support, training and other. The flying 
category was divided into three subcategories - operation, pilot 
training, and special operations forces. The operations 
subcategory was further divided into missile, small aircraft and 
large aircraft mission areas, based on predominant use and 
suitability. The industrial/technical support category was 
divided into depots, product centers and labs, and test 
facilities. Other categories included major headquarters, space 
operations, and cantonments. Since, all bases were contained in 
these categories and therefore were evaluated by the BCEG, the 
Air Force R&A team accepts the Air Force's categorization of 
bases. 

BASE EXCLUSIONS: 
The Air Force excluded 35 bases from closure and or 

realignment considerations. Nineteen bases idere excluded because 
the capacity analysis showed these bases either had no excess 
capacity or had some excess capacity for their specified 
missions. The BCEG also concluded that costs to relocate or 
replicate these missions would be prohibitive. Undergraduate 
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pilot training bases and technical training centers are examples 
of these exclusions. The Air Force also e:xcluded 16 bases as 
being mission essential or geographically :key. Included in this 
category is Hickam AFB considered to be crucial to the 
reinforcement of the pacific. (see Atch A for a listing of all 
37 excluded bases by category/subcategory). The Air Force R&A 
team generally accepts the exclusion categories used by the Air 
Force. 

COBRA: The DoD COBRA cost model was used to compute the cost and 
manpower implications, and the extent and timing of potential 
costs and savings. The BCEG approved the COBRA products that 
addressed these two selection criteria. The basic scoring for 
each base used all eight criteria, with priority given to 
military value (Criteria I-IV) with emphasis on readiness, 
training, future, and cost. Although, errors in specific COBRA 
data entries have been found, the Air Force R&A team generally 

. accepts the COBRA runs for use in comparison analysis. 

AIR RESERVE COMPONENT(ARC): 
The Air Reserve Componen ? s (Air ~atior~al Guard and Air Force 

Reserve) enjoy a special relationship with their respective 
states and local communities. The DoD Force Structure Plan does 
not reduce the ARC force structure, so there was no apparent 
excess base structure. Therefore, the ARC category was not 
examined for closure, but the Air Force Reserves were examined 
for cost effective realignments to other bases. The Air Force 
R&A team accepts the Air Forcers special considerations as 
falling within general compliance requirements. 

REDIRECTS: Bases identified by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure 
Commissions as receiving bases were reevaluated by the Air Force 
along with all other bases against current force structure 
reductions to identify opportunities to operate more efficiently 
and effectively. The Air Force has recommended changes to six 
previously approved designated receiving bases. The ~ i r  Force has 
justified these redirects because they either result in 
significant cost savings or increase military value. The ~ i r  
Force R&A team is initially concerned with two aspects of this 
analysis: first, the DoD late change in attributes used to 
validate the decision to pass on the redirects to the Commission, 
and second, the DoD decision to consider one time savings as low 
as $1 million as a valid attribute for accepting these redirects. 
The R&A Staff will continue this examination during our specific 
compliance analysis. 

DEPOTS: The Air Force considered all six of its depots and 
recommended two for closure: McClellan and Newark. The Air Force 
developed performance measurement standards as part of Selection 
Criteria I(current and future mission requirements and the impact 
of operational readiness of the DoDrs total force). During our 
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specific analysis we will address whether the scope and depth of 
the depot performance measurement standards used by the Air Force 
accurately measured one depot against another in terms of 
productivity, efficiency, interservicing potential, and capacity. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

We believe that the Commission should accept the Air Force's 
methodology as meeting the general compliance requirements 
specified by law. We suggest that the commission may want to 
require the Air Force to use specific rankinqs rather than color 
codes for the 1995 base closure process. ~ v & r ,  k o ~ ~ y e  , ,b 3 

n,d1n* /dre ~ O N F I J W J  ~ 4 & ~ ~ ~ 4 ~  B,., t j$ Coflm.J;.vv rh / 2 i ~  
3/, t .I I j e p m  recfi rnmfidr I L D ~  ~ { f i  J f : + f c f i  1 9 DmaJ ,dffn 

/7fid C- , nr ppcpn 4-J -@, ~ ~ r ~ r f ~ ( n r 3  3/r ;6, f l f r i ~ c  : r  a ,- f? 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS: The Air Force based closure and realignment 
recommendations on President Bush's Force Structure Plan. The 
legal deadline for submission of recclmmendations precluded 
Secretary Aspin from submitting a revised Force Structure Plan from 
President Clinton. Although the programmed Air Force structure has 
already changed from President Bush's plan, the Air Force R&A team 
accepts the premise used by the ~ i r  Force's BCEG in developing its 
recommendations. 

The Air Force performed capacity analyses for the 100 bases 
completing surveys and performed actual on-site surveys at 48 
bases. This analyses evaluated the capabilities of these bases to 
accommodated additional force structure beyond what had been 
programmed. The Air Force analysis generally complies with DoD 
directives and public law, but it difficullc to calculate how the 
Air Force came to the conclusion that they had four excess large 
aircraft bases and one small aircraft base. 

In the report, Air Force states that the rationale for closing 
bases is that there is an excess of four large aircraft bases and 
one small aircraft base. The Air Force calculated that they had 
excess capacity for 16 large aircraft squadrons and four small 
aircraft squadrons, but the Air Force does not specify how many 
large or small aircraft should be on a base. We recommend the Air 
Force specify what constitutes a large aircraft base and a small 
aircraft base. 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Services had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) --- Services may propose changes provided that such 

changes are necessitated by re~i~sions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization -- DoD revised guidance after service inputs were received --- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- ~ilitary value must be substantial - Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review - Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squad:ron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many lairge or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squi3drons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained Lhem due to START - Communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot -- Depots --- SECAF chose bases subjectivel:~ - No groupings - The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 

were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Use of MACOM visions and Army basing strategy to determine 
optimal basing decisions makes required capacity subjective in 
some categories 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

Only maneuver installations (those whose mission is primarily 
to station maneuver forces) are tied directly to JCS force 
structure plan 

Other~have indirect tie 

MANEUVER INSTALLATIONS/MAJOR TRAINING ARE= 

Exclusions appear valid until DoD force structure analysis is 
completed 

MEDICAL CENTERS 

Reviewed only those on Health Service Command installations 

Five others (Tripler in Hawaii; Madigan at Fort Lewis, WA; 
Brooke at Fort Sam Houston, TX; Beaumont at Fort Bliss, TX; 
and Eisenhower at Fort Gordon, GA) not analyzed because they 
are tenants 

Need for OSD ( H e a l t h  A f f a i r s )  t o  examine all military 
treatment facilities for 1995 round 

FORT MONROE 

Not recommended for closure due to "operational 
considerations, personnel turbulei~ce, and potential 
environmental impactsu 

Immediate payback; $33 million steady-state savings 

Potential for $ 6 0 0  million to clean-up for disposal due to 
Civil War unexploded ordnance 

Interservicing could affect recommendation to realign 
Letterkenny and Tooele Army Depots to depot activities 
(ammunition storage mission only) 
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Letterkenny designated as location for consolidation of 
tactical missile maintenance until DoD enjoined from doing so 
as a result of law suit in Alabama 

Tooele has most modern tactical wheeled vehicle maintenance 
facility; just opened October 1992 



NAVY GENERAL COMPLIANCE PRESENTA1rION - 19APR93 
GENERAL 

MINIMUM EXCESS CAPACITY DRIVES CLOSURE SELECTIONS 
THE NAVY CHOSE ITS CLOSURE CANDIDATES IN THEIR PROCESS STEP 
CALLED "CONFI,,G~-TAON ANALYSIS" USING A LINEAR PROGRAMMING 
MODEL. THIS MODEL WAS TASKED WITH COMING UP WITH A LIST OF 
CLOSURES WHICH ELIMINATED AS MUCH EXCESS CAPACITY AS POSSIBLE 
WHILE LEAVING A GROUP OF BASES OPEN WHICH HAVE AN AVERAGE 
MILITARY VALUE THAT EXCEEDS THE CURRENT AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE 
OF THE BASE CATEGORY. 

WITH ONE EXCEPTION (NADEP) , THE NAVY DID NOT DO COST ANALYSES 
(COBRA) FOR ANY ALTERNATIVE CLOSURE SCENARIOS TO SEE IF, FOR 
EXAMPLE, AN ALTERNATIVE WHICH WAS NOT CHOSEN BECAUSE IT LEFT 
A LARGER EXCESS CAPACITY, MIGHT CREATE A GREATER COST SAVINGS. 
IN THE NADEP EXCEPTION, THE ALTERNATIVE SELECTED HAD A GREATER 
COST SAVINGS ESTIMATE. 

SOME LOWER RATED BASES NOT ALWAYS CLOSURE CANDIDATES 
THE NAVY OPTIMIZED ITS CLOSURE SELECT1:ONS TOWARD CLOSING THE 
MOST EXCESS CAPACITY, NOT TO MAXIMIZE MILITARY VALUE. AS 
DESCRIBED ABOVE, AN ALTERNATIVE CLOSURE SCENARIO MAY NOT HAVE 
DECREASED EXCESS CAPACITY AS MUCH, BUT MIGHT HAVE INCREASED 
THE AVERAGE MILITARY VALUE OF THE CATEGORY MORE THAN THE 
SELECTED CLOSURES. 

CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS INTERRELATED (DlOMINO EFFECT) 
UNLIKE MOST OF THE 1991 NAVY CLOSURES, THE CURRENT PROPOSALS 
OFTEN MOVE MISSIONS TO BASES THAT ARE CURRENTLY IN OTHER 
FACILITY CATEGORIES. ONE OF THE MORE COMPLEX EXAMPLES IS: 
BUREAU OF NAVAL PERSONNEL IS PROPOSED TO MOVE FROM THE 
NATIONAL CAPITOL REGION TO FACILITIES BIEING VACATED BY SCHOOLS 
IN MEMPHIS WHICH ARE MOVING INTO FACILITIES BE VACATED BY THE 
NAVAL AIR DEPOT AND NAVAL SUPPLY CENTEIR IN PENSACOLA. 

r MULTI-PURPOSE BASES CONFUSE CATEGORIZATIo?4 
SOME BASES SUCH AS NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA HAVE A PRIMARY 
MISSION MORE SIMILAR TO A NAVAL STATION THAN A NAVAL AIR 
STATION, AND THEY WERE CONSIDERED IN THE CONFIGURATION 
ANALYSIS FOR NAVAL STATIONS. YET, EIECAUSE THEY HAVE AIR 
FACILITIES AND AN AIR MISSION, IN ACIDITION TO THEIR SHIP 
BERTHING FUNCTION, THEIR MILITARY VALUE GRADE WAS CALCULATED 
USING NAVAL AIR STATION PROCEDURES. 

SOME RECOMMENDATIONS APPEAR TO ANTICIPATE FUTURE FORCE STRUCTURE 
REDUCTIONS 

THE FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN (BASE FORCE) PROVIDED TO US INDICATES 
ONLY SMALL REDUCTIONS OVER THE FIGURES USED IN 1991. THE NAVY 
HAS ELIMINATED SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF CAPACITY IN SEVERAL 
CATEGORIES, PARTICULARLY ATTACK SUBMARIlilES, WHICH APPEAR TO BE 
BASED ON THE SUBSTANTIAL FUTURE CUTS THAT HAVE BEEN RUMORED. 



NAVAL STATIONS 
AGGRESSIVE ATLANTIC FLEET CLOSURE PLAN 

THE NAVY'S PROPOSAL ELIMINATES ALMOST ALL OF THE CALCULATED 
EXCESS CAPACITY IN ATLANTIC FLEET H:OMEPORTS WHILE LEAVING 
SIGNIFICANT EXCESS IN THE PACIFIC. 

SUBMARINE BERTHING CRITERIA CHANGE 
HOMEPORTS FOR TRIDENT BALLISTIC MISSIIJE SUBMARINES AT BANGOR, 
WASHINGTON AND KINGS BAY, GEORGIA HAD BEEN PLANNED FOR ONLY 
THIS TYPE OF SUBMARINE. THE NAVY'S PROPOSED CLOSURE OF THE 
TWO PRIMARY ATLANTIC HOMEPORTS FOR ATTACK SUBMARINES (NEW 
LONDON AND CHARLESTON) CREATES A NEED TO HOMEPORT THESE SUBS 
AT KINGS BAY ALONG WITH THE MISSILE SUBS. 

NAVAL AIR 
MARINE CORPS AND NAVAL AIR CONSOLIDATION ON EAST COAST 

THE PROPOSED CLOSURE OF CECIL FIELD IN FLORIDA INCLUDES MOVING 
THE NAVAL AIR UNITS TO THE MARINE CORPS: AIR STATIONS AT CHERRY 
POINT AND BEAUFORT. ON THE WEST COAST, THE MOVEMENT OF MARINE 
CORPS AIR UNITS FROM EL TOR0 AND TUSTIN IS TO NAS MIRAMAR - - - - - - . 

WHICH THE NAVY IS VACATING BY MOVING NAVAL AIR UNITS TO NAS 
LEMOORE . 

RESERVE-ONLY BASES BEING CLOSED 
FIVE NAVAL AIR STATIONS WITH ONLY (OR PRIMARILY) RESERVE AIR 
MISSIONS (ALAMEDA, DALLAS, MEMPHIS, DETROIT AND SOUTH 
WEYMOUTH) ARE BEING CLOSED AND THE AIF! MISSIONS RELOCATED TO 
PRIMARILY ACTIVE MISSION AIR STATIONS OR THE CONSOLIDATED 
RESERVE AIR STATION AT CARSWELL AFB. 

SHIPYARDS 
EMPHASIS ON NUCLEAR CAPACITY 

VERY LITTLE NUCLEAR SHIP/SUB MAINTENANCE IS DONE IN THE 
PRIVATE SECTOR. THEREFORE, THE NAVI! HAS PERFORMED THEIR 
ANALYSIS ON SHIPYARDS EMPHASIZING NUCLEAR CAPACITY OVER 
CONVENTIONAL CAPACITY. 

NO CONSIDERATION OF INCREASED USE OF PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY 
LIKE MOST OF THE INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES, THE BASIC ASSUMPTION 
WAS FOR THE CURRENT PUBLIC/PRIVATE WORK MIX TO BE MAINTAINED. 

CAPACITY BASED ON LABOR NOT DRYDOCKS 
UNLIKE 1991, THE NAVY DID NOT USE A FACILITY CONSTRAINT, SUCH 
AS DRYDOCKS, FOR THEIR CAPACITY ANALYSIS. INSTEAD THEY USED 
DIRECT LABOR. 



NAVAL AIR DEPOTS 
CONSOLIDATION AND INTERSERVICE TRANSFER 

UNLIKE MOST OF THE INDUSTRIAL CATEGORIES FOR ALL THE SERVICES, 
THE NAVY IS PROPOSING TO CLOSE HALF ITS FACILITIES AND 
TRANSFER SOME OF THE WORK TO NON-NAVY DEPOTS. 

CAPACITY BASED ON LABOR NOT FACILITIES 
AS THEY DID WITH SHIPYARDS, THE NAVY USED LABOR AND NOT SOME 
FACILITY-RELATED CONSTRAINT (SHOP SPACE, WORK STATIONS, ETC.). 

TRAINING 
EMPHASIS ON UNIQUE TRAINING FACILITIES 

BECAUSE OF THEIR PERCEIVED HIGH COST TO MOVE, THE NAVY PUT 
SUBSTANTIAL EMPHASIS IN THEIR TRAINING CENTER ANALYSIS ON 
UNIQUE TRAINERS, SUCH AS THE HOT PLAN'TS AT NTC GREAT LAKES. 

EXCESS CAPACITY REDUCED IN ONLY ONE AIR TRAINING CATEGORY 
IN 1991 THE NAVY REDUCED THEIR CARIZIER AIRCRAFT TRAINING 
CAPACITY BY ABOUT 113 WITH THE CLOSURE OF NAS CHASE FIELD. IN 
1993 THE NAVY IS PROPOSING TO REDUCE THE CAPACITY OF THIS 
CATEGORY EVEN FURTHER BY CLOSING NAS MERIDIAN. NO CAPACITY 
REDUCTION HAS BEEN PROPOSED FOR THE OTHER AIR TRAINING 
FUNCTIONS SUCH AS PRIMARY, MARITIME AND HELICOPTER. 

NATIONAL CAPITOL REGION 
SYSTEMS COMMANDS DO NOT HAVE TO BE IN NCR 

LIKE THE OTHER SERVICES, THE NAVY IS PROPOSING TO MOVE ITS 
SYSTEMS (TECHNICAL) COMMANDS EITHER OU'T OF THE NCR COMPLETELY 
OR AT LEAST OUT OF LEASED FACILITIES AND INTO GOVERNMENT OWNED 
FACILITIES. 

MOVING FROM LEASED TO GOVERNMENT OWNED OFFICES 
THE NAVY IS PRESENTING THE CASE THAT THE ECONOMICS OF 
GOVERNMENT OWNED VS. LEASED FACILITIES OVERRIDES STAFF 
TURBULENCE AND BEING FARTHER FROM OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE NAVY 
COMMAND STRUCTURE. 

RLD - 
UNIQUE CAPABILITIES BEING ELIMINATED 

SOME OF THE NAVY R&D PROPOSALS CALL FOR CLOSURE OF A FACILITY 
WITH NO RETENTION OF FACILITIES FOR CONTINUING USE OR NO COSTS 
FOR SIGNIFICANT EQUIPMENT RELOCATION. FOR R&D FACILITIES WITH 
UNIQUE RESEARCH CAPABILITIES, THIS AT :LEAST IMPLIES THAT THE 
NAVY NO LONGER NEEDS TO HAVE THEIR OWN CAPABILITY TO DO THE 
WORK CURRENTLY PERFORMED IN THE CLOSING FACILITIES. 

PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION REJECTED IN 1991 
THE EAST COAST IN-SERVICE ENGINEERING CONSOLIDATION INVOLVING 
MOVING MISSIONS FROM ST. INIGOES, MARYLAND, CHARLESTON, SOUTH 
CAROLINA AND WASHINGTON, DC TO PORTSMOUTH, VIRGINIA WAS 
REJECTED BY THE COMMISSION IN 1991. THE NAVY IS AGAIN 
PROPOSING THIS CONSOLIDATION. 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Servicles had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or --- Military value must be substantial 

- Initial analysis shows selections are vlery cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this suff ici.ent economic payback to 
merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review 
- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) 
- But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 smal.1 aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s 

-- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 
should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 

MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START 
- Communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes 
-- Operations Category 

--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 
-- Depots 

--- SECAF chose bases subjectively - No groupings 
- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 



INTERAGENCY ISSUES TEAM 

TALKING POINTS 

FOR 

HEARING, APRIL 19, 1993 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (DLA) 

1ST TIME DLA HAS PLAYED, USED ARMY :PROCESS 

ESTIMATES OF OVERHEAD SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN ORIGINALLY 
THOUGHT, DLA CAUGHT ERROR AND IS REWORKING NUMBERS 

OVERALL NUMBERS WILL BE REWOIXED BY R&A STAFF 

TYPE OF WORK NOT GEOGRAPHICALLY SENSITIVE 
INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS BUY PARTS AND MAINTAIN 
INVENTORY LEVELS, DO NOT STORE PARTS 
SOME FUNCTIONS COMPUTER ORIENTED, CAN BE PLACED 
ANYWHERE 

SUPPLY DEPOTS LINKED TO SERVICE MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY (DISA) 

59 LOCATIONS SUBMITTED TO BRAC, ALL BELOW THRESHOLD 
ORIGINALLY HAD 192 SITES, PAFlTIAL CONSOLIDATION 
ALREADY DONE 
WILL BE FURTHER CONSOLIDATED, VIA BRAC, TO A TOTAL OF 
15 SITES 

MILITARY VALUE RELATED TO FACILITIES, OPERATIONS, AND 
SECURITY 

FUNCTIONS NOT GEOGRAPHICALLY SENSITIVE, CAN BE PLACED 
ANYWHERE 

150% REQUIREMENT IS SUSPECT, MAY BE TOO HIGH, BUT DISA IS 
NEWLY ORGANIZED (NOV 92) AND IS DEVELOPING REALISTIC 
REQUIREMENTS AS THEY CONSOLIDATE 



INTERAGENCY ISSUES TEAM 

TALKING POINTS 

FOR 

HEARING, APRIL 19, 19'93 

CRITERION 5 - RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
ADEQUATE FOR COMPARISON PURPOSES, DESIGNED FOR THAT PURPOSE 
SOME ESTIMATES ARE SUSPECT, AGENCIES AND COMMUNITIES ARE NOW 
REWORKING, WILL BE CONTENTIOUS 

0 SERVICES CONCENTRATED ON QUALITY COBRA RUNS FOR SCENARIOS 
THEY WERE RECOMMENDING, OTHER RUNS, WHERE AVAILABLE, ARE 
SUSPECT IN QUALITY 

CRITERION 6 - ECONOMIC IMPACT 
SERVICES AND DOD BOTH USED OEA MODEL FOR DIRECT AND 
INDIRECT ECONOMIC IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES 
OSD MEASURE FOR "CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT" (UNEMPLOYMENT 
GREATER THAN 5% AND EMPLOYMENT AREA GREATER THAN 500,000) 
WAS ARBITRARY AND NON SUPPORTED BY STAFF OR GAO 
COMMUNITIES ARE USING DIFFERENT MODELS THAN SERVICES/OSD 
STAFF WILL USE OEA, INDEPENDENT, AND COMMUNITIES MODELS IN 
AN ATTEMPT TO MAINTAIN OBJECTIVITY 
STAFF WILL DEFINE AND EXAMINE "CUMULATIVE ECONOMIC IMPACT" 

CRITERION 7 - COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 
ONLY TALKS TO BASES GAINING OR CONTINUING MISSION 

CRITERION 8 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
COSTS NOT IN COBRA, DOD RESPONSIBLE FO'R CLEANUP IRRESPECTIVE 
OF WHETHER A BASE IS OPEN OR NOT 
PERHAPS DELAYING CLEANUP WILL ALLOW ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY TO 
PLAY, CLOSE NOW - PAY NOW 
HISTORY HAS SHOWN THAT ACTUAL COSTS ARE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER 
THAN ESTIMATES (PEASE AFB ESTIMATE IN MAR 91 WAS $11M; IN 
DEC 92 IT HAD GROWN TO $114M 



CONCEPT - With the focus of the Air Force mission changing from a global war to regional 

contingencies, mobility requirements have evolved rapidly. To meet this new mission and 

new mobility requirements, Air Mobility Command was created to help integrate the air 

refueling and airlift missions. The next step in meeting new mobility requirements is the 

establishment of air mobility wings. An air mobility wing would consolidate mobility assets 

from two or more bases onto one base. Besides long-term cost savings and increased 

efficiency, an air mobility wing would enable air refueling and airlift aircrews to plan and 

train together as a team for rapid response. Each coast of the US would have a mobility wing 

to meet future contingencies. An East coast mobility wing should be based within 

approximately 3500 miles of Europe enroute staging bases. These staging bases are 

k 

j extremely important to meeting Middle East contingencies. 

Three bases met the basic geographical requirements for the Elst coast - Plattsburgh AFB, 

McGuire AFB and Griffiss AFB. An initial comparison was made of the bases' ability to 

accommodate approximately 70-80 large aircraft, a number which represents the consolidation 

of a typical airlift wing with a typical tanker wing. Griffiss AEB has fewer hydrants, less 

POL storage, and significantly less operational support infrastructure than Plattsburgh AFB 

and McGuire AFB. These factors would probably result in Griffiss AFB having a higher cost 

to bed down the additional aircraft associated with a mobility wing than either Plattsburgh 

AFB or McGuire AFB. 

6 Plattsburgh AFB's cost to bed down additional aircraft are more than McGuire AFB, but a 



mobility wing at Plattsburgh AFB would eliminate many problems associated with McGuire 

AFB. The airspace around McGuire AFE3 is congested, and additional aircraft would increase 

congestion. Local civilians are interested in making McGuire AFB a joint use airport to 

meet future growth in commercial air travel. 

The Air Reserve Component (ARC) represents a significant portion of the air refueling and 

airlift forces stationed at McGuire AFE3. These forces will remain at McGuire AFB in a 

cantonment area because of the high costs of moving these units and the poor demographics 

around the Plattsburgh area. The Plattsburgh area would not support the recruiting 

requirements to support a larse reserve presence. 

Overall, Plattsburgh AFB costs initially costs more for establishing a mobility wins, but 
E 

eliminates problems at McGuire AFB and allows an air mobility wing at a base in an area 

with available airspace for present and future training. 



Northeast Mobility Base 

I. What was the concept? 

11. Bases eligible to meet the need: 
a. Griffiss 
b. Plattsburgh 
c. McGuire 

111. How/why was Griffiss eliminated? (e.g. ramp space, hydrants, 
facility infrastructure, housing, etc 

IV. Compare Plattsburgh and McGuire 
a. ARC issue; 

1 s 1. ---D3QL£in 
2 -. n . . ~ y - ~ e a ~ b - l e - t w r n o v ~ h  out 

AX W + f l r p ? 7 ? ?  
- -( - I '  ; - \  

{+ ,. , ($::.,.. .?: - ---____ Therefore, must--s~ay-, 
, 3 I-' , x-' \ / ' J  

2__ - - -__C. - - - - r -  

C - 
\ i b "  

b. Putting extra Active aircraft at McGuire bad because 
,. . J d b : l  
I b' v 

1. Too many airplanes in an already congested ' 
b.- ,-- airspace 

2 .  Coupled with local desire for joint use of McGuire / 
3. Leads to: 

a. -Aeeeptabl;~j-~ht-~s._faci2ik~ --- b. [Bettez-rellver-a!rport -- talk about --. - FAA --- 
S r e s  over year<-,---- 

c . Better use of--1imi ted- airspace---f or--ARe--only 
aps-- - - .- 

c. Plattsburgh does cost more but eliminates problems at 
I McGuire and allows mobility base in area with lots of 

available airspace 
_ _  __  _ . _ - - _.-- - - 



Schedule Name : Revien and Analysis Schedule, Base Closure C m i s s i o n  
Responsible : 
As-of Date : 15-Apr-93 4:OOp Schedule File : RASCHED 

Task Nanr 

93 C 93 
Mar APr Hay Jun Jun 

Resr Status 14 17 20 22 25 28 30 2 5 7 10 13 15 18 21 23 26 29 1 4 7 9 12 15 17 20 23 25 28 31 2 5 8 1 1  1L 16 19 22 2 6  ? ?  

iieshingrorr investigative Hrgs. C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
LAO Proccss Review C .I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Gcneral Cw~q>l iancc Review C . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Regional Hearings 

Base Visits 

Spcci f ic Conpl iance Revicu C . . . . . . . . . . _  .I . 

. . . . . . . . . . .  Vole on Adds List of Bascs C . . . . . . . . . . .  . I .  . - .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Reg. Hrgs/Base Visits for Adds C . . . . . . . . . . .  .I . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
Final Deliberation Hearings C . . . . . . . . . . .  . I  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 







Capacity Analysis 

Top-down rather than bottom-up review 
Required capacity may be subjective in 
some categories 

Maneuver Installations on@ Army category tied 
directly to Force Structure 

Maneuver Znstallation/Major Training Area 
exclusions 

Appear valid 
Unless other categories reviewed more 
aggressively, might maintain too much 
structure 





% v so 
E! if' 
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Navy 

Naval Stations 

@ Aggressive Atlantic Fket closure plan 
Submarine berthing criteria change 

Naval Air 

@ Marine Corps and Naval Air consolidation 
on East Coast 

@ Reserve-only bases being closed 

Shipyards 

Emphasis on nuclear capacity 
No consideration of increased use of 
private capacity 
Capacity based on labor, not drydocks 









Air Force 

Missile bases 

Missile bases retained due to START 
Communities are sure to question the 
exclusion 

Decision Making Process 

Subjective 

Color coding 
Groupings (1 -2-3) 
Recommendations from Group 3 

Not clearly annotated 







Criterion 7 - Community Infrastructure 

Only addresses positive situation 

Negative impacts not in COBRA 

Criterion 8 - Environmental Impact 

Closure does incur cost 

Accelerates study phase 

More stringent clean-up criteria than 
cuwent use 



Depots 

Unlimited universe of data (capacity, 
efficiencies, requirements) 

No data consistency 
a No two alike 

Commissioners may have higher expectations 
than staff can deliver 

Interservicing issues 

Public/priuate mix 

Tenants 

Community claim - "Our depot is best" 
May or may not be true 
May or may not be important 



TALKING PAPER 
on 

AIR FORCE SLIDE FOR APRIL 19, 1993 HEARING 

REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Services had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) --- Services may propose changes provided that such 

changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, missio:n, organization 
-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received --- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 

50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review - Report states that rationale for closing b(ases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START - communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes 
-- Operations Category 

--- Selected bases for closure/real.ignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 
-- Depots 

--- SECAF chose bases subjectively - No groupings 
- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated to allow independlent analysis 



TALKING PAPER 
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AIR FORCE SLIDE FOR APRIL 19, 1993 HEARING 

REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Services had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisilons to: ---- force structure, missio:n, organization 

-- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received 
--- Cost savings must exceed origi.na1 cost by at least 
50 percent or SIM, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review - Report states that rationale for closing b'ases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s 

-- AF does not specify how many largre or small aircraft 
should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 

MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START - Communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- AF rating system appears subjective -- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes 
-- Operations Category 

--- Selected bases for closure/real.ignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 
-- Depots --- SECAF chose bases subjectively - No groupings 

- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated to allow independlent analysis 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD guidance changed after the Air Force had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- Revised DoD guidance (March 26, 1993) added 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- ~ilitary value must be substantial - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- ~efined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START 
- Review if this decision justifies retaining some bases while 
closing others 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- A F rating system appears subjective and undocumented -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 

-- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjectively 

- The grouping parameters and the actual dlscision data elements 
were not clearly annotated in such a manner as to allow independent 
analysis 

Frank Cantwell/April 17, 1993/FAXC.41 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD guidance changed after the Air Force had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, missi.on, organization 

-- Revised DoD guidance (March 26, 1993) added 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) 
- But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons 
--- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained them due to START 
- Review if this decision justifies retaining some bases while 
closing others 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- A F rating system appears subjective and undocumented -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 

-- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjectively 

- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated in such a manner as to allow independent 
analysis 

Frank Cantwell/April 17, 1993/FAXC.41 
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- DoD guidance changed after the Air Force had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- Revised DoD guidance (March 26, 1993) added 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be subst,antial - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) 
- But - the number of aircraft or squadron:; was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missile bases but retained t:hem due to START 
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closing others 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS 

- A F rating system appears subjective and undocumented -- Operations Category 
--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot 

-- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjectively 

- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated in such a manner as to allow independent 
analysis 

Frank Cantwell/April 17, 1993/FAXC.41 
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REDIRECTS 

- DoD guidance changed after the Air Force had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- Original DoD guidance (May 5, 1992) 

--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization 

-- Revised DoD guidance (March 26, 1993) added 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
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-- Depots 
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were not clearly annotated in such a manner as to allow independent 
analysis 

Frank ~antwell/April 17, 1993/FAXC.41 
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50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 
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- DoD guidance changed after the Air Force had submitted their 
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--- Services may propose changes provided that such 
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-- Revised DoD guidance (March 26, 1993) added 
--- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 
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- Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) 
- But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified 
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analysis 

Frank Cantwell/April 17, 1993/FAXC.41 



MEMORANDUM TO TEAM LEADE 
FR: Matt Behrmann 
RE: Meeting with Chairman Courter regarding General Compliance 

Based on our recent meeting with Chairma.n Courter, he has 
determined that he would like Ben and me to brief the Commissioners 
on April 19th* on how the staff has reviewed the Servicesf 
processes, and how those processes generaly meet the mandate of 
considering "all bases on a fair and equal basis." 

It is the Chair's position that a synopsis-type briefing, or 
general compliance, fits in nicely with the conclusion of the 
Commissionfs Washington, D.C. investigative Ilearings, and the 
Commissionts receipt of the GAO's independent as:sessment of the DoD 
process. However, Ben and I canft pull this type of briefing off 
in this short of a period of time without your personal commitment, 
or without a clear game plan. 

I. The Game Plan 

There are two basic things we need to convey to Commissioners: 

(1) What each team did to review their Service's process in 
order to get a sense of the processf general compliance with 
our legislation; and, 

(2) As a result of your review and analysis of the process, 
identify those areas/recommendations that Commissioners must 
be sensitive to regarding general process issues. 

11. Sensitivity Analysis 

In 1991, the GAO did a sensitivity analysis on payback. Their 
premise was that if an error existed in the Services' costing and 
data/approach, certain recommendations would make no sense. This 
year, GAO has extended that wse~sitivityll analysis to methodology, 
capacity analysis, and general process assumptions. The Chair 
likes the llsensitivityll approach in that it lets Commissioners, not 
staff, draw conclusions. If we employ a similar approach to our 
genera1 compliance explanation, we will also be able to let 
Commissioners make the final determination of how the Servicesf 
rocesses have generally complied with our statute. 

By employing this approach we need two deliverables from each 
Team leader in short order: 

(1) A one to two page synopsis of how your teams have reviewed 
your Service's process for consistent applications of the 
force structure plan and the final selection criteria to all 
bases. This must be short because we will not have time to 
rief Commissioners extensively. 



(2) An explanation of the areas and recommendations your teams 
want Commissioners to be sensitive to regarding process 
assumptions, inconsistencies or anomalies. 

111. The Briefing Process 

Once we have these two items from each team, we can jointly 
build our brief. It might be helpful for each of us to understand 
how the chair, Ben, and I see the briefing coming off. 

With Ben and I briefing from the witness table and the team 
leads literally/figuratively backing us up at the table, the 
briefing will proceed as follows: 

o I will open the briefing by summarizing the culmination of 
our process review which is includes the simultaneous 
completion of the following: 

(1) DC Investigative hearings; 
( 2 )  GAO independent review of process; and, 

commission staff review of process. 

a Matt and I will point out that Commissioners now know what 
OSD and the Services did; now they need to understand: 

(1) what each team did to review its Service's process; 
and, 

( 2 )  the issues we would like to highlight for them as a 
result of our review. 

The team review process and areas to be highlighted for 
sensivity will be divided between Ben and me. The team leads 
will provide assistance in responding to Commissioner 
questions as necessary from the witness table. 

The Chair will stimulate discussions and perhaps call for a 
vote on general compliance and the ability of s om missioners to 
confortably move on to more specific analyses with the 
sensitivites provided by our three-part process review as 
described above. E 
Remember, this preparation phase is an iteritive process so 

let's talk it out as we go. However, let me reemphasize, wef ve got r product to deliver to the Commissioners on Monday, April lgth, SO 
let's get on with it. L 

Thanks. 

* l3e Chninnnri would like the Services to briefthe Cotr~rnissioncrs nffer the regiorlnl hearing process. He believes 
the Cornnlissior~ers would have ttlore specific and poitlted quesriorts rrt rhnt titjre. Therefore, the Gei~eral Cotrrplic~nce 
briefing will proceed the GAO tesrit?~orij~. Please irfornt those tvho were nrked~put om notice to testify. 
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ENEFtAL COMPLIANCE BRIEFING 

ARMY 

PURPOSE 
0- h m p l  T S S ~  

ee To explain the methodology used by the Army In developing 
its 1993 recommendations for base closures and realignments. 

ee To determine whether the Army's process supports the force 
structure plan and the DoD selection criteria. 

OVERVIEW 

ee Established TABS. 

me Used three-phased approach. 

ee Methodology similar to that used in 1991 but improved as a 
result of analyses done by Army Audit Agency and Engineer Strategic 
Studies Group. 

PHASE I 

ee Identified installations that would be subjected to study 
under PL101-510 and divided them into eleven categories. CHART 

ee Evaluated relative military value of installations using 
measures of merit and associated attributes that correlate to DoD 
selection criteria. CHART 

ee Identified closure and realignment study candidates using 
the force structure plan, the Army's basing strategy, major command 
reshaping proposals, and the installat.ion military value 
assessments. CHART 

PHASE I1 

o e  Examined study candidates and developed alternative 
approaches. 

ee Analyzed candidates nd alternatives in terms of feasibility, 
return on investment, and impact on the local economy and the 
environment. 

e e  Briefed Army leadership who approved recommendations to 
forward to SECDEF for approval and submissio:n to Commission. 

PHASE I11 

e e  Provide all information requested by Commission, Congress, 
and OSD. 

ee Provide Army viewpoint on community input as requested. 



DRAFT 

l FINDINGS 

ee Force Structure Plan 

.em Direct linkage in maneuver category only--12 divisions; 
three forward deployed; capacity for eleven in United States; until 
firm decisions on base force, disposition of forces, and mix of 
forces (heavy-light), premature to close or realign maneuver 
installation. 

eee MTAs: Support both active and reserve components; 
unlikely ability to acquire larger tracts to support mobilization 
makes it imprudent to reduce number of MTAs. 

0.0 IET/professional schools: Cannot be tied to number of 
divisions; can be linked to acquisition requirements to support 
base force; further consolidations should be considered subsequent 
to completion of force structure analysis. 

m m m  C&C: truly indirect linkage; basing principle to 
eliminate small, single-purpose insta1lation.s and consolidate onto 
multifunction posts is a good concept; Airmy needs to be more 
aggressive in executing concept in 1995 round. 

mom Logistics (commodity oriented,, depots, production, 
ports, and proving grounds) : Tied to support requirements of force 
structure; DoD needs to be more aggressive in interservicing. 

l INSTALLATION CATEGORIES 

mo All installations, except those directed for closure by a 
previous Commission, considered. 

l l Assignment to eleven categories was proper ; two shortcomings 
due to Army evaluating installations; major facilities in medical 
center and depot categories omitted. 

a m  ~ e d i c a l  centers: Only FAMC and WRiWC which are on HSC 
installations considered; five of seven that are tenants not 
considered; no determination of whether the Army has excess 
capacity; shortcoming should be corrected during the 1995 round. 

om Depots: Corpus Christi Army Depot (CCAD) not included in 
military value assessment since it is located on a Navy 
installation; capabilities were considered the closure and 
realignment of depots; Army should include CCAD in all future 
analyses, particularly if interservicing is included. 

DoD SELECTION CRITERIA 

o o  Army considered all eight in its process; priority given to 
military value. 

om Military value assessment of the Army's installations not 
directly equated to the DoD selection criteria; measures of merit, 
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and their associated attributes, are analog~ous to five of the eight 
DoD selection criteria--the first four, tholse that define military 
value, and number seven, the ability of the existing and potential 
receiving communitiesf infrastructure to support forces, missions, 
and personnel. 

e e  Remaining three criteria considered during Phase I1 when 
each alternative examined in terms of return on investment, the 
impact on the local economy, and the impact on the environment. 

DEFERRALS 

e e  Installations deferred from further consideration because of 
their high military value, because they provide a unique capability 
that is costly or difficult to replicate elsewhere, or because 
there are no restructuring or reshaping initiatives affecting the 
installation. 

GENERAL 

e e  Army acknowledges that it cannot afford to keep 
installations it no longer needs, yet it also states that it cannot 
afford to act hastily. 

e e  Under the Commission format, Arrny has only one more 
opportunity to adjust its installation structure; Army needs to 
crystallize its stationing vision within th'e next two years or it 
could be burdened with an installation structure that it cannot 
afford. 



COMMISSION R & A STAFF REVIEW OF CLOSURE PROCESS 

Highlight the word process - we have not yet looked 
extensively at the appropriateness of specific recommendations 
(with a few exceptions: DL1 McClellan Great Lakes Agana and 
Ft. Monroe) 

Common Attributes of all teams Process Review 

Received process and backup data - [Comment: Navy Volume] 
AbEWALL; Q F  

Familiarized with~their service's proc:ess 

Reviewed ffreasonablenessff of capacity analysis 
1) Consistency with force structure 
2) Appropriate ffcriticalfl measure 
3) C- of I1criticall1 measure .2 

'"A=/ 6J 
Reviewed nreasonablenessll of Base or Category 
exclusions 

1) Unique/One of a Kind or Strategic Geo. Location 
2) consistency with Force Structure/No excess capacity 

Reviewed "reas~nableness~~ of data compiled on bases 
1) Are the data points selected consistent with the FinAk 
Select Criteria 
2) Are the data points selected also the most appropriate 
measures of issues relevant to the respective Select 
Criteria. : 

Finally, Reviewed ltreasonablenessff of .Base Ranking Process 
1) Did it track with the data sup:plied? 
2) Is it supportable with data supplied? 
3) Are subjective judgements adequately documented and 
justified? 



AIR FORCE 

Redirects 
DoD guidance change 
Sufficient economic payback to merit revisit?? 

Capacity Analysis 
em Number of aircraftlsquadrons per base 

not specified 

Missile bases 
em Missile bases retained due to START 

Decision Making Process 
em Subjective 
me Not clearly annotated 
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COMMISSION R & A STAFF REVIEW OF C'LOSURE PROCESS 

Highlight the word process - we have not yet looked 
extensively at the appropriateness of specific recommendations 
(with a few exceptions: DL1 McClellan Great Lakes Agana and 
Ft. Monroe) 

Common Attributes of all teams Process Review 

Received process and backup data - [Comment: Navy Volume] 
Familiarized with their service's process 

Reviewed llreasonablenessw of capacity analysis 
1) Consistency with force structure 
2) Appropriate Itcriticaln measure 

r - -3)  of I1criticall1 measure 
c m  Pypl/cflT~o.\, 

Reviewed llreasonablenessll of Base or C!ategory 
exclusions 

1) Unique/One of a Kind or Strategic Geo. Location 
2) consistency with Force Structure/No excess capacity 

0 r S& 419)~\4~$3 
Reviewed wreasonableness~ data compiled on bases 

1) Are the data point consistent with the Fin(l( 
Select Criteria 
2) Are the data points selected also the most appropriate , 
measures of issues relevant to the respective Se1ectlc.u 
Criteria. 

Finally, Reviewed llreasonablenessll of Base Ranking Process 
1) Did it track with the data supplied? 
2) Is it supportable with data supplied? 
3) Are subjective judgements adequately documented and 
justified? 
4) 3 0 ~ s  O I Z Q ~  up D/T~A surfw+  IN^^^$^^ p~nidrrrx 



GENERAL COMPLIANCE 
A I R  FORCE TEAM 

PURPOSE : 

This position paper addresses Air Force Team analysis of the 
Air Force's Base Realignment and Closure process for the 1993 
recommendations. 

AF TEAM PROCESS: 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Air 
Force Team began general compliance analysis with receipt of the 
Air Force data. AF Team members reviewed DoD recommendations and 
Air Force specific data and developed Hearing questions to clarify 
initial concerns. Briefings by the Air Force Base Closure Working 
Group provided background information for pilot training exclusions 
and process queries. On-going AF Team efforts include data 
collation from questionnaires and community inputs for follow-on 
specific compliance analysis. 

FINDINGS : 

In general, the Air Force Team finds the Air Force selection 
process sound, closely paralleling the process used by the Air 
Force in 1991. 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS: The Air Force based closure and realignment 
recommendations on the President Bush Force Structure Plans. The 
legal deadline for submission of recommendations precluded 
Secretary Aspin from submitting a revised Clinton Administration 
Force Structure Plan. Although the Air Force force structure has 
already changed from the Bush plan, the Air Force Tean accepts the 
premise used by the Air Force BCEG in their recommendations. 

METHODOLOGY: The extensive data collected by the Air Force from 9 9  
bases surveyed all mission areas, including missions not currently 
performed by the base, allowing detailed analysis by the BCEG of 
each base for all missions. The Air Force scoring and grading 
system took data from surveys and added subjectivity through the 
Base Closure Executive Group rulings and determinations during base 
facility and capability ratings. The AF Team has not determined if 
the AF analysis follows general compliance and is currently 
gathering information and data for parallel analysis with a 
different scoring system, but using the same data categories. 
The data categories scored by the BCEG do generally comply with the 
eight DoD selection criteria approved by the Secretary of Defense. 

EXCESS CAPACITY ANALYSIS: The Air Force performed capacity 
analyses for the 99 bases completing surveys and performed actual 
on-site surveys at 48 bases. This analyses evaluated the 
capabilities of these bases to accommodate additional force 



structure beyond what had been programmed. The Air Force analysis 
generally complies with DoD directives and public law. 

BASE CATEGORIES: The Air Force categorized bases to perform the 
actual selection analysis. Categories included flying, 
industrial/technical support, training and other. The flying 
category was divided into three subcategories - operation, pilot 
training, and special operations forces. The operations 
subcategory was further divided into missile, small aircraft and 
large aircraft mission areas, based on predominant use and 
suitability. The indust:rial/technical support category was divided 
into depots, product centers and labs, and test facilities. Other 
categories included major headquarters, space operations, and 
cantonments. Since, all bases were contained in these categories 
and therefore were evaluated by the BCEG, the AF Team accepts the 
Air Force categorization of bases. 

BASE EXCLUSIONS: 
The Air Force excluded 37 bases from closure and or 

realignment considerations. Twenty one bases were excluded because 
the capacity analysis showed these bases either had no excess 
capacity or had some exc:ess capacity for their specified missions. 
The BCEG also concluded that costs to relocate or replicate these 
missions would be prohibitive. Undergraduate pilot training bases 
and technical training centers are examples of these exclusions. 
The Air Force also excluded 16 bases as being mission essential or 
geographically key. Included in this category is Hickam AFB 
considered to be crucial to the reinforcement of the Pacific. (see 
Atch A for a lislzing of all 37 excluded bases by 
category/subcategory). The AF Team generally accepts the exclusion 
categories used by the .AF Team. 

COBRA: The DoD COBRA cost model was used to compute the cost and 
manpower implications, and the extent and timing of potential costs 
and savings. The BCEG approved the COBRA products that addressed 
these two selection criteria. The basic scoring for each base used 
all eight criteria, with. priority given to military value (Criteria 
I-IV) with emphasis on readiness, training, future, and cost. 
Although, errors in specific COBRA data entries have been found, 
the AF Team accepts the COBRA runs for use in comparison analysis. 

AIR RESERVE COMPONENT: 
The Air Reserve Components (Air National Guard and Air Force 

Reserve) enjoy a special relationship with their respective states 
and local communities. The DoD Force Structure Plan does not 
reduce the ARC force structure, so there was no apparent excess 
base structure. Therefore, the ARC category was not examined for 
closure, but the Air Force Reserves were examined for cost 
effective realignments .to other bases. The AF Team accepts the Air 
Forcers special considelrations as falling within general compliance 
requirements. 

REDIRECTS: Bases identified by the 1988 and 1991 Base Closure 



Commissions as receiving bases were reevaluated by the Air Force 
along with all other bases against current force structure 
reductions to identify opportunities to operate more efficiently 
and effectively. The A,ir Force has recommended changes to six 
previously approved designated receiving bases. The Air Force has 
justified these redirects because they either result in significant 
cost savings or increase military value. The AF Team does not 
fully accept the Air Force recommendations with regard to 
redirects, because of conflict with previous decisions rendered by 
the DBCRC and public law. 

CONCLUS IONS : 

The Air Force's Base Closure Internal Control Plan developed 
by its BCEG appears 'to have adequately considered the force 
structure plan and the eight DoD criteria. Its methodology for 
developing its base clos.ure and realignment recommendations appears 
sound. However, because the Air Force used color codes rather than 
rankings its analysis lacked precision. Because of this lack of 
precision we were unable to identify any distinct break point 
between groups one and two and between groups two and three in the 
operations subcategory. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

We believe that the Commission should accept the Air Forcers 
methodology as meeting the general compliance requirements 
specified by law. We suggest that the Commission may want to 
require the Air Force to use specific rankings rather than color 
codes for the 1995 base closure process. 



AIR FORCE TEAM GENERAL COMPLIANCE ANALYSIS PROCESS 

- TASKS PRIOR TO DOD SUBMITTAL - TEAM MEMBERS RECEIVED INITIAL ORIENTATION AND ASSIGNMENTS - TEAM READ 1991 GENERAL/SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE AND DATA - MEMBERS ASSIGNED TO SPECIFIC A F CATEGORIES - MEMBERS HAD LESSONS LEARNED SESSION WITH COL LAMONT 

- SET UP ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY - GENERAL COMPLIANCE (MAR 12 - APRIL 15) 
- SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE (APRIL 12 - MAY 15) - COMMUNITY INPUT (CONTINUOUS) 
= 3'ATRIX O F  ISSUES (APRIL 15 - JUN 25) 

- POST DOD SUBMITTAL ACTIONS 
- TEAM ASSIGNMENTS REALIGNED TO ACTUAL DOD CANDIDATES 
- TEAM PREPARED EXTENSIVE QUESTIONS FOR INITIAL HEARING 
- TEAM IS IN PROCESS OF REVIEWING EXTENSIVE BCEG MINUTES - TEAM CONDUCTED NUMEROUS COMMUNITY MEETINGS ON CONCERNS - COMMUNITY CONCERNS UNDER REVIEW AND SENT TO DOD 
- TEAM CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE REVIEW OF AF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 
- SPECIFIC TEAM MEETINGS WITH AF ON METHODOLOGY AND SCORING 
- TEAM SET UP AND ENTERED EXTENSIVE DATA BASE INFORMATION 

- GENERAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW - TEAM ASSIGNMENTS SET FOR DRAFTING GENERAL COMPLIANCE REPORT - GENERAL COMPLIANCE DRAFTED/ APPARENT CONCLUSIONS/CONCERNS 
- GENERAL COMPLIANCE ISSUES FOR FURTHER REVIEW 
- FINAL STEP IS TO BOUNCE TEAM REVIEW OFF OF GAO REVIEW 
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- TEAM PREPARED EXTENSIVE QUESTIONS FOR INITIAL HEARING 1 
- TEAM IS IN PROCESS OF REVIEWING EXTENSIVE BCEG MINUTES - TEAM CONDUCTED NUMEROUS COMMUNITY MEETINGS ON CONCERNS 
- COMMUNITY CONCERNS UNDER REVIEW AND SENT TO DOD - TEAM CONDUCTED EXTENSIVE REVIEW OF AF CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

bob 
- SPECIFIC TEAM MEETINGS WITH AF ON METHODOLOGY AND SCORING ' ( - TEAM SET UP AND ENTERED EXTENSIVE DATA BASE INFORMATION 

- GENERAL COMPLIANCE REVIEW - TEAM ASSIGNMENTS SET FOR DRAFTING GENERAL COMPLIANCE REPORT - GENERAL COMPLIANCE DRAFTED/ APPARENT CONCLUSIONS/CONCERNS - GENERAL COMPLIANCE ISSUES FOR FURTHER REVIEW - FINAL STEP IS TO BOUNCE TEAM REVIEW OFF OF GAO REVIEW 



1993 AIR FORCE PROCESS 

Formed Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) 

Determined bases exceeding 300 direct hire civilians 

Base Questionnaires 

Capacity Analysis 

Categorized Bases 
0. Flying 

0. Training 
*. Other 





AIR FORCE PROCESS 
(cont - 3) 

l Air Force examined remaining bases using 
eight selection criteria 
ee Arranged bases within operations category by 

missiles, large aircraft , and small aircraft 
me Rated bases with a color code 
me Arrayed bases within operations subcategory frum 

most (group 1) to the least (group 3) desirable 
SECAF selected closure/major downward realignment 
frum group 3 

Air Force did not annotate in the report their review 
of small aircraft on large bases 
Except by a subjective review of the BCEG, Air Force 
did not indicate how bases were selected for Group 3 





MISSILE BASES 

Issue 
Air Force excluded missile bases 

Discussion 
AF excluded missile bases because of uncertainties of 
START 
Peacekeeper and MM 111 force structure not decreasing 



CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

Issue 
Air Force determined it had four excess large 
aircraft bases and one small aircraft base 

Discussion 
Air Force reviewed civil engineering records for all 
99 bases and performed field analyses of 48 bases 
Air Force determined how many bases to close by 
computing excess space 

Key Points 
Air Force did not indicate how many aircraft or 
squadrons should f i t  on a base 







DEFENSE BASE: CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING - 

DATE: April 16, 1993 

MEETING WIlIk North Dakota Delegation 

SUBJECk Grand Forks ancl Minot Air Force Bases 

PARTICIPANTS: 
Name/Title/Phone Number: 202-224-2043 

Craig May, Legislative Assistant, Sen. Kent Conrad 
Doug Norell, Legislative Director, Sen. Byron Dorgan 
Michael Smart, Legislative Assitant, Rep. Earl Pomeroy 
George Schlossberg, Consultant 
Don Massey, Colnsultant 

Commission Staff: 

Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Jacqueline Arends, House Liaison 
Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team Analyst 



DEFESSE BASIC CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

'4RLINGTOK- VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

ME:MORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: April 16, 1993 10:30am - 1l:lSam Conference Room 

MEETING WITH: North Dakota Delegation 

SUBJECT: Grand Forks AFlB & Minot AFB 

PARTICIPANTS: 
Name/i%le/Phone Number: 202-224-2043 

Craig M!ay, Legislative Assistant, Sen. Kent Conrad 
D ug Norr'ell, Legislative Director, Sen. Byron Dorgan* 

ichael Smart, Legislative Assistant, Rep. Earl Pomeroy -1 &if' George !Schlossberg, Consultant PI, 

w + ~ ~ C I c e  3 ~ . ~ u r . s ~ ~  
D o n  

Commission Staff: 

Jamie Gallagher; Dir. of Congressional Liaison 
Frank Cirillo; Air Force Team Leader 
Frank Cantwell; Air Force Team Analyst 
Greg Nixon; Air Force Team Analyst 
Jacqueline Arends; House Liaison 

MEETING NOTES: 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NOR.TH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING - 
DATE : April 16, 1993 10:30am - ll:15am 
Room 

Conference 

MEETING WITH: North Dakota Delegation 

SUBJECT : Grand Forks AFB & Minot AFB 

PARTICIPANTS: 
Name/Title/Phone Number: 202-224-2043 

Craig May, Legislative Assistant, Sen. Kent Conrad 
Doug Norrell, Legislative Director, Sen. Byron 

Dorgan 
Michael Smart, Legislative Assistant, Rep. Earl 

Pomeroy 
George Schlossberg, Consultant 

Commission Staff: 

Jamie Gallagher: Dir. of Congressional Liaison 
Frank Cirillo; Air Force Team Leader 
Frank Cantwell; Air Force Team Analyst 
Greg Nixon: Air Force Team Analyst 
Jacqueline Arends; House Liaison 

MEETING NOTES: 



-ION: Thirteen miles north of Minot, ND; 5,383 acres 

ON m a :  ACC base. Major units include: 5th Bomb Wing (16 
B-5W); 91st Missile Wing (150 Minuteman 111); Detachment 7,37th Air Rescue Squadron (4 
HH-lH, AMC); and 906th Air Refueling Squadron (AREFS) (18 KC-135, AMC). The 906th 
AREFS reports to the 43rd Air Refueling Wing, Malmstrom AFB, MT. 

USAF MANPOWER A U T H Q W T T O U :  (As of FY 93/1) 

MILITARY --ACTTVE 4,604 
CNlZIAN .-z!? 

TOTAL 5,133 

NOUNCED ACTTONS: None 

FY 92: 
Add/Alter Missile Maintenance Shop 
Improve Capehart Housing [MF?' 7 131 

TOTAL 

Fire Training Faclli ty 1,200 
Add/Alter Sewage Lagoon 5,400 
Water System 2,050 
Housing Maintenance and Storage Facility [h4l=H 71 11 286 
Improve Family Housing [MFH '7 131 6,299 
Alter Flight Simulation Training :Facility * LklQ 

TOTAL 15,675 

* Project fund& by Base Closorc and Realignment account and is associated with the closure of 
Cruswell AFB: TX. 

Lt Col Bereutcr/XOOB/77356Fcb 93 



ILOCATTQN: Thirteen miles north of Minot, ND; 5,383 acres 1 
I 

l m :  ACC base. Major units include: 5th Bomb Wing (16 I 
B-5W); 91st Missile Wing (150 Minuteman In); Detachment 7,37th Air Rescue Squadron (4 1 

! 
HH-IH, AMC); and 906th Air Refueling Squadron (AREFS) (18 KC-135, AMC). The 906th 
AREFS reports to the 43rd Air liefileling Wing, Malmstrom MB, MT. I 
USAF r v l A A m T T O m :  (As of FY 9311) 

MILITARY--ACTIVE 4,604 
C N L I A N  2!2? 
TOTAL 5,133 

ANNOUNCED ACTTONS: None 

F Y  92: 
AddfAlter Missile 'Maintenance Shop 
Improve Capehart Housing [MFH 7 131 

TOTAL 

Fire Training Facility 1,200 
A d W t e r  Sewage Lagoon 5,400 
Water System 2,050 
Housing Maintenance and Storage Facility [MFH 71 11 286 
Improve Family Housing [MFH 7 131 6,299 
Alter Flight Simulation Training Facility * -!l!lQ 

TOTAL 15,675 

Lt Col Bereutcr/XOOB/'77356Ft:b 93 

* Project funded by Base Closure and Realignment account and is associated with the closure of 
Carswell M B ,  TX. I 

ICANT TNSTAI&ATI:ONTSSUES/PROBLEMS: None 

I 





TALKING PAPER 
on 

AIR FORCE SLIDE FOR APRIL 19, 1993 HEARING 

REDIRECTS 

- DoD policy changed after the Services had submitted their 
proposals for redirects from 1988 or 1991 closure decisions -- original Do;D guidance (May 5, 1992) --- Services may propose changes provided that such 

changes are necessitated by revisions to: ---- force structure, mission, organization -- DoD revised guidance after Service inputs were received --- Cost savings must exceed original cost by at least 
50 percent or $1M, or 
--- Military value must be substantial - Initial analysis shows selections are very cost sensitive - The issue for review is - Is this sufficient economic payback to 

merit revisiting and in fact reversing earlier BRAC decisions? 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

- Capacity analysis thorough but top down not bottom up review - Report states that rationale for closing bases is that there is 
an excess of 4 large aircraft and 1 small aircraft bases (active) - But - the number of aircraft or squadrons was not specified -- AF calculations state that there is an excess capacity of 

16 large aircraft squadrons and 4 small aircraft squadrons --- AF defined large aircraft squadron as 12 KC-135s 
--- Defined small aircraft squadron as 24 F-15s/16s -- AF does not specify how many large or small aircraft 

should be on a base - ie. How Many Squadrons? 
MISSILE BASES 

- AF evaluated missi1.e bases but retained them due to START 
- communities already questioning retaining what appears short 
time trump cards 

DECISION MAKING PROCES'S 

- AF rating system appears subjective 
-- Nearly 200 subelements rated with subjective color codes -- operations Category 

--- Selected bases for closure/realignment from Group 3 --- BCEG selected bases for Group 3 by secret ballot -- Depots 
--- SECAF chose bases subjectively - No groupings 

- The grouping parameters and the actual decision data elements 
were not clearly annotated to allow independent analysis 







AFTEAMASSICNMEN'TS 



Cirillo, Frank 

To: AIR FORCE TEAM 
Cc: Team Leads -Only; Pizer, Chuck; Creedon, Madelyn; Still, Christy; Nelson, Wade 
Subject: Report- Air Force Team- HARD COPY ONLY 

Team : 
I have passed to each of you those motions that you should concentrate your efforts on refining 

language. Each of you have set up a file for each potential recommendation. Continue that approach 
within the following guidelines: 

1) Only spend time on the correcting those "Community Concerns" and "Commision Findings" that support 
the latest best guess motions I passed to you. Fix "CCWs immediatly upon receipt of correction. I have 
only seen 4-5 "CF1's to date yet all were due to me Yesterday in basic draft - I realize the slidelmotion 
press yesterday BUT I need to see drafts today from where you are as I will be litteraly stuck on the Hill till 
the Hearings are done. Obviosly concentrate your time as you see appropriate but I need to know where 
you are before you leave today. As we are second out we had better be second done. Navy and IAlT will 
have a hard press at the end and the staff reviews will be underway during and after the deliberations. 

2) The legal team motions will become - in electrons - the Commissior? Recommendations" ("CR") with a 
few minor tweeks. We will (should) get a copy of the final disc tomsearch Replace" those tweeks and 
import into your document for the Final report item file. My plans are for Steve to do that - see # 4). 

3) The legal team wants the individual bits of report language to come to them foe review as INDIVIDUAL 
items. Easily done by just printing a separate copy for the "CC" check and for the "CF" task, highlighting 
the one under review. DO NOT include the "CR" as it will come verbatium from the Legal Team. SEE 
STEVE for a copy of the Legal Team Plan on "Finalization of Report Language" 

4) 1 see as our best solution to the end result is to maintain your own Ireport file until such a point as it has 
its first complete review and cleanup and legal approval - ie. ready for the final cut. At a set point in 
time(?) Steve will suck in your file to a master Team Directory. Into this he can suck in the "CR" and than 
inform Chuck, who can suck in each recommendation document (with "CC", "CF"' "CR") into his shell 
which NOW has the DoD Rec and Justification> > VOILA' 

5) Any thoughts are welcome. 

Page 1 



ION OF REPORT LANGUAGE 

As we begin finalizing the language of all sections of the report, specifically Community 
Concerns, Commission Findings, and Recommendations, it will be important to have everyone's 
coordination and cooperation to try to keep the amount of confusion and paperwork down to a 
minimum. The legal team has hied to create a system to coordinate dl of our efforts in drafting 
the recommendations, commission findings, and community concerns, sending them through all 
necessary approval channels, and then ensuring they correspond with the motions passed at the 
final deliberations meetings. 

After each piece of language has been reviewed by the R.&A side and approved by Ben, 
all pieces must go through the legal team for review. Christy wi.11 have three large boxes marked 
COMMISSION FINDINGSD~WTS, RECOMh,lENDATION:S DRAFTS, and COMMUNITY 
CONCERNS DRAFTS on top of the shelves next to her desk. l X s  is where you will submit any 
draft pieces of language to us for review. Each piece of language should be submitted on a 
separate page as a separate document. The following process laid out below applies to only the 
Commission Findings and Recommendations drafts. Community Concnns should only be 
submitted after everyone has seen them just before they go to Chuck. 

Once we have received draft pieces in these boxes, they will then go through the 
designated people on this side to make any changes. The changes will be returned to Ben andlor 
the team chiefs for the R&A staff to make. Once the changes arc: made, the h a 1  draft versions 
will be resubmitted in the same boxes as before for review by Madelyn and David. Madelyn will 
then ensure that all Commission Findings and Recommendation language corresponds with the 
language of the motions that were passed during deliberations. 

Madelyn must see all changes that are made before the Ianguage is considered final 
and entered in the h a 1  report. When all changes have been made, return the final to the 
appropriate box on Christy's desk for final review. Madelyn will then give final Ianguage in 
hard copy form to Chuck Once Chuck receives the &mi hard ccrpy, he, with R&A, will arrange 
for electronic transfer of the documents so that he can prepare the report for printing. 

Thanks for your help. 

6/61'95 
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Commission Findings and Recommendations: 

1. M A  completes their internal review 

2. Ben approves each piece. 

3. R&A puts each draft piece as Ben approves it into the two Iabelled boxes on Christy's 
shelves: 
-Recornmendations Drafts 
-Commission Findings Drafts 

3. Christy logs each piece of language into the legal team's tracking system as it comes in. 

4. , Christy then routes each piece of language through the "approval tree" made up of the 
following people: Ralph, Liz, Madelya 

5. The above people make any changes and initial the piece of Ian-page in the upper right 
hand comer. 

6. -4s Madelyn initials each piece of language, she returns them to Christy. 

7. Christy will return each piece with changes to the R&A team chiefaen  to make the 
changes. 

8. '4fier R&A makes the changes, they will resubmit the ha l  draft versions to Christy in 
the same boxes as before. 

9. Christy will enter the drafts into the tracking system. 

10. Christy will send each piece through Wade, David, and Madelyn for final review (again 
initiaiing in the upper right hand comer). 

I I. If there are any changes, it returns through R&A once again following the same panem as 
before. 

12. -4fter all langgge is approved by Madelyn, she will give a hard copy to Chuck and he 
will then arrange for electronic transfer h m  R&A. 

Community Concerns: 

The legal team is not involved in this approval process until the very end. Ivladelyn does 
not need to see this language until everyone else has. She just needs to see it in frnal form before 
it is submitted to Chuck 

6/6/95 
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Points to remember: 

Ben must see each piece of language before it leaves M A .  

Chriw must receive each piece of language between each step in the process. This is so she can 
keep an accurate record of what has been seen and by whom and what hasn't been seen. The 
only time this doesn't apply is as it is parsed between people in the "approval tree". We have a 
lot of paper to keep track of so it would be very hefpfbl for everyone to pay close attention to 
this. 

Madelyn must see all changes and is the only one who can give f ' i  approval. Along the same 
Lines, the legal department should be the only ones handing final hard copies of language to 
Chuck. 

6/6/95 
CDS 



AIR FORCE REVIEW PROCESS 

The Air Force base closure process is very detailed and extensive. The Air Force makes 
extensive use of data based materials with the final recommendations being based on military 
and senior leadership judgment as opposed to objective review results. The Air Force did make 
major efforts in the 1993 process to pursue an objective, reconstructible review up to the point of 
the actual recommendation decision. Once the Air Force's analysis is complete for individual 
categories, the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group members vote on the installations to 
place them into three different tiers. The process has been criticized by communities and the 
Commission staff because of its subjectivity, and because of the secretive nature under which it 
takes place. In the past this voting has been by secret ballot, and bas been kept that way. The 
Government Accounting Office reported concern over the subjective nature of the entire Air 
Force process. They even noted that they were excluded from involvement in the Base Closure 
Executive Group review process. 

Another Air Force difficulty in attempting to keep process results c:onfidante, was the lack of 
proper site surveys prior to making closure and realignment decisions. It appeared most cost 
related estimates were made from available data, to include certified questionnaire responses and 
centrally available civil engineering material, to maintain the confildentiality of the closure 
review process results. A Commission staff review of the site survey results show a net 
difference of +$3 13.8 million from the original one time total cost of the level playing field and 
final estimates submitted with the Air Force recommendations. Aclditionally, the average 
difference between each recommendation's original and site survey final one time cost was 70%. 
During the final deliberations numerous commissioners expressed specific concerns relating to 
closing laboratories, and the difficulty of relocating unique, specialized equipment. The lack of 
site surveys appeared to limit the availability of data and equipment status. In an attempt to keep 
the process confidential, the Air Force's base closure working groups did not perform the same 
level of coordination that would be accomplished in other similar basing actions accomplished 
by the Air Force staff. The best example of this is the DoD proposal to realign Kirtland Air 
Force Base where the cost to realign went from $275 million to $538 million. This, however, is 
but one of many examples. 

The Air Force should consider a more objective manner to select the installations' ratings. At a 
minimum, the Air Force should describe the vote in more detail, and make the balloting readily 
available. This year, the Commission requested the secret ballot tally sheets and the Air Force 
provided them to the Commission. Once the ballots were reviewed the tiering results made more 
sense to the Commission and the recommendations process was more understandable. Further, 
in order to keep the Air Force's intentions confidential, the Air Force should consider performing 
extensive, Air Staff led, site surveys on all above threshold installations as part of the base 
closure process. This would provide better information to determine excess capacity, and allow 
the Air Force have a better understanding of what it would take to close specific installations, 
and also better select proper receiver installations for the units that relocate when an installation 
is closed. The overall result of such forthcoming and planning could result in more supportable 
recommendations to any future Commission. 

CIRILLO\DOC\95BRAC\FUTCON 
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Summary of COBRA Revisions 

I-Time I Change I I Annual ( Change ( ( Change ( I 

I I 

I I I -  I I I , - - -  ~ 

Final Recommendations Totals / 1 3,743.1 1 0.01 0.0%1 1,768.31 0.0 I 0.0% 1 21.025.8 1 0.01 0.0%1 

I 1 I I I I 

I Air Force I 1 1,046.81 1.360.51 313.7 1 363.61 325.51 -38.1 1 3.660.1 1 3.047.01 -613.1 1 



AFTEAMASSIGNMENTS 

RCMD-ACTN ADD-ACT LEAD TM FINAL-ACTN 
REDCAP (REAL-TIME) ACCEPT-CLOSE 
ONTARIO IAP, AGS ACCEPT-CLOSE 
BERGSTROM ARB CLOSE ACCEPT-CLOSE 
REESE AFB CLOSE AF ACCEPT-CLOSE 

GEN. MITCHELL IAP ARS INONE CLOSE AF 
VANCE AFB NONE /CLOSE AF 
CARSWELL ARB NONE /CLOSE AF NONE 

LAUGHLIN AFB NONE CLOSE AF  
ALL ALC DOWNSIZING RLGN ----- X-svc 
HILL AFB (DEPOT) RLGN CLOSE X-SVC 

TINKER AFB RLGN CLOSE X-SVC 
ROBINS AFB RLGN CLOSE X-SVC 
NORTH HIGHLANDS AGS CLOSE AF 
ROME LABORATORY CLOSE X-SVC 
GR. PITTSBURGH IAP, ARS CLOSE AF 
AF EW EVAL SIMULATOR CLOSE X-SVC 
MOFFETT FED AIRFIELD AGS CLOSE AF 
BROOKS AFB CLOSE X-SVC 
KIRTLAND AFB RLGN AF 
SPRINGFLD-BECKLEY MAP, AG CLOSE AF 
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1995 Closure & Realignment Recommendations 
($ in Millions) 

20-Year Savings 
1-Time Cost Annual Savings (Net Present Value) 

DoD Submission 
(28 February 1995) 

DoD Revised 
Baseline* 

Final Deliberations 
Res u Its 

Change from DoD 
Revised Baseline 

*Reflects revisions in costs and savings estimates submitted to the Commission by the Defense 
Department, as well as the removal of the following installations from the list as requested by the 
Secretary of Defense: Kirtland Air Force Base, NM; Dugway Proving Ground, UT; Caven Point 
Reserve Center, NJ; and Valley Grove Maintenance Support Activity, PA. 
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1995 Defense Agencies Closure & Realignment 
Recommendations 
(Constant $ in Millions) 

20-Year Savings 
I-Time Cost Annual Savings (Net Present Value) 

Def. Agencies 
(1 March 1995) 

Revisions to 
date (22 June 1995) 

Revised Baseline 
(no Removals) 

Final Deliberations 
Results 

Change from 
Revised Baseline 

% Change 



1995 DBCRC COBRA Scorecard 

- -- - f 

~ e r g s 6 o m  Air ~ & e r v e  - Base - 
-- 

Brooks Air Force Base 
- -- - - - -- - 

~ a r s w e l l ~ ~ ~ ,  NAS Fort Worth JRB 

I- Final I Final ; 1 I 

1-Time i Annual i Final I Total 
I Cost / Savings 1 ROI Savings 

- -- - - -- - - -- - -- - 
Chicago O'Hare IAP ARS 

- - - - 
218 5 Accepted add 

- - - - - -- 
Columbus Air ~ o r c e  Base 0 0 No vote 

Eglln Air Force -66 8 Accepted R&A - - -- .- -- 

~ e n .  M~tchel l  IAP ARS 0 0 No vote -- 
Grand Forks Air Force Base 

--- -- 
447 1 Accepted R&A 

?- 
-- - . - 

Grand Forks Alr Force Base 
- --- - 

0 0 No vote --- 
Greater P ~ t k b u r ~ h l ~ P  - Air R e S e ~ e  Station 0 06Rejected - - - . 

Gr~ff iss AFB, (485th EIG) 0 52 2 . Accepted red~rect 
-- -- - - --A- 

6 75 7 I;ccepted red~rect - -- - - 
93 6 Accepted DoD -- - -- - 

Hill Air Force Base 
- -- - - - - 

0 0 No vote 
-- - - 

Homestead AFB, ( 3 0 1 s t ~ s c u e )  
- - -- - -- 

5 13 6 Accepted red~rect 
Homestead AFB, (726 Air Cntr Sqdns) 

- - - - - - -- 0 4 2 Accepted red~rect 
- -- - --- -- 

H o m e s t e a d ~ i r  Reserve Stat~on 
- -- -- a . --- - 0 0 0 No vote 

-- -- - -- - - - 
Kelly Air ~ o z e  Base 

- - 1 1848 0 Accepted add 
- . - -- - -- - 

~ i r t l a n d ~ l r  Force Base -- - - - - -- - - 
7 O O ~  o 0 o o o Rejected --- - - - -- ---I-:, - P-r - -af- T o  ~ a u g h l i n A i r  Force Base 0 0 0 No vote 

- r "' - 1  
 LOW^ ~ir-~orc; B < ; e - ~ & ~ ~ ~ / - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ 2 - 4 T  - - 3 0 1 
MacD~ll AFB- 0 0 7  0 0 0 
Malmstrom Alr Force Base 

- - - - - -- 
Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Stat~on 

- -  -- - - - 
Niagara Falls IAP A% 

North Highlands Air ~ u a r d S t a t i o n  
- - - - - - 

0 0 
0nGuka Air Stat~on 

. - - -- - - 
0nGrjo IAP Air Guard Station 

-- - 
3 71 

Heese Air Force Base 
- - - - - 

~ o b G ~ i r  Force Base 
- - - 

Rome Laboratory, Rome 0 0 

Recommendation 

*Date Not Given Indicates No Revision 



1995 DBCRC COBRA Scorecard 

*Date Not Given Indicates No Revision 

Installation 
- - - - - -- - - 

Rosyln Air Guard Station 
- - -- - - - -- 

Springfield-Beckley MAP, AGS 
~ i n k e r ~ i r  F z e  Base 

Final 
1-Time 
Cost 
($MI 

14 2 
0  0  
0  0  

Vance Air F o r c e E e  
. 

W~lliams AFB (redirect) 
-- - -- - - - - -. - -- 0  0  

Final 
Annual 
Savings 

($MI 
0  2 
0  0  
0  0  - 

No vote 
Accept redirect 

Final 
Total 

Savings 
(NPV) 

8 9 
0  0  
0  0  

Final 
ROI 

(#Yrs) 
2 
0  
0  

0 0 7  
0  3 

Recommendation 
Selected 

Accept cond~t~onal on sale 
Reject 
No vote 

Youngstown-Warren MAP ARS 0  0  
11752 4828  

0  
0  

No vote 

1- 
21 0  

0  

- 
0  0  

5142 2 







1995 Air Force Closure & Realignment 
Recommendations 
(Constant $ in Millions) 

20-Year Savings 
I-Time Cost Annual Savings (Net Present Value) 

AF Submission 
(1 March 1995) 

AF Revisions to 
date (22 June 1995) 

Revised Baseline 
(Kirtland Removed) 

Final Deli berations 
Res u Its 

Change from 
March Baseline 

% Change 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 6.  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

CONTACT: Wade Nelson 
Chuck Pizer 

John Eamhardt 

COMMISSION CLOSES OR REALIGNS 26 BASES IN FIRST DAY OF 
DELIBERATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC, June 22, 1995 -- The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (DBCRC) voted to recommend closure of 20 military bases and the realignment of 6 
others on the first day of its final deliberations. 

The Commission also voted to recommend keeping open 7 bases that had been 
recommended for closure by the Department of Defense. The recommendations must be accepted 
or rejected in full by the President and Congress. 

The Commission recommended significant cuts in the Air Force's Air Logistics Center 
category, voting to close McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, and to close the ALC located at 
Kelly Air Force Base San Antonio. 

Commission Chairman Alan J. Dixon called the closure of the two depots the "greatest 
single deviation from the recommendation of the Secretary of the Defense in the history of the 
base closure process." 

Here is a list of the Commission's actions of June 22, in the order in which they were 
taken: 



Following is the list of the recommendations the Commission made today (in chronological 
order): 

Vote Legend (nay votes will be noted, recusals will be in bold): 
In the event of a tie vote, the Secretary of Defense's recommendation is adopted. 
AD - Alan J. Dixon; AC - A1 Cornella; RC - Rebecca Cox; JD - James B. Davis; 
LK - S. Lee Kling; BM - Benjamin Montoya; JR - Josue Robles; WS - Wendi L. Steele 

1--Rome Laboratory, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. Rome 
Laboratory activities will relocate to Fort Monrnouth, New Jersey, and Hanscom AFB, 
Massachusetts. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Rome lab remains open. 

2--Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Kirtland AFB. The 58th Special Operations 
Wing will relocate to Holloman AFB, New Mexico. The AF Operational Test and Evaluation 
Center (AFOTEC) will relocate to Eglin AFB, Florida. The AF Office of Security Police 
(AFOSP) will relocate to Lackland AFB, Texas. The AF Inspection Agency and the AF Safety 
Agency will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) will relocate to 
Kelly AFB, Texas (Field Command) and Nellis AFB, Nevada (High Explosive Testing). Some 
DNA personnel (Radiation Simulator operations) will remain in place. The Phillips Laboratory 
and the 898th Munitions Squadron will remain in cantonment. The AFRES and ANG activities 
will remain in existing facilities. The 377th ABW inactivates and all other activities and 
facilities at Kirtland AFB, including family housing will close. Air Force medical activities 
located in the Veterans Administration Hospital will terminate. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Kirtland remains open. 

3--Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Brooks AFB. The Human Systems Center, 
including the School of Aerospace Medicine and Armstrong Laboratory, will relocate to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio, however, some portion of the Manpower and Personnel function, and the 
Air Force Drug Test laboratory, may relocate to other locations. The 68th Intelligence Squadron 
will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence will 
relocate to Tyndall AFB, Florida. The 71 0th Intelligence Flight (AFRES) will relocate to 
Lackland AFB, Texas. The hyperbaric chamber operation, including associated personnel, will 
relocate to Lackland AFB, Texas. All activities and facilities at the base including family 
housing and the medical facility will close. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Brooks remains open. 



4--Air Logistics Centers 

Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign the Air Logistics Centers (ALC) at Hill AFB, 
Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, 
Oklahoma. Consolidate the followings workloads at the designated receiver locations: 

Commodity/Workload Receiving Locations 

Composites and plastics 
Hydraulics 
Tubing manufacturing 
Airborne electronic automatic 

equipment software 

Sheet metal repair and manufacturing 

Machining manufacturing 

Foundry operations 

Airborne electronics 

Electronic manufacturing 
(printed wire boards) 

Electrical/mechanica1 support equipment 
Injection molding 
Industrial plant equipment software 
Plating 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 

Hill AFB 
00-ALC, Hill AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 

(some unique work remains 
at 00-ALC, Hill AFB and 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB) 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 
Hill AFB 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC, 
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins 
AFB 

Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving location. These 
actions will create or strengthen Technical Repair Centers at the receiving locations in the 
respective commodities. Minimal workload in each of the commodities may continue to be 
performed at the other ALCs as required. 

Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. Close McClellan ALC. Realign Kelly 
AFB by closing ALC. 
Vote: 6-2 (RC, BM) on McClellan. 6-2 (JR, JD) on Kelly. 



5--Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action. Recommend Realignment of Kelly by closing ALC. 
Vote: 6-2. JR, JD. 

6--McClellan Air Force Base, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action: Close. 
Vote: 6-2. RC, BM. 

7--Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the 
towed and self-propelled combat vehicle mission to Anniston Arrny Depot. Retain an enclave 
for conventional ammunition storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage. Change the 
1993 Commission's decision regarding the consolidating of tactical missile maintenance at 
Letterkenny by transferring missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot. 
Note: The Commission voted that Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa, currently on the list of bases 
recommended by the Secretary of Defense for realignment, be considered by the Commission for 
closure or to increase the extent of the realignment. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Approve same language as SECDEF 
motion, with addition of language encouraging and permitting private sector use. 
Vote: 5-3 (AC, RC, JD) 

8--Red River Army Depot, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer the 
ammunition storage mission, intern training center, and civilian training education to Lone Star 
Army Ammunition Plant. Transfer the light combat vehicle maintenance mission to Anniston 
Army Depot. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone Star. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. Realign downward; Bradley and other 
missions stay. 1 13 line moves to Anniston. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

9--Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texarkana, Texas (DDRT) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot Red 
River, Texas. Material remaining at DDRT at the time of disestablishment will be relocated to 
the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, Alabama, (DDAA) and to optimum storage space 
within the DoD Distribution System. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 



10--Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 
Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, 
equipment, and support to other naval activities, primarily the Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia; 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, California; and the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Crane, Indiana. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal; Close, but add language to encourage privitization 
of functions to the extent practical. 
Vote: 8-0. 

11--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana. Relocate necessary functions along with associated 
personnel, equipment and support to other naval technical activities, primarily Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana; Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, 
Maryland; and Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake, California. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal; Close, but add language to encourage privitization 
of functions to the extent practical. 
Vote: 8-0. 

12--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, except transfer in place certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air 
Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland. Relocate other functions and 
associated personnel and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent 
River, Maryland, and the Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, Florida. Relocate the Naval Air 
Technical Training Center Detachment, Lakehurst, to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida. 
Relocate Naval Mobile Construction Battalion 21, the U.S. Army CECOM Airborne Engineering 
Evaluation Support Activity, and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office to other 
government-owned spaces. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Lakehurst remains open. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

13--Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Eglin AFB, Florida. The Electromagnetic 
Test Environment (EMTE), consisting of eight Electronic Combat (EC) threat simulator systems 
and two EC pod systems will relocate to the Nellis AFB Complex, Nevada. Those emitter-only 
systems at the Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) at Eglin AFB necessary to support 
Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC), the USAF Air Warfare Center, and Air Force 
Materiel Command Armaments/Weapons Test and Evaluation activities will be retained. All 
other activities and facilities associated with Eglin will remain open. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 



14--Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity, 
Buffalo, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled 
Analyzer Processor activity (REDCAP) at Buffalo, New York. Required test activities and 
necessary support equipment will be relocated to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at 
Edwards AFB, California. Any remaining equipment will be disposed of. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 

15--Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, 
Fort Worth, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Air Force Electronic Warfare 
Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) activity in Fort Worth. Essential AFEWES capabilities and 
the required test activities will relocate to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards 
AFB, California. Workload and selected equipment from AFEWES will be transferred to 
AFFTC. AFEWES will be disestablished and any remaining equipment will be disposed of. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Activity remains open. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

15--Hill Air Force Base, Utah 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Hill AFB, Utah. The permanent Air Force 
Materiel Command (AFMC) test range activity at Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) will be 
disestablished. Management responsibility for operation of the UTTR will transfer from AFMC 
to Air Combat Command (ACC). Personnel, equipment and systems required for use by ACC to 
support the training range will be transferred to ACC. Additional AFMC manpower associated 
with operation of the range will be eliminated. Some armament/weapons Test and Evaluation 
(T& E) workload will transfer to the Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC), Eglin AFB, 
Florida, and the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB, California. Note: The 
Commission voted that Hill Air Force Base, UT, currently on the list of bases recommended by 
the Secretary of Defense for realignment, be considered by the Commission for closure or to 
increase the extent of the realignment. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0, 

16--Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission 
regarding the relocation of Williams AFB's Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research 
Facility to Orlando, Florida, as follows: The Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research 
Facility at Mesa, Arizona, will remain at its present location as a stand-alone activity. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

17--Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu, CA 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action: Point Mugu remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 



18--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Warminster, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and 
support to other technical activities, primarily the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Patuxent River, Maryland. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

19--Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E 
Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Command, Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate 
appropriate f'unctions, personnel, equipment, and support to other technical activities, primarily 
the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division, San Diego, 
California; and the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

20--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, 
Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

21--Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, New London Detachment, New 
London, Connecticut 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London, Connecticut, and relocate necessary 
functions with associated personnel, equipment, and support to Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Newport Division, Newport, Rhode Island. Close the NUWC New London facility, except retain 
Pier 7 which is transferred to the Navy Submarine Base New London. The site presently 
occupied by the U.S. Coast Guard Station, New London, will be transferred to the U.S. Coast 
Guard. The Navy Submarine Base, New London, Magnetic Silencing Facility will remain in its 
present location as a tenant of the U.S. Coast Guard. Naval reserve units will relocate to other 
naval activities, primarily NUWC Newport, Rhode Island, and Navy Submarine Base, New 
London, Connecticut. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0- 1. JD. 

22--Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Biodynarnics Laboratory, New 
Orleans, Louisiana, and relocate necessary personnel to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Dayton, Ohio, and Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Pensacola, Florida. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



23--Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Medical Research Institute (NMRI), 
Bethesda, Maryland. Consolidate the personnel of the Diving Medicine Program with the 
Experimental Diving Unit, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida. Relocate the Infectious Diseases, Combat Casualty Care and 
Operational Medicine programs along with necessary personnel and equipment to the Walter 
Reed Army Institute for Research at Forest Glen, Maryland. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

24--Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, 
Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Research Laboratory, 
Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRL UWSRD), Orlando, Florida. Relocate the 
calibration and standards function with associated personnel, equipment, and support to the 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, Newport, Rhode Island, except for the 
Anechoic Tank Facility I, which will be excessed. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

25--Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering East 
Coast Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the In-Service Engineering East Coast 
Detachment, St. Juliens Creek Annex, Norfolk, Virginia, of the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center, except retain in place the transmit and receive equipment and 
antennas currently at the St. Juliens Creek Annex. Relocate functions, necessary personnel and 
equipment to Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

26- Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Dugway Proving Ground by relocating the 
smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma Proving Ground, AZ, and some elements of 
chemical/biological research to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Dispose of English Village and 
retain test and experimentation facilities necessary to support Army and DoD missions. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Dugway remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

27--Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 321st Missile Group 
will inactivate, unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need 
to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the 
Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned 
and the 91 st Missile Group will inactivate. 

If Grand Forks AFB is realigned, the 321 st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 
missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be 
retired. A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 3 19th 
Air Refueling Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with 



the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base 
exchange will remain open. 

If Minot AFB is realigned, the 91 st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 missiles 
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be retired. The 
5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 
5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will 
remain open. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
T70te: 7-0-1. AC. 

28--Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air Refueling 
Group and its KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing aircraft 
flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. A small airfield 
operational area will continue to be available to support the helicopter operations of the 40th 
Rescue Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities and 
facilities associated with the 341 st Missile Wing will remain. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AC. 

29--MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendations of the 1991 and 1993 
Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of the MacDill AFB airfield to the Department 
of Commerce (DOC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill airfield as part of MacDill 
AFB. The Air Force will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC will 
remain as a tenant. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AC. 

30--Reese Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training Wing 
will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities 
at the base including family housing and the hospital will close. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 6-2. AC, RC. 

31--0nizuka Air Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Onizuka AS. The 750th Space Group will 
inactivate and its functions will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Detachment 2, Space and 
Missile Systems Center (AFMC) will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Some tenants will 
remain in existing facilities. All activities and facilities associated with the 750th Space Group 
including family housing and the clinic will close. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 5-3. RC, BM, WS. 



32--Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission 
regarding the cantonment of the 100 1 st Space Support Squadron at the Lowry Support Center as 
follows: Inactivate the 100 1 st Space Systems Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, Space 
Systems Support Group (SSSG). Some Detachment 1 personnel and equipment will relocate to 
Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Space Systems Support Group while the remainder of the 
positions will be eliminated. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

33--Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will inactivate. The Wing's F-16 aircraft will be redistributed or retire. Headquarters, 
10th Air Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, 
Texas. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 4-4. AD, AC, JD, BM. 

34--Carswell Air Resewe Station, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action: Remove Carswell from further consideration. Carswell remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

35--Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 
301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding Homestead AFB as follows: Redirect the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) with its 
associated aircraft to relocate to Patrick AFB, Florida. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

36--Homestead Air Force Base, Florida 
726th Air Control Squadron 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding the relocation of the 726th Air Coptrol Squadron (ACS) from Homestead AFB to 
Shaw AFB, South Carolina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB, Idaho. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

37--Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station 
(ARS). The 91 1th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air 
Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 

Action: Reject DoD proposal. Pittsburgh remains open. 



38--Chicago O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense 
Commission Action: Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station. Relocate 126th Air Refueling 
Wing to Scott AFB, Illinois, if City of Chicago covers cost. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 

39--Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. 
Relocate the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan AFB, California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

40--North Highlands Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close North Highlands Air Guard Station (AGS) and 
relocate the 162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat 
Communications Squadron (CCS) to McClellan AFB, California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

41--Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station 
(AGS) and relocate the 148th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) and the 210th Weather 
Flight to March ARB, California. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

42--Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate 
the 21 3th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG) and the 274th Combat Communications Group 
(ANG) to Stewart International Airport AGS, Newburg, New York. The 722nd Aeromedical 
Staging Squadron (AFRES) will relocate to suitable leased space within the current recruiting 
area. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Same as SECDEF recommendation with provision 
on sale of land. 
Vote: 8-0 

43--Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport 
Air Guard Station, Ohio 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air 
Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 178th Fighter Group (ANG), the 25 1 st Combat 
Communications Group (ANG), and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) to 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Springfield-Beckley remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 



44--Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding support of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division, Fort Drum, New York, at Griffiss AFB, 
as follows: Close the minimum essential airfield that was to be maintained by a contractor at 
Griffiss AFB and provide the mobility/contingency/training support to the 10th Infantry (Light) 
Division from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment from the minimum essential 
airfield at Griffiss AFB will transfer to Fort Drum. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

45--Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
485th Engineering Installation Group 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding the transfer of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG) from Griffiss AFB, New 
York, to Hill AFB, Utah, as follows: Inactivate the 485th EIG. Transfer its engineering 
functions to the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer its installation function to the 
838th Electronic Installation Squadron (EIS) at Kelly AFB, Texas, and to the 938th EIS, 
McClellan AFB. California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. S J)-))L~ f i  3 < GC D 
Vote: 8-0. p ~ ~ a l ~ l ~ ~ b h l k o d  t-th ProgIsIan/ 



M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: June 25, 1995 

TO: David L, Charles S, Ben B, Wade N, Team Leads, 

Madelyn C, CeCe C 

FROM: Frank Cirillo 

RE: Adds Results for '95 

I have heard one of the major concerns of the administration is the excessive number 
of Adds that were actually acted upon by this Commission vs. previous Commissions. 

As a comparison I include a copy of my Nov 94 memo on the same subject. In short, 
my memo shows that 72 bases were added by the 1993 Commission with 11 of those 
closed and 7 realigned. Thus a total of 18 of the 72 or 25% were acted upon. In 
1995, preliminary figures show 36 bases were added (32) or the recommendation 
expanded(4). Six of those were closed and two realigned for a total of 9 or 25% being 
acted upon. 

1993 

ADDS OR PLUS UPS 72 

CLOSED 11 

REALIGNED 7 

TOTAL ACTIONS 18 

PERCENTAGE 25% 

Fr L nk Cirillo 

TOTAL 

108 

18 

9 

27 

25% 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: November 18, 1994 

TO : Senator Alan J. Dixon 

Thru: Ben Borden, David Lyles 

FROM: Frank Cirillo 

RE : Senator Dixon's November 14 Question on "Adds" 

CC: Charles, Wade, Alex, Bob, Ed, CeCe 

During the November 14 session concerning Review 
and Analysis issues, Senator Dixon asked the staff to get 
back to him on the number of bases added by the Commission 
for further consideration that were actuallv im~acted in the 
final report. Th.e table below and the attached marked pages 
from the 1993 Report reflect those figures and specific 
bases. In fact, 72 major and mjnor bases were added for 
conslderatlon and 18 of those ( 2 5 % )  were actually 
recommended by the ~ o m ~ f Q r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  
For purposes of this discussion (which parallels the 
definitions used for Commission regional hearings and press 
releases) Major was defined as impacting 300 or more direct 
jobs (civilian and military). 

& Frank Ciri lo 

1993 COMMISSION BASES ADDED. FOR IWRTHER STUDY 

Air Force Team Leader 

COMMISSION ADDS 

ACTUALLY CLOSED 

ACTUALLY mLIGNED 

TOTAL CHANGES 

MAJOR MINOR TOTAL 

51 21 72 

4 7 11 

2 5 7 

6 (12%) 12 (57%) 18 (25%) 

See Attached Listing 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
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ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF ( R E t )  
5 .  LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

CONTACT: Wade Nelson 
Chuck Pizer 

John Earnhardt 

COMMISSION CLOSES OR REALIGNS 26 BASES IN FIRST DAY OF 
DELIBERATIONS 

WASHINGTON, DC, June 22, 1995 - The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission OBCRC) voted to recommend closure of 20 military bases and the realignment of 6 
others on the first day of its final deliitions. 

The Commission also voted to recommend keeping open 7 bases that had been 
recommended for closure by the Department of Defense. The recommendations must be accepted 
or rejected in M by the President and Congress. 

The Commission recommended significant cuts in the Air Force's Air Logistics Center 
category, voting to close McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, and to close the ALC located at 
Kelly Air Force Base San Antonio. 

Commission Chairman Alan J. Dixon called the closure of the two depots the "greatest 
single deviation from the recommendation of the Secretary of the Defense in the history of the 
base closure process." 

Here is a list of the Commission's actions of June 22, in the order in which they were 
taken: 



Following is the list of the recommendations the Commission made today (in chronological 
order): 

Vote Legend (nay votes will be noted, recusals will be in bold): 
In the event of a tie vote, the Secretary of Defense's recommendation is adopted. 
AD - Alan J. Dixon; AC - A1 Cornella; RC - Rebecca Cox; JD - James B. Davis; 
LK - S. Lee Kling; BM - Benjamin Montoya; JR - Josue Robles; WS - Wendi L. Steele 

1--Rome Laboratory, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. Rome 
Laboratory activities will relocate to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, and Hanscom AFB, 
Massachusetts. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Rome lab remains open. 

2--Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Kirtland AFB. The 58th Special Operations 
Wing will relocate to Holloman AFB, New Mexico. The AF Operational Test and Evaluation 
Center (AFOTEC) will relocate to Eglin AFB, Florida. The AF Office of Security Police 
(AFOSP) will relocate to Lackland AFB, Texas. The AF Inspection Agency and the AF Safety 
Agency will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) will relocate to 
Kelly AFB, Texas (Field Command) and Nellis AFB, Nevada (High Explosive Testing). Some 
DNA personnel (Radiation Simulator operations) will remain in place. The Phillips Laboratory 
and the 898th Munitions Squadron will remain in cantonment. The AFRES and ANG activities 
will remain in existing facilities. The 377th ABW inactivates and all other activities and 
facilities at Kirtland AFB, including family housing will close. Air Force medical activities 
located in the Veterans Administration Hospital will terminate. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Kirtland remains open. 

3--Brooks Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Brooks AFB. The Human Systems Center, 
including the School of Aerospace Medicine and Armstrong Laboratory, will relocate to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio, however, some portion of the Manpower and Personnel function, and the 
Air Force Drug Test laboratory, may relocate to other locations. The 68th Intelligence Squadron 
will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence will 
relocate to Tyndall AFB, Florida. The 71 0th Intelligence Flight (AFRES) will relocate to 
Lackland AFB, Texas. The hyperbaric chamber operation, including associated personnel, will 
relocate to Lackland AFB, Texas. All activities and facilities at the base including family 
housing and the medical facility will close. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. Brooks remains open. 



4--Air Logistics Centers 

Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign the Air Logistics Centers (ALC) at Hill AFB, 
Utah; Kelly AFB, Texas; McClellan AFB, California; Robins AFB, Georgia; and Tinker AFB, 
Oklahoma. Consolidate the followings workloads at the designated receiver locations: 

Commoditv/Workload Receiving Locations 

Composites and plastics 
Hydraulics 
Tubing manufacturing 
Airborne electronic automatic 

equipment software 

Sheet metal repair and manufacturing 

Machining manufacturing 

Foundry operations 

Airborne electronics 

Electronic manufacturing 
(printed wire boards) 

Electrical/mechanical support equipment 
Injection molding 
Industrial plant equipment software 
Plating 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins AFB 
WR-ALC, Robins-AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 

Hill AFB 
00-ALC, Hill AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, WR- 

ALC, Robins AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB 
SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 

(some unique work remains 
at 00-ALC, Hill AFB and 
WR-LC,  Robins AFB) 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB, OC- 
ALC, Tinker AFB, 00-ALC, 
Hill AFB 

WR-ALC, Robins AFB 

SM-ALC, McClellan AFB 
SM-KC,  McClellan AFB 
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB 
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB, 00- 

ALC, Hill AFB, SA-ALC, 
Kelly AFB, WR-ALC, Robins 
AFB 

Move the required equipment and any required personnel to the receiving location. These 
actions will create or strengthen Technical Repair Centers at the receiving locations in the 
respective commodities. Minimal workload in each of the commodities may continue to be 
performed at the other ALCs as required. 

Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. Close McClellan ALC. Realign Kelly 
AFB by closing ALC. 
Vote: 6-2 (RC, BM) on McClellan. 6-2 (JR, JD) on Kelly. 



5--Kelly Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action. Recommend Realignment of Kelly by closing ALC. 
Vote: 6-2. JR, JD. 

6--McClellan Air Force Base, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary - of Defense. 
Commission Action: Close. 
Vote: 6-2. RC, BM. 

7--Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the 
towed and self-propelled combat vehicle mission to Anniston Army Depot. Retain an enclave 
for conventional ammunition storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage. Change the 
1993 Commission's decision regarding the consolidating of tactical missile maintenance at 
Letterkemy by transfemng missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot. 
Note: The Commission voted that Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa, currently on the list of bases 
recommended by the Secretary of Defense for realignment, be considered by the Commission for 
closure or to increase the extent of the realignment. 
Commission Recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Approve same language as SECDEF 
motion, with addition of language encouraging and permitting private sector use. 
Vote: 5-3 (AC, RC, JD) 

8--Red River Army Depot, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer the 
ammunition storage mission, intern training center, and civilian training education to Lone Star 
Army Ammunition Plant. Transfer the light combat vehicle maintenance mission to Anniston 
Army Depot. Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone Star. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. Realign downward; Bradley and other 
missions stay. 1 13 line moves to Anniston. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

9--Defense Distribution Depot Red River, Texarkana, Texas (DDRT) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot Red 
River, Texas. Material remaining at DDRT at the time of disestablishment will be relocated to 
the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, Alabama, (DDAA) and to optimum storage space 
within the DoD Distribution System. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 



10--Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment, 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 
Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, 
equipment, and support to other naval activities, primarily the Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia; 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, California; and the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Crane, Indiana. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal; Close, but add language to encourage privitization 
of functions to the extent practical. 
Vote: 8-0. 

w 

11--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center (NAWC), 
Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, Indiana. Relocate necessary functions along with associated 
personnel, equipment and support to other naval technical activities, primarily Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana; Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, 
Maryland; and Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake, California. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal; Close, but add language to encourage privitization 
of functions to the extent practical. 
Vote: 8-0. 

12--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Lakehurst, New Jersey, except transfer in place certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air 
Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Maryland. Relocate other functions and ' 

associated personnel and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent 
River, Maryland, and the Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville, Florida. Relocate the Naval Air 
Technical Training Center Detachment, Lakehurst, to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida. 
Relocate Naval Mobile Construction Battalion 21, the U.S. Anny CECOM Airborne Engineering 
Evaluation Support Activity, and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office to other 
government-owned spaces. 
Cammission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Lakehurst remains open. 
Vate: 7-1. AD. 

13--Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Eglin AFB, Florida. The Electromagnetic 
Test Environment (EMTE), consisting of eight Electronic Combat (EC) threat simulator systems 
and two EC pod systems will relocate to the Nellis AFB Complex, Nevada. Those emitter-only 
systems at the Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) at Eglin AFB necessary to support 
Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC), the USAF Air Warfare Center, and Air Force 
Materiel Command Armaments/Weapons Test and Evaluation activities will be retained. All 
other activities and facilities associated with Eglin will remain open. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
vote: 7-1. RC. 



14--Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor Activity, 
Buffalo, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Real-Time Digitally Controlled 
Analyzer Processor activity (REDCAP) at Buffalo, New York. Required test activities and 
necessary support equipment will be relocated to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at 
Edwards AFB, California. Any remaining equipment will be disposed of. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 

15--Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator Activity, 
Fort Worth, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Air Force ~1ectr;nic Warfare 
Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) activity in Fort Worth. Essential AFEWES capabilities and 
the required test activities will relocate to the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards 
AFB, California. Workload and selected equipment from AFEWES will be transferred to 
AFFTC. AFEWES will be disestablished and any remaining equipment will be disposed of. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Activity remains open. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

15--Hill Air Force Base, Utah 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Hill AFB, Utah. The permanent Air Force 
Materiel Command (AFMC) test range activity at Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) will be 
disestablished. Management responsibility for operation of the UTTR will transfer fiom AFMC 
to Air Combat Command (ACC). Personnel, equipment and systems required for use by ACC to 
support the training range will be transferred to ACC. Additional AFMC manpower associated 
with operation of the range will be eliminated. Some armarnent/weapons Test and Evaluation 
(T& E) workload will transfer to the Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC), Eglin AFB, 
Florida, and the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC), Edwards AFB, California Note: The 
Commission voted that Hill Air Force Base, UT, currently on the list of bases recommended by 
the Secretary of Defense for realignment, be considered by the Commission for closure or to 
increase the extent of the realignment. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0, 

16--Williams Air Force Base, Arizona 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission 
regarding the relocation of Williams AFB's Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research 
Facility to Orlando, Florida, as follows: The Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research 
Facility at Mesa, Arizona, will remain at its present location as a stand-alone activity. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

17--Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu, CA 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action: Point Mugu remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 



18--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Warminster, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and 
support to other technical activities, primarily the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, 
Patuxent River, Maryland. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

19--Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E 
Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania - 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Command, Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate 
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and support to other technical activities, primarily 
the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division, San Diego, 
California; and the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

20--Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, 
Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft 
Division, Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsylvania. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD Proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

21--Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, New London Detachment, New 
London, Connecticut 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Newport Division, New London Detachment, New London, Connecticut, and relocate necessary 
hnctions with associated personnel, equipment, and support to Naval Undersea Warfare Center, 
Newport Division, Newport, Rhode Island. Close the NUWC New London facility, except retain 
Pier 7 which is transferred to the Navy Submarine Base New London. The site presently 
occupied by the U.S. Coast Guard Station, New London, will be transferred to the U.S. Coast 
Guard. The Navy Submarine Base, New London, Magnetic Silencing Facility will remain in its 
present location as a tenant of the U.S. Coast Guard. Naval reserve units will relocate to other 
naval activities, primarily NUWC Newport, Rhode Island, and Navy Submarine Base, New 
London, Connecticut. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0- 1. JD. 

22--Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, Louisiana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New 
Orleans, Louisiana, and relocate necessary personnel to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, 
Dayton, Ohio, and Naval Aeromedical Research Laboratory, Pensacola, Florida. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



23--Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Medical Research Institute (NMRI), 
Bethesda, Maryland. Consolidate the personnel of the Diving Medicine Program with the 
Experimental Diving Unit, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Coastal Systems 
Station, Panama City, Florida. Relocate the Infectious Diseases, Combat Casualty Care and 
Operational Medicine programs along with necessary personnel and equipment to the Walter 
Reed Army Institute for Research at Forest Glen, Maryland. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

24-Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound Reference Detachment, Orlando, 
Florida - 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Research Laboratory, 
Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRL UWSRD), Orlando, Florida. Relocate the 
calibration and standards function with associated personnel, equipment, and support to the 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, Newport, Rhode Island, except for the 
Anechoic Tank Facility I, which will be excessed. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

25--Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering East 
Coast Detachment, Norfolk, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the In-Service Engineering East Coast 
Detachment, St. Juliens Creek Annex, Norfolk, Virginia, of the Naval Command, Control and 
Ocean Surveillance Center, except retain in place the transmit and receive equipment and 
antennas currently at the St. Juliens Creek Annex. Relocate functions, necessary personnel and 
equipment to Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia. \ 

Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

26-- Dugway Proving Ground, Utah 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Dugway Proving Ground by relocating the 
smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma Proving Ground, AZ, and some elements of 
chemicaVbiologica1 research to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Dispose of English Village and 
retain test and experimentation facilities necessary to support Army and DoD missions. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Dugway remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

27--Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 321st Missile Group 
will inactivate, unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need 
to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the 
Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned 
and the 9 1 st Missile Group will inactivate. 

If Grand Forks AFB is realigned, the 32 1st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 
missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be 
retired. A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 3 19th 
Air Reheling Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with 



the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base 
exchange will remain open. 

If Minot AFB is realigned, the 9 1 st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 missiles 
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilities, or be retired. The 
5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 
5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will 
remain open. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AC. 

28--Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 4jrd Air Refueling 
Group and its KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing aircraft 
flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. A small airfield 
operational area will continue to be available to support the helicopter operations of the 40th 
Rescue Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities and 
facilities associated with the 34 1 st Missile Wing will remain. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AC. 

29--MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendations of the 1991 and 1993 
Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of the MacDill AFB airfield to the Department 
of Commerce (DOC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill airfield as part of MacDill 
AFB. The Air Force will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC will 
remain as a tenant. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AC. 

30--Reese Air Force Base, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training Wing 
will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will be redistributed or retired. All activities and facilities 
at the base including family housing and the hospital will close. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 6-2. AC, RC. . 

31--0nizuka Air Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Onizuka AS. The 750th Space Group will 
inactivate and its functions will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Detachment 2, Space and 
Missile Systems Center (AFMC) will relocate to Falcon AFB, Colorado. Some tenants will 
remain in existing facilities. All activities and facilities associated with the 750th Space Group 
including family housing and the clinic will close. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 5-3. RC, BM, WS. 



32--Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 199 1 Commission 
regarding the cantonment of the 100 1 st Space Support Squadron at the Lowry Support Center as 
follows: Inactivate the 100 1 st Space Systems Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, Space 
Systems Support Group (SSSG). Some Detachment 1 personnel and equipment will relocate to 
Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Space Systems Support Group while the remainder of the 
positions will be eliminated. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

33--Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas - 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing 
(AFRES) will inactivate. The Wing's F- 16 aircraft will be redistributed or retire. Headquarters, 
10th Air Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, 
Texas. 
Commissioh Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 4-4. AD, AC, JD, BM. 

34--Carswell Air Reserve Station, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission Action: Remove Carswell from further consideration. Carswell remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

35-Homestead Air Force Base , Florida 
301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding Homestead AFB as follows: Redirect the 301 st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) with its 
associated aircraft to relocate to Patrick AFB, Florida. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

36--Homestead Air Force Base , Florida 
726th Air Control Squadron 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding the relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron (ACS) from Homestead AFB to 
Shaw AFB, South Carolina, as follows: Redirect the 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB, Idaho. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

37--Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station 
(ARS). The 91 1 th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C- 130 aircraft will be distributed to Air 
Force Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Pittsburgh remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 



38--Chicago O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station, Illinois 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense 
Commission Action: Close O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station. Relocate 126th Air Refueling 
Wing to Scott AFB, Illinois, if City of Chicago covers cost. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 

39--Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station. 
Relocate the 129th Rescue Group and associated aircraft to McClellan AFB, California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

40--North Highlands Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close North Highlands Air Guard Station (AGS) and 
relocate the 162nd Combat Communications Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat 
Communications Squadron (CCS) to McClellan AFB, California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

41--Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station 
(AGS) and relocate the 148th Combat Communications Squadron (CCS) and the 21 0th Weather 
Flight to March ARB, California. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

42--Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate 
the 21 3th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG) and the 274th Combat Communications Group 
(ANG) to Stewart International Airport AGS, Newburg, New York. The 722nd Aeromedical 
Staging Squadron (AFRES) will relocate to suitable leased space within the current recruiting 
area. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Same as SECDEF recommendation with provision 
on sale of land. 
Vote: 8-0 

43--Springfield-Beckiey Municipal Airport 
Air Guard Station, Ohio 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air 
Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 178th Fighter Group (ANG), the 25 1 st Combat 
Communications Group (ANG), and the 269th Combat Communications Squadron (ANG) to 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. Springfield-Beckley remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 



44--Grifiiss Air Force Base, New York 
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding support of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division, Fort Drum, New York, at Griffiss AFB, 
as follows: Close the minimum essential airfield that was to be maintained by a contractor at 
Griffiss AFB and provide the mobility/contingericy/training support to the 10th Infantry (Light) 
Division from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential equipment from the minimum essential 
airfield at Griffiss AFB will transfer to Fort Drum. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

- 
45--Griffiss Air Force Base, New York 
485th Engineering Installation Group 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding the transfer of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG) from Griffiss AFB, New 
York, to Hill AFB, Utah, as follows: Inactivate the 485th EIG. Transfer its engineering 
functions to the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer its installation function to the 
838th Electronic Installation Squadron (EIS) at Kelly AFB, Texas, and to the 938th EIS, 
McClellan AFB, California. 
Commission Action: Reject DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



Following is the list of the recommendations the Commission made June 23 (in chronological 
order): 

Vote Legend (nay votes will be noted, recusals will be in bold): 
In the event of a tie vote, the Secretary of Defense's recommendation is adopted. 
.AD - Alan J. Dixon; AC - A1 Cornella; RC - Rebecca Cox; JD - James B. Davis; 
LK - S. Lee Kling; BhI - Benjamin Montoya; JR - Josue Robles; WS - Wendi L. Steele 

46-Naval Activities, Guam 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Naval Activities Guam. Relocate all 
ammunition vessels and associated personnel and support to Naval Magazine, Lualualei, Hawaii. 
Relocate all other combat logistics force ships and associated personnel and support to Naval 
Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Relocate Military Sealift Command personnel and Diego Garcia 
support functions to Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Disestablish the Naval Pacific 
bfeteorology and Oceanographic Center-WESTPAC, except for the Joint Typhoon Warning 
Center, which relocates to the Naval Pacific Meteorology and Oceanographic Center, Pearl 
Harbor, Hawaii. Disestablish the Afloat Training Group-WESTPAC. AII other Department of 
Defense activities that are presently on Guam may remain either as a tenant of Naval Activities, 
Guam or other appropriate naval activity. Retain waterfront assets for support, mobilization, and 
contingencies and to support the afloat tender. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Dispose of property owned by Naval 
Activities declared releasable under the 1994 Guam Land Use Plan (GLUP) with appropriate 
restrictions. Locate MSC ships as operationally required. 
Vote: 7-0-1. RC 

17-Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 
Commission (1 993 Commission Report, at page 1-2 1) for "the air& personnel, and associated 
equipment" from the closing Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam from "Andersen AFB, Guam" to 
"other naval or DoD air stations in the Continental United States and Hawaii." 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Allows colocation of HC-5s with MSC 
ships. 
Vote: 7-0-1. RC 

48-Ship Repair Facility, GUAM 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Ship Repair Facility (SW), Guam, 
except transfer appropriate assets, including the piers, the floating drydock, its typhoon basin 
anchorage, the recompression chamber, and the floating crane, to Naval Activities, Guam. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. RC 

49-Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, 
Guam. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Disestablish, except for fuel fm and 
appropriate assets. 
Vote: 7-0-1. RC 



50-Public Works Center, GUAM 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission recommendation: Realign P WC to match assigned workload. Close officer 
housing at NAS Agana 
Vote: 7-0-1. RC 

51-Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, 
Massachusetts. Relocate its aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and support to Naval 
.Air Station, Brunswick. Maine. Relocate the Marine Corps Reserve support squadrons to 
another facility in the local area or to NAS Brunswick. Reestablish Naval Reseme Center, 
Quincy. Massachusetts, and change the receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 
Commission Report, at page 1-64) for consolidation of Navy and Marine Corps Reserve Center, 
Lawrence, Massachusetts; Naval Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; and Naval Reserve 
Center, Quincy, Massachusetts, fiom "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts" to "Naval Reserve 
Center, Quincy, Massachusetts." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

52-Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-25) for the Mt. Clemons, Michigan Marine 
Corps Reserve Center, including MWSG-47 and supporting units, from "Marine Corps Reserve 
Center, Twin Cities, Minnesota" to "Air National Guard Base, Selfridge, Michigan." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

53-Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, 
except retain the Regional Counterdrug Training Academy facilities which are transfened to the 
Academy. Relocate the undergraduate strike pilot training function and associated personnel, 
equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas. Its major tenant, the Naval 
Technical Training Center, will close, and its training hc t ions  will be relocated to other training 
activities, primarily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education and 
Training Center, Newport, Rhode Island. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Meridian remains open. 
Vote: 7-1 AD. 

54- Yaval Technical Training Center, Meridian, ,Mississippi 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, 
hiississippi, and relocate the training functions to other training activities, primarily the Navy 
Supply Corps School, Athens, Georgia, and Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, 
Rhode Island. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. NTTC remains open. 
Vote: 5-3. WS, JD, AD. 



55-Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, as a 
Naval Air Facility. and relocate the undergraduate pilot training h c t i o n  and associated 
personnel, equipment and support to Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, and Naval Air 
Station, Whiting Field. Florida. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Remain open and realign as necessary. 
Vote: 7-1 AD. 

56-Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, California, and 
Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving sites for "squadrons and related 
activities at NAS Miramar" specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Reporf at 
page 1 - 1 8) fiom "NAS Lemoore and NAS Fallon" to "other naval air stations, primarily NAS 
Oceana, Virginia, NAS North Island, California, and NAS Fallon, Nevada" Change the 
receiving sites for MCAS Tustin, California, specified by the 1993 Commission from WAS 
North Island, NAS ~Miramar, or MCAS Camp Pendleton" to "other naval air stations, primarily 
MCAS New River, North Carolina; MCB Hawaii (MCAF Kaneohe Bay); MCAS Camp 
Pendleton, California; and NAS Miramar, California. " 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Change is that possible Tustin receiving 
sites are to be "consistent with operational requirements." 
Vote: 8-0. 

57-Naval Air Station, Alameda, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 
Commission for the closure of Naval Air Station, Alarneda, California (1 993 Commission 
Report, at page 1-35) for "aircraft along with the dedicated personnel, equipment and support" 
and "reserve aviation assets" fiom 'WAS North Island" and "NASA AmesMoffett Field," 
respectively, to "other naval air stations, primarily the Naval Air Facility, Corpus Christi, Texas, 
to support the Mine Warfare Center of Excellence, Naval Station, Ingleside, Texas." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. Change language to Naval Air Station, 
C~rpus  Christi, Texas. 
Vote: 8-0. 

58-Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-20) fiom "Marine Corps .Air Station, Cherry 
Point, North Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, 
Beaufort, South Carolina" to "other naval air stations, primarily Naval Air Station, Oceana, 
Virginia; Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, 
Florida; and Naval Air Station, Atlanta, Georgia; or other Navy or Marine Corps Air Stations 
with the necessary capacity and support infhstmcture." In addition, add the following: "To 
support Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target complex, 
and the Yellow Water family housing area" 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



59- Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

60-Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida, to a 
Naval Air Facility and dispose of certain portions of Truman Annex and Trumbo Point 
(including piers, wharfs and buildings). 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Realign as per DoD request but change 
language to include "dispose of all property not required to support operational commitments, 
including Truman Annex and Trurnbo Point." 
Vote: 8-0. 

61-Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
regarding items excepted from the closure of Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii (1993 
Commission, at page 1 - 19) from "Retain the family housing as needed for multi-service use" to 
"Retain the family housing as needed for multi-service use, including the following family 
housing support facilities: commissary facilities, Public Works Center compouud with its 
sanitary landfill, and beach recreational areas, known as Nimitz Beach and White Plains Beach." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

62-Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center, 
Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 
Commission (1 993 Commission Report, at page 1-38) for the "Nuclear Power School" (or the 
Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center) from "the Submarine School at the Naval 
Submarine Base (NSB), New Londonn to "Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South Carolinan 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0- 1. JD. 

63- Naval Training Centers 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
(1993 Commission Report, at page 1-38) concerning the closure of Naval Training Center, 
Orlando, Florida, by deleting all references to Service School Command from the list of major 
tenants. Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission (1 993 Commission Reporq at 
page 1-39) concerning the closure of Naval Training Center, San Diego, California, by deleting 
all references to Service School Command, including Service School Command (Electronic 
Warfare) and Service School Command (Surface), from the list of major tenants. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 



64- Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Shipyard Long Beach, California, 
except retain the sonar dome government-owned contractor-operated facility and those family 
housing units needed to fulfill Department of the Navy requirements, particularly those at Naval 
Weapons Station, Seal Beach, California Relocate necessary personnel to other naval activities 
as  appropriate, primarily Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach and naval activities in the San 
Diego, Califomia, area 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 6-2. BM, RC 

65-Naval Shipyard, Norfolk Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendations: Change the recommendation of the 1991 
Commission relating to the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (1 99 1 Commission 
Report, at page 5-28) to delete "and preservation" (line 5) and "for emergent requirements"(1ines 
6-7). 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

66-Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, Washington 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, 
Washington, by moving its ships' combat systems console refurbishment depot maintenance and 
general industrial workload to Naval Shipyard, Puget Sound, Bremerton, Washington. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

67-Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, 
Long Beach, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, 
Conversion and Repair, USN, Long Beach, California Relocate certain functions, personnel and 
equipment to Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion and Repair, USN, San Diego, Califomia 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

68-Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission recommendation: Close FISC Oakland, move DFAS and MSC to government 
owned space. Close Pt. Molate Naval Refueling Station, Richmond, CA. Close Navy Supply 
Annex, Alarneda, CA. 
Vote: 8-0. 

69-Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, 
Charleston, South Carolina. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 
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70-Naval Personnel Research and Development Center, San Diego, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish Naval Personnel Research and 
Development Center, San Diego, California, and relocate its functions, and appropriate 
personnel, equipmen& and support to the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Memphis, Tennessee, and 
Naval Air Warfare Center, Training Systems Division, Orlando, Florida. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

71-Baval Health Research Center, San Diego, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Health Research Center 
(NHRC), San Diego, California, and reIocate necessary functions, personnel and equipment to 
the Bureau of Naval Personnel (BUPERS) at Memphis, Tennessee. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. NHRC remains open in San Diego. 
Vote: 8-0. 

72-Office of Naval Research, Arlington, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission 
(1 993 Commission Report, at pages 1-59/60) by deleting the Office of Naval Research from the 
list of National Capital Region activities to relocate from leased space to Government-owned 
space within the NCR 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

73- Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren 
Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland. Relocate the functions, personnel and equipment 
associated with Ship Magnetic Signature Control R&D Complex to the Naval Surface Warfare 
Center, Carderock, Maryland, and the functions and personnel associated with reentry body 
dynamics research and development to the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlpn, Virginia 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 5-3. RC, JD, JR. 

74-Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, 
Annapolis, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock 
Division Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, AMapolis, 
except transfer the fuel storage/reheling sites and the water treatment facilities to Navai Station, 
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. Relocate appropriate 
functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily Naval Surface 
Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Naval Surface 
Weapons Center, Carderock Division, Carderock. Maryland; and the Yaval Research Laboratory, 
Washington, D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with 
other components of the Center in the local area as  appropriate. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 
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75-Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Air Technical Services Facility 
@ATSF), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and consolidate necessary functions, personnel, and 
equipment with the Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, California. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

76-Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close the Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit 
(NAESU), Phtladelphia, Pennsylvania and consolidate necessary hct ions ,  personnel, and 
equipment with the Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), North Island, California 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

77-iYaval3fanagement Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the Naval Management Systems Support 
Office ( N A W S S O ) ,  Chesapeake, Virginia, and relocate its hc t ions  and necessary personnel 
and equipment as a detachment of Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, San 
Diego, California, in govemment-owned spaces in Norfolk, Virginia 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Modify receiving sites to Tidewater, VA 
area. 
Vote: 8-0. 

78--Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service Engineering 
West Coast Division, San Diego, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish the In-Service Engineering West Coast 
Division (NISE West), San Diego, California, of the Naval Command, Control and Ocean 
Surveillance Center (NCCOSC), including the Taylor Street Special Use Area, and consolidate 
necessary functions and personnel with the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance 
Center, RDT&E Division, either in the NCCOSC RDT&E Division spaces at Point Lorna, 
California, or in current NISE West spaces in San Diego, California 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

79-Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation for the Space and Naval 
Warfare Systems Command, Arlington. Virginia, specified by the 1993 Commission 
(Commission Report, at page 1-59) from "[rlelocate ... from leased space to Government-owned 
space within the NCR to include the Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy Yard. 
Washington. D.C.; 380 1 Nebraska Avenue, Washington. D.C.; Marine Corps Combat 
Development Command. Quantico. Virginia; or the &kite Oak facility, Silver Spring, blaryland" 
to "Relocate ... from leased space to Government-owned space in San Diego, California to allow 
consolidation of the Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, with the Space 
and Naval Warfare Command headquarters. This relocation does not include SPAWAR Code 
40. which is located at NRL, or the Program Executive Officer for Space Communication 
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Create two ICPs for the management of weapon system-related FSCs at the Defense 
Construction Supply Center (DCSC), Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply Center 
(DGSC), hchmond, VA. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

134- Defense Contract Management District South (DCMD), Marietta, Georgia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish DCMD South and relocate missions to 
DCMD Northeast and DCMD West. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

135- Defense Contract Management District West @CMD), El Segundo, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: This is a redirect of the following BRAC 93 
Commission recommendation: "Relocate the Defense Contract Management District, El 
Segundo, California, to Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Los Angeles, California, or space obtained 
from exchange of land for space between the Navy and the Port AuthorityICity of Long Beach." 
The current recommendation is expanded to read: Relocate the DCMD, El Segundo, CA, (a) to 
Government property in the Los .4ngeles/Long Beach area, or, (b) to space obtained fkom 
exchange of land between the Navy and Port Authority/City of Long Beach. or (c) to a purchased 
office building, whichever is the most cost-effective for DoD. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

136-- Defense Contract Management Command International (DCMCI), Dayton, Ohio 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign the DCMCI (Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, 
and merge its mission into the Defense Contract Management Command Headquarters (DCMC 
HQ), Ft. Belvoir, Virginia. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

137-Investigations Control and Automation Directorate, Fort Holabird, Baltimore, 
Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Relocate the Defense Investigative Service @IS), 
Investigations Control and Automation Directorate (IC&AD) from Fort Holabird, ~Maryland, to a 
new facility to be built on Fort Meade, Maryland. This proposal is a revision to the 1988 Base 
Closure Commission's recommendation to retain the Defense Investigative Service at Fort 
Holabird. Once DIS vacates the building on Fort Holabird, the base will be vacant. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

138- Fort Holabird, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure or realignment as 
a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission action: Close Fort Holabird. 
Vote: 8-0. 



127- Sudbury Training Annex, >lassachusetts 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Sudbury Training h e x .  
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

128- Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, Lompoc, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks (USDB), 
Lompoc. CA. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

129- Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support .Activity, West Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support 
Activity (A,MSA). Relocate reserve activity to the Kelly Support Center, PA, provided the 
recommendation to realign Kelly Support Center is approved. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Valley Grove remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

130- Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Columbus, Ohio (DDCO) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, 
Ohio, and designate it as a storage site for slow moving/war reserve material. Active material 
remaining at DDCO at the time of realignment will be attrited. Stock replenishment will be 
stored in optimum space within the distribution system. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

131-- Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee (DDMT) 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Defense Distribution Depot 'Memphis. 
Tennessee. Material remaining at DDMT at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum 
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. As a result of the closure of DDblT, all DLA 
activity will cease at this location and DDMT will be excess to DLA needs. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. JR. 

132- Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah (DDObI 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah, 
except for a 36.000 square foot cantonment for Army Reserve personnel. Material remaining at 
DDOU at the time of closure will be relocated to optimum storage space within the DoD 
Distribution System. As a result of the closure of DDOC', all DLA activity will cease at this 
location and DDOU will be excess to DLX needs. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Modify closure proposal to enlarge cantonment 
area. Ogden closes. 
Vote: 8-0. 

133-- Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: The Defense Industrial Supply Center is 
disestablished. Disaibutz the management of Federal Supply Classes (FSC) within the 
remaining DLX Inventory Control Points (ICP). Create one ICP for the management of troop 
and general support items at the Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) in Philadelphia PA. 
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119-- Camp Kilmer, New Jeney 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Camp Kilmer, except an enclave for minimum 
necessary facilities to support the Reserve Components. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

120-- Camp Pedricktown, ;Yew Jeney 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers- 
Sandberg Reserve Center. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

121- Caven Point Army Reserve Center, New Jersey 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Caven Point U. S. Army Reserve Center. 
Relocate its reserve activities to the Fort Hamilton, NY, provided the recommendation to realign 
Fort Hamilton is approved. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Caven Point remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

12%- East Fort Baker, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close East Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants to other 
installations that meet mission requirements. Return all real property to the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

123--Fort Missoula, Montana 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort hIissoula, except an enclave for minimum 
essential land and facilities to support the Reserve Component units. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

124- Hingham Cohasset, ,Massachusetts 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Hingharn Cohasset. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

125- Recreation Center #2, North Carolina 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Recreation Center $2, Fayetteville, NC. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

126-- Rio Vista Army Reserve Center, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Rio Vista Reserve Center. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick 
Research. Development, Engineering Center. ,Mil, to align with the 
Soldier Systems Command. 

Relocate functions related to materiel management of 
communications-electronics to Fort ,Clonmouth, NJ, to align with 
Communications-Electronics Command. 

Relocate automotive materiel management functions to 
Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align with Tank-Automotive and .4rmaments 
Command. 

Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 5-1-2. LK, JD, AD. 

113- Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close by relocating Concepts Analysis Agency to 
Fort Belvoir, VA. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

114- Information Systems Software Command (ISSC), Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close by relocating Information Systems Software 
Command to Fort Meade, MD. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

11 5- Publications Distribution Center Baltimore, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close by relocating the U.S. Army Publications 
Distribution Center, Baltimore to the U.S. . b y  Publications Center St. Louis, Missouri. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 6-2. AC, RC. 

116--Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Bellmore Logistics Activity. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

117- Big Coppett Key, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Big Coppett Key. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

118-- Camp Bonneville, Washington 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Camp Bonneville. 
Commission Action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



107- - Savanna Army Depot Activity, Illinois 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Savanna Army Depot Activity (ADA). 
Relocate the United States Army Defense Ammunition Center and School (USADACS) to 
bIcXlrster Army Ammunition Plant. Oklahoma. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 

108- S tratford Army Engine Plant, Connecticut 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

109- Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, Sew Jersey 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Bayowe Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate 
the Military Transportation Management Command (MTMC) Eastern Area Command 
Headquarters and the traffic management portion of the l3Olst Major Port Command to Fort 
Monrnouth, New Jersey. Retain an enclave for the Navy Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, 
and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Close Bayome, move all tenants to receiving 
locations to be determined. 
Vote: 6-2. RC. AC. 

1 10-Oakland Army Base, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: None. The Commission added this military 
installation to the list of bases to be considered by the Commission for closure and realignment 
as a proposed change to the list of recommendations submitted by the Secretary of Defense. 
Commission recommendation: Close Oakland Army Base. 
Vote: 5-3. AC, RC, BM. 

11 1- Fitzsimons Army iMedical Center, Colorado 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC), 
except for Edgar J. McWhethy Army Reserve Center. Relocate the Medical Equipment and 
Optical School and Optical Fabrication Laboratory to Fort Sam Houston, TX. Relocate Civilian 
Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) activities to Denver leased 
space. Relocate other tenants to other installations. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Close with modification to the 
Secretary's proposal. Tenants relocate to location to be determined by Dept. of Army. 
Vote: 6-2. XC. .JD. 

112-Aviation-Troop Command, Missouri 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCObf), 
and close by relocating its rnissions/fimctions as follows: 

Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering 
Center; Aviation Management: and Aviation Program Executive 
Offices to Redstone Arsenal. Huntsville. AL. to form the Aviation & 
Missile Command. 



10 1- Fort Hamilton, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Hamilton. Dispose of all family 
housing. Retain minimum essential land and facilities for existing Army units and activities. 
Relocate all Army Reserve units tiom Caven Point, New Jersey. to Fort Hamilton. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Ft. Hamilton remains open. (See also vote $1 19, 
Caven Point.) 
Vote: 8-0. 

102- Fort Totten, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort Totten, except an enclave for the U. S. 
.*y Reserve. Dispose of family housing. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

103- Detroit Arsenal, Michigan 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing of 
the Detroit &my Tank Plant. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 

104-- Tri-Service Project Reliance, Fort Detrick, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commission 
regarding Tri-Service Project Reliance. Upon disestablishment of the U.S. A m y  Biomedical 
Research Development Laboratory (USABRDL) at Fort Detrick, MD, do not collocate 
environmental and occupational toxicology research with the Armstrong Laboratory at Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base, OH. Instead relocate the health advisories environmental fate research 
and military criteria research functions of the Environmental Quality Research Branch to the 
U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency (AEHA), Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and 
maintain the remaining h c t i o n s  of conducting non-mammalian toxicity assessment models and 
on-site biomonitoring research of the Research Methods Branch at Fort Detrick as part of 
Headquarters, U.S. b y  Medical Research and Materiel Command. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

105-Sierra Army Depot, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Sierra Army Depot by eliminating the 
conventional ammunition mission and reducing it to a depot activity. Retain an enclave for the 
Operational Project Stock mission and the static storage of ores. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Modify DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0 

106-Seneca Army Depot, New York 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Seneca Army Depot, except an enclave to store 
hazardous material and ores. 
Commission action: Xccept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 



95- Fort Meade, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Meade by reducing Kimbrough Army 
Community Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient services. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 6-2. JR, AC. 

96- Fort Ritchie, Maryland 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort Ritchie. Relocate the 1 1 1 1 th Signal 
Battalion and 1 108th Signal Brigade to Fort Detrick, IMD. Relocate Information Systems 
Engineering Command elements to Fort Huachuca, AZ. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Ft. Ritchie closes but preserves a National Guard 
enclave. 
Vote: 8-0. 

97- Selfridge Army Garrison, ~Michigan 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close U.S. A m y  Garrison, Selfiidge. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Selfiidge remains open. 
Vote: 8-0. 

98- Price Support Center, Illinois 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Charles Melvin Price Support Center, except a 
small reserve enclave and a storage area. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Price Support Center remains open. 
Vote: 6-0-2. AD, JD. 

99- Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Buchanan by reducing garrison 
management functions and disposing of family housing. Retain an enciave for the reserve 
components. .4my and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES) and the Antilles Consolidated 
School. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Fort Buchanan closes but retains mobilization 
mission. 
Vote: 7-1. AD. 

100- Kelly Support Center, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating 
Army Reserve units onto three of its five parcels. Dispose of the remaining two parcels. 
Relocate the b y  Reserve's leased maintenance activity in Valley Grove, WV, to the Kelly 
Support Center. 
Commission action: Reject DoD proposal. Kelly is realigned. Nothing is moved fiom Valley 
Grove. 
Vote: 8-0. 



89--Fort Hunter Liggett, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Hunter Liggen by relocating the U.S. 
A r m y  Test and Experimentation Center (TEC) missions and functions to Fort Bliss, Texas. 
Eliminate the Active Component mission. Retain minimum essential facilities and training area 
as an enclave to support the Reserve Components (RC). 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

90- Fort Pickett, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort Pickett, except minimum essential training 
a r e a  and facilities as an enclave for the Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum Training 
Facility to Fort Dix, NJ. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Close with amendment to ensure 
preservation of Reserve Component training. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 

91-- Fort Indiantown Gap, Pennsylvania 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort Indiantown Gap, except minimum 
essential facilities as a Reserve Component enclave. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Close with amendment to ensure 
preservation of Reserve Component training. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 

92--Fort Chaffee, Arkansas 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential 
buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component PC) training as an enclave. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Close with amendment to ensure 
preservation of Reserve Component training. 
Vote: 7-1. RC. 

93- Fort McClellan, Alabama 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Close Fort ,McClellan, except minimum essential land 
and facilities for a Reserve Component enclave and minimurn essential facilities, as necessary, 
to provide auxiliary support to the chemical demilitarization operation at Anniston Army Depot. 
Relocate the U. S. Army Chemical and Military Police Schools to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, 
upon receipt of the required permits. Relocate the Defense Poiygraph Institute (DODPI) to Fort 
Jackson. South Carolina. License Pelharn Range and current Guard facilities to the Alabama 
. b n y  Yational Guard. 
Commission action: Reject DoD Proposal. Ft. McClellan closes but CDTF remains in 
Alabama until a new one is operable in Missouri. 
Vote: 8-0. 

94- Fort Lee, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Lee, by reducing Kenner Army 
Community Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient services. 
Commission action: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-1. JR. 



85- Reserve Centers/Commands 
Recommendation: 
Close the following Naval Reserve Centers: 

Stockton, California 
Pomona, California 
Santa h a ,  Inine, California 
Laredo. Texas 
Sheboygan, Wisconsin 
Cadillac, Michigan 
Staten Island, New York 
Huntsville, Alabama 

Close the foilowing Naval Air Reserve Center: 
Olathe, Kansas 

Close the following Naval Reserve Readiness Commands: 
Region Seven - Charleston, South Carolina 
Region Ten - New Orleans, Louisiana 

Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

86-Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the recommendation of the 1993 
Commission (1 993 Commission Report, at pages 1-12/43) by striking the following: "In 
addition, the Commission recommends that the whirl tower and dynamic components facility be 
moved to Cherry Point Navy or Corpus Christi Army Depots or the private sector, in lieu of the 
Navy's plan to retain these operations in a stand-alone facility at NADEP Pensacola" 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0- 1. JD. 

87- Fort Dix, New Jersey 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Dix by replacing the Active Component 
garrison with a US. Army Reserve garrison. Retain minimum essential ranges, facilities, and 
training areas required for Reserve Component (RC) training as an enclave. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

88- Fort Greely, Alaska 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Realign Fort Greely by relocating the Cold Region 
Test Activity (CRTA) and Northern Warfare Training Center (NWTC) to Fort Wainwright, 
Alaska. 
Commission recommendation: Reject DoD proposal. Realign Ft. Greely in accordance with 
SecDef recommendation, but amend to "not move facilities until July, 1997." 
Vote: 8-0. 



Sensors and his immediate staff who will remain in Naw-owned space in the National Capital 
Region." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

80-Saval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993 
Commission ( 1993 Commission Report, at page 1-39) for the relocation of the Naval Sea 
Systems Command, including the Nuclear Propulsion Directorate (SEA 08), the Human 
Resources Office supporting the Naval Sea Systems Command, and associated PEOs and 
DRPMs. from "the Navy 'Annex. Arlington. Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, Washington, 
D.C.; 3 80 1 Nebraska Avenue. Washington. D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Development 
Command, Quantico, Virginia; or the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, Maryland" to "the 
Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C. or other government-owned property in the 
metropolitan Washington, D.C. area." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 5-3. RC, WS, AC. 

81-Naval Information Systems Management Center, Arlington, Virginia 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Relocate the Naval Information Systems Management 
Center from leased space in Arlington, Virginia, to the Washington Navy Yard, Washington, 
D.C. 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

82-Saval Recruiting Command, Washington, D.C. 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site for the Naval Recruiting 
Command, Washington, D.C., specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at 
page 1-59) from "Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois" to 'Yaval Support Activity, 
Memphis. Tennessee." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 7-0-1. AD. 

83-Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, California 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site for the Naval Recruiting 
District, San Diego, California, specified by the 1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at 
page 1-39) Erom "Naval Air Station North Island" to "other government-owned space in San 
Diego, California." 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 

81-Xaval Security Group Command Detachment Potomac, 
Washington, D.C. 
Secretary of Defense Recommendation: Change the receiving site for the Naval Security 
Group Command Detachment Poromac. Washington. D.C.. from "National Security Agency. Ft. 
hleade. hfaryland" specified by the 1993 Comrnission ( I  993 Commission Report, at page 1-59) 
to "'Naval Research Laboratory. Wshtngton, D.C. " 
Commission recommendation: Accept DoD proposal. 
Vote: 8-0. 
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Cirillo, Frank 
- .- .. .~ - ~ -- .- - ~ . 

From: Cirillo, Frank 
To: Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cantwell, Frank; DiCamillo, Rick; Hall, Craig; Olson, 

David; Pross, Mark 
Cc : Cirillo, Frank 
Subject: GESTAPO TIME 
Date: Monday, June 19, 1995 7:54AM 

Team: It is time to  get together t o  determine where we  are. I am afraid our Sunday Holiday COST us in 
our scheduling but WE CAN recover. As a note Ben has multiple nit clips in  our slides t o  insure uniformity. 
I found at least three major errors in our slides yesterday and have fixed most. From today ON I expect 
everyone in here by 7:30AM and NOT to  leave until 9:OOPM unless WE AS A TEAM can afford the loss of 
the one who has to leave. Here is a summary of where we  are. I also put my DRAFT, 1 ST CUT OPR next 
t o  each Item to  insure f ix and follow through. 
ACTION DUE OPR 

1 )Fix JBD Slides for today-(Hmst Rdrcts?) NOW 1 st In 
2)Correct Benny's Slide nits COB 611 9 SteveIDave 
3)Complete Community Concerns Noon 611 9 MBIMPIDO 
4)Complete I st Draft of Circled "Findings" COB 611 9 ALL 
5)Complete I st Draft of remaining "Findings" Noonish 6 /20  ALL 
6)"RetabW Book Index-MacD,Mal,each Rdrct Today Steve 

(This means we  need a tab t o  flip to each required vote so we  do not accidentally miss one -such 
as the missing Homestead redirects I found Sun) 
7)Develop Books (20? see Rob) for ALL Cmsh Noon(?) 6/21 SA/FXC 

(The Teams, Not Travel, wil l prepare separate books for the hearing ) 
8)Review your "Com Con" against your"SSW TODAY ALL(Dave) 

(This is just a one time final check to insure you did not forget a key issue and subject us t o  a 
lawsuit - Dave Olson will do a gut check today as well) 
9)FIX your Slides t o  Insure latest COBRA $ TODAY ALL(MB1FXC) 

(Also Dave (GF) and Rick(Pitts1 need to  explain differences) 

10) l  am sure 1 wil l think of more but we need to  get together on this ASAP. I will gladly take your inputs 
at that session as a team so we can use all bodiees and brains to  get this done. thanks for getting us 
where we  are and in a week and a half i t  WILL BE DONE.) Frank 
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T H E  D E F E N S E  BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT C O M M I S S I O N  
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  S T R E E T  S U I T E  1425 

A R L I N G T O N .  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 

MEMORANDUM REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET)  

TO: R&A Staff WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

.- 
FROM: Ben Borden/T- T=+ "-- 
DATE: 12 June, 1995 

RE: Week's outlook 

rP Y 
1) Team Leaders input to Chuck Pizer on Process Chapter of Report due COB today (6112). (ii 
2) All questions for 14 June hearing due a1 form. Submit 

5-2& c, 
statements for the 14 June hearing by COB 

today (6112). 

3)  Base Visit Package are due by 3:00 p.m. Tuesday (G!13) for the following installations: 

a) Kelly AFB b) Red River Army Depot 
c) NAS Meridian d) Ft. Pickett 
e) NAWC Lakehurst 

. ., . 
.) All Community Concerns 8: Issues for Further Consideration are due in to Chuck Pizer * lizJ inC 

by COB Friday (611 6). Please submit all material. through Rob for my and 3 t ~ ~ 1 x 5 ~  
Madelyn's review. -1 f>i$ 

~,7.71A v - . - <I!CL, 

6 )  Dry runs this week. Same format as the adds hearing. Team Leader will take the lead 
-<- 

for the brief, analyst will be on hand as a back-up Plezse have scripts a i d  back-up 
charts completed for the dry run. Have at least 5 copies in addition to :he copies needed 
for your team members. I wopld like to run through your briefings before the scheduled - 

ime for my . Rob wiii discuss w i t ~ - e  I 

rewew. 

Thursday (611 5 )  5:3J p.m 

Friday (611 6) 9 00 - 12 00 p m. Cross Senice 

Friday (611 6) 2 CI '-5.00 p.m. 

Saturday (6/17) 8.00-1200 p.m. i r  Force 

7) You should begin workir,~ on Commission Findings & - 

Madelyn's memo as a general ~ i j e .  More gui22rlze to follow later on this matter. 

8) See atte~hed scheduie for Thursday (011 5) .  

#P# 



COblRlISIONER BRIEFINGS 
Thursdav. June 15th 

1) 830-9:30 a.m. Chemical weapons threat and the implications of the chemical weapons 
convention. Harold Smith, Asst. to SECDEF for Chemical Weapons. 
J.J. Gertler is responsible for this meeting. 

2) 9:45-10-45 a.m. Navy submarille threat/688 refueling requirements. - - 
Alex Yelin & Doyle Reedy is responsible for this meeting. 

3) 1 1 :00-1230 p.m. Brook Air Force Base. 
Y L <& Q&- 

Jim Owsley is responsible for this meeting. f l  44-d 71 
P m L b  k m  

4) 1 :00-2:00 p.m. Tactical missle maintenance. 
Jim Owsley is responsible for this meeting. 

5) 4:OO-5:00 Guard concerning NAS Ad&. 
RADM Josiah - Director of Resources. 
VADM Herr - Commander of Pacific Arez. 
CAPT. Brenson - Plans, Policy, Evaluation. 

,r Alex I'elin cPr Doyle Reedy is responsible for this meeting. 
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$&'kc-kd A C & I C \ ~ ~ S  by C O L O M ~  /d a Q D G f l  Or- pp ' l ?&? i - 7 (~~  
C f l o . - ~ E  L flp - (> z~wnlpr ,crp,? 
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MOT10 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

COMM CON 

N/A -- -- 

NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

BASE 
ROBINS AFB 
HILL AFB (DEPOT) 
MCCLELLAN AFB --  
TINKER AFB 
KELLY AFB 

COMM FIN 
NIA 
N/A -- 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 

ACTION 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 
REALIGN 

RECO ADD-ACT W T  AF ANALY CATEGORY BVR 
CLOSE / 

RHR 

-- 

CLOSE 
--- 

CLOSE 

- 
MIN PKG 
N/A 
DRAFT 
N/A 
N/ A 
N/ A 

- - -  - .  
'CLOSE \ X-SVC (FRANK) DEPOT -- 

CLOSE \x-SVC/ (FRANK) DEPOT 







As we begin finalizing the language of all sections of the report, specifically Community 
Concerns, Commission Findings, and Recommendations, it will be important to have everyone's 
coordination and cooperation to try to keep the amount of confusion and paperwork down to a 
minimum. The legal team has tried to create a system to coordinate all of our efforts in drafting 
the recommendations, commission findings, and community concerns, sending them through all 
necessary approval channels, and then ensuring they correspond with the motions passed at the 
final deliberations meetings. 

After each piece of language has been reviewed by the R&A side and approved by Ben, 
all pieces must go through the legal team for review. Christy will have three large boxes marked 
COMMISSION FINDINGS DRAFTS, RECOMMENDATIONS DRAFTS, and COMMUNITY 
CONCERNS DRAFTS on top of the shelves next to her desk. This is where you will submit any 
draft pieces of language to us for review. Each piece of language should be submitted on a 
separate page as a separate document. The following process laid out below applies to only the 
Commission Findings and Recommendations drafts. Community Concern should only be 
submitted after everyone has seen them just before they go to Chuck. 

Once we have received draft pieces in these boxes, they will then go through the 
designated people on this side to make any changes. The changes will be returned to Ben andlor 
the team chiefs for the R&A staff to make. Once the changes are made, the final draft versions 
will be resubmitted in the same boxes as before for review by Madelyn and David. Madelyn will 
then ensure that all Commission Findings and Recommendation language corresponds with the 
language of the motions that were passed during deliberations. 

Madelyn must see all changes that are made before the language is considered final 
and entered in the final report. When all changes have been made, return the final to the 
appropriate box on Christy's desk for final review. Madelyn will then give final language in 
hard copy form to Chuck. Once Chuck receives the final hard copy, he, with R&A, will arrange 
for electronic transfer of the documents so that he can prepare the report for printing. 

Thanks for your help. 

6/6/95 
CDS 



. . .  osed Pro-n of &port 1,angllaee 

Commission Findings and Recommendations: 

1. M A  completes their internal review 

2. Ben approves each piece. 

3. R&A puts each draft piece as Ben approves it into the two labelled boxes on Christy's 
shelves: 
-Recommendations Drafts 
--Commission Findings Drafts 

3. Christy logs each piece of language into the legal team's tracking system as it comes in. 

4. Christy then routes each piece of language through the "approval tree" made up of the 
following people: Ralph, Liz, Madelyn. 

5 .  The above people make any changes and initial the piece of language in the upper right 
hand comer. 

6 .  As Madelyn initials each piece of language, she returns them to Christy. 

7. Christy will return each piece with changes to the R&A team chiefsBen to make the 
changes. 

8. After R&A makes the changes, they will resubmit the final draft versions to Christy in 
the same boxes as before. 

9. Christy will enter the drafts into the tracking system. 

10. Christy will send each piece through Wade, David, and Madelyn for final review (again 
initialing in the upper right hand comer). 

1 1. If there are any changes, it returns through R&A once again following the same pattem as 
before. 

12. After all language is approved by Madelyn, she will give a hard copy to Chuck and he 
will then arrange for electronic transfer from R&A. 

Community Concerns: 

The legal team is not involved in this approval process until the very end. Madelyn does 
not need to see this language until everyone else has. She just needs to see it in final form before 
it is submitted to Chuck. 

6/6/95 
CDS 



Points to remember: 

Ben must see each piece of language before it leaves R&A. 

Christy must receive each piece of language between each step in the process. This is so she can 
keep an accurate record of what has been seen and by whom and what hasn't been seen. The 
only time this doesn't apply is as it is passed between people in the "approval tree". We have a 
lot of paper to keep track of so it would be very helpful for everyone to pay close attention to 
this. 

Madelyn must see all changes and is the only one who can give final approval. Along the same 
lines, the legal department should be the only ones handing final hard copies of language to 
Chuck. 

6/6/95 
CDS 



as of June 1,1995 

SCHEDULE OF WORK TO BE COMPLETED 

Monday, June 5 
/" 

900 am meeting - list by Team of all items on DOD list where we expect to change DOD 
recommendation 

- Write-up on reuse for review - Sylvia 

- Write-up on future base closure process for review - ChuckDL 

- Close of business: Fedex minor installations books to Commissioners 
\ 

- 12-2 pm - briefing on Air Force depots by Cross-Service team 

- 2-4 pm - briefing on Naval shipyards by Navy team - 
- 5 pm - complete questionslbriefing book for June 14 hearing 

5- ----- . GI ' 
Monday, June 12 

f ' Close of Business: Team input to Chuck on 
h' 

J 

deliberations by each team 

June 16 - Close of Business 

- All "Community Concerns" portions of Report due to Chuck 

- All "Issues for Further Consideration" for the Report due to Chuck .-----'dJ 
- 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

'1 8 RPA 1995 -- 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMSSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (DBCRC No. 9504 17- 16, AF/RT Tasker 42 1) 

In response to your letter of April 15, 1995, the attached information is provided. These 
. are copies of the worksheets used to tally the votes of the ~ a &  Closure Executive Group 
members by installation in each subcategory of bases. As you can see, these are worksheets. 
There is an inconsistent use of the "tier" numbers, with 1 being used as the top in some cases, and 
3 referring to the top in others. Nevertheless, I believe the information is clear when compared to 
the Air Force analysis. 

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact. 
If you have any questions on the use of the worksheets, please contact him. 

for Reali-ment and Transition 





VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score Tier 

b 

/ 3 
I 

4 
1 

Cannon AFB, New Mexico 

Davis-Monthan AFB, 
Arizona 

Holloman AFB, New Mexico 

Hurlburt AFB, Florida 

Langley AFB , Virginia 

( Mountain Home AFB, Idaho 

Seymour- Johnson AFB , 
North Carolina 

-Shaw- AFE!, South Carolina 

Tyndall AFB, Florida 

Luke AFB, Arizona 

Moody AFB, Georgia 

I \ - 

32 
I 7 

a 5 F=iH 
27 
26 - 

21 , 

1 d 
2 , 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score Tier 

3 
3 
3 

I 

3 

Columbus AFB, Mississippi 

Laughlin AFB, Texas 

Randolph AFB, Texas 

Reese AFB, Texas 

Vance AFB, Oklahoma 

3 d  
3 a 

1 ‘t 

, 32 . 





VOTE TOTALS BY BASE 

Base Score Tier 

, 

Hill AFB, Utah 

Kelly AFB, Texas 

McClellan AFB, California 

Robins AFB, Georgia 

Tinker AFB, Oklahoma 

33 

1.5- 
1 I 
a6 

ar 

I 
3 

3 
a 

I I 



VOTE TOTALS BY BASE - TGcE BASES 

Base Score Tier 

1. Eglin AFB, Florida 3(? 



AFTEAMASSIGNMENTS 
BASE IADD-A ILEAD T IAF ANL~CATEG I A I c ( R I u 

MACDILL AFB I A F  

ISPRINGFLD-BECKLEY MAP, A I I A F  CRAIG I A N G  I I I X  I I 
IMOFFETT FED AIRFIELD AGS I IAF ICRAIG I A N G  1 1 IX I 
MALMSTROM AFB /AF (RICK I L A M S L X  I I 1 

GRIFFISS AFB (485TH) / AF IFRANK ~RD 

LOWRY AFB 
ONIZUKA AS 
REDCAP (REAL-TIME) 
REESE AFB 

KIRTLAND AFB 

BROOKS AFB 
ROME LABORATORY 
EGLIN AFB 

GRIFFISS AFB (AIRFLD) 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 

I , I /  

I 1 1 1  

HILL AFB (UTTR) u l  

I A F  FRANK ILABS I 

I A F  IFRANK IRD X I  I I 

X-SVC 
X-SVC 
X-SVC 

WILLIAMS AFB 
I I l l  

 HOMESTEAD AFB  CLOSE AF ~ M B  ~AFRES / I 1 1 1 

Ix I 

MARK 
MARK 
STEVE 
MB 

Ix-svc (MARK)IT&E I 
AF EW EVAL SIMULATOR 

IOIHARE IAP ARS /CLOSE A F  RICK IAFRES I I I I 

- -- 

(CRAIG 
(FRANK 
(RICK) 

ix-svc I(STEVE IT&E 1 

~MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL IAP A   CLOSE I A F  IMB AFRES I I I I 1 
~NIAGARA FALLS IAPARS / C L O S E I A F   CRAIG IAFRES I I I I 1 

X SPACE 
SPACE 
T&E 
UPT - -  - 

LAB 
LAB 
T&E 

ICARSWELL ARB ICLOSE I A F  I ~ R K  IAFRES I I I I 1 

X 
X 
X . - 

I I I I 
- - - -  

I 1  

LAUGHLIN AFB u 
COLUMBUS AFB  CLOSE I A F  /MARK /UPT 
ROBINS AFB ICLOSE X-svc I(DAVE) IDEPOT I 
TINKER AFB ICLOSE /x-svc ~(FRANK~DEPOT 1 
KELLY AFB /CLOSE Ix-svc ~(FRANK~DEPOT I 
HILL AFB (DEPOT) [CLOSE lx-svc [(DAVE)  DEPOT I 
MCCLELLAN AFB ICLOSE Ix-svc I ~ D A V E )  IDEPOT : 

IMINOT AFB ~RLGN I A F  I D A V E  ILA/MSL/ 7 1 1 I 

Page l 


